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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION
The Evolution of the NASA-DoD} Relationship

from Sputnik to the Lunar Landing

Betyveen Sputnik’s launching in October 1957 and the lunar landing in July 1969 America spon-
sored five human spaceflight projects. NASA’s Mercury. Gemtni. and Apollo were well publicized and to
varving degrees Presidents Dwight D. Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy. and Lyndon B. Johnson used them
as tools for garnering international prestige in the cold war competition with the Soviet Union, However.
Dynasoar and the Manned Orbiting Laboratory (MOL) of the DoD were largely classified and fundamen-
tally oriented toward the military mission of reconnaissance.

This study examines the NASA-DoD relationship with a special emphasis on these two sets of
projects by asking three questions. First. what did each president belicve about using space exploration as
a cold war competitive tool? Eisenhower was not at all keen on such a construct, he did not believe the
US should race to the moon in search of prestige. Kennedy did and reoriented American space policy
toward the moon. fohnson continued this lunar landing goal but refused to expand American space policy
beyond it as he grappled with the demands of Vietnam and the Great Society, Second. what was the insti-
tutional relationship between NASA and the DoD? This relationship was a complex one involving simul-
taneous support, coordination. and rivalry under all three presidents. However. over the course of twelve
vears NASA achieved greater independence while lessening its reliance on the DoD.

Third. what was the specific interaction among the projects themselves? Under Eisenhower Dy-
nasoar and Mercury achieved their initial momentum. The DoD offered critical support for Mercury bul
Mercury's capabilities did not seriously endanger the existence of Dynasoar. In Kennedy's administration
the Gemini program was boin and matured to the point where Secretary of Defense Robert 5. McNamara

concluded Dynasoar was largely redundant and canceled it a few days after Kennedy's death. McNamara




simultancously initiated MOL. Under Johnson MOL and Apollo matured and while the MOL maimtained
2 tenuous hold on life as a reconnaissance platform. it would also be canceled shortly after ke left office.

again largely due to perceived duplication of NASA capabilities. among other factors.
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1. Introduction
The initial driving force for a strong American space program was not scientific. economic.
or romantic. but political - the pursuit of national prestige and power by a new means and in

a new frontier.’

For 30 vears. cold war rivalry was the lifeblood of both U.S. and Soviet programs of huntan
spaceflight.”

. . . the Department of Defense was the one Federal agency with which NASA had to come

to terms in order to carry out its mission at atl. The essence of their relationship had far

more to do with mutual need than with philosophical arguments concerning the existence

or the desirabilily of one space program or two,”

Born as a civilian sparrow in a nest of warbirds. NASA grew up and flew”

Methodelogy and Historiography

Only a dozen vears separated the October 4. 1957 launching by the Soviet Union of the first arti-
ficial earth satellite. Sputnik 1. and the successful American landing and return from the moon in July
1969. During this period of time America sponsored five separate human spaceflight programs. The Na-

tional Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) started and completed Projects Mercury and Gem-

ini while its Project Apollo would land on the moon five more times before December 1972.° However.

' John Noble Wilford, “A Spacefaring People: Kevnote Address.” in .4 Spacefaring People:
Perspectives on Early Spaceflight, ed. Alex Roland. NASA SP-4405 (Washingten. DC: USGPO). 69.

= John Logsdon and Alain Dupas. “Was the Race to the Moon Real?" Scientific American {June
1994): 23,

¥ Arnold S. Levine, Managing NASA in the Apoilo Era, NASA SP-4102 (Washington. DC:
USGPO). 211

* Walter McDougall. . . . The Heavens and the Earth: 4 Political History of the Space Age (New
York: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, 1985). 208.

* Apollo hardware and its Saturn family of launch vehicles were also used for the three Skylab
missions in 1973 and the Apollo Sovuz Test Project in 1975, For summarized factual information on
NASA launches see NASA, NS Packet Statistics (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1996).



the Department of Defense’s (DoD) Project Dynasoar® was canceled in December 1963 and its Manned
Orbiting Laboratory (MOL) was canceled in June 1969. Therefore. the Air Force as the agency directly
responsible for both programs was frustrated in boih its attempts to evatuate and use humans in space for
military purposes. This study will attempt (o examine the NASA-DoD relationship. with a special focus
on these human spaceflight projects. and the larger context in which this relationship was forged. It is
hoped by examining the geopolitical. domestic political. and bureaucratic environments in which deci-
sions concerning these projects werc made. the relationships between America’s first five human space-
flight projects witl become clear.

Three levels of questions must be investigated to fully understand the NASA-DoD relationship in
human spaceflight programs. First. what was the attitude of each president in question. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, John F. Kennedy. and Lyndon B. Johnson. toward the use of space exploration as a tool to secure
international prestige and national pride as part of the cold war struggie with the Soviet Union? While a
complete examination of each president’s cold war policies and general beliefs is outside the scope of this
work, it is necessarv to touch upon the highlights of Eisenhower’s, Kennedy's. and Johnson's fundamen-
tal perspective on the Soviet Union and the Cold War. More important. however. is to examine what each
man specifically believed concerning the role space exploration was to play in the geopolitical struggle
with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). This will be accomplished by analyzing the presi-
dent’s pronouncements on such topics as space for peaceful pursuits, human spaceflight. and space for
prestige purposes. Each president’s concrete actions in the field of space policy. human spaceflight proj-
ects. and cooperation with the USSR in space will also be a key piece of the puzzle,

Second. the institutional relationship between NASA and the DoD will be examined. What was
the level of support. coordination and rivalry that existed between these two bureaucracies during each
president’s term(s)? What specific instances and programs illustrate these dvnamics? What role did in-
dividual personalities play in this interaction? It will be secn that equally important to the NASA-DoD

relationship was the relationship within DoD between the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and

® The word “Dsnasoar” is alternately rendered as “Dyna-Soar.” “Dyvna Soar.” and capitalized
versions of ali three. It is a contraction neologism of “dynamic soaring”™ created by the Air Force.




the Air Force. Reluctance on the part of Secretary of Defentse Robert S. McNamara during the Kennedy
and Johnson administrations to authorize and fund the human spaceflight projects the Air Force con-
cluded it required to guarantee national security often created a level of tension far in excess of any that
may have existed between NASA and the DoD.

The third and final level of inquiry will focus on the actual projects themselves: Mercury, Gem-
ini. Apollo. Dynasoar and MOL. What was each designed to accomplish and why? Did the existence of
one at a particular point in time endanger any others due to perceived duplication? The answer to this
second question is clearly ves. The Air Force saw both its human spaceflight projects canceled: Dynasoar
in 1963 and MOL in 1969. In neither case was this due to NASA's urging. In both there was a complex
mixture of financial, political. international. and institutional factors that eventually led to each project’s
demise. Therefore, the NASA-DoD relationship involves many more actors than simply the two pro-

tagonists,

The existing scholarly literature on this set of questions is relatively thin. First and most impor-
tant is chapter 8, “The Structure of NASA-DOD Relations™ of Arnold S. Levine's Afanaging NASA in the
Apollo Era.” In this chapter he not only devises and develops the support. coordination. rivalry idea for
NASA-DoD relations and applies it to the period 1959-1963, he also has case studies of the Gemini-MOL
interaction and the division of Iabor in early communications satellites. The current study proposes to
extend this coverage both in time (before 1959 and after 1963) and in subjects {looking at all five of the
human spaceflight projects). The second useful scholarly work is Walter McDougall's Pulitzer-prize-
winning . . .The Heavens and the Earth® McDougall’s political history of the space age from its begin-
ning until approximately the early Johnson administration is invaluable in illustrating the role of prestige

in each president's decision-making.” as well as the often hidden but nevertheless crucial impact on space

" Levine, 211-237.
# See McDougall above.
? Therc is an unpublished dissertation that focuses solely on analyzing how the quest for prestige

impacted Eisenhower's and Kennedy's space policy. Scc Derek W. Elliott, Finding an Appropriate
Connnitinent:  Space Policv Development Under Eisenhover and Kennedv, 1954-1963 (Ph.D. disserta-



policy exercised by the quest for legalized overflight of reconnaissance satellites. This dissertation will
attempt to narrow McDougall's focus by examining only the American space program. only the human
spaceflight projects. but will extend the time frame so as to include the MOL.

Finally. perhaps the mosi valuable scholarty work relevant (o this dissertation is John Logsdon's

The Decision to Go to the Moon."" The primary focus of Logsdon’s book is how and why Kennedy de-
cided. in a search for prestige. to reorient American space policy in the spring of 196! toward the goal of
a lunar landing by the end of the 1960s. Logsdon not onty does this admirably but has a cogent discussion

of space policy in the Eisenhower administration. This dissertation’s aim is fo examine a longer period of

time and additional human spaceflight projects but in much less detail than does Logsdon’s book. '

Given the importance of the concept of prestige to this work, a definition is in order. The stan-
dard dictionary version defines it as “1. The level of respect at which one is regarded by others: standing.
2. A person’s [nation’s] high standing among others; honor or esteem. 3. Widely recognized promi-
nence, distinction, or importance.”™* Vernon Van Dyke. an early scholar of the space age. honed this and
defined prestige in the context of geopolitical relations as “a reputation abroad for four qualities; (1) the
pursuit of poals that are creditable and that respond to the challenges of the time; (2) the capacity to

achieve the goals. (3) the necessary determination to achieve them. provided it can be done responsibly

tion. George Washington University). 1992. However. while relatively comprehensive in its coverage.
Elliott does not really go much beyvond McDougall’s book conceptually.

" John M. Logsdon, The Decision to Go to the Moon: Project Apollo and the National Interest
{Cambridge. Mass. and London, England: The MIT Press). 1970.

" 1t should be noted that the question of NASA-DoD relations will by no means be exhausted by
this dissertation focusing on the questions of prestige. the cold war. and human spaceflight from 1957 to
1969, Al least a volume. if not more. could be devoted to the NASA-DoD relationship afier 1969, focus-
ing on the development of the space shuttle. In addition. for the 1957-1969 period. entire monographs
could be prepared on other aspects of the NASA-DoD relationship than human spaceflight such as com-
munications satellites. launch vehicles. and the development of a worldwide svstem of ranges and tracking
and data acquisition networks. Finally. chapters could be written on meteorological satellites, geodetic
satcllites. navigation satellites, and bioastronautics/life sciences research and development.

1% The American Heritage College Dictionarv, 3rd ed. (Boston and New York: Houghton Mifflin
Company. 1993). 1083,



... and (4) an assured future. in which the other qualities making for prestige will be preserved if not en-
hanced.™?® Van Dvke went on to distinguish international prestige from national pride by defining the
latter as a “gratification stemming from actual or confidently anticipated achievement.™™ The nuances of
this distinction are not terribly important for this dissertation because it proposcs to collectively examine
how both prestige and pride together impacted presidential space policy making and in turn the human
spaceflight projec.ts, It is interesting to note that Van Dyvke's conclusion was that pride was in fact more
important because . . . people who think they have a legitimate basis for pride can live without prestige or
can live in the hope and expectation that what leads to pride will also give prestige in time. But we can-
not live with ourselves without pride. We cannot tolerate humiliation w/out making as great an effort as is
necessary to overcome it.”'~ Exactly what level of effort Eisenhower. Kennedy. and Johnson exerted will
be the launching pad for this disscrtation.
Eisenhower Administration

Nine main chapters plus this introduction and a conclusion form this dissertation. Chapter two
will examine the salient trends and policies that were emerging even before Sputnik’s launch on October
4. 1957, The civilian-mititary bifurcation was already evident before Sputnik. so was the use of the new
civilian program as a sort of smokescrcen or “stalking horse™ for the pursuit of the principle of a legal
right of overflight for reconnaissance satcllites. Thus it is nonsensical to start of history of NASA-DoD
relations at the beginning of NASA’s operations in October 1938 or even at the launch of Sputnik. 1t is
neccssary to examine important developments fromt carlier in the Eisenhower administration. Three are
of particular importance.

First is Eisenhower's philosophy of government often referred to as the “Great Equation.” He
defined this as the effort “to sustain a national determination to defend freedom with alt we have, to devise

and maintain indefinitely a military posture of such effectiveness that the Communists wiil abandon any

'* Vernon Van Dyke. Pride and Power: The Rativnale of the Space Program (Urbana, IL: Uni-
versity of Illinois Press. 1964), 119-120,

Y Ibid.. 136.

“1bid., 271-72.




thought of all-out military attack against us or our allies. and to support this military capacity so prudently
as to avoid undcrmining our economic soundness. We need an adequate defense. but every arms doltar we
spend above adequacy has a long-term weakening effect upon the nation and its security.”’® This balanc-
ing act had as a necessary presupposition that the USSR did. in fact. present a challenge that had to be
met: “Communism, no matter how it may be described or disguised. requires dictatorship as a condition
of its existence.” The Communist leaders have concluded ™. . . that the perpetuation of their doctrine de-
pends upon the total destruction of individual liberty. . . . Communists embrace every kind of taclic to
gain their fundamental objective. the domination of the earth’s peoples. . . . Thev use force. the threat of
force. economic pressure and penetration. deceit. blackmail. distortion. propaganda, bribery and lies to
attain their ends. all with the sanction of thetr doctring.”'’ The question for Eisenhower was therefore not
whether the Soviet Union had to be contained or whether the United States should compete with the
USSR. The question was whether or not space exploration. and in particular hwman spaceflight. was the
appropriate means to do so. The post-Sputnik answer would be no.

The second pre-Sputnik trend of importance was the beginning of a civilian space program and
creating a cogent space policy behind it. The Vaagnard satellite was announced July 1935 and presented
as a civilian, scientific endeavor. despite the fact that the Naval Research Laberatory (NRL) would super-
vise its construction. asscibiy, and launch. But this was onlv the tip of the iceberg. In February of 1933
the top secret report of a panel Eisenhower had created in March 1954 to assess the danger of a surprise
attack against America made its report. The report recommended pursuing action to establish the princi-
ple of the freedom of space: “The present possibility of [aunching a small antificial satellite into an orbit
about ll;e garth presents an early opportunity (¢ establish a precedent for distinguishing between “national
air’ and “international space’. a distinction which could be to our advantage at some future date when we

might employ larger satellites for intelligence purposes.”*

" Dwight D. Eisenhower. Ifaging Peace: 1936-1961 (New York: Doubledav & Company. Inc..
1963). 622.

" Ibid.. 625.

'* National Security Council (NSC). Junc 8. [955. Comments on the Report to the President by
the Technological Capability Panel of the Science Advisory Committee, folder: NSC 5522 - Technologi-

6




This recommendation was quickiy translated into official United States policy by means of Na-
tional Security Council document (NSC) 5520 which said. “Considerable prestige and psvchological
benefits will accrue to the nation which first is successfid in launching a satellite, . . . Furthermore. a
small scientific satellite will provide a test of the principle of ‘Freedom of Space’. . . Preliminary studies
indicate that there is no obstacle under international law 1o the launching of such a satellite™ NSC 5520
recommended the initiation within the DoD of a program “. . . to develop the capability of [aunching a
small scientific satellite by 1958, with the understanding that this program will not prejudice continued
research directed toward large instrumented satellites for additional research and intelligence purposes, or
materially delay other major Defense programs.” This small scientific satellite program designed to es-
tablish the freedom of space principle would be conducted under the International Geophysical Year
(IGY) “in order 1o emphasize its peaceful purposes.”"

The third pre-Sputnik trend was the translation of these policy initiatives into an actual pro-

grams: the Vanguard satellite managed by the NRL and the Air Force's WS-117L (weapon system) re-

cal Capabilities Panel (2). box 16. Policy Papers subseries, NSC series. Office of the Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs. Records: 1952-1961. White House Office. Dwight D. Eisenhower Library
(DDEL). 85. The final report of the TCP was actually released February 14. 1955, To this day, however,
Part V “Imettigence: Our First Defense Against Surprise”. pages 133-152 is stili classified in its entirety,
including subsections 8. Scientific Techniques in Intelligence. 10. Satellites, 11. Information Retrieval.
and 13. Recommendations. However. the author discovered at DDEL this recently declassified June 1955
NSC document which contains large citations from the TCP report. including the recommendations on
intelligence gathering by means of reconnaissance satellites.

1% NSC 5520, U.S. Scientific Satellitc Program. May 20. 1955, Space Policy Institute Archives
(SPI) document 86, pp. 3. 6. The portions of this document dealing with reconnaissance satellites and the
principle of freedom of space were only fully declassified in 1996, It should be noted that the author con-
sulted the central SPI archives at George Washington University for this and all subsequent documents
cited as “SPI document xxx.” However. subsequently many of the most irnpartant documents from the
SPI collection have been published in part or in full in John M. Logsdon. w/Linda J. Lear. Jannelle War-
ren-Findley. Ray A. Williamson. and Dwavne A. Day. eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Sefected Documents
int the Historv of the U.S. Civil Space Pragram, 1'olume 1: Organizing for Exploration, NASA SP-4407
(Washington. DC; USGPO. 1995) or in John M. Logsdon with Dwavne A. Day and Roger D. Launius,
eds. Exploring the Unknown: Selected Docunients in the History of the U.S. Civil Space Program. 1oi-
wme II: Relations with Other Organizations, NASA SP-4407 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1996). These
volumes are part of a series which collects the scminal documents in space history. They are invaluable
volumes which also contain cogent explanatory essavs by the field's leading scholars. Those documents
subsequently included in I'eltnes I and If which the author originally examined in the SPI are cited in
this dissertation as from the particular volume for case of scholarly access. “SPI document xxx” thus de-
notes documents in the SPI archival collection but not in Fofiwnes { or /1 or poertions of a document not
fully reprinted in Folwme I. Some portions of NSC 5520 are available in [ olume 1. 308-313.



connaissance satellite. The Air Force’s main think tank. the Rand Corporation. had conducied many
studies since the end of World War I regarding the feasibility of conducting photography from a space
platform for the purposes of reconnaissance. However. not until March 1955 did the Air Force issue a
formal General Operational Requirement No. 80 for what would soon become 1170 and even then oniy
budgeted three million dollars for 1956. Nevertheless. by the time of Sputnik. America had a spacc pro-
gram consisting of distinct and separate military and civilian elements: in addition the civilian clement
was largely devoted to paving the legal pathway for the military reconnaissance satellite.

Chapler three will examine how the United States responded to Sputnik between its launching in
October 1957 and the formal commencement of NASA operations in October 1958, [n essence during
this year. the Eisenhower administration created NASA as the home for civilian space exploration activi-
ties designed to emphasize the space for peace principle: the dual civilian and military space program
was officially institutionalized. The Natienal Aeronautics and Space Act of 1938 was the enabling legis-
lation which stated. “The Congress hereby declares that it is the policy of the United States that activities
in space should be devoied to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind™ and that

such activities shall be the responsibility of. and shall be directed by, a ¢ivilian agency

exercising control over aeronautical and space activities sponsored by the United States.

except that activities peculiar to or primarily associated with the development of weapons

systems, mililary operations. or the defense of the United States (including the research

and development necessarv to make effective proviston for the defense of the United Staics)

shall be the responsibility of. and shall be directed by, the Department of Defense: and that

determination as to which such agency has responsibility for and direction of any such

activity shall be made by the President. . . .
The Space Act went on to state that one of the goals of American space poiicy was to preserve for the
United States a role as a leader in space. not necessarily the leader. Finallv. the Space Act enjoined
NASA to make available to the DoD “discoveries that have military value or significance.”™ This lan-
guage did not come easily. It not was not included in the Eisenhower Space Act as submitted on April 2.

1958 and resulted only from Congressional action and the testimony of concerned DoD officials. both

uniformed and civilian.

“! National Acronautics and Space Act of 1958. as reprinted in John M. Logsdon et. al. Exploring
the Unknown, ibid.. 335,




The vear after Sputnik had other imponant organizational developments. Eisenhower tried to
bring an immediate sense of order to the military space program by creating the Advanced Research Proj-
ects Agency (ARPA). ARPA was also given responsibility for civilian space prejects until NASA began
operaiions. The organizational proliferation did not stop there. however. In addition to NASA. ARPA.
and the Air Force space programs. by the end of 1958 Eisenhower had created another layer of bureauc-
racy in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) called the Dircctor of Defense Research and Engi-
neering (DDR&E) to bring a sense of order to a situation Eisenhower believed involved unnecessary du-
plication and proliferation of space projects.

Chapters four and five will explore how this organizatitonal situation was clarifted over the course
of the rest of Eisenhower’s second term and how the civilian-military division of effort was made perma-
nent. The continuity of Eiscnhower’s philosophy is apparent. He continued to resist efforts to create
crash programs designed to generate spectacular. prestige-oriented space achievements. His desire to
limit government expenditures and achieve balanced budgets while maintaining an adequate defense
structure continued to be paramount in his guidance of the space program. He assigned the human
spaceflight mission to NASA because the Air Force could not articulate a clear military rationale for it.
Further. he scoffed at proposals for sending men to the moon. At a December 20. 1960 NSC meeting Eis-
enhower's NASA Administrator T. Keith Glennan declared. “He [Glennan] had alrcady decided not 1o
embark on a full-scale man-in-space program beyond MERCURY."!

At this same meeting a report was delivered explaining that sending a man to the moon would
cost between $33.5 billion and $46 billion. Eisenhower was aghast and said that “like Isabella. we were
hocking our jewels for this purpose™ if he were to authorize such a project. The president explained how

“. .. the SPUTNIK complex impelled us to do evervthing vesterday. . . . He had to think about the country

' Memorandum of Conference. Subject: Discussion at the 470th Meeting of the NSC. December
20. 1960, dated December 21. 1960, folder: 470th Meeting of the NSC. box: 13, NSC subseries. Ann
Whitman series. DDEL. 2. It should be noted that citations from the plethora of memoranda of confer-
ences. memoranda of discussions, etc. extant from the Eisenhower administration are citations from the
author of the document who is paraphrasing the speaker in question. Such citations thus do not necessar-
ilv represent the direct words of the speaker {thought they may) but rather the paraphrasing of the author
of the document.



as a whole. the economy. and the other demands on the budget. He belicved it might be necessary to es-
tablish an annual budgetary ceiling for space activities. . . . The President believed that he could usc $1
billion to better advantage on some other aspect of the cold war. . . . The President said he was ready to
say that he saw no scientific or psvchological reason for carrving the man-in-space program bevond the
MERCURY program. He thought the idea of a man on the moon was sheer Buck Rogers fiction ™

The balance of chapters four and five will explain how, in this environment of presidential skep-
ticism. the NASA-DoD institutional relationship began to simultaneously demonstrate aspects of support,
coordination, and rivalty. NASA’'s Project Mercury simply could not have taken place without the use of
Air Force ballistic missiles converted into space boosters, witheut the Air Force's launch complexes and
tracking stations. without military test pilots used as astronauts. and without Air Force management ex-
pertise. Nevertheless, the Air Force was not satisfied with a role limited to support or coordination. It
had its own nascent human spaceflight program in the Eisenhower administration called Dynasoar,
While this program was relatively small from the financial perspective during Eisenhower’s tenure. with
“only” $58 million dollars released for Phase I in August 1960.% it represented the Air Force's only hope
for a human presence in space. Its status under Eisenhower was tenuous at best.

The final point of chapter 5 will be to briefly explain the emergence of the National Reconnais-
sance Organization (NRO). Whilc not an organization directly involved with human spaceflight. it nst
be discussed in this context nonctheless. It was created in Aupust 1960 to bring a sense of managerial
order to the production. vse. and management of American reconnaissance satellites. In it, the Air Force
and CIA were brought together under the leadership of civilian officials 1o conduct reconnaissance from

unmanned space platforms,* With its creation. the organizational structure of the American space pro-

= Ibid., 4-5.

2 Carl Berger, The Air Force in Space: Fiscal Year 1961 (Washington. DC; United States Air
Force Historical Division Liaison Office (USAF HDLO). 1966). 51. “Small” is used in the sense of rela-
tive to other DoD programs 338 million is not a significant amount of money and in the sense of the Ken-
nedy administration would spend almost a billion dollars before its cancellation in December 1963.

* The very existence of the NRQ was not officially declassified until 1992. Concrete information
concerning its establishment and subsequent programs is still extremely limited. The only exception is
the recent wholesale declassification of the NRO's first gemeration reconnaissance satellile program.
CORONA. See Kevin C. Ruffner. Editor. CORONA: America’s First Satellite Pragram. CIA Cold War
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gram was complete.  NASA would conduct the “peaceful” program of scientific exploration. The Air
Force conducted the vast majority of military operations in space. thongh it felt circumscribed by the
skepticism of the Eisenhower administration and various OSD officials and had to share authority for the
reconnaissa}lcc mission with the NRQ. As Logsdon has explained. “As the development of government
space activities during the 1960s and 1970s continued. the scparation between the three components of
government activity - civilian. military. and intelligence - became quite pronounced.” each with its own
separate and distinct institutional structure and culture.™
Kennedy Administration

Chapters six through eight will analvze the Kennedy era of NASA-DoD relations. Chapter six
will explain Kennedy’s philosophy of space exploration and the role prestige plaved in his drastic reoricn-
tation of the American space program to focus en the lunar landing. something which Eisenhower ex-
plicitly rejected. The actual peried of January through May 1961 need not be examined in detail due to
the comprehensive nature of Logsdon's treatment.™® Initially Kennedy seems not to have placed a great
deal of importance upon space exploration. However. after the humiliation of the Bav of Pigs fiasco and
of the Soviets orbiting the first human. Yuri Gagarin. around the carth in April 1961, the question of
space and prestige quickiy moved to the top of Kennedy's agenda. He tasked Vice President Lyndon
Johnson on April 20, 1961 to make “an overall survey of where we stand in space” and answer the ques-
tions: *Do we have a chance of beating the Soviets™ in space and if so how? Kennedy asked. ~Is there any
other space program which promises results in which we could win?. . . Are we working 24 hours a day

on existing programs. 1f not. whyv not?. . . Are we making maximum effort?”>" Johnson replied after con-

Records, CIA History Staff. Center for the Study of I[ntelligence {Washington, DC: USGPQO. 1993). Be-
vond this. virtually no official primary source information is available on the NROQ,

** John Logsdon, “The Evotution of Civilian Space Exploitation.” Futures, The Journal of Fore-
casting and Planning 14 (October 1982); 397. Logsdon should be ¢redited as the first scholar to clearly
point out the three-fold institutional structure of the United States space program in the open literature.

% See note L0 above.

= John F. Kenncdy. Memorandum for Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson. April 20. 1961, Fx-
ploring the Unknown, 'olime 1. 424,
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sulting with a wide variety of civilian and military leaders that landing a man on the moon and safely re-
turning him was the appropriate goal for the American space program. He passed to Kennedy the rec-
ommendations made by NASA Administrator James Webb and Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara

which stated. “This nation needs to make a positive decision to pursue space projects aimed at enhancing

national prestige. . . .The non-military, non-commercial, non-scientific but ‘civilian™ projects such as lu-
nar and planetary exploration are. in this sense. part of the battle along the fluid front of the cold war.”™
Kennedv accepted this and on May 23. 1961 declared it was

time for this nation to take a clearly leading role in space achievement. which in many ways

may hold the key to the future on earth. . . . For while we cannot guarantee that we shali

one day be first. we can guarantee that any failure to make this effort will make us last. . .

We go into space because whatever mankind must undertake, {rcc men most fully share. . ..

First. T believe that this nation should commit itself to achieving the goal. before this decade

is out, of landing a man on the moon and returning him safely to the carth.®

During the two-and-a-hatf vears remaining in Kennedy's term. some actions caused officials to
question if Kennedy's commitment Lo space for prestige remained strong. In a September 1963 United
Nations General Assembly speech he offered to make the lunar landing effort a joint United States-USSR
project. Nevertheless. in a speech he delivered the day before he was assassinated he said. “The space
program stands on its own as a contribution to national strength. . . . I think the United States should be a
leader. A country as rich and powerful as this which bears so many burdens and responsibilities. which
has so many opportunities. should be second to none.” ™ Prestige appeared to be Kennedy's motivating
factor for space policy to the end.

Chapter seven will explain how this heightened presideﬁtial concern for using space for prestige

translated into vastly greater financial resources and political clout for NASA. NASA's move toward in-

¥ James Webb and Robert McNamara. Mcmorandum for Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson.
“Recommendations for Our National Space Program: Changes. Policies. Goals™. May 8. 1961. Exploring
the Unknown, Tolume I, 444, Emphasis in original (actual document (SPI document 300) has the sen-
tence underlined: Exploring the {nknown reprint has it in italics).

“* John F. Kennedy. Special Message to the Congress on Urgent National Needs. May 25. 1961,
Public Papers of the Presidents, 1961, (Washington, DC. USGPQO). 403-4(4,

* John F. Kennedy. Remarks in San Antonio at the Dedication of the Acrospace Medical Center,
Public Papers of the Presidents, 1963 (Washington. DC: USGPO). 883, The speech Kennedy was
scheduled to give in Austin. TX on the day he was murdered also strongly made these points. See (his
same source. 8971
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dependence from DoD that began under Eisenhower accelerated during the Kennedv administration,
DeD continued to support NASA in the Mercury and Gemini programs but in the Apollo program DoD’s
role decreased (but did not disappear) as NASA's own managerial capabilities and infrastructure matured.
One scholar has even concluded. “By 1963, . | the Air Force needed NASA almost as much as NASA
needed the Air Force.®' There continued to be tension of course. Webb's biography reports that Webb
and McNamara met regularly for lunches before and during the Apollo decision period but at one such
luncheon after the decision “McNamara lectured Webb. so offending the NASA administrator that he and
[Associate Administrator] Seamans walked out. and the regular lunches were discontinued.”™ Thereafter
Webb and McNamara dealt with each other as little as possible and communicated only through surro-
gates, ™

Equally important to the human spaceflight equation. however. was the tension within the DoD
between the Air Force enthusiasts for space-based military systems, and OSD officials from McNamara
down who were skeptical of the requirements for such projecis. McNamara regularly stated that before he
approved any military space project it would have to demonstrate nvo qualities: lack of duplication with
NASA's efforts and an ironclad promise to enhance national security. Barring this. he refused approval.
This so incensed the Air Force space officers responsible for space that their leader. General Bernard A,
Schriever. commander of Air Force Systems Command. stated

Unfortunately, in my opinion, Mr. McNamara had no concept of management. He didn't

understand research and development. . . . He demanded all kinds of loyalty. but he

dispensed no lovalty down. . . . So if I seem to have little respect for Mr. McNamara,

that’s precisely correct. [ didn’t have while I was on active duty. and I don’t have today.

I think that he did many things that we’re still suffering from and will suffer from for
many, many vears to come.*

1 Arnold . Levine. “Management of Large-Scale Technology™. 48. in Roland. see note 1 above,

32 W. Henry Lambright. Powering Apolio: James E. Webb of NASA (Baltimore and London:
The Johns Hopkins University Press. 1995). 240, note 56. Robert Seamans, at the time NASA’s Associate
Administrator. confirmed this account in an oral history interview with this dissertation’s author in 1996.
referring to “the black luncheon.”

3 Jure 20. 1973 oral history interview of General Bernard A. Schriever. K239.0512-676. Air
Force Historical Research Agency (AFHRA). Maxwell Air Force Base (AFB). AL. 36-37. Systems Com-
mand was responsible for the design. planning and acquisition of all Air Force weapons systems, includ-

ing space-based svstems.
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This two-fold tension. between NASA and the DoD and swithin the DoD between OSD and the
Air Force. is the defining characteristic of chapter 8. Tt will be the first of two chapters (the second being
chapter 10 for the Johnson administration) to focus solely on the specific human spaceflight projecis.
During the Eisenhower administration the projects were either noncxistent or too young to have signifi-
cant developments. After 1961 this was no longer true. Thereforc chapter 8 will detail the complex inter-
action between the Air Force's Dvnasoar, MOL. and NASA s Project Gemini.

The Kennedy administration initially increased funding for the Dynasoar significantly above that
programmed by the Eisenhower administration. However, by 1962. McNamata began to question whether
or not the requirement the Air Force had in mind for the Dynasoar might in fact be met by NASA's
Gemini. In November 1962 he proposed to Webb that the DoD actually take over management of Gemini,
NASA was able to rebuff this foray but Webb and McNamara did sign an agreement in January 1963. in-
creasing the Air Force’s level of participation in Gemini so that more DoD experiments (almost all of
which were related to reconnaissance) could be performed aboard NASA's Gemini flights. From this
point forward Dynasoar’s future became increasingly clouded.

By the beginning of 1963, the DoD had spent $240 millicn on Dynasoar, a sum almost equal to
the entire cost of the soon-to-be completed Mercury program, and had only a full-scale mockup to show
for its investment. Estimates were that another $1.3 billion would be required to complete the program.34
McNamara tasked his DDR&E Harold Brown in January 1963 to “review in detail the DYNASOAR Pro-
gram . ., . In particular, [ am interested in considering the relationship of DYNASOAR to GEMINI and
the extent to which the former will provide us with a valuable military capability not provided by the lat-
ter” and *1 am interested in the extent to which the Gemini Program as presently conceived by NASA will

A : EER]
meet our H'lllllflr}" requirements.

¥ Elliott. 210.

¥ McNamara to Harold Brown. two memoranda, January 18 and 19, 1963, folder: 6 - 1963. box
B129. Curtis LeMay papers, Library of Congress (LoC). p. 1 of both.
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The next eleven months. culminating in the December 10. 1963 cancellation of Dynasoar and
initiating the MOL's study phase. is the intricate story of McNamara becoming convinced that NASA's
Gemini could perform Dynasoar's mission. But the Gemini capsuie could not do these reconnaissance-
related missions alone: il had to be coupled with a cylindrical laboratory (MOL) in which two Air Force
officers would live for thirty days at a time in a pressurized. “shirt sleeve™ environment. peering down at
the surface of the earth through a giant telescopc. While not technically defined as a space station, it did
raise some concerns within NASA that the DoD was encreaching on NASA ferritory,. Webb and
McNamara conducted another delicate dance in which they forged an agreement on space station studies
and future responsibilities. So shortly after the premature end of the Kennedy administration the Air
Force’s first human spaceflight project. Dynasoar. was gone. but the Air Force could still focus its ener-

gies on the MOL and hope to establish a manned military presence in space through it.
Johnson Administration

Chapter nine will combine a look at the space for prestige philosophy of the Johnsen administra-
tion and at the institutional climate between NASA and the DoD. There is enough continuity from the
Kennedy to the Johnson adminisirations to combine these two topics in one chapter. First. Johnson did
continue Kennedy’s commitment to the lunar landing. Despite a steadily declining NASA budget during
his full term. Johnson ensured that Project Apolle had adequate funding to land a man on the moon and
return him before the end of the decade.’® The mushrooming expenses of Johnson's social welfare pro-
grams. collectively called the Great Society, coupled with the ever-increasing costs of the Vietnam War.”’
meant Johnson's space policy invoived little bevond ensuring America would reach the moon by the end

of the 1960s. While Johnson's rhetoric often contained such statements as “But the need of man - the

6 NASA’s spending. in inflation-adjusted. 1993 equivatent dollars. peaked in 1965 at $24.1 bil-
lion and declined by 1969 to $15.7 billion. DoD space-related spending held constant during this period
at a level between $7.1 and $7.9 billion. See NASA. deronautics and Space Report of the President, Fis-
cal Year 1993 dctivities (Washington, DC: USGPO, 1996). A-31.

¥ One estimate of the Vietnam wat’s cost by the end of Fiscal Year (FY) 1970 is $108.5 bitlion.
See Edward C. Ezell, “The Apollo Program: History Must Judge.” in Richard P. Hallion. editor, .{pelio:
Ten Years Since Tranguillitv Base (Washington. DC: Smithsonian Institution Press. 1579). 28.
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need of these times - is not for anms races or moon races. not for races into space. - . one Johnson
scholar accurately summarized. “Johnson never abandoned his determination to beat the Russians to the
moon. but the course of events. especially the Victnam War. forced him to imposc some very real limits on
the American effort in space.”*

The NASA-DoD relationship had alse largelv stabilized bv the end of the Johnson presidency.
They still coordinated their programs. DoD still provided support to NASA. though at a much lower level
in the Apollo program. and NASA even had a research effort supporting the DoD’s activitics in Southeast
Asia. There was some degree of tension over questions such as the continuing drain of military officers
being assigned to NASA or how much NASA would reimburse DoD for use of DoD facilities. But as one

"¥ And some rivalry continued.

analyst remarked. these disputes were often “hopeless, but not serions.
mostly focused now not on the question of one organization trying to take over the other but on the spe-
cific project level of space stations. NASA's Apollo follow-en program was the Apollo Applications Pro-
gram (AAP). The three Skylab missions flown in 1973 were the most well known descendants of AAP.
During the Johnson administration. however, NASA had much grander plans for AAP. Tens of flights
were scheduled to include stations in earth orbit and repeated visits to the moon. In this environment.
many in Congress and elsewhere wondered exactly what MOL could do that AAFP could not.

It is this MOL-AAP interaction that forms the core of chapter 10, the second chapter focusing
exclusively on the human spaceflight projects. The difficulties continued between McNamara and his
(Q8SD staff and the Air Force, this time concerning MOL. While he authorized the Air Force to study the
MOL and make preliminary designs in December 1963. it was not until August 1965 that McNarnara felt

the MOL was sufficiently defined to present it Johnson for approval. Again. the missions that made the

difference were reconnaissance oriented. In short order. however, charges of MOL-AAP duplication

3 Lyndon B. Johnson, Commencement Address at Catholic University, June 6. 1965, Public Pa-
pers of the Presidents, 1965 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1966}). 644.

3 Robert A. Divine, “Lyndon B. Johnson and the Politics of Space.” chap. in his The Johnson
Years, Tolume Two: Lietnam, the Environment, and Science {Lawrence, KS: The University of Kansas

Press. 1987), 233.

I Levine, 237.
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arose. The DoD and NASA conducted numerous studies 1o explore if Apolle-Saturn equipment could be
used for MOL missions and if MOL-Gemini equipment could be used for AAP missions. The {indings
were always negative but since the MOL's raison d'étre was reconnaissance. and this mission was highly
classified. the charges of duplication were not answered in public and often not to Congress either. thereby
casting doubt on MOL's long-term viability."

AAP limped through the conclusion of the Johnson administration on relatively anemic funding
levels. Tis ultimate result was the three Skvlab missions in 1973 using Apollo-Saturn equipment made
surplus by the cancellation of the last three lunar landing missions. Apollo 17 through 20.* MOL also
survived the Johnson administration but was canceled by Richard M. Nixon within six months of his in-
auguration. The MOL’s demise was not solely attributable to the perception in some guarters that it du-
plicated NASA’s AAP. Two other facters were also important. First. pressures for reducing the DoD
budget only accelerated during Nixon's administration as the Vietnam war continued and inflation picked
up. The MOL was the largest single item in the DoD’s research and development budget. Second. the
NRQO's third and fourth generation of reconnaissance satellites already were so successful or were pre-
dicted o be so that these robotic satellites largely superseded MOL’s role. Thus the real threat to MOL
from the duplication perspective was not NASA. but the NRQ. This was very difficult to fully understand.

both then and now, because of the secretive nature of both the NRO i toio and of the MOL’s mission.

* 1t was not until September 1993 that the Air Force declassified the publication describing thir-
teen of the fifteen primary MOL experiments. Even this once-classified decument did not detail the
MOL’s two most important experiments and the ones directly related to reconnaissance: P-14 Antenna
Experiment for assembly of a large antenna in space designed to gather elecironic emanations such those
originating at radar sites and communications facilities: this is colleciively cafted ELINT or electronic
intelfigence: and P-15 Optics Experiment for use of large telescopes with advanced optics serving as
cameras to photograph selected areas of the earth’s surface and transmit the resulting data back to ground
stations. See Headquarters. Space Svstems Division. Air Force Systems Comunand. Primary Fxperiments
Data for the Manned Orbiting Laboratery Svsten (MOL) Program, March 19635, SSMM-67. SPI unnum-
bered document, 164,

** For a history of Skylab and its predecessor program AAP sce W. David Compton and Charles
D. Benson. Living and Morking in Space: A fistory of Skviah. NASA SP-4208 (Washinglon, DC:
USGPO. 1983).
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By way of conclusion. Levine succinetly summarizes that the history of NASA “. . . can be
charted in terms of NASA s ability to design its programs. procure its hardware. and support its spacccraft
without overt interference from the military. . . .without a strong assertion of independence. NASA would
have become what the services anticipated on the eve of the Space Act - a research agency supporting
militarv projccts.” He adds. “Perliaps the most remarkable thing about the NASA-DOD relationship is
not that it worked so well. but that so often practice was better than theory. and mutual interest overrode
the funding the funding and duplication controversies,”* Despite the presence of tension and rivalries.
NASA-DoD support and coordination were vitally important for the first the American space program in
the 1950s and 1960s. Without both of these organizations American almost cerlainly would not have
reached the moon in the 1960s. and perhaps never at all,

It is not accurate, then, 1o state NASA was dominated by the DoD or served as “a kind of puppet
~ government under the Department of Defense™ with a status largely limited to “the decorous front parlor
of the space age in order to reap public support for all space projects and give Defensc Department space
efforts an effective ‘cover.™™ Nor does the evidence merit the assessment that “The [military] services
deliberately attempted to and succeeded in subverting tﬁe nature and direction of this country’s civilian
space program.””® More careful schiolars explain that the structure of civil-military relations in the
American space program was dominated by civilian leaders in the executive branch from lllf.‘; Presidents
through the Secretaries of Defense and down to the scrvice secretaries. As part of this structure, NASA
=, .. served as an excellent smoke-screen for the DOD’s military space aclivities. espectally for reconnais-
sance missions. NASA's civilian mission. therefore. dovetailed nicely into cold war rivalries and prioti-
lies in national defense.”* It was not a matter of cunSpimtoriaI‘ domination but of a carcfully coordinated.

civilian controlied. rationally structured three-way (NASA. DoD. NRQ) institutional space program,

13 Levine. 270, 237,

* Erlend A. Kennan and Edmund H. Harves. Mission to the Moon: A Critical Examination of
NASA and the Space Program (New York: William Morrow & Company. 1969). 212, 217

** Stephen I. Grossbard. The Civilian Space Program: 4 Case Studv in Civil-\ilitarv Relations.
(Ph.D. dissertation. University of Michigan. 1968), 3.




An equally important element was the environment established by each of the three presidents
and their attitude toward using space for the pursuit of prestige. One noted presidential scholar remarked.
“In the era of the Cold War we have practiced “peacctime’ politics. What else could we have done? Cold
War is not a crisis; it beconics a way of life.”" In varving degrecs. each president placed the space pro-
gram in a cold war context. Eisenhower did not subscribe to the notion that human spaceflight programs
should be uscd to. garner prestige in a competitive environment. Kennedy did and set America on its way
to the moon. However. even when Kennedy reversed Eisenhower's aversion to such a concept and John-
son maintained the space for psestige concept. the underlving importance of guaranteeing freedom of
transit for American reconnaissance sateflites stands as a constant in American space policy from Sputnik

to Apollo.

% Roger D. Launius. ¥N4S4: 4 Historv of the U.S. Civil Space Program {Malabar. FL: Krieger
Publishing Company. 1994). 35.

¥ Richard Neustadt. Presidential Power and the Modern Presidents: The Politics of Leadership
from Roosevelt to Reagan (New York: The Free Press, 1990). 5.
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2. Pre-Sputnik Trends of Importance

The weapons of today are the museum pieces of tomorrow.'

He [Eisenhower] tried in every way to legitimatize overhead reconnaissance and hoped to

gradually gain Soviet acceptance of it. . Y There was a sense of extraordinary urgency in

getting good picturcs of the entire USSR.”

It was felt that scientific satellites which would be ¢learly nonmilitary and ¢lear inoffensive

might help to establish the principle that outer space is international space.”

The foremost historian of the military space program has divided Eisenhower’s space program
into three periods. From 1946 through 1954 were engineering analyses of satellites and evaluations of
their feasibility, 1935 to 1957 saw the formulation of a national space policy, approval of separate scien-
tific and military satellite projects. and the design and construction of the ballistic rockets necessary to
launch earth satetlites. 1958 to 1961 included the post-Sputnik organization of a national space program
and assignment of space missions.’ This chapter will attempt to examine those events from the first two

periods relevant to the emerging NASA-DoD relationship and human spaceflight projects. Chapters three

through five will cover the third period.

! Army Air Forces Commanding General H. B. Arnold, November 1945, cited in Robert Frank
Futtell. Jdeas, Concepts, Doctrine: Basic Thinking in the United States dir Force, 1907-1960. 1'olume I,
{(Maxyvell Air Force Base, AL: Air Universitv Press, 1989). 219.

? Albert D. Wheelon, “CORONA: A Triumph of American Technology.” Keynote address at the
May 23-24. 1995 conference “Piercing the Curtain: CORONA and the Revolution in Inteliigence.” spon-
sored by the CIA's Center for the Study of Intelligence and the Space Policy Institute of George Washing-
ton. 3. Wheclon was the CIA’s first Deputy Director for Science and Technology and was the chief archi-
tect of many of the CIA’s reconnaissance satellites in the early 1960s. which flourished under his leader-
ship.

} Donald Quarles. Memorandum for the President. Subject: Earth Satellite, October 7. 1957.
folder: Earth Satellites (1). box 7. Briefing Notes subseries. NSC Series. Office of the Special Assistant
for National Security Affairs (OSANSA). Records. 1932-61. White House Office. DDEL. 1.

* R. Cargill Hall. “Civil-Military Relations in America’s Early Space Program.” a paper deliv-

ered September 21, 1995 at a symposium sponsored by the Air Force Historical Foundation. “The USAF
in Space: 1943 to the Twenty-First Century,” Andrews AFB. MD. 3.
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The Pioneers

The idea that the quest for international prestige should be a motive factor in space exploration
did not appear until the cotd war was in full bloom. The three pioneers in the field of astronautics thought
space travel necessary because of the scientific knowledge that could be obtained and because of human-
ity’s urge to explore. The Russian Konstantin.E. Tsiotkovsky (1857-1935). credited with the idea of lig-
uid-fueled rockets and the design of reaction rocket engines. mused in 1890

To place one’s feet on the soil of asteroids. to lift a stone from the moon with your hand,

to construct moving stations in ether space. or organize inhabited rings around Earth.

moon and sun. to observe Mars from a distance of several tens of miles. io descend to its

satellites or even to its own surface. what can be more insane!? However. only at such a

time when reactive devices are applied. will a new great era begin in astronomy: the era

of more intensive study of the heavens. Does not the frightening huge force of gravity

scare us more than it should?”
Tsiolkovsky's 1929 essay “Cosmic Rocket Trains™ proposed the idea of linking rockets together for se-
quential firing. a concept known today as rocket stages. He declared. “The conguest of the solar system
will not only give us encrgy and life . . . but will give us spacicusness which will be even more abun-
dant."® No concept of space for prestige was evident in the writings of this Russian mathematician.

Roberit H. Goddard (1882-1943) was the American on the vangoard of astronautical thinking.
This physics professor went bevond Tsiolkovsky in that he actually fabricated. experimented with. and
launched rockets. In 1919 he published a paper that explained all the basic design details of a rocket us-
ing nitrocellulose smokeless powder as a propellant. He felt such devices were important because “. . | the
mosi interesting. and in some ways the most important. part of the atmosphere li¢s in this unexplored re-
gion, a means of exploring which has. up to the present. not seriously been suggested ™ Goddard believed

rockets were important because they could obtain information on the density, chemical composition. tem-

perature. and extent of the atmosphere: “An important part of the atmosphere. . . has up to the present

*K.E. Tsiolkovsky, [Torks on Rocket Technology. NASA Translation TT F-243. November 1965.
from the Publishing House of the Defense Industry. Moscow. 1947, box: Works on Rocket Technology by
K.E. Tsiolkovsky, shelf: 111-B-7, NASA Historical Data Reference Collection (NHDRC), 95.

% Tbid.. 250,
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time has been considered inaccessible. Date of great value in meteorology and in solar physics could be
obtained by recording instruments sent into this region.”™

This theme of the scientific importance of space exploration continued throughout Goddard’s
work. After his first successful rocket flight on March 16, 1926 in which his liquid fueled rocket flew for
2.5 seconds. rose to 41 feet and traveled 64 miles per hour (mph). Goddard write. “Concerning commer-
cial exploitation. I do not see at present any considerable commercial field. but believe that there are some
very important scientific applications.”® Afier several more rocket tests. Goddard discounted the military
applications of his invention. writing on October 7. 1929, “A development in pure science should surely
not be allowed to become an instrument for promoting international ill will and misunderstanding.”® De-
spite his belief in the scientific merits of space exploration, Goddard died in August 1945 after serving as
Director. Bureau of Aeronautics. Navy Department. developing variable thrust rocket motors for the
United States Navy. By then his rockets had traveled at 700 mph to an altitude of 15 miles.'” The mili-
tary and political realities concerning the uses of rocket technology in war were beginnting to intrude upon
the concepts of purely scientific research and development for astronautics. Nevertheless. the idea of us-
ing these devices in a prestige-oriented competition was not yet present.

The final pioneering thinker in the ficld of space exploration was the German Hermann Cberth
(189:4-1989). In his 1929 book he explored the possibilities of large orbiting stations with supply vehicles
that could “recognize every detail on earth and could give light signals to earth through the use of appro-
priate mirrors, . . . their military value would be obvious.” He also speculated about a massive network of
sateltite-based mirrors focusing huge amounts of solar energy back to earth which “would unfertunately

have a great strategic value™ due to their ability to “explode munitions factories. create tornadoes and

7 Robert H. Goddard. “A Method of Reaching Extreme Altitudes.” originally published in Swrith-
sonian Institution Miscellaneous Collections, vol. 71. No. 2. December 1919 and reprinted in Esther C.
Goddard. editor. and G. Edward Pendray. Associate Editor. The Papers of Robert H Goddard (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company. 1970), three volumes. Citations are to vol 1. 340. 396,

$Jbid.. vol 11, 588.

® Ibid.. 703.

" Nathan C. Goldman, Space Policy: An Introduction (Ames. [A: lowa State University Press.
1992). 4.
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storms. destroy marching troops and their supplics. burn cntire cities and in general cause great dam-
age.”'' He explored many other tvpes of rockets: a metcorological rocket for upper atmosphere research:
a “reconnaissance rocket {that] could be equipped with a motion picture camera to make it pholograph the
landscape before it:” a mail delivery rocket: a rocket airplane. and a projectile delivery rocket.'” He
even outlined a rocket that would make possible a 97-hour scientific expedition to the moon that would
gather “peological knowledge of incalculable importance.” Oberih also positied military applications.
however; “Perhaps it would be possible to drive missiles from the moon 0 the earth, Setting up electro-
magnetic guns and the cannon would be facilitated by the fact that scen from the moon, the earth always
remains at the same place in the skv.”" Therefore. Oberth foresaw a complex mix of scientific knowl-
edge, commercial potential, and military applications springing from space exploration, However, no-
where in his theories is there any mention of space exploring serving as a geopolitical competitive tool for
prestige enhancement.
World War I1's Immediate Legacy

World War 11 (WWII) cemented the link between space technology and military applications.
The two most important technological innovations from WWIL the atomic bomb and the ballistic missile.
were married after this conflict and formed a union that made possible the emergence of the space age.
The atomic bormb soon gave way to the hyvdrogen bomb. This smaller weapon could feasibly be placed on
the ballistic rockets descended from Germany’'s V-2 {0 create an intercontinental ballistic missile ({CBM]}.
Russia’s first generation R-7 [CBM would carry Sputnik to orbit on October 4, 1957 and America’s first

satellite, Explorer. was launched by the Army’'s modified Jupiter intermediate range ballistic missile."’

" Hermann Oberth. iavs to Spaceflight. 1972 translation of ege zur Rawmschiffahrt. 1929,
NASA TT-F-9227. Biographical serics. Hermann Oberih file. NHDRC. 93-96.

2 1bid., 363-371.

" Ibid.. 515-516.

' The Redstone would be the vehicle for the early Mercury upmanned flights. Manned Mercury
flights were made on the Air Force's Atlas ICBM. All Gemini flights were made on the Air Force's Titan

ICBM. NASA's first manned space boosier not taken direcity from the Air Force's stable of ICBMs was
the Saturn family developed for the Apollo program. However. the Saturn program was staried in the
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The close link between civilian and military hardware at the heart of the space age’s birth existed even
before NASA was chartercd. Only with the hardening of the cold war in the mid-1950s. however. would
the final factor of prestige-oriented competition make its entry.

Insiitmional and burcancratic links between civilian scientists in the nascent field of astronautics
and the American militarv are also found in WWIL The Guggenheim Aeronautical Laboratory at the
California Institutc of Technology (GALCIT) was established in 1936 and in 1939 received its first federal
contract for rocket research. During WWII it conducted studies and expcriments for the Army Air Forces
on rocketry and especially jet-assisted takeoff under such luminaries as Theodore von Karman. Frank
Malina and Hsuc-shen Tsien. GALCIT was renamed the Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) in July 1944
because. as one scientist attested. “the word “rocket was of such bad repute that [we] felt it advisable to
drop the use of the word.”’* JPL continued its R&D under the Army and was transferred to NASA shortly
afler NASA began operations in 1958, German scientists such as Wernher von Braun brought to America
under Operation Paperclip augmented America’s wartime rocketry experience after WWIL'® Eventually,
this group was intcgrated into the Army Ballistic Missile Agency. part of the Army Ordnance Missile
Command. The ABMA would come under NASA's jurisdiction in 1960. again illustrating the close his-
torical links between military R&D and America’s civilian space program. From this WWII and postwar
use by the United States military of American civilian and German scientists to perfect ballistic missiles

and to begin to scientifically explore the upper atmosphere “. . . emerged the precedent for civilian gov-

Army Ballistic Missile Agency (which had previously developed the Redstone). which svas then officially
transferred to NASA in 19060.

¥ Cited in Loxd S. Swenson. Jr.. James M. Grimwood. Charles C. Alexander. This New Ocean:
A Historv of Project Mercurv, NASA SP-4201. (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1966). 16.

' For a complete examination of the German baltistic missile program and an introduction to the
subject of America’s use of these scientists, see Michael J. Neufeld, The Rocket and the Reich: Peene-
munde and the Coming of the Ballistic Missile Era (New York: The Free Press. 1995). Between 1946 and
1951 Von Braun and his approximately L00 colleagues test launched 67 captured and modified German
V-2 ballistic missiles in Texas and New Mexico. “The result was a significant expansion of U.8. knowl-
edge of rocketry.” See Roger Launivs. “Early U.S. Civil Space Policv. NASA. and the Aspiration of
Space Exploration.” in Launius. editor. Urganizing for the Use of Space: Histarical Perspectives on a
Persistent fsxite. American Astronautical Scciety History Series. vol. 18 (San Dicgo. CA: Univelt. Inc..
1996). 68,
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ernment scienlists Lo provide scientific payiloads for military rockets. and indeed was the genesis of a U.S.
space science community.”"’

However the decade after WWII should not be considered one of enthusiastic development of
missiles, satellites. and space technology. The Air Force's reconnaissance satellite was not approved antil
March 1955 and its budget was limited to $3 million in 1956. Research and development (R&D) funds
for ballistic missiles. the necessary precursor for any space program. are shown below. in millions of dol-
lars:'®

pre-1953 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958

<$1 3 14 161 515 1380 1349
Prior to Eisenhower's inauguration therefore, the wherewithal did not exist 1o develop the hoosters neces-
sary to put anything into space. Why?

Because the scientists advising the government did not believe il was possible to create an ICBM.
Vannevar Bush. head of the Research and Development Board in WWII and dean of the scientific com-
munity advising the federal government, testified to Congress in December 1945 concerning lopg-range
ballistic missiles, I don’t think anybody in the world knows how to do such a thing. and I fecl confident it
will not be done for a very long period of time to come.” He wished the American public “would leave
that out of their thinking.”'® This skepticism was not entirely unfounded before the perfection of the hy-
drogen bomb in the mid-1950s. Before that atomic warheads weighed several tons and would have re-

20

quired a truly huge missile to transport them iniercontinental distances.™ American heavy bombers al-

" Dwayne Day. “Invitation to Struggle: The History of Civilian-Military Relations in Space™. in
John M. Logsdon with Dwayne A. Day and Roger D. Launius. eds. Exploring the Unknown: Selected
Documents in the History of the U.S. Civil Space Program, 1oltnne II: Relations vwith Other Organiza-
tions, NASA SP-4407 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1996). 235. For the complete story of this carly civil-
military interaction in the space sciences sce David H. DeVorkin. Science 11ith A l'engeance: How the
AMilitary Created the US Space Sciences Afrer World 1War Il (New York and Berlin:  Springer-Verlag.
1992).

¥ Robert A. Divine, The Sputnik Challenge (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press.
1993). 29.

1% Cited in Vernon Van Dvke. Pride and Power: The Rationale of the Space Program {Urbana.
IL: University of [linois Press. 1964). 10,



ready existed to fulfill this mission. In the post-WWII downsizing of the American military. there was
little support for developing statc-of-the-art technologies 1o meet a requirement already met by another
weapon system.

Toward New Horizons, the Air Force's famous postwar assessment of future technologies briefly
mentioned how V-2-type rockets might have their range increased by 30 times and how an artificial sat-
ellite was a “definite possibility.” but did not forther develop either thought. dropping these ideas in favor
of stressing what could be done within the atmosphere and with winged aircraft.™ The Army Air Force's
commanding general could discuss in November 1943 new weapons capable of taunching projectiles 3000
mph from “true space ships. capable of operating outside the earth’s atmosphere. The design is all but
practicable today: research will unquestionably bring it into being within the foreseeable future ™ But
the practical reality was that such ruminations would remain entirely theoretical until fusion technology
made possible the hydrogen bomb during Eisenhower's first term and thus a warhead of much decreased
size and weight and much increased explosive power, Only then could ICBMs be seriousty considered,
thereby laving the groundwork for both the civilian and mifitary space programs. Quite possibly space
boosters would have eventually been developed on their own merits. However. creating them as off-shoots
of 1CBMs probably made them available more quickly as a military by-product.

It is in this context of theoretical vearning but practical inhibittons that one must view the studies
of satellites made before the carly 1950s, These were conducted by the Navy Burean of Aeronautics

(BuAcr) and by the Air Force's newly-created think tank. the Research and Development Corporation, or

" The Ivv series of weapons tests in the fall of 1952 indicated the feasibility of a hydregen bomb:
a series of tests over the next two vears perfected the technology. Whereas an atomic bomb previously
weighed approximately 9,000 pounds. hvdrogen warheads would be approximately 1.500 pounds. See
Charles S. Maier. “Science. Politics. and Defense in the Eisenhower Era.” in George B. Kistiakowsky. 4
Scientist at the iThite House: The Private Diarv of President Eisenhower's Special Assistant for Science
and Technology (Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University Press. 1976). xxxiii.

“! Sec Theodore von Karman. Toward New Horizons: Science, the Key to dir Supremacy, report
to the General of the Army H H. Arnold. HQ. Army Air Forces. December 15, 1945 ix. 4. 13. 25, as cited
in Van Dyke, 10.

* General H.H. Arnold's final war report. November 12. 1945. cited in Lee Bowen. .4n dir Force
History of Space Activities, 1943-195¢ (Washington. DC: USAF HDLO. 1964). SHO-C-64/50. 29.
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Project Rand. ™ The former concluded in November 1943: “In view of the recent progress in the field of
rocket missiles it mayv prove advantageous to review the possibility of establishing a space ship in an orbit
above he surface of the earth. . . .This orbit may prove more desirable for communications or for scien-
tific observations.™ ' In March 1946 the Navy requested the Air Force join its satellite studies but the Air
Force preferred to launch an independent effort: a “joint program of evaluation. justification. and. if wat-
ranted, construction and operation. . . was not agreeable to the Army Air Force. As a result. it was agreed
that the Army Air Force and the BuAer would conduct separate investigational programs. . "> The be-
ginnings of interservice rivalry that would come to characterize the formative period of the space age were
already emerging.

The Navy's studies continued and bv 1947 indicated that “Satellite Test Vehicle operation is
technically possible. and that it could be attained with a development program of a few vears duration. . . .
it also appears probable that a vehicle of military usefulness could be attained in an additional few vears.
Furthes. it seems possible that this later development could be adapied to manncd operation.™ Tellingly.
the Navy recommended “the possibility of extending basic knowledge through cooperation with civilian
scientific groups. [which] indicate that a program for the satellite should be instituted.

Meanwhile, the Air Force had tasked Rand with a three-week deadline to study the issue of sat-
ellite feasibilitv. In a seminal report of May 1946 Rand conducted a technical and engineering analysis of
the possibilities of an artificial earth satellite and concluded it was entirely feasible. This report also con-
tained completc designs of two proposed vehicles. Rand stated

It is concluded that modern technology has advanced 10 a point swhere it now appears

* The best concise account of these early studies is R. Cargill Hall. “Early U.S. Satellite Propos-
als.” Technology and Cultire, Vol. IV, No. 4 (Fall, 1963): 410-434.

™ United States Navy Bureau of Aeronautics. Investigation of the Possibility of Establishing a
Space Ship In an Orbit Above the Surface of the Earth. A D R. Report R-48. November [945, folder:
Navv/BuAer: Earth Satellite Vehicle. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1-2.

** Minutes of meeting. 4th meeting of the Join Research and Development Board of the War and
Navy Departments. March 6. 1947, 2. ibid. This meeting in 1947 is summarizing events of a vear earlier
as well as recounting progress in early 1947. The Air Force did not become a separale service until pas-
sage of the National Security Act of 1947.

* Tbid.. 2-3.
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feasible to undenakc- the design of a satellite vehicle. . . . Such a vehicle will undoubtedly

prove to be of great mililary value. . . . There is good reason to hope that fulure sateblite

vehicles will be built to carry human beings. . . . The achicvement of a satellite craft by

the United States would inflame the imagination of mankind. and would probably

produce repercussions in the world comparable to the explosion of the atomic bomb. . . .~
Rand believed a satellite would cost $130 million dollars and require 5 vears of R&D. It recommended
the Air Force contract with Rand to continue its effort toward a satellite because “, . | there is good rcason
to hope that future satellite vehicles will be built to carry human beings.”™ It was not to be. This re-
markably prescient report has correctly been called “prophetic.”” Nevertheless. support for an expensive
new program, operating at the vanguard of science and technology. existed neither at the highest levels of
the military services. nor in the civilian leadership of the War Department. nor at the presidential level.

The Navy dropped its satellite studies on June 22. 1948 after the Air Force continued to refuse to
Jjoin it and as budgets became increasingly stringent. The best the Air Force could do was a policy state-
ment in January 1948 stating. “The USAF. as the Service dealing primarily with air weapons - espectally
strategic - has logical responsibility for the Sateflite. Research and development will be pursued as rapidly
as progress in the guided missiles art justifies and requirements dictate. To this end the probiem will be
continually studied with a view to keeping an oplimum design abreast of the art. . . " A cover letter 1o this
policy explained that . . . the actual design. construction. and launching of an Earth Satcllite vehicle is
technically, although not economically possible. The passage of time, with accompanying technical prog-
ress, will gradually bring the cost of such a missile within feasible bounds.” The policy statement was

recommended . . . in order that the USAF maintain its present position in acronautics and prepare for a

. . 30 an . - . . . . . . .
future role in astronavtics. . ™ In addition to once again pointing to incipient interservice rivalry in this

* Douglas Aircraft Corporation, RAND Corporation. “Preliminary Design of an World-Circling
Spaceship.” Report No. SM-11827, May 2. 1946. in John M. Logsdon w/Linda J. Lear, Jannelle Warren-
Findley. Ray A, Williamson. and Dwayne A. Dav. eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in
the History of the U.S. Civil Space Program, Volume I: Organizing for Exploration, NASA SP-4407
{Washington, DC: USGPO. 1993). 236, 239.

“® 1bid.. 238.
** Hall, “Early U.S, Satellite Proposals.” 415.
 General Hovt S. Vandenberg. Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force. January 12. 1948. Cover

letter is same date but not signed.  SPI unnumbered document. John M. Logsdon with Dwayne A. Dayv
and Roger D. Launius. eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in the History of the US. Civil
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new field. the practical impact of this policy declaration was that Rand received a low level of funding to
continue its investigation into the feasibility of vartous types of satellites and the missions they could per-
form.

The final word on the early post-WWII satellite studies is found in the first report of the first Sec-
retary of Defense. James Forrestal. In 1948 this report stated. “The Earth Satellite Vehicle Program.
which was being carried out independently by each military service, was assigned to the Committee on
Guided Missiles for Coordination. . . The committec recommended that current efforts in this field be
limited to studies and component designs. . ."*' This first public mention of the military satellite program
caused bemused journalists to guery, “Will America possess moons of war?™** A cloak of silence de-
scended on the subject and “Satellites were not publicly mentioned again until November. 1954.”* Van-
nevar Bush's Research and Development Board's March 1948 final report agreed a satellite was techni-
cally feasible but concluded it had neither military nor scientific utility ©. . . commensurate with the pres-
ently expected cost.. . . no satellite should be built until utility commensurate with the cost is clearky es-

tablished.™*" President Harry S. Truman's attitude concerning satellites is seen in his later February 1956

Space Program, Volume Il Relotions with Other Organizations. NASA SP-4407 (Washington. DC:
USGPQ. 1996). 272 reprints both the cover letter and Vandenberg's policy document. However. it incor-
rectly renders the word “economically™ from the original document as “necessarily.”

* National Military Establishment. James Forrestal. Secretary of Defense, First Report of the
Secretary of Defense, 1948 (Washington. DC: USGPO, 1948), 129.

2 Futrell. I oiume I. 541

% John B. Hungerford, Jr., Major, USAF. Organization for Ailitary Space - A Historical Per-
spective, Air Command and Staff College Report Number 92-1235 (Air University. Maxwell AFB, AL.
1982). 8 In November 1954 the DOD was pressed aboul its participation in the International Geophysi-
cal Year and tersely admitted that unspecified satellite studies were continuing, Sec Rip Bulkeleyv, The
Sputiiks Crisis and Eavly United States Space Policy: 4 Critique of the Historiography of Space
(Bloomington. IN: Indiana University Press. 1991). 80,

* Report of the Technical Evaluation Group of the Commitice on Guided Missiles of the Re-
search and Development Board. March 29, 1948, cited in Bowen. 36.
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characterization of Eisenhower’s civilian Vanguard satellite as a lot of “hoocy.™ His administration also
canceled all rescarch into ICBMs in 1947.%
Reconnaissance from Space?

At a very low funding level. the Air Force study effort under Rand continued throughout the early
[950s. Increasingly, these studies and the numerous conferences discussing them focused on the use of
satellites for overhead photographic reconnaissance: “. . . all of them could agree by the early 19505 that
the most valuable, first-priority use of a satellitc vehicle involved one strategic application: a platform
from which to observe and record activity on the Earth.”>" In 1949, one such Rand report’s primary con-
ctusion was that “. .. major intelligence secrets obtained through a visible or non-visible satellite, . . mav
produce results of a magnitude eclipsing all other possible uses of the vehicle. No other weapon or tech-
nique known today offers comparable promise. . .*** Even the crucial freedom of overflight question was
touched upon as early as a Jaonuary 1949 Rand conference discussing the reconnaissance implications of
satellites. A political scientist asked. “There would be a legal point involved in its [a satellite’s] use for
reconnaissance purposes. Would not this violate sovereignty?” Another political scientist responded.
“There is no legal responsibility. All we do is 1o send it up at one point - the earth does the rest by revolv-

ing under it, The other country would simply get under the satellite.”

** Cited in Bulkeley. 83.

*® Three sources provide an excellent overview of the American ICBM program’s roots and de-
velopment. Sece Ernest G. Schwiebert, 4 Historv of U.S. Air Force Ballistic Missiles (New York: Prae-
ger. 1965) for an overview., Jacob Neufeld. Ballistic Missiles in the United States dir Force, 1945-1960
(Washingion. DC: Center for Air Force History. 1990) emphasizes the administrative. technical. and lo-
gistical aspects of the first generation of ICBMs. Edmund Beard. Developing the ICBAf: A Studv in Bu-
reancratic Politics (New York: Columbia University Press. 1976) details the bureaucratic, cultural. and
political environment in which the ICBM matured.

* R. Cargill Hall. “Origins of U.S. Space Policy: Eisenhower. Open Skies. and Freedom of
Space.” in Exploring the Unknown, 1olume I, 215,

*¥ Hall, “Early U.S. Satellitc Proposals.” 431.

% Conference on Mcthods for Studving the Psvchological Effects of Unconventional Weapons.
RAND Corp. January 26-28. 1949, SPI document 1297, pp. 89-9¢. Emphasis in original.
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Perhaps the most important Rand report setting the Air Force on its way toward authorizing a
reconnaissance satellite was published in October 1950. Its author concluded it was possible to build a
satellite that could create “a pictorial record of a wide band of the earth’s surface along its trajectory. , . .~
Such a “television reconnaissance satellite™ would be “highly valuable™ because “a direct pictorial recoed
of otherwise inaccessiﬁle regions could be obtained” with resolution of half a city block. This data “would
be of high mititary value™ and of a kind that “could not be obtained from any other source.”™™ This report
also made clear the propaganda aspects of such a vehicle. albeit with a presumption (as did all the previ-
ous reports) that the United States would be the first to do so: “The successful launch of a satellite in-
strument is bound 1o be a spectacular event. causing a worldwide sensation. , . . As proof of United States

' Finally. this document emphasized the

technological and economic strength. it will be impressive.”™
importance of somehow establishing a legal right of overflight for such satellites: “We may assume that
satellite operations designed to gather visual information in Soviet territory . . . will be construed by them
as a ‘consummated act of aggression’, . . Perhaps the best way to minimize the risk of countermeasures
would be to faunch an ‘experimental” sateilite on an eguatorial orbit.” Nevertheless. reconnaissance sat-
ellite R&D should proceed because the United States knew little concerning the location and nature of
vital Soviet installations: “Qur knowledge of this at present is extremely deficient. this seriously affects
the chances of success of strategic bombing. . . . Visual reconnaissance of the tvpe promise by the satellite
would. then. if successful. undoubtedly vield a considerable pavoff . . .bv enhancing the expected eflec-
tiveness of air strikes.” Thus, the satellite would have a huge political pavoff “. .. culminating in greater
Soviet readiness to refrain from attack or even to yield to pressure.™*

These late 1950 sentiments presaged closely the two motive factors of what would be Eisen-

hower’s space policy five vears later; first. the desire to diminish the likelihood of a surprise attack on

America by gathering photographic intelligence information on the Soviet Union; and second, the neces-

* Paul Kecskemeti, RAND Corporation. “The Satellite Rocket Vehicle: Political and Psycho-
logical Problems.” RAND Report RM-567. October 5. 1950, 5PI document 1284 pp. 1-3.

" Ibhid.. 8.

2 Ihid.. 14. 17. 20-22.

31




sary precursor of establishing a legal regime of ‘freedom of space” in which reconnaissance satellites
could operate. It also anticipated Eisenhower's use of a civilian satellite (the Vanguard as part of the In-
ternational Geophysical Year) to establish the overflight precedent. Kennedy would endorse these prin-
ciples but also add to them an emphasis on human spaceflight as a prestige-gathering instrument. As
McDougall pointed out. “In these few pages the RAND Corporation spelled out the central political prob-
lem attending the birth of the Space Age.”*

In April 1951 Rand elaborated upon the October 1930 report by explering detailed designs in two
studies: The Utilitv of a Sateliite Vehicle for Reconnaissance, and Inqguiry Iito the Feasibilitv of Heather
Reconnaissance from a Satellite 1'ehicle. The former emphasized. “The reliable operation of a satellite
vehicle poses difficalt but by no means unsolvable technical problems™ because “The various components
constituting a sateltite vehicle to be utilized for reconnaissance have been shown to be individually feasi-
ble” and could attain resolution of 100 fcet every day and 40 feet under certain conditions.** The latter
reached similar conclusions concerning the collection of weather data from a higher orbit of approxi-
mately 350 miles: “The development of all the suggested methods mentioned in this report appears to be
feasible™ and so “the analysis of synoptic weather from satellite observations is also feasible.”*

At this point the Air Force felt much freer to act on such recommendations than it had in the
1946-1950 period. The distinguishing factor was the June 1950 invasion of South Korea by the Commu-
nist North Korea and the subsequent tripling of defense expenditures. Funds for exploratory R&D were
now available that previously were not. Therefore in late 1951 the Air Force authorized Rand to contact

various defense firms over the course of 1952 and 1953 to solicit specific designs for actual reconnais-

" Walter A. McDougall. . . . The Hemvens and the Farth: A Political Historv of the Space Age
{(New York: Basic Books. Inc.. Publishers, 1985). 109,

*'R.M. Salter and LE. Lipp. Utility of a Satellite 1'ehicle for Reconnaissance, RAND Repori R-
217, April 1951. SPI document 1296. pp. 69. 80. The version of this document reprinted in Exploring the
Unlmown, Vefume I, 245-261only contains material up to and including page 39.

** § M. Greenficld and W.W. Kellogg. Jnquiry Into the Feasibility of Weather Reconnaissance
from a Satellite Tehicle. RAND Report R-218. April 1951, folder: Rand Reports. box 99. Curtis LeMay
papers, Library of Congress. 31.
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sance satellites. This collective effort was called Project Feed Back and produced a final report in March
1954.% In addition. 1953 saw the inauguration of Eisenhower and the quickening of interest in [CBMs.
Therefore. “The expectation that development of the [CBM was a practical option gave a new impetus to
studies on space missions and space vehicles, ™ As mentioned previously. the ICBM was practical at this
time because of the successful testing of thermonuclear technelogy.

One should not assume. however. that the climate between 1950 and 1933 was overwhelmingly
favorable concerning the development of satellite technology. National Academy of Sciences member
Llovd Berkner recalled. “When a group of scientists. after a summer of study in 1952, advocated that the
United States scriously undertake a space program. the idea was hooted down as outrageous.™™  Within
the Air Force, General Thomas White lamented in December 1932 that the Air Force's study and research
effort into sateflites amounted to only $200,000 in FY52 and was budgeted for only $400.000 in FY53 and

~ $300.000 in FYS4. figures he called “too little too late. "

Apparently. there was enough Air Force and Rand activity to catch the attention of even Presi-
dent Truman. He tasked a physicist from Temple University. A V. Grosse. to exantine the question of
salcllites. Grosse’s report was not finished during Tnuﬁan's term but was presented to Eisenhower in
August 1933, It is another document illustrating the close link beiween civilian and military concerns in
the early space age. He discussed a satellite’s scientific research value. its military utility as ‘;a valuable
observation post.” and its psychological/propaganda value as “a highly effective sky messenger of the free

world™ that would create a “psychological effect”™ that must be “considered of utmost value by mentbers of

18 Philip I. Klass. Secref Seniries in Space (New York: Random House. 1971). 76 claims that
Project Feed Back was “indirectly sponsored by the CIA.™ The author of 1his dissertation was unable to
discover any primary source evidence or documentation supporting this assertion.

" Merton E. Davies and William R Harris. RAND s Role in the Evolution of Balloon and Sat-
ellite Observation Systems and Related U.S, Space Technolfogy (Santa Monmica. CA: The RAND Corpo-
ration. 1988). 47.

** Van Dvke. 12.
** General Thomas White to 1he Deputy Chicf of S1aff of the Air Force for Development. Decem-
ber 18. 1952, document 598, p. 6 in the microfiche collection Military Uses of Space, 1945-1991, Jeffrey

Richelson. Consultant and Project Director (Alexandria, VA: The National Sccurity Archive and Chad-
wyck-Healey. Inc.. 1991). The total collection is 708 documents on 239 microfiche sheets. NSA MUS,
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the Soviet Politburean.” Further. Grosse concluded that “. . | the satellite would have the enormous ad-
vanlage of influencing the minds of millions of people the world over during the so-called period of “cold
war” or during the peace vears preceding a possiblc World War IIL.” Finalls. “If the Soviet Union should
accomplish this ahead of us it would be a serious blow to the technical and engineering prestige of Amer-
ica the world over. It would be uscd by Soviet propaganda for all it is worth.”"™ Therefore. early in the
Eiscnhower administration. there was the first discussion of the propaganda or prestige value of space that
was made known to the top decision-making levels of the executive branch,

A few months later. in March 1954, Rand delivered Project Feed Back's final report to the Air
Force. Brigadier General Schriever said it identified all the support missions such as navigation. com-
munications. metcorological reconnaissance as well as photographic reconnaissance that satellites could
perform,™ It recommended the Air Force “undertake the earliest possible completion and use of an effi-
cient salellite reconnaissance vehicle™ as a matter of “vital strategic interest to the United States.” The
Feed Back report stated that developing such a satellite would require approximately seven vears and $163
million. The resulting capability would be a resolution of approximately 144 feet from 300 miles while
scanning a strip of land 375 miles wide,”® The Air Force did not respond immediately but on November
27. 1954 its Air Research and Development Command issucd System Requirement No. 5 for the devel-
opment of a reconnaissance satellite svstem and this was followed on March 16. 1955 by Headquarters
USAF issuing General Operational Requirement No. 80 officially ordering the development of an ad-
vanced reconnaissance satellite to provide continuous surveillance of “preselected areas of the earth™ in

order “to determine the status of a potential enemy’s warmaking capability.”™ The Air Force was offi-

* A.V. Grosse. “Report on the Present State of the Satellite Problem,” The Research Institute of
Temple University. August 25, 1953, Exploring the Unknown. V'olume 1. 267-69. Emphasis in original.
The introduction to the reprinted Grosse teport in T'ofume I, 26667, explains that one copy of the report
was delivered to Dr. John R. Dunning, dean of the School of Engineering. Columbia University. Dunning
in turn discussed the report with President Eisenhower “and the repori contributed to the initiation of
Project Vanguard.”

™ Oral history interview with the author. July 2. 1996.

** Cited in Davies and Harris, 53f. Official title of the Feed Back final report was An -Inafysis of
the Potential of an Unconventional Reconnaissance AMethod.

* General Operational Requirement No. 80 cited front ibid.. 61,
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cially in the space busincss and the reason was reconnaissance. The Air Force opened a design competi-
tion code named Pied Piper between the RCA Corporation. Glenn L. Martin Company. and Lockheed
Aircraft,  On October 29. 1956 Lockheed received the development contract. From this point. the pro-
gram was generafly referred to as WS-117L and “the military satellite program was now committed to
development and testing of actual satcllites,”

Nevertheless. spending was limited in July 1956 to $3 million for FY57.™ described as “a major
disappointment to alf involved. since it was less than ten percent as much as was needed to go to full-scale
development.”*® Indeed. the remainder of the pre-Sputnik progress of the military space program (which
was compriscd essentially of WS-1 17L) can best be described as lean. One Air Force history claborates
that WS-117L

ran into two difficulties. First, the economic policy cutting research and development funds

had crippled the project badly. The most valiant efforts of AFBMD [Air Force Ballistic

Missile Division]. ARDC [Air Research and Development Command] and Headquarters

USAF came to nothing. Worse. top officials within the offices of the Secretary of Defense

. . . . The Secretary of the Air Force showed academic interest but warned that insistence

{on more funding] would create unfavorable repercussions at high political levels.™
Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson's attitude is best seen by his remark on December 17. 1954 when
asked to recact to the suggestion that the Soviets might orbit a satellite before the United States: *I
wouldn't care if they did.”™ Schriever recalls making a speech in San Diego in February 1957 describing

AF R&D into space-related topics and how 90 percent of the unmanned satellite missions in space could

be undertaken with the propulsion. guidance. and structural techniques being developed in the USAF bal-

* Bruno W, Augenstein. Appendix 1. “Evolution of the U.S. Military Space Program. 1943-
1960: Some Events in Studv. Planning. and Program Development.” in Yuri Ra’anan and Robert L.
Plaltzgraff, Jr.. editors, international Security Dimensions of Space (Hamden, CT: Archon Books, 1984),
275.

* Jeffrey Richelson, America’s Secret Eves in Space: The U.S. Kevhole Spv Satellite Program
{New York: Harper Collins. 1990). 13.

*® Dwayne Day. “CORONA: America’s First Spv Satellite Program.” Quest: The History of
Spaceflight Aagazine 4 (Summer 1993). 9.

*" Bowen. 48.

* Thid.. 69.
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listic missife program. *, . . 1 was ordered the next day by Wilson himself not 10 use the word space in any

of my speeches in the future.”*

Schriever also relates how that same month he was “pounding the halls™ of the Pentagon in an
attempt 1o secure $10 million for the WS-117L program. He finally got it but . . . with the instructions
that we could not use that money in any other way cxcept for component development., No systems work
whatsoever. Ten million dollarst™®" Schriever concluded. *As a result. our situation was not conducive to
moving rapidly into space in eatly 1957. although there was scrious imtent on the part of the Air Force to
cxploit space for national security purposes. When Sputnik came along in October. the floodgates
opened.”® Actual pre-Sputnik funding for WS-117L was $4.7 million in FY56. $13.9 million in FY37
and $15.5 million in FY57 (which was greatly increased to $65.8 million a result of Sputnik).> A factor
the military officers were clearly unaware of will become apparent in this chapter’s next secticn: Eisen-
hower's policy did not want a military satellite to precede a civilian satellite into orbit: in fact. just the
opposite was true. The civilian/scientific program needed to be first to establish the legal right of over-
flight for anticipated reconnaissance satellites.

Eiserthower and Defense

As of early 1955, there was not vet any civilian/scientiftc satellite program. Before discussing the
complicated evolution of that component of the American space program. it is necessary 1o consider the
more fundamental issue of Eisenhower’s beliefs concerning the role of government and the Soviet threat,
These philosophical tenets were among the primary determinanis of exactly how Eisenhower would

structure that civilian/scientific space program.

** Oral history interview of, June 29, 1977. K239.0512-1492. AFHRA, 7. and Ernest G. Schwie-
bert. “USAF Ballistic Missiles: 1954-1964." dir Force Space Digest (May 1964): 160-161.

“ Cited in Jacob Neufeld. editor. Research and Development In the United States Adir Force
(Washington. DC; Center for Air Force History, 1993). 88: Schwiebert. ibid.. 160: and Klass. 77-78.

%! General Bernard A, Schriever. “Comments,” in Allan A. Needell, editor. The First 235 Years in
Space (Washington. DC: Smithsonian {nstitution Press. 1983). 28.

8 Davies and Harris. 95: and Divine. Spirtnik Challenge. 11.
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Eisenhower fully subscribed to the containment doctrine the Truman administration had devel-
oped with its fundamental presupposition of a Soviet Union striving for world hegemony. George Kennan
wrote that the *, . . main element of any United States policy toward the Sovict Union must be that of a
long-term patient but firm and vigilant containment of Russian expansive tendencies . . . by the adroit and
vigilant application of counter-force at a series of constantly shifting geographical and political points.
corresponding to the shifts and maneuvers of Soviet policy. . . 63 Truman’s basic national security docu-
ment, NSC 7. clearly stated. “The ultimate objective of Soviet-directed world communism is the domina-
tion of the world. . . . The United States 1s the only source of power capable of mobilizing successful op-
position to the communist goal of world conquest. . . . The defeat of Soviet-directed world communism is
vital to the security of the United States.”**

Containment fook on a more overtly military tone with NSC-68. written before, but approved
after, the invasion of South Korea by the Communist North in June 1950. This document declared the
Soviet Union

is animated by a new fanatic faith, antithetical to our own, and seeks to impose its absolute

authority over the rest of the world. Conflict has . . . become endemic and is waged. on the

part of the Soviet Union. by violent or non-violent metheds in accordance with the dictates

of expediency. . . . [Soviet policy] calls for the complete subversion or forcible destruction

of the machinery of government and structure of society in the countries of the non-Soviet

world and their replacement by an apparatus and structure subscrvient to and controtled

from the Kremlin. . . . the cold war is in fact a real war in which the survival of the free

world is at stake.®*

NSC 68 recommiended the United States at Ieast double the percentage of its gross national product (GNP)

devoted to defense from 6-7 percent to 13-14 percent.®® This would entail an increase in defense spending

 George Kennan, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct.” Foreign Affairs 25 (July 1947y 575-76.

& NSC 7. The Position of the World With Respect to Soviet-Directed World Communism, March
30. 1948, document 15. pp. 1. 5. in the collection Presidential Directives on National Securitv firom Tru-
man to Clinton, Jeffrev Richelson. Consultant and Project Director (Alexandria, VA: The National Se-
curity Archive and Chadwyck-Healey, Inc.. 1994} Approximately 1200 documents from this large col-
lection fall within this dissertation’s time frame. NSA PD.

** NSC 68. United States objectives and Programs for National Security, April 14, 1950. NSA PD
document 176 pp. 4-6. 64,

5 Ibid., 25.
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from the ceiling of $13 billion imposed by Truman for the FY31 budget to approximatety $35 billion.
This seemed unlikely to occur until the invasion of South Korea. By FY33 defense spending had in fact
increased to $50.4 billion and 13.5 percent of GNP.%'

This was the basic situation when Eisenhower became president. His campatgn had included no
shortage of cold war rhetoric. including taik of ‘liberating” the Eastern European countries under Soviet
domination. Any number of speeches from his early presidency have passages such as the onc from April
16. 1953, in which he chastiséd the Soviet Unien for finding security ™. . . not in mutual trust but in force;
huge armies. subversion. rule of neighbor nations. . . . The result has been tragic for the world.™ And
vet. in this same speech Eisenhower delivered his famous call for “all peoples again 10 resume their com-
mon quest'of a just peace” because every gun made. every warship launched. every rocket fired “. . . sig-
nifies in the final sense. a theft from those who hunger and are not fed. those who are cold and are not
clothed.” He explained the cost of a modern bomber is 30 schools. or two eleciric power plants. or two
fine hospitals. or fifts miles of highway.® Of course there is a rhetorical element in these words but thev
nonetheless illustrate a truism applicable to both Eisenhower and Kennedyv: both men were wholeheart-
edly committed to {he containment doctrine and resisting Communist aggression while at the same time
remaining open to verifiable arms control measures. acts of East-West good will. and discussion of coop-
erative ventures. Prosecuting the cold war and lessening tension in the cold war were not mutually exclu-
sive in each man’s mind. This goes a long wav toward making some of their Janus-like words and deeds
assume a more rational perspective.

Thus Eisenhower could declare in the first of a series of Basic Nationat Sccurity documents from
the NSC that *. . . there is po basis for concluding that {he fundamental hostility of the Kremlin toward

the West has abatcd. that the ultimate objective of the Soviet mulers have changed. or that the menace of

" Samuel Huntington. The Common Defense:  Strategic Programs in National Politics (New
York: Columbia University Press. 1961). 53-34.

* Eisenhower. The Chance for Peace. April 16. 1953. Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States, 1933 (Washington. BC. USGPO, 1960). 180. Emphasis in original.

“ Ibid.. 181-82.
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communism to the free world has diminished” in Junc of 1953™" and in December that same year stated.
“We will never say that the peoples of Russia are an enemy with whom we have no desire ever to deal or
mingfc in friendiy and fruitful relationship™ and that the United States is “instantly prepared to meet pri-
vately with such other countries as mayv be ‘principally involved’ to seck "an acceptable solution” to the
atomic armaments race which overshadows not only the peace. but the very life. of the world™"' Such
seemingly contradictory couplets could be cited ad nauseam for both Eisenhower and Kennedy but would
simply make the same point: that fighting the cold war in accerdance with the containment doctrine was
not mutually exclusive with the simultaneous quest for a lessening of tensions. The applicability to the
space policy arena is that. first. in a similar manner both men could propose cooperative ventures in space
while continuing an independent American human spaceflight program. which in Kennedy's mind was a
valuable competitive tool.

Second, Eisenhower viewed the cold war as indefinite in duration; this meant a careful husband-
ing of national resources so as to maintain the vigor of the American economy: this meant no one area.
not national defense and cerlainl}-'- not the space program. would receive unlimited resources. The delicate
balancing act of devoting adequate resources to the Pentagon so as to ensure national security but without
going overboard. causing inflation, and sabotaging the American economy. is called the Great Equation.
(See pages 5-6 of this dissertation for Eisenhower’s definition.) Succinctly put. “We must not destroy
what we are attempting to defend.” John Lewis Gaddis characterizes this as . . . the most consistent ele-
ment in his [Eisenhower’s] thinking on national security policy: the processes of defense. he repeatedly

argued. should never be allowed to overshadow the purposes of defense.”"*

P NSC 153/1. Basic National Security Policy. June 10. 1953, cited in Ravmond L. GarthofT. .4s-
sessing: Iisiimates by the Eisenhower ddministration of Soviet Intentions and Capabilities (Washington,
DC: The Brookings Institution. 1991). 4.

! Eisenhower, Address Before the General Assembly of the United Nations on Peaceful Uses of
Atomic Energy, Public Papers 1953, 818-820. This was his famous “Atoms for Pcace™ speech.

> John Lewis Gaddis. Strategies of Containment: 4 Critical Appraisal of Postwar American
National Securitv Policy (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press. 1982), 273.
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The essence of Eisenhower’s defense policy, known as the New Look. was to increase reliance on
nuclear weapons to enforce the containment doctrine because they were demonstrably cheaper than main-
taining a large conventional force. NSC 162/2 explained the New Look as designed “to meet the Soviet
threat to U.S. security [but] in doing so. to avoid seriously weakening the U.S. economy oF undermining
our fundamental values and institutions.” Since “the USSR will continue to rely heavily on tactics of di-
vision and subversion to weaken the free world alliances and will to resist the Soviet power.” defense
against the Soviet threat required the development and maintenance of “a strong military posture, with
emphasis on the capability of inflicting massive retaliatory damage by offensive striking power™ which
was only possible if the United States maintained “a sound. strong and growing economy. capable of pro-
viding through the operation of free institutions. the strength described. . . .™ Given the fact that “only the
United States can provide and maintain. for a period of vears to come. the atomic capability to counterbal-
ance Soviet atomic power. . . sufficicnt atomic weapons and effective means of delivery are indispensable
for U.S. security, . . . In the event of hostilities, the United States will consider nuclear weapons to be as
available for use as other munitions.”

NSC 162/2 emphasized not only massive retaliation but also the fact that *. . . the security of the
whole free world is dependent on the avoidance of recession and on the long-term expansion of the U.S.
economy.” Therefore. “expenditures for national security. in fact all federal. state and local governmental
expenditures. muét be carefully scrutinized with a view to measuring their impact on the national econ-
omy” because “excessive government spending leads to inflationary deficits or lo repressive taxation. or to
both.” In essence. “A sound. strong. and growing U.S. economy is necessary to support over the long pull
a satisfactory posture of defense in the free world. . . These sentiments were echoed in policy docu-

ments over the rest of the pre-Sputnik period.™

" NSC 162/2, Basic National Security Policy, October 30, 1953. NSA PD document 353. pp. 1-
22,

™ See in particular NSC $422/2. Political and Military Efements of National Security Policy.
August 7. 1954, NSA PD document 412. NSC 5602/1. Basic Nationa) Security Policy. March 15, 1956,
NSA PD document 470. and NSC 3708/8. Basic National Security Policy. June 3. 1957. NSA PD docu-

ment 310,
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Eisenhower explained the concrete consequences of the New Look to America’s defensc struc-
ture. Between December 1953 and June 1935 the Armyv’s size was decreased from 1.5 million men to 1.0;
the Navy and Marine Corps from | million to 870.000. the Air Force. however. was increased from
950.000 to 970.000 in accordance with the increased reliance on deterrence through nuclear weapons. not
conventional forces. Eisenhower's budgetary figures for FY34 and FYS535 tell the same story: the Army
decreased from $12.9 billion to $8.8: the Navy/Marine Corps from $11.2 billion to $9.7. the Air Force
increased from $15.6 billion to $16.4. He stated clearly, “My intention was firm: {o launch the Strategic
Air Command immediately upon trustworthy evidence of a general attack against the West. . . . The
communists would have to be made to realize that should they be guilty of major aggression, we would

nis

strike with means of our own choosing at the head of the Commaunist power.” ™ Throughout Eisenhower’s
terms the Air Force received around 46 percent of the DoD budget, the Navv/Marine Corps 27 percent and
the Army 23 percent. ® Overall defense spending was cut from $30.3 billion when Eisenhower assumed
office to $40.6 billion in FY55.”" Over Eisenhower’s eight vears in office militarv spending declined as a
share of the federal budget from 65.7 percent to 48.5 percent and as a percentage of GNP from 12.8 per-

cent to 9.1 percent. “. . . with no net reduction in American military strength relative to that of the Soviet

Union.™™®

~ Dwight D. Eisenhower. [Taging Peace: 1956-1960 (New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc..
1965), 452-434. From 1953 to 1957 the Army dropped from 20 divisions ta 14, the Navy from 1126
combat ships to 1030. but the Air Force expanded from 10 wings to 137: see Huntington, 76.

*® Douglas Kinnard. “President Eisenhower and the Defense Budget.” Journal of Politics 39
(August 1977): 605. The Air Force operated the heavy bombers. in particular the new B-52s. that were
the backbone of the nuclear deterrent force when Eisenhower came to office. The Air Force also would be
the home for the ICBMs that would be integrated into the deterrent structure in the Eisenhower admini-
stration. The United States Navy would manage the fleet ballistic missile submarines that were developed
and fielded. also during the Eisenhower administration. Therefore. the Air Force controlled two-thirds of
the strategic triad and was able to increase its budget. both in absolute dollars and as a percentage of the
defense budget. during the Eisenhower administration while the Navy and especially the Army suffercd
consisient budgetary reductions.

" Iwan [not Ivan] Morgan. “Eisenhower and the Balanced Budge{.” in Shirley Anne Warshaw.
editor, Reexamining the Eisenhower Presidency (Westporl. CT: Greenwood Press. 1993). 126

# Gaddis. 164.
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This overview of th(; New Look is necessary to understand how. in a declining defense budget,
funding for ICBMs could increase dramatically, thereby laying the foundation for the post-Sputnik space
program. It also goes a long way toward explaining the bitter interservice rivalry that developed and
helped convince Eisenhower to create a separate civilian organization (NASA) for space exploration after
Sputnik. This study is not the place for a complete history of early ICBM development.”® McDougall
makes the salicnt point when he explains that the early histories of the saiellite program and the ICBM
program are parallel because there was ™. . . a brief flurry of enthusiasm after the war [WWII]. followed by
budget cuts and canceltations. followed after some years by sudden revival in reaction 1o Soviet prog-

resshnsl}

When he became president. Eisenhower reportedly “. . . looked around and said. ‘“Where are the
rockets?”®" Eisenhower explained, “So. when I came in here. 1 got successive scientific committees to-get
into this thing [ICBMs] and find out what was going on. what we should be doing, and it took them quite
a long time.” But after the scientists recommended the highest priority ‘for ballistic missiles. . . . the
whole project was now put on first priority. over every other expenditure.”® The ICBM fit verv well into
Eisenhower’s New Look defense concept: it provided relatively cheap (when compared to masses of
manned bombers} nuclear deterrence from American soil. The fact that. according to Schriever. “. . . 90
percent of the developments in the ballistic-missile program can be applied to advancing in space, satel-
lites. and other vehicles™ because it is a “. . .normal transition to step from these ballistic missiles into

satellites. moori rockets. going to planets™ turned out to be an added bonus.**

" Consult references in note 36 above. in particular Neufeld chapters I-IV, for this information.

¥ McDougall. 99.

8 Oral historv of Bryce Harlow. Deputy Assistant to the President for Congressional Affairs,
June 11. 1974, folder. Bryce Harlow inferview, box: While Housc. Presidents. Eisenhower (cont.),
DOD/CIA Information, Eisenhower, John S.D. - Lodge H.C.. NHDRC, 6.

2 Presidential News Conference. October 1. 1938. Public Papers of the Presidents, 1938
{(Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1939). 721
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America’s first ICBM. the Atlas. saw its funding explode from $3 miiion in FY53 (the ﬁrsi vear
the DoD was permitied to spend over $1 millien) to $161 million in FYS5. By 1957 the overall ballistic
missile program. to include the Air Force's Atlas. Titan. Thor. and Minuteman. the Army’s Jupiter. and
the Navy's Polaris, was $1.3 billion.* a 433-fold increase under Eisenhower. NSC Action No. 1433.
September 13. 1955 declared. “There would be the gravest repercussions on the national security and on
the cohesion of the Free World. should the USSR achieve an operational capability with the ICBM sub-
stantiafly in advance of the United States. In view of the known Soviet progress in this field . . . the Secre-
tary of Defense will prosecule the program with maximum urgency, and all other Executive departments
and agencies will assist the Department of Defense as required. " The ICBM was given the highest pri-
ority of all Drol) programs.

1t was almost inevitable that such a priority would generate intense interservice rivalry. During
the Eisenhower administration all three services were concurrently developing the six separate systems
mentigned above. One DoD official explained such duplication: “We charge it off to insurance - expen-
sive but neccssary. . . . But the intense race between the Army and Air Force goes on - and each regards it
essentially as a matier of survival."® In March 1956 the Chairman of the Joint Chicfs of Stafl warned
*. .. that unfess brought under control a situation may develop in which the Services are involved in in-
creasing public disagreement among themselves” over missiles. Eisenhower lamented what he termed
“competitive publicity” among the services because it was “. . . highly harmful to the Nation,. and thought
it should be stopped.”™” A weck later Eiscnhower continued by emphasizing that the generals had to . . .

think of what the other services contribute. I he can’t bring himself to do this. he doesn’t belong in the

¥ Eisenhower, [T'aging Peace, 208.

%% Cited in NSC 6108, Certain Aspects of Missile and Space Programs. January 18. 1961, SPI
document 278. p. 1.

* QOliver M. Gale. Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense. 1957-1961. “Post-Sputnik
Washington from an Inside Office.” Cincinnati Historical Societv Bufletin 31 (1973): 228,
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position he holds.” If any information was being leaked to the press. the individuals responsible “should
be found and severely disciplined *

Secretary of Defense Wilson attemplted to put a lid on the missile imlerservice rivalry situation by
declaring in November 1956; that operation of the intermediate range systems on land (Thor and Jupiter)
would be the sole responsibility of the Air Force. and on sea (Pelaris) the Navy would be responsible: that
the Army would not plan for the operational employvment of any missiles with ranges bevond 200 miles:
that the long range ICBMSs continued, as before. Lo be the sole responsibility of the Air Force.® But the
missile bickering continued and after Sputnik’s launch il quickly melastasized into the space roles and
missions field. helping nudge Eisenhower in the direction of authorizing the creation of a civilian space
agency and assigning it the human spaceflight mission. The intense work on the ICBM before Spatnik is
also important to the NASA-DoD story because “. . . the military capability could be tapped for the pro-
jection of a human and robotic presence into space™ and all the resulting technology . . . created an en-
vironment much more conducive to the establishment of an aggressive space program. . . . without it
NASA and the aggressive piloted programs of the 1960s could never have been approved.™

Setting the Stage for Sputnik

This chapter’s necessary background information is now complete®™ and the discussion can turn

to the three crucial events of the pre-Sputnik era: the report of the Technological Capabilities Panel

(TCP). America’s first space policy NSC 5520. and the establishment of a civilian scientific salellite pro-

¥ Goodpaster. memcon, April 5. 1956, folder; Staff Memos; April 1956, Ann Whitman File.
DDE Diary Series. DDEL, 3-4.

¥ Wilson memorandum reprinted in Congress. Senate, Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences. Subcommitiee on NASA Authorizations. Transfer of the Von Braun Team to N4S4. H.]1. Res.
567. 8oth Congress. 2nd Session. February 18. 1960, 307-11.

™ Roger D. Launius. 4 Historv of the U.S. Civil Space Program (Malabar. FL: Krieger Publish-
ing Company. 1994). 16.

! Launius. “Early U.S. Civil Space Policy.” 76-77.
*? Except for a discussion of the relevant aspects of the history of NASA's predecessor organiza-

tion, the National Advisery Committee on Aecronautics (NACA). This will be presented at the end of the
chapter because it does not fit neatly into the narrative fiow at any particular point.
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gram (Vanguard) as a concrete expression of the dual civilian-military space policy created by these two
documents. The stage will then be set {or the appearance of Sputnik,

Technological Capabilitics Panel

The creation of the TCP rests in Eisenhower’s desire to avoid another Pearl Harbor.  Afier this
traumatic event. many American political and military feaders would understandably put a priority on not
only being able to respond to a surprise attack. but also on somehow obtaining the information necessary
to detect preparations for such an attack and thereby possibly prevent it through diplomatic or other
means. The need for better intelligence on the USSR's strategic capabilities and intentions was high-
lighted by “a rapid succession of several ominous developments in the late 1940s and early 19305” such as
the failure to predict when the Soviets would first develop atomic weapons, uncertainty over the pace and
nature of the program once ifs existence was known. failure to anticipate Soviet progress on its hydrogen
bomb. the surprise attack by North Korea and uncertainties surrounding a possible “bomber gap.*™ A
scientist close to Eisenhower remarked, “Our knowledge of what was going on inside the US S R. was
desperately weak™ and attempts 10 gather information via spies parachuted into the USSR or dropped off
by submarines were “a total failure.”™ Aerial reconnaissance conducted from aircrall patrolling the periph-
ery of the USSR produced some information but “was a particularly hazardous business.

Eisenhower’s biographer concluded that for Eisenhower’s generation. “Peart Harbor burned into
their souls in a way that vounger men. the leaders in the later decades of the Cold War. had not.””* Con-
sequently. Eisenhower “. . .had an abiding dread of the possibilits™** and detccting and preventing another

surprise attack on the United States *. . . completely dominated his thinking about disarmament and rela-

* Peter L. Haves. Struggling Towards Space Doctrine: U8, Ailitary Space Plans, Programs,
and Perspectives During the Cold Ilar. PhLD. dissertation (Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. Tufts
University, 1994). 33.

*! George Kistiakowsky. cited by William E. Burrows. Deep Black: Space Espionage and Na-
tional Securitv (New York: Berkley Books. 1986), 53-54.

** Stephen Ambrose. Eisenhower: 1'olume I, The President (New York: Simon and Schuster.
1984), 257. as contained in Hall, “Origins of U.S. Space Policy,” 216.

* Robert H. Johnson. Improhable Dangers: US Conceptions of Threat in the Cold ar and Af-
ter (New York: St. Martin's Press. [994). 100,




" For answers. he turned to a group of academic and in-

tions with the Soviets for the next eight years.”
dustrial scientists who would provide Eiscnhower invaltuable evidence concerning space policy for the
remainder of his administration.

James R, Kiltian, Tr., was the President of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, He was
also a member of Eisenhower’s Science Advisery Committee (SAC). He records how in a March 27, 1954
SAC meeting Eisenhower discussed *, . . the danger of a surprise attack on the United States and stressed
the high priority he gave 10 reducing the probability of military surprise. . . . This fear. . . haunted Eiscn-
hower throughout his presidency.”™ In the meeting Eisenhower tasked his SAC to undertake a
“searching review of the whole status of our weapons development programs”® with a special emphasis
on . .. the present vulnerability of the U-S- to surprise attack and wayvs whereby science and technology
can strengthen our offense and defense to reduce this hazard.™"™" The responsible group became known as
the Technological Capabilities Panel (TCP).

Although relatively unknown. the TCP’s February 1955 final report is one of the seminal docu-
ments of the cold war and certainly of American space policy. It (or its classified anncsxes) contained the
recommendations that led to the intermediate range ballistic missiles (IRBM) mentioned above (Thor,
Jupiter. Polaris). to the supersecret U-2 reconnatssance aircraft, and supported reconmaissance satellite
development. Its reasoned analysis of the threat of surprise attack divided the immediate future into four
phases and recommended specific actions for each to minimize the risk: it correctly foretold how by phase
four. possibly within a decade. both the United States and USSR would be able 10 destrov each other and

neither could achieve an advantage in a muclear exchange assuming one side did not develop ballistic

" Hall. “Origins of U.S. Space Policy,” 216.

* James R. Killian, Jr.. Sputnik, Scientists, and Eisenhower: A Memoir of the First Special As-
sistant to the President for Science and Technology (Cambridge. MA: The MIT Press. 1977). 68.

% Qral history interview of James Killian. November 9, 1969 through July 16. 1970. DDEL. 14.
'™ Technological Capabilities Panel (TCP) final report. “Meeting the Threat of Surprise Attack:

The Report to the President by the Technological Capabilities Pancl of the Science Advisery Committee.”
volume one. February 14. 1935, SPI document 141(k p. v,
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missiles before the other, However. the United States would be in grave peril if the Soviets developed
these weapens first. In addition 1o the IRBM and U-2 recommendations. the TCP suggested dispersal of
the American bomber force. extension of the Distant Early Warning line, and numerous rescarch and de-
velopment projects."” Its general section on intelligence gathering concluded

We must find wayvs to increasc the number of hared facts upon which our intelligence

estimates are based. to provide better strategic warning. to minimize surprise in the

kind of attack. and to reduce the danger of gross overestimation or gross underestimation

of the threat. To this end. we recommend adoption of a vigorous program for the

extensive use, in many procedures. of the most advanced knowledge in science and
technology.'™

Also of general importance from the TCP is the fact that there was not one leak associated with it; this
greatly pleased Eisenhower. who grew to increasingly (rust the scientists associated with the TCP effort.
especially Killian, and set the stage for Eisenhower to task Killian after Sputnik with creating an organ-
izational structure for the space program under civilian control.'® Quite simply. “The TCP report of 1935
set the pace and direction of American strategic policy for vears to come,” "™ including space policy.
Recently declassified documents illuminate the central role the TCP report plaved in codifving
the civil-military bifurcation in American space policy. The space-related recommendations of the TCP
were 9b for general policy and C-8 for particular actions. The former stated, “Freedom of Space. The
present possibilily of launching a small artificial satellitc into an orbit about the carth presents an early

opportunity to cstablish a precedent for distinguishing between ‘national air’ and ‘international space.” a

" Ibid.. 1-38.
' Unfortunately. the entire Part V. “Intelligence.” of the TCP report dealing with intelligence
gathering remains classified. pp. 133-152; this includes the entire space and satellite related sections.
This excerpt comes from Killian's memoirs. Sputinik, Scientists. and Eisenhower, 79, Other excerpts can
be found cited in documents created by associated governmental agencies such as the NSC.

193 Gee Killian, 67. 86.

" Alex Roland. Afodel Research: The National Advisery Commitiee for Aeronautics, 1915-
1958, I'olume I. NASA SP-4103 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1985). 280. Roland discusses the TCP in
the context of NACA's history to explain the context in which NACA’s budgel stabilized in the mid-
1950s after falling for several vears. Rotand sees the TCP as an indication of Eiscnhower’s increasing
concern with American scientific and technological progress and one result from this was the stabilizing
of NACA s budget.
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distinction which could be to our advantage at some future date when we might employ larger satcllites
for intelligence purposes.” The latter elaborated

Intetligence applications warrant an immediate program leading 1o very small artificial

satellites in orbits around the earth. Construction of large surveillance satellites must wait

upon adequate solutions to some extraordinary technical problems in the information

gathering and reporting system and its power supply. and should wait upon developmient

of the intercontinental ballistic missile rocket propulsion svstem. The ultimaic objective

of research and development on the large satellite should be continuous surveillance that

is both extensive and selective and that can give fine-scale detail sufficient for the iden-

tification of objects (airplanes, trains. buildings) on the ground.'”
Therefore. the TCP endorsed not only the idca that the primary utility of satellites was for reconnaissance/
intelligence-gathering purposes, it also said a small civilian or scientific satellite should pave the way or
serve as a sort of “stalking horse™ to establish the legal right of overflight for the military reconnaissance
satellites to come later,
NSC 5520

By May 27, 19535, these recommendations were made official American policy when Eisenhower
endorsed NSC 3520, “U.S. Scientific Satellite Program.”™ The key figure was Donald A. Quarles. He had
been Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Development since September 1933: in August of
1955 he would become Secretary of the Air Force and in April 1957 Deputy Secretary of Defense until his
death in 1959, He carefully examined the TCP report. was privy to information concerning the even more
closely held U-2, and decided an official American policy concerning the use of space for reconnaissance
and cstablishing the legal right of overflight was required. He drafted swhat swould become NSC 3320 and
submitted it to the NSC."™ President Eisenhower approved it May 27. 1955,

NSC 5320. only recently declassificd in its entirety. made official the priority of satellite recon-

naissance. the “stalking horse™ function of the civilian scientific satellite. and touched upon the prestige

105

Cited in National Security Council. “Comments on the Report to the President by the Techno-
Iogicat Capability Panel of the Science Advisery Committee.” June 8. 1953, Folder: NSC 5522 - Techno-
logical Capabilities Panel (2). box 16, Policy Papers subscrics. NSC series, OSANSA, Records, 19Y52-
1961, Whitc House Office. DDEL. S5, 823.

"% For Quarles key role in initiating 5520. see George M. Watson. Jr.. The Office of the Secre-
tary of the Air Force, 1947-1965 (Washington. DC: Center for Air Force History, 1993). 162. and R.
Cargill Hall. “From Concept to National Policy: Strategic Reconnaissance in the Cold War.” Pralngne:
Quarteriy Jouwrnal of the National Archives and Record Administration 28 (Summer 1996): 119.
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factor associated with space in the cold war. 1t must be cited extensively because the principles enshrined

in it are applicable to the entire period covered by this study (bearing in mind Kennedy's modification to

space policy):

While a small scientific satellite cannot carry surveillance equipment and therefore will
have no direct inielligence potential. it does represent a technological step toward the
achievemenl of the large surveillance satellite. and will be helpful to this end se long as

the small scientific satellife program does not impede development of the large surveillance

satellite.

Considerable prestipe and psychological benefits will accrue to the national which first is
successful in launching a satellite. The inference of such a demonstration of advanced
technology and its unmistakable relationship to intercontinental ballistic missile tech-
nology might have important repercussions on the political determination of free world
countries to resist Communist threats, especialfv if the USSR were to be the first to
establish a satellite.

Furthermore, a small scientific satellite will provide a test of the principle of ‘Freedom of
Space.’ . . . Prelimipary studics indicate that there is no obstacle under international law
to the launching of such a satellite. . . . The IGY affords an excellent opportunity to mesh a
scientific satellite program with the cooperative worldwide geophvsical observational pro-
gram, The U.S, can simultaneously exploit its probable technical capability for launching a
small scientific satellite. . .. to gain scientific prestige, and to henefit research and devel-
opment in the fields of militarv weapons svstems and intelligence. The U.S. should em-
phasize the peaceful purposes of the launching of such a satellite. atthough care must be
taken as the project advances not Lo prejudice freedom of action (1} to proceed outside

the IGY should difficulties arise in the [GY procedure. or (2) to continue with its mifitary
satellite progroms directed toward the launching of a large surveillance-tvpe satellite
when feasible and desirable.

[DoD will] develop the capability of launching a small scientific satellile by 1958, with the
understanding that this program will not prejudice continued research directed toward large
instrimernited satellites for additional research and intelligence purposes, or materially

deiav other major Defense programs. . . [and)] does not involve actions which imply a reguire-
ment for prioy consent bv anv nation over which the satellite might pass in orbit, and thereby
does not jeopaidize the concept of ‘Freedom of Space.

An attachment by Special Assistant to the President Nelson Rockefeller. specializing in cold war psycho-
logical operations, alse became part of the pelicy and noted the internaticnal implications of being first to

launch a satellite. He warned against

the costly consequences of allowing the Russian initiative to oulrun ours through an
achievement that will symbolize scientific and technical advancement to peoples everyv-
where. The stake of prestige that is involved makes this a race that we cannot afford to
lose. (Since it is] cerlain that a vigorous propaganda will be emploved to exploit all
possible derogatory implications of any American success that may be achieved. it is
highly important that the U.S. effort be initiated under auspices that are least vulnerable
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10 effective criticism."”
The outlines of the nascent American space program were clear: a civilian scientific satellite
" program would be initiated under the IGY to gather scientific information about outer space and to estab-
lish a legalized regime for satellitc overflight. However. this civilian effort would not be allowed to in any
way impede the military’s reconnaissance satellite effort nor other high priority DoD programs. i.e. the
ballistic missiles. Eisenhower recalled, . . . we were careful to keep the earth satellite program s-eparated
from the Defense Department’s work on long-range ballistic missiles. . . . it was not to interfere with our
top priority work on missiles.”'™ It should be noted that when Eisenhower approved NSC 5520 on May
27, 1955 he referred it to the Secretary of Defense for implementation “in consultation with the Secretary
of State and the Director of Central Intelligence.™'” Given the primacy of reconnaissance and intellj-
gence concerns in the newly-issued space policy. CIA involvement from day one is not surprising.

At the same May 26, 1935 NSC meeting. “Mr. Allen Dulies [Director of Central Intelligence]

1o

observed that it was very important to make this attempt.” referring to the IGY satellite.” ™ The next

month the CIA reported. “A proposal to undertake a small satellite program in connection with the Inter-
national Geophysical Year and for propaganda and scientific purposes has been presented to the NSC
Planning Board by Department of Defense. Central intelligence Agency and Department of State repre-
sentatives.” However. this document explained the CIA’s interest not in terms of satellite design. opera-
tion, or management but rather because “the psvchologicat warfare value of launching the first eanth sat-
ellite makes its prompt development of great interest to the intelligence community and may make it a

crucial event in sustaining the international prestige of the United States. There is an increasing amount

'™ NSC 5520, May 20, 1953, SPI document 86. pp. 2, 3. 4. 6. 11. Emphasis added. Most of
NSC 5520 is reprinted in Fxploring the Unknown, Velwme 1. but the version currently on file at SPI in-
cludes additional material resutting from rccent declassification actions,

'® Eisenhower. IFaging Peace, 209.

"% Memorandum of Discussion. 250th Meeting of the National Security Council. May 26. 1955,
folder: 250th Meeting of NSC. box 6. NSC Scries. Ann Whitman File. DDEL. 2. These memoranda of
discussions of a particular datc often had appended to them subsequent actions. such as Eisenhower ap-

proving on May 27 the space policy discussed on May 26 and so recorded in a May 26 memo.

1 Thid.
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of evidence that the Soviet Union is placing more and more emphasis on the successful launching of the

satellite.”'"!

The CIA would contribute significant funds to the IGY satellite effort in the 1955-1957 time
frame. Its appears to have been looking to both to the prestige aspects of space and their impact on inter-
national opinion and towards developing a new method of gathering intelligence.

To maximize our cold war gain in prestige and to minimize the effectiveness of Soviet
accusations. the satellite should be launched in an atmosphere of international good

will and common scientific interest. For this reason the CIA strongly concurs in the
Department of Defense’s suggestion that a civilian agency such as the U.S, National
Committee of the IGY supervise its development. . . . The small scientific vehicle is also
a necessary step in the development of a larger satellite that could possibly provide early
warning information through continuous electronic and photographic surveillance of the
USSR. A future satellite could directly collect intelligence data would be of great interest
to the intelligence community.'*

Therefore. by mid-1955 not only had the principles of the long-term United States space policy been es-
tablished. but the three-fold organizational structure of NASA-DoD-NRO, albeit in the form of an 1GY
program-DoD-CIA prototype. was also beginning to emerge.

A Civilian Program

The final link in the pre-Sputnik civil-military chatn came when the IGY satellite program
known as Vanguard began and the DoD again plaved a central role in that process. while the CIA was
present with a shadowy, at-the-fringes tvpe of presence. In fact the beginnings of the Vanguard project
took place in exaétly the same early to mid-1955 time frame in which the TCP report was released and
acted upon via NSC 5320. making these months some of the most momentous in the American space pro-
gram,

The origins of the IGY go back at least to April 5. 1950. when geophysicist James Van Allen

gave a small dinner party for his colteagues such as Sydney Chapman. Llovd Berkner, and S. Fred Singer.

" NSC document June 8. 1953, “Comments on the Report to the President by the Technological
Capabilities Panel” cited above. p. A55. This vital NSC document. unearthed by the author in the re-
cently declassified portions of the DDEL. is composed of sections contributed by all agencies interested in
the space program resulting from the TCP recommendations such as the State Department. the DoD. and
the CIA. Page ASS5 and A56 were contributed by the CTA and so directly reflect its assessment of its role

in the burgeoning space program.

1 Ibid.. A56.
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They concluded there was a need for numerous simullaneous obscrvations at many points around the earth
so conclusions could be drawn about the earth as a whole. Previously in 1882 and 1932 International Po-
lar Years had taken place and Berkner recalled making the spontaneous suggestion for a third. Over the
next several years this core group of American scientists would gradually incorporate the idea for an IGY
into numerous and diverse scientific conferences and succeeded in “winning almost unanimous support
evervwhere.,” Since July 1957 to December 1958 was a period of maximum solar activity. this became the
accepted duration of the IGY.""®  Soon this process of scientific proselytizing became incorporated into
geopolitics and the TCP/NSC 5520 chain of events outlined above.

For instance, A N. Nésrne}'anov of the Soviet Academy of Sciences told the World Peace Council
in November 1953, “Science has reached a state when it is feasible . . . to create an artificial satellite of
the earth.”'"* By the summer of 1954 a proposcd civilian scientific satellite was a regular feature in sci-
entific agendas. The International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics™ declaration on September 20. 1954
is representative: “In view of the great importance of observations over extended periods of time of extra-
terrestrial radiations and geophysical phenomena in the upper aimosphere and the advanced state of pres-
ent rocket techniques. it is recommended that consideration be given to the launching of small satellite

"3 After numerous other such calls for action

vehicles [with] their scientific instrumentation. . .
{International Scientific Radic Union. etc.). the International Council of Scientific Unions Special
Committee for the IGY recommended the incorporation of scientific satellites into the official IGY ex-

perimental schedule. At every step of the way. the cadre of American geophysicists cnsured the satellite

as an agenda item received prompt attention.''® The NASA Historian concludes. “The fingerprints of

"} Jay Holmes. 4merica on the Moan: The Enterprise of the Sixties (New York: 1B. Lippincott
Co.. 1962). 46-47. Constance Green and Milton Lomask. 'angrard: . History. NASA SP-4202
(Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1970). 18ff.

14 Cited in Robert Lapidus, “Sputnik and Its Repercussions: A Historical Catalyst.” Aerospace
Historian 17 (Summer-Fall 1370): 90.

1% Appendix 1 to document 11-9 in Exploring the Unknown, Tolume I, 296,

16 gee Bulkeley. 89-131 for a detailed account of the role of American scientists in initiating the
IGY and campaigning for a satellite to examine the upper aimosphere as part of it.
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these core leaders are all over every decision relative 1o IGY satellite program and the U.S. decision by

Eisenhower to sponsor a sateftite.”™!!”

By March 1955 the scientific concern started to merge with the military. The two most impor-
tan{ sciemific officials in this process. Naliohal Science Foundation (NSF) Director Alan Watcrman and
National Academy of Sciences President Detlev Bronk. regularly attended NSC meetings and so were
privy to discussions concerning the TCP.'"* The Chairman of the United States National Committee for
the IGY wrote Waterman on March 14, 1953 to explain that the United States IGY representatives felt “a
small. approximately fifty-pound. earth-circling satellite . . . would vield new geophvsical data of consid-
erable interest . . . ."and recommended the United States government include such vehicles in its rocket
progmm,m However, when Waterman passed this suggestion on to Deputy Undersecretary of State Rob-
ert Murphy. Watcrman explained that the United States IGY Committee had been considering ~. . . af the
suggestion of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Development [Quarles] the feasibility
and scicntific importance of inclusion in the United States program of the launching of a small satellite,
... Accordingly. in consideration of the interests of the Department of Defense and other agencies in this
subject. and because of its importance [rom a public and international relations standpoint. Dr. Bronk and
[ wish to discuss . . . the initiation of such steps as may be necessary in arriving at the position of the Gov-
ernment with respect to this matter.”'™

Therefore. sometime between the release of the TCP report on February 14 and the Waterman

memorandum of March 18, 1953, Quarles of the DoD had approached the United States IGY Commiittee,

n Roger D. Launius. “Eiserhower. Sputnik. and the Creation of NASA.™ Prologre. The Quar-
terly Jowrnal of the National Archives and Record Administration (Summer 1996} 131

"% See Eugene M. Emme, “Presidents and Spacc.” in Frederick C. Durant HI. Editor. Befween
Sputnik and the Shuttle:  New Perspectives on lmerican . stronautics. American Astronautical Society
History Series. volune 3 (San Diego. CA: Univelt. Inc.. 1981). 17

% Joseph Kaplan letter to Alan Waterman, March 14, 1955, folder; OCB 000,91 Natural &
Physical Sciences (2). box: [1. OCB Central Files subserics. NSC. Staff Papers serics. White House Of-
fice. DDEL. 1.

'*" Confidential Memorandum for Robert Marphy from Alan Waterman., March 18, 1955, 1, ibid.
Emphasis added.




endorsed its pre-existing idea for a civilian scientific satellite and asked them 1o bring their request.
through Waterman. to the government. Quarles™ private agenda included the freedom of space priority
1aid out in the TCP: the proposed IGY satellite fit the bill perfectlv. including the fact that the idea for it
was originated by civilian scicntists and that civilian scientists. through Waterman. could bring it to the
NSC for consideration. At that point the real priority of the government. establishing the right of over-
flight for reconnaissance satellites. could continue to operate completely behind the scenes. while the gov-
ernment had the luxury of defining the IGY satellite (Vanguard) as civilian and scientific in nature.

Quarles and Secretary of Defense Wilson quickly ensured Quarles” control of the flow of infor-
mation regarding the DoD’s role in the IGY satellite and control of the DoD's space policy. On March
28, 1955 he wrote the Secretaries of the Army, Navy. and Air Force:

1 am informed that all three of the Military Departments have research and development

programs or plans in the area of earth satellites. including certain proposals for a minimum

‘scientific’ satellite that might be feasible on a two- or three-vear schedule. Because of

the important policy questions involved. these departmental programs must be carcfully

considered and fullv coordinated. The Assistant Sccretary of Defense (Research and De-

velopment) [Quartes] is assigned responsibility for such coordination. Further funds will

not be committed for work in this area without his prior approval '
By the first week of April Quarles had briefed the military services on only the minimum necessary infor-
mation concerning American space policy and the IGY satellite. not the entire geopolitical piclure. Air
Force records summarize the poinis Quarles covered as: the satellite itself would be unclassified and its
characteristics would include information available to all: the means of delivery. however. would have to
be some version of a military missile and so would be classified: the satellite was to be tied in with the
IGY (but Quartes did not elaborate). the satellite would be a joint effort belween the services and the
NACA: until the United States made some kind of announcement. “all activities and studies should be
highly classified. "'~

Quarles then proceeded to draft the overall policy document. NSC 5520. in April and May 1955

and submitted it to the NSC for Eisenhower’s approval in the last week of May 1935, as discussed above.

1" Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson. Memorandum for the Secretaries of the Army. Navy.
and Air Force. March 28. 1955, K140.11-11. AFHRA. 1.

1> Memorandum for Record. Subject: Scientific Satellites. HQ USAF. April 5, 1955, ibid.. 1-2.
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Evenis moved rapidly, given the fact the USSR on April 15, 1955 had announced the establishment of a
Space Commission for Interplanetary Communications to produce “a remote controlled laboratory to cir-
cle the earth as a satellite and establish opportunities for observation of a hitherto inaccessible charac-
ter.”'** During this entire process Quarles was careful to operate through Waterman so the process would
appear as civilian- and scientifically-oriented as possible. For instance. on May [3. 1955, Waterman
wrote Quarles. “In accordance with owr conversation before vou lefi for Europe. 1 discussed the subject
[IGY satellite proposal] with Allen Dulles. with Richard Bissell preseni. the latter being the one in Cen-
tral Intelligence who is following this closely.” After assuring Quarles that he had thoroughly coordinated
the IGY satellite issue with the Budget Bureau and with the State Department. Waterman then asked
Quarles for suggestions concerning the best way for him (Waterman) to follow when he presented the
whole package to the NSC in a few days.'®’ Once again, the presence of the CIA from the earliest stages
is evident; Richard Bissell was the CIA officer who would soon manage the U-2 program and after its
resounding success would be catled upon in 1958 to direct the CORONA propram. America’s first recon-
naissance satellite.

The final step was to pick the organization responsible for managing the production. assembly.
and launching of the IGY satellite. eventually to be known as Vanguard. and its launch vehicle. Not sur-
prisingly. Quarles was given this responsibility. Given NSC 5520°s admonition that the civilian scien-
lific satcllite not interfere with either the military reconnaissance satellite or other high priority defense
projects since as the ICBM and that the 1GY satellite effort should appear as civilian/scientific as possibie.
the outcome of this selection process was largely foreordained. The Air Force entry based on the Atlas
rocket was rejected because the Air Force could not guarantee its construction would not interfere with
IRBM and I[CBM work. The choice between the Army’s submission based on the Redstone/Jupiter IRBM

and the Navv’s entry based on sounding rockets operated by its Naval Research Laboratory (NRL} was

133 Cited in Futrell. 1 'ofume 1. 547.

24 Confidential letter from Waterman to Quarles. Mayv 13, 1955, 1-2. SPI unnumbered docu-
ment. Emphasis added.



closer. But the overtly military nature of the Army’s plan. based on a ballistic missile design (thé Red-
stone was itself a modification of the Nazi V-2). handicapped it when compared to the NRL's submission
based on the Viking rocket designed for atmospheric research. The NRL was give the official go-ahead in
August 1955 to develop the Vanguard satellite for the IGY.'> A comment by one member of the selection
committee is instructive as to the fulure of the space age: “We finallv decided that breaking the space
barrier would be an easier task than breaking the interservice barrier. "™

The official announcement of the IGY satellite was on July 29. 1955 and emphasized its civilian
pedigree: “This program will for the first time in history enable scientists throughout the world to make

-127

sustained observations in the regions bevond the earth’s atmosphere. Press Secretary James Hagerty
explained, “The only connection the Department of Defense will have with this project is actually getting
these satellites up in the air.™'*® The public announcement of the IGY satellite came only after the USSR
had rejected Eisenhower's bold “Open Skies™ proposal at the Geneva summit meeting on July 21, 1953
that the United States and USSR “. . . give to each other a complete blueprint of our military establish-
ments. from beginning to end. from one end of our countries 10 the other,” This would have been coupled
with the mutual provision of “. . . facilities for aerial photography to the other country - we to provide you
the facilities within our country, ample facilities for acrial reconnaissance. . . . vou to provide exactly the

same facilities for us.” Eiscnhower felt the result would be . . . to convince the world that we are provid-

ing as between ourselves against the possibility of great surprise attack. thus lessening danger and relax-

1>* The best Vanguard history is Green and Lomask. The complicated process whereby the Ad-
visery Group on Special Capabilities of eight civilian scientists appointed by Quarles to select a specific
project and contractor for the IGY satellite is described in detail in pages 30-55.

126 Clifford Furnas. Chancellor of the University of Buffalo. cited in Green and Lomask. 51.
Furnas would take Quarles’ place as Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Development when
Quarles becamne Secretary of the Air Force in August 1935.

1¥" Statement by White House Press Secretary James Hagerty, July 29. 1955, folder: Eisenhower
- Space Exploration (1952-63). box: White House, Presidents. Eisenhower. Space Statements. NHDRC,
1

2% Question and answer session after IGY announcement. reprinted in New York Times. July 30.
195522
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ing tensions.”'* The Soviet refusal to even consider this proposal meant the IGY satellite had to go for-
ward to attempt. among other purposes. to establish the legal right of satellite overflight for reconnais-
sance.

Vanguard, Prestige and Racing fe Space?

Vanguard's history between August 1935 and the October 1957 launch of Sputnik is two vears
during which Eisenhower permitted its budget to mushroom. but not at a pace acceptable to its propo-
nents. Prestige was often indicated as one factor at siake in being first to launch an earth satellite during
this period. but Eisenhower seems not to have regarded this as important enough 1o merit either granting
Vanguard an open-ended budget or permitting it to interfere with the top priority missile programs or the
military reconnaissance satellite. Despite numerous staff meetings and reports highlighting the potential
competitive aspects of the Soviet and American IGY satellite programs. Eisenhower did not conceive of
the Vanguard program as engaging in any kind of a ‘race’ with the USSR. During this period most of
Vanguard's funding was from DoD’s emergency funds. with supplemenis from the NSF. However, the
CIA also contribuicd budgctary support to the Vanguard program. cementing its role as a participant in
the early American space program.

Immediately after the July 1955 announcement, the NSC established an Ad Hoc Working Group
on Information Aspects of NSC 5520. It operated under a subdivision of the NSC called the Operations
Coordinating Board (OCB). This group regnlatly defined one of Vanguard's purposes as deriving ©. . .
the maximum psychological advantage obtainable for the United States through domestic/foreign infor-
mation cutput as gencrated by the U.S. decision to launch eanh satellites. . . . Recent intelligence tends to
confirm the belief that the Soviets may already possess a capability to launch an earth satellite. . .*'* The
OCB saw the problem as

The international position of the U.S. (in terms of prestige and morality} will be somewhat
damaged by the fact that the program is being implemented by the military rather than by

'** Eisenhower's Statement on Disarmament. Geneva Conference. July 21. 1935, Public Papers
of the Presidents, 1955 (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1959). 715,

1% Public Information Program With Respect to the Implementation of NSC 5520, July 1955,

folder: OCE 000.91 Natural & Physical Sciences (2). box 11. OCB Central File subseries. NSC Staff Pa-
pers series. White House Office. DDEL. 1.
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purely scientific agencies. It will therefore be necessary to build the information program

carefully. giving emphasts to the international nature of the experiment. and the availa-

bility of the results to the international scientific community. The role of the military must

be described for what it actually is. i.e.. the assignment of the task to the only agency of

the Government possessed of the necessary technical knowledge and facilities to do the

job. ... A combined domestic/foreign information program is required if the potential

psvchological advantage inherent in the earth satellite program is to be secured for the U.8.'"!

By the next vear. Vanguard's backers were warning. “In the popular minds throughout the world.
the first successful launching is becoming a symbol of technical superiority in the contest between the U.S.
and the USSR. There is currentlv no emphasis in the U.S. program on the timing of the first satellite
shot.”!** The scientific commumity also informed the administration that “Failure by the U.S. to launch
satellites successfully during the IGY in the light of this [Soviet] commitment would resalt in loss of U.S.
scientific prestige that would be compounded by successful Soviet launching.”'>® Therefore. the NSF
concluded. “1t is vitally important in terms of the stated prestige and psvchological purposes that the
United States make every effort to (a) make possible a successful launching as soon as practicable and (b)
put on as effective an IGY scientific program as possible.”'**

The federal government was also not surprised by Sovict progress in their IGY satellite program
nor by its readiness for launch in October 1957. A CIA National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) in Decem-
ber 1955 concluded concerning a Soviet earth satellite that =. . . the Soviets are attempting to develop such
a vehicle at the earliest practicable date. . . . We believe that the USSR would place considerable emphasis

on such a vehicle. primarily to achieve psychological effect.”’** NSC records from November 1956

clearly state. “The USSR can be expected 1o atlempt to launch its satellite before ours and to attempt to

B! hid.. 2.

' David Z. Beckler. Special Assistant for Scientific Liaison. Office of Defense Mobilization.
Memorandum to Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization Arthur 8. Flemming. April 30, 1956,
folder: Eisenhower Administration - Space Correspondence. box: White House. Presidents. Eisenhower,
Space Correspondence (1955-1960). NHDRC. 2. Emphasis in original.

1331 etter from 1.I. Rabi to Flemming. October 10. 1956. ibid.. 1.

13% Annex B. p. 2. ibid.

13* CIA NIE 11-12-55. Soviet Guided Missile Capabilities and Probable Programs. December 20.
1935, folder: CIA. box; Federal Agencies. CIA. National Intelligence Estimates. shelf XI-B-3. NHDRC.
3.7
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surpass our effort in every way. . .. It would be prudent to assume that the USSR will orbit a satellite with
limited instrumentation for scientific purposes at any time after early 1957.”'*¢ In March 1957 the CIA
concluded. “The USSR will probably make a major effort to be the first country to orbit an earth satellite.
We believe that the USSR has the capability of orbiting. in 1957, a satellite vehicle. . "> In June 1957
QCB representatives stated the NSC expected the Soviets to launch an earth satellite “soon. literally in the
next few months.” The OCB then ordered all government departments and agencies to take “the neces-
sarv precautionary measures from a public relations standpoint to insure that the United States disclaim
any intention of engaging in a race with the Soviets to launch the first satellite. '™

The central point. however. is simply because the machinery of the executive branch emphasized
again the competitive, prestige-related aspects of Vangunard did not mean that Eisenhower subscribed to
this notion, In fact, he did not before Sputnik and would make only limited concessions to the space for
prestige notion after Sputnik. In the summer of 1955 Vanguard's original budget estimate was $20 mil-
lion. Eisenhower permitted numerous supplemental appropriations until program completion at a cost of
over $110 million."* However. his insistence that Vanguard not interfere with the priority military proj-
ects and that it not receive unlimited funds meant its backers could not conduct an all-out. competitive
race with the Soviets as part of drive to capture international prestige.

For instance. at an OCB meeting in October 1955, Vanguard's cost had increased to an estimated
$23.5 million. Quarles “warned that efforts must be made to avoid ‘expansion’ of the program and urged
caution in expenditures exceeding $20.000.000. He said there is ‘validity” in this ceiling as far as the

White House is concerned.”' ™ By Apri! 1956 the estimated cost had risen to $60 million'"" and the next

136 NSC Planning Board Report. “U.S. Scientific Satellite Program.”™ November 9. 1956, folder:
NSC 5520 - Satellitc Program (1). box 16, Policy Papers subseries. NSC Series. OSANSA. White House
Office, DDEL.

'¥" Reprinted in Donald P. Steury, Editor. Infentions and Capabilities: Estimates on Soviet
Strategic Forces, 1950-1983 (CIA: Center for the Study of Intelligence, 1996). 62.

18 NSC. OCB. Memorandum of Meeting. June 13. 1957, folder: OCB Working Group on Earth
Satellites. box 1, National Aeronautics and Space Administiation series, DDEL. 1.

¥° Green and Lomask. 130.
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month the NS8C tried to clarify the budgetary situation by refusing to either cancel or slow down Vanguard
but continuing the program “. . . with the understanding that the program developed . . . will not be al-
lowed to interfere with the ICBM and IRBM programs but will be given sufficient priority by the Depart-
ment of Defense in relation to other weapons systems to achieve the objectives of NSC 5520.°'" A this
May 3. 1956 NSC meeting Sceretary of the Treasury George Humphrey complained the cost of the six
Vanguard satellites “was already going out of sight.” Eisenhower added “that he had not been notably
enthusiastic about the earth satellite program when it had first been considered by the National Security
Council. but that we certainly could not back out of it now. The President could not imagine the United
States having made an announcement that it proposed to launch an earth satellitc and then failing 1o de-

liver on its commitment.”' **

By January 1957 the new Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Development Clifford
Furnas “. . . indicated that the program was essentially on schedule” but Special Assistant for National
Security Affairs Robert L. Cutler reported the program’s costs had escalated to $83 million. To this Sec-
retary of Defense Wilson replied. “The facl is that we were running out of money in the Department of
Defense [and] that if we were going to spend another $30 million there arc other things that the Depart-
ment of Defense would like to buy. . . . The President indicated his general agrecment with the position
taken by Secretary Wilson, pointing out the original program had now risen from $24 million to greater

than $80 million.” Since the Dol could not continue to bear most of the financial burden. “The President

% NSC. OCB. Pentagon briefing memo on carth satellite program, October 12. 1955, folder:
OCB 000,91 Natural and Physical Sciences (3). box 11. OCB Central File Subseries. NSC Staff Papers
series. White House Office. DDEL, 1.

"' David Z. Beckler, Memorandum for William Y. Elliott. April 18. 1956. folder: Eiscnhower
Administration - Space Correspondence. box: White Housc. Presidents, Eisenhower, Space Correspon-
dence (1955-1960). NHDRC. 1.

2 Memorandum of Discussion. 283rd mecting of the National Security Council. May 3. 1956,
reprinted in John P. Glennon. Editor in Chief. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1955-1957, 'ofume
X, United Nations and General International Matters (FRUS) (Washington. DC. USGPO. 1988). 741.

3 1bid.. 737,
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turned to the Director of the Budget. and said that he would simply have to “scratch around” and get this
additional $17 million out of existing appropriations.” '**

Part of this “scratching around” turned out to be CIA funding. The Budget Bureau (BoB) Direc-
tor Percival Brundage wrote Eisenhower on April 30. 1957 to explain that now Vanguard couldn’t be
completed even for the $83 million previously discussed. DoD had provided $50 million of the $70 mil-
lion spent so far and vet an overall total of $110 would probably be required. Brundage also .reported.
“The C1A has made $2.5 million available to the Department of Defense” and the NSF $5.8 million. But
the DoD now considers it “not advisable . . . to provide further support of the project” from its emergency
fund,'* By mid-1957 then both the DoD and the CIA had direct financial interests in America's civilian
scientific IGY satellite program. illustrating once again “. . . the confluence of both civilian and military
security interests in the early space program.™ *°

Nonetheless, the NSC had to take up Vanguard's budgetary crisis once again. At the May 10,
1957 meeting Fisenhower listened to the explanation of the now-anticipated $11{* million cost and
“interrupted with a vigorous complaint” concerning the “very costly instrumentation”™ on Vanguard be-
cause “the element of national prestige. so strongly emphasized in NSC 5520. depended on getting a sat-

*147 1{ becomes clear that the

ellitc into its orbit. and not on the instrumentation of the scientific satellite.
question of Eisenhower and space for prestige is not a simple black and white matter but rather deals with
shades of gray. He didn’t completely discount the notion of prestige derived from space accomplishments,

However, he was not willing to pay what he censidered an inordinate amount of money or let space for

prestige interfere with space for defense.

** NSC, Memorandum, Discussion at the 310th Meeting of the NSC. January 24, 1957. folder:
310th Meeting of the NSC. box 8. NSC scries. Ann Whitman file, DDEL, 1. 3-4, 6.

' Percival Brundage. Memorandum for the President. Subject: Project VANGUARD. April 30.
1959, folder: Missiles and Satelliles Vol. T (1), box 6. Department of Defense subseries. Subject series.
Office of the Staff Secretary: Records. White House Office. DDEL. 1-2.

1 Dwayne Day. “Invitation to Struggle.” supra. 245.

19 FRUS, 748-49.
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‘At this seminal May 1957 NSC meeting CIA Dircctor Allen Dulles pointed out that “If the Sovi-
ets succeeded in orbiting a scientific satellite and the United States did not even try to. the USSR would
have achieved a propaganda weapon which they could use to boast about the superiority of Soviet scien-
tists.” Secretarv of State Christian Herter concurred with the sentiment 1o continue with Vanguard . . .
because of the prestige it would confer on the United States.™ Eisenhower said he “did not see how the
United States could back out of the earth satellite program at this time™ but “he was much annoyved by this
tendency to *gold-plate’ the satellite in terms of instrumentation.” Wilson summarized. “. . . the satellite
program had too many promoters and no bankers.” In the end. Eisenhower directed the Waterman,
Brundage. and Wilson to ask Congress for a supplemental appropriation specifically for Vanguard.'* In
August 1957 Congress provided $34.2 million and Vanguard had its own source of funds until NASA
took over the project in October 1958.

The charge that Eisenhower ignored the space for prestige angle before Sputnik is therefore not
accurate.  Indeed, over the course of 1957 swhen Eisenhower accepted increases in Vanguard's cost up to
the final $110 million level. Congress was in the midst of an economy drive in which it threatened to cut
$2 billion from Eisenhowet’s request for missiles and aircraft. Far from parsimonious. Eisenhower's de-
fense budget was “the largest peacetime request in the history of the United States ™" Eisenhower did
accept the original IGY satellite proposal: he did accept a five-fold increase in its budget; he did give
Vanguard a top priority just below ballistic missiles. a status enjoved by no other research project of the
day. What he did not do was write a blank check for Vanguard that would enable it to engage in an all-
out prestige race with the Soviet effort. This level of reservation, however. was sufficient to permit the
Soviets to launch first.

Therefore, while the Eisenhower administration was ¢learly advised of the prestige value of being
first into space. this motivation had the lowest priority of the several present in early American space pol-

icy. As McDougall explains. two sets of circumstances could prepare the wav for reconnaissance satel-

¥ Ibid.. 750-53.

9 Eisenhower. li aging Peace. 209: Bulkeley. 202.
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lites: “One was if the United States got away with an initial small satellite orbiling above the nations of
the earth ‘for the advancement of scicnce™ - and had no one object to it. The other way was if the Soviet
Union launched first. The second solution was less desirable. but it was not worth taking every measure
to prevent.” ™ By way of example. few dispute that the continuing tests of the Army’s Jupiter IRBM in
1956 could have placed a satellite into orbit. But as Eisenhower explained. the DoD and NSF “. . .
showed litile inclination either to drop Vanguard. already well under way. or to divert the Redstone group
from missiles to satellite work. Since no obvious requirement for a crash satellite program was apparent,
there was no reason for interfering with the scientists and their projected time schedule.”''

The effort to gather scientific information about space and the upper atmosphere with a civilian
scientific satellite which, it was hoped. would simultaneously establish a right of passage for later military
reconnaissance satellites, is collectively referred to as the “space for peace” policy. As described in this
chapter, the space for peace thesis clearly dominated the pre-Sputnik space policy of the Eisenhower ad-
ministration because it “constituted the intellectual medium in which the program took shape during its
early years.”'™ While the idea that space would emcrge as an arena in which the superpowers competed
for prestige was not an unknown idea in the Eisenhower space policy. it was nol a prime mover, More
important was the not unreasonable *. . . hope that international agreements would recognize some spe-

cific distance above the earth as analogous to the three-mile limit [at sea]. bevond which there would be

freedom of space comparable to freedom of the seas.™'*

'*® McDougall, 123-24.

¥ Eisenhower, Haging Peace. 209. A Jupiter-C launched on September 20. 1956 had the pro-
pellant in its fourth stage engine replaced with sand by direct order of the OSD. See Herbert F. York and
G. Allen Greb. “Strategic Reconnaissance.” Bulletin of the dtomic Scientists (April 1977). 39. This

missile flew to an altitude of 682 miles at a velocity of 13.000 mph while traveling 3355 miles down
range. all well within acceptable parameters for inserting a satellite into orbit. Se¢ McDougall. 130,

152 Bowen, 58,

153 1bid.. 60.
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NASA’s Predecessor Organization and the DoD

A brief synopsis of the relevant history of the National Advisery Committee for Aercnautics
(NACA) must stand as an addendum to this chapter because it does not fit neatly inlo the preceding
chronologically-oriented narrative flow but nevertheless is an important pre-Spuinik trend. Since the
NACA was the nucleus from which NASA was formed. and since the NACA’s history was intimately tied
to the military, it forms an important foundation stone of the civil-military story of the space age. |

Between 1908 and 1913 the United States spent only $435.000 on aviation development. less
than nations such as Japan, China, Bulgaria. Greece and Brazil. As a result. when World War I (WWI)
began in 1914 the United States had only 23 military aircraft, all technologically obsolete, when compared
to France with 1,400, German 1.000. Russia 800 and England 400."*" In the wartime environment most
European governments encouraged their scientists. engineers. and governments to further aeronautical
R&D but the United States lagged, where airplane development was Jeft to “a host of amateur inven-
tors.”'*® Some prominent Americans began to sce this backwardness as “. . . not only a national disgrace,

"1% Backers of an American national aeronautical laboratory in-

but a possible danger to our security,
cluded Smithsonian Institution Secretary Charles Walcott and Alexander Graham Bell. Their efforis were
stymied uniil the crisis environment of WWI increased.

In fact. the legislation finally founding the NACA in 1915 was attached as a rider 10 a naval ap-
propriations bill, “a piece of legislation assured of passage. what with the war in Europe and the biparti-

san support then abounding for a strong Navv.”'>" From this point forward and until it was transformed

into NASA in October 1958, the history of the NACA and its R&D was closely tied to national security

% Jerome C. Hunsaker (NACA Chairman from 1941-56). “Forty Years of Aeronautical Re-
search.” in Fortv Fourth Annial Report of the National Advisery Conumnittee for deronautics, 1958, Final
Report (Washington: USGPO. 1959). 4.

" Ibid., 3.

" Ibid., 4.

¥ Roland, Mode! Research. Volume 1, 5. Roland’s volumes are far and away the best compre-
hensive survey of the NACA. Numerous other scholars make the same point: “The enabling legislation

for the NACA slipped through almost unnoticed as a rider attached to the Naval Appropriations Bill. . ™.
Roger Bilstein. Orders of Magnitude: 4 History of the NACA and NAS4, 1915-1990, NASA SP-4406

(Washington. DC: USGFO. 1989). 3.
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and the fortunes of the military services. The bill was passed on March 3. 1915 created an Advisery
Commitiec on Aeronautics (“National™ was added at the first official meeting in April) with 12 members:
two from the War Department. two from the Navy. onc each from the Smithsonian. Weather Bureau. and
Nationa! Bureau of Standards. with five from the scientific community. The Naval Affairs Committee of
Congress concluded. “There does not appear to be any good reason why America should not be fully
abreast of. if not in advance of. other nations in the development of aeronautics in a practical and useful
way. not only for the purposes of war but for other activities where great speed in transit. . . is desir-
able""*® Their legislative tasking was to . . . supervise and direct the scientific study of the problems of
flight. with a view to their practical solution.” with a first vear budget of $5,000."

By the end of WWI NACA’s budget was $85.000. Construction began in 1917 on its major fa-
cility. the Langley Memorial Aeronautical Laboratory. which was dedicated on June 11, 1920. In the pe-
riod before WWII the NACA become more and more a research organization working on the questions
raised by its primary clients; the growing American aircraft industry but especially the War and Navy
Departments. For instance, one of the NACA's premier accomplishments in the interwar era was the in-
vention of a cowling that provided superior cooling for radial aircraft engines. But Alex Roland points
out. “What is less well known is that the military services had been the first to ask the NACA to investi-
gate cowling of radial engines. . . . It was the military that had submitted the first formal request and it
was the military fdr whom the first research authorization on the subject was approved.™ This 1926 re-
quest. “Like all requests from the military . . . was assigned a research authorization and work began on a
prototype.”'®

This close relationship with the military greatly assisted in NACA in justifving its existence and
securing funding during the Great Depression. during which its budget fell by one-third. Despite its im-

portance as a precursor to spaceflight. the aircraft industry was still relatively small during the interwar

"** Congress. House. Committee on Naval Affaits. National Advisery Connnittee for Aeronautics.
Report No. 1423, 63rd Congress. 3rd Session. February 27, 1915. 5.

1% Hunsaker. 5.

189 poland. Afode! Research, 1ofume 1. 115.
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period; in 1929 its cxpenditures were less than the sales of siraight pins.'® Overall. the NACA remained
“obscure. humble. and poor.” with peak peacctime funding of only $3.1 million in 1940.'® It was nol an
operaling agency in the sense of conducting missions or actual flights. 1t owned no aircraft because it did
research on aircrafi loaned by the military or industry. and it had no contracting authority. “It received its
meager funds through military appropriations, and most of its facilities were co-located at military air
bases.” Its total budget. 1915-1940 was $31 million.'” NACA facilities such as wind tunncls, and
NACA research on topics such as laminar flow. retractable landing gear and all-metallic aircraft struc-
tures, were indispensable in the development of the military aircraft that would see combat in WWII. As
NACA’s director for aeronau.tical research George Lewis often remarked. “If the NACA ever sets itself
aside from the Army and Navy. it is a ‘dead duck.”"'*

WWII saw NACA's size increase several times, Staffing grew from 480 in 1938 to 5.453 in
1945: funding jumped from $1.28 million to $40.9 million during that same time period.'® It built two
more laboratories. the Ames Acronautical Laboratory 40 miles south of San Francisco and the Lewis
Flight Propulsion Laboratory in Clevcland. During the war the NACA . . | worked for the military es-
sentially on a sapport basis™ as the NACA and the military scrvices exchanged personnel. facilities and
equipment almost casually. NACA engineers and scicntists used thetr wind tunnels and other research
equipment to create new acrodynamic theories and solve specific preblems with particular aircraft: “The

military services and industry took the job from there and designed and produced the airplanes.™'*® The

! Neufeld. Research and Development in the United States Air Force, 19.

162 McDougall. 75.

19 Glen P. Wilson, “Lyndon Johnson and the Legislative Origins of NASA.” Prologue; Quar-
terly Journal of the Notional Archives 25 (Winter 1993). 363.

184 Roland. Model Research, 'olume 1, 141,
" Ibid., Volume 2, 471-72. 489,

"% Congress. House. Commitiee on Government Operations. Government Operations in Space
(dnakesis of Civil-Ailitary Roles and Relationships). Thinicenth Report. 89th Cong. 1st Session, House
Report No. 445, June 4, 1965, 22.
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NACA's_basic wartime task was “testing. cleanup. and refinement of military prototpes [for] immediate
use in the war.”'® Declared NACA Executive Secrctary John Victory in 1943, “All of the research ac-
tivities of the National Adviserv Committeg for Acronaulics are connected with immediate and vital
problems of the Army and Navy air organizations, and all the results constitute classified information.™*

Current NASA Historian Roger Launius explains that WWII transformed NACA “. . . from a
sleepy R&D organization created to experiment and solve the problems of flight for the military. the civil
aviation industry, and the airlines . . . to @ much larger institution that. after 1939. was more firmly wed-
ded to military aviation."'™ Launius notes, “Relations between NACA and the military had always becn
amicable. but they became especially so afier wholesale changes on the committee reoriented it toward
acquiescence in military prerogatives.” " NACA Chairman Jerome Hunsaker said that by Pear] Harbor
71 percent of NACA work was on specified military projects: Director of NACA aeronautical research
George Lewis told Congress in 1943 that NACA spent 100 percent of its time on applicd military acro-
nautical research. Though Launius believes that latter assertion is questionable. he does conclude that
during WWII most of the NACA’s effort “. . . was either directly for the benefit of the military or for in-
dustry developing military airplanes.””' Therefore. “Without NACA, American aerial supremacy, won
and held at teast by the first part of 1944, would have been less complete, Every airplane that fought in

the war was tested and improved in NACA laboratories.™

167 Roland, Medel Research. Volume 1. 167.

168 Ihid.. 179,

1% Roger Launius, “*Never was Life More Interesting” The National Advisery Committee for
Aeronautics. 1936-1945." Prologue: Quarterly Journal of the National Archives (Winter 1992): 361,

U0 Thid., 366.

Y1 1bid.. 367. James R. Hansen. Fngineer in Charge: A Historv af Langlev deronautical Labo-
ratory, 1917-1958. NASA SP-4303 (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1987). 161, gives reliable figurcs for the
percentage of all NACA research authorizations which were military requests: 1920-25. 27 percent.
1926-30. 55 percent: 1931-35. 50 percent: 1936-40. 63 percent: 1940-41. 88 percent. This clearly indi-
cates the closc ties between the NACA and the military both before and during WWIL

"2 Launius. **Never was Life More Interesting.” 371.
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After WWII NACA did hew a slightly more independent line but still continued to work clesely
with the DoD in propulsion research (the famous rocket-powered X-series aircraft in which Chuck Ycager
and his successors broke. and then flew well bevond. the sound barrier. as well as the more down-to-earth
jet engine research' ). perfecting aircraft designs. and batlistic missile designs. By 1949 the BoB shifted
NACA’s budgetary classification from “Transporiation and Communications™ to “National Defense™ be-
cause the BoB concluded all of NACA’s growth in the previous decade “had been based entirely on mili-
tary considerations” and “all NACA officials agree that the primary mission of the agency for the foresce-
able future was military in nature.™" ™

For instance. the NACA's H. Julian Allen in 1951-32 discovered a solutien to a serious problem
associated with [CBMs: how to deal with the high temperatures generated by aerodynamic heating during
reentry. In place of a sleek rifle-shell configured with a sharply pointed nose, he proved the efficacy of a
blunt-body shape designed to build up a powerful bow-shaped shock wave that deflected the heat safely
outward and away {rom the reentry vehicle’s main structure.  This slightiy-curved. blunt-body design was
incorporated into America’s first generation ICBMs (until ablative reentry malerials were perfected) and
into NASA's later Mercury. Gemini. and Apclio space capsules. After WWII. NACA did enough re-
search into missiles and rockets to merit the establishment of the Pilotless Aircraft Research Division,

under Langleyv. at Wallops Istand. VA, NASA officials later characterized the NACA's missile work as

" This scries culminated with the X-15. Some analysts consider this a spacecraft and thus ger-
mane to the NACA-DoD human spaceflight discussion. The present author concedes it was a NACA-
DoD cooperative venture in which NACA provided technical administration, the Air Force and Navy
provided financing. and the Air Force provided overall administration. but disputes its classification as a
spacecraft. It is more correctly categorized as . . . more an experiment in high speed flight than an effort
to achieve a sustained or deep penetration into space” and therefore not particularly relevant to this disscr-
tation. See Alan L. Dean. who was the senior management analyst in the BoB concerned with
NACA/NASA. DoD and scientific R&D. and who helped draft the National Acronautics and Space Act.
“Mounting a Nattonal Space Program.” in Henry Jarrett. editor. Science and Resources: Prospects and
fmplications of Technological ldvance (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 1959). 221.
The X-15 first flew on Scptember 17, 1959 and (he three aircralt made 199 flights before retiring in De-
cember 1968. after flyving at mach 6.72 (4520 mph} and 67 miles (354.000 ft.) There are numerous histo-
ries of the X-15: for a scholarly examination see “Transiting from Air to Space: The North American X-
15", by Robert 5. Houston. Richard P. Hallion. Ronald G. Boston. in Richard P. Hallion, editor. The Hy-
personic Revolution:  Eight Case Studies in the History of Hyvpersonic Technology. volume 1 (Special
Staff Office. Aeronautical Systems Division. Wright-Patterson AFB. OH. 1987),

1" Cited in Roland, Model Research, Volume 1. 261,
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congisting of ©, . . studies of basic problems in aeredvnamics. structures. and propulsion . . . undertaken
often on request of the sponsoring military services. . . . Its function [NACA’s] is to provide lundamental
scientific informatton that will be useful to the military services and to manufacturers in the design and
development of missiles of superior performance,” By January 1950. the NACA reported approximately
30 percent of its research effort was applicable to missiles.' © This almost certainly involved a very liberal
definition of applicability.

NACA did not immediately welcome the advent of spacc-related R&D. NACA continued to
make excellent progress in aeronautics. “Space flight. however. was something else '™ When informed
during in 1940 by GALCIT of the military’s interest in rockets. NACA Chairman Hunsaker replied. “You
can have the Buck Rogers jobs.”'"" Christopher Kraft was a [ong-time NACA emplovee who woutd be-
come famous as Director of NASA's Flight Operations, He recalled space was considered a dirty word in
NACA before Sputnik and that the word ‘space” “. . . wasn't even allowed in the NACA library. The pre-
vailing NACA attitude was that if it was anvthing that had to do with space that didn’t have ansthing to
do with airptanes. then why were we working on it?"'™ Robert Seamans would serve as Associate and
then Deputy Administrator of NASA but was on a NACA subcommittee in 1948 that openlv asked what
the NACA was doing to prepare America for possible space activity. He reported. “We had our wrists
slapped. We were told that the NACA was for acronautics. period. Forget space.™ ™

General James A. Doolittle became NACA Chairman in 1936 after Hunsaker concluded he. Hun-

saker. was ill-equipped by temperament and training to cope with new the new technologies and chal-

1" “NACA Research on Missiles,” 1958. folder: Testimony on Space Act. box: White House,
Presidents. Eisenhower. National Aeronautics and Space Act (cont.). Space Act Testimony, NHDRC. 1.

"6 Swenson. et. al._ 11.

""" Cited in Richard Hirsch and Joseph Trento. The National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion (New York: Pracger Publishers, 1973). 7.

''® Cited in James R. Hansen. Spaceflight Revolution: NASH Langlev Research Center From
Sputnik to Apollo. NASA SP-4308 (Washinglon, DC: USGPO. 1995). 17-18.

' Robert C. Seamans. Jt.. iming at Targets (Beverly. MA: Memoirs Unlimited. 1994). 85.
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lenges of the space age.'™" Doolittle had an earned doctorate in aeronautics from MIT. scrved as & Lieu-
tenant General in the Army Air Forces in WWII and was a successful executive with the Shell Qil Com-
pany. He explained the leaders of NACA “sort of dragged our feet” about astronautics. “We knew the
rocket was coming [and] while we knew that space must be explored. we were hesitant to turn over to the
missile people and their supporters ali of the funds that we had been receiving for the development of the
airplane and associated equipment.” He admitted in hindsight NACA was wrong on this count but em-
phasized.

We in the old NACA were 1 think mentally circumscribed. 1o the extent that we never

could have realized the potential of growing not six times but sixty times bigger in a

short period of time. because we had fought very hard each year in order to get the

little increases that we needed in order to build up over a period of a great many vears

to $100 million a year. , . . It was only that we began to take quantum steps when we

began to get quantum bucks. . . . NACA. like every other governmental agency. had

to fight every vear for its appropriations, It never got what it wanted to do its job. and

frequently it got appropriations on the basis of “You will use it for this and nothing

else.’m
NACA engineer Ira H. Abbott summarized that until Spuinik took space cut of the realm of science fiction
and made it a part of the cold war, the NACA “would have stood as much chance of injecting itself into
space activities in any real way as an icicle in a rocket combustion chamber. ™'

The combination of directed appropriations and a constrained fiscal environment meant the
NACA was only too happy to leave space exploration to the Air Force. with its reconnaissance satellite.
and the NRL's Vanguard. In turn, this facilitated a continued smooth relationship with the DoD because
the DoD enjoved NACA’s responsiveness o its research requests with missiles and the DoD did oot fecl

that NACA had any desire to poach on the new and potentially glamorous field of space R&D. Afier

Sputnik, when NACA did decide its institutional existence depended on being named the organization

180 Rol_and. Model Research, Volume 1. 283

'8 Orat history interview of James H. Doolittle. April 21, 1969. AFHRA K239.0512-625. pp. 6.
30. 32,

182 Cited in Virginia P. Dawson. “The Push from Within: Lewis Research Center’s Transition to

Space.” in Martin J. Collins and Sylvia D. Fries. edilors. .4 Spacefaring Nation: Perspectives on 4meri-
can Space History (Washington. DC: Smithsonian Institution Press. 1991). 168-69.
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responsible for America’s civilian space exploration program. it was only through the most liberal of
definitions of space-related R&D that NACA was able to claim that 50 percent of its activitics were “space
related.”™  More objective is McDougall's assessment. “By the mid-1950s. the venerable NACA was
stumping.”'**

The DoD and Air Force would probably have been happy to see this status quo continue after
Sputnik. Schriever stated that the NACA *. . . worked extremely well with the military and commercial
sides. There were no sandboxes, no jealousies among the organizations. It was a happy family.”"® Oth-
ers closely familiar with the NACA-DoD/Air Force situation concur. An admiral who later headed
NASA’s Office of Defense Affairs averred that for the 43 vears before NASA. the NACA and the DoD
enjoved “a very harmonious and productive relationship. . . . The rclationship was a simple and direct
one, generally devoid of any contest in roles and missions.”'®® Such paeans as *. . . the long history of
NACA’s relationship with the military has been the relationship of a trusted supplier 10 an active or-
derer™™ could occupy many pages,

With Sputnik’s repeated beeping. this would all change.

' Robert L. Rosholt. dn Administrative Historv of NASA: 1958-1963. NASA SP-4101
{(Washington. DC: USGPO, 1966), 6.

'™ McDougall. 164.

'8% Oral history interview with the author, July 2, 1996,

" W Fred Boone. NASA Qffice of Defense Affairs: The First Five Years, December 1, 1962, to
Jonwary 1, 1968. NASA HHR-32 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1970). 6. A bevy of official agreements
made official this NACA-DoD relationship. Sec for instance “On Assignment to the National Advisery
Committee for Aeronautics Certain Officers of the United States Army for Reserve for Extended Active
Duty.” July 27. 1956 and similar agreements for the Air Force and Navy same date. no folder. box: Civil-
ian-Military Liaison Committee. NHDRC: “Wartime Role of NACA In Support of Department of De-
fense.” March 21. 1957, folder: Copics of Agreements. DoD subseries, Federal Agencies series. NHDRC:
and “Air Force Support for NACA Research Activities.” July 8. 1957. folder: Minutes of CMLC Meeting
- January 13. 1959, box: Civilian Military Liaison Committee. NHDRC.

" Congress. House. Select Committee on Astronautics and Space Exploration. The National
Space Program. report. 85th Congress., 2nd Session, May 21, 1938, 13.
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3. Eisenhower's Philosophy in Action 1: Reaction 1o Sputnik and the Birth of NASA
Sputnik revealed the psychological vulnerability of our people. The communists were
steadily fomenting trouble and ratting sabers. our economy was sputtering somewhat.
and the ceaseless and unhealthy self-criticism in which we of the United Staies indulge
had brought a measure of genuine self-doubt.’

There is no clear analogy in American history to the crisis triggered by the launching of
the Soviet earth satellite. . . . It immediately sct in motion forces in American political
life which radically reversed the Nation’s ruling conception of its military problem. of
the appropriate level of the budget, and of the role of science in its affairs.’

The space program was a paramilitary operation in the Cold War. no matter who ran it.
All aspects of national activity were becoming increasingly politicized, if not militarized.’

Perhaps the most disturbing thing about Sputnik was the paradox of its undeniable
importance and its imprecise significance.*

Eisenhower Tried to Calm the Waters
On October 4, 1957 the Soviet Union launched the first attificial satellite around the carth,
Sputnik 1. At first many administration officials deprecated the Soviet accomplishment. Rear Admiral
Rawson Bennett. director of the Office of Naval Research (the organization ultimately responsible for the
Vangaurd effort) declared it was “a hunk of iron anybody could launch”™ while Eisenhower’s chief of staff
Sherman Adams quipped that *. . . the serving of science. not high score in an outer space basketball

game, has been and still is our country’s goal.™ Trade representative Clarence Randall referred to Sput-

' Dwight D. Eisenhower, Waging Peace: [956-1961 (NY: Doubleday & Company. Inc.. 1965).
226.

? Walter Rostow. The United States in the I orld drena: An Essav in Recent History (New York:
Harper & Row. 1960), 336.

? Walter McDougall. . . . The Heavens and the Eartl: A Political Historv of the Space /ige,
{(New York: Basic Books. Inc., Publishers. 1985). 174,

* Lee Bowen. 4n Air Force History of Space Activities, 1945-1959, (Washington. DC; USAF
HDLQ, 1964), SHO-C-64/50. p. 181.

* Cited in Richard Witkin. The Challenge af the Sputniks (New York: Doubleday. 1958). 6.
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nik as a “sifly bauble” while Secretary of Defense Wilson said it was “a neat scientific trick”™ bui. “Nobody
is going to drop anything down on vou from a satellite while you are siceping. so don’t start to WOIry
about it.”"® Legislative Haison Bryce Harlow later concluded he did a great disservice to Adams by writing
the ‘basketball’ remark but “. . . that really kind of was the context of that time inside the thinking of the
White House.™’

As national alarm appcared to grow. however. calmer administration heads prevailed. In this
situation. it was Vice President Richard M. Nixon who perceived. “We could make no greater mistake
than to brush off this event as a scientific stunt. We have a grim and timely reminder . . . that the Soviet
Union has developed a scientific and industrial capacity of great magnitude.™ The tone the Eisenhower
administration took over the long term was in accordance with his philosophy outlined last chapter:
Sputnik was not a military threat of such severity that a crash response was necessary, America should
remain calm and take a reasoned, rational approach to determining the proper pace and structare of a ci-
vilian organization for space activities. Meanwhile. the military’s space R&D assoctated with reconnais-
sance satellites would continue and in February 1958 be placed under a new organization called the Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA) designed to temper interservice rivalries. because the new con-
clusion was that Sputnik’s free passage established the international principle of a legal right of overflight
and so Vanguard's significance in this matter receded.

In a conference with his advisers on October 8. Eisenthower set the tone. saving “. . . his intent
was not to belittle the Russian accomplishment. He would like. however, to allay histeria [sic] and alarm,
and to bring out that the Russian action is simply proof of a thrust mechanism of a certain power, accu-

racy and reliability.”® NSC’s OCB issued guidance that same day instructing agencies of the government

® Ciled in Lyndon B. Johnson, The I'antage Point: Perspectives on the Presidency, 1963-1969
(New York: Holt. Rinchart and Winston, 1971). 273.

" Harlow. Brvce. oral history of. Deputy Assistant to the President for Congressional Affairs.
June 11. 1974, Folder: Bryce Harlow interview. box: White House. Presidents. Eisenhower (cont.).
DOD/CIA Information, Eisenhower, John S.D. - Lodge H.C.. NHDRC. 46.

¥ Speech on October 15. 1957, cited by Witkin. 6.

? Memcon. October 8. 1957, 5:00 p.m.. box 27. DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file. DDEL, 1.
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to “Plav down competitive aspects and implication of a ‘race’. . . Keep the accomplishment within a
peaceful context, stressing the usefulness of the experiment towards increasing knowledge. . . . Avoid any
material indicating that this demonstrates Soviet superiority in science and material indicating that this
strengthens the Soviet hand in dealing with the West*'" The next day in his press conference. Eisen-
hower struck the same chord: “I think I have time and again emphasized my concern about the nation’s
security. . . . Now, as far as the satellite is concerned. that does not raise my apprehensions. not one iota. 1
see nothing at this moment. at this stage of development. that is significant in that development as far as
security is concerned. . . ." Eisenhower inadvertently let slip the real motivating factor of his overall
space policy when he said that the Russians. even with their fine scientists and dictatorial society *. . .
have put one smatl ball in the air. I wouldn’t believe that at this moment vou have to fear the intelligence
aspects of this.™"!

The Eisenhower administration was perfectly willing to admit Sputnik’s launching indicated an
level of Soviet competence in ICBMs that was unexpectedly advanced. but also felt this was nothing to
panic about. Quarles flatly stated Sputnik’'s primary implication was that the “Soviets possess a compe-
tence in long-range rocketry and in auxiliary fields which is even more advanced than the compelence
with which we had credited them: although. of course. we had always given them the capability of orbit-
ing an earth satellite.”'? Eisenhower responded to the panic-mongering of Congressional Democrats such
as Stuart S}'nﬁngton by stating. “In total militarv strength. the US. in our judgment. is still distinctly

ahcad of the USSR. . . .”"? and that . . . the possibility of the Russians having intercontinental missilcs

1% Memorandum of Meeting. OCB. Working Group on Certain Aspects of NSC $520. folder:
OCE Working Group on Earth Satellites. box: White House. Presidents. Eisenhower, Space Correspon-
dence (1955-1960), NHDRC, 2.

""" Presidential news conference. October 9, 1957, Public Papers of the Presidents, 1957
(Washington. DC: USGPO. 1958), 730, 724,

'* Memorandum of Discussion, Subject: Discussion at the 339th Mecting of the National Secu-
rity Council. October 10, 1957, October 11. 1957, folder: 339th Meeting of the NSC. box 9. NSC Series,
Ann Whitman File. DDEL. 4.

1 Eisenhower letter to Symington. October 29. 1957. folder: Eisenhower Administration - Space
Correspondence. box:  White House. Presidents. Eiserhower. Space Correspondence (1935-1960),

NHDRC. 1,
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before we do was not catastrophic since that by no means removed the power of our bombers.”"* James R.
Killian. soon to be named Eisenhower's first Special Assistant for Science and Technolopy. summarized
Eisenhower's gencral demeanor:

I think that Eisenhower was in no way upset aboud the Russian achievement. that I think

he knew enough about our military strength to have no doubts thal we were still in a

position of superiority at that time. I think too that he felt the public had overreacted

to the event. and that his problem was more a political problem than it was one of dealing

actually with a major weakness in our government or in its policies.

1 think a number of us also took the view that it was silly to conclude from the Russian’s

taunch of Sputnik that al! of our scientific programs both within and without government

had been brought into serious question, or that it meant any really significant weakness. . .'*
Killian has written about Eisenhower's general approach to the panic following Sputnik. saving Eisen-
hower called him one morning out of the blue. “He wanted me to know, he said. that his own judgment
led him to the conclusion that we would not be involved in any hostilities with the Soviets during the on-
coming five vears and that the Soviets were not as strong as many claimed ”'®

Eisenhower was not unconcemed. however. The confirmation of Soviet ICBM abilities topped
administration worries, not the Soviet space accomplishment because the latter. said one high administra-
tion official *. . . was regarded as a stunt more than a gigantic event of worldwide crucial significance. . . .
1 think the ‘sophisticates” regarded it more as a stunt for worldwide publicity purposes by the Soviet Union
rather than as a matier of grave significance. The gravity was reparded as what they would do with their
weaponry, not what they were doing with Sputnik.”'" Eisenhower's point man on space up to this point,

Donald Quarles, concurred and wrote Eisenhower three days after Sputnik that the facts . . . appear to be

that the satellite success does indicate competence in long-range ballistic missiles and does tend to cor-

¥ Minutes of Cabinet Meeting. January 3, 1958, folder: Jan 1958 Staff Notes. box 30. DDE Di-
arv Series. Ann Whitman File. DDEL.

1% Qral history interview of James R. Killian. November 9. 1969 through July 17. 1970, DDEL.
42, 44,

'® James R. Killian. Jr.. Sputnik, Scientists, and Eisenhower: A Memoir of the First Special As-
sistant to the President for Science and Technolugy. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 1977, 222

" Bryce Harlow. Deputy Assistant to the President for Congressional Affairs. oral history inter-
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roborate their ICBM claim of August 27.°'* Killian simply said Sputnik . . . ominously suggested a ca-
pacity to lifi a nuclear bomb into the upper atmosphere and send it hurtling down upon its 1arget of
choice.”’® This fact was apparently not lost on the Democrats. as an aide to Senate Majority Leader Lyn-
don B. Johnson remarked. “You know. it's not the satellite that is so significant today. It's what put it
there.”* Another Johnson staffer explained. “The simple fact is that we can no fonger consider the Rus-
sians to be behind us in technology. It took them four vears to catch up to our atomic bormb and nine
months to catch up to our hydrogen bomb. Now we are trying to catch up to their satellite.™"

The Soviets wasted no time feeding the growing concern. Nikita Khrushchev stated threc days
after Sputnik. “We pow have all the rockets we need: long-range rockets, intermediate-range rockets and
short-range rockets.” After the USSR launched Sputnik II on November 3. 1957 (carrving a live dog.
clearly a precursor to human spaceflight) he declared. *I think that it is no secret that there now exists a
range of missiles with the aid of which it is possible to fulfill any assignment of operational and strategic
importance. . . . The Soviet Union has intercontinental ballistic rockets with hydrogen warheads [which]
now make it possible to hit a target in any area of the globe.”* Khrushchey even challenged the United

States to a rocket “shooting match™ to prove his assertions that the Soviets were ahead.™

'* Donald Quarles. Memorandum for the President. Subject: Earth Satellite. October 7. 1957.
folder: Earth Satellites (1), box 7. Briefing Notes subseries. NSC Series, Office of the Special Assistant
for National Security Affairs: Records. 1952-61. White House Office. DDEL. 7. On August 27. 1957 the
Soviets had claimed to have successfully test launched an ICBM but this was still considered an open
question until Sputnik.

19 Killian, Sprmik, Scientists, and Eisenhower. 3,

* Oral history interview of Gerald Siegel, June 8. 1976, box: Emmc/Roland interviews on early
NASA history. shelf V-A-1, NHDRC. 10.

! George Reedy, cited in William Burrows, Deep Black: Space Espionage and National Secti-
rity (New York; Berkley Books, 1986). 89.

* Cited in Arnold L. Horelick and Myron Rush, Strategic Power and Soviet Foreign Policy
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1966), 43. 45.

** A citation of a November 16. 1957 New York Times interview of Khrushchev. reprinted in
Chronology of Significant Fvens and Decisions Relating to the US. Missile and Earth Satelfite Develop-
ment Programs, Supplement I, October 1957 through October 1938 (Historical Division. Joint Secretariat.
Joint Chiefs of Staff. DoD). December 15, 1958, 6.

76




The interconnected concerns. justified or not. with Sovict missites. Soviet space capabilities. So-
viet science and technology, and the Soviet svstem in general all outpacing America led to a sense of
panic that eventually impelled Eisenhower to create NASA. He did not subscribe to the thesis that Amer-
ica was threatened by this consteliation of new issues Sputnik raised. but the call for action was scvere
enough so that something had to be done. and NASA's creation was one of the steps Eisenthower ap-
proved.” Numerous individuals intimately involved with the Amcrican side of the Sputnik equation have
testified to the sense of alarm and even panic that pervaded Washingion in the fall of 1957 and spring of
1958. Lyndon Johnson remembercd a “. . . profound shock of realizing that it might be possible for an-
other nation to achieve technological superiority over this great country of ours. Most Americans shared
my sense of shock that October night. . . . [Sputnik] plunged the America of 1937 into spiritual depression
fand] depreciated our prestige. Russia’s image as a technological leader suddenly increased to alarming
proportions and our own image diminished. especially among the people of the developing nations.”
One congressman. also a historian. summarized, “The prairie fire of demands for action swept across the
Nation. The clamor rose to a roar.” ™

Lest this be thought partisan posturing. Kitlian also sensed a “climate of ncar hysteria”™ among
many people. “some of whom should have known better.” His conclusion was that Sputnik did indeed
create “, . . a crisis of confidence that swept the country like a swvindblown forest fire,. Overnight there de-

veloped a widespread fear that the country lay at the mercy of the Russian military machine and that our

** Entire books can, and have, been written on other facets of Eisenhower's other responses o
Sputnik such as the Defense Reorganization Act strengthening the powers of the Secretary of Defense. or
the National Defense Education Act which for the first time put the federal government in the business of
rendering financial assistance to colleges and universities. See Robert Divine. The Spumik Challenge.
(New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1993) for an overview and individual monographs such
as Barbara Barksdale Clowse. Brainpower for the Cold War: The Spumik Crisis and the National De-
Jfense Education Act of 1958 (Westport. CT: Greenwood Press. 1981) for the individual responses. This
disseriation must Iimit its focus to issues directlv relevant to the NASA-DoDD relationship.

“* Lyndon B. Johmson. The Tantage Point: Perspectives on the Presidency, 1963-1969 (New
York: Holt. Rinchart and Winston, 1971), 271. 273.

*® Ken Hechler. The Endless Space Frontier: A History of the House Committee on Science and
Astronautics, 1959-1978. America Astronautical Socicty History Series. Vol. 4 (San Diego. CA: Univell.
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own government and its military arm had abruptly lost the power to defend the homeland itsell. . .
Noted physicist and political conservative Edward Telier. known as “the father of the atomic bomb.” de-
clared the United States had lost “a battle more important and greater than Pear] Harbor.”™ The Hash-
ingron Post’s tone represented that taken by the major media outlets:

Not even the most dim-witted State Department official necded more than a second glance

at those news bulletins on Sputnik 1o realize that the United States had suffered the worst

psvchological licking in the history of its relations and struggle with the Soviet Union and

the Communist Woirld. The United States could no longer prociaim the supremacy of its

industrial machine or of the capitalist free system of economics.™

When NASA's first and Eisenhower’s only NASA Administrator, T. Keith Glennan. looked back
on NASA’s creation, he commented. “I think vou ought to realize first that NASA was born out of a state
of hysteria; that. indeed. if Sputnik number one had not been put into orbit. it is highly improbable that
there would be a NASA ™' Eisenhower himsell concurred. later saying NASA's “whole program was
based on psvchological values, . . | the furor produced by Sputnik was really the reason for the creation of
NASA."* Eisenhower did not /ike the fact that he had to react to a psychological panic. His son recalied,

“I think the public became hysterical, and he couldn’™ figure out why they were,” which caused his father

to wonder. “What the hell are they (the public) worried about?*" Eisenhower expressed his consterna-

* Killian, Sputnik, Scientists, and Eisenhower. xv. 7.
8
Ibid., 8.

* Washington Pest. October 20. 1957, as cited in Ralph Lapp of the Advisery Committee on Sci-
ence and Technology of the Democratic Advisery Council. “Position Paper on Space Research.” prepared
for Senator John F. Kennedy. September 7, 1960, papers of the Historian,. NHDRC. It remains an open
question, with conflicting evidence such a survevs of public opinion on both sides. as to whether the media
and Congress through their overreactions caused the people to panic or whether the panic sprang from the
grass roots and spread to the leadership level and was simply reported by the media. This importance for
this study is that there was a growing sense of alarm that soon crescendoed to a point where Eisenhower
had lo make some response.

¥ T, Keith Glennan. speech 1o the Industrial College of the Armed Forces. November 20, 1959,
folder: Glennan Specches and Congressional statements. Glennan subseries. Administrators series,
NHDRC. 1.

31 Memorandum of Discussion at the 415th meeting of the NSC. 'Jul_\-' 30. 1959, folder: 415th
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* John S. D. Eisenhower, oral history interview of. February 28. 1967, DDEL. 94-95.
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tion more judiciously in his memoirs. “This was a period of anxiety. Sputnik had revealed the psycho-
logical vulnerability of our people . . . . The Soviet satellites were a genuine technologicat triumph. but
this was exceeded by their propaganda value.” Eisenhower thus believed his challenge was “. . . to find
way of affording perspective to our people and so relieve the wave of near-hysteria, >
Eisenhower Forged a Response

The pattern of response thai emerged as Eisenhower tried to calm the United States highlighted
his emphases on the pillars of his space policy; space exploration was not to be regarded as a prestige-
oriented race with the Soviet Union: space exploration had to be integrated into a balanced program of
federal expenditures lest the ‘Great Equation” be upset. space exploration must not endanger in anv way
the process of opening up the Soviet Union by mcans of gathering intelligence via reconnaissance satel-
lites. The balancing of these three trends resulting in the creation of NASA.
The Right of Qverflight

The last of these three items is easiest to present. Quarles concluded that since no countries, the
United States included. protested Sputnik’s transit over them, this meant the legal principle of freedom of
overflight for reconnaissance satellites was therefore established.” In an October 8. 1957 conference with
the President. Quarles explained. ©. . . that the Russians have in fact done us a good turn, unintentionally,
in establishing the concept of freedom of international space - this seems to be generally accepted as or-
bital space. in which the missile [Sputnik] is making an inoffensive passage.”™ Another version of this
meeting elaborates, “Quarles made the important point that the Russians having been the first with their
Satellite to overfly aif countries. they have thereby established the international characteristic of orbital

space. We believe we can get a great deal more information omt of free use of orbital space than they

* Eisenhower, Haging Peace. 226, 211.

* This assumption would turn out to be incorrect, as demonstrated by the Soviets continuing
diplomatic protests against reconnaissance satellites throughout the Kennedy administration: this will be
touched upon in chapters 6 and 7.

¥ Memorandum of Conference with the President. October &. 1957. 8:30 a.m.. dated Qctober 9.
1957, folder: October 1957 Staff Notes (2). box 27. DDE Diary Series. Ann Whitman file. DDEL. 2.
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can."** Quarles explained to a full NSC mecling two days later that one of the United States objectives in
the Vanguard program “, . .was to cstablish the principle of the freedom of outer space - that is. the inter-
national rather than the national character of outer space. In this respect the Soviets have now proved
very helpful. Their earth satellite has overflown practically every nation on earth, and there have thus far
been no prolests. . . . the outer space tmplications of the launching of this satellile were of very great sig-
nificance. especially in relation to the development of reconnaissance satellites.” In response (o a question
from Nixon on whether the United States still planned to make information from Vanguard available to
all, Quarles responded in the affirmative. leading Nixon to agree that this *. . . would be a great propa-
ganda advantage for the United States to give out such information.” Eisenhower concluded the meeting
by stating. “We should answer inquiries by stating that we have a plan - a good plan - and that we are
going to stick to it.™* To the full Cabinct on October 18, 1957, Quarles explained the United States IGY
satellite program “. . . had been separated from the military programs so as to keep it purely scientific and
thus perhaps obviate or weaken Soviet protests on over-flights. Ironically. the Russians themselves . . .
had now established the acceptability of over-flights "

This supposed-international consensus concerning the rights of satellite overflight was of primary
importance to the administration and had to be protected. Thus the “space for peace™ policy that was so
widely pnblicized. Eisenhower'’s space and civilian defense officials wanted the American space program
to appear as peaceful. scientific. and civilian as possible so as to avoid provoking the Soviets and possibly
endangering the right of overflight. This space for peace policy was the primary cause of tension between
space-cricnted Air Force officers and civilian exccutive branch leaders, OSD included. for the next several
vears. until at Ieast the mid-1960s. The Air Force wanted to explore the possibilities for fully using space

for national defense, Both the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations largely quashed this so as to

36 Minutes of Meeting with the President. October 8. 1957. reprinted in Glennon, John P.. Editor
in Chief. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1955-1957, Volwme X1, United Nations and General
International Aatters (Washington. DC: USGPQO. 1988). 755-36. Emphasis in original.

*” Mcmorandum of Discussion. 339th Meeting of the NSC. supra. 4-6.

*# Minutes of Cabinet Meeting of October 18. 1957, folder: Cabinet Meeting of October 18.
1957. box 9. Cabinet series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 2-3.

80




protect the vital reconnaissance satellites. Omne early example of this is a briefing the Air Force gave
Quarles on October 16, 1957 on the progress of its WS-117L reconnaissance satellite; “Mr. Quarles took
very strong and specific exception to the inclusion in the presemation of any thoughts on the use of a sat-
ellite as a {nuclear) weapons carrier and stated that the Air Force was out of line in advancing this as a
possible application of the satellite. He verbally dirccted that any such applications not be considered fur-
ther in Air Force planning.” Air Force leaders objected but “Mr, Quarles remained adamant.™* IThe Air
Force would find itself similarly chastised time and time again over the next several years.

No Race for Prestige

The second tenet of Eisenhower’s space policy in evidence after Sputnik in the period leading up
to NASA's creation was his desire to avoid a race for prestige. a crash program of spectaculars. When
Press Secretary James Hagerty had to brief the press the day after Spuinik one of the points he emphasized
was, “I would also like to make it quite clear that the Soviet launching did not come as any surprise and
that we have never thought of our program as one which was in a race with the Soviet program.™™ At one
of the October 8, 1957 meetings Quarles made clear. “There is no doubt that the Redstone, had it been
used, could have orbited a satellile a year or more ago™ but Eisenhower intetjected. . . . timing was never

given too much importance in our own program. which is tied to the IGY. . . . He emphasized. “No
pressure or prierity was exerted by the U.S. on timing, so long as the Satellite would be orbited during the
IGY 1957-1958.%

Such declarations can only lead the historian to conclude that Eisenhower ignored the clear

stalements that NSC 5520 contained concerning the potential psychological impact of the Soviets

** Colonel F.C.E. Oder, USAF. Director, WS-117L. Memorandum for Record. Briefing of Deputy
Secretary of Defense Mr, Quarles on WS 117L on 16 October 1957 dated 25 October 1957. Quoted in
Peter L. Haves. Struggling Towards Space Doctrine: U.S. Military Space Plans, Programs, and Perspec-
tives During the Cold War, Ph.D. dissertation (Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University,
1994). 114.

" James C. Hagerty, transcript of press conference. October 5. 1957, James C. Hagerty papers.
DDEL. on file in the personal papers of the Historian. NHDRC. 2.

1 Memorandum of Conference with the President. October 8, 1957, 8:30 p.m.. supra. 1.
2 NSC. Conlerence in the President’s Office. 8:30 a.m.. October 8. 1957, folder: Earth Satellites
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launching a satellite first. In addition. he was not swaved by the NSC/OCB’s entreaties 1o incorporate an
awareness of the prestige ramifications into the Vanguard schedule. The words afe present in the pre-
Sputnik policy documents. but a presidential commitment was lacking. Eisenhower so much as admitted
thisina pre;ss conference of October 9. 1957., He was describing the history of the Vanguard program and
said. “. . . more than once we would sav, well, there is going to be a great psychological advantage in
world politics to putting this thing up. But that didn’t scem to be a reason. in view of the scientific char-
acter of our development. there didn’t seem to be a reason for just trving to grow hysterical about it.” The
writien statement distributed to the press stated. “Our satellite program has never been conducted as a race
with other nations.”™  Concerning human spaceflight after NASA’s creation. much the same pattern
would hold.

That same day Eisenmhower swore in a new Secretary of Defense. Neil McElrov, At a conference
with him_ Eisenhower, Quarles. the civilian service secretaries and the JCS. Eisenhower expressed his
displeasure: “When militarv people begin to talk about this matter. and to assert that other missiles could
have been used to launch a satellite sooner. thev tend to make the matter look like a ‘race.” which is ex-
actly the wrong impression.™ By the first weck of 1958. Eisenhower was almost philosophical; “It
seemed ironic. . . that we should undertake something in good faith only to get behind the eight-ball in a
contest which we never considered a contest.” He added. a bit disingenuously given the prestige-related
sections of NSC 3520 and the OCB’s pre-Sputnik meetings, “Oniy very nﬂ.;c:enll}.r has this psychological
factor of beating the Russians to it been introduced.™*

Even after Eisenhower had signed the bill establishing NASA he sent NASA's Deputy Adminis-

trator Hugh Dryden to Congress to explain NASA's first vear budget: It most decidedly is not a crash

* Eisenhower. press conference. October 9. 1957, Public Papers of the President, 1957, 728.
735.

* Memorandum of Conference with the President. October 9. 1957. folder: Missiles and Satel-
lites. Vol. 1 (3). box 6. Department of Dcfense subseries. Subject Series. Office of the Staff Secretary:
Records. DDEL. 1.

** L. A. Minnich. Supplementary Notes. Legislative Leadership meeting. January 7. 1958.
folder: January 1938 Stafl Notes. box 30, DDE Diary Sertes, Ann Whitman file, DDEL, 1-2,
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program to catch up with anybody.” Congressman Overton Brooks asked if this meant NASA’s program
was not in any way competitive with the Soviet program. to which Dryden replied. *I would say that this
program is not at a level at which we could guarantee to do that."*® After leaving the White House. Eis-
enhower explained to a historian:

Under no circumstances did we want to make the thing a competition. because a race

always implies urgency and special progress regardless of cost or need. . . . Neither then

nor since have I ever agreed that it was wise to base any of these projects on an openly

and announced competition with any country. This kind of thing is unnecessary. waste-

ful and violates the basic tenets of common sense,”’

Closely related. of course, was Eisenhower’s immediate post-Sputnik lack of enthusiasm for
prestige-oriented space spectaculars. or “stunfs.” Quarles testified to Congress on November 18. 1957
“We must not be panicked or pushed into any sudden dispersion of effort. . . . We must not be talked into
‘hitting the moon with a rocket.’ for example, just to be first. unless by doing so we stand to gain some-
thing of real scientific or military significance.”” Before endorsing the creation of a civilian organization
to conduct the civilian space program. Eisenhower certainly had to accept to a small degree the legitimacy
of the prestige factor (though as will be seen later, this didn’t transfer into his ideas concerning human
spaceflight) or it would be difficult to justify NASA. On February 4. 1958, “The President stressed the
importance of picking out the phases of activity in which we should undertake to compete with the Sovi-
ets, and to beat them. We should not trv to excel in evervthing. He added that psvchological as well as
technical considerations are importtant - at times appearances are as significant as the reality. if not more
50.”* The shift in Eisenhowet’s thinking was away from a seemingly blanket lack of enthusiasm for

prestige-oriented projects to an attitude in which some carefullv selected projects could be designed to

compete with the Soviets (but luman spaceflight would nol be one of them),

* Cited in Hechler, 11.

" Eisenhower letter to Professor Lovd Swenson. August 5. 1965, primary author of This Vew
Ocean, the histoty of Project Mercury. NHDRC. 4.

* Congress. Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee.
Inquiry into Sateflite and Missile Programs (ISAMP). 85th Congress. 1st and 2nd Sessions. 1958, 302,

* Memcon, February 4. 1958. folder: Staff Notes February 1958. box 30. DDE Diary series. Ann
Whitman file. DDEL. 2.



By way of example. Eiscnhower approved a 100 foot wide balloon for orbit as a passive
(reflective) communications satellite because. according to his Prestdent’s Science Advisery Committee
{PSAC) it “appears to be the best psychological-scientific cxperiment™ of the options available because of
its “psvchological value from the standpoint of free use for every nation.”™™ Similarly. in December 1953
he authorized Project SCORE (Signal Communication QOrbit Relav Experiment). This was a stripped
down Atlas booster weighting 9.000 pounds plus 100 pounds of communications equipment “'ithl the tape
recorded message from Eisenhower. “I convey to you and to all mankind America’s wish for peace on
earth and good will toward men evervwhere,”™ It broadcast for eight davs and the United States could
boast it had orbited a “satellite” of over four tons, even though most of it was simply an expended mis-
sile’s carcass. Said onc historian. “Technically, it was all a stunt.™ DDR&E Herbert York concurred.
“It was propaganda {from the very beginning, and I was opposed to a propagandistic approach. I felt it's
hollow and people are going to know it’s hollow.™**

Therefore. while Etsenhower had a general antipathy toward competing with the Soviet Union,
he did occasionally feel such competitions were necessary. As Eisenhower’s Staff Secretary and DoD liai-
son summarized. “The President’s approach was if we're doing the right thing in about the right way
we'll let the prestige work itself out.”*' In February 1958 shortly after America orbited its first satcilite.
Eisenhower resisted calls for a crash lunar probe program because he would rather have a good IRBM

“than be able to hil the moon. for we didn’t have any cnemies on the moon!™" DDR&E York explained.

* Memorandum, Robert Q. Piland. PSAC. to James Killian, June 25. 1958, SPI document 1120.
p. 1

M Public Papers of the Presidents, 1958, 865,

* Roland J, Barber Associates. The Advanced Research Projects Agency, 1958-1974, DOD
Contract No. MDA 903-74-C-0096. 1975. 24.

*? Herbert York. oral histors interview of. June 12. 1973, Herbert York file. Biographical series.
NHDRC. 94.

** Andrew J. Goodpaster. oral history interview of. July 22. 1974, folder; Goodpaster interview.
box: White House. Presidents. Eisenhower. DOD/CLA Information. NHDRC. 56,

** Cited in Stephen E. Ambrosc. Eisenhower: 1olume Two, The President (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1984), 4537,
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“Eisenhower. Killian and Kistiakowsky (George. Killian's successor as Eisenhower's science adviser]

were not the kind of people who would accept prestige as the sele reason for deing something. . . With

them I think it’s fair to say prestige could be a fine dividend but there had to be a better reason than sim-
: w56

ply prestige alone.

The Great Equation Continued

The third and final philesophical precursor for NASA’s creation was Eisenhower's sense of bal-
ance embodied in the Great Equation, defined in the previous chapter. He wrote an executive of the Na-
ttonal Planning Association that

whatever means the free world. and more particularly our Nation. take to combat and

defeat the Soviet effort mmst be designed for indefinite use and endurance. Hasty and

extraordinary effort under the impetus of sudden fear. . . cannot provide for the West

an adequate answer to the threat. We must decide upon programs based upon all the

pertinent factors in the problem; we must be prepared to sustain the programs for years.

even decades. . . . We face. not a temporary emergency, such as a war. but a long term

responsibility. . . . Should we have to resort to anything resembling a garrison state,

then all that we are striving to defend would be weakened. . .

Eisenhower's standard lecture to his staff during this period siated. “If the budget is too high. inflation
occurs, which in effect cuts down the value of the dollar so that nothing is gained and the process is self-
defeating . . . . a point is reached at which the additions 1o military strengths resulting from additienal
funds diminish very rapidl}'.SB This struggle to limit federal expenditures in the face of post-Sputnik calls
for massive increases in defense and space spending may have been Eisenhower’s greatest struggle during
his second term. His personal secretary, Ann Whitman. wrote in her diary for November 22. 1957 that

the President had had “just aboul the worst day ever - with two very tough meetings full of doom and

gloom™ which were a real “mess of pottage.”™ As a DoD official recalled. “No sooner had Sputnik s first

* Herbert York. oral history interview of January 24. 1989, National Air and Space Museum
(NASM]). 46-47.

** Eiscnhower letter to Robert Alischul. National Planning Association. October 25. 1957, folder:
Oclober 1957 D.D.E Dictation. box 27, DDE Diary Series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 2-4.

8 Memcon, October 30, 1957. dated October 31. 1957, folder: October 1957 Staff Notes (1), box
27. DDE Diary Series. Ann Whitman file. DDEL. 2.

** Ann Whitman diary entry for November 22, 1957. folder: November 57 A.C.W. DIARY (1).
box 9. Administration series. Ann Whitman File. PDEL. 1.



beep been heard - via the press - than the nation’s Jegislators leaped forward like heavy drinkers hearing a
cork pop.”*"

Limiting federal expenditures. even in the post-Sputnik panic, also applied to space exploration
proposals. After a November 1. 1957 cabinet meeting during which Eisenhower was bombarded with new
space-related spending proposals. he exploded. “Look. I'd like 1o know what’s on the other side of the
moon. but I won't pay to find out this year!™® Ewven when Eisenhower began seriously thinking about
how to structure the space program in the spring of 1958. and accepted the idea that the NACA would
serve as the nucleus for the NASA | and what budget level would be required. the discussion focused on a
figure of $300 million for FY59. climbing to $625 million in FY65. In reality. after Kennedy's decision
to go to the moon. NASA's budget in FY65 was almost ten times this figure. at $5.138 billion.™ In July
1958 as the NASA budget was firming up. Eisenhower *. . . doubted whether it would be wise to give too
much additional money to the agency - he thought we should provide enough for organization. plans. and
the initial projects transferred from Defense. . . . It would not have to be too big for the first year."® At a
news conference on April 16, 1958 Eisenhower was asked what antirecession and public works expendi-
tures he supported. He replied, “Let’s try to be reasonable. Let’s try to use some commeon sense and not
just get a Sputnik attitude about everything.™®* Eisenhower's drive to limit overall federal expenditures so
as not to endanger the American economy ts a clearly continuous trend in is space policy before Sputnik.
duoring the response to Sputnik. and in the NASA era as well. thereby braking any rush toward human

spaceflight.
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¢ Eisenhower. News Conference. April 16, 1938. Public Papers of the Presidents, 1958
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Eisenhower tried to tie all the elements of his personal philosophy together in an speech on No-
vember 7, 1957 he called his “chins up” speech. It was designed to calm what he had come to accepl was
a growing sense of alarm sweeping America after Sputnik that America’s national security and way of life
were suddenly imperiled by a vastly superior USSR which had surpassed the United States in science and
technology. An impertant point to remember relevant to Eisenhower's attempt to calm the United States
was that he had access to U-2 photographs which made it clear that claims of a large Soviet ICBM force
menacing America were highly unlikely. However. Eisenhower could not reveal this reason for his confi-
dence because to do so would risk comprising the U-2 and the vital information it. and only it. could ob-
tain, %

On November 7 Eisenhower emphasized America’s security posture was “one of great strength
.. .. Qur nation has todav, and has had for some years. enough power in its strategic retaliatory forces to
bring near annihilation to the war-making capabilities of any other countrv” through its hundreds of
bombers and a diversified family of missiles “adapted to every kind of distance. launching and use.” He
explained. “Our scientists assure me that we are welt ahead of the Soviets in the nuclear field, both in
quantity and in qualitv, We intend to stay ahead.” He then turned to space: “Earth satellites. in them-
selves, have no direct present effect upon the nation’s security” though they do imply the Soviet Union has
powerful missiles.® That was, however. all Eisenhower said concerning space. satellites. or Sputnik. ex-
cept to close by saving. “What the world needs today even more than a giant leap into outer space. is a
giant leap toward peace.”® The majority of is speech directly addressed America’s national defense

structure and Eisenhower’s assessment that it was entirely adequate. This indicates again how Eisen-

5 Indeed. the U-2 had been tracked by Soviet radar since its maiden journey in mid-1956. One
would eventually be shot down in May 1960. causing immense embarrassment to the administration. The
best complete account of the U-2 is Michael Beschloss. Mavdayv:  Eisenhower, Khrushchev and the 1-2
Affair (New York: Harper & Row. 1986).

® Eisenhower. Radio and Television Address to the American People on Scicnce in National
Security. November 7. 1957, Public Papers of the Presidents, 1937 (Washington. DC. USGPO. 1958}
789X

5 1bid.. 798.
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hower, immediately after Sputnik and until the spring of 1958. perceived space an issue primarily related
to the national defense and not to international, prestige- or propaganda-oriented questions.

Eisenhower elaborated in his second “chins up™ speech a week later. November 13, 1957: “The
sputniks have inspired a wide variety of suggestions. Thesc range from acceleralion of missile programs.
to shooting a rocket around the moon, te an indiscriminate increase in every kind of military and scientific
expenditure. Now. my friends. common sense demands that we put first things first. The first of all firsts
is our nation’s security!” He explained that if a satellite was solely for scientific purposes then its size and
cost must be tailored o the scientific job it was going to do. 1 it was for defense purposes. “its urgency
for this purpose is to be judged in comparison with the probable valuc of competing defense projects.™®

In the November 7. 1957 address Eisenhower announced his first concrete response to Sputnik:
the appointment of Killian (who had so impressed Eisenhower with his management of the TCP tasking)
to serve as the first Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, The President tasked
him with coordinating federal policy concerning scientific R&D and technolegy. including space policy,
From this point forward Killian. and the scientists who collectively formed the PSAC. which Eisenhower
clevated to be a White House organization. would play the central role in creating NASA, Eisenhower
also created a Guided Missile Director within the DoD to tackle the rampant interservice rivalry in ballis-
tic missiles. He also eventually authorized the first federal funding for colleges and universities, designed
to increase the préduction of scientists and engineers. Finally. Eisenhower did increase defense spending
a5 a result of Sputnik: a $1.3 billion supplemental for FY38 brought the total to $44.5 billion and a fur-
ther increase brought FY59's defense budget to $46.6 billion. Most of these additional funds were for
strategic bombers and ballistic missiles. Nevertheless, once the furor over Sputnik faded. Eisenhower.
decreased the DoD’s budget to $45.9 billion for FY60. the lowest figure since FY34. when he assumed
office. From the time of Sputnik’s faunch until the FY60 Pentagon budget. defense spending decreased

from 9.9 percent of GNP to 9.1 percent.” In no way can any of Eisenhower's post-Sputnik actions be

* Eisenhower. Radio and Television Address to the America People. Our Future Security. ibid..
811-12,
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National Security Peolicy (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press. 1982). 185: and Douglas

88




considered rash or precipitous. Eisenhower said that in responding to Sputnik. =, . . somehow the Uniled
States had to put on hair shirt and sackcloth vet avoid scaring people.”
PSAC and Civil Space
The central event for this study in the post-Sputnik responses is the civil-military factor as il im-
pacted NASA’s creation. Perhaps the kev factor was the central role playved by Killian and PSAC. These

' Once

scientists firmly believed a civilian organization should conduct the space exploration program.’
Eisenhower tasked Killian with determining how America should structure its space program. it comes as
no great surprise that the evenival recommendation was to greatly expand the existing NACA into a
NASA, while preserving the DoD’s right to weapons systems related space activities. Quite simply. Kil-
lian “. . . exerted enormous influence on the manner in which the American space program was structured
and conducted.”™’*

Killian recourts, I was greatly helped in achieving admission to the inner sanctum of the Eisen-
hower White House by several earlier appointments™ such as the TCP and serving as chairman of the

President’s Board of Consultants on Foreign Intelligence Activities.”® His authority from Eisenhower was

nebulous but significant. He was to *. . . have the active responsibility of helping me [Eisenhower] follow

Kinnard. President Eisenhiower and Strategy Management: A Studv in Defense Politics (Lexington, KY:
University Press of Kentucky, 1977). 69.

" Minutes of Cabinet Meeting. January 3, 1958. supra. 3.

! The PSAC files in the Eisenhower Library make clear the prevalence of this attitude among
PSAC members. For a complete list of PSAC members during Killian's tenure see his memoirs. Sputnik,
Scientists, and Eisenhower, Appendix 2, 277-279. PSAC included scientific luminaries from both aca-
demia and industry such as: William Q. Baker. Vice President of Bell Telephone Laboratories: Llovd V.
Berkner of the National Academy of Sciences. Detlev W. Bronk, Chairman of the National Scicnce
Foundation; NACA Chairman and Vice President of Shell Oil James H. Doolittle: NACA Director Dry-
den: George B. Kistiakowsky, Harvard chemistry professor and Killian's replacement in 1959: Edwin H.
Land. President of the Polaroid Corporation: Edward M. Purcell. Harvard physics profesor and Nobel
Prize winner. Alan T. Waterman. Director of the NSF. and Jerome B. Wiesner. Director of MITs Re-
search Laboratory of Electronics who would also serve as Kennedy's science adviser,

2 R. Cargill Hall. “The Eisenhower Administration and the Cold War: Framing American As-
tronautics to Serve National Security.” Profegie: Quarteriv Journal of the National Archives and Record
Administration 27 (Spring 1993): 65,
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through on the program of scientific improvement of our defenses [so that the] entire program is carried
forward in closely integrated fashion. and that such things as interscrvice competition or insufficient usc
of overtime shall not be allowed to create even the suspicion of harm to our scientific and development
program.” Eisenhower empowered Killian to “see to it that those projects which experts judge have the
highest potential shafl advance with the utmost speed. . . . it is my full desire that you have full access to
all plans. programs. and activities involving science and technology in thc Government. including the
Department of Defense. AEC [Atomic Energy Commission]. and CIA.""

When Killian left full-time government service in Julv 1959, Eisenhower praised his work and
credited it with helping the United States avoid the urge . . . to plunge headfirst and almost blindly into
the space age. . . . No one did more than vou. in those early days, to bring reason. fact. and logic into our
plans for space research and adventure”™ Jerome Wiesner would become Kennedy's science adviser and
was a PSAC member in the Eisenhower administration. He corroborated the highly influential role Kil-
lian and other scientists occupied, saving Killian was always “extremely careful about what he does and
savs.” As a result. “I think the President understood that and appreciaied it so that on the whole he
trusted him completely. and really. I had the impression he was very supported by having Killian
around.””® Killian's appointment was the first time that a scientist had key access to the White House and
one scholar called it “. . . the most important step that Eisenhower took following Sputnik 11”7

The esteem in which Eisenhower held Killian seems also to have been true for the PSAC and its
members as a whole, In fact. key PSAC members were one of the first groups Eisenhower convened after

Sputnik, After their October 15. 1957 meeting. “The President concluded by saving that he was delighted

** Killian. Spunik, Scientists, and Eisenhower, 28, 36,

™ Eisenhower letter to Killian. July 16. 1959, President Iwight 1. Eisenhower's Office Files,
1953-i961, Part I: FEisenhower ddministration Series. microfilmed from the Dwight D. Eisenhower Li-
brary. Project Coordinator Robert E. Lester. part of the series Research Collections in American Politics:
Micraforms from Major Archival and Mamuscript Collections, William E. Leuchtenburg. General Editor
(Bethesda. Marvland: University Publications of America. 1990). reel 19.

* Oral history interview of Jerome Wiesner. July 24, 1974, Wiesner {ile. Biographical series.
NHDRC. 23.
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with this conversation. . . . He found no solace in crying over spilled milk. He was not concerned about the
Soviets beating us in the Satellite ficld."’® The scientists had confirmed Eisenhower s fundamental belicfs
that while the Soviet Sputnik was a noteworthy scientific accomplishment. it did not imperil United States
national security. The scicntists did not recommend any crash federal programs but rather supported the
appointment of an individual within the White House to coordinate scientific affairs: this was the genesis
of the November 7 Killian appointment. Finally. the scientists supported the idea of several presidential
speeches to calm the public. a recommendation Eisenhower acted upon on November 7 and 13, 1937,
One analvsis showed in the two weeks after Sputnik Eisenhower met with more scientists than he had in
the previous ten months.”®

Eisenhower’s trust of what he later termed “my scientists™ grew throughout the remainder of his
administration. Shortly before Eisenhower died Killian visited him and Tke volunteered. “You know. Jim.
this bunch of scientists was one of the few groups that I encountered in Washington who seemed to be
there to help the country and not help themselves.™ In fact. Killian concluded Eisenhower even relied
on the elite scientists” input too much:

One of the qualities of Eisenhower that troubled me during the course of my service 1o

him was his almost exaggerated confidence in the judgment of the scigntists that he

had called upen to help him. He sometimes came to have a feeling that this group of

scientists were endowed with an objectivity that ke couldn’t expect to find in other

contacts that he had in government. And I think he over-estimated the capacity for

objectivity that any kind of professional people . . . could demonstrate in regard to

controversial problems. . . . [Nevertheless] he used the President’s Science Adviserv

Committee and its panels constantly to appraise programs where there were inter-

service rivalries involved !

Eisenhower's final Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates concurred, “All of a sudden the scientists became

very important. . . . They had great veto power. They became very important people.”® DDR&E York

™ Detailed (largely verbatim) notes on meeting of the ODM Science Advisery Committee with
the President on October 15. 1957. folder: Eisenhower Administration - Space Correspondence. box:
White House. Presidents. Eisenhower. Space Correspondence (1955-1960). NHDRC. 5.

“ Elwyn D. Harris. Standard Spacecraft Procurement Analvsis: A Case Study in NASA-DOD
Coordination in Space Programs (Rand Corporation. R-2619-RC. May 1980). 12,

¥ Killian. Sputnik, Scientists and Eisenhower, 230.

¥ Killian interview. November 9, 1969 through July 16, 1970, 53-54,
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explained that in the post-Sputnik Eiscnhower administration the PSAC “. . | reviewed virtually every
program of the Department of Defense. and many of those of the AEC and CTA as well. Few programs or

g

ideas that did not mect their approval got very far.”® In sum. one effect of Sputnik was that “scientists

were rushed to the most important single center of power, the Office of the President. . . .

The scientists” influence on the question of creating a civilian space organization was evident by
the end of 1957. Groups of civilian scientists not affiliated with the government. such as the American
Rocket Society (ARS). were submitting plans within a week of Sputnik’s launch for a civilian space or-
ganization. The ARS’s plan on October 10, 1937 suggested creating an Astronautical Research and De-
velopment Agency and recommended ©. . . that a national space flight program be initiated: and second.
that an agency having independent status similar to that of the Atomic Encrgy Commissionor [sic] or the
National Advisers Committee for Aeronautics. be created to manage the program™ consisting of all space-
related R&D except “strictly military applications of space-flight techniques.™ Between this date and
Killian's formal recommendation for creating a NASA in the first week of March 1958, numerous other

scientific organization either submitted similar plans for a civilian-managed space exploration organiza-

tion or endorsed the general concept,*

8 Cited in Charles 8. Maier. “Science. Politics. and Defense in the Eisenhower Era.” in George
B. Kistiakowsky, A Scientist af the White House: The Private Diarv of President Eisenhower's Special
Assistant for Science and Technology (Cambridge. MA and London: Harvard University Press. [976).
Xxix.
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Rocket Society. October 10. 1957, folder: Eisenhower Administration - Space Correspondence, box:
White House. Presidents, Eisenhower, Space Correspondence (1953-1960). 2.
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More important was Killian's work within the executive branch. Killian has said on November
10. only three days after his official appointment. Eisenhower told him one of his primary tasks was to
determine the organizational structure of the U.S. space program. Killian recalled. “1t was perfectly obvi-
ous that the military was terriblv anxious Lo - at least. below the level of the civilian top command - to
have responsibility for the space program. . . . there were strong indications from the DOD that the space
program ought to be lodged in the DOD.”®" There was no chance of this happening. A PSAC meeting on
December 10, 1957 revealed the predominant attitude of the government-affiliated civilian scientists.
Detlev Bronk. President of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS). summarized for the group. “There
are many aspects of the NACA worth looking into.” Loyd Berkner, NAS member. concurred: “We want
the controlling agency outside the DOD. Inevitably this type of space activity will be a powerful binding
force.” Killian agreed and said the key would be “If we could say NACA should have increased funds. . . .
NACA is used to getting hardware from DOD. Its relationship to the military has enabled NACA to have
experimental hardware built. "™ If nothing else. George Kistiakowsky (PSAC member. Eisenhower's sec-
ond science adviser) recalted. “PSAC held that NACA had to be included simply to avoid creating two
competitive bureaucracies.”™

On December 30 Killian wrote a memo summarizing his initial thoughts. He assumed the DoD
would soon form a special orgénization to manage defense-related space R&D (this would be ARPA. see
below). Therefore. even if a separate civiltan agency were established, . . . the DOD must play a major
role in space tesearch and development if we are to use the nation’s manpower and facilities in this area to
the greatest advantage.” The DoD would be *. . . primarily concerned with those aspects of space research

and development which will have military value™ though it is hard to separate the civilian from the mili-

%" Oral history interview of Killian. July 23. 1974, Biographical series. Killian file. NHDRC. 14.

8 Minutes of PSAC meeting. The Papers of the President's Science and Adviserv Connnittee,
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MD: University Publications of America. 1986). 9. 12.
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1ary elements in space. While it would be “entirelv feasible™ for the DoD to handle all civilian and mili-
tary space research and devclopment, “Such an arrangement might improperly limit the program to nar-
rowly concerncd military objectives. In the second place. it would tag our basic space research as military
and place the U.S. in the unfortunate position before the world of apparently tailoring all space research to
military ends.” Killian therefore viewed his basic challenge as “. . . devising the means for non-military
basic space research while at the same time taking advantage of the immense resources of the military
missile and reconnaissance satellite programs.” In that sentence, Killian in fact identified the central
challenge in the NASA-DoD relationship for the next (en vears.™

Killian foresaw the aliernative that in two months he would officially recommend to Eisenhower:
the DoD “. . . might confine itself (o its military mission and some other agency or agencies external to
the D.O.D. might engage in basic research. One obvious way of doing this would be to encourage
N.A.C.A Lo expand its space rescarch and to provide it with the necessary funds to do so.” Killian un-
derstood *. . . it would be necessary to carefully work out a cooperative arrangement with the D.QO.D.. for
the D.0.D. would have to be an active partner with these agencies.” Killian closed by emphasizing the
necessity for lundamental scientific research in the space program. not prestige-related stunls: “We must
have far more than a program which appeals to the ‘space cadets’. . . . i we do not achieve this. then

1

other nations will continue to hold the leadership.”®" Killian's task for the next two months would be

convincing Eisenhower of the wisdom of this basic course of action.

The civilian leadership of the DoD had no preblems with Killian's basic concept. Richard Hor-
ner was Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Rescargh and Development and would become NASA's
Associate Administrator in June 1939, He recalled that he. Quarles, and Secretary of the Air Force James
Douglas discussed the organizational structure for space and decided

the best thing for the nation was to put this in the NACA, The rationalization as far as

*" Killian, Memorandum on Organizational Alternatives for Space Research and Development.
no addressed party. December 30. 1957. in John M. Logsdon. w/Linda J. Lear, Jannelle Warren-Findley.
Ray A. Williamson. and Dwayne A. Day. eds.. Exploring the Uninown: Selected Documents in the His-
tory of the US. Civil Space Program, Volume I: Organizing for Exploration, NASA SP-4407
(Washington, DC: USGPQ. 1995). 629-30,

! Ihid.. 630-31.
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Donald Quarles was concerned. was that the Air Force had too many important eggs in

the ballistic missile basket to divert its attention to doing other things. But there obviously

was going to be a national response to Sputnik. Of course, Don was considerably troubled

by the fact that he had made the Vanguard decision over the broken and bleeding body of

the Air Force. . . . The Air Force was very acquisitive in those days. and they wanted to do

evervthing, but they wanted more money than anybody else.
Therefore. Horner said. the Air Force and DoD leadership decided to support the general idea of a civilian
organization.”” No specific bill would be drafted until March 1958. with submission to Congress on April
2.

Preludes ta the Space Act

Before examining the immediate context of Eisenhower’s draft of the National Aeronautics and
Space Act (hereafter referred to as the Space Act) in early 1938. it is necessary to discuss two develop-
ments. First, Lyndon Johnson's Senate Preparedness Subcommittee Hearings added congressional fuel to
the fire of many calls for action. Second. NACA campaigned to be named the organization responsible
for civilian space exploration. These two trends set the stage for the Space Act making official the civil-
military split in the United States space program,
Johnson and the Preparedness Subcommitiee

Eilene Galloway was an acknowledged expert in national defense and science and technology in
the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress and was frequently detailed to congressional
committees. After Sputnik. she was one of the key behind-the-scenes plavers in the congressional re-
sponse to Sputnik, authoring many reports and briefing senators and representatives on the political and
technological implications of the space age.” She rccalls that shortly afier Sputnik Lyndon Johnson

called her up and said. “Eilene. ] want to make me a record in outer space. and I want you to help me.”**

George Reedy was on the staff of the Senate Armed Services Committee’s Preparedness Investigating

2 Richard Horner. oral history interview of. March 13. 1974. box: Emme/Roland interviews on
carly NASA history. shelf V-A-1. NHDRC. 46-47.

* For a verification of Galloway’s role, see Alison Griffith. The Natianal Aeronautics and Space
Adet: A Study of the Development of Public Policv (Washington. DC: Public AfTairs Press. 1962). 72

*! Extracted from interviews contained in The Legisiative Origins of the Space Acl: Proceedings

of a ideotaped Warkshop (Space Policy Institute. George Washington University. April 3. 1992). 40 and
confirmed by this author in an oral history interview of Gatloway. June 2. 19935,
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Committec headed by Johnson. Reedy wrote Johnson on QOctober 7. 1957 that Sputnik as an issue
*would blast the Republicans out of the water. unifv the Democratic Party and elect you president. . . . Eve
[stc] think you should plan to plunge heavily into this one.” Reedy explained the racial integration issue
was “a potent weapon which chews the Democratic Party to pieces™ and is not going to go away. There-
fore. the only possible response “. . . is to find another issuc which is even more potent. Otherwise. the
Democratic future is bleak. ™" A close reading of the threc volume, 2.475-page transcript from the Prepar-
edness Subcommittee’s 110 days of hearings and 73 witnesses makes it clear the hearings were designed
1o meet these partisan objectives and not. as has so often incorrectly been stated. provide an objective look
into the state of America’s satellite and missile programs.

Johnson admits in his memoirs that even before the hearings started in November, “[ was already
convinced that our country was in trouble” and the hearings would have 1o “. . . determine what steps can
be taken fo strengthen our position and restore the leadership we should have in technology. . . . 1 knew
one thing beyond doubt - we had to catch up.”*® Johnson entered the hearings with certain presumptions:
there was a crisis that merited a dramatic response and there was a loss of American leadership in tech-
nology that had to be reclaimed. No witnesses were called from the Truman era to explain the relative
lack of ICBM and satellite R&D between 1945 and Eisenhower’s inauguration. Johnson opened the
hearings by declaring all witnesses had to give ™. . . a clear definition of the present threat to our security.
perhaps the greatest that our countrv has ever known” and then offer specific recommended responses
because “Our goal is to find out what is to be done. The facts that I learned so far give me no cause for
comfort,” Johnson emphasized, “It is not necessary to hold these hearings to deterntine that we have lost
an important battle in technology. That has becn demonstrated by the satellites that are whistling above
our heads.”™ Not surprisingly. the witnesses who did take the stand all shared Johnson's presuppositions

outlined above.

** George Reedy. memorandum to Lyndon Johnson. reprinted in Glen P. Wilson. “Lyndon John-
son and the Legislative Origins of NASA." Prologue: Quarterly Journal of the National Archives 25
(Winter 1993): 365.

* Johnson, I antage Point, 273,

¥ ISALP. 2-3.
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Edward Teller recommended accelerating and expanding the ballistic missile and submarine
programs and building more civil defense shelters. Vannever Bush concurred and added science educa-
tion should be strengthened. In the middle of the hearings Johnson offered a satirical poem expressing his
opinion of Eisenhowet’s defensc policy: “1'd rather be bombed than be bankrupt. I'd rather be dead than

B

be broke. “Tis better by far to remain as we are. And I'm a solvent if moribund bloke."® Administration

officials such as Secretary of Defense McElroy tried to bring some balance by explaining that assessing
Soviet versus American defense strengths was a matter of “toting up” because “they have certain
strengths in excess of ours and we have certain strengths in excess of theirs”™ Quarles added. “Taking
the missile program as a whole, and comparing their own program with our own. I estimate that as of
today our program is ahead of theirs.” He also supported the United States decision to conduct Vanguard
at a pace so that it would . . . not interfere with the top priority of the ballistic missiles program. . . . I

"% Nevertheless, the headlines regularly

believe there is no question that cur near-ierm position is sound.
went to military officers such as Lientenant General James Gavin, and others. who claimed. “From the
straight estimate of the balance of military power. our position is exceedingly difficult.™ When asked if
this meant the United States was behind the USSR, Gavin replied. “Yes, [ would say we are.™"!

The specific question of the civil-militarv balance in responding to Sputnik reccived relatively
little atiention in the Preparedness Subcommittee’s hearings: the vast majority of time and witnesses fo-
cused on directly military issues such as missiles. bombers. and the nuclear balance. The ABMA's von
Braun did muse, “Suppose a National Space Agency were set up. either under the Secretary of Defense or

as an independent agency, and this agency were given its own budget.” Such an agency conld conduct the

American space program for $1.5 billion per year. Von Braun said the DoD or an independent agency

* Ibid.. 122.
” Ibid.. 244,
" 1bid.. 265. 284. 301.

! bid.. 511.
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could do it. though scientists “would prefer having it an independent agency. . . . But I am convinced it
would work either wav.”'™ Representatives of the defense industry supported an independent agency.
General Schriever represented the uniformed military and openly discussed the Air Force's re-
connaissance satellite, saving there has been a great deal of interest in it within the government. “But we
got no approval for proceeding with this on a systems basis either on the Air Force secretarial level or at
the Department of Defense secretarial level until just recently.” He said the Air Force could lau;]ch are-
connaissance satellite “with a recoverable [film] capsule” by the spring of 1959 with adequate funding. In
addition, Schriever emphasized . . . at least 90 percent of what we are doing in the Air Force ballistic
missile program. 9¢ percent of all this work can be directly applied to an asironautics or space pro-

w10,
gram.”'®?

Neither Schriever nor the other officers were keen on the idea of an independent agency when it
did arise. General John Medaris commanded the ABMA and said. “I cannot in conscience endorse an
independent agency. . . . There is no need for creating a separate agency with operating characteristics
outside the Defense Department for doing this job.” Creating another burcaucracy “. . . will create a con-
fusion that will set our program back a vear,”'™

Most of the Preparedness Subcommittee’s 17 recommendations issued on January 23, 1958 con-
cerned direct military actions such as dispersing the assets of the Strategic Air Command. building more

bombers. missiles. and submarines, and improving the early warning system.'™ However. recommenda-

tion number 15 did touch on the organizaticnal question: “Accelerate and expand research and develop-

1% Ibid.. 603-04.
1 Ibid.. 1635. 1649,
™ Ibid., 1710.

"% A DoD official explained how the Preparedness Subcommitice obtained its recommendations.
“They ask Defense to submit a week or so in advance a written report on what we are doing to catch up
with the Soviets. Then. following the hearing, they issue to the press a report in which thev urge Defense
to do the very things we have said we are doing. The picture is clear: they arc directing Defense. leading
the nation in its frantic rush to reduce the state of peril. and we are gratefully - or perhaps even reluctantly
- doing as we are told. We go along partly because we have no choice. and partly because these are the
same individuals who have to approve our miliiary budget and we can do nothing but lose if we fight
them,” See (Gale. 232.
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ment programs. providing funding on a long-term basis. and improve control and administration within
the Department of Defensc or through the establishment of an independent agency.”'™ The overall tenor
of the Subcommittee’s conclusions was. “We are engaging in a race for survival and we intend to win that
race.”"

Therefore, while the Preparedness Subcommittee did not specifically recommend creating a
NASA. il did offer this as an option. More importantly. it continued to feed the crisis atmosphere into the
beginning of 1958 and through extensive media coverage of its hearings created an expectation for some
kind of program to issue forth from the Eisenhower administration. In a private meeting with the Demo-
cratic Conference on January 7. 1958, Johnson summarized his thoughts after the Preparedness Sub-
commtittee’s hearings: “The peril of the hour is obvicus.” Sputnik had opened up the realm of space and
Johnson believed. “The exploitation of these capabilities by men of selfish purposes holds the awful threat
of a world in subjugation. The mastery of such capabilities by men wholly dedicated 10 freedom presents.
instead. the prospect of a world at last liberated from tyranny. liberated in fact from the fear of war.”'™
Johnson's January 7, 1958 remarks to his Democratic calleagues are important because they indicate his
stale of mind concemning the role of space and his conclusions as expressed not for the media’s consump-
tion but as presented to his congressional associates.

In this context, Johnson declared that the America evaluation of the role of space so far had not
b('een made by the "men most qualified to make such an appraisal. Qur decision. more often than not,
have been made within the framework of the government’s annual budget. This control has. again and
again, appeared and re-appeared as the prime limitation upon our scientific achievement.” This must
change, Johnson concluded. because

Conirol of space means control of the world. far more certainly. far more totally, than
any control that has ever or could ever be achieved by weapons, or by troops of occupation,

N6 ISALP. 2428,
1 Ibid., 2429.

% Gratement of Democratic Leader Lyndon B. Johnson to the Meeting of the Democratic Con-
ference on January 7. 1958, folder: Armed Services. [CBM - Sputnik. box 584, Clinton P. Anderson pa-
pers, Library of Congress. 1.
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From space. the masters of infinity would have the power to control the earth’s weather,

to cause drouth and flood. to change the tides and raisc {he levels of the sea. to divert

the gulf stream and change temperate climates to frigid. . . . The urgent race we are now

in - or which we must enter - is not the race to perfect long range ballistic missiles. There

is something more important than any ultimate weapon. This is the ultimate position -

the position of total control over earth that lics somewhere out in space. . . . Whoever

gains that ultimate position gains control. total control. over the earth. for purposes of

tyranny or for the service of freedom. . . . Our national goal and the goal of all free men

must be to win and hold that position. Total security perhaps is possible now. for the

first time in man’s history. Tolal security - and. with it - total peace.'™
Lyndon Johnson's unfiltered views on the importance of space. primarity oriented toward national secu-
rity, are cited extensively herc because they represent his basic beliefs that weould motivate his actions not
only in Congress but bevond. As Vice President he still held these notions when Kennedy tasked him to
determine how to beat the Russians in spacc. As president he probably started out with this same phito-
sophical framework but the realities of divetse budgetary requirements began to modify his idea of space’s
importance in his full term (sce chapter 9).

The Preparedness Subcommittes. far from being a nonpartisan fact-finding group. seemed to be
part of the movement to push the Eisenhower administration into submitting some kind of formal organ-
izatignal structure for space exploration. As one analyst of the Space Act concluded. the Subcommittee
concluded, “. . .the country lacked leadership and that the Democrats would provide it. whether or not the
administration went along ®'"* McDougall adds. “Day by day the witnesses rose to confirm the commit-
tec’s suspicions and provide quotes for the next day’s front pages™ as well as “general and specific ac-
counts of American humiliation [which] flowed through the press and public mind together, weakening
faith in the administration and its vatues.”'" In short, the Subcommitice. *. . . markedlv refraincd from
anything like a thorough and objective review of the development and implementation of the policies of

»112

the Eisenhower administration on missiles and satellites. The Subcommittee’s hearings can only be

1 Thid., 2-3. 5-6.

""" Enid Curtis Bok Schoettle. “The Establishment of NASA” in Sanford A. Lakoff. editor.
Knowledge and Power: Essavs on Science and Government (NY: The Free Press, 1966), 220.

" McDougall. 153-54.

% Rip Bulkeley. The Sputniks Crisis and Early United States Space Policy: A Crifique of the
Historiography of Space (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press. 1991). 11.
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understood in light of the facl that they “were aimed primarily at achicving a transfer of the policy-
making initiative. """

NACA Entercd the Frav

The pace of policy making within the Eisenhower administration did. in fact. pick up after the
first of the year. From the general Killian recommendations for a civilian space agency circulated in late
December 1957 there would spring by early April 1958 the Space Act’s submission to Congress for con-
sideration. In this swirl of events. the NACA made its case as the most logical choice for the agency to
head the civilian space exploration program. Of crucial significance is the fact that both NACA’s Direc-
tor Hugh Dryvden and NACA's Chaitman James Doolittle were members of PSAC during the 1957-58
time frame when Killian and PSAC forged the organizational structure for space.!’* NACA's claim to be
the most logical candidate for heading any independent civilian space organization was well-represented
within the very group charged with making the organizational decisions.

On November 21, 1957 the NACA established a Special Committee on Space Technology to
consider how to best use human capabilities in space exploration and outlinc how the NACA could de-
velop its resources for space exploration, This committee did not issue its formal report until after NASA
was created but it shows the NACA’s early concern for evaluating its role in the space field. Dryden
hosted a dinner on December 18 1o determine the sentiments of some of NACA's younger employees con-
cerning NACA's role in space R&D. It has been reported that “. . . sentiment was overwhelmingly in
favor of NACA moving into the space field.”'"" Drvden tasked his staff to draw up a formalized space
R&D plan and on January 14. 1958, NACA releascd “A National Research Program for Space Technol-
ogv” which stated

It is of great urgency and importance te our countrv both from consideration of our prestige
as a nation as well as military necessity that this challenge [Sputnik] be met by an energetic

3 1hid.. 196.

14 Gee Killian. Sputnik, Scientists, and Eisenhower. 2T for a complete list of PSAC’s mem-
bers during this period.

U5 Robert L. Rosholt. A Administrative Historv of NAS4: 1958-1963. NASA SP-4101
(Washington, DC: USGPO. 1966). 34.
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program of research and development for the conquest of space. . . . It is accordingly pro-

posed that the scientific research be the responsibility of a national civilian agency working

in close cooperation with the applied research and development groups required for weapon-

svstems development by the militarv. The pattern to be fotlowed is that already developed

by the NACA and the military services. . . . The NACA is capable, by rapid extension and

expansion of its effort. of providing leadership in space technology.
The NACA report went on to outline the specific ficlds in which it proposed 1o vastly expend its R&D
activilies so as to meet the space chaltenge, such as propulsion. vehicle configuration and siructures. navi-
gation and guidance. launch and rendezvous and bioastronautics. among many others,''®

Dryden elaborated on NACA's proposal for a civilian space agency in an speech January 27.
1958. He recognized many scientists’ fears that . . . the extremely important nonmilitary aspects of space
technology would be submerged or perhaps even lost if inciuded as a mere adjunct to a military program.”
The solution was at hand ard was in fact “old and well-tested:” the NACA. He explained NACA's pro-
posal for a space exploration program earkier that month “can be most rapidly. effectively and efficiently
implemented by the cooperative effort” of the NACA, DoD. NSF. NAS, civilian universities. research
institutions. and industry. Drvden explained that “. . . the development and operation of military missiles,
military satellites. and militarv space vehicles s clearly the function of the Department of Defense” but
that additional vehicles for scientific research and exploration should be operated by NACA “when within
its capabilities or jointly by the appropriate agencies of the Department of Defense and the National Ad-
visery Committee for Aeronautics.” The NAS and NSF would cooperate with NACA in selecting and
planning the scientific experiments whilc assigning priorities for research; these two organizations would
also render financial support.''” NACA's idea then was for a multi-institutional space exploration pro-

gram in which NACA would take a lead role but work closely with other interested parties and not in-

fringe on the DoD's prerogatives.

" NACA. A National Research Program for Space Technology. January 14, 1958, folder:
NACA documents, box: Adminisirative History, Pre-NASA Documents. NASA/DoD. shelf VI-C-6.

NHDRC. 1-3.

""" Hugh Dryden. address to the Institute for Aeronautical Sciences. January 27. 1958, folder:
NACA to NASA Transition, box: White House. Presidents. Eisenhower. Space Documentation (1957-
1960h). NHDRC. 1-3.
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A document from either the White House or the BoB states these January 1958 NACA moves to
claim a leading role in spacc exploration “had been cleared with Dr. Killian and possibly also with the
White House. Thev received a favorable reaction among staff of the Bureau of the Budget who had al-
ready been thinking of NACA as the logical nucleus of a new acronautics and space agency.”'® The
NACAs specific plan on February 1. 1958 was “A Program for Expansion of NACA Research in Space
Flight Technology with Estimaies of the Stafl and Facilities Required.” In it NACA went into extreme
detail outlining the type of facilitics required. the new staff that would need to be hired. the research pro-
gram that would be conducted. and the necessary budget augmentations.''® 1n a personal and confidential
letter to Dryden, Doolittle 1aid out the central problem: “It seems 1o me that the NACA is on the ‘horns of
a dilemma.” Unless it is given at least some part of the space program. it will decline with the air-
plane™'™ Dryvden also verified the NACA's concern for its organizational existence in the early space
age. recalling his conclusion was. “We've either got to be in space or run out of business.”

We did decide that we wanted to stake out a role for NACA in whatever happened right

{rom the beginning. And the minimum role . . . was to bear the same relation to whatever

agency was set up to carry out the actual operations in space as NACA had had with the

Defense Dept. W also felt that rather than take an aggressive position in the matter that

the best attitude was (o play it down a bil . . . but to express this minimum claim. . . . This

paid off in the long run. . . . We never took the offensive.'?!

PSAC and “Introduction to Quter Space”

The discussion can now teturn lo Eisenhower's inner circle and the move toward creating NASA

in early 1958. The first important meeting Eisenhower had on space organizational question was Febru-

L8 Memorandum. specific executive branch authorship unknown. Sequence of Events in the De-
velopment of the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958. April 8. 1958, box; White House. Presi-
dents. Eisenhower. National Aeronautics and Space Act. W/H and BoB Space Act documents from Na-
tional Archives (Record Group 51). 1.

"® Reprinted in Alex Roland. Afodel Research: The National Advisery Committee for Aeronau-
tics, 1913-1938, Tolume I, 7300L

12 James Doolittle. letter to Hugh Dryden, March 28, 1958, folder; Testimony on Space Act.
box: White House. Presidents. Eisenhower. National Acronautics and Space Act. NHDRC. 1. At the end
of this letter Doolittle wrote, “There are no other copics of this letter except vours and mine.”

12! Oral history interview of Hugh Dryden. September 1. 1965, folder: Drvden. Mercury Tape.
Dryvden subseries. Deputy Administrators series. NHDRC. 2-3. 6.
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ary 4, 1958 with Republican congressional leaders. When asked concerning his organizational plans for
space, Eisenhower at this point still favored keeping evervthing within DoD:

The President’s feeling was essentially a desire to avoid duplication. and priority for the

present would seem Lo rest with Defensc because of paramountcy of defense aspects.

However, the President thought that in regard to non-military aspects. Defense would be

the operational agent. . . . The President was firmly of the opinion that a nile of reason

had to be applied to these Space projects - that we contdn™t pour unlimited funds into

these costly projects where there was nothing of early value to the Nation’s security. . . .

he didn’t want to just rush into an all-out effort on each one of these possibie glamor per-

formances without a full appreciation of their great cost.
Nixon pressed the point that the United States should set up a separate agency for “peaceful research proj-
ects because the military would not undertake projects without potential military value. But Eisenhower
“thought Defense would inevitably be involved since it presently had all the hardware. and he did not
want further duplication. He did not preclude having eventuatly 2 great Department of Space.”'>

At a conference after this meeting with Killian, “The President said that space objectives relating
te Defense are those to which the highest priority attaches. because thev bear on our immediate safety. He
recognized that the psvchological factor is of importance to our security. . . . He did not think that large
operating activities should be put in another organization, because of duplication, and did not feel that we
should put talent etc. inte crash programs outside the Defense establishment.” Eisenhower’s only proviso
was that “Defense get its own organization correct, i.e., that there is a central organization to handle this
in defense. !> (See ARPA discussion below.) At the end of this second February 4. 1958 meeting Eisen-
hower specifically tasked Killian to work out, once and for all. a concrete organizational structure for
space exploration. both civilian and military.

At a press conference the next day Eisenhower explained, “1 have gotten a group of fine scientists

under the chairmanship of Dr. Killian. . . . He is getting the scientists to give for the United States a pro-

gram of outer space achicvement.™'*' During the next month Eisenhower would drop his idea of the DoD

'** L.A. Minnich. Jr.. Legislative Leadership Meeting - Supplementary Notes, February 4. 1958.
folder; Staff Notes. February 1958, box 30. DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 1-2,

'~ Memcon. February 4. 1958. supra. 3-4.

=1 Public Papers of the Presidents, 1958. 142
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handling all aspects of space R&D because “Killian persuaded Eisenhower that a civilian agency was the
better choice.™'** Congressional opposition to DoD primacy also probably plaved a role and so did the
growing problem of interservice rivalry in space. which may have soured Eisenhower on the idea of aug-
menting the military’s responsibitities in the primarily scientific arena of civilian space exploration. As
Robert Divine states. by the first week of March. “Whalever early attraction he had had to a purely mili-
tary agency now had given way to strong support for NASA as a body that would appeal not only to
American scientists but to world opinion in general.”'**

The kev document in Eisenhower’s sanctioning the creation of NASA was Killian's report on
March 5 responding to Eisenhower's February 4 tasking. The “Memorandum for the President: Organi-
zation for Civil Space Programs” concluded that “. . . an aggressive space program will preduce important
civilian gains in the form of advances in general scientific knowledge and the protection of the interna-
tional prestige of the United States. These benefits will be in addition to such military uses of outer space
as may prove feasible.” It said civilian domination of the space program was suggested by the overwhelm-
ing civilian interests inherent in it and by *. . . public and foreign relations considerations. However. ci-
vilian control does not envisage taking out from militarv control projects relating to missiles. anti-missile
defense. reconnaissance satellites. military communications. and other technology relating to weapons
systems or direct military requirements,™'>

This March 3, 1958 Killian memo listed the three main reasons why leadership of the civil space
program should be lodged in a “sirengthened and redesignated” NACA: it was a “going Federal research
agency” with 7,500 employees and $300 million worth of laboratories and test facilities and it could ex-
pand its research program “with a minimum of delav.” its aeronautical research “has been progressively

involving it in technical problems associated with space flight” such as rocket engines. materials. and

125 Hall, “The Eisenhower Administration and the Cold War.” 65.
"¢ Divine, Sputnik Challenge, 104.
'** James R. Killian. Jr.. Percival Brundage. Nelson Rockefeller. Memorandum for the President:

Organization for Civil Space Programs. March 5. 1958, folder: No. 174, Space Program. 1958-60. box
169, President’s Advisery Committee on Government Organization. DDEL. 2,
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designs and its future would be in doubt with responsibility for space: “NACA has a long history of close
and cordial cooperation with the military depariments™ and so “the tradition of comity and civil-military
accommodation which has been buili up over the vears will be a great assct in minimizing friction be-
tween the civilian space agency and the Department of Defense. ™

Killian et. al. recognized NACA's liabilities: little cxperience on projects bevond aircraft and
missites or with large scale developmental contracts: the DoD already emploved most scientists working
on rocket engines and space vehicles and the industrial firms in those areas: the NACA “is not in a posi-
tion to push ahead with the immediate demonstration projects which may be necessary to protect the na-
tion's world prestige” and so the military may have to handle such projects for a period of time: NACA
only spends approximately $100 million while the space program will be “substantially in excess™ of
this.'* Killian's remedy was an all-out effort to draft a new law and submit it to Congress in the current
session to address these shortcomings and begin a civilian space exploration program before the end of
1958.

Eisenhower approved Killian's memo at a March 6. 1958 NSC mceting and said. “Let’s get a bill
prepared at the earliest possible opportunity.”'™ Killian explained his conclusions and Eisenhower vigor-
ously nodded his approval. pleased to have confirmation of the viewpoint he had reached in the period

B! Eisenhower was so impressed he had Killian assemble a PSAC team

since the first week of February,
to brief the rest of the government on the pending space program. These briefings were in turn so suc-
cessfitl that Eisenhower had Kiilian and PSAC create a small booklet. “Introduction o Quter Space.™ de-
signed for nationwide distribution. released on March 26. 1938,

“Intreduction to Outer Space™ is one of this chapter’s two seminal policy documents, the other

being the Space Act itself. Tt succinctly stated the fundamental space policy principles that would guide

2 bid.. 3-5
I Ibid.. 6-7.
130

July 23, 1974 Killian oral history. supra. 36.

P Ibid.. 24, and Divine, Sputnik Challenge. 105,
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the remainder of Eisenhower’s term.'** Eisenhower called it “the most interesting and fascinating thing
in this fictd that I have seen. and [ want to make it available to the entire public.™'** 1t subsequently ap-
peared in the ;\-".ew York Times and other major newspapers as well as the Readers Digest and other peri-
odicals. He also wrote its introduction and stated. “This is not science fiction. This is a sober, realistic
presentation prepared by leading scientists. . . . it clarifies many aspects of space and space technology in
a way which can be helpful to all people as the United States proceeds with its peaceful program in space
science and exploration.” Eisenthower sounded the space for peace clarion call: “. . . we and other nations
have a great responsibility to promote the peacefl use of space and to utilize the new knowledge obtain-
able from space science and technology for the benefit of all mankind,™"'*

Why explore space? PSAC’s “Introduction” offered four reasons. First. “the compelling urge of
man to explore and to discover, the thrust of curiosity.” Second. the “defense objective™ in which “We
wish to be sure that space is not used to endanger our security. If space is to be used for military purposes.
we must be prepared to use space to defend oursetves.” Note the use of the conditional “If” in PSAC's
formulation, Third. national prestige: “ . . . to be strong and bold in space technology will enhance the
prestige of the United States among the peoples of the world and create added confidence in our scientific.
technological, industrial and military strength.” This reinforces the point made previously that Eisen-
hower could accept some prestige-oriented projects: it would turn out. however (as will be shown in

chapter 5). that human spaceflight was not one such project: as PSAC pointed out. ™. . . the cost of trans-

132 There were two official NSC space policies for internal administration use that were succes-
sors to NSC 5520, NSC 5814/1 of August 18, 1958 and NSC 5918 of January 26. 1960 {more corrcctly
referred to as National Aeronautics and Space Council (NASC). “U.8S. Policy on Outer Space™ because
Eisenhower directed it be circulated within the government not as an NSC document but as an NASC
document). These two policy statements did not go much bevond the principles elucidated in
“Introduction to Quter Space™ with one exception. Since 5814/1 and 5918 were internal governments and
therefore classified. they discussed in detail reconnaissance satellites: “Introduction to Outer Space™ had
nationwide distribution and mentioned only the general idea of reconnaissance from space.

'+ Eisenhower at News Conference. March 26, 1938, Public Papers of the Presidents. 1958.233.

13* PSAC. “Introduction to Outer Space.” March 26. 1958. Exploring the Unknown, olume 1.
332. Tt should be noted that Kilitan contacted Lyndon Johnson's staff to ascertain if they wanted to be
briefed on the administration’s conclusions. “And we got back the responsc that the committee {Senate
Special Committee on Space and Astronautics. formed February 6. 1958] did not need any advice or ma-
terial from the White House with regard to space.” See Killian oral history. July 23, 1974, supra, 27.
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porting men and material through space will be extremely high. but the cost and difficulty of sending in-
Jormation through space will be comparatively low.”. Finallv. space offered . . . new opportunities for
scientific observation and experiments which will add to our knowledge and understanding of the earth.
the solar svstem. and the universe.”'*

“Introduction™ also laid out the Eisenhower administration’s policy on the military use of space:
“There are important. foreseeable. military uses for space vehicles. These lie. broadly speaking. in the
fields of communication and reconnaissance. To this we could add meteorclogy. . . ." PSAC admitied
reconnaissance from 200 or more miles up would be a challenge. telescopic cameras meant “it is certainly
feasible to obtain reconnaissance with a fairly elaborate instmiment. information which could be relaved
back to earth by radio.” Beyond this. PSAC was not enthusiastic concerning the military use of space;

Much has been writlen about space as a future theater of war. raising such suggestions as

satellite bombers, military bases on the moon. and so on. For the most part. even the more

sober proposals do not hotd up well on close examination or appear to be achievable at an

early date. Granted that they will become technologically possible. most of these schemes.

nevertheless. appear to be clumsy and ineffective ways of doing a job. . . . In short. the

earth would appear to be. after all. the best weapons carrier. 136
This conclusion effectively retarded the development of expensive. forward-looking muilitary spaceflight
projects not only throughout the balance of the Eisenhower administration but also into Kennedy's. The
Air Force struggled vear after year to convince the civilian policymakers that there was a legitimate reason
for military officers to operate in space. The Air Force's quest ultimately failed with the Dvnasoar’s can-
cellation in 1963 and with MOL s canceltation in 1969,

Finally, the Eisenhower administration’s timetable for space accomplishments as laid out by
PSAC had the categories of Early (things like physics. meteorology. experimental communications), Later
(astronomy. human flight in orbit), Still Later (only in this category did human lunar exploration and re-

turn appear). and Much Later Still (human planetary exploration). PSAC closed by saving the United

States must be *. . . cautious and modest in cur predictions and pronouncements about future space ac-

13 PSAC. Introduction to Outer Space. SPI document 2. pp. 1-2. 5. Emphasis in original. This
portion of the document is not reprinted in Exploring the Unknown, Velume I,

% Ibid.. 12, Emphasis in original.
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tivities - and quictly bold in our execution.”'" The race mentality was clearly not present. As Eiscn-
hower satd in his memoirs. information from purely scientific exploration should *. . . be made available
to all the world, But military research would naturally demand secrecy. The highest priority should go of
course {0 space research with a military application. but because national morale. and to some extent na-

tional prestige. could be affected by the results of peaceful space research. this should likewise be pushed.

but through a separate agency.™ >

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that Eiscnhower was not overly enthusiastic about creating a
civilian space agency but saw it as “. . . a preemptive strike to prevent something less wise from being
done. . . . Eisenhower had to act authoritatively or take a political beating from his rivals in Washington.
... Left to his own devices. President Eisenhower would have been quite pleased to undertake a modest
space program that was oriented toward practical applications. His type of space program was motivated
by a realistic desire to invest limited funds in space systems with militarv and other applications rather
than to engage in what he characterized as space stunts.”™ However. lacking the luxury of a perfect world.
Eisenhower accepted the creation of NASA “ . because it was the least bureaucracy he could get away
with in the post-Sputnik crisis atmosphere. . . "'

Balancing Civilian and Military Responsibilities in Space

The drafting of the Space Act took place between the March 6 meeting and the submission of the
administration’s proposed version 1o Congress on April 2. 1958. The bill was crafted by representatives
from PSAC and the BoB. one historian explains. “The Department of Defense was not brought into the

»1*" Nonethe-

picture until the end of March when the draft bifl was sent to various agencies for comment.
less, during the March-April peried the DoD had “no strong objections™ to the idea of expanding the

NACA into a space agency because. Killian recalled. Quarles acted as DoD’s point man for space and

"7 Ibid.. 14-15.
1% Eisenhower. Haging Peace. 257.

1% Roger D. Launius. “Eisenhower. Sputnik. and the Creation of NASA.” Prologue: The Quar-
terhy Journal of the National Archives and Record Administration (Summer 1996): 128-129. 138,

1% Roshelt. 10,
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. .. was extremely sensible and understanding about the whole program. and very tough about his views

=141

of the Department of Defense taking on more than it needed for defense purposes. This chapter will

close with an examination of how Congress modified the civil-military balance of power portion of Eisen-
hower’s proposal and in what form the civil-military question finally became law. However. one prepara-
tory topic must first be explored: exactly what was taking place in the mifitary space field after Sputnik

and how did it help convince Eisenhower to endorse the idea of a civilian agency for scientific space ex-

ploration?

Interservice Rivalry and the Creation of ARPA

One component of the military’s post-Sputnik program was that the ABMA launched America’s
first satellite, Explorer 1 on January 31. 1958, As the post-Sputnik clamor grew for an American satellite

and it was clear the NRL’s Vanguard program could not easily be accelerated. Eisenhower told the DoD

"4 The Secretary of De-

on October 8 to “do what is necessary to have the Redstone ready as a backup.
fense authorized the Army on November 8. 1957 10 take the necessary specific steps to configure a Jupiter
C (a Redstone modified into an IRBM) to launch a satellite. Vanguard was given the first chance. how-
ever, But on December 6, 1957 it rose a few inches from its launch pad and exploded. Lyndon Johnsen
called it “one of the best publicized and most humiliating failures in our history.”™ Pundits quipped it
should be called Dudnik. Flopnik. Stayputnik or Kaputnik, At the United Nations the Soviets offered the
United States the same kind of technical assistance it made available to underdeveloped nations.’” The

Army proceeded expeditiously and within eight weeks launched America into space, which “. . . invoked

an all but audible sigh of relief across the country.”'**

M1 July 23. 1974 Killian oral history. 25-26.

"2 Memcon, October 8. 1957, folder: October 1957 StafT Notes (2). box 27. DDE Diary Scrics.
Ann Whitman file, 3,

' Cited in Derek W. Elliott. Finding an Appropriate Commitment: Space Policy Development
Uinder Eisenhower and Kennedy, 1934-1963, Ph.D. dissertation (George Washington University, 1992).
62. Sovict offer in Constance Green and Milton Lomask. I'angrard: A Historv. NASA SP-4202.
(Washington, DC: USGPO, 1970). 202.

1" Green and Lomask. 210,
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More directly germane to the discussion of the civil-military issue and why Eisenhower enshrined
a dual program in the Space Act was the fact both before and after Explorer. the "Army sought a major
role in military space technology.”** The Army had launched the first satellite and the ABMA was doing
most of the work in very large rocket engines with over one million pounds of thrust (the Air Force’s At-
las ICBM had approximately 300,000 pounds'**). The Air Force's WS-117L had been officially under-
way since March 1955 (and the concept intensely studied since 1950) and the Air Force was in the process
of drawing up detailed plans for a man-in-space program (see chapter 5). The Navy was the supervising
service for the NRL which in turn had responsibility for the Vanguard satellite effort. Eisenhower was not
impressed with this proliferatibn. though of course he plaved an important role by permitiing it. Never-
theless. he would take steps to control it. first by creating NASA. and second by creating ARPA.

The Air Force was perhaps most vocal in its post-Sputnik drive for increased space responsibili-
ties and programs. It created a special panel under Edward Teller right after Sputnik “. . . to examine
possible USAF [United States Air Force] contributions to a United States technical demonstration which
would counter world reaction to the USSR earth Sateltite.”’*" Not surprisingly. Teller's committee con-
cluded, “The USSR has acquired a momentum in technical progress which will permit a widening choice
of weapon systems for rapid and economical development.” To recover its scientific and technological
momentunt. the United States must develop “. . . a sustained long range program of research and experi-
mental development which . . . will assure that as yet unrecognized opportunities for military influence
can be rapidly translated into the form factors of weapon systerns.™!*¢

Teller further recommended putting “(he ballistic missile and space flight programs on a maxi-

mum effort basis in all its aspects. without reservation as to time, dollars or people used.” The DoD)’'s

™% Lovd S. Swenson. Lovd Jr.. James M. Grimwood and Charles C. Alexander. This New Ocean:
A Historv of Project Merciry, NASA SP-420] (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1966). 79.

1% Norman Polmar and Timothy Laur. Strategic Air Command: People, Aireraft and Missiles,
2nd edition. {Baltimore: Nautical & Aviation Publishing Company, 1990). 299,

' Report of the Teller 4d Hoc Comnrittee. October 28. 1957, Air Force History Support Office.
Washington. DC (AFHSO). K140.11-3.p. L.

¥ Thid.. 4.
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R&D budget should be “inviolate against financial restrictions™ because “If we continue to lag behind the
USSR in the conquest of space, we risk losing our deterrent ability.”™ This would all be spearheaded by the
USAF. which should “now undertake to equal and surpass the Russian achievement. Existing Air Force
programs will. if vigorously supported and pushed forward. give our nation the needed capability.”"*

USAF leaders and official doctrine soon incorporated the idea that space was a natural Air Force
responsibility. Chief of Staff Thomas While (the USAF s top-ranking officer} declared on November 29.
1957: |

1 feel that in the future whoever has the capability to control space will possess the capability

to exert control of the surface of the earth, . . . We airmen who have fought to assure that the

United States has the capability to control the air are determined that the United States must

win the capability to control space. . . . I'wish 1o stress that there is no division. per se.

between air and space. Air and space are an indivisible field of operations.'™
The Air Force's institutional thinking was expressed in a memo from its R&D branch: “The Air Force,
with greater justification than any other service. should be primarily responsible for the Astrenautics
(space) mission. . . . With any stretch of the imagination. the Air Force is the Service legitimaicly having
the greatest responsibility for extending its present three-dimensional mobility out further into space.,”
The only element lacking was “the administrative intestinal fortitude to take appropriate actions within its
own sphere of prerogative to begin such work, and at the proper time so notify the DOD.™'™ By Decem-
ber 1959 the Air Force had coined the term “aerospace” and incorporated it into its official doctrine man-
ual: “The acrospace is an operationally indivisible medium consisting of the total expanse bevond the

eanth’s surface, The forces of the Air Foree comprise a family of operating systems - air systems, ballistic

missiles. and space vehicle svstems. These are the fundamental aerospace forces of the nation.”' ™

"9 Ibid.. 9-11.

1500

Cited in Robert Frank Futrell. Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine: Basic Thinking in the United States
Air Force, 1907-1960. volume 1, (Maxwell Air Force Base. AL: Air University Press. 1989), 550

"1 William Weilzen. Deputy for Opcrations. Rescarch. and Development. Memorandum to As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force for R&D Richard Horner. Subject: Astronautics Planning, December
18, 1937, K168.8636-9. AFHRA. 1. Declassified at author’s request.

'*2 Cited in Lee Bowen, Threshold of Space: The Afr Force in the National Space Program,
[945-1959 (USAF HDLO. 1960), NSA MUS document 314, p. 18
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These concepts are moderate compared {o some from elsewhere within the Air Force. in a Janu-
ary 28, 1938 speech Brigadier General Homer Boushey posited. “The moon provides a retaliation base of
unequaled advantage. . . . It has been said that “He who controls the moon. controls the earth.” Our plan-
ners must carelully cvaluate this statement. for, if true (and 1 for one think it is). then the United States
must control the moon.”'** He elaborated. ©. . . the moon represents the age-old advantage of ‘high
ground.”. . . Lumnar outposts and even launch sites could be located on the far side of the moon - never to

w151

be seen from earth - vet earth locations could be viewed by telescope from the moon. The Air Force's

Deputy Chief of Staff for Development. Lieutenant General Donald Putt supported a military base on the
moon while testifying to Congress in March 1958 and declared this was . . . only a first step toward sta-
tions on planets far more distant from which control over the moon might be exercised.”**

One should not think Boushey and Putt were unrepresentative crackpots. On December 10, 1957
the Air Force attempted to create a new Directorate of Astronautics and named Boushey as its com-
mander. However. the “OSD reacted unfavorably.” with one of its officials stating the Air Force “wanted
to grab the limelight and establish a position.” The Secretary of Defcnse opposed the USAF creating a
space organization and felt it was an Air Force bid for popular support.'™ Eisenhower reportedly “hit the
roof* and phoned McElroy from a NATO meeting in Paris to express his displeasure,'”’ Under such pres-
sure. the Air Force disbanded its new Astronautics Directorate on December 13, making it the shortest-
lived Directorate éver in the USAF. Given Eisenhower’s space for peace policy designed to overtly em-
phasize civilian scientific exploration and covertly divert attention away from reconnaissance satellitcs.

this type of bold Air Force rhetoric was most certainly not welcome at the presidential level. Eventually

'** Cited in Eugene M. Emme. The Impact of Air Power: National Securitv and World Politics
(Princeton. NJ: D. Van Nostrand Co.. 1959). 872,

'** Brigadier General Homer A. Boushev. Deputy Director for Research and Development.
USAF. “Who Controls the Moon Controls the Earth,” IS News and Horld Report (February 7, 1958): 54.

1% Cited in Divine. Sputnik Chatlenge. 98.
"¢ Bowen. 109-111.

'*" Oral history interview of USAF Lieutenant General Donald E. Puil. Deputy Chief of Staff for
Development. April 30, 1974, file: Donald E. Putt. Biographical series. NHDRC. 36.
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the Air Force was permitted to establish an innocuously titled Directorate of Advanced Techrology under
Boushey in July 1958 to supervise space projects.

The Air Force drafted bold plans after Sputnik for a large space program. Schriever's Ballistic
Missile Division (BMD) submitied a plan to the OSD in January 1958 for FY59 that totaled $1.5 billion
and included the following programs: R&D test vehicles, satellite reconnaissance systems: lunar-bascd
intelligence-gathering system. orbital defense systems. logistics requiremients for lunar transport: and
strategic communications.** The civilian Undersecretary of the Air Force Malcolm MacIntyre explained,
“A space warfare capability on the part of the United States is vital to the survival of the free world. . . .
We must seek out every possible means of acquiring a military capability to control space - or to deny that
capability to an enemy.”'™ The gulf between Air Force space thinking and civitian OSD leaders’ space
thinking is revealed by the fact that the Air Force was told to program for only $177 million in FY39 of
this $1.5 billion request.'®"

This type of rhetoric was by no means limited to the Air Force, nor was the striving for institu-
tional advantage. The ABMA’s Wernher von Braun told Congress. I have not the slightest doubt that
the question of whether we or another nation has control of the spaces around the earth will have a very
greal impact on our military position on the earth itself. in other words. space superiority. control of the

]y
" To counter these

spaces around the earth. will soon be just as important as air superiority is today.
statements emphasizing military control of space and the role of the services. Eisenhower turned to “his
scientists.” e.g.. Killian and the members of PSAC.

As Killian has written. he and the other civilian scientists affiliated with the government “, , . felt

compelted to ridicule the occasional wild-blue-vonder proposals by a few air force officers for the exploi-

1** Air Force Systems Command. Space Systems Division, Chronology af Early Air Force Afan-
in-Space Activity (AFSC Historical Publications Series 05-21-1. 1965} NSA MUS document 446, p. 13,

'*¥ Congress. Senate. Special Committee on Space and Astronautics. National deronautics and
Space Act, 85th Congress. 2nd Session, 1958, p. 192,
1% Bawen. An Air Force Historv af Space Activities. 134

%! Congress. House. Select Commitiee on Astronautics and Space Exploration. dstronautics and
Space Exploration, 83th Congress. 2nd Session. 1958, p. 37.
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tation of space for military p-urposes, . . . Ihese officers. often more romantic than scientific. made pro-
posals that indicated an extraordinary ignorance of Newtonian mechanics. and the PSAC made clear to
the president the inappropriateness of these proposals.™® Dr. Lee A. DuBridge of PSAC and President of
the California Institute of Technology. told Congress that *. . . in many cases it will be found that a man
contributes nothing or very little to what could be done with instruments alone™ and added that a military
lunar base was not necessary because “It is clearly easier. cheaper. faster. more certain, more accurate to
transport a warhead from a base in the United States to an enemy target on the other side of the earth than
to take the same warhead . . . and then shoot it back from the moon.”'™ DuBridge warned against “wild

164

programs of Buck Rogers stunts and insane pseudomilitarv expeditions. A Killian staffer simply
pointed out, “We can discount at this point most of the ‘Buck Rogers™ type of thinking which anticipates
hordes of little men in space helmets firing disintegrators into each other from flving saucers.”'®" Perhaps
harsh but indicative of the Iack of tolerance within the Eisenhower administration for open speculation
concerning the military uses of space.

Killian reported. “President Eisenhower was disturbed by the nbmerous space proposals by the
military services which did not contribute to national security. The services were ﬁghting for “weapons
systems in space.” which neither PSAC nor BoB regarded as comsistent with the President’s view.”'®®
However. rhetoric was not the only military tendency leading Eisenhower to eventually support the crea-

tion of NASA. The bitter interservice rivalry which had characterized the ballistic missile ficld and had

bedeviled Eisenhower since he accelerated the program in 1934 appeared likely to spread from the missile

18- Killian. Sputnik, Scientists, and Eisenhower. 112,
'** House Select Commiitee. 780-8).
16 Cited in Divine. Spumik Challenge. 98.

1658 Paul Johnson. memorandum for Killian. Preliminary Observations on the Organization for
the Exploitation of Outer Space. February 21. 1958, Exploring the Unknown. 1'olume 1. 633,

166 Kitlian oral history. Juty 23, 1974, p. 5.
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field and into the space arena.'®” In responsc Eisenhower not only created NASA but authorized the crea-
tion of ARPA as a scparate OSD-level space agency to manage the military space projects and hopefully
prevent interservice conflict.

A week after Sputnik Eisenhower volunteered. “. . . he sometimes wondered whether there
should not be a fourth service established to handle the whole missiles activity, . . . The President sug-
gested that Mr. McElroy let people know . . . that he will deal with a very heavy hand in putting his own
ideas into effect.”'*® Yet several davs later someone leaked o the trade press specific information con-
cerning the WS-117L program.'® part of a deliberate effort one scholar describes as *. . . a stream of
sensitive information [which] began to flow from individuals within the Air Force directly to congressmen
considered svmpathetic to USAF views on military research and procurement.™ ™ One anonymous OSD
official quipped. “1 have not heard it suggested that any of the services has emploved poisonous drugs or
physical violence in its struggles against the others. but few other weapons are neglected. ™™

Primary sources amply support these asscssments. General John Medaris’ memoirs feature sev-
eral vitriolic attacks on the Air Force and its managerial competence.” On November 19. 1957 the
Army submitted to the OSD a proposal for a satellite reconnaissance system that would largelv duplicate
the Air Force's 1171 because *. . . the Army can satisfy the Nation’s and its allies’ urgent requirement for

accurate and timely intelligence from within the USSR in less time. for less cost. and with a greater assur-

'*" For a full account of interservice probiems in the early missile programs. see Michael H. Ar-
macost. The Politics of Weapons Innovation: The Thor-Jupiter Controversy (New York; Columbia Uni-

versity Press, 1969).

1% Memcon, Qctober 11. 1957, folder; October 1957 Staff Notes (2). box 27. DDE Diary series.
Ann Whitman File. DDEL. 2.

1% «[JSAF Pushes Pied Piper Space Vehicle,” Aviation Tzek (October 14. 1957y 26.

V" John Prados. The Soviet Estimate: U.S. Intelligence Analvsis and Russian Military Strength
(New York: The Dial Press. 1982), 59.

" Vernon Van Dyke, Pride and Power: The Rationale of the Space Program (Urbana, TL; Uni-
versity of [llinois Press. 1964), 200,

'** John B. Medaris. Major General. US Army. Retired. w/Arthur Gordon. Countdown for Deci-
sion (New York: G.P, Putnam’s Sons, 1960).
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ance of success than any other agency.” The Army openly proclaimed its satellite svstem would “serve as
a logical first step in achieving a true ‘congquest of space.”™ The Army stated that with its ABMA and von
Braun. “Nowhere ¢lse in this nation does there exist a comparable reservoir of proven experience and
competcna::c,'"]73 The Army even proposed its own human spaceflight program. Project Adam. justified as
research into “large scale transport by troop-carrier missiles” which would also “enhance the technologi-
cal prestige of the United States in the eves of its friends. allics and citizens.”'"* Even the Navy had a
human spaceflight proposal called “Manned Earth Reconnaissance™ which called for a cylindrical space-
craft with spherical ends that could become a delta-winged inflatable glider once in orbit."

The Air Force worried about the Army launching America’s first satellite because “. . . the Army
can certainly be expected to beat the drums for the assignment of satellite and space projects exclusively to
the Army. . . . This will place the Army in a most favorable position in regard to future space prob-
lems.™"® The Air Force also worried about the consequences of a successful Vanguard launch by the Na-
val Research Laboratory: “If the Vanguard program continues and has a lucky success. two things must
be considered: a. The Navy will have a basis for claims on space roles. b. The civilian scientists will be
able 1o claim success.”™' "’

Such dissension distressed Eisenhower. who often expressed. as he did on February 4. 1938, “that

he has come to regret deeply that the missile program was not set up in OSD rather than in anv of the

' US Army. briefing on satellite reconnaissance system. November 19, 1957, folder; Space.
November 1957 (2). box 18, Office of the Special Assistant for Science and Technotogy (OSAST). White
House Office. DDEL. 1-2. 11,

" ABMA Report No. D-TR-1-58, Development Proposal for Project Adam. April 17, 1958.
folder: ABMA (Project Adam). DoD> subseries. Federal Agencies series, NHDRC. 1-2,

'™ See Linda Neumann Ezell. NASA Historical Data Book 1'olume II:  Programs and Projects
19358-1968. NASA SP-4012 (Washington, DC: USGPQ. 1988). 94. and Swenson, et. al.. This New
Ocean. 100.

'8 Colonet Asa Gibbs. Air Force Liaison Officer for Project Vanguard. to General Putl. Memo-
randum.. Subject: Vanguard-Jupiter C Firings. January 17. 1938. folder: USAF Documents/ Correspon-
dence (1957-1961). DoD subscries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1-2.

""" Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Development. Memorandum for record. Subject:

Comments on Project Vanguard. to Richard Horner, February 6. 1958. folder. USAF Documents/ Corre-
spondence (1957-1961). DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 2.
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services.” When DDR&E Herbert York mentioned ABMA was highly competent and interested in a
permanent role in the space program, “The President quickly intetjected a caution not to put the satellite
job in any of the services.”™ Eisenhower emphasized he wanted to see the space program “kept out of
service politics.”'™  An expanding military rote in the space program was highly unlikely in these cir-
cumstances. As York summarized, each service could justify building any rocket or satellite it so desired
and why it could handle the task better than the other services; “There just was confusion. chaos. unnec-
essary duplication at the highest level. ™™

Eisenhower’s response to this situation was not oaly to place the civilian space exploration pro-
gram under NASA but 10 create the Advanced Research Projects Agency. McElrov first discussed on No-
vember 1. 1957 the administration’s intention to create a special weapons laboratory that “. . . would limit
its operations to research and exploratory development. it would not affect Military Depariment rofes and
missions.”'® Then on November 20 he explained to Congress his plans for a “special projects™ agency
whose duty would be to unify the space projects scattered among the three services so that the OSD could
conirol interservice rivalry in what McEiroy termed “all our effort in the satellite and space research
ficld.” '®' McElroy added the new agency would have “single control in some of our most advanced de-
velopment projects.”'® He told Johnson's Preparedness Subcommitiee that ARPA meant. “There is not
going to be any satellite program in the services except as directed by the Advanced Research Projects

Agency. . . the entire program will be directed and controlled by a single .':1gf:m:y."183

"% Memcon, February 4, 1958, supra. 2.
" York oral history of January 24. 1989, supra, 41.

'8 Secretary of Defiense Neil McElroy. transcript of remarks al Secretary of Defense luncheon.
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) opposed this and opposition to ARPA’s creation was onc of the
few things the Army. the Air Force and the Navy could agree on. The Air Force's Deputy Chief of Staff
for Development commented concerning the earth satcllite and other space vehicles, “In my opinion the
national interest would best be served by a firm decision assigning these two mission responsibilities to
one military service. I believe the Air Force should receive confirmation that both areas are within iis
purview of mission assignment.”'®" But McElroy overruled them all. Eiscnhower even included the
pending ARPA creation in his January 9. 1958 State of the Union address: “In recognition of the need for
single control in some of our most advanced development projects. the Secretary of Defense has already
decided to concentrate into one organization all anti-missile and satellite technology undertaken within
the Department of Defense. ™™

Congress passed the legislation funding ARPA, PL 85-325, on February 12. 1958 and it author-
ized the Sccretary of Defense to “engage in such advanced projects essential to the Defense Department’s
responsibilities in the field of basic and applied research and development which pertain to weapons sys-
tems and military requirements. . . . and for a period of one year from the effective date of this Act. the
Secretary of Defense or his designate is further authorized to engage in such advanced space projects as
mayv be designated by the President.”'® Therefore ARPA was, in fact. America’s first space agency.
starting operations in February 1958, whereas NASA began functioning in October 1958, Nevertheless.
Congress clearly limited ARPA’s funding and authority over civilian space projects to one vear because.
as a later Congressional report explained, ARPA was an “emergency measure to provide coordination and
leadership . . . for space projects already underway or envisioned within the Defense Department. ARPA
was our only attempt at piving immediate direction to the space effort on a fairly high fevel. It came also

as a response to a feeling that the far-ranging space exploration projects were hard to reconcile with indi-

'*! Lieutenant General Donald Putt. Memorandum for Chief of Staff. USAF. Subject: Comments
Relative to Special Projects Agency. November 22. 1957, K168-8636-25. AFHRA. 1. Emphasis in origi-
nal.

1% Cited in Griffith, 1.
1% public Law 85-825. Advanced Research Projects Agency. February 12. 1958. SPI document
1541, section 7. p. 4.
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vidual services” missions. Al the time of its founding. plans for a civilian space agencv were already de-
veloping.”"® Eisenhower also emphasized ARPA's conditional nature when he authorized the transfer of
all military and scientific space projects 10 ARPA on March 24, 1958 but *. . . with the understanding that
when and if a civilian agency is created, these projects will be subject to review to determine which would
be under the cognizance of the Department of Defense and which under the cognizance of the new
agency.”'® Eisenhower's Staff Secretary summarized ARPA’s purpose: “. . . we simply had to get above
this very difficull situation involving the services. You sec. if you were dependent on the services that
meant vou were going to be affected and afflicted by this rivalry rather than having an agency which
would go at the problems from a national point of view.'®

ARPA’s period of importance in space was from its founding in February of 1958 until Septem-
ber 1959. Until NASA stood up in October 1958 ARPA had managerial responsibility for all of Amer-
ica’s space programs, from Vanguard to the Air Force’s reconnaissance satellite. It should be noted, how-
ever, that in most cases ARPA immediately coniracted the projects back to the original organization for
execution. so the Air Force continued to develop the WS-117L and the NRL continued to conduct the
Vanguard program. Nevertheless. the services resented losing the final say in their space projects and felt
ARPA posed the danger of evolving into a fourth service.

By September 1959 ARPA’s space project responsibilities were transferred back to the services
and ARPA faded from importance in the civil-militarv field. Until that point. the Air Force had to con-
tend not only with the increasing power of. and possible bureaucratic competition with. the ncw civilian
space organization NASA. but also with ARPA as another layer of OSD bureaucracy, ARPA’s role as the

OSD supervisor for space R&D would fade in 1959 but the new Director of Defense for Research and

Engincering (DDR&E} took it over and continued to exercise tight control over Air Force space projects

¥ Congress. House. Select Committee on Astronautics and Space Exploration. The Narional
Space Pragram, Report. 85th Congress. 2nd Session. May 21, 1938. p. 9.

"% FEisenhower. memorandum for the Secretary of Defense. March 24. 1958. K140.11-11.
AFHSO, 1,

1% Goodpaster oral history interview, July 22, 1974 supra. 31.
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throughout the 1960s.'® USAF officers such as Schricver would repeatedly assert. “The services were
under proper supervision at the OSD level. we didn’t nced an ARPA. We were doing that kind of
work "' Before ARPA was even official, Schriever had said. “. . . any program to establish a separalc
astronawtics management agency would result in duplication of capabilities already existing in the Air
Force ballistic missile programs at a cost in funds and time. . . 92 Strict OSD-level supervision, through
ARPA and later DDR&E, was a reality with which the Air Force had to learn to live. just as they would
have 1o share the playing field with NASA in a few months. One of the consequences of the creation of
ARPA and pending creation of NASA was that by the summer of 1958, . . . the identity of the well-
=193

thought-out Air Force space program had been lost.”

Dividing the Indivisible?

Eisenhower’s space for peace policy had been emerging since early 1955 and culminated with the
submission of his administration’s version of the Space Act on April 2, 1958, Before returning to the dis-

cussion of the Space Act at the point at which Eisenhower had submitted his version to Congress. one

" The muddled organizational situation of late 1958 and 1959 was a resuft of PL 835-399,
August 6. 1958, the Defense Reorganization Act. which created yet another OSD bureaucracy. the Dirce-
tor of Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) to supervise all DoD research. development. technical
and engineering activities. For a reprint of this bill see Congress, House, Committee on Science and As-
tronautics. Defense Space Interests, Hearings, 87th Congress, st Session. March 1961, p. 219fF. There
was a period of some confusion concerning whether Rov Johnson as ARPA Director was subordinate to or
superior 1o the first DDR&E Herbert York (whose previous job had been ARPA Chief Scientist, serving
under Royv Johnson), Finally. in 1959 Deputy Secretary of Defense Quarles declared that Roy Johnson and
ARPA *. .. will be subject to the supervision and coerdination of Dr. York's office just as are those of the
military departments.” See Congress. House, Committee on Appropriations. Department of Defense Ap-
propriations for 1960. Hearings. part 6. “Research. Development. Test. and Evalnation.” 86th Congress.
1st Session, 1959. DOD Dircctive 5105.15 of March 17, 1939 officially made ARPA and its projects
“subject to the supervision and coordination of the Director of Defense Research and Engineering.” See
Bowen, dn dir Force Historv of Space dctivities. 176, From this point. the ARPA Director was no longer
the voice of the Secretary of Defense in space ressarch and development matters. the DDR&E was.

"1 Oral history interview of General Bernard A. Schricver by the author. July 2. 1996,

%2 Cited in Futrell. vofume f. 590.

%% Bowen. .in .lir Force History of Space Activities. 142. Bowen explains that when Boushey's
Directorate for Advanced Technology began operations on July 15, 1958, the Air Force space program it
directly supervised consisted of seven studies on possible programs such as a manned reconnaissance sys-

tem, a lunar cbservatory. a satellite interceptor. and a 24-hour reconnaissance satellite. The USAF did not
launch a space vehicle untit Project SCORE in December 1958,
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philosophical point merits attention. Was it even possible to rationally accomplish one important compo-
nent of the space for peace policy. the separation of the United States space program inte distinet civilian
and military components? Eisenhower’s Budget Director Maurice Stans told Congress during its Space
Act hearings that the President will simply have to assign many projects in a grav area befween NASA
and the DoD to one organization or the other because the BoB “. . | has found it almost impossible in leg-
islation to establish precise division between agencies with closely related programs, 1 don’t think it can
be done here."™

Space policy analyst Eilene Galloway provided the most cogent analysis of this question to the
congressional committees considering Eisenhower's Space Act in her reports. “Problems of Congress in
Formulating Outer Space Legislation.” March 7. 1958. and “Reasons for Confusion About Space Law.”
May 11. 1958. In the former she pointed out. “The line between the peaceful and military uses of outer
space is much more difficult to draw than is the case with atomic energy. . . . Practically every peaceful
use of outer space appears to have a militarv application.” such as weather. communication, reconnais-
sance, even biomedical rescarch. “We can establish civilian control within the United States. but if it
turns out that peaceful uses cannot be scientifically separated from military implications. then how are we
to regulate the international civilian-military situation?” She asked. “Upon the basis of what scientific
facts can a linc be drawn between military and non-military outer space activities? She concluded. “Tt
will be a difficult legislative task to devise a law for the effective organization and administration of these
far-flung operations in shich the military and non-military are so closcly associated.”" ™

In the latter she reiterated. “The fact that the satellite as an instrument is practically indivisible as
between military and civilian use has not been stressed. with the result that some people are trving to di-
vide things which cannot be divided without increasing the cost beyond necessity,” She warned against

the tendency to characterize the DoD as “military” and the soon-to-be NASA as ‘civilian® because the DaD

19 Congress. Senate. Special Commitice on Space and Astronautics. National Aderonautics and
Space Act, Hearings. 85th Congress, 2nd Session. 1958, 282,

1% Eilene Galloway. “Problems of Congress in Formulating Outer Space Legislation.” March 7.
1958, reprinted in House Select Committec. .istronautics and Space Exploration. 8-9.
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was in fact under civilian control and NASA's predecessor the NACA spent much of its time on military

matters:

The fact to emphasizc is that both ARPA and NASA are scientific. . . . The fact that one

scientist wears a uniform while his co-worker wears a civilian suit does not mean that the

uniformed scientist is an incipient Napoleon who threatens popular government. . .

control by a group of scientific specialists is just as dangerous to democratic government

as control by a group of military specialists. [The imporiant point is the] concept of control

of policy by the elected representatives of the people over the various professional specialists

who lack the breadth of vision required for guarding the common welfare and the public

interest, , . . The main reason we must have a civilian agency in the outer space field is

because of the necessity of negotiating with other nations and the United Nations from some

non-military posture. . . . If all we wanted to achieve was maximum efficiencv at minimum

cost in a satellite program. we could leave it all in ARPA as presently constituted. ™"

The committees reprinted Galloway’s sentiments in their final reports. The House members were con-
vinced that “. . . it is extremely difficult to separate scientific discoveries directly applicable to the military
from those most important to peaceful uses. Discovery is impartial and impersonal. It can be controlied
by no blueprint. It can be contained by no laws. . . . the job of a space agency is to turn a sword into
something of a cosmic plowshare,”"”’

Galloway’s points are very helpful in sorting out the October 1957 to October 1958 time frame,
especially the role of Congress. Even though it might not be possible to perfectly categorize all potential
space projects as either civilian or military in nature. the international nature of space in a cold war con-
text made at least the attempt necessarv. Further. the real concern was not reining in a corps of out of
contro] Colonel Blimps but rather ensuring that America’s elected representatives. including the Presi-
dent, maintained firm control over all parties who might want to use the American space program for
their own agenda.

The Conpressional Role in Balancing Civil-Military Responsibility

Returning to the Space Act. there were in fact four Space Acts: Eisenhower’s submission to

Congress on April 2, 1958, the separate versions passed by the House and Senate. and the final version

1% Eilene Galloway, “Reasons for Confusion About Space Law.” May 11, 1958. folder; Nationat
Acronautics and Space Act of 1958, box: White House. Presidents. Eisenhower, Space Act. NHDRC. 1-4.
Emphasis in original.

" Congress. Honse, Select Committee on Astronautics and Space Exploration. The National
Space Program, Bouse Report No. 1758 85th Congress. 2nd Session. May 21. 1958. 3. 5.
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crafted by a conference commitiee which Eisenhower signed on July 29. 1958. Fortunately. they agreed
on all the points relevant to this dissertation except one. the exact wording dividing responsibility for
space projects between NASA and DoD and how to effect subsequent coordination of effort on space proj-
ects, The relevant points of agreement require little discussion except o point them out. First. there was
consensus that United Stales space activities “. . . should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of
all mankind.” Second. there was agreement on the fact that . . . such activities shall be the responsibility
of, and shall be directed by, a civilian agency exercising control over aeronautical and space aclivities
sponsored by the United States. except. . . .7 (the language following “except” was the problem area).
Third, there was agreement on the general objectives for United States space activities. to include; ex-
panding human knowledge; studving the potential benefits of space vehicles: preserving “the role of the
United States as a leader [not the leader] in aeronautical and space science and technology.” “making
available to agencies directly concerned with national defenses of discoveries that have military value or
significance;” and cooperating with other nations in space.'*™

Eisenhower’s version of the “exception clause™ (phrase used 10 describe the fact that all space
activities were to be given to NASA except certain ones) read, “except insofar as such activities may be
peculiar to or primarily associated with weapons systems or military operations, in which case the agency
may act in cooperation with, or on behalf of, the Department of Defense.”® This language. and the dis-
cussions in the Eisenhower administration preceding its version of the Space Act. led many officials
within the DoD to conclude the proposed NASA would simply be an extension of and expansion upon the
old NACA. and organization with which the DoD and Air Force were very comfortable and had a cozy
relationship (see chapter 2. final section). When il become clear during the subsequent Congressional

hearings that NASA was in fact to be not only a research agency bul also an operating agency. the DoD

1" National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, reprinted in John M. Logsdon. w/Linda J. Lear.
Jannelle Warren-Findley. Ray A. Witliamson. and Dwayne A. Day. eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Se-
lected Documents in the Historv of the U.S. Civil Space Program, V'ofume I: Organizing for Exploration,
NASA SP-4407 (Washington, DC: USGPO, 1995), 335,

1% Congress. House, Committee on Science and Astronautics. Legisiative History of the Space
Law af 1958 Establishing the World's First Civilian Space Agencyv: A Detailed Docunientation of the
Enactment by Congress of a New Lav. Reporl. 8th Congress. 2nd Session. August 1960, 18.
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would become much more concerned with the exception clause cited above. But in early April Deputy
Secretary of Defense Donald Quarles concfuded that the NASA would be a “logical extension”™ of the
NACA and stated, “It is assumed the operation of the new agency would bear the same relationship to the
Department of Defense . . . as the NACA now does in the acronautics field. and specifically. that NASA
would continue to perform aeronautical research that is basic to military aeronautics™™

Some DoD officials displaved these assumptions during the congressional hearings on the Space
Act between April 15 and May 12. 1958 in the House and May 6-8. 13-15 in the Senate. ARPA Director
Roy Johnson stated the DoD felt its relationship with NASA would be ™. . . basically an extension of the
relationship with NACA as it existed in the past and there was not much concern about the language or
the change in relationship.”**' The USAF’s top R&D officer believed NASA “should perform almost the
same role across the board™ as had the NACA “with all the agencies of the Government in essentially the
same manner and the same method that has been practiced in the past. . . . So I view their role and rela-
tionships as just remaining practically the same except extending in scope from conventional aeronautics
into space. It would seem to me that NASA would still function in an advisory capacity in the same way
that they have in the past.” Assistant Secretary of Defense for R&D Clifford Furnas. when asked if DoD
thought the new NASA would be an operating agency responded. “It will not be an operational agency. 1t
is strictly a research and development agency.™ Ewen James Doolittle, the NACA Chairman said. 1 see
no change in relationship between the military services and the NACA as a result of the establishment of
the NASA ™" The bulk of the congressional hearings on Eisenhower's Space Act are the story of how
this DoD perception changed and the resulting modification of the exception language.

Since the termination of the Preparedness Subcommittee’s inquiry in January 1958, Congress
had been watting for the White House 1o submit legislation so it could resume its active role. When the

president’s proposals arrived on Aprit 2. both houses had previously established new standing committees

* Donald Quarles, letier to BoB Director Maurice Stans. April 1. 1958, K168.8636-23. AFHRA.

! Senate Special Committee, National deronautics and Space Act. 168.

“* House Select Committee. Astronantics and Space Exploration. 131-32. 767, 930.
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(for the first time since 1946™) to deal with the issue of space. In fact. both houses fclt America’s organ-
izational respense to Sputnik was so important that the Majorily Leaders were selected to chair each
committee: Senator Lyndon Johnson {D-Texas) and Representative John McCormack (D-Mass.) Very
senior congressmen were selected as additional members for the new committees,

On February 6. 1958 the Senate created its Special Committee on Space and Astronautics: the
House followed on March 5 with its Select Committee on Astronautics and Space Exploration. .Rhetoric
dominated both occasions. with Johnson declaring. “The exploration of outer space will dominate the af-
fairs of mankind. just as the exploration of the Western Hemisphere dominated the affairs of mankind in
the 16th and 17th centuries. . . ."** Since the House had lesser institutional experience with space issues
(the Senate having conducied the Preparedness hearings). its Select Committee met for 17 days between
April 15 and May 12 to call 48 witnesses. Given that the Senate had previously dealt with much of the
technical information. its Special Committee confined its hearings more narrowly to Eisenhower’s bill
and therefore met for six days between May 6 and May 15, calling only twenty witnesses. While both
commitiees were reacting to the same bill. the House scemed concerned that the Dob) would have too
much power in the space arena while the Senate questioned whether or not the DoD would have too fittle
say in space R&D and operations. But in both houses the question of the proper balance of civilian vs.
inilitary control in America’s space effort was a key issue,

No one who testified before the commitices questioned the fundamental wisdom of civilian con-
trol. Queslions concerned. on the one hand. the particular batance of power that might exist between
NASA and the DoD given various permutations of the except clause highlighted above. On the other
hand. there was also a great deal of concern that the two agencies properly coordinate their activities to
ensure America had as rational a program as possible with little duplication, On this second point. the
House tended to favor a relatively large Military Liaison Committee that would meet at the agency level 1o
ensure programs and projects werc properly coordinated. The Senate preferred a National Space Council

similar to the NSC that would involve fewer but higher-ranking members such as the Secretary of De-

*3 According to McDougall. 169.

¥4 Cited in Legislative Historv of the Space Law. 3.
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fense. Secretary of State. NASA Adminisirator. etc.. 1o provide guidance and overall policy direction to
Amcrica’s space program. In a typical bureaucratic compromise, the final legislation created both bodies.

The House's Select Committee’s concern was that the bill's tasking language would cnable the
DoD to contsol almost all of the space program by declaring that virtually everyihing was related to mili-
tary weapons or operations. Again and again Chairman McCormack objected: “You create a civilian
situation but then you accept evervthing that is peculiar to or primarily associated with weapons systems
or military operations. Thai covers evervthing. . . . Through the word ‘except’ vou take all the powers
away from it [NASA] practically unless the Defense Department says it is all right. . . . The Defense De-
partment might hold that the sending up of satellites is primarily militarv. Then you realize under the
terms of the bill the military makes the decisions. does it not. unless we change the language?™*""

Most responses 10 such queries pointed out that like disputes between any two executive branch
agengcics, such quarrels would ultimately go to the president for resolution. Most. however. could proba-
bly be worked out at a lower level. given proper coordination. There was much discussion on exactly how
this could best be accomplished with the House preferring a larger committee working on a daily basis at
the operating level of the agencies.

DoD personnel. uniformed and civilian. repeatedly urged the House committee members not to
accept fanguage that would prohibit the DoD from engaging in R&D or space operations that were con-
sidered part of their national security responsibility. A parade of witnesses emphasized. “The bill . . .
should not have language in it which says we can only work on things for which there is a well-defined
requirement.” The DoD had to have the freedom. in their opinion, to cngage in very bastc exploratory

®  When they began to realize that

R&D that might or might not lead to militarily useful hardware.™
NASA would not simply be an advisory R&D organization like the old NACA but would in fact be an-

other agency operating in space on a day-to-day basis. DoD officials emphasized it was *. . | of great im-

portance that the delineation between mililary and civilian interests be made clearly and justly to avoid

205

House Select Committee, Astronautics and Space Exploration 837, 862, 981

% Dr, Herbert York. ARPA Chiel Scientist, ibid., 40.
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jurisdictional disputes.”™" The importance of modifying the exception clause became clear to DoD lead-
ers when civilian scientisis began to make statements to Congress such as. “T have the strong feeling that
the Department of Agriculture . . . might have more cognizance and basic interest in the research of outer
space than Defense. actually,”™™ The growing interpretation that the DoD would have to clear its projects
through NASA and that NASA would handle a large portion of military space R&D under Eisenhower’s
exception language “aroused the DOD to legislative counterattack ™"

Unfortanately, this task of drawing a clear delincation between civilian and military concerns in
space was probably impossible in the short term, Officers already experienced in space like General John
Medaris. Director of the Arm}".s Ballistic Missile Agency. explained “. . . neither this bill nor succeeding
events can completely define in all cases where the division point is. . . . I find it very difficult in my own
mind. with assurance. to divide out the scientific. the peaceful. and the military,”™° Therefore the DoD
witnesses urged some mechanism for close cooperation, coupled with granting DoD the flexibility to pur-
sue a wide variety of R&D that could lead to national security hardware at some point in the future. “I
think any civilian agency that is established should not have an inhibiting influcnce on the military’s be-
ing able to carry out its requirements” was a common sentiment among military witnesses.”' Most DoD
officials would have agreed with Deputy Defense Secretary Quarles in urging “administrative latitude” in
working out the NASA-DoD relationship: “I think it has to be both things. and both things in paraliel.
and both things with priority. "'

Combative ARPA director Roy Johnson bluntly expressed the DoD’s concern;

The legislation setting up a civilian group should not be so worded thal it may be construed

7 Rear Admiral John Hayward. Assistant Chief of Naval Operations for R&D. ibid., 274.

% Dr. James Van Allen. Professor of Physics. University of lowa, discoverer of the Van Allen
radiation belts surrounding the earth. and long-time leader in the astrophysics field. House Select
Committee. Astronautics and Space Exploration. 864,

* Schoetile. 242.

1% House Select Commitiee, dstronautics and Space Exploration, 144-145.

I General Bernard Schriever. director of the Air Force's ICBM development team. ibid., 627.

22 Tbid., 1103,
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to mecan that the military uses of space are to be limited by a civilian agency. This could

be disastrous. It behooves the wrilcrs of this legislation to state positively this freedom

clearly and without equivocation. . . . if the DoD decides it to be militarily desirable to

program for putting man into spacc. it should not have lo justifv this activity to the

civilian agency.”"
ARPA’s chief scientist added. “. . . if the Department of Defense wants to put up reconnaissance satellites
I don't see why the civilian agency should have ansthing to say about i.”>'* By the end of the hearings
even McCormack was convinced as to the necessitv of such language guaranteeing freedom for DoD
R&D: *I realize the difficulty of divorcing what is civilian from military, and I think any doubt should be
resolved . . . on the side of safety. . . on the side of the military.”'*

Accordingly, the House amending Eisenhower’s tasking language. It gave DoD) freedom for its
R&D and it directed NASA to cooperate with DoD. as opposed to the Eisenhower Janguage which said
that NASA may do so. Section 102 of the House’s bill said NASA, “shall act in cooperation with (A) the
Department of Defense insofar as such activities are peculiar to or primarily associated with weapons sys-
tems. military operations. or the defense of the United States (including the research and development

'necessary to make effective provision for the defense of the United States, . . “*'® While vesting more re-

sponsibility in the DoD and mandating cooperation. the House still did not grant the DoD sole responsi-
bility for that part of the space program ‘peculiar to or primarily associated . . .” That would have to wait
for the Senate. The House clearly felt this step unnecessary. One of its staff reports stated the House lan-
guage “. . . makes clear the Space Agency is civilian and free from military domination. vet organized so

that meither civilian nor military activities will be slighted or obstructed.”™’ In the House members'

minds. the provision for the Military Liaison Committee ensured. through its agency coordinating func-

3 Ibid,, 1165.
1 Ibid., 1533,
15 fbid., 1172,
718 Legislative History of the Space Law. 828,

" Congress. House. Select Committee on Astronautics and Space Exploration. Comparison of
IT.R. 12575 as passed hv the House and as Passed the Senate, June 18, 1958, Commitiee Print. 85th

Congress. 2nd Session. 1958,
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tion. that no slighting or obstructing would take place.

The Senate Special Commities took the final step of enabling the DoD to completely control
those aspects of the space program ‘peculiar to or primarily associated . . .” DoD officials expressed to the
Senate almost exactly the same kind of concerns thev had to the House. outlined above. The Senate was
initially much more concerned that the c¢ivilian agency could inhibit the DoD role in space so the DoD
testimony had even more impact in the Senate’s proceedings. Quarles reemphasized: the ‘peculiar to. . .’
language must not “define by exclusion or otherwise the proper activities of the Department of Defense.
... I 'would construe this language as not limiting the clear responsibility of the Department of Defense
for programs that are important 1o the defense mission. including the support of research that is closely
related to the defense mission ™'® He recommended clear language tasking the DoD as the responsible
agent for such activities. ARPA's Roy Johnson explained that the DoD was “. . . certain that a high order
of cooperation must exist if the national program is to be accomplished. . . . T believe what is really impor-
tant here is that the Department of Defense not be precluded from going into a scientific exploration for
defense reasons. . . ."*'® In othet words. the DoD should be able to pursue programs “it believes have a
reasonable chance of fulfilling military ends without having a civilian agency say ves or no,”™™ A string
of uniformed officers made the same points.

Senate Special Committee members on both sides of the aisle seemed more than amenable to this
train of thought. A Republican from Iowa believed the military aspects might be placed at risk of being
“ . . deteriorated under perhaps certain imagined or possible civilian attitudes™™' under Eisenhower’s
tasking language. The ranking minority member suggested the language “must be tied closer to the mili-
tary than is now proposed in the bill . . . . I am for this space exploration. but the primarty purposc of it . . .

is the defense of the country.”™  Democrat Theodore Greene concurred and concluded concerning the

*1% Senate Special Committee. National Aeronantics and Space Act. 67.
2 Ibid.. 147-148.
LR
Tbid., 178,
*! Tbid.. 24. Senator Bourke Hickenlooper.

2 Tbid.. 73-74. Senator Styles Bridges. New Hampshire.
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Eisenhower bill's tasking language. “The whole sentence needs rewriting.”*™ In fact Johnson's final
committee report. forwarded to the Senate as a whole. pointed out “Your committee believes great mis-
chief could b wrought by delegating to the civilian Space Agency authority over military weapons svs-
tems and military operations.” Therefore the commitiee had rewritten the bill's language based upon its
“universal recognition that the proposed legislation should not restrict or hamper the Department of De-
fense. . . . [because] the military aspects of the problem are grave. involving as they do the very survival of
the nation."**' Johnson emphasized in the Congressional Record that his intention was to say to the DoD:
“You shall have complete responsibility for those aeronautical and space activities primarily associated
with research into and development of our weapons systems and with military operations, both in peace-
time and wartime.” At the same time. *There is no dispuie here as to whether we shall have civilian or
military control over our acronautical and space activities, That control will clearly be civilian. "

The Scnate’s modifications were two-fold. First it ensured coordination via a limited-in-size and
high ranking Space Policy Board described above. Second and more important it tightened up the tasking
language. It said America’s space program shall be the responsibilitv of. and directed by, a civilian
agency “except that activitics peculiar to or primarily associated with the development of weapons systems
or military operations shall be the responsibility of. and shall be directed by. the Department of De-

fense."*** Both the DoD and BoB expressed approval of this wording. *

The Eisenhower administration scemed amenable to either the House or Senate language. or

2 Ibid.. 239, Senator from Rhode Island.

“* Congress. Senate. Special Committee on Space and Astronautics. National Aeronautics and
Space Act of 1938, Report No. 1701, 85th Congress. 2nd Scssion, June 11. 1958,

“* Volume 104, No. 98 for June 16. 1938. reprinted in Legislative History of the Space Act.
1107.

6 Copy of the Senate Special Committee’s bill S. 3609 dated Fune 11. 1958, page 18. lines 9-12.
NHDRC.

" Congress. Senate. Special Committee on Space and Astronautics. S. 3609: .1 Bill Estahlish-

ing a National Aeronauntics and Space Agency, with a Section by Section dnalvsis and Staff Explanation
and Comments, Confidential Committec Print. 85th Congress. 2nd Session. May 31. 1958, p. 2.
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some compromise versiont, The White House only insisted that the Space Policy Board not usurp presi-
dential power. Initially it appeared reconciling the House and Senate versions could be quite difficult.
The House was worried that under the Senate’s language the DoD would have full responsibility over
military space; this “could prevent effective planning of the national space program and critically hamper
its coordination. . . .The Department of Defense would have the controlling voice in determining what
were mtilitary and what were civilian space activities.”™® The House preferred its language because. cou-
pled with its Military Liaison Committee. it felt there would be “a continuous two-way street of informa-
tion and decision-making.”*” The full Housc did not modify its committee’s bill and unanimously passed
it by voice vote on June 2 after only two hours of debate dealing with issues such as patents and salary
levels.

The Senate remained committed to its version as the best balance of guaranteeing civilian control
while taking care “. . . to insure that the Department of Defense and the military services have the neces-
sary authority and responsibility to carry out those programs and projects which are needed to maintain

1 230}

military security, It remained committed to a high-level Space Policy Board that would go bevond the
advisory function envisioned by the House and actually craft America’s space program: by means of this
process proper civil-military cooperation and coordination would occur. The Senate version of the bill
passed that body unanimously by voice vote on June [6.

Despite initial pessimism. the differences between the bills were resolved in fate June and early
Julv 1958, One participant cites the willingness of the White House o participate in the discussions as

n

kev to the resotution of differences.™ By early July the only remaining difficulty was Johnson's insis-

tence on a strong Space Policy Board while the White House remained concerned over a possible diminu-

% Comparison of HR. 12575.1-2,

**? House Select Committee. The National Space Program

¥ Congress. Senate. Special Committee on Space and Astronautics. Final Report. Report No.

100. 86th Congress. 1st Session. March 11, 1959, p. 6.
3! Hechler explains in Endless Frontier, 21. that the ligison between Bryvce Harlow. Eisen-

hower’s Deputy Assistant for Congressional Affairs. and the House Select Committee’s Administrative
Assistant Edward A. McCabe greatly facilitated the compromising process.
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tion of presidential authority. The final piece of the puzzle fell inte place on July 7 when Johnson visited
Eisenhower in the Whitc House. Johnson suggested that perhaps the impasse could be broken if the
president was designated the Policy Board's chairman and the Board thus functioned similarly to the Na-
tional Security Council. Eisenhower said he felt that would work and agreed to what would become
known as the Space Council. =

In the end a House-Senate conference committee required only a single dav. Julv 15, 1938, to
draft a final version of the National Aeronautics and Space Act. McCormack agreed to Johnson's Space
Council and the Senate’s tasking language more friendly to the DoD: in return Johnson agreed to the
House's Military Liaison Committec and backed away from his insistence on a joint Senate-House stand-
ing space committee (both houses would establish standing space commitiees.) The final version of the
bill passed both houses of Congress by unanimous voice votes on July 16. 1958 with no debate and no
amendments.

The Final Product

The tasking language of PL 85-568. the Space Act. which Eisenhower signed on July 29, 1938,
still contained the House's R&D proviso but overall was & victory for the Senate’s interpretation. NASA
then and now exercises control over. has responsibility for. and directs U.S. aeronautical and space activi-
ties

except that activities peculiar to or primarily associated with the development of weapons
systems. military operations. or the defense of the United States (including the research
and development necessary to make effective provision for the defense of the United States)
shall be the responsibility of. and shall be directed by, the Department of Defense. and that
determination as to which such agency has responsibility for and direction of any such
activity shall be made by the President . . . ™

-* This meeting is described in Glen Wilson's “How the Space Act Came to Be™ in the Space
Policy Institute’s The Legislative Origins of the Space Act; in Lyndon Johnson. The 1'antage Poimt: Per-
spectives of the Presidency, 1963-1969 (New York: Holt. Rinchart. and Winston. 1971). 277, and in
Killian, Sputnik, Scientists, and Fisewhower, 137, Primary source is memorandum for record. no author.
Off the Record Meeting between the President and Senator Lyndon Johnson, July 7. 1958, box 35. DDE
Diary Series. Ann Whitman file. DDEL. 1.

33 Section 102.b. PL 85-568. National Acronautics and Space Act of 1958, reprinted in Explor-
ing the Unknown, V'olume I, 335,
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The House-Senate conference report explained the common ground. Both agencies were afforded the nec-
essary freedom to fully develop their respective peaceful and defense uscs to avoid delav and to “exclude
the possibility that one agency would be able to preempt a field of activity so as to preclude the other
agency from moving along related lines of development. . . . However. because there is a grav area be-
tween civilian and military interests, and unavoidable overlapping. il is necessary that machinery be pro-
vided at the highest level of Government to make determinations of responsibility and jurisdiction. ™™
NASA thus came into exisience on October 1. 1958 with only a very general framework clucidating its
role, mission, and particular responsibilities. The specific division of projects and programs would take
place over the next few vears by means of bureaucratic give and take. Sometimes the process of division
would be mutually agreed wpon. sometimes the decisions created a measure of hostility.

The Space Act created two orgamzations designed to facilitate NASA-DoD coordination. The
National Aeronautics and Space Council’s (NASC) charter was *. . . 10 advise the President with respect
to the performance of the duties” prescribed elsewhere in the Space Act and summarized above.™ It
could. therefore, become involved in disputes arising between the DoD and NASA. The sccond organiza-
tion was the Civilian-Military Liaison Committee (CMLC). The CMLC's tasking was to provide a forum
for NASA and the DoD 1o “advise and consult with each other on all matters within their respective ju-
risdictions relating to aeronautical and space activities and shall keep each other fully and currently in-

+2368

formed with respect to such activities.’ The CMLC never achieved any measure of effectiveness be-

cause the appointed members had no authority in either NASA or the DoD and so could be bypassed with

% House of Representatives, 85th Congress. 2d Session. Natfonal Aeronautics and Space Act of
1938, Repori No. 2166, Conference Report (Washington, D.C.: July 15, 1958). 16,

#* National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, Section 201, reprinted in Exploring the Un-
known. T'ofume I, 336. The NASC's members were: the President, Secretary of State. Secretary of De-
fense. NASA Administrator. AEC Chairman. one other federal government member appointed bv the
President. and threc other members from the civilian community appointed by the President. Eisenhower
acceded to the NASC’s creation only to facilitate passage of the overall Space Act, During the remainder
of his term he refused to hire any staff for it and it met only irregularly.

€ 1bid.. section 204. The CMLC’s members were: a chairman appointed by the President. one
or more representatives from the DoD and one or more representatives from the military services selected
by the Secretary of Defense. and an equal number of total representatives from NASA and appointed by
the NASA Administrator, The numbers wete not fixed.
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impunity.

Congress demonstrated its greater inclination to regard space as a competitive tool in the cold
war struggle. The House reporied stated. “The United States must leapfrog these Soviet accomplishments.
This will take some vears. and will require a genuine mobilization. on a national scale. of the vast scien-
tific and technical capabilities of this country.™  Another House document said the “. . . direct connec-
tion between science and the world power struggle will be appreciably extended by the race into space. It
is a race. no matter how sincerely we long for some form of viable intcrnational cooperation. And it will
be viewed as such by the eves of the world.”™* Senate reports contained similar sentiments. Concluded
one pair of scholars. “There can be no question that for the moment the overriding concern within and
outside the Congress was to get the Uniled States in a position to compete effectively with the USSR,

The Space Act enshrined the concepts of a dual civil-military space program and of overall civil-
ian control with adequate leeway for DoD to conduct R&D in space technology related to America’s na-
tional defense. A Senate report could simply nole, “The essentiality of civilian control is so clear as to be
no longer a point of discussion.” At the same time. “There is universal recognition that the . . . legislation
should not restrict or hamper the Department of Defense in conducting its aeronantical and space activi-
ties which are vital to national security. . . . Each will maintain its own sphere of primary interest. but
necessarily there will be areas within which those scparate interests overlap.™*

This is not to say all members of the military were entively happv with the outcome. Schriever
boldly states. “1 was very much opposed to the organizational arrangements right from the very beginning.
NACA should never have been disturbed. Crealing NASA was an unnecessary creation of an organiza-

tion.,” Schriever said the povernment simply “took the military. put them over in NASA and started the

27 Congress. House, Select Committee on Astronautics and Space Exploration. Establishment of
the National Space Program, Report No. 1770, 85th Congress. 2nd Session. May 24. 1958, p. 4.

**% House Select Committee, The National Space Program. 4.

% Dodd L. Harvey and Linda C. Ciccoritti. 17.5.-Soviet Cooperation in Space (Miami. FL:
Manographs in International Affairs. Center for Advanced International Studies. 1974). 36. Emphasis in
original.
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Senate Special Committee. Report No. 1701, supra. 4.
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manned spaceflight program. Theyv would ve done much betler had they allowed the military to carry out
the operational type of flving. We proved that we could do it. We had our pcople running the programs.
Eisenhower was sold a bill of goods by Jim Killian."" The Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force at the
time of NASA’'s creation. General Curtis LeMay. apgreed: “We made a costly error when we formed
NASA. The Air Force had a good relationship with NACA. NACA did basic research and knew what we
wanted. When NASA was formed. it expanded from basic research to an operating crganization. It had

w2d
no management talent. :

But the die was cast. NASA was a reality and the DoD. and the Air Force. would have to forge
some kind of working relationship with it. NASA had powerful congressional allies who were proud of
their creation and would serve as powerful checks on any perceived DaD/USAF hegemony. Lyndon John-
son tooked back on his entire political career and the “dozens and dozens™ of laws he sponsored and con-
cluded. “There is not a single one that gives me more pride than the Space Act.™** Certainly one could
quarrel with portions of the civil-military balance struck by the Space Act. maintaining it “sewed as many
snarls as stitches in the fabric of American government™* or that it . . . would mark only the beginning
of the fight (o ensure full civilian control over the nation's space program.”™** There is a degree of legiti-
macy in both charges. But Eisenhower and the 85th Congress did remarkably well in creating an organi-
zation structure that tried to provide guidance as to the proper civil-military split in the American space
program without unduly restricting the organizations’ freedom of action. Perhaps the Space Act achieved
a more important. though large unspoken. balance between creating an aura of space for peaceful purposes
as the dominant impression characterizing the US space program while still insuyring that the quest for

operational reconnaissance satellites could continue unimpeded.

"' Oral history interview of Schricver. July 2. 1996, by the author,
**2 Oral history interview of General Curtis LeMay. January 19635, K239-0512-714. AFHRA. 7.

“** Lyndon Johnson. Remarks at a Dinner Honoring Members of the Space Program. December
9. 1968. Public Papers of the President, 1968-69 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1970). 1174.

¥ McDougall. 176.

*** Divine. Sputnik Chalfenge, 112.
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As one perceptive analyst has stated. “The polfer actually {Eiscnhower] knew a great deal more
than he was letting on.”"*® Though one can sav he did fail 1o appreciate the psychological vulnerability of
the American people and their panicked reaction to Sputnik. Eisenhower did succeed in resisting the
more egregious calls for dramatic increases in all sorts of federal expenditures. most particularly defense.
When he was repeatedly accused of permitting a dangerous missile gap 1o develop. as evidenced by Sput-
nik. Eisenhower knew through U-2-provided intelligence that this was not the case and so. “lkeh took the
heat. grinned. and kept his mouth shut.>" While he did permit the creation of a new civilian space
agency that he perhaps had not originally supported. he ensured the Space Act protected his fundamental
space policy. Bevond NASA's creation, Eisenhower refused 1o sanction major increases in federal ex-
penditures. As a result. his biographer has concluded, “Eisenhower’s calm, common-sense, deliberate
response to Sputnik may have been his finest gift to the nation. if only because he was the only man who
could have given it."** The next two chapters will detail how Eisenhower continued to rein in. first, the
impulses for a prestige-oriented space race with the USSR, an action which gave a particular cast to the
NASA-DoD relationship, and second. the calls for a massive human spaceflight program that can be con-

sidered a subset of the calls for a prestige-oricnted space race.

¥ Burrows. 90.
" Senator Barry Goldwater, cited in Divine. Spurnik Challenge. 41.

8 Ambrose, 435,

137




4. Eisenhower’s Philosophy in Action II: Forging a NASA-DoD} Relationship

In every instance relative to the activities that came under the purview of NASA. a unique
confluence of political necessity. personal commitment and activism. scientific and tech-
nical ability, economic prosperity. and public mood made possible the policy decisions
required to carry out any space program, !

However deplorable one may find it, the first steps in space travel were a product or by-
product of the Cold War and the arms race, . . . space travel began when it did. and how it
did. as part of a great world conflict,?

Personally, I believe we are in an across-the-board competition with the Soviet Union. Space
is the most glamorous of the areas of competition. . . . [But] we have little or no chance to
score for several vears. We cannot and should not withdraw from the competition - we can
only plow ahead on a determined course until we acquire the high thrust rockets we so
badly need.?

The haflmark of Eisenhower’s handling of space policy was his stolid resistance to demands
that the United States embark on crash programs to compete with the Soviet Union.*

The President began to talk with much feeling about how he had concentrated his efforts the
last few vears on ending the cold war. how he fekt that he was making big progress. and how
the stupid U-2 mess had ruined all his efforts. He ended very sadly that he saw nothing worth-
while left for him to do now until the end of his presidency,”

Everything that Kennedy profited by was started by Eisenhower.

' Roger D, Launius, “Early U.S. Civil Space Policy. NASA. and the Aspiration of Space Explo-
ration.” in Launius. editor. Organizing for the Use of Space: Historical Perspectives on a Persistent Is-
sue, Amernican Astronautical Society History Series, vol. 18, (San Diego. CA: Univelt. Inc.. 1996), 63.

* Alan J. Levine, The Missile and Space Race (Westport. CT: Pracger, 1994). vii.

* NASA Administrator T. Keith Glennan. Memorandum to NASA leaders. January 2. 1960,
folder; Chronelogical January 1960, Glennan subseries. Administrators series, NHDRC, 5.

1 Fred Greenstein and David Callahan, chapter 1, “The Reluctant Racer: Dwight D. Eisenhower
and United States Space Policy,” in the pending Roger D. Launius. editor. The Afuth of Presidential Lead-
ership (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press).

3 George B. Kistiakowsky. recalling a July 23. 1960 meeting with Eisenhower. in A Scientist at
the iThite House: The Private Diary of President Eisenhower's Special Assistant for Science and Tech-

nofogy, (Cambridge. MA and London: Harvard University Press. 1976). 375,

® NASA Deputy Administrator Hugh Dryden. oral history interview of. September 1. 1965,
Folder: Drvden, Mercury Tape, Drvden subseries. Deputy Administrators series. NHDRC. 87,
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This chapter will examine the institutional climate that existed between NASA and the DoD for
the 27 months remaining in Eisenhower’s term after NASA began operations on October 1, 1958, To
understand this organizational relationship. however, it is necessary to revisit the larger issues of Eisen-
hower’s philosophy and the cold war environment. In addition. the particular beliefs of the Afr Force
concerning the necessary level of effort in space and the resulling tension with its civilian supervisors in
the OSD are integral parts of the NASA-DoD relationship in the Eisenhower administration and later.

The first “big picture™ factor is Eisenhower’s beliefs concerning participation in a competitive
race with the Soviet Union for prestige using space exploration as a tool. The previous chapter explained
how prior to NASA's creation Eisenhower was generally against this concept. but did not totally rule out
certain competitive projects. This principle held true during the balance of his term. as he did authorize
development of the large Saturn rocket for what can only be surmiscd were prestige-related reasons.
Chapter 5. the final “Eisenhower™ chapter and the one focusing on human spaceflight, will make clear
that human spaceflight was not an area he regarded as legitimate for prestige-related competition.

To Compete with the Soviet Union?
Prestige

The policy document issued in the summer of 1958 to bring some sense of order o the rapidly
changing field of space exploration was NSC 53814/1. It declared, “The USSR if it maintains its prescnt
superiority in the exploitation of outer space. will be able to use the superiority as a means of undermining
the prestige and leadership of the United States and of threatening U.S. securily.” Space exploration had
“an appeal to deep insights within man which transcend his earthbound concerns™ and result in a ten-
dency “to equate achievement in outer space with leadership in science. military capability. industrial
technology. and with leadership in gencral.” If the United States docs not have some type of comparable
advance in spacc. this condition “may dangerously impair the confidence of . . . peoples in U.S, over-all
leadership.” NSC 5814/1 continued. “To be strong and bold in space technotogy will enhance the prestige

of the United States among the peoples of the world and create added cenfidence in U.S. scientific, tech-
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nological. industrial and military strength ™' This did not mean the United States must launch numerous
crash space projects designed to foster prestige. On the contrary. the United States should ™. . . judi-
ciously select projects for implementation which. while having scientific or military value. are designed to
achicve a favorable world-wide psvchological impact™ and also develop information programs “to counter
the psychological impact of Sovict outer space activities and to present U.S. outer space progress in the
most favorable comparative light. |

Eisenhower had a significant challenge in resisting congressional calls for project-by-project race
with the Soviets. The Soviets achieved the first satellite to escape earth's orbit with Luna 1 on January 2.
1959, the first lunar impact with Luna If on September 12, 1959, and the first photographs of the moon’s
far side with Luna TII on October 4. 1959.° These types of “spectacular firsts™ led House Majority Leader
John McCormack to declare the United States faced “national extinction.™ Senator John Stennis added.
“We can expect to be spending billions of dotlars a year on various types of space vehicles unless there is a
drastic change in the world situation.” In March 1959 the Senate voted 91-0 to authorize $27.6 million to
expand space research and $20.7 million to accelerate Project Mercury.'”

NASA Administrator T. Keith Glennan expressed the Eiscnhower administration’s position:

“To get into a race with Russia and operate our space program solely because we think they are going to

T N'SC 5814/1. Preliminary U.S. Policy on Outer Space. August 18, 1958, SPI document 87, p. 1-
2. Exploring the Unknows. Volume I, 361, reprints only the changes 5814/1 made to NSC 5814 of June
1958. NSC 5814 is reprinted in on pages 345-359. The Eisenhower administration’s final space policy
document was writien and coordinated as NSC 5918 but approved and issued by Eisenhower on January
26, 1960 as an NASC document. “US Policy on Quter Space.” It does not modify in anv significant wayv
the prestige-related sections of NSC 5814/1. For “US Policy on Outer Space.” see SPI document 92,
mostly but not completely reprinted in Exploring the Unknown, 1'ofume I, 362-373.

8 Ibid.. 20.

® “Council [NASC] Compiles List of Space ‘Firsts,” Aviation Neek and Space Technology (May
16, 1966): 100. Another term often used to refer to the first generation series of Soviet lunar satellites is

“Lunik™,

' Cited in Derck W. Elliott, Finding an Appropriate Commitment. Space Policy Development
Under Fisenhower and Kennedv, 1954-1963, Ph.D. dissertation (George Washington University. 1992).
91-92. Concerning Stennis™ “billions™ of dollars proposal. the NASA’s space-related budget for FY359
was $231 million and the DoD>'s $490 million. See National Aeronautics and Space Administration.
Aeronantics and Space Report of the President, Fiscal Year 1995 Activities, (Washington. DC: USGPO.

1996), A-30.
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do this or that. and then tey to beat them at it. would guarantee their alwavs being in command of the
situation. We're in a race all right. bot we must run it the way we want and towards goals we set for our-
selves.”!! Privately. Eisenhower also set the tonc. In a February 17. 1959 conference. his budget director
informed Eisenhower that despite planned FY60 expenditures of $830 million for NASA and ARPA.
Lyndon Johnson has said “he will add substantially to the Administration’s program. whatever it is. Eis-
enhower explained.

He could stand the pressures himself. but he was sure that the Congress would break loose

under the pressure, He stated that world psychology on this matter has proven to be tremen-

dously important - even if not too well informed. He thought it was indisputable that we

must show considerable performance in this field. The pressures are great. and people are

demanding miracles. . . . The President said this is a stern chase only in one field - that of

propulsive capability: by concentrating on this field the Soviets are ahead of us. He said

he did not minimize the importance of ourselves attaining the propulsive capabilities that

we need. . . . He would like to scc NASA reprogram its operations in order to put maximum

effort behind the achievement of boosters of greater thrust - which is the visible element in

affecting world psvchology. . . . In the present circumstances. he felt we must lay more

stress on not going into debt by spending bevond our receipts. At the same time. the rela-

tionship of the program 10 the Soviet rate of advance must be clearly recognized“ -
All the important points are clear: a reluctance to race in general but an accepiance of its necessity in
particular instances. an acceptance that a large rocket booster would be necessary for these cases in which
prestige-related competition was necessary - this meant Eisenhower would support the Saturn program
which in turn gave Kennedy the very beginnings of a technological foundation to approve Project Apolle
to go to the moon: and a continuing concern with the Great Equation. Eisenhower’s statements over the
balance of 1959 and throughout 1960 support this conclusion.

For instance. Glennan recalled there was only onc time in his tenure as NASA Administrator
(and he was Eisenhower’s only NASA Administrator) that Eisenhower ever directly told him to do any-
thing. In the summer of 1959, “As [ started to walk out the door, Ike called to me. ‘Keith. there’s just onc

thing that I'm very anxious that we get done. I want to see a booster rocket that will loft a house into or-

bit.” Glennan responded this would take hundreds of miflions of dollars. but Eiserhower simphy re-

T, Keith Glennan. “Our Plans for Quter Space.” Satwrdav Evening Post 231 (February 28,
1959): 99.

2 Memcon. February 17, 1959, dated February 24, 1959, folder: Staff Notes February 1959 (1).
box 39, DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 1-4.
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sponded. “Keith. go on back 10 vour shop and get the figures put together. Let me sce them.™ Glennan
recalled that two months later. around Seplember 1959, Eisenhower approved acceleration of the Saturn
program and increased funding for it.*'* Eisenhower himself explained that month, “If we must compete.
we must focus the competition on some one or two key items where we have the best chance to do some-
thing that has great impact. We must also look for by-product contributions to our defense establish-
ment."*

NASA did not take over management of the Saturn program from the DoD until October 1959
and so before then NASA's ability to influence its developmental priority and funding was extremely lim-
ited. It was only in association with this transfer of most of the ABMA to NASA that the conditions ex-
isted for NASA to develop the Saturn into a vehicle available for whatever prestige-related uses Eisen-
hower wished. Eisenhower explained on October 21. 1959 that this transfer of Wernher von Braun's
team from DoD to NASA “. .. will force us to focus on the development of a super-booster. which to him
is the keyv to a leading position in space activities, . . . He thought the super-booster is the key to success-
ful competition and we should concenirate on that. He recalled his principle of attacking one enemy or
one principal objective at a time.” Eisenhower recapitulated his spacc philosophy in three principles:
“The first is that we must get what Defense really needs in space; this is mandatory. The second is that
we should make a real advance in space so that the Uniled States does not have to be ashamed no matter
what other countries do. this is where the superbooster is needed. The third is that we should have an
orderly, progressive scientific program. . . .”'* Eiscnhower’s concept of a program of priority DoD needs

(reconnaissance satellites’®), NASA's prestige-relaied projects, and NASA's scientific R&D is one which

1 Oral history interview of T. Keith Glennan. May 29, 1987, NASM. 151,

' Memcon. September 21, 1959. dated September 23, 1959. folder: Staff Notes September 1959
(1). box 44, DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file. DDEL. 3.

'* Memcon, October 21, 1959, dated October 23, 1959, folder: Mectings with the President. box
12. OSAST. White House Office. DDEL. 2.

1% The space historian must never forget that terms or phrases such as ‘military space” or ‘defensc
needs in space’ arc essentiallv veiled references 1o reconnaissance satellites. Eisenhower’s final space
policy statement in January 1960 explained. “Space technology constitutes a foreseeable means of obtain-
ing increasingly essential information regarding a potential encmy whose area and security preclude the
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is key to understanding the space program during his administration. The development of the Saturn
rocket. much larger than the then-current ICBM-based space boosters. was far enough into the future so
that Eisenhower never had to specifically define exactly what prestige-oriented projects he would author-
ize. except to make clear that human spaceflight was not likely to be one of them.

By January 1960, “The President thought that the big booster is the only thing that will have

*!7 Concerning its cost.

major psvchological effect. and if we are going to built it we should build it fast.
“He said he was quite certain that we were poing to have to spend an extra $100 million on Saturn during
the course of the spring. and he thought it ought to be setiled at once.™® Eisenhower tasked Glennan to
prepare an official request for the extra funds for Saturn and added. “. . . consistent with my decision to
assign a high priority to the Saturn development. vou are directed. as an immediate measure. to use such
additional overtime as you may deem necessary."'® On February 1, 1960 Eisenhower approved adding
$113 million to FY61 appropriations to accelerate Saturn and other elements of the United States super-
booster program such as studies for an even larger rocket. the Nova, that would be Saturn’s successor. In

additign, on January 18, 1960, Eisenhower placed Saturn in the "DX” category of the budget. signifying

that it had the highest priority when scarce resources were attocated or when labor shortages emerged.”

effective and timely acquisition of these data by foresceable non-space technigues.” This is not to say
other military functions such as meteorolegy. communications. navigation. and geodesy could not be sup-
ported by military satellites. but reconnaissance had to be wholly conducted by space-borne platforms af-
ter the U-2 was shot down in May 1960. That final Eisenhower space policy of January 1960 defined the
reconnaissance satelfites as “satellite svstems to provide optical. infrared and electronic intelligence and
surveillance on a world-wide or preselected area basis™ and emphasized it was the onfy satellite applica-
tion currently assigned the highest national priority for both R&D and operational capability. See NASC,
“U.S. Policy on Outer Space.” January 26, 1960. SPI document 92, pp. 3. 7. not reprinted in Exploring
the Unknown, Polume I'because they were only recently declassified..

7 Memcon. January 11, 1960, dated January 14. 1960, folder: Staff Notes - January 1960 (2).
box 47, DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 2.

¥ T Keith Glennan, recounting a January 12, 1960 meeting with Eisenhower, in 1.D. Hunley.
Editor, with an Introduction by Roger D. Launius. The Birth of NASA: The Diarv of 1. Keith Glennan.
NASA 8P-4105 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1993). 44,

'® Eisenhower letter to Glennan. Janvary 14. 1960, folder: Glennan. Dr. Keith - NASA. box 15.
Administration series, Ann Whitman file. DDEL. 1.

-" Roger E. Bilstein. Stages to Satwrn: A Technological Historv of the Apollo-Saturn Launch

[ehicles, NASA SP-4206 (Washington. DC; USGPQ. 1980). 50. As explained in note 11 in chapter one.
the subject of the space launchers in general. and the NASA-DoD interaction in particular. is a topic
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Eisenhower therefore was willing to spend significant sums for one projecl. a next gencration space
launcher. that would give the United States the capacity al some point in the future to launch unspecified
prestige-related pavloads in a competitive context with the USSR

Eisenhower repeatedly tried to assurc the public that the United States space program was in finc
shape. At a January 26. 1960 press conference, when asked if the United States should not move with a
greater sense of urgency in competing svith the USSR in space. he replied. “Not particularly. no.” He ex-
plained that the United States had achieved in five vears what the Soviets had been working on since
1945, Therefore, “I don't think that we should begin to bow our heads in shame. . . . I think that once in a
while we ought just to remember that our country is not asleep. and it is not incapable of doing these
things: indeed. we are doing them.”™ A week later he tried to explain:

The reason for going into space. except for those activities that are carried on by the Defense

Department . . . is purely scientific, Therefore. vou are not talking about racing them [Soviets]

.... You work out a proper and an appropriate plan of scientific exploration. and vou follow

it positively, rather than trving to follow along behind somebody else. Now, [ have said time

and again that because the Soviets are far ahead in this verv large booster and engine . . . they

are going to be ahead in that regard for some time, because it takes time to get that engine

built.
Therefore. he had decided to spend the extra $100 million on Saturn.*

Eisenhower felt that NASA's program of scientific R&D had as much potential for winning
prestige for America as did the Sovict pattern of lifling huge pavloads inlo space. In Awvgust 1960 he
commented on assonted American space accomplishments such as the Pioneer V solar saicllite. the Tiros 1

meteorological satellite. the Transit 1 navigation satellite, and the Echo I passive communications satellite

and emphasized. “All these are the result of a well planned and determined attack on this new field - an

meriting separate bock-length treatment. This Bilstein book is the best source for detailed information on
the extremely complex Saturn program and the many vehicles belonging to the Saturn family of boosters.
For instance. the Saturn V that look Americans 10 the moon had many characteristics in common with
those proposed for the Nova vehicle in the early NASA studies. Other programs sharing the top priority
DX rating were the various ballistic missiles and the reconnaissance satellite program. See Marion W,
Boggs. Deputy Executive Secretary. Executive Office of the President. NSC, NSC 6021, “Missiles and
Military Satellite Programs.” December 14. 1960, SPI document 722, p. 3.

2! Eisenhower Press Conference. January 26. 1960. Public Papers of the President, 1960-1961
(Washington. DC: USGPQ. 19¢1). 127.

** Eisenhower Press Conference, February 3. 1960, ibid.. 146.
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attack that promises very real and useful results for all mankind. . . . The United States leads the world in
the activities that promise real benefits to mankind.”> One tally showed that by the end of Eisenhower's
term. the United States had launched 31 earth satellilcs and two deep space probes. the Soviets seven and
one.”' Glennan said by 1960 he considered the United States to be behind the Russians in {otal thrust
available and in thrust from first siage boosters, but “In all other areas, it is my considered opinion that we
are not behind the Russians. that we are equal or the better of the Russians,™ Eisenhower concurred in
his final State of the Union message. stating that United States scientific achievements in space *. . . un-
gquestionably make us preeminent today in space exploration for the betterment of mankind.”*® Eisen-
hower asserted. “The significance of the space program is that it affects the morale of our people. In the
field of space there are a certain number of things that affect defense directly. Basically, however. the
program is scientific.”*’
Balance

Perhaps the key word for analyzing Eisenhower and space-related prestige is “balance™ He did
not totally discount the concept, as evidenced by his strong backing of the Saturn program and his transfer
of it from the DoD to NASA. But prestige could only be part of a balanced program in which the DoD’s

interests were paramount and in which NASA’s scientific programs played an important role. The

American space program could only achieve stability if it tefused to lurch from one priority to another.

# Statement by the President on U.S. Achievements in Space. August 17, 1960. ibid.. 643-44.

* Eugene M. Emme, 4 Historv of Space Flight (New York: Holt. Rinehart and Winston. Inc..
1965). 161. Nevertheless. the total of Soviet pavloads launched was 87.000 Ibs. while the US’s was only
34.240. In addition, of the 33 US launches. 24 were conducted by the Air Force. five by the Army. three
by NASA and one by the Navy. Of the satellite payloads themselves, the Air Force had built 15, NASA
ten. and the Army and Navy four each. See Loyd 8. Swenson Jr.. James M. Grimwood. Charles C. Alex-
ander. This New Ocean: 4 History of Project Mercury, NASA SP-4201 (Washington, DC:  USGPO.
1966). 303.

* Cited in ibid., 159.
* Eisenhower. State of the Union Address. January 12, 1961 . reprinted in Robert L. Branyan and
Lawrence H. Larsen. editors/compilers, The Eisenhower Administration, 1953-1961. A Docwmentary

History (New York: Random House, Inc., 1971). volume II. 1356.

> Memcon. November 21. 1959. dated January 2. 1960. folder: Staff Notes - November 1959
(2). box 45. DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 3.
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perpetually reacting to whatever spectacular feat the Soviets accomplished. PSAC’s “Introduction to
Quter Space™ in March 1958 clearly stated the four reasons for exploring spacc (national defense. urge to
discover, prestige. scientific knowledge) and the balanced program principle continued throughout
NASA’s history under Eisenhower. His commitment to balance as expressed in the Great Equation con-
tinued to the end of his administration. On March 10. 1959 he reminded Congressional Republicans.
“Once vou spend a single dollar bevond adequacy. vou are weakening vourself. . . . Anyone who has read
even a little bit on Communism . . , all the wav back to Lenin. knows that the Communist objective is to
make us spend oursclves into bankruptcy. This is a continuous crisis."** Eisenhower said in late 1959 that
“, .. if he had to approve another unbalanced budget he would be obliged to regard his Administration as
discredited.”™ Eisenhower's commitment, enshrined in the Space Act. was to ensure the United States
was a leader in space, not the leader. in space.

Eisenhower concluded his funding of NASA was entirely adequate for a well-balanced program:
“The program. of ¢ourse, that is already set up is. to my mind. a rather - well. indeed it is guite generous,
... Now remember. Glennan and his crowd are supposed to have the peaceful uses: this, therefore, is not
involved except vou might say psvchologically, in our defending the United States. This seems to me to be
a quite splendid program; T mean. a very well supported one.”> Glennan explained that Eiscnhower's
request for $230 million for Saturn in FY61 would lead to an expected first operational launch before the
end of 1964: *I doubt that the Soviet Union will exceed us in thrust capability after that time. ™

Some budget figures help itlustrate the principles of balance. priority of defense needs (recon-

naissance satellites) and limiting expenditures devoted solely to prestige in space. NASA’s first budget

* L.A. Minnich. Notes on Legislative Leadership Meeting. March 10, 1959, folder: Staff Notes -
March 1-15 (1), box 39, DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 3,

¥ Memcon. November 17, 1959, dated December 1. 1959. folder: Staff Notes - November 1959
(2). box 45. DDE Diary serics. Ann Whitman file. DDEL. 2.

*® Eisenhower Press Conference. luly 29. 1959. Public Papers of the Presidents, 1959
(Washington, DC: USGPO, 1960). 556. Emphasis in original.

¥ Glennan. statement to the NASA Authorization Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences, March 28. 1960. folder: Glennan Speeches and Congressional State-
ments. Glennan subseries, Administrators series, NHDRC. 11.
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was for the period from October 1958 to the start of the next fiscal vear in June 1959. NASA received
$242M (of which $58 million was transferred from the USAF and $59 million from ARPA). by way of
comparison. the military space program (assigned to ARPA at the time) totaled $294 million. of which the
USAF's reconnaissance satellite (now called “Sentry™ and later SAMOS so as to have no connotations
with weapons) received $186 million. Therefore. the entire space budget was $536 million.”” An interest-
ing prefatory note for the next chapter is that only $87 million of NASA’s budget and $10 million of
ARPA s was devoted to human space flight technology*

By the end of the Eisenhower administration. Glennan and others were fighting Congress who
wanted to cut the space budget below what Eisenhower requested. For instance, Glennan pleaded with the
Senate Appropriations Committes on May 19, 1960 for a restoration of the $39 million cut by the House
from the $915 million presidential request: “This reduction will materially restrict, if not substantially
jeopardize. our progress toward the national objectives of scientific and technical leadership in the aero-
nautical and space ficlds. . . . On the one hand we are repeatedty urged to ‘leapfrog the Russians” with our
technological efforts and on the other, we are expected. apparently, to carry out space efforts with reduc-
tions™ made to a carefully crafted. conservative budget.** In FY60 the Congress appropriated $23 million
less than Eisenhower asked and in 1961 $1 million less.”® General budgetary trends for the Eisenhower

administration were as follows, in millions of real-vear dollars:

** Maurice Stans, BoB Director, memorandum to Eisenhower, July 29, 1958. folder: Staff
Memos - Julv 1938 (1). box 35, DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL, 1.

# Killian, A Brief Summary prepared for the first NASC meeting. August 5. 1958. tab 1-2. box
1. Record Group (RG) 200, National Archives and Record Administration (NARA), 14. Declassified at
author’s request.

*! Statement by Glennan to the Subcommitice on Independent Offices of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee. May 19, 1960, folder: Glennan Speeches and Congressional Statements. Glennan sub-
series. Administrators series. NHDRC. 1-2.

3 NASA. Preliminarv Historv of NASA: 1963-1969. Final Edition. Administrative Histories
Project. January 15. 1969 p. 1I-11.
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NASA DoD

1959 261 4490
1960 462 361
1961 926 814"  (both FY61 sums augmented by Kennedy)

Eisenhower’s NASA request for 1962 was $965 million: his hope was to level off NASA's budget at ap-
proximately the $1 billion level. Therefore. he permitted a five-fold increase in civilian space spending in
the final term.*’ It is true that Eisenhower did not authorize space expenditures on the scale that Kennedy
and Johnson would. On the other hand. he was building from ground zero and did in fact permit a sev-
eral-fold increase in space spending: in addition, Congress reduced his requests at the end of his admini-
stration.

Cooperate in Space with the Soviets?

A subsidiary factor to mention in the space for prestige and competitive race discussion for Eis-
enhower. Kennedy. and Johnson is the question of cooperating in space with the Soviet Union. All three
presidents explored this area and all three failed to achieve major breakthroughs. The reality of the cold
war competitive dyvnamic in space consistently overshadowed the rhetoric from both sides concerning the
desirability of cooperation. Even though Eisenhower was not enthusiastic about competing in space. only
reluctantly accepting the need to do so with the Saturn project. his efforts at space cooperation came to
naught, Much more was this the casc for Kennedy who featured prestige-based competition via human
spaceflight as the centerpiece of his space policy. even while offering to make the lunar landing project a
joint one.

For Eiscnhower. international cooperation meshed nicely with his space for pcac;: policy. He saw
no reason why the United States and the USSR could not jointly pursue scientific projects in space,
thercby emphasizing that weapons systems had no place in space while simultaneously paving the way for
reconnaissance satellites because if both nations were working together on scientific satellites that over-

flew each other’s territory and neither nation protested. the legal regime of overflight would be established

*® NASA. Aeronautics and Space Report of the President, Fiscal Year 1995 Activities. A-30.
*" Eisenhower. Annual Budget Message to the Congress, Fiscal Year 1962. January 16. 1961,

Public Papers of the President, 1960-61. 970. By 1965, Kennedy and Johnson orchestrated anacther five-
fold increase. to over 85 billion.
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for subsequent reconnaissance satellites. Imporlant in this scheme is the fact that the Eisenhower ad-
niinistration did not see reconnaissance satellites as “weapons systems” and ensured the Air Force
changed its nomenclature from WS for Weapon System 117L to the more innocuous Sentry.™ Reconnais-
sance satellites were viewed as wholly peaceful because they conducted only the defensive operations of
gathering information and did not have any capability to deliver bombs or offensive power of any kind.
Endorsing and pursing “space for peace™ was wholly consistent with endorsing and pursing reconnais-
sance via satellites at the carliest possible moment because the satellites were seen as an effective deterrent
to war. The reconnaissance satellites would lessen the danger of surprise attack through an ®. . | unrelent-
ing and increasingly sophisticated effort to peet away the mask that concealed the encmy’s most important

. . . +»19
military and industrial secrets.

Therefore on January 12, 1958, even before NASA was created. Eisenhower wrote Soviet Pre-
mier Nikolai Bulganin to propose, “. . . that we agree that outer space should be used only for peaceful
purposes. We face a decisive moment in history in relation to this matter. . . The timc to stop is now.
Should not outer space be dedicated to peacefil uses of mankind and denied to the purposes of war?™*
The Soviets” response set their pattern of intransigence as they accused the United States. which had yet to

launch a satelite, of wanting “to prohibit that which they do nol possess."* On February 15 Eisenhower

¥ ARPA Director Roy Johnson on October 20. 1958 ordered the Air Force to cease using the WS
designation “to minimize the aggressive international implications of overflight. . . . It is desired to em-
phasize 1the defensive. surprise-prevention aspects of the svstem. This change . . . should reduce the ef-
fectiveness of possible diplomatic protest against peacetime employment.” Letter from Johnson to
Schrigver. October 20. 1958, cited by R. Cargill Hall. “Origins of 1.8, Space Policy: Eisenhower. Open
Skies, and Freedom of Space.” in John M. Logsdon. w/Linda 1. Lear. Jannclle Warren-Findiev, Ray A
Williamson, and Dwavne A. Day. eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Selected Docwments in the Historv of
the U.S. Civil Space Program, Volume I: Organizing for Exploration, NASA 5P-4407 (Washington.
DC: USGPO. 1995), 229, note 72.

¥ william E. Burrows. Deep Black: Space Espionage and National Security (New York:
Berkley Books. 1986). 134.

* Reprinted in State Department. report to McGeorge Bundy. Summary of Foreign Policy As-
pects of the U.S. Quter Space Program, June 5. 1962. SPI document 1539, p. 10. Eisenhower continued to
address letters to Bulganin because he was Premier and Chairman of the Council of Ministers. even
ihough he Khrushchev as First Secretary of the Communist Party exercised the real power,

! Soviet response reprinted in Branvan and Larsen. 650.
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tried again: “I this peaceful purpose is not realized. and the worse than useless race of weapons goes on,
the world will have only the Soviet Union to blame. . . . A terriblc new menace can be seen to be in the
making. That menace is to be found in the use of outer space for war purposes. The time to deal with that
menace is now. 1t would be tragic if the Sovict leaders were blind or indifferent toward this menace.”*
This cold war confrontational {one tended to characlerize the attempts at United States-USSR
space cooperation until the mid-1960s.™® NSC 5814/1, official United States space policy, clearly stated
the United States should pursue international cooperation in space “. . . as a means of maintaining the
U.S. position as the leading advocate of the use of outer space for peaceful purposes™ and therefore the
United States should “. . . be prepared 1o join with other nations. including the USSR. in cooperative ef-
forts ™ Why? Because, the United States should *. . . seek to achieve common agrecment to relate such
negotiations to the traversing or operating of man-made objects in outer space. rather than to define re-
gions of outer space.” The legalized right of overflight would thus be facilitated.** Scholars of this time

period extending to the mid-1960s correctly conclude, “The simple but historic fact was that it had be-

2 Ibid.. 650-51.

** It should be noted at this point that an issue ratsed in chapter for the pre-Sputnik era still held
true after Sputnik. Eisenhower's attitude toward the Soviet Union and the overall cold war had Janus-
like, looking-in-both-directions qualitv. So would Kennedyv's approach. Hope for arms centrol. concilia-
tory gestures. and a spirit of bipartisanship alternated with confrontational rhetoric and brinkmanship.
For instance. NSC 5810/, Basic National Security Policy, Mayv 5. 1958 stated. “The United States should
continue its readiness to negotiate with the USSR whenever it appears that U.S. interests will be served
thereby. . . . Agreements with the USSR should be dependent upon a balance of advantages™ and not im-
plied good will or trust: “Safegvarded arms control should be sought with particular urgency. in an effort
to reduce the risk of war.” Sce NSA PD 556, p. 19. Converselv. after the failure of disarmament and test
ban talks. Eisenhower wrote. “The Soviet Union. far from following a comparable [to the US’s] policy of
restraint appears to have undertaken with deliberate intent a policy of increasing tension throughout the
world and in particular of damaging relations with the US.” The USSR “has threatened rocket retaliation
against . . . the United States on the pretext of contrived and imaginary intentions. . . . The Soviets have
unilaterally disrupted the ten-nation disarmament talks in Geneva™ and therefore bears full responsibility
“for the increased tension and the failure to make any progress in the solution of outstanding problems.”
Eiscnhower, letier to Khrushchev, October 2, 1960, Public Papers of the President, 1960-61. 743, As
Eisenhower summarized in his memoirs, “Of the various presidential tasks to which [ early determined to
devote myv energies. none transcended in importance that of trving to devise practical and acceptable
means to lighten the burdens of armaments and to lessen the likelihood of war. . . . In the end our ac-
complishments were meager. almost negligible. . . . That failure can be explained in one sentence: It was
the adamant insistence of the Communists on maintaining a closed society.” Eis¢nhower, Haging Peace
(New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1963). 467-68.

* NSC 5814/1. supra. 20.



come fully evident that there was no prospect of the United States and the USSR getting together in a way
that would have forestalled the extension of their existing differences and rivalries into the new domain of
space. . . . The frame of reference would henceforth be one of an ongoing competitive race for national

advantage in space.”  The ambassador 10 the Soviet Union during the Kennedy administration. Foy

D. Kohler. explained;

There stood for more than a decade a single compelling fact: it proved impossible in practice
to effect anvthing more than token cooperation between the two great space powers of the
world. . . . after some ten vears at effort at direct cooperation between the two countties.
nothing to speak of had actually happened. How could this be? The answer is simple and
straightforward: despite our hopes and expectations. the Soviet leadership has repeatedly
and consistently refused Lo approach any relationship in the space area outside the context

of the overall relationship between the two countries.

Armnold Frutkin, NASA's long-time Director of International Programs. provided another primary source

atlestation to this assessment when he said shortly after the end of the Eisenhower administration that the

USSR “. . . has. so far at least. rejected or failed to follow through on every proposal for substantive coop-
eration in space science made by the United States or the scientists of other nations. . . . The fact is that
the Soviet Union neither leads nor follows in international efforts in space research. ™ Their space pro-

gram provided them a valuable worldwide image of a progressive. technologically advanced nation. The
Soviets saw no reason {o cooperate in any substantive manner when they could continue to enjoy the geo-
political benefits of this perception.

The remainder of the history of international cooperation and bilateral United States-USSR coop-
eration in space during the Eisenhower administration consists of the December 1958 passage of a United
Nations resolution establishing a Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Quier Space (COPUQOS). the USSR 's
and its allies’ boycotting it for two and a half years. and the United States diplomatic attempts to jump
start COPUOS. Eisenhower would plead to the United Nations and. indirectly. the USSR shortly before

he left office. “Will outer space be prescrved for peaceful use and developed for the benefit of mankind?

** Dodd L. Harvey and Linda C. Ciccoritti. U.S-Sovier Cooperation in Space (Miami. FL:
Monographs in International Affairs. Center for Advanced International Studics, 1974), 22,

* Foy D. Kohler, “Forward: An Overvicw of US-Soviet Space Relations.” in ibid.. xxi.

¥ Cited by Harvey and Ciccoritti. 47.
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Or will it become another focus for the arms race - and thus an area of dangerous and sterile competition?
The choice is urgent, And it is ours to make.”® Nevertheless. the dreary story of UN diplomatic wran-
gling continued into the Kennedy administration with little movement.” The salient point is that United
States-USSR cooperation. or lack thercof. is another illustration of the cold war dynamic permeating space
policy during this era. [t also illustrates how the Eisenhower administration tended to filter many space-
related possibilities through the lens of how they would effect the space for peace policy and the concern
for reconnaissance satellites underlving if.
Space For Peace?

The interrelated complex of reconnaissance satellites. freedom of space. and space for peace set
| the tenor not only for international cooperation in space as well as the overall Eisenhower space policy but
also set the stage for the NASA-DoD institutional relationship. Historians must be clear as to the centrat
importance of reconnaissance satellites and the associated idea of freedom of space which. when combined
with space for scientific research. formed the space for peace policy outlined tn previous chapters. The
space for peace policy was as important after NASA's creation as it was before because the policy. first,
provided the environment within which NASA-DoD refations would develop and. second. limited the
degree to which presidents and civilian OSD leaders would permit independent USAF projects and action
in space because they feared the USAF might endanger the delicate principle of freedom of space by
somehow “militarizing”™ space through either words or deeds.

NSC 35814/1 was the space policy document approved in August 1958 as NASA was being cre-
ated. It declared that the United States had not and would not recognize “any upper limit to sovereignty™
nor would the United States take any “public position on the definition™ in order to maintain both

“flexibility in international negotiations with respect to all uses of ‘space’™ and “freedom of action with

* Eisenhower. Address Before the 15th General Assembly of the United Nations. September 22.
1960, Public Papers of the President, 1960-61.714.

* The minutiae are not relevant to this dissertation. For the complete story see Harvey and Cic-
coritti, supra. Amold Frutkin. International Cooperation in Space (Englewood Cliffs. NJ. Prentice-Hall,
1965). and Don E. Kash. The Politics of Space Cooperation (West Lafavette. IN.  Purdue University

Studies, 1967).
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respect to the military uses of ‘space.”™ The basic United Staies position would continue to be that “the

right of passage through outer space of any orbiting object that is so designed that it cannot physically

interfere with the legitimate activities of other nations™ is completely acceptable,"s"‘

Therefore. admini-
stration officials did not appreciate General James Gavin writing. “It is inconceivable to me that we would
indefinitely tolerate Soviet reconnatssance of the United States without protest. . . . It is necessary, there-
fore. and I believe urgently necessary, that we acquire at least a capability of denving Soviet overflight -
that we develop a satellite interceptor.™ Clearly administration officials had a legitimate concern about
the space for peace princtple being endangered by certain military pronouncements. Eisenhower’s final
science adviser George Kistiakowsky recalled how he had make it clear to officials still active within the
administration that Eisenhower discouraged such “dangerous statement|s| about destruction of enemy
satellites if they overfly the United States. My point was that later this would prejudice the use of our own
reconnaissance sateliites.™  Eisenhower permitted only low-level studies of offensive space weapons
svstems such as antiballistic missile systems. satellite interceptors. and manned orbital bombers because
they could threaten the free overflight precedent. ™

Quarles continued to emphasize shortly before he died the original point he made immediately
after Sputnik’s launch: “The USSR has already established an international practice with respect to or-
bital space vehicles and objects by orbiting Sputniks over the U.S. and other territories and sending out
other space objects without seeking prior permission to do so.” Therefore, the United States should avoid
making any policy slatements defining exactly where space began or ended because this *. . . might con-
ceivably limit or hamper its own freedom of action. Thus. it is to the advantage of the U.S. that no legal
restrictions on the use of outer space be established™ because the freedom of the United States and the free

world “. . . may depend upon our freedom to make use of cuter space. Thus. it would be dangerous to

S NSC 5814/1. supra. 4. 21,

' James M. Gavin. Lieutenant General. US Army. Retired, 1l'ar and Peace in the Space Age
{New York: Harper and Brothers, 1958), 224,

¥ Kistiakowsky. 245

3 Ibid., 229-30. 239-40, 245-46,




impose limitations upon the types of activily we may find necessary to conduct there.”™™  Therefore.
United States space policy officials decided that international organizations such as the UN’s COPUOS
should be regarded “. . . as bearing essentially on gaining acceptance for use of reconnaissance satellites
asa legilim.ate outer space activity. K was sﬁggestcd that discussion in the UN forum be oriented toward
establishing a ‘freedom of outer space’ concept."”

Eisenhower’s final space pelicy document was issued under the auspices of the NASC in January
1960 and similarly declared. *. . . it should be noted that definitions of “peaceful” or ‘non-interfering’ uses
of outer space have not been advanced by the United States. . . . because the United States considered as
already established “. . .the right of transit through outer space for orbital space vehicles or objects not
equipped to inflict injury or damage.”* The extremely' delicate international sensibilities surrounding the
issue of aircraft and satellite overflight were apparent at the brief Paris summit meeting of the United
States and the USSR in May 1960. It was quickly aborted due to lingering hositlity generated by the So-
viet downing of a supersecret U-2 reconnaissance aircraft in Mav 1960 and Soviet resentment at having
been overflown sincg 1956, As Khrushchev “read a long diatribe denouncing the U-2 flights” he
screamed, “I have been overflown.™ To this President Charles De Gaulle of France countered that France
too had been overflown. but by Soviet satellites. Khrushchev appeared “startled” and replied the USSR
was innocent. De Gaulle then asked how the Soviets got photographs of the far side of the moon from its
Lunik satellites. Khrushchev replied. “In that satellite we had cameras.” De(Gaulle sarcastically coun-

tered. “Ah. in that one you had camerast Pray continue.” Khrushchev demanded Eisenhower apologize:

Eisenhower refused; the summit ended.”

¥ Deputy Secrétar_v of Defense Quarles. memorandum to the Acting Secretary of the NASC.
April 15, 1959, folder: NASC 1958-1959. box: White House, National Aeronautics and Space Council.
NHDRC. 1.

* NASC. Minutes of Meeting, April 27. 1959. folder: Summary of National Aeronautics and
Space Council Meetings. 1958-1960." box: White House. National Aeronautics and Space Council.
NHDRC, 6.

* NASC. “1.S. Policy on Quter Space.” January 26. 1960, supra. 8. 12.

%" Recounted by John Prados, The Soviet Fstimate: U.S. Intelligence Analvsis and Russian Mili-
tary Strength (New York: The Dial Press. 1982). 101, Emphasis in original.
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Apparently, the assumption by some officials within the administration that the Soviet Sputniks
h_ad de facto established the right of satellite overflight was in reality not a de jure reality in the interna-
tional diplomatic arena. Khrushchey declared on May 16. 1960. “. . . as long as arms exist our skies will
remain closed and we will shoot down evervthing that is there without consent.”™ The United States
therefore had to proceed with extreme caution in the reconnaissance satellite overflight area. It would not
define exactly where space began or ended. It would support the concept of peaceful uses of space and the
prohibition of the deployment of weapons of mass destruction in space as part of this peaceful uses doc-
trine, while considering reconnaissance satellites to not be such weapons. Finally. the executive branch
would ensure the military services did not exacerbate the delicate international environment regarding
overllight by discussing anything that could be construed as the militarization of space or the considera-
tion of placing offensive weapons there. As the State Department lamented near the end of Eisenhower’s
term, “A Soviet political and propaganda attack on our launching a spy satellite at this time seems inevi-
table.”* Unfortunately. as one noted space historian concludes, “Despite these and subsequent messages
that canceled offensive space-hased. weapon-research programs. Air Force military Icaders at that time
seemed unable to grasp - or unwilling to accept - the meaning of President Eisenhower's ‘peaceful uses of
outer space.” or the rationale behind it.”*

The USAF and Space for Peace

The Air Force perspective was slightly different. 1t believed national security demanded an in-
vestigation of the defensive and offensive potential of space. The USAF considered its presence in space
to be no different that the Navy's on the high seas: ensuring the medium’s peaceful use and availability

for transit to all parties.®’ One space historian explains the USAF viewpoint was that , . . restrictions on
p P P P

5 State Department paper on SAMOS satellite. July 18. 1960. folder: 12 Satellite and Missile
Programs. box 6, RG 59. General Records of the Department of State. Bureau of European AfTairs. Office
of Soviet Union Affairs. Subject Files 1957-1963. NARA. 1.

* State Department internal Memorandum. Subject: Reconnaissance Satellite Program. Septem-
ber 14, 1960. ibid.. 3.

' Hall. “Origins of U.S. Space Policy.” 229, note 72

% Schriever oral history interview. by the author, July 2, 1996.
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the military did not match the obligations of the militarv 1o ensure the security of the nation.” Until all
nations subscribed to the space for peace ideal. “they believed the United States needed the capability to
control space to ensure the liberty of free people everywhere,"® For instance. when Chairman of the JCS
and Air Force General Nathan Twining provided his input 1o 5814/1. he satd the Uniled States should

“. .. place primary emphasis on activities related to outer space necessary to maintain the overall deterrent
capability of the United States and the Free World ™®' A fundamental premise of Air Force doctrine was
then. still is. and almost certainly will be . . . that a decisive margin of advantage goes to the nation
whose detivery vehicles can attain the greatest speed. the greatest range. and the greatest altitude.™ The
operative mantra was and is “Faster, farther. higher.”

Strategic Air Command commander General Thomas Power’s input to 5814/1 included the kind
of statements that Eisenhower administration top officials felt might endanger the space for peace policy's
goals. Power said prestige comes through leadership in the clash with communism and while admitting
reconnaissance was probably the most important immediate military space possibility, he maintained. ©. . .
close behind lies a true potential for unique and effective weapons system development. . . . We must not.
in the fashion of decadent nations. permit pur gross potential to be bled off into purely defensive weapons.
As we enter the space era the primary of the offensive has never been more clearly defined. . . . IBecause
space offers the ultimate in mobility and dispersal for weapons which can be addressed at the enemy
heartland. the ultimate in deterrence may well be in this direction.” He believed the Air Force must

“emphasize constantly the positive contribution of offensive weapons systems. The logic of this fact must

52 Rov F. Houchin II. Major. USAF. The Rise and Fall of Dyna-Soar: A Historv of dir Force
Hypersonic R&D, [945-1963, Ph.D. disscriation {Auburn University. 1994). 105. Page numbers supplicd
by avthor on sheets printed by author from computer disc copy provided by Major Houchin to auvthor.

® Nathan Twining. Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense, August 11, 1958, Exploring the
Unknown, Tofume I, 360.

6 USAF Director of Advanced Technology Homer Boushey. cited by Robert Frank Futrell. /deas.
Concepts, Doctrine:  Basic Thinking in the United States Air Force. 1961-1984, volume I (Maxwell

AFB. AL: Air University Press. 1989), 212.
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be identified for scientific an& national leaders with."* In January 1959, the Air Force concluded. “We
must investigate the possibility of military utilization of the moon. If we do not develop the capability to
more than match each Soviet space move. we may find ourselves outflanked in the new dimension of
space.” To the USAF. weapons in space were peaceful, just like “a watchman is peaceful but he must be
armed. It is the intent. rather than the weapons. which determines what is and what isn't peaceful.
Likewise. our weapons of space would be peaceful - since we would never use them for aggressive pur-
poses.”**

Often. however, these explanation were overshadowed by declarations such as, “In twenty vears. [
believe both the moon and Mars will have permanent. manned outposts. . . . Another use [of satellites]
will be purely military - bombardment - and accomplished by space vehicles. 1 use the term vehicles
rather than satellites because I believe these systems will be manned. . . . [t appears logical to assume we
will have antisatellite weapons and space fighters.” This general opined that the only thing that would
cost more than such systems “, ., would be the failure to be first on the moon. We cannot afford to come
out second in a territorial race of this magnitude. . . . This outpost. under out control. would be the best
possible guarantee that all of space will indeed be preserved for the peaceful purposes of man.”*’

In addition to pointing out the point of the USAF’s space philosophy that desired to explore the
possible offensive potential of space for national security purposes. Power and Boushey also displaved
another important component of the Air Force's space thinking: the central role that humans would play
in the space svstems. Power declared. “For the long term, the critical requirement is to establish man in
the space environment. In the early unmanned exploratory stages of the conquest of space. unmanned

vehicles can be used for many scientific purposes. and certain specific military applications, However, to

5 Thomas Power letter to Chicf of Staff Thomas D. While, August 8. 1958, folder: Command -
SAC, box 16, Thomas D, White papers, Library of Congress. 1-3,

® Air Force Policy on Space. briefings for the Secretary of the Air Force. January 28-29. 1959,
K140.11-13. AFHSO. 7. 19. Emphasis in original.

5 Brigadier General Homer Boushey, Director of Advanced Technology in the Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Development. “Blueprints for Space.” cited in LtCol Kenneth F. Gantz. editor.
AMan in Space: The United States dir Force Program for Developing the Spacecraft Crew (New York:
Duell. Sloan and Pearce. 1959). 239, 241, 252-53.
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fully exploit the space medium. man is the essential ingrediert.” The Air Force must, therefore, “Identify
the mandatorv presence of man in the space environment before significant fulfitlment of either military
or economic potentials can be enjoyed.™™ The Air Force simply assumed. “It is inconceivable that the
ability of man to deal with new situations, his judgment or ability to take many unrelated facts and decide
upon a course of action to accomplish his assigned mission™ would not prove invaluable in space.”*
Therefore. “In reaching the objective of extraterrestrial “high ground.” there must be a progressive devel-
opment and employment of Air Force experience in manned flight.”™

The third part of the Air Force's space philosophy was introduced last chapter: the belief that it.
the USAF. was the proper organization to conduct the nation’s military operations in space. This illus-
trates that continuing interservice rivalry even after NASA's creation was one reason Eisenhower ad-
ministration officials concluded they had made the correct choice then and that NASA must become a
strong and independent organization. An important USAF meeting took place in late Janvary 1959 as it
tried to determine exactly what its position was in the post-NASA space structure. At this meeting the
service's top generals briefed the service’s top civilian officials such as the Secretary of the Air Force and
its Chief Scientist. The officers emphasized. “Air Force- responsibility extends outward into space. and
that there can be no line of distinction between air and space as far as operational responsibilities of the
Air Force are concerned.” Further, “The operational mecans for the overall control and direction of space
activitics does not and cannot exist outside a military service” Which is to say. not in NASA, In addi-
tion. “The control of space activities and operations for military purposcs is but a normal extension of the
control of air activities by the Air Force.” Which is to say, not part of the Army, Navy. or ARPA
Therefore, "The Air Force has no quarrel with NASA and ARPA but the basic responsibility for the

overall space defense of the United States. and the military position of the United States in space. cannot

% Power to White letter. August 18, 1958. 2-3.

% Air Force Policy on Space, briefings for the Sccretary of the Air Force. January 28-29. 1939,
14.

"™ Major General Dan C. Ogle. Surgeon General of the USAF. cited in Gantz. 3.
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be abandoned. No organization other than the Air Force exists or is contemplated which would carry out
such a mission, ™"’

Part of the USAF's concern for securing the space mission was the belief that its future may very
well have depended on it. In the late 19505 the Air Force was operationally deploving its I[CBMs and
there was some institutional concern that the Air Force officer corps would be transformed from dashing
and courageous pilots into the “silent silo sitiers of the seventies.”" Eisenhower told Chief of Staff of the
Air Force (CSAF) Thomas White. its top-ranking officer. that the USAF's success in rocketry “has made
possible and necessary reductions in aircraft programs. It is a change in our thinking.” White replied this
raised “. . . the question of what is the future of the Air Force and of flving. This shift has a great im-
pingement on morale. There is no follow on to the fighter. and no new opportunity for Air Force person-
nel. A natural extension of Air Force activity would be into space as flving drops ofl. He wanted the pre-
dominant role in space for the Air Force.,”™ In public forums, this institutional concern often took the
form of the Air Force emphasizing the defense aspects of space. As White wrote in a 1959 book, “The
United States must win and maintain the capability to control spacc in order to assure the progress and
preeminence of the free nations. If liberty and freedom are to remain in the world, the United States and
its allies must be in a position to control space. We cannot permit the dominance of space by those who

have repeatedly stated they intend to crush the free world. . . . only through our military capability to con-

trol space will we be able to use space for peaceful purposes.”™

" bid., 1.

"2 “Silent silo sitters” phrase from Vernon Van Dvke. Pride and Power: The Rationale of the
Space Program (Utbana, IL: University of Illinois Press. 1964). 171. 1t shouid be noted that while the
author has atlempted 1o maintain an objective approach toward all research questions and conclusions
throughout this dissertation, I have been and am an active duty officer in the Air Force. In addition, my
career classification is “Space and Missile Operations™ and as a Missile Combat Crew Commander in the
late-1980s and early-1990s I was. in fact, a “silent silo sitter” for scveral vears.

*? Memcon. November 18, 1959. but dated January 20, 1960, folder; Department of Defense.
Volume III {(8). box 2. Department of Defense subseries. Subject series. Office of the Staff Secretary: Rec-
ords. White House Office. DDEL. 8.

™ Thomas White, “Space Control and National Security.” in the editors of dir Force Afagazine,
Space Weapons: A Handbook aof Military Astronautics (New York: Frederick A. Praeger. 1959), 11, 13,
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This three-fold Air Force space philosophy (guarantee American security using space if neces-
sary, the USAF should be the institution 10 do so. humans will play a central role in space syvstems) made
little headwav with the civilian policy makers of the Eiscnhower administration. The fandamental prob-
lem is pointed out by a historian who explains that the tendency over history has been for air power theo-
rists to promise more than their chosen technological instrument could deliver. However. concerning
space. exactly the opposite has been true: . . . the technology has far outpaced any coherent doctrine on
how to employ space systems effectively,”” The Air Force's inability to articulate convincingly and pre-
cisely what humans would do in space. 1o the satisfaction of its civilian overseers in the OSD and higher
in the executive branch. meant it could not establish an independent, long-term, human presence in space.
Air Force Philosophy Made Little Headway

The primary reason for the administration’s reluctance to endorse this Air Force space philoso-
phy was the simple fact that it directly contravened the intent of Eisenhower’s space for peace policy and
risked casting a military aura onto the American space program, exactly shat Eisenhower wanted to
avoid. Several secondary reasons atse contributed to the policvmakers’ aversion toward the Air Force's
space philosophy. of which the financial and the interservice rivalry factors are paramount. When the Air
Force discussed its “aerospace” with the inherent idea that only the Air Force had a legitimate military
mission in space, Representative Daniel J. Flood sarcastically responded, “This is a beauty. . . . That
means evervbody is out of space and the air except the Air Force. in case you didn’t know it. Has the Air
Force. without consulting anybody taken the Navy out of air and space? . . . Thev have to have something
to stay in business. You had better get there, or you won't be around,”’® Meanwhile, the Army continued
to strive for an active role in space and would continue to do so unti] its Eisenhower authorized transfer of
the ABMA to NASA in the fall of 1960. The culmination of the Army’s effort was “Project Horizon™ of

June 1959,

" Phillip S. Meilinger, Colonel, USAF. 10 Propositions Regarding Air Power (Washington, DC:
USGPO. 1995), 84

“® Cited in Lec Bowen, i Air Force History of Space Activities, 1945-1959, (Washington, DC:
USAF HDLO. 1964). SHO-C-64/50., 189. Flood was an ardent congressional supporter of the US Navy,
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Project Horizon was a four-volume Army study for a lunar base and all the associated supporting
systems {launch vehicles. space capsules. etc.) It concluded. “Military. political and scicniific considera-
tions indicated that it is imperative for the United States to establish a lunar outpost at the earlicst practi-
cable date.” It would facilitate communications and surveitlance but also “establish and protect U.S. in-
terests on the moon.” If the United States did not start a lunar outpost program quickly. it would forfeit
“. .. the chance of defeating the USSR in a military-technological race which is already recognized as
such throughout the world.™ The Army anticipated 149 Saturn IB launches to build and equip the base
with the first manned landing in April 1965 and a total cost of $6.01 billion.” The'Army plaved the
prestige card: “The primary implication of the feasibility of establishing a lunar outpost is the importance
of being first.” Failure to be first in space produces implications which the Army considered a matter of
“public record.”"® ABMA commander Major General John Medaris later commented that Horizon was
“_ .. shot down in flames by the assignment of all space vehicles to the Air Force.”

In April 1960, the Air Force released its own lunar base study. It claimed the USAF could send a
man to the moon and return him in 1967 and have a fully operational lunar base by June 1969. perform-
ing earth surveillance. at a total cost of $7.7 billion. The Air Force posited a lunar base was necessary
because provided “a site where future military deterrent forces could be located. . . . A military lunar sys-
tem has the potential to increase our deterrent capability by insuring positive retaliation.™** As R. Cargill

Hall summarizes, “Besides flying in the face of stated administration commitments te explore and use

" US Army. Redstone Arsenal, Scientific Information Center. Project Horizon, Tolume 1, Sum-
mary, A US, Army Spudy for the Establishment of a Lunar Military Ouipost, June 8, 1959, folder: Project
Horizon. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series, NHDRC, 1, 5, 56,

* Ibid.. 46-47,

' John B. Medaris, Major General, Retired, with Arthur Gordon, Cowntdown for Decision {(New
York: G.P. Putnam’'s Sons. 1960). 298,

5 Air Force, Research and Development Command. Batlistic Missiles Division. Military Lunar
Base Program or 8.R, 183 Lunar Observatory Study, April 1960. SPI document 1212. p. 1. 4-7. Portions
of this study are reprinted in John M. Logsdon with Dwayne A. Day and Roger D. Launius. eds.. Fxploi-
ing the Unknown: Selected Documents in the Historv of the U.S. Civil Space Program, 1olume II: Rela-
tions with Other Organizations. NASA SP-4407(Washington. DC: USGPO. 1996). 304-11.
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outer space for peaceful and defensive purposcs only. these proposals gained few adherents other than
those who already vicwed the Sovict sputniks with unalloved hysteria. ™™

As Kistiakowsky recalled. this and many other self-aggrandizing service proposals for grandiose
military space projects “. . . were quite partisan. to put it mildly, . . . Rather anfull. . . I stilt recall becom-
ing indignant on discovering that the cost of exclusively paper studies in industrial esiablishments on
‘Strategic Defense of Cis-Lunar Space’ and similar 1opics amounted to more dollars than all the funds
available to the NSF for the support of research in chemistry. [ tried to raise hell about this with
[DDR&E] York. . . ."* NASA Administrator Glennan watched the interservice maneuverings with some
bemusement. He called onc USAF-Navy dispute concerning spacc responsibilities on the west coast. *. . .
an argument that has bordered on the ridiculous. . . . The situation reminded me of two little boys arguing
over which of their fathers could lick the other.”™

The other secondary reason the USAF space philosophy made little headway during the Eisen-
hower, or subsequenl. administrations was the financial issue - duplication, wasteful expenditures, dupli-
cationt, etc. This meant that unless performing a particular task in space offered identifiable functional
efficiencies (like reconnaissance. meteorology. comrnunications. or navigation) or financial savings (this.
arguably. never materialized in the military arena becanse of the continuing high cost of launching pay-
loads to orbit). then that task would not be performed in space and little exploratory R&D for it would be
authorized. As early as April 1959 the civilian Undersecretary of the Air Force said. “Future military
needs will be satisfied by the use of whatever future weapens and techniques will provide improved ca-

pabilitics or effectiveness. If so-called ‘space systems or techniques™ can improve the military potential,

$ Hall, “Origins of U.S. Space Policy.” 226. note 63.

% Kistiakowsky. Scienfist at the White House. 120, 141. Kistiakowsky refers to seven Air Force
study programs active during the final vears of the Eisenhower administration: SR 178, Global Surveil-
lance System: SR 181, Strategic Orbital System: SR 182. Strategic Interplanctary System: SR 183, Lu-
nar Observatory (the program discussed in the preceding paragraph). SR 184, 24 Hour Reconnaissance
Satellite: SR 187 Satellite Interceptor System: SR 192, Strategic Lunar System. Sec “The Air Force
Space Study Program.” no date, though probably late 1958, K140.11-13. p.1. The total budget for the
studies as described in this document. probably for 1958. was $2.7 million.

® Glennan. The Birth of NASA. 85,
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they undoubledly will be used. However. space is not a function. it is a location. and as such it may or
may not permit the traditional military missions to be performed more effectively. ™

This sentiment echoed strongly throughout the remainder of the Eisenhower administration and
into the McNamara era at DoD following.  Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates stated early in 1960 that
the DoD was “not interested in space flight and exploration as ends in themselves. Our space efforts are
an integral part of our over-all military program and will complement our other militarv capabilities ***
The President borrowed this language in his annual space repod to Congress. declaring that the DoD’s
space programs “. . . are a means foward achieving a more effective military posture for the United States
and its allies, rather than space flight and exploration as ends in themselves. Therefore. the space efforts
of the Department of Defense are an integral part of our overall military program and will complement or
supplement other military capabilities. ™

Try as they might. however, to limit military space spending to only those subjects likely to en-
hance current capabilities, administration officials such as Kistiakowsky could still listen to Air Force
briefings on the proposed USAF space program and be *. . . shocked by the incredible wastage of taxpay-
ers’ money. For instance. $8 million spent in paper studies such as lunar defense systems,”® Two
months before the end of his administration, Eisenhower rcacted to a bricfing on the proposed military
space program: “. ., the President said that he did not know where the money for such programs was
going to come from. It seemed to him that we should finally reach the point where these programs were

not constantly going up until they absorbed ninc-tenths of our research money. We shoutd determine

1 Undersecretary of the Air Force Malcolm Maclntyre. Memorandum 1o ARPA Director Rov
Johnson. Advanced Program Areas for Military Space Systems, April 14. 1959, SP1 docwment 274, p. 1.

* Address by Secretary of Defensc Thomas Gates. January 27. 1960. reprinted in Director of
Information, Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, dir Force information Policy Letter, Supplement for
Commanders, Special Issiie: Militarv Aission in Space, 1957-1962. p. 4.

% Congress, House. LS. deronautics and Space Activities, Januarv 1 to December 31, 1959,
Message from the President of the United States Transmitting the Second Annual Report of the Nation's

Activities in the Ficlds of Aeronautics and Space. House Document No. 349. 86th Congress. 2nd Session.
February 23, 1960, p. 22.

¥ Kistiakowsky Teflecting on an August S, 1960 briefing in Scientist af the Thite Honse, 383.
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some sort of level of effort and set a dollar ceiling which would be changed only if there were some sort of
startling development."** An important point to highlight in the overall NASA-DoD framcwork is that
“, . . much of the struggle over the military uses of space was as much between elements within DOD as
between DOD and NASA.™
The NASA-DoD Relationship {

The foregoing discussion sets the stage for the specific NASA-DoD relationship that emerged.
The President wanted to protect his space for peace initiatives and so Air Force space proposals had to be
kept under control and NASA nurtured. The first task relevant to the NASA-DoD relationship was the
division of projects and facilities when NASA began operations in October 1958. The most important
decision. the assignment of the human spaceflight mission to NASA and the program’s subsequent devel-
opment, is covered in the next chapter. Other project and facility assignments occupy an important sup-
porting role in the human spaceflight siory.
Division of Labor

The division of labor process started on April 2. 1958, the same day Eisenhower submitted his
version of the Space Act to Congress. Hc wrote the Secretary of Defense and the NACA Chairman to
explain his philosophy concerning which organization would do what under the new legislation: *, . | it is
appropriate that a civilian agency of the Government take the lead in those activities related to space
which extend bevond the responsibilities customarily considered to be those of a military organization,”
Eisenhower said it was “especially felicitous™ that the NACA and the DoD had such a close and harmoni-
ous relationship because, “This relationship will ease the period of transition that lies ahead and will pro-
vide a basis for the close cooperation that will be needed to solve the difficult problems that will be en-

countercd.” NACA and the DoD should therefore “. . . formulate such detailed plans as may be required

to reorient present programs. intcrnal organization. and management structures™ in accordance with the

¥ NSC. Memorandum of Discussion at the 466th Meeting of the NSC. November 7. 1960. dated
November 8. 1960. folder; 466th Meeting of the NSC. box 13. NSC series. Ann Whitman file. DDEL, 2.

% Arnold 8. Levine. AMfanaging NS4 in the Apollo Era (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1982). 211.
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pending Space Act and form recommendations concerning which programs would be transferred to
NASA”

Later that month NACA and the DoD responded with a general guide as to the appropriate divi-
sion of labor. They had decided that the military unquestionably should be responsible for these missions:
reconnaissance and surveillance.” countermecasures against space vehicles. weapons in space, and navi-
gational aids. Missions going to NASA without dispute would be unmanned space flights for Qcientiﬁc
data such as verlical probes. lunar and interplanetary probes. and scientific satellites. However 2 gray area
termed “common interest programs” included: human space flight: large rocket engines: communica-
tions satellites and metcorological satellites.”™ A neat and orderly division of effort to include projects and
facilities was clearly not going to be an easy task. The BoB stated its opinion: “From our review., it ap-
pears to us that the only major project proposed for FY 1959 that is ‘peculiar to or primarily associated
with weapons systems or military operations’ is the so-called ‘Advanced Reconnaissance Satellite” proj-

ecl.”™ This was the technical name for Sentry, the renamed WS-1 17L.*" At a minimom. an ambitious

military space program was going to be a difficult row for the Air Force to hoe.

* Eisenhower, Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense and the NACA Chairman, April 2,
1958, folder: National Aeronautics and Space Administration (1), box 44. Confidential File. White House
Central Files. DDEL, 1-2.

*! Burrows differentiates between the two as follows: reconnaissance “has to do with the active
pursuit of specific information. such as the performance characteristics of a ballistic missile. Surveillance
entails the passive, svstematic watching or listening for something to happern. such as a ballistic missilc
being fired.” Deep Black, xxv.

> NACA Chairman and Secretary of Defense joint memorandum to the President, dated only
April 1938, folder: Department of Defense Liaison. box: White House, Presidents. Eisenhower.
DOD/CIA Information, NHDRC, 1-2,

> Memo from the Military Division of the BoB to the BoB Director. Status report on the space
program. June 10. 1958, folder: Pre-NASA Documents, NACA-DOD Talks. box:  Administrative His-
tory. Pre-NASA Documents. NASA/DoD. NHDRC. 2.

% The final name for WS-117L. after being rcferred to as Sentry for a period of time. would be
Samos (same said this referred to Satellitc and Missile Observation System. some said it simply was the
name of an istand in the Aegean Sea, picked at random.) Amcrica’s first operational reconnaissance
satellite, the Corona project. was outside of this strictly Air Force framework. as will be seen at the end of

chatper 5.
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Eisenhower’s assessment was that anvthing “not vet proved as to technical feasibility should be
the concern of this agency [NASA|. and that non-militarv applications should also be the concern of this
agency.”™ He told the NSC on August 14, 1958. “We should put. as far as possible. all space projects
under the space agency [NASA, which] must prove the military practicability or feasibility of a given
space project ot aclivity before the Defense Department takes over such a project or activity, . . . Not every
activity in outer space i going to turn out to have military use.”*® August 1958 was the same month Eis-
enhower awarded NASA the human spaceflight mission. not the DoD. One week before NASA began
operations. “The President reaffirmed that NASA should the heart of the whole activity: unless a project
is a very definite application to a specific military purpose. it should be in NASA. . . . The President said
that, unless definite military purposc can be shown, the responsibility and the funds should be in
NASA."® Again, the general situation was not a fertile one for the development of a robust and diverse
military space program.

Accordingly. Eisenhower’s Exccutive Order 10783 on October 1. 1958 transferred from DoD to
NASA: Project Vanguard; lunar probes: scientific satellites; passive communication satellites; and
most rocket engine research (but not Saturn or its management agency the ABMA).* One primary source
recounts these transfers . . . had left some feeling in DOD that the Services had been deprived of some-
thing which was theirs by right of initiation and. in some cases, ultimate user status. This. in turn. had

caused some reluctance to enter into a fully cooperative partnership of mutual support in aerospace activi-

* Memcon. July 17, 1958, dated July 18, 1958. Folder. Staff Memos - July 1958 (1). box 35.
DDE Diary series, Ann Whitman files. DDEL. 2.

% NSC, Memorandum of Discussion at the 376th Meeting of the NSC, August 14. 1958, dated
Augnst 15, 1938, folder: 376th Mecting of NSC, box 10, NSC series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 6.

" Memcon. September 23, 1958. from The Diaries of Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953-1961, Mi-
crofilmed from the Holdings of the Dwight D. Eisenhower Librarv, Robert Lester, Editor. part of the Re-
search Collections in American Pofitics: Microforms from Major Archival and Manuscript Collections.
William Leuchtenburg, General Editor (Bethesda. MD: University Publications of America. 1986). as
deposited in the LoC, reel 18, p. 2.

* Eisenhower. Executive Order 10783. “Transferring Certain Functions from the Department of
Defense to the National Aeronautics and Space Administration.” October 1, 1958, SPI document 1124,

pp. 1-2.
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ties.”™ A secondary source calculates. “No other agency of the Executive Branch of the Federal Govern-
ment has been created by the transfer of so many units and programs from other departments.”'™ There
was enough grumbling within the military space agency over the scope of the transfers that ARPA Direc-
tor Roy Johnson informed his staff it was “ARPA’s policy to provide the fultest kind of support and assis-
tance to the National Aeronautics and Space Agency [sic] in all areas. . . . It is. moreover. ARPA policy to
support fully the transfer of functions prescribed by the statutes establishing NASA.” He admitted that
some of these transfers *. . . will initially appear to be contrary to the apparent requirements of the De-
partment of Defense. I am satisfied that with good will and cooperation among all parties. a middle
course will be developed. . . . I desire that all ARPA personnel adhere strictly to the policy of supporting
the programs of the National Aeronautics and Space Agency [sic] and the letter and the spirit of the stat-
ute under which the relationships of the Department of Defense and that Agency are prescribed, ™

One analyst explains this “major change” in the old NACA-DoD relationship: “Whereas in prior
vears NACA had been a valuable support agency fulfilling military research requirements. now NASA,
elevated into the big league of government departments and agencigs. with major budgetary demands of
its own . . . loomed as a competitor for funds as well as for Presidential and public attention,”'™™ NASA
did become an operating agency with its own contracting and management centers and was no longer
simply an R&D organization supporting the DoD in a clicnt-server relationship: “NASA became the big-

gest single rival and competitor of the mammoth Defense Establishment. 1t would not be. as NACA was.

9 W. Fred Boone. NASA Office of Defense Affairs: The First Five Years. December 1, 1962, to
January 1, 1968, NASA HHR-32 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1970). 6.

' Emme. History of Space Flight. 136.

"' Rov Johnson. ARPA Dircclor. Memorandum to all ARPA staff. ARPA Policy Respecting
DoD/NASA Relationships. October 14, 1958. SPI document 1439 pp. 1-3.

1% Richard Hirsch and Joseph Trento. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (New
York: Praeger Publishers, 1973). 30.
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a research activity working mainly for the militarv. It would initiate its own programs. build its own fa-
cilities. develop its own procurement and management organizations.”'

The main bone of contention was. according to DDR&E Herbert York. . . . this sort of basic
conflict between NASA and ARPA about roles and missions at the high end, that is to say large rockets
and man. Roy Johnson's view was that thesc werc essential military activities. and Keith Glennan's view
is that the Space Act of 1958 gave him a sei of responsibilitics to explore space and so forth, thai it ought
to be carried out with large rockets and men.” York added he and Killian also believed. “It was NASA
who needed men in space and who needed large rockets in order to carry out its mission. not ARPA. "
As one scholar concluded. “ARPA and the services were fighting a lost battle. The President’s policy of
space for peace made him reluciant to grant any space activity to the military that could be considered of
+105

scicntific interest.”

ABMA as the Central Issue

Baltles ensued nonetheless. The most important ene centered on control of the Army Ballistic
Missile Agency. The ABMA was one of two military organizations skilled in the design and construction
(or managing the construction) of large rockets. The other was the USAF's Ballistic Missiles Division
(BMD). Clearly, the administration would not permit NASA to take over BMD because it was tesponsible
for the bulk of the United States [CBM deterrent force. ABMA was a dilferent matter. Its main project
was the huge Saturn rocket, an order of magnitude larger than any single ICBM., The DoD was unsure in
late 1958 if there was any military requirement for such a large missile; in 1959 it would conclude there
was not and the Saturn project along with most of ABMA would be transferred to NASA. For NASA the

ABMA s capabilities were absolutely essential to the process of NASA becoming a viable space explora-

'™ Congress. House. Committee on Government Operations. Govermment Operations in Space
(dAnalvsis of Civil-Afilitary Roles and Relationships), Thirteenth Report. 89th Cong. st Session. House
Report No. 4435, Junc 4, 1965, p. 12.

"™ Oral history interview of Herbert York. January 24, 1989, NASM. 43. York added. “There
was very serious consideration at the top of the Air Force to changing their name to the United States
Aerospace Force.” Page 44.

1% Gerald Cantwell. The dir Force-NAS4 Relationship in Space, 1958-1968 (Washington, DC:
Department of the Air Force, Office of Air Foree History, Oclober 1971. reprinted November 1990), 12.
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tion agency. obvicusly. without the ability to construct the large rockets needed to launch heavy scientific
pavloads into earth orbit and into deep space. NASA's institutional capabilities would be extremely cir-
cumscribed.

Therefore. one of Glennan's first orders of business in the fall of 1958 was to petition for the
transfer of the ABMA (o NASA. The ullimaic outcome of the complex bureaucratic maneuvering associ-
ated with the ABMA transfer throughout late 1958 and most of 1959 depended on Eisenhower. As earlv
as March 1958 he stated he “. . . thought the Huntsville force [ABMA was located at the Army’s Redstone
Arsenal in Huntsville, AL) should be promoted to space and similar activities. He thought consideration
should be given to taking them out of their present assignment and assigning them to ARPA. or even to
NASA.""™ This was less than a week after approving Killian's memo recommending creation of a NASA
and telegraphed the ultimate outcome of ABMA's transfer to NASA.

Glennan was on duty throughout September 1958 before NASA's official standing up on October
1st and toured DoD installations to determing their potential value to NASA. Concerning ABMA, 1 be-
came convinced that the talents of this group - so dedicated to space exploration and so hemmed-in by the
fact that the Air Force had been given control of air and was intent on extending that control to space -
would be a useful part of NASA.™ The obstacle would be the ABMA’s commander. Major General John
Medaris. who had treated Glennan “in a somewhat cavalier fashion.™ Glennan characterized Medaris as

“a martinet, addicted to ‘spit and polish,’ never without a swagger stick. and determined to beat the Air

1% Memcon, March 11. 1958, folder: Missiles. Januarv-March 1958 (2). box 12, OSAST, White
House Office. DDEL, 2.
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Force. He simply did not have the cards.”"” Glennan felt he had the support of McElroy, Quarles. Roy
Johnson and Herbert York. However, “I was not prepared for what then transpired.” "

Glennan proposed to Secretary of Defense McElroy on October 15. 1938 that DoD relingnish
control of ABMA and JPL'™ because they are “vitally important 1o accomplishment of the NASA mis-
sion” and since current trends indicate “it may be expected soon that the major effort of ABMA will be in
support of NASA programs.” Therefore. “We believe that the transfer of the space capability of these or-
ganizations to NASA is in the national interest.”"'"

Secretary of the Army Wilber Brucker calied Glennan info his office and “became irate™ at Glen-
nan’s transfer proposal and “said he could not countenance such a move.” Glennan regretted that he
“hadn’t realized how much of a pet of the Army’s von Braun and his operation had become. He was its
one avenue to fame in the space business. . . . I finally left with my tail between my legs and called a ses-
sion of our people to determine strategy.” Brucker believed. "Currently. 85 percent of the existing capa-
bilities al the Army Ballistic Missile Agency and the Jet Propulsion Laboratory are required for - and
committed to - the Army’s missile programs. . . . The damage done by disrupting the existing organiza-
tion at this time would be irrcparable . . . . The proposal to absorb at this time part of ABMA and to take

over JPL is not in the national interest.”'"" Brucker and Medaris leaked the situation to the press and

" Glennan, Birth of N.AS4, 9. One should note Glennan's candor in his diary. He repeatedly
offered his honest assessments of the individuals with whom he came into contact. even if, as in this case,
his opinions were disparaging. In another context he commented on Medaris. “I hope he gets into
heaven, now that he’s a priest.” See Glennan oral history interview, Mayv 29, 1987, NASM, 147. Glen-
nan became an Episcopal priest after his retirement from the Army. This is important because he never
spoke of any Air Force leaders in such terms. In fact he speaks fondlv of Chief of Staff of the USAF Gen-
eral Thomas White throughout his diary and respecifully of General Schriever. This lends some credibil-
ity to the overall conclusion that while NASA and the Air Force had their peints of difference during
Glennan’s tenure, the relationship was fundamentally sound.

1% Ihid., 10.
'% The JPL was basically responsible for building the scientific payloads that the large rockets
would launch. It was an Army facility managed under contract by the California Institute of Technology.

The IPL would become the NASA laboratory responsible for the construction and operation of most of
NASA’s robotic planetary and decp-space probes.

"% Glennan, letter to McElroy. October 135. 1938. SPI document 488, pp. 2. 6.
" wilber Brucker. Army Position Paper. October 15. 1958, folder: NASA/AOMC/JPL Transfer,
box: Administrative History # 6. shelf VI-C-6. NHDRC. 1-2.
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soon the entire sitnation became public knowledge ''* By the end of October. “The President said that he
is completelv nonplused at the spirit of bureaucracy which seems to become predeminant in such affairs -
the lack of any spirit of give and take to try to work out the best national interest.™ '

Glennan quickly enlisted the assistance of Killian and Quarles and they sooen hammercd out a
compromise solution whereby he agrecd to drop his request for the ABMA and in return the Army did
cede JPL to NASA and promised that the ABMA would be completely responsive to NASA work or-
ders.!'* However. as Glennan wrote McElroy. “We must recognize that as time passes important changes
will undoubtedly occur in the nature of the requirements of both the Department of Defense and NASA™"
Therefore. the agreement cafled for a review and a report in one year “on the success of these arrange-
ments.”''* Eisenhower told Glennan he felt the partial transfer was a mistake because “he would prefer to
make the ABMA shift right away” but was unwilling to intervene in the compromise solution his subordi-
nates had crafted.!'® Space Council meeting minutes reveal that most members felt that “Although the

solution that is being recommended does not wholly meet NASA’s needs, it is considered the best ar-

rangement which can be achieved at this time.”'"” Glennan told Congress in January 1959 he was keeping

2 Glennan. Birth of NAS4, 10-11. In his memoirs Medaris describes the intentional leak. See
Counitdown for Decigion, 24311

"% Memcon. October 31, 1958. folder: Staff Notes - October 1958, box 36, DDE Diary series.
Ann Whitman file. DDEL. 1.

"'* For full details see December 3. 1958, Cooperative Agreement on Army Ordnance Missile
Command. Between the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Department of the
Army, reprinted in the forthcoming Logsdon et. al.. Exploring the Unknown, I'olume [i: Relations with
Other Organizafions.

"'* Glennan letter to McElroy, December 1. 1958, SPI document 486. 2.
116 Bipth of NASA.. 12.

" NASC. Minutes of Meeting. December 3. 1958, folder: National Aeronautics and Space
Council (Unclassified) 1958." box: White House. National Aeronautics and Space Council. 1958-39.
NHDRC. 1.
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open all options: “I shall certainly avail myself of the opportunity. if I think 1 need it. to ask again for the
transfer of this agency. if it scems important.”™'®

Two developments helped secure the ABMA's transfer to NASA in 1959, First and most impor-
tant was the OSD s conclusion that the Saturn rocket had no immediate military uttlity and was becoming
100 expensive. therefore they would not oppose its transfer along with that of the von Braun team develop-
ing it. Second. Glennan changed his tactics by waiting for the DoD to offer von Braun and the Saturn
project to NASA, refusing to deal with Brucker, and dealing directly and only with OSD officials such as
DDR&E York. Numerous sources indicate that in April 1939 York declared. “I have decided to cancel
the Saturn program on the grounds there is no military justification,”’'® Kistiakowsky observed that
Glennan and NASA were “. . . in constant jurisdictional conflict with the United States Army which. us-
ing Wernher von Braun and his rockets. was feverishly trying to carve a bigger role in space for itself.'™
In August 1959 an internal NASA document explained. “Recently, the Department of Defense has stated
that due to budgetary limitations thev would like 1o teopen the question of transferring the ABMA to
NASA. . .. Army opposition can be expected to vary inversely as the amount of pressure applied by the

=121

Department of Defensc.

Glennan made sure DoD took the initiative for the transfer however. the memories of his 19358
experiences with Brucker still fresh in his mind. He recounted a discussion with McElroy in which McEl-

roy “. . . was trving to find out whether or not we were sufficiently interested to make it worth his while to

"8 Cited in Mary Stone Ambrose, The National Space Program Phase IT: Implementation of the
National deronautics and Space Act of 1958: A Studv of NASA's First Two Years of Operations with
Emphasis on the Programming and Budgeting Aspects. August 1960, folder: Implementation of the
Space Act of 1958, box: White House. Presidents, Eisenhower. Space Act Testimony. NHDRC, 22.

"9 York cited in Roger Bilstein. Stages ta Saturn: A Technological History of the Apallo-Saturn
Launch Tehicles, NASA SP-4206 (Washington. DC: USGPO, 1980). 39. See also Eugene M. Emme,
“Historical Perspectives on Apollo.” Jowrnal of Spacecraft and Rockets 5 (April 1968): 372: and Charles
D. Benson and William B, Fahewty. Afoonport. 4 History of Apollo Launch Facilities and Operations.
NASA 8P-4204 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1978). 13,

21 Kistiakowsky. Scientist at the White House. 10.

-1 NASA. Considerations Preparatory to Establishing a NASA Position on ABMA. August 20.
1959, folder: NASA/AOMC/JPL Transfer. box: Administrative History # 6. shelf VI-C-6, NHDRC, L.
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move forward with his plan to carry out York's rccommendations™ to transfer Saturn and the ABMA o
NASA instead of canceling it outright. Glennan said. . . . the impression is left that this is a move on the

wll

part of Defense Department - not NASA. Naturally we are insisting that this is the posture. Glennan
informed York on September 23, 1959 that NASA would be ready to reexaming the ABMA transfcr ques-
tion, “but on the basis that the tnitiative is being taken by Defense (recalling the very bad experience with
the Army of last vear.)” Glennan added. “The only way he would consider the take-over would be for
Defense to propose it and to deliver the Army and Von Braun in support of the transfer,”'”* Glennan
stated in his memoirs, “I made it clear that I proposed 10 make a new deal. if any. only with the Office of
the Secretary of Defense and that I expected Brucker to be told the results of the deal once it had been
made "'

By September 1959 Secretary of Defense McElroy reported that the DeD was negotiating o *. . .
turn ABMA over to some agency other than the Army - probably NASA - since it was getting to expensive
to support. "2 York explained. “We believe that we need the bigger boosters. but we do not at this time
have finm requirements. For this reason, we would be satisfied to have NASA built the big boosters,” *
By September 29 any doubt as to the ABMA's future evaporated when Eisenhower stated that . . | he
didn’t want the NASA budget to go much over half a billion dollars 2 year; that we weren't in a race with
the Sovicts, but were engaged in a scholarly exploration of space. He flatly stated that ABMA should be

put under NASA and on my warning conceded that he will have to defend Glennan publicly.” Soon.

“Both Gates [new Secretary of Defense] and York conceded that personally they favored the transfer of

' Glennan letter to Deputy Administrator Hugh Dryden, August 28, 1959. folder: Department
of Defense Liaison, box: White House, Presidents, Eisenhower. DOD/CIA Information, NHDRC. 1.

' Memcon. September 21, 1959, supra. 2.
2 Birth of NASA, 22.

'** Memcon. September 16. 1959, folder: Department of Defense. Vol. 111 (8). box 2. Department
of Defense subseries. Subject sertes. Office of the Staff Secretary, White House Office. DDEL. 1.

128 Glennan, Notes on Discussion. How Important in the Current Scheme of things is the matter
of competing in the Space Field aggressively and ultimately successfully with the Soviet Union. Seplember
23. 1959, folder. Glennan Speeches and Congressional Statemcnts, Glennan subseries. Administrators
series. NHDRC, 2,
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ABMA ta NASA.'” The only remaining task was drafting an official plan and submitting it to Congress.
Brucker and Medaris realized they faced a fair accompii and so raised no serious objeclion. Eisenhower
announced his intention to transfer most of the ABMA, essentially von Braun’s team called the Develop- -
ment Operations Division. and the Saturn project. to NASA on October 21. 1953, The detailed NASA-
DoD agreement was ready by December and the transfer became effective on March 14, 1960.'%%

The entire ABMA transfer episode. which one historian termed the “most significant event in
NASA’s history” between its establishment and Kennedy's May 1961 lunar landing decision,'* indicates
the kev role top OSD officials plaved in the overall NASA-DoD relationship. NASA might desirc an or-
ganizational realignment such as the ABMA’s transfer in 1958. but lacking top-level OSD backing it did
not occur. The next vear the ABMA was smoothly transferred to NASA because the DDR&E and Secre-
tary of Defense concluded it was an organizational and financial liability to the DoD. The principle of
OSD’s input acting as a crucial determinant in the NASA-DoD relationship continued into the sixties in
that the Air Force's drive for a human spaceflight mission would be largely circumscribed by OSD-level
officials. Another legacy of the ABMA affair was that [rom the fall of 1959 on the Army no longer plaved
any significant role in space and is largely absent from the remaining discussion of the NASA-DoD rela-
tionship. Logsdon explains that with the transfer of the von Braun team to NASA, “Army plans for

manned space flight came to an end ™%

- Y Kistiakowsky. Scientist at the White House. 100. 111

'*® The actual transfer document. “Agreement Between the Department of the Armyv and NASA
on the Objectives and Guidelines for the Implementation of the Presidential Decision to Transfer a Portion
of the ABMA to NASA™ was dated November 16. 1959 and is reprinted in Congress, House, Commitiee
on Science and Astronautics. Transfer of the Development Operations Division of the Adrmy Ballistic
Aissile Agencv to National deronantics and Space Adminisiration, Hearings, 86th Congress, 2nd Session.
February 1960. pp. 30ff.

' Robert L. Rosholt. An Administrative Historv of NAS1:  [958-1963. NASA SP-4101.
(Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1966). 107.

'3 John M. Logsdon. The Decision to Go to the Moon: Project Apollo and the National Interest
{Cambridge. MA: The MIT Press. 1970). 53.
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ARPA s Space Role Faded

Autumn 1959 witnessed a second important organizational change relevant to the NASA-DoD
relationship. ARPA also faded from importance in the space organizational scheme. While the DDR&E
had already become OSD's pointman on space issues. ARPA’s receding from the scene did mean the
militarv space projects under its active management. such as the Sentry reconnaissance satellite. were re-
turned back to the control of the individual militarv services. From (his point forward NASA would inter-
act directly with either the OSD or the Air Force in forging agreements ot arranging project support. not
ARPA. This reduction of ARPA’s role apparently came at the initiative of DDR&E York and was moti-
vated by the desire for even more centralized OSD-level control of military space projects:

It is rather clear that York intends to reduce the role of ARPA and restrict it to the field which

is defined by its name. He wants to put all space activitics directly into the Air Force except

for specific missions to be assigned to the Army and navv. but even those are to use booster

vehicles of the Air Force. He feels that making the program part of the Air Force budget will

automatically restrain the wildest bovs. whereas at present they simply write fantastic require-
ments and expect ARFPA to take care of them.
Kistiakowsky agreed with York's initiative. saying. “We simply do not have the means to support ail-out
development efforts in all ‘important” areas.” !

Therefore on September 15, 1959 Eisenhower approved DDR&E York's memeo transferring the
various military space projects from ARPA back to the military services. Eisenhower seems to have been
persuaded by Kistiakowsky's argument that farming the projects back out to the services would create a
more clear-cut assignment of authority aleng reasonably functional lines. therebyv reducing duplication. In
addition. “Since the projects will be carried out on Service rather than ARPA budgets. a more effective
restraint against indefinite mulliplication and claboration of projects will be established.”'™ The Air
Force re(-:ei\'ed management for the militarv reconnaissance sateltite program (now called SAMOS) as

well as the early warning against ballistic missile attack satellite called MIDAS, as well as another pro-

gram catled DISCOVERER to be discussed in the next chapter. The reorientation also granted the Air

131 Kistiakowsky. Scientist at the I hite House, 57-58.
132 Kistiakowsky, Memorandum to Staff Secretary Goodpaster. Coordination of Satellite and

Space Vehicle Operations, folder: Kistiakowsky (2). box 23. Administration series, Apn Whitman file,
DDEL. 1.
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Force responsibility for developing all military boosters. integrating the satellite payloads with boosters.
and launching the complete package. The Navy received developmental responsibility for a navigation
satellite called TRANSIT and the Army received a family of communication satellites '** Clearly. the Air
Force was consolidating its hold on the vast majority of military space responsibitities but would still be
under close OSD-level scrutiny.””' In February 1960 DDR&E York explained that as a result of these
actions ARPA “. . . ceased 10 exist as an independent agency reporting to the Sccretary of Defense. 1t no
longer does play a role in the space program. . . . We have taken ARPA out of the programs which are
virtnally near the operational stage. . . """
Antending the Space Act

Given the rationalization of organizational structure taking place in late 1959 within the military
space context, it is reasonable to ask if a similar process had been taking place between the military and
civilian space fields (beyond the ABMA transfer discussed above). Glennan had no serious complaints
about the situation. expressing in a confidential setting. “I don’t mean to imply that the relationships be-
tween NASA and the Department of Defense have been anything but amicable. We have worked out our

immediate problems in a cooperative spirit and. with the help of other agencies. have made reasonablc

133 For full details see Secretary of Defense McElroy. Memorandum for the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Subject: Coordination of Satellite and Space Vehicle Operations, September 18. 1959,
reprinted in Briefing Book for Air Force witnesses before the House Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics on the Subject of DOD Space Directive 516032, K160.8636-4. AFHSO., 1961.

** 1t should be noted thal this same memorandum from McElroy to the Chairman. JCS. also re-
jected the official request the Army and Navy had made for creation of a joint, multi-service Defense As-
tronautical Agency to exercise control over all military space projects. Both services saw their input into
and invelvement with the military space environment slipping inexorably inte the hands of the Air Force.
This last-ditch attempt by the Army and Navy to maintain some active command role in military space
projects was rebuffed by Secretary of Defense McElrov in the September memo and again by new Secre-
tary of Defense Thomas Gates on June 16. 1960 when the Army and Navy rencwed their request for a
joint astronautical command. See. among others. Lee Bowen. Threshold of Space: The dir Force in the
National Space Program. 1945-1959 (Washington. DC: USAF HDLGQ. 1960). 31ff. The Army-Navy
proposal is undated but probably summer 1939. General Proposal for Organization for Command and
Control of Military Operations in Space. box 5. OSAST. White House Office. DDEL.

3% Congress. Senate. Committee on Acronautical and Space Sciences. Subcommittee on NASA
Authorizations. Transfer of the 1'on Braun Team fo N4Sd4. HJ. Res. 567. 86th Congress. 2nd Session,
February 18, 1960. 29-30.
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progress.”'** Nevertheless. Glennan felt improvements to the Space Act's division of labor language were
in order. Starting in mid-1959 he was the driving force behind an effort to amend the Space Act to more
rationally reflect the actual relationship between NASA and the DoD. Ultimately this revised Space Act
did pass the House in 1960 but L¥ndon Johnson refused to permit its consideration in the Senate and so
the legislation died. The incident does reveal imporant clues concerning Eisenhower’s space policy.

In June 1959 Glennan wrote Killian with a proposed division of labor between NASA- and the
DoD the goal of which was to . , . establish better criteria for allocation of effort.” His plan was lo spe-
cifically state that NASA had responsibility for; manned spaceflight and all manned satellites. laborato-
ries. and interplanetary scientific exploration: all scientifically-oriented satellites. probes. sounding rock-
ets. and vehicles, and development of applications satellites in the fields of communications, meteorol-
ogyv. geodetics, and navigation “in order to emphasize the intent and objective of this nation to devote
space activities to peaceful purposes.” DoD would be charged with developing and operating military
weapons or support systems required {or the defense of the United States. to include: military reconnats-
sance satellites (visual. electromic. photographic. and other). weapons delivery systems: and weapons
defense and early warning systems.'>” There was no recorded presidential action until Glennan renewed
his proposal in November 1959. However. Eisenhower did emphasize at a press conference. when asked
why the ABMA had not been used to explore space, “I cannot, for the life of me. see any reason why we
should be using or misusing military talent to explore the moon. This is something that deals in the sci-
entific field. You have given to the military only what is their problem and not anvthing elsc. The rest of

it stays under civilian control and that is the reason for having this agency [NASA|.""*

13 NASC. Minutes of Meeting. March 2. 1959. folder: National Aeronautics and Space Council
1959. box: White House, National Aeronautics and Space Council. 1958-59, NHDRC, 1,

%" Glennan, letter to James R. Killian, Jr.. Mission Assignments in the Space Field, June 22.
1959, folder: PSAC Correspondence 1959, box: White House. President’s Science Advisery Commitlee,
NHDRC. 1-2. Note that when Glennan wanted to make this &ype of a proposal. he went through PSAC to
gain the President’s altention.

1% Eisenhower. News Conference. November 3. 1959. Public Papers of the President, 1939, p.
278, .
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The CMLC and NASC

One prefatory note to the discussion of the effort to revise the Space Act is to mention that the
two bodies Congress created to facilitate NASA-DoD coordination. the NASC and the CMLC. were not
important policy making bodies during the Eisenhoswer administration. They were sufficiently superflu-
ous so that Eisenhower recommended their abolition in his proposed Space Act amendments. In the case
of the CMLC the central problem was its members’ lack of authority: they could neither make nor enforce
decisions because they did not hold positions of responsibility in either NASA or the DoD. Neither NASA
nor DoD ever delegated any authority 1o it.

The CMLC’s onginal charter of October 22, 1958 outlined its primary function: “Provide a
channel for official advice, consultation and exchange of information and maintain a flow of this infor-
mation adequate to keep. . . [NASA and DoD] fully and currenily informed of each other’s aeronautical
and space plans, programs, and activities.” Its authority was negligible: “When requested by the Admin-
istrator. National Aeronautics and Space Administration, or the Secretary of Defense. study and recom-
mend courses of action where jurisdictional differences . . . have arisen. or might arise. unnecessary du-
plication of effort might develop, or coordination of jointly sponsored or related programs is required.”
Thus CMLC Chairman William Holadav (its only full-time member) could not initiate any action unless
requested by Glennan or McElroy (or Eisenhower’s last Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates). By the
CMLC’s January 1959 meeting neither the OSD representative nor his alternate was present; two of four
NASA members were absent and sent lower-ranking alternates. This pattern of either absence or sending
subordinates was soon the norm.'* Iis March 1959 meeting agenda contained only one item. a NASA

presentation on the national space vehicle program.'*

13 CMLC. Terms of Reference. October 22, 1958, folder; CMLC Organization and Member-
ship. box: Civilian Military Liaison Committee. NHDRC. 2.

¥ Minutes of CMLC Meeting, January 13, 1959. folder: CMLC Minutes, January 1959, box;
Civilian Military Liaison Committec. NHDRC. 1.

" Minutes of CMLC Meeting. March 10. 1959, folder: CMLC Minutes. January 1959. box:
Civilian Military Liaison Committee, NHDRC. 1.
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The next month Chairman Holaday was candid with Congress, testifving that the CMLC was not
“contributing much to the space effor.” though he. the Secretary of Defense. and Glennan were trying to
devise more useful functions. Holaday stated. “It is recognized {hat normal project activities can be con-
ducted in a more expeditious manner if carried out a project officer to project officer level. . . .'* In July
1959 Holaday complained he was being completely cut out of the information exchange process between
NASA and Dob: “The Chairman is finding it impossible to carry out his responsibilities due to lack of
complete information on discussions and decisions that are being made by the separate offices.”'™ A
Senate report the next month concluded. “The Civilian-Military Liaison Committee is not organized or
authorized to perform effectively its coordinating functions between NASA and the Department of De-
fense. Coordination between NASA and the Department of Defense is being carried on by numerous and
informal personal contacts. At times the Civilian-Military Liaison Committee is not even advised. . . . We
have no authority.” Holaday added. “If we do not get something more constructive to do than what the
Committee is now doing, I can see no need for continuing the Committee™ because its only current func-
tion was in the “‘exchange of mail” area.” a post office. Glennan concurred: “They do not have any
authority. Tt is entirely a communications channel.” Glennan said he could do his job without it.'**

The last of the CMLC’s thirteen meetings was in December 1959, Before he resigned in April
1960, Holaday told Congress. “The formal actions of the Committee are few in number. . . .The role of the
Committee has been of relatively minor importance. . . . A Committee. because of its usual composition,
that is, a membership made up of representatives who are subject to a higher internal authority, is inca-
pable of making firm decisions. . . . the activities of the Civilian-Military Liaison Committee are limited

to recommended courses of action to the heads of the two agencies for their consideration and deci-

12 Holadav testimony on April 29. 1959. Congress. Senate. Subcommittee on Government Or-
ganization for Space Activities. Commitiee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences, Imvestigation of Gov-
ernmental Organization for Space Activities. Hearings, 86th Congress. 1st Session, 1959, 504-05,

' Holaday, Memorandum for Record, Subject: Civilian Military Liaison Committee. July 22.
1959, folder; CMLC, box: Civilian Military Liaison Committee, NHDRC, 1.

14 Congress. Senate. Subcommittee on Government Organization for Space Activities. Commit-

tee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences. Government Organization for Space Activities, Report No. 806.
86th Congress. 1st Session. Augunst 25, 1959, pp. 4. 46-48.
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sion.”" The CMLC faded from the scene. an organization that was created for the express purpose of
coordinating the NASA-DoD relationship but which never had an impact on the relationship because it
completely tacked any authorily to take action.'*

Much the same story holds true for the role of the sccond organization expected to facilitate
NASA-DoD interaction. the NASC. Eisenhower said he *. . . did not expect the Coungil to function too
formally or elaborately.” He also indicated he would not hire an Executive Director for it or any full-timc
staff, “, . , indicating what he had in mind was someone to serve as a recording secretary rather than an
Executive Secretary.” Eisenhower added the NASC should function “very much as a Board of Directors™
considering only those issues brought to it by the NASA Administrator or the Secretary of Defense.!* In
1959 when asked about the NASC's ineffectiveness. Eisenhower simply replied “. . . that he had not
sought the creation of the Space Council but had been forced to accept it as a compromise with the Demo-
cratic leadership.”'® After Killian left the administration, the task of chairing NASC meetings fell to his
replacement Kistiakowsky, who termed it “another useless job” that “spoils my plans for a week’s vaca-
tion.”"* Not surprisingly. thc NASC met only eight times between NASA's establishment and its final

150

meeting in January 1960. As with the CMLC. it exercised no important policy making role. ™ Eiscn-

hower also recommended the NASC be abolished in his Space Act amendments.'”'

"% Transcript of Holadays testimony before the House Committee on Science and Astronautics.
March 10, 1960. folder: CMLC. box: Civilian Military Liaison Committee, NHDRC. 5-6.

%6 The CMLC was not legislatively and officially abolished until Reorganization Plan No. 4 of
1965. See NASA, deronautics and Astronautics, 1965: Chronology on Science, Technology, and Policy
(Washington, DC: USGPO. 1966). 351.

" Memcon, September 25. 1958, from The Diaries of Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953-1961, mi-
crofilmed from the Holdings of the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, Robert Lester. Editor, part of the Re-
search Collections in American Politics: Micraforms from Major drchival and Manuscript Collections.
William Leuchtenburg. General Editor (Bethesda. MD: University Publications of America. 1986). as
deposited in the LoC. reel 18, p. 1.

"% Special Assistant for National Security Affairs Gordon Gray. Memorandum of Meeting with
the President. August 3. 1959, dated August 5. 1959, folder: Meetings with the President: June-
December 1959 (3). box 4, Presidential subseries. Special Assistants series. OSANSA. DDEL. 1.

19 Kistiakowsky. Scientist at the White House, 46,

¥ While neither the CMLC or the NASC made policy during the Eiscnhower administration.
their records nevertheless are useful for the historian because they sometimes contain documents. reports.
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Space Act Amendmenis Stvmicd

Glennan's drive for a revised Space Act containing a more realistic reflection of the NASA-DoD
situation and eliminating the CMLC and NASC gathered momentum with a long memo he submitted to
Eisenhower on November 16, 1959, Glennan began by discussing the CMLC and NASC. saying.
“Neither of these activities has been particutarly useful or effective. . . . it is doubtful that either of these
agencies can usefullv be emploved in the management of the nation’s space program.” Second. he laid
out what he felt DoD’s position about space to be. namely. that “space is a place - not a program™ and so
*. . . space projects in the DOD are undertaken only to meet military requirements.” not scientific research
or exploration. Therefore, military space projects must compete with more conventional means of ac-
complishing the same or similar military objectives. In addition. Glennan now believed the Space Act
needed no specific mention of what the DoD would do in space and what NASA would do in space be-
cause, “What the military needs to do in whatever medium . . . they can and should do under the statutory
responsibilities for defending the nation™ that already existed and needed no further addressing in the
Space Act. Glennan’s idea was 10 remove any specific tasking language for the DoD from the Space Act
and simply allow DoD to act in space in accordance with legislation already tasking it to defend America,
primarily the National Security Act of 1947.'™

Glennan explained his thoughts to senior NASA staffers after the first of the vear: “There is no

need for the “except’ clause in the law. The military services have all the authority they need to make use

statements, etc. from the agencies and persons who were making the important decisions and explatning
in the context of an NASC or CMLC meeting why they had made a decision.

"*I The NASC enjoved a brief resurgence when Vice President Lyndon used it as the forum
through which to conduct his investigation responding to Kennedy's April 1961 tasking asking how the
US could beat the Soviets into space. Even in this instance. however, Johnson was clearly in control of
the process and the NASC was largely a vehicle for his research. Subsequently. the NASC continued to
meet throughout the Kennedy and Johnson administrations not as a policv making body but as a forum for
discussion and exchange of ideas. [Its records do. therefore. contain some important documents, even
though the NASC did not technically make policy or decisions. Richard Nixon abolished the NASC in
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of April 1973, For a good sketch of the NASC's historv see Dwayne A. Day.
“Space Policv-Making in the White House: The Earlvy Years of the National Aeronautics and Spacc
Council,” in Roger Launius. editor. Organizing for the Use of Space. Historical Perspectives on a Persis-
tent Issie. AAS History Series volume 18 (San Diego, CA: Unively, Inc., 1993).

'** Glennan memorandum to Eisenhower. November 16. 1959, reprinied in Glennan. Birth of
NAS, 24-29.
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of the space environment to satisfv military requirements.” His changes would eliminate the “except’
clause “. . .with the statement that nothing in the Act prevents them from using the space environment to
satisfy military requirements. This has been done in order that the responsibility for the nation’s space
‘exploration” program mav bc given to NASA. . . | It places responsibility squarely where it should be
placed. It protects the right of the DOD to utilize the space environment for military purposes.™™ Secre-
tary of Defense Thomas Gates agreed with Glennran's changes, saving they "made a good deal of sense
from a management standpoint™ and “the law should have been written this way in the first place.”'™
When Glennan and Eisenhower met with Senate leaders to sell their proposed Space Act revi-
sions Glennan explained . . . that the difficulties between the Defense Department and NASA began to
disappear approximately four months ago. . . . The President commented that the Defense Department is
satisfied with the proposed agreement. Lvndon Johnson promised that if the President wanted to do away
with the CMLC and NASC “I'm certain it will be all right with me” and that he would begin hearings

!!155

later in January 1960. Neither of these Johnson statements was troe. kn a meeting the next dayv with
House leaders Glennan averred “. . . that for the past four or five months the military and civilian activi-
ties have become almost entirely separated.” In addition, “The President said Dr. York had explained that
the present need between NASA and Defense is simply to get information from one to the other.™ ™

On January 14, 1960 Eisenhower publicly released and explained his proposed amendments to

the Space Act designed to “clarify management responsibilities and to streamline organizational arrange-

ments concerning the national program of space exploration.” In addition to deleting the CMLC and

>} Glennan memorandum to NASA senior leadership. January 2. 1960. supra. 1.

1% Cited by Glennan. The Birth of NASA. 33.

1™ See ibid., 46 and Bryce Harlow. Memorandum for Record. Subject: January 13, 1960 meeting
of the President with Styles Bridges. Glennan. and Lyndon Johnson. folder: Staff Notes - January 1960
(2). box 47. DDE Diary. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 2-4,

'3 Brvee Harlow. Memorandum for Record. Subject: January 14. 1960 Meeting with Overton
Brooks, John McCormack, Joe Martin, and Glennan. ibid.. 1-3.
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NASC clauses. the new Space Act would also eliminate the ‘exception’ clause. These changes would

eliminate the provisions of the old Space Act which
tend[ed] Lo obscure the responsibility of NASA for planning and directing a national program
of spacc exploration and peaceful space activity. For example. there is inherent in it [old Space
Act] the concept - which I believe to be incorrect - of a single ‘comprehensive program’ of space
activities embracing both civilian and military activities. and it implies that a multiplicity of
vonnamed agencies might have responsibility for portions of such a program. . . . I have become
convinced by the experience of the past fifteen months since NASA was established that the
Act needs to be amended so as to place responsibility directly and unequivocally in one agency,
NASA, for planning and managing a national program of nonmilitary space activities. . . . In
actual practice. a single civil-military program docs not exist and is in fact unattainable; and
the statutory concept of such a program has cause confusion. The military utilization of space.
and the research and development effort directed toward that end. are integral parts of the total
defense program of the United States. Space projects in the Department of Defense are under-
taken only to meet military requirements.

Eisenhower went on to say that the DoD had ample authority outside the Space Act to do R&D on space
svstems and to use space for defense purposes, “and nothing in the Act should derogate from that author-
ity.” But. “The statute shovld go no further than requiring that NASA and the Department of Defense
advise. consult. and keep each other fully informed with respect to space activities . . . it should not pre-
scribe the specific means of doing so.”'™

This message has been cited extensively because it reveals two important points about the Eisen-
hower administration’s space policy. First, it regarded the NASA and DoD> space programs as two sepa-
rate entities. not as subcomponents of one gverall program. The Kennedy-Jfohnson administrations would
take exactly the opposite approach under McNamara’s management philosophy of eliminating redundancy
and duplication in pursuit of efficiency. Second. Eisenhower made clear that military space projects
would be authorized only if there was a definitely identifiable and specific requirement for it. On this
point, the Kennedy-Johnson policy would be the same,

The House considered and passed on June 9. 1960 Eisenhower's new Space Act with one major
change: it added an Aercnautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board (AACB) to take the place of the
CMLC. However. it was expected that the AACB’s members would be high-ranking officials from NASA

and the DoD who would be able to speak with authority. make decisions. and return to their respective

1*" Eisenhower. Special Message to the Congress Recommending Amendments to the National
Aeronautics and Space Act.” January 14, 1960. Public Papers of the President, 1960-1961. pp. 34-36.

183



organizations and enforce the AACB’s decisions. The House also inserled a phrase to protect the DoD's
interests: “The Department of Defense shall undertake such activities in space. and such research and
development connected therewith, as may be necessary for the defense of the United States.”' ™

Lyndon Johnson. however. refused to let the Senate consider the legislation. Glennan recounts
Johnson told him on June 23. 1960, “Look now. doctor, vou haven’t a chance to get that legistation. . .. 1
don't see any reason for giving you a new law at the present time. If I am elected president. you will get a
changed law without delay.™ Johnson’s entry into the Congressional Record was more diplomatic:
“Analysis of the key issues involved fails to uncover any persuasive reasons for pressing for Senate action
on these amendments. . . . One fact is of overriding importance. A new President will take office on Janu-
ary 20. 1961. The next President could well have different views as to organization and functions of the
military and civilian spacc programs. Any changes in the Space Act at this session . . . could restrict the
freedom of action of the next President.”®’
The AACB

Therefore. the only result of consequence from the attempt to revise the Space Act throughout
late 1959 and 1960 was the AACB. The AACB would function throughont the 1960s with a higher de-

%! met regulatly not to engage in the policy

gree of importance than the CMLC. It and its six panels
making function but to ensure proper coordination between the NASA and DoD efforts in particular space
technology ﬁelds.. Any decisions concerning improving coordination or reducing duplicative effort were
usually carried out because the AACB’s co-chairmen were NASA’s Deputy Administrator (number two in

the NASA hierarchy) and the PDR&E (responsible for all DoD R&D. engineering. and technical activi-

ties). The AACB's charter explained it was “essential” 10 coordinate space activities of NASA and the

¥ Congress. House, Committee on Science and Astronautics. Amending the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Act of 1958, Report No. 1633. 86th Congress. 2nd Session, March 1960, pp. 5-6.

%9 Cited by Glennan, Birth of NAS4, 171,

16 Lyndon Johnson. Memorandum on Proposed Amendments to the Space Act. HR 12049, re-
printed in Congressional Record. August 31. 1960. p. 18508,

'8! Manned Space Flight. Unmanned Spacecraft. Launch Vehicles. Space Flight Ground Envi-
ronment. Supporting Space Research and Technology, Aeronautics.
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DoD. Therefore. “Where policy issues and management decisions are not involved. it is important that
liaison be achieved in the most direct manner possible. and that it conlinue to be accomplished as in the
past between project-level personnel on a day-to-day basis.” The AACB existed simply to identify any
problems in this area and ensure that exchange of information “. . . be facilitated between officials having
the authority and responsibility for decisions within their respective offices.™ >

As the NASA Co-Chairman. Hugh Drvden explained. “In the case of the AACB. the Co-
Chairmen, being placed at a very high level in their respective organizations. can. indeed. arrive at deci-
sions regarding a great many interagency problems and proceed to carry them out.”' This chan ge in the
nature of the leaders and members of the AACB when compared to the CMLC would be the difference
enabling the AACB 10 act as an effeclive mid-level coordinating entity throughout the 1960s. Policy. of
course. continued to originate at higher levels. However, Logsdon's assessment is aiso relevant: “, . . as
the separate NASA and defense programs became more institutionalized in the 1960s and 1970s, there
has been a tendency for coordination between the programs to be defensive in character. ie.. aimed at
protecting each agency’s own programs and “turf. w16t

The NASA-DoD Relationship H

This raises the question of what were some of the points of cooperation. support. and rivalry that

did exist between NASA and the DoD during Eisenhower’s term apart from the division of labor/ABMA

issues discussed above? How did the multifaceted pattern of assistance and conflict emerge? Most of

these questions tend to involve NASA and the Air Force because, as explained above, the Air Force be-

12 NASA-DoD Agreement on the AACB, September 13, 1960, as reprinted in Congress. House.
Subcommitice on NASA Oversight, Committee on Science and Astronautics. The NAS4-DOD Relation-
ship. Report. 88ith Congress. 2nd Session. 1964. pp. 10-11.

163 NASA. Minutes from the Williamsburg Conference. October 21. 1960. folder: Aeronautics
and Astronautics Coordinating Board. box: Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board. NHDRC,
1.

184 John Logsdon, “Opportunities for Policy Historians: The Evolution of the U.S. Civilian Space
Program.” in Alex Roland. editor. 4 Spacefaring People: Perspectives on Early Spaceflight. NASA §P-
4405 (Washington. DC; USGPO. 1985). 9.
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camg the agency responsible %or conducting most of the DoD’s space program after ARPA receded from
the scene.

One illustrative early example of USAF-NASA tension centers on the Agena upper stage vehi-
cle.'™ The Agena began as the upper stage for the Air Force's reconnaissance satetlite and so was part of
the 117L program when the original contract went to Lockheed in 1956.'% However, the Air Force failed
to inform NASA of the existence of the Agena program in late 1958, for what one source terms “reasons
of ‘national security” ™% when NASA and the DoD were supposed to be coordinating their overall launch
vehicle programs so as to avoid duplication. As a result. NASA began an entirely separate upper slage
project called Vega that had very simitar performance characteristics when compared to Agena. Nowhere
in the official NASA-DoD rcport on launch vehicles from January 1939 is the Agena’s existence men-
tioned: the Vega is. however, extensively discussed.'®™ However. at some point between January and
September 1959 (one source says May'®) NASA did become aware of Agena’s existence and pressure
grew for NASA to cancel Vega. A September 30. 1959 report said the United States’ fleet of launch ve-

hicles was basically sound. except the Agena should replace the Vega for NASA use.!™

%% Lower stage vehicles are those designed to §ift a rocket and its pavload off the ground and
through the dense lower portions of the earth’s atmosphere. Upper stage vehicles are designed to insert
the pavload into its final orbil and to maneuver it once it is there. or. aliernatively, to boost the pavload to
such a velocity that it can escape the earth’s atmosphere and begin its flight into interplanetary space.

1% Herbert York, Race to Oblivion: A Participant's View of the Arms Race (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1970), 105: and Hall. “Crigins of U.S. Space Policy,” 223,

" R. Cargill Hall. “Civil-Military Relations in America’s Early Space Program.” a paper deliv-
ered September 21. 1995 at a symposium sponsored by the Air Force Historical Foundation. The USAF in
Space: 1943 to the Twentv-First Centurv, Andrews AFB. MD, 12,

'8 NASA. A National Space Vehicle Program: A Report to the President. January 27. 1959,
folder: NASC Papers {1). box 5. OCB Secretanat Series. NSC Staff scries. White House Office. DDEL.

1% R. Cargill Hall, Lunar Impact: A History of Project Ranger. NASA SP-4201 (Washington.
DC: USGPO. 1977), 23.

% William Holaday. Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense and NASA Administrator, Sub-
ject: A National Space Vehicle Program, September 30. 1939, folder: CMLC. box: Civilian Military
Liaison Committee, NHDRC, 1-3.
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Glennan had 1o then inform Eisenhower that “. . . therc has apparently been a departure by the
Department of Defense from the President’s instruction that ‘no substantial changes in the program pre-
sented early in the vear are to be made without specific Presidential approval.” The Defense Department
initiated a project named AGENA. which substantially duplicates NASA projects. They have gone so far
with contracting and actual work under the project that to cancel it now would save very little money. . . .
The President said he thought he had cleared up such duplications. Dr. Glennan said he thought so
t0o."'"" After Eisenhower noted “, . , that coordination in matters of this sort should occur before millions
of dollars are committed,” he “. . .requested the Administrator, NASA, and the Secrctary of Defense de-
velop a scheme that would further coordination and. where possible. meld the NASA and Defense contri-
butions 1o the Nalional Space Vehicle prclgram."'72 Kistiakowsky recorded that Eisenhower was
“obviously very angry” about the Agena-Vega duplication “and made references 1o subordinates disobey-
ing orders in connection with this duplication,”'” NASA canceled the Vega on December 11. 1959, The
DoD and Air Force appeared to have been sufficiently chastised because there are no other recorded inci-
dents of such blatant duplication resulting from a failure by the DoD to inform NASA about the status of
its programs. One source calculated the duplication cost $16 million.'™* In the fufure. the AACB's
Launch Vehicle Panel ensured NASA and DoD had a forum wherein each could be promptly informed of
the other’s launch vehicle work.

The Agena-Vega episode was not the only indication of rivalry in the NASA-DoD/USAF rela-
tionship. Certainly the Air Force was none too plcased to have lost some of its space responsibilities and
projects to NASA. Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force (the service's second-highest ranking oflicer)

Curtis LeMay. shortly after NASA's creation, “. . . complain[ed] forcefully about the lack of military input

"l Memcon. October 26. 1959. dated October 30. 1959. folder: Staff Notes - October 1959 (1).
box 45, DDE Diary seties. Ann Whitman file. DDEL, 1.

"> NASC, Minutes of 7th Meeting. October 26, 1959, folder: 7th Meeting. box 2. RG 220.
NARA. 3.

1" Kistiakowsky. Scientist at the 1White House, 128.

1" paul Means, “Vega-Agena-B Mix-Up Cost Millions.” Afissiles and Rockets (June 20, 1960):
19.
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into the new NASA and to assert that in his opinion the manned satcllite project would be delayed by a
vear or more” as a resull of its transfer to NASA '™ Some Air Force Icaders resented the fact that large
numbers of Air Force officers were transferred to NASA so that their management skills. acquired in
USAF ballistic missile and space programs. could be used on NASA projects because NACA personnel
lacked such expericnce. Some aspects of this Air Force personnel transfer 1o NASA gave rise to ong of
the most celebrated instances of supposed USAF-NASA tension of the Eisenhower administration.

Until early 1960 Air Force officers were being transferred to NASA as individuals and the Air
Force honored virtually all NASA requests. But during the last year of the Eisenhower administiration
NASA starting requesling entire project teams be transferred from Air Force projects to NASA. For in-
stance NASA requested in April that the entire Project Centaur {(another Air Force upper stage vehicle)
management team consisting of a colonel, a lieutenant colonel and three majors be transferred to NASA.
The Air Force's Deputy Chief of Staff for Development wrote the Chief of Staff that “. . . the USAF just
can’t afford a continued dissipation of its in-service technical capability. . . . T recommend that the Air
Force resist the reassignment of the officers in question.” ™ Schriever also explained he deepiy regretted
the loss of several key individuals from his command such as Major General Don Ostrander. whom
Schriever “considered to be greatly needed for his own developmental programs™ ™ and who had become
chief of NASA’s launch vehicle programs. In this context of increasing resistance to NASA personnel
requests. Chief of Staff General White decided the time was right for a “sermon from the Chief of Staff to
his staff” because he believed the USAF had to continue to support NASA to the absolute limits of the
USAF’s ability,' ™

Therefore, White wrote his subordinates on April 14, 1960

1 am convinced that one of the major long range elements of the Air Force future lies in space.

U5 Clotaire Wood. Memorandum for Glennan. October 29, 1938. folder: Air Force Space -
AFCHO, DoD subseries, Federal Agencies sertes. NHDRC, 1.

16 Licutenant General Roscoe C. Wilson. letter to General Thomas White. April 7. 1960, folder:
7-4 FAA/NASA/JICS/CIA/CAP. box 39, Thomas D. White papers. LoC. 1.

""" Robert Frank Futrell. Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine: Basic thinking in the United States Air
Force, 1907-1960, Uolume I (Maxwell AFB. AL: Air University Press. 1989). 604, .

18 Ibid.
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1t is also obvious that NASA will play a large part in the national ¢ffort in this direction and.

moreover. inevitably will be closely assaciated. if not eventually combined with the military.

It is perfectiy clear to me that particularly in these formative years the Air Force must. for its

own good as well as for the national interest. cooperate to the maximum extent with NASA.

to include the furnishing of key personncl even at the expense of some Air Force dilution of

technical talent. . . . ] want to make it crystal clear that the policy has not changed and that to

the very limit of our ability, and cven bevond it to the extent of some risk to our own programs.

the Air Force will cooperate and will supply all reasonable key personnel requests made on

it by NASA.'™

The “eventually combined with™ phrase was later 1aken out of context in an attempt to prove the
Air Force was engaged in some type of a “campaign” to usurp NASA's authority. When this was investi-
gated in the early Kennedy administration. White had to carefully explain this was not the case by em-
phasizing the context of the letter was to ensure his subordinate generals were unequivocally clear that
they would continue to honor NASA personnel requests. White told Congress. “The sole purpose of this
memorandum - and 1 think I stated it very clearly - is that I want to make it crystal ciear that the policy is
we will cooperate with NASA - and to the very limit of our ability and even beyond. to the extent of some
risk in our own programs.” When asked if he had any thoughts of taking over any portion of NASA's
mission, White responded, “Absolutely not. None then [April 1960]. none now [March 1961]. and [ know
of no one else who has contrary views in the Air Force. I would like to point out that this is not a state-
ment of advocacy, but a stalement of possible fact. . . . No planning whatsoever.”™®" Indeed. when asked
at the same hearings if the military should take over any part of NASA, Kennedy's Deputy Secretary of
Defense Roswell Gilpatric replied. “We have plenty of problems today. We don’t need any more.”'®'

The Air Force certainly should have been more careful with some of its public relations/public
affairs type of activities. Chapter seven will examine in detail the supposed Air Force “campaign™ during

the Eisenhower-Kennedy interregnum. The fundamental point. however, is that while the Air Force was

clumsily ham-handed in attempting to create a greater awareness of its space capabilities. there was

1% CSAF Thomas Whitc. letter to Generals Landon and Wilson. Air Force Deputy Chiefs of Staff
for Personnel and Development. with copies to Schriever and LeMay. among others, April 14, 1960,
folder: Civilian vs. Military Rolc in Space. Dol subseries, Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1.

'® Congress. House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. Defense Space Interests, Hearings.
87th Congress. 1st Session. March 1961, pp. 92-93.

'# Ibid.. 35.
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probably no orchestrated drive to shut down NASA and take over its civilian space exploration and ex-
perimentation programs. Glennan wrote he did not belicve the Air Force wanted (o take NASA over but

. el .
182 Glennan even met with

that *, . . the biatant nature of ils propaganda is a little bit disturbing to me.
the top USAF civilian and military leaders in December 1960

to try 1o find out whether or not there was anvthing seriously wrong between NASA and the

Air Force. The publication of stories of strife. vving for position, stealing each other’s pro-

jects. etc. have been very frequent these past twvo or three weeks. It was a pleasant discussion

with much agreement on both sides. Certainly at the top of our organizations there is no real

difference or need for concern. 1 am sure, however. at the “colonel” level. there is a good deal

of envy and flexing of elbows.'*
Accusations of Air Force poaching on NASA's territory clearly made good newspaper copy but were not
supported by NASA's top official. Glennan later summarized with the exception of the ABMA affair, I
had no real battles. verv little trouble with the Pentagon actually. Sometimes members of the staff locked
horns with somebody over there. but I'd go see Jim Douglas [Secretary of the Air Force, May 1957 to De-
cember 1939] or Tommy White for five minutes”™ and the problems would be solved.'®

This is not to say there was not rivalry between NASA and the Air Force. Perhaps this was inevi-
table. Omne political scientist expiains that any new and rapidly expanding bureaucracy will “. . | soon
engender hostility and antagonism from fonctionallv competitive bureavs. Its attempl fo grow by taking
over their functions is a direct threat to their autonomy. Hence the total amount of burcaucratic opposition

to the expansion of any one bureau riscs the more it iries to take over the functions of existing bureaus.”'**

For instance. Hall maintains the loss of many space-related projects to NASA particularly galled the Air

'82 Glennan. Birth of NASA. 224.

'™ Ibid.. 284. The ‘colonel’ reference is an aliusion to the fact that within the military the colo-
nels tend to be the highest-ranking members of the teams who actually work on a particular project in the
sense of supervising its day-to-dav management and operation. Colonels as a general rale. however, do
not get imvolving in the higher-leve] policy making decisions such as how NASA and the Air Force would
interact as agencies. Such policy issues would be scitled by the higher-ranking generals and civilian ex-
ecutive branch presidential appointecs.

'87 Oral history interview of Glennan. April 5. 1974. folder: Glennan Interview 4/5/74. Glennan
subseries. Administrators series, NHDRC, 9.

5% Anthonv Downs, Inside Bureaircracy {Boston: Little. Brown and Company. 1967). 64.
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Force. © . . which still nursed a deep resentment over a civilian space agency’s preempting a fleld it called
its own.”"™ Another Air Force historian added. “As a new government agency. NASA had the normal
human and institutional instinct to build an empire and reach out for control of all space vehicles.™' Air
Force frustration could flare over seemingly minor issues. NASA did not permit Air Foree officers on
duty at NASA to wear their uniforms. cavsing retired Chairman of the JCS Nathan Twining to lament,
“Yet these regular carger men have to go around in semi-masquerade as ¢ivilians. In this regérd I feel
that as a nation we went overboard in our efforts to show peaceful intent,”***

Similarly. the Air Force felt slighted because it believed NASA was nol keeping it adequately
informed on NASA’s growing lunar studics while the Air Force did regularly brief NASA on USAF lunar
studies."®® For instance. NASA formed a working group to prepare a lunar exploration program that in-
cluded JPL, ABMA, and the California Institute of Technology. but not the Air Force. On April 17, 1959
NASA announced plans for long-range scientific exploration of the moon, much to the USAF’s surprise.
That same month NASA responded to an Air Force briefing on the status of the USAF's strategic lunar
systemn studies by declaring that the lunar area was “exclusively NASA property.” Somc within the Air
Force felt that NASA also took over the Air Force's nascent human spaceflight program with no acknowl-
edgment of indebtedness. One Air Force historian summarized, “NASA’s uncooperative attitude in the
lunar field became more noticeable. . . . the developing relations was discouraging.”™ Another emphasized,
“NASA was kept informed of progress but seemed less and less inclined to reciprocate. Gradually a back-
ground of unhappy incidents in NASA-USAF relations built up. . . . This far-from-cooperative attitude by

NASA in the lunar field became more noticeable as weeks passed. and it came to cover much wider ar-

51190
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"% Hall, Lunar Impact. 27,
"7 Cantwell, The Air Force-N.ASA Relationship in Space. 16.
1% Nathan Twining. Neither Liberty Nor Safet (New York: Holt. Rinehart and Winston. 1966).
291.

1% This paragraph based on Cantwell, The Air Force-NASA Relationship in Space. 10, and
Bowen. dn Air Force Historv of Space Activities, 159-161,

1" Bowen. .4n Air Force Historv of Space Activities. 160.
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Part of the problem was traccabie to an issue from the previous chapter: the fundamental diffi-
culty and perhaps impossibility of crafting a neat division between the civilian and military uses and re-
sponsibilities in space given the similarity of technology used in cach. Since there were large and un-
avoidable gray areas of overlap. “There were endless opportunities for disagrcements and rivalrics that at
any time might delay projects of vital interest to the United States.” From the Air Force’s perspective.
“To have the space program taken over by ARPA was a serious blow. and to have the program divided
again with NASA was vet more disturbing. . . . the leaders of the civilian agency thought neither in terms
nor interests of the military but pursued space flight and space exploration as ends in themselves. Yet
national defense was at stake.” Nevertheless. the Air Force was savvy enough to know that cooperation
with NASA was in its best interests because in the long run the United States would develop the building
blocks of space technology, albeit in NASA instead of the Air Force: “There were of course occasions of
misunderstanding. but the Air Force kept its goal of cooperation.”™"

It becomes apparent that the concrete areas of DoD/AF support of and coordination with NASA
were more important than the areas of rivalry or tension described above. Many Air Force officers served
in NASA, thereby giving it vital leadership experience in large project management which NACA per-
sonnel simply lacked and that NASA could obtain from no other source;: “When NASA was established.
the only persons with experience in the kinds of projects the agency was expected to implement were offi-
cers involved in weapons systems development.'®® This flow of needed individuals was codified in an
April 13, 1959 NASA-DoD agreement that laid ont the bureaucratic procedures for the three-year assign-

ments. with a one-year extension possible."” When NASA lost Richard Horner as Associate Administra-

19! Bowen, 123, 155.

%2 Levine. Managing NASA in the Apoffo Era. 122. For instance. General Samuel Phillips
would become Director of the Apollo Program and perform in such a superb manner that NASA called
him back after the Challenger disaster of January 1986 to conduct an investigation of the accident; Major
General Donald Ostrander headed up NASA’s launch vehicles programs: Major General James Hum-
phreys would become NASA's Director of Space Medicine: Brigadier General Edmund O’Connor was
Marshatl Space Flight Center's Director of Industrial Operations: Brigadier General C.H. Bolender was
Program Director for Apollo’s lunar module. From p. 122 also.
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tor, its number three position. Glennan had difficulty securing another quality individval. He went to
CSAF White. who “. . . promised that we would have our choice of three or four on very short notice al-
though he fully agreed with us that we ought to bend every effort toward getting the civilian. ™' Glennan
was able lo- hire a civilian, Robert C. Seamans. Long term figurcs for military personnel assigned to

NASA were:'™*

1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969

66 67 77 117 161 239 249 280 323 318 317 268
Another type of support alluded to already was the family of ballistic missiles the DoD made
available to NASA to use as space launchers.  After all. “A Iaunch vehicle is only a modified ballistic
missile; and it cannot be overstated that for evervthing between sounding rockets and the Saturn I. NASA
relied on vehicles successiully developed by the Air Force- between 1954 and 1959.” particularly the At-
las. Thor. and Titan.'” NASA's launch vehicle dependence included relying on use of Air Force's launch
facilities at Cape Canaveral on Florida's east coast and on the DoD’s extensive worldwide network of
tracking and data acquisition stations, The Navv entered the support picture because its ships were used
in the process of recovering astronauts returning from orbit. NASA’s Associate Administrator Seamans
quipped, “The Navy fell into this quite gladly. They didr't mind the visibility of having admirals preet

9T

astronauts when they arrived from the moon.”'” The Army’s role in support came largelv through its

Corps of Engineers. NASA relied on the Corps for designing and constructing the mammoth rocket

193 See Agreement between the Departments of Defense. Army. Navy and Air Force and the
NASA Concerning the Detailing of Military Personnel for Service with NASA, April 13. 1959, SPI
document i537. :

1% Glennan, Birth of NASA, 171.

'%% Jane Van Nimmen, Leonard C. Bruno, Robert Rosholt. N4S§4 Historical Data Book, Tolume
I NASA Resources 1958-1968. NASA SP-4012 (Washington. DC: USGPO, 1988). 80ff. 1969 figure
from Thor Gawdiak and Helen Fodor. NASH ffistorical Data Book, Tohone 117 NASd Resources, 1969-
1978 NASA SP-4012 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1994). 68.

1% [ evine. Managing NASA in the Apollo Era. 212.

" Oral history interview of Robert C. Seamans. September 1973-March 1974, K239.0512-687A.
AFHRA. 539. Declassified at author’s request.
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stands. huge launch complexes. providing ship transportation. etc. during NASA's rapid period of expan-
sion in the late 1950s and early 196Us. “one of the wiser decisions in this hectic period ™'** In addition.
given the NACA’s experience with contracting and procurement. NASA conducted its operations in these
areas in accordance with the Armed Services Procurement Regulation.'” The areas of support the DoD.
and in particular the USAF, granted NASA in its early vears were of undeniable importance in NASA
becoming a viable organization and NASA’s ability to conduct a robust civilian space program. |

In addition to support. coordination was an important element of NASA-DoD interaction. The
AACB's creation in the spring of 1960 provided a formal structure to the day-to-day coordination that had
been taking place on mytiad NASA-DoD topics since NASA's establishment. There were also numerous
committees. ad hoc groups. and project-level consultations-that greased the cogs of America’s space pro-
gram and the civilian-military interaction within it. In NASA’s very first month there were 13 scparate
committees devoted to coordinating R&D topics between the two organizations™™ As the AACB's six
panels matured. they tended to form even more specialized subpanels to ensure that NASA and DOD were
reciprocally informed as to the other’s activities in virtually every area of project development and facility
construction. As Glennan told a House member in April 1960. “It seems clear to me that separate but
closely related and properly coordinated management of military and non-military space activities is the
sound procedure to be followed. . . . It is my conviction that we are well on the way to achieving a satisfac-

tory management-level coordination that will work,">”

198 Roger E. Bilstein, Orders of Magnitude: 4 History of the NACA and NASA, 1915-1990.
NASA SP-4406 (Washington. DC; USGPO, 1989), 60.

19 NASA. Agreement Between the Department of the Air Force and the National Acronautics
and Space Administration Concerning Air Force Assistance to NASA in the Procurement of Research and
Development and/or the Performance of Field Service Functions, October 15, 1959, folder: Copies of
Agreements. Dol subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC.

*™ Giennan, letter to all military service secretaries and Deputy Secretary of Defense Gates. Oc-
tober 31, 1958. folder: Organizational Developments - 1958 Miscellancous. box: Administrative History
# 0. shelf VI-C-6, NHDRC. 1-2. These committees were Fluid Mechanics. Aircraft Aerodvnamics. Mis-
sile and Spacecraft Aerodynamics. Controt Guidance and Navigation. Chemical Energy Processes, Nu-
clear Energy Processes. Mechanical Power Plant Systems. Electrical Power Plant Systems. Structural
Loads. Structural Design, Structural Dynamics. Materials. and Aircraft Operating Probiems.

™ Glennan letter to Representative James M. Quigley, April 4. 1960. folder:  April 1960.
Chronological. Glennan subseries. Administrators series. NHDRC. 4.
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It comes as no surprise that with such an extensive network of intcragency comimitiecs. inter-
agency agreements and memoranda of understanding would proliferate.  Onc government report from
1965 lists 88 separate “major” NASA-DoD agreements.”™ A comprehensive NASA accounting from
1967 lists 176 NASA-DoD accords.™” One of the most important of these agreements from the perspec-
tive of later developments would be the one concerning how the two agencies would reimburse each other
for services rendered. The November 1939 agrecment on this subject basically stated that if the DoP re-
ceived an order from NASA which the DoD had to then subcontract out. NASA would onlv have to reim-
burse the direct cost of the subcontract: there would be no overhead or administrative charges, If the
DoD had the capability to fulfill the contract at one of its facilities, NASA's costs would be limited to the
costs directly attribuiable to performance of the contract, there would be no charges for depreciation. rent,
overhead. etc.”™ No attempt at coordinating two large programs such as the civilian and military space
programs could have completely eliminated all traces of duplication and waste. Nevertheless, it appears
NASA and the DoD made a good faith effort io reduce inefficiencies to a minimum.

The overall NASA-DoD situation in the Eisenhower administration was therefore a complex
mixture of support, coordination. and rivalry in which no onc facet predominated over the others. Glen-
nan told the Senate six months into his tenure, “NASA and the militarv have functioned without undue
friction or duplication of effort. . . . We are facing the same management problems confronting any large
government or industriat complex. . . . Thus far. there have been no instances in which reasonable solu-
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tions to questions of jurisdictions have been impossible to reach.” ™ In private sessions with Eisenhower.

*2 Government Operations In Space. supra, 123-132.

% NASA. Inventory of NASA Interagency Relationships, October 13, 1967, folder: Copies of
Apreements. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series, NHDRC,

* DoD. Agreement Between the Department of Defense and National Aeronautics and Space
Administration Concerning the Reimbursement of Costs. November 12. 1959, reprinted in John M.
Logsdon with Dwayne A. Day and Roger D. Launius. eds.. Exploring the Unknowi: Selected Documents
in the History of the U.S. Civil Space Program, Volume II: Relations with Other Organizations. NASA
SP-4407 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1996). 293-296.

% Glennan. statement before the Subcommittee on Governmental Organization for Space Ac-

tivities of the Senate Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences, March 24, 1959. folder: Glennan
Speeches and Congressional statements, Glennan subseries. Administrators serics. NHDRC. 11. 15-16.
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Glennan “. . . reported that he is finding his working relationships with Dr. York and Secrctaries Gates
and Douglas extremely fine."™ There werc no radical departures from this assessment during his re-
maining two vears as NASA's Administrator. Only a few days before departing NASA in Januvary 1961,
Glennan summarized, “People in both NASA and the Department of Defense are ambitious and imagina-
tive. In such a situation there will always be pulling and hauling. But therc has been less controversy and
more cooperation in the last vear than anvong had any right to expect.” Schriever concurred in 1961
when asked about the NASA-USAF relationship: “It is completely satisfactory, 1 think that we had some
growing pains at first when NASA was first created. During the past vear our relationships ~ at least from
my level - and I think this is tfue at the higher levels - has been extremely good.™""

This chapter has attempted to show how the initial stages of the NASA-DoD relationship un-
folded as well as how the relationship evolved as part of the overall Eiscnhower space philosophy in ac-
tion. On the one hand, Eisenhower did not want a full-speed. crash program of space spectaculars, On
the other hand. he recognized what he termed the “psvchological” component of space exploration and did
authorize the Saturn program as the vehicle that would eventually enable America to launch the large
payloads that tended to be viewed as spectacular firsts by the world. Eisenhower also ensured that the
space for peace philosophy continued to be Ametica’s primary statement on space affairs. He had little
tolerance for “space cadets™ in the military who wanted to discuss lunar bases or antisatellite weapons
because such statements might endanger the fragile principle of freedom of overflight for reconnaissance
satellites that lay behind the space for peace philosophy. As onc perceptive historian has written

The clear mandate from the Eisenhower administration . . . was that NASA’s space efforts

would be nonmilitary in character and highly visible to the public. This would serve two

distinct but necessary purposes. First. NASA’s projects were clearly cold war propaganda

weapons that national leaders wanted to use to sway world opinion about the refative merits

of democracy versus the communism of the Soviet Union. The rivalry was not friendly. and

the stakes were potentially quite high. but at least this competition had the virtue of not
being military in disposition. . . . Second. NASA's civilian effort served as an excellent

% Memcon, April 8. 1960, folder: Staff Notes - April 1960 (2). box 49. DDE Diary Series. Ann
Whitman file. DDEL. 2.

27 GGlennan and Schriever quoted by Stephen 1. Grossbard. The Civifian Space Program: A Case
Study in Civil-Afititary Relations. Ph.D. dissertation (University of Michigan. 1968). 168.
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smoke-screen for the DOD’s military space activities. especially for reconnaissance missions.
NASA s civilian mission. therefore, dovetailed nicely into cold war rivalries and priorities
in national defense **®

The only remaining question concerning the Eisenhower administration is how early human spaceflight

projects fit into his philosophy and into the NASA-DoD relationship.

8 Roger D. Launius. NASA: A History of the U.S. Civil Space Program (Malabar. FL: Krieger
Publishing Company. [994). 34-35.

197




5. Programmatic Beginnings: Mercury. Dynasoar. and the NRO Under Eisenhower

[Eisenhower] completed the framing of American astronautics in a house of three wings:
civil space science and applications (NASA). Departmeni of Defense military support
systems (such as communication, navigation. and missile early warning). and recon-
naissance satellites. This division of effort also would be endorsed formally by his
successors and remain in effect from that day to this.!

He had already decided not o embark on a full-scale man-in-space program bevond
MERCURY?

The President said he was ready to say that he saw no scientific or psychological reason
for carrying the man-in-space program beyond the MERCURY program. He thought the
idea of a man on the moon was sheer Buck Rogers fiction.”

Eisenhower’s space program. however, did not include any real commitment to. or belief
in, the goal of human space flight. Human space flight did not have a serious national
security component. as far as he or his scnior advisers could see. and therefore was
probably not worthy of much federal effort.*

Mercury's Antecedents

Early Air Force Man-In-Space Activity

The story of human spaceflight in the Eisenhower administration. like many trends in his space
policy. does not begin witﬁ Sputnik but rather has pre-Sputnik antecedents. in this case. the historian
must look at the efforts the Air Force made to justify a human presence in space even before the fall of
1957. Then. in the months before NASA began operations in late 1958, the overriding question was

whether Eisenhower would assign the human spaceflight mission to the new NASA or to the Air Force.

' R. Cargill Hall. “The Eisenhower Administration and the Cold War: Framing American As-
tronautics to Serve National Security.” Profogue: Quarterfy Journal of the National Archives 27 (Spring
1995): 68.

* Remark of NASA Administrator T. Keith Glennan. Memorandum of Discussion at the 470th
Meeting of the NSC. December 21, 1960, folder: 470¢th Meeting of the NSC, box 13, NSC series. Ann
Whitman file, DDEL, 3.

* Ibid.. 6.

* Roger D. Launius. “Eisenhower, Sputnik. and the Creation of NASA.” Prologie: Quarteriy

Journal of the National Archives and Records Administration 28 (Summer 1996): 130.
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He gave it to NASA in Angust 1958 and Project Mercury came into existence that fall.  Simultaneousky.
however, the Air Force continued to pursue its Project Dynasoar. also designed to place a human in orbit.
Therefore, the Eisenhower administration laid the foundation for the complex NASA-DoD relationship
concerning human spaceflight projects that would fully emerge in the Kennedy administration,

As early as November 1948 the Air Force's School for Aviation Medicine held a symposium on
“The Medical Problems of Space Travel.™ [In 1949 the Air Force appointed Dr. Hubertus Strughold as
the first professor of Space Medicine at its School for Aviation Medicine. That same year the school or-
ganized a Department of Space Medicine. This school had numerous other symposia in the late 1940s
and early 1950s exploring the requirements of human flight in the upper atmosphere and. by extension,
the weightlessness of outer space. One study of the evolution of space medicine concludes. "By the mid-
fifties current thinking in the Air Force was increasingly oriented toward possible manned space flight.”®

Indeed. numerous sources attest to the fact that by early 1956, the USAF was seriously studving
the requirements of human spaceflight. Most of this work emanated from the Air Research and Develop-
ment Command (ARDC). and more specifically its Ballistic Missiles Division (BMD) under General
Schriever. In March 1956 BMD initiated a scries of studies termed “Manned Ballistic Rocket Research
System™ to examine the technology of human spaceflight and create preliminary designs of spacecraft
capable of being recovered from orbital conditions. BMD secured the assistance of the NACA and indus-
trial contractors in this effort.” These studies continued at a relatively low level throughout 1957 but be-
gan to pick up momentum in 1958 as the government began to forge its response to Sputnik. For in-
stance. on January 31. 1958 the Air Force's Deputy Chief of Staff for Development, Lieutenant General

Donald Putt, directed ARDC to determine the quickest way to put a man into space and recover him. Puit

¥ Robert Frank Futrell. Jdeas, Concepts, Doctrine: Basic Thinking in the United States Air
Force, 1907-1960, volume | (Maxwell AFB, AL: Air University Press. 1989). 544,

® Mae Mills Link. Space Medicine in Project Mercury. NASA SP-1003 (Washington, DC:
USGPQ, 1965). 12. Strughold had been director of aeromedical research for the German Air Force.

" For more details on these early studv efforts see “QOutline of History of USAF Man-in-Space
Program R&D Program.” August 1962, K140.11-7, AFHSO.
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also wrote NACA Director Hugh Drvden and formally invited NACA to participate in this effort. encom-
passing both a one-orbit human flight and a boost-glide rescarch airplane (Dvnasoar). In early February
1958, however. the NACA verbally informed ARDC that NACA was preparing its own manned capsule
designs to be readv by latc March and therefore could not cooperate with the USAF effort before that
point.® One NACA insider stated Drvden “had a very good ear to the ground. . . . he could see the hand-
writing on the wall, that probably the manned space program was going to be run by a civilian agency. . . .
He didn’t want to sign any papers with the Air Force at that time.™ In contrast to the lack of cooperation
in designing a ballistic capsule to orbit the earth. DoD-NACA cooperative work on Dynasoar was formal-
ized and will be discussed below.

Vice CSAF General Curtis LeMay did not want to delay designing a capsule-type design and he
ordered ARDC on February 27, 1958 to prepare and submit an official Air Force Man-in-Space program
as soon as possible. The next day ARPA Director Roy Johnson “. | . recognized the Air Force has a long
term development responsibility for manned space flight capability with the primary objective of accom-
plishing satellite flight as soon as technology permits.” Johnson authorized development of a test vehicle
for experimental flights with laboratory animals with the goal of eventually orbiting a human.'” The Air
Force again turned to the NACA and “. . . said that the Air Force would like NACA to participate in the
examination of the man-in-space problem and to furnish guidance and experience in the logic of the pro-
gram, and the feasibility from the technical point of view,”"' NACA seemed more willing to cooperate in

March and April than it had in January 1958: on April 11 Dryden did sign an agreement to conduct a

$Ibid.. 1.

? Oral history interview of Robert Gilruth. February 27. 1987. NASM, 242, Gilruth had been
chief of the NACA's PARD, exploring the possibility of human spaceflight before NASA came to be. He
would be the head Project Mercury and then became the director of NASA s Manned Spacecrafi Center in
Houston. TX. subsequently renamed the Johnson Space Center.

1% Air Force Systems Command. Space Systems Division. Chronalogy of Earlv Air Force Man-
in-Space Activity (AFSC Historical Publications Series 65-21-1. 1965). NSA MUS document 446, p. 18,

" Maxime Faget, Aeronautical Rescarch Engineer. Memorandum for NACA Associate Director.

Subject: Attendance at ARDC briefing on “Man in Space” program. March 5. 1958. dated March 7.
1938, folder: USAF MIS/MISS. DoD subseries. Federal Agencics series. NHDRC, 1.
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joint Man-in-Space program with the USAF.'" This “agrcement.” never implemented because NACA
quickly “tabled” it. said. “Management of the design, construction. and operational phases of the project
shall be performed by the Air Force.”'? During April. however. NACA did at least supply inputs into the
BMD report issued on Aprit 25 in response to LeMay’s February tasking. “Air Force Manned Military
Space Systems Program.” This report was the first official Air Force human spaceflight plan: it consisted
of four phases,

First. Man-In-Space-Soonest would determine the functional capabilities and limitations of hu-
mans in space bv means of earth orbital flights. Next. Man-in-Space-Sophisticated would have a vehicle
capable of 14-day orbital flights and conduct experiments essential for a lunar exploration program.
Third. Lunar Reconnaissance would explore the moon with a television camera and other instrumented
packages. Finally. “Manned Lunar Landing and Return” would test the equipment for circumlunar flights
before climaxing with a human lunar landing, brief surface exploration. and return. The estimated date of
completion for the entire program was December 1965 with an estimated total cost of $1.5 billion."
PSAC reported to Killian. “An NACA-Air Force cooperative effort on the manned satellite program ap-
pears to be in high gear with every reason to believe a satisfactory working agreement in this field wiil
continue.”’® This April 1958 plan was the first of seven such plans the Air Force would publish in 1958:
most were scaled-back versions of this original plan designed to reduce expenses in the face of waning

support for a military human spaceflight program bevond Dynasoar. For instance. by the fourth iteration

1= Outline of History of USAF Man-in-Space R&D Program. 2.

'3 Clotaire Wood. Assistant to the Director for Research Management, NACA. Transmittal of
copies of proposed memorandum of understanding between Air Force and NACA for joint NACA-Air
Force project for a recoverable manned satellite test vehicle. April 11. 1958. 5PI document 117, p. 1.

Y Chronotogv of Earlv Air Force MMan-in-Space Activity, 23. The author has requested declassi-
fication of the actual and complete April 1958 plan from AFHRA but no action had been taken as of De-
cember 1996.

13 PSAC stalf member R. Piland. Memorandum to Killian. April 14. 1938, folder: National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (1), box 44. Confidential file, White House Central files. DDEL. 1.
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at the end of May 1958 the Air Force Man-in-Space program had already reduced planned expenditures
from $398 million to $109 million. with no administration approval vet in sight.'®

The May 1958 version of the Air Force’s Man-in-Space plan has been significantly declassified
and reveals the importance the USAF attached to the program as well as the problems inherent in it
First. “The precise mission of the USAF in space with either uninhabited or manned vehicles cannot as
vet be conclusively stated.” But expedited R&D and experimentation . . . will lead directly to maximized
military mission applications and to space supetiority. The USAF further believes that a national capabil-
ity to control space is a fundamental requirement since on it will depend the future position. prestige. and
welfare of the U.S.A " The Air Force concurred that reconnaissance. communications. and early warning
were the immediately available military uses of space but also stated. ©. . . these applications are merely
the rudimentary ancestors of the sophisticated Air Force space weapons systems of the 1970-1980 era and
beyond” because “. . . man exceeds by many orders of magnitude the capabilities of present and prospec-
tive automata in perceptive acuity, level of judgment and decision making ability. and flexibility.” The
May 1958 plan said the USAF must gain approval for a human spaceflight program in which “. . .
manned landing on the moon and return to earth has been chosen as the specific terminal mission.” In
the long run this would mean “. . . the weapons systems designer of the future wilt have to him the bonus
alternative of utilizing the moon as a base of Air Force operations™™!” As explained in the previous chap-
ter. this tvpe of rhetoric, forecasting the military control and use of space, was in no way attractive to the
civilian space policy makers in the Eisenhower administration because it contravened the space for peace
policy and could possibly endanger the free passage of reconnaissance satellites. Therefore, assigning the
human spaceflight mission to NASA became increasingly likely during the sumimer of 1958,

One Air Force history of the program explains that by July 25, 1958 ARPA Director Johnson

informed the USAF of five points. First. the Air Force's Man-in-Space program was not vet approved.

18 Robert F. Piper. The Space Svstems Division: Background, 1957-1962, AFSC Historical Pub-
lications Series 62-27. SSEH-40 (Air Force Systems Command. 1963). x. and Air Force Ballistic Missile
Division's Responsibility for “Man-in-Space™ Program. K140.11-7, AFHSO0, 2.

U USAF/ARDC/BMD. USAF Manned Military Space Development Plan. Volume II. IRIS
1002991, AFHSQ. II-1 through II-3.
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Second. if it ever was. even a 350 million budget was an optimistic assumption. Next. statements of
prominent scientists to the White House *. . . had convinced the White House there are no currently valid
reasons for Man-In-Space.” Therefore. when NASA became active. the human spaceflight program was
likely to become a joint ARPA/NACA effort at best. Finally. NASA “. . . was already thinking of an in-
dependent but very similar space program that would cost about $40 million in fiscal 1950." Overall. “Tt
was made clear that quick approval of a military man in space program was not forthcoming. . . . the
military services and particularly the Air Force found their space prospects disheartening. Obviously the
military services no longer controtled development of space vehicles and programs [and] the new fiscal
vear offered little hope for change,™'®

As its expansion into a larger and more powerful NASA became increasingly likely after Eisen-
hower submitied his Space Act in April 1938, the NACA had little reason to forge a cooperative human
spaceflight program with the military because it appeared there was a good chance the new NASA would
be given the mission. This explains the quick turn of events in which during March Drvden and NACA
agreed to work with the Air Force in developing its Man-in-Space program as a “joint project for a recov-
erable manned satellite test vehicle.” in April Eisenhower submitted his Space Act which “appeared likely
to transform NACA into the focal point of the nation’s efforts in space,” and in May NACA withdrew
from the cooperative joint undertaking Drvden had signed April 11 and tabled indefinitely its participa-
tion with the Air Force in human spaceflight R&D outside of Dynasoar.”® As a memo from Dryden's of-
fice files delicaiely stated, once Eisenhower submitted his Space Act in April. NACA leaders discussed the
Air Force's offer for a cooperative Man-in-Space project and agreed . . . that the prospective Agrecment
should be put aside for the time being. The matter mayv be taken up again when the responsibilities of

ARPA and NASA have been clarified.”*

'8 Chronalogy of Earlv Air Force Man-in-Space Activity, 32-33.

9 | ovd S. Swenson Jr.. James M. Grimwood. Charles C. Alexander. This New Ocean: A His-
torv of Project Mercury. NASA SP-4201 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1966). 81-82.

* Clotaire Wood of the NACA. Memorandum for Files. Tabling of Proposed Memorandum of

Understanding between Air Force and NACA - Project for a Recoverable Manned Satellite Test Vehicle.
April 11, 1958, dated May 20, 1958. SPI document 288. p. 1.
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The fact is the NACA had started independent investigations into human spaceflight vehicle de-
signs within its own laboratories and away from the USAF. As Project Mercury’s official history ex-
plains, “. . . the research engineers at Langlev and on Wallops Island were pushing their own studies.
thev could sec the opportunity to carry out a manned satellite project coming their way.”  Throughout
spring 1958 NACA's labs “were urgently engaged in basic studies™ of propulsion. spacecraft configura-
tion. orbit and recovery techniques. guidance and control. and the myriad other details of a human space-
flight program.”’ NACA’s work progressed to the point that wind tunnel experiments were conducted on
various vehicle desipns and rockets were launched with models of assorted orbital vehicles. All in all.
NACA engineers “. . . were steadily modifving the manned ballistic satettite desipn itself” and by late
1958 had settled on the design that became the basis of Project Mercury.” Therefore. while some in the
Air Force would later lament that Project Mercury was simply a wholesale borrowing from the USAF
Man-in-Space plans, this appears not to be the case. NACA was independently working on most aspects
of spacecraft design and when Eisenhower did award NASA the human spaceflight mission in Angust
1938 the NACA's efforts could then incorporate Air Force designs and engineering resulting from USAF
Man-in-Space plans. Therefore. while the USAF could not claim Project Mercury was simply a redesig-
nated Air Force Man-in-Space design. neither were later NASA asscssments correct in stating, “Project
Mercury had grown out of the pioneering work on manned space flight at Langley Research Center.”
thereby ignoring the Air Force contributions to Mercury's designs.™

By early June 1958 NACA representatives were reminding ARPA representatives at meetings

“, . . that the direct responsibility for the man-in-space program may quite likely be given to the spon to be

created civilian space agency” and so the Dol)’s program should be formulated so as to be acceptable to

I Ibid.. 93-94. Langley Aeronautical Laboratory was the NACA’s first and flagship research
facility. Its PARD or Pilotless Aircraft Research Division tested missile and space equipment and was
based at Wallops Island.

“ Tbid.. 94.

» NASA Historian Eugene M. Emme, “Historical Origins of NASA.” dirpower Historian 10
(January 1963): 20.
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NASA and to facilitate management transfer with little difficulty.** Even as the Eisenhower administra-

tion was poised in July and August to formally assign the human spaceflight mission to NASA or the

" DoD. its opinion of the prestige-related importance of the program secemed low. A panel with representa-

tives from all relevant agencies (PSAC. ARPA. NACA. BoB. N8C) concluded on July 2. 1958 that the
human spaceflight program “, . . in general was looked upon rather unfavorably. The amount of psycho-
logical effect was questioned and no scientific applications were advanced. It was generally 3g-rccd that
man-in-space (orbit) should not be put on a crash basis. . . . The man-in-space program should be handled
on a long-term basis.”* This would remain the Eisenhower administration position for the remainder of
its duration.

Eisenhower Awards NASA the Mission

In late July 1958 both ARPA/USAF and PSAC/NACA drew up papers supporting their respec-
tive cases for being the organization given the human spaceflight mission. ARPA said the DoD had an
immediate requirement to undertake and immediate R&D program in this field because “Such a program
will lead to a significantly improved capability to accomplish existing military missions. such as recon-
naissance. navigation and communications. In addition. development of such a capability is inherently a
component of necessary military programs of a future, entirely predictable character.” A human being
would be a “superior mechanism™ in most space systems because unmanned satellites would have a lim-
ited lifespan and could not be repaired. Therefore. “It is quite likely that a single high sophistication and
manned and recoverable vehicle systern will be both more efficient and more economical,” Practically
speaking. ARPA said the DoD already had the installations. facilities. and rockets required for the human

spaceflight mission and “the duplication of such facilitics is unacceptable. Dual utilization is undesirable

* Maxime Faget. letter to Hugh Drvden, June 5. 1958, SPI document 1490, p. 1.

* R.O. Piland. Memorandum to Killian, Subject: Notes on the Space Panel Meeting, July 2,
1958, dated July 8: 1958. SPI document 1127. p. 3-6.
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and substantially impractical when programs having the nltimate magnitude of a man-in-space effort are
considered.”™

The NACA/PSAC presentation emphasized, “The NASA through the older NACA has the tech-
nical background. competence, and continuing within-government technical back-up to assume this re-
spousibility with the cooperation and participation of the Department of Defense.” These two groups also
believed the exception clause of the Space Act supported NASA’s claim to the human spaceflight mission:
“The assignment of the direction of the manned satcllite program would be consistent with the President’s
message to Congress and with the pertinent extracts from the National Aeronautics and Space Act of
1958."Y PSAC summarized to its chairman Killian. “At the present time there is no seriously proposed
weapon system, or military operation. which requires the development of a manned satellite. In addition.
no reasons have been advanced which indicate that this research and development activity is ‘necessary to
make effective provision for the defense of the defense of the U.S." other than the “feeling’ that the mili-
tary ultimately will require manned satellites or other space vehicles.™ The scientists felt human space-
flight was essentially research, not operations. and so should be in NASA. In addition, if the mission was
given to DoD. this “. . . cannot help but set a precedent for future, more extensive manned projects.”™

ARPA seems to have sensed that NACA and Killian's office had the stronger case for presenta-
tion to Eisenhower. The ARDC commander informed the CSAF and Vice CSAF that ARPA Director
Johnson explained to him “, . . that the current prevalent view in the White House is that there is no re-

quirement for *Man in Space *"”” As the preeminent history of this period states. “But by August the Air

% John E. Clark. Rear Admiral. Deputy Director, ARPA. Memorandum for Killian. Subject:
Man-in- Space. July 23, 1958, folder: Space Notebook. Piland, 1958-59 (4). box l6. OSAST. White
House Office. DDEL, 1-3.

%" Hugh Dryden. letter to Killian, Manned Satellite Program. July 18. 1958, folder. Space Note-
book. Piland. 1958-59 {4). box 16. OSAST, White House Office. DDEL. 1-2.

% R.0. Piland. PSAC Secretary. Memorandum for Killian. Subject: Responsibility for “Activitics
Directed Toward the Development of a Manned Satellite.” folder: Space Notebook, Piland. 1958-59 (4).
box 16, OSAST. White House Office. DDEL. 1-2. Emphasis in original.

 George S. Brown. Colonel, USAF. Executive to the CSAF. Memorandum for Record. July 25.
1958, folder: Man in Space, DoD subseries, Federal Agencics series, NHDRC. 1.
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Force's hopes for putting a man into orbit sooner than the Soviet Union. or than anyv other agency in this
country. were fading rapidly before the growing consensus that manned space flight should be the prov-
ince of the civilian administration.”* Most scholars conclude it was August 20. 1958 that Eisenhower
decided to award the human spaceflight mission to NASA and not the DoD. and that his decision was
closely tied to his space for peace policy and the fact that there was no clear mikitary justification to put
humans in otbit. In addition, the human spaceflight budget would be $40 million. to include $30 million
from NASA and $10 million transferred from ARPA.>' With the exception of the Dynascar vehicle. the
DoD’s rote after August 1958 in the human spaceflight arena has been encapsulated by one USAF history:
“Subsequent Air Force activiﬁ has consisted of supporting the NASA MERCURY program with ATLAS
boosters, wind tunnel tests. launch facilities and range facilities, capsule drop tests and recovery support
and a comprehensive life science program.™ As NACA’s official historv explains, Eisenhower “. . . did
not want to hand over to any group in the Pentagon a large and potentiallv enormous new area of activity,
especially when he seriously doubted the services” ability to handle their current missions,™

One of the first actions NASA took when it started operations on October 1, 1958 was 1o offi-
cially approve Project Mercury as its program for human spaceflight** By March 1959 Glennan would
testifv to Congress. “Finally. despite reports to the contrary, there is only one U.S. manned-satellite pro-

gram: NASA’s Project Mercury. . . . And representatives of each of the services are regular working

3 Swenson et. al., 101

3! Ibid.. 101-102. Other sources concurring in the August 20. 1958 date, and discussing budget-
ary figures. include QOutline of History of USAF Man-in-Space R&D Program. 3. and Eugenc M. Emme.
Chronology of Man-In-Space R&D Program. August 1962, folder: USAF Man-in-Space Chronology.
DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC, 6.

32 Qutline of History of USAF Man-in-Space R&D Program:. 4-5.

33 Alex Roland. Afodel Research: The National Advisery Committee for deronautics, 1915-
1938, Vofume I, NASA SP-4103 (Washington. DC: USGPO, 1985), 298-99,

** R. Cargill Hall. “Instrumented Exploration and Utilization of Space: The American Experi-

ence.” in Eugene M. Emme. editor. Two Hundred Years of Flight in America. American Astronautical
Socicty History Series. volume 1 (San Diego. CA: Univeli, Inc.. 1977). 189,
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members of the Project Mercury team.™ Glennan was making a finc distinction between Dynasoar and a
manned satellite program. Dynasoar was a sort of powered glider designed for orbital operations but pre-
sented by the Air Force as intended for suborbital R&D into hypersonic flight (equal to or exceeding five
times the speed of sound.} Through this semantic massaging the Dynasoar was not technically a space
vehicle because it would not complete an entire orbit. Realistically however. as will be seen below. the
Air Force fully expected the Dynasoar to engage in orbital operations once it was perfecicd. In tile Eisen-
hower administration it was politically advisable to present it as a suborbital vehicle so it would not be-
come mixed up in the complicated OSD/ ARPA/USAF/ NASA/PSAC organizational give and take,
Eisenhower, Prestige, and Human Spaceflight

Before plunging into the programmatic details of Dynasoar and Mercury, however, it is necessary
10 examing the Jast relevant componcnt of Eisenhower’s space policy; what were his views on using hu-
man spaceflight as a competitive tool for winning prestige in the cold war struggle with the USSR after
NASA’s establishment? Evidence presented thus far indicates he was not keen on the notion before Ogto-
ber 1958. Nor would he endorse the idea of a human spaceflight race aftcr NASA began operations, This
is not to say the Eisenhower administration was unaware of Soviet plans for human spaceftight. The CIA
reporied in August [938; “We believe that the ultimate foreseeable objective of the Soviet space program
is the attainment of manned space travel on an interplanctary scale. . . . While the Soviet space program
was undoubtedly initiated to serve scientific purposes. an immediale aim was to achieve potitical and
propaganda gain.”* However, Eisenhower concluded he would not take the Soviet competitive bait in the
case of human spaceflight. While he did approve Project Mercury he did not let its budget skyrocket. and

he was ready to end NASA’s human spaceflight program at the conclusion of his administration because

¥ T. Keith Glennan. Statement before the Subcommittee on Governmental Organization for
Space Activities of the Senate Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences. folder: Glennan Speeches
and Congressional Statements, Glennan subseries, Administrators series. NHDRC. 14,

** CIA. NIE 11-5-38. Soviet Capabilities in Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles. August 19.
1958, folder 13. box 1. RG 263, Records of the Central Intelligence Agency. NARA. 26,
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it represented everything he wanted to avoid in space policy: it was hugely expensive. was “driven almost
entirely by the competition with Russia, and lacking in a compelling scientific rationale.”’

In an NSC meeting in May 1959 Eisenhower reminded his staff. “If a program is being con-
ducted for psychological reasons only. we must look at it with a jaundiced eye.””® Eisenhower tried to
maintain a delicate balance between a crash human spaceflight program and completely ignoring such a
program. He said later that year concerning human spaceflight he *. . . wants some achievements that
will encourage and hearten our people. At the same time we should seek to discover scientific principles
that will be of use to our militarv forces.™ Killian delivered a speech in September 1960 which. even
though he had returned to MIT. still represented the advice Eisenhower received from his trusted scien-
tists on the wisdom of a spectacular race for prestige using human spaceflight. In it Killian stated he be-
lieved “. . . that our man-in-space program is on the way 10 becoming excessively extravagant and will be
justified only as a competitor for world prestige with the Soviet man-in-space program. Many thoughtful
citizens are convinced that the really exciting discoveries in space can be realized better by instruments
than by man. . . . Unless decisions result in containing our development of man-in-space systems and big
rocket boosters. we will soon have committed ourselves to a multibillion dollar space program.™" Kil-
lian’s successor, George B. Kistiakowsky. remarked with great displeasure that Project Mercury “. . .

would be only the most expensive funeral man has ever had.”®' Kistiakowsky characterized the human

*" Fred Greenstein and David Caltahan. chapter 1. “The Reluctant Racer: Dwight D. Eisenhower
and United Statcs Space Policy,” in the forthcoming Roger D. Launius. editor, The Afvth of Presidlential
Leadership (Urbana. IL: University of Illinois Press). 74 in manuscript copy.

* NSC. Memorandum of Discussion at the 406th Meeting of the NSC, May 13. 1959. folder:
406th Meeting of the NSC. box 11. NSC series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 8.

* Memcon. September 21, 1959. dated September 23, 19359, folder; Staff Notes - September
1959 (1), box 44, DDE Diary series. Ann Whitman file, DDEL. 4.

¢ Killian speech to the Datlas Council on World Affairs. September 23. 1960. folder: Ad Hoc
Man-in-Space Panel. box 65. Subject Files. 1957-62. RG 359. Office of Scicnce and Technology, NARA,
4

¥ Cited in James R. Hansen. Spaceflight Revolution: NASA Langlev Research Center from
Spumik to Apollo. NASA SP-4308 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1995). 31.
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spacellight effort in general as a *'. . . scientific luxury that should not be allowed to divert national efforts
from more urgent scientific challenges herc on earth, ™

It was in the final months of the Eisenhower administration that his conclusions. and those of his
subordinates. concerning the inadvisability of pursuing human spaceflight for prestige-related reasons
become most clear. At a conference with the president in October 1960 Glennan discussed the idea of
sending humans to the moon. NASA had been exploring this possibility under its Project Apollo study
program. Glennan said his conclusion was that this was a multi-billion dollar project “of no immediate
value” and that he was “. . . screwing up his courage to state publicly that this should not be done.™ Eis-
enhower then agreed that such a project was “. . . useless at this moment and would not think it really
worth the money.” Glennan interjected that while Mercury was “moving ahead under a full head of steam
. .. if we fai} to place a man on the moon before 20 years from now, there is nothing lost.” Eisenhower
said “. . . he likes to sce us go ahead on useful things but he is not much of a man on spectaculars.” He
added he had “little interest in the manned aspects of space research,” having realized “that some stunts.
such as the Lindbergh trip across the Atlantic. have some virtue™ but Eisenhower “emphasized that he
would not be willing to spend tax money to send a man argund the moon.™ Eisenhower concluded by
concurring with Glennan’s suggestion that the whole issue should be left for the next president and
“emphasized his desire to avoid crash programs. He said there is such a thing as common scnse, even in
research.” Finally, Eisenhower tasked his science adviser Kistiakowsky and Glennan to form a panel to
reach a position on the amount of effort that was appropriate for the human spaceflight program after
Mercur_v.43

One weakness in fully understanding Eisenhower’s conception of not using human spaceflight as

a competitive fool in the cold war race for prestige is why did he then authorize the Saturn rocket as the

** Cited in Jay Holmes, dmerica on the Afoon: The Enterprise of the Sixties (New York: J.B.
Lippincott Co., 1962). 193.

B T. Keith Glennan. in J.D. Hunlev. Editor. with an Introduction by Roger D. Launius, The Birth
of NASA: The Diarv of T. Keith Glennan, NASA SP-4105 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1993). 245. and
John S.D. Eisenhower. Memcon. October 13, 1960, folder: National Aeronaulics and Space Administra-
tion (8). box 8. Alphabetical subseries, Subject series. Office of the Staff Secretary. DDEL. 1-3.
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next generation space booster. with the ability to lift much higher payloads than the ICBM-based boost-
ers? Glennan stated clearly in October 1960 that the Saturn progeam would cost at least $7 billion over
ten years and that “There is really not much use doing this unless we are aiming at placing a man on the
moon.” an cffort which overall would cost between $14 and $35 billion.* While Eisenhower did author-
ize the Saturn and increased its funding. there 1s no record of exactly which prestige-relaled payloads he
did believe it should launch. The record is. however. clear on the fact that extensive human spaceflight
missions were not the type of missions he envisioned for the superbooster. Eisenhower expressed this
puzzling notion with national security adviser Gordon Gray in November 1960: “The President fell that
the only place we ought to be even in a clandestine way contesting with the Soviet Union is the develop-
ment of the big engine. He repeated his often expressed view that little would be accomplished by putting
a man into space,”**

The report Eisenhower tasked Glennan and Kistiakowsky with preparing concerning the appro-
priate level for the human spaceflight program was in fact prepared by a panel chaired by Donald Hornig.
a PSAC member and chemistry professor at Princeton University.** The Report of the Ad Hoc Panel on
Man-in-Space. delivered December 16, 1960 declared. ¥ We have been plunged into a race for the con-
quest of outer space. . . . the most impelling reason for our effort has been the international political situa-
tion which demands that we demonstrate our technological capabilities if we are to maintain our position
of leadership.” The report explained Mercury was by definition a “somewhat marginat effort. limited by
the thrust of the Atlas booster,” which. as a converted Air Force 1CBM. had barely sufficient power for
human spaceflight pavloads. Nevertheless, Hornig’s panel concluded Project Mercury had to be pushed
due to “political desire either to be the first nation to send a man into orbit. or at least to be a close second.

This marginal capability cannot be changed substantially until the Saturn booster becomes available, ™"’

* Glennan. Birth of NASA, 255.

** Gordon Grav. Memorandum of Meeting with the President. November 8. 1960. folder: 1960 -
Meetings with the President - Viol. 2 (4). box 5, Presidential subseries. Special Assistants series.
OSANSA. DDEL. 3.

* Hornig would later become Lyndon Johnson's science adviser and then president of Brown
University.
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In fact. the repeit staled that even the Saturn rocket would probably not be enough to land humans on the
moon and safely return them: a new Nova rocket. possibly featuring both chemical and nuclear propul-
sion. would be required. ™

The Ad Hoc Panel’s conclusion was sure fo shock the fiscally prudent president. It would cost a
minimum of $350 million to orbit a human: $8 billion to circumnavigate the moon: and $26-35 billion to
land on the moon and return. perhaps around 1975, Saturn should be reparded as only an intermediate
step becausc it “. . . must be followed by a much bigger development before manned lunar landing is pos-
sible.”* Glennan's initial reaction to such talk was that when the discussion turns to the prestige of the
United States resting on the question of who lands a human on the moon first. then “. . . it seems clear
that all sense of perspective has gone out the window. Clearly, with the probability that at least ten vears
must efapse before we can accomplish the feat of putting a man on the moon, the leadership and stature of
the United States will no longer be in question. Either we will be the leader or we will not.™

Eisenhower’s teaction was even more caustic when the Hornig panel’s report was briefed to him
at an NSC meeting on space on December 20. 1960. Glennan introduced the presentation by explaining
somewhere between 1964 and 1966 “the United States would have to decide (1) whether to spend large

sums of money to put a man on the moon. and (2) if a landing were to be attempted. what vehicle should

" PSAC. Executive Office of the President, Report of the Ad Hoc Panel on Man-in-Space. De-
cember 16, 1960. in John M. Logsdon with Linda J. Lear, Jannelle Warren-Findley, Ray A. Williamson,
and Dwavne A. Day, eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in the Historv of the U.S. Civil
Space Program, Velme I Organizing for Exploration, NASA SP-4407 (Washington. DC: USGPO,
1995). 408-09.

% Ibid.. 3. As mentioned in the preceding chapter. many of the performance and design charac-
teristics posited for this Nova rocket were in fact included in what came to be known as the Saturn V
booster which eventually took Americans to the meon and back. The intricate refationships between vari-
ous types of vehicles within the Saturn family is best presented in Roger Bilstein, Stages to Satwrn: A
Technological Historv of the Apollo-Saturn Launch Tehicles, NASA SP-1206 (Washington. DC:
USGPO, 1980).

* Ibid.. 7.

*® Glennan. Birth of NASA. 269.
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be developed for this purpose?”™™ Glennan outlined NASAs long-term budget picture and even before the
Hornig panel briefing. Eisenhower replied that “he had a thousand questions™ because. “In the space field

there appeared to be no practical test of the immediate usefulness of a program. . . . He was anxious to do

was not prepared to say that he would support a program of $2.4 billion for space activitics in 1970,
Glennan pointed out. “He had already decided not to embark on a full-scale man-in-space program beyond
MERCURY.” Eisenhower seemed to agree because he said he had always thought $1 billion per year
should be the ceiling on the space program budget and vet that ceiling would apparently be breached in
1962: “The President said he was reluctant to spend sums of this magnitude on space activities. He had
no hesitation in supporting vast programs designed to acquire specific scientific information, or programs
which were necessary for psychological reasons.” but he believed the budget amounts in Glennan's long-
range projections for $1.9 billion were excessive.™

At this peint Eisenhower received the actual Ad Hoc Panel’s briefing on the man-in-space pro-
gtam. To which. “The President said that. like Isabella. we were hocking our jewels for this purpose.”
The all-inclusive figure for a lunar effort was now presented as $33-346 billion. Kistiakowsky. who gave
the briefing, recalls Eisenhower “just about blew a gasket. He was horrified.”** The NSC minutes record
his lamenting that “. . . the SPUTNIK complex impelled us to do evervthing vesterday. . . . He had to
think about the country as a whole. the economy. and the other demands on the budget. He believed it
might be necessary to establish an annual budgetary ceiling for space activities.” Kistiakowsky pointed

out that . . . to a large extent the objectives of the space program must be charged to the cold war. The

A NSC, Memorandum of Discussion at the 470th Meeting of the NSC. December 20. 1960, dated
December 21. 1960, folder: 470th Mecting of the NSC, box: 13, NSC series. Ann Whitman file. DDEL,
2-3. In fact. Kennedy would decide to spend such large amounts of money in five months, not five vears.

*21bid., 3. In fact. NASA's space budget in 1965 would be $5.2 billion. or more than twice the
amount Eisenhower said he would not support five vears afler that.

* Thid.. 4,

1 Oral history interview of George B. Kistiakowsky. May 22. 1974 folder: Kistiakowsky. box:
Emme/Roland interviews on early NASA history, shelf V-A-1, NHDRC. 37.

213




Soviets had succceded by propaganda in instilling the idea that achievements in space were an accurate
over-all measure of a country's scientific and technological potential.™ To which Eisenhower replied. ©. ..
he could use $1 billion to better advantage on some other aspect of the cold war.™™ Clearly space in a
general sense was not Eisenhower's preferred tool for cold war competition.

Much less did the idea of human spaceflight appeal to him as an appropriate instrument for pres-
tige gathering. The Decemberm 20th meeting's minutes explain. “The President said he was readv to say
that he saw no scientific or psvchological reason for carrving the man-in-space program beyond the
MERCURY program. He thought the idea of a man on the moon was sheer Buck Rogers fiction. . .. The
President said we were facing a difficult fiscal problem because our raic of expenditure was increasing
faster than our economic growth.” ** Glennan's diary entry concerning this December 20, 1960 meeting
records Eiscnhower’s response to such huge sums for a lunar landing: “He couldn’t care less whether a
man ever reached the moon.”™ The conclusion of the NSC as a whole was therefore that *. . . further
testing and experimentation will be necessary to establish whether there are any valid scientific reasons
for extending manned space flight beyond the MERCURY program.”**

Cleatly, then. at the end of his tenure. Eisenhower was convinced that human spaceflight should.
at best. continue after Mercury contingent upon obtaining further scientific justification, bat not for pres-
tige-related reasons. At worst. human spaceflight might very well end completely after Mercury’s con-
clusion, if no persuasive scientific reason for its continuation could be found., Human spaceflight was not
an arrow in Eisenhower’s cold war quiver. As Logsdon has written, the situation in early 1961 for human

3

spaceflight was “extremely gloomy.™™ One final piece of evidence supports this conclusion: Eisen-

hower's final budget message of January 16. 1961. In it he said that while Mercury components contin-

** Memorandum of Discussion at the 470th Meeting of the NSC. 4-5.
* Ibid.. 5-6.

* Glennan. Birth of NASA. 292,

*¥ Memorandum of Discussion at the 470th Mceting of the NSC. 6.

% John M. Logsdon. The Decision to Go to the Afoon: Project Apollo and the National Interest
{Cambridge. Mass. and London, England: The MIT Press. 1970). 37.

214




ued to be tested and hope existed for an human orbital flight in 1961, “Further testing and experimenta-
tion will be necessary 10 establish whether there are any valid scientific reasons for extending manned
space flight bevond the Mercury program.™  Again. Eisenhower felt human spaceflight nceded addi-
tional scientific reasons for its continued existence: prestige was not a legitimate justification in his mind.
In fact. even this budget message allowing for potential scientific justification was a tempered versien of
what Eisenho“-ef had wanted to state. which was that human spaceflight would end after Mercury’s com-
pletion. NASA Associate Administrator Robert Seamans explained. “Eisenhower wanted to put in that
there should be no commitment of any sort to any follow-on manned flight effort bevond Mercury. . . . It
was a very. very negative statement.”™ Afer Kennedy’s decision to send Americans to the moon before
the end of the 1960s, Eisenhower told a group of naval officers, “I think 10 make the so-called race to the
moon a major element in our struggle to show that we are superior to the Russians. is getting our eves off
the right target. I really believe that we don’t have that many enemies on the moon.™*

The historian must understand this generat lack of enthusiasm pervading the Eisenhower ad-
ministration concerning human spaceflight before delving into the specifics of the two relevant systems.
Projects Mercury and Dynasoar. Without the context. it would be difficult to understand the deliberate
and purposeful pace at which they both proceeded during the Eisenhower vears, Understanding Eisen-
hower’s beliefs concerning fiscal solvency and his antipathy toward competing for prestige via human

spaceflight makes their relatively low level of effort. when compared to the Kennedy vears. more compre-

hensible,

® Eiscnhower. Annual Budget Message. January 16. 1961, Public Papers of the President, 1960-
61 (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1961). 972,

5t Oral history interview of Robert C. Seamans. Jr.. May 8. 1968. folder: Exit Interview. Sea-
mans subseries. Deputy Administrator series. NHDRC. 14. Seamans became Deputy Administrator in
1965.

52 Eisenhower. reprinted text of his speech to the Naval War College. October 3. 1961. in
“Eisenhower at the Naval War College,” Naval Institute Proceedings (June 1971). 22,
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Dynamic Searing

The best wav to picture the Dynasoar is Lo imagine an isosceles triangle. the entire surface of
which would act as a delta-shaped wing. On top and bisecting the triangle would be a cvlindrical fuselage
for the pilot in front and a pavload bay in back. At the base of the two equal sides. to either side of the
fusclage. would be smaller triangles attached perpendicularty to the main wing structure. these would
provide additional aerodynamic surfaces for control and stability. The spacecraft would be launched ver-
tically by means of a modified ICBM and separate from it upon reaching orbital velocity. After conduct-
ing its mission on basically an orbital glide path around the earth {reconnaissance was most often men-
tioned although some sources speculated about delivering bombs from the Dynasoar) at perhaps 13.000
mph or more. the Dynasoar would reenter the earth’s atmosphere by means of retro-rockets that would
brake its velocity. Further. its assorted acrodynamic control surfaces permitted maneuverability upon at-
mospheric reentry and thus a selection of bases at which to land. within certain range limitations. Thus.
the Dynasoar’s concept of operations was often referred to as a “boost-glide™ vehicle. The Dynasoar was
radically different from NASA’s Projects Mercury. Gemini. and Apollo. all of which shared the same and
familiar basic design of a wide cone with a slightly rounded base and cvlinder (for the reentry parachutes)
attached to the top. These ballistic capsules had only the most limited mancuverability when compared to
that which Dynasoar’s aerodynamic wings provided. While the Bocing Corporation did manufacture Dy-
nasoar prototypes, the Dynascar was never actually launched because it was canceled in December 1963,
Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo capsules. however, were launched with great fanfare and publicity through-
out the 1960s and early 1970s.

A comprehensive early history of hypersonic flight and the Dynasoar is not directly relevant to
this dissertation and is expertly covered elsewhere.** The most important early R&D such as conceptual
studies and preliminary testing of boost-glide vehicles was done in Germany before and during WWIL in a

quest to develop a bomber capable of reaching the United States.  After the war kev individuals such as

€ See Rov F, Houchin II. Major. USAF. The Rise and Fail of Dvna-Soar: A History of dir Force
Hyvpersonic R&D, 1943-1963 (Ph.D. dissertation. Auburn University. 1994). This dissertation is currently
being revised for eventual pubtication.
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General Walter Dornberger. formerly in charge of the Nazi's V-weapons program. emigraled to America.
Dornberger worked for the Bell Aircraft Corporation and ceasclessly campatgned for support for a hyper-
soni¢ aircraft such as that which would eventually become Dynasoar. One source calculates he made 678
presentations before various groups prior to May 1958 to get a Dynasoar-type aircraft off the drawing
boards.®' However, “Throngh lack of funds and high-level interest. this project was not even begun unti
1956-57.”%" This is not to say activity was absent before Sputnik. The Air Force, its contractors. and the
NACA conducted numerous feasibility studies on various hypersonic vehicles and their designs.

For instance, in February 1956 an ARDC document mentioned a Bomber-Missile or Bomi . . |
which has been extensively studied since 1951 by the Bell Aircraft Corporation [and] underwent formal
evaluation last fall by the NACA. . . . It was concluded that this concept represents a potential major
breakthrough.”®® An NACA meeting in February 1957 discussed what the next phase of DoD-NACA
flight research should be after the X-15 explored the upper reaches of the atmosphere. Dryden discussed a
“boost-plide” vehicle similar to the Dynasoar which would be boosted by an rocket and glide back down
through the atmosphere. He said feasibility studies from the NACA. the USAF and the Air Force's con-
tractors “. . . have indicated that with early, intensified research and study it would be possible to construct
a manned airplane employing this principle . . . that would fly at tremendous speeds and have a range
otherwise unobtainable in manned flight.” He further reported. “Members of the NACA staff and of the
staff of the Air Force have discussed this matter on several occasions and are of the opinion that it is
timely from a technical point of view to start a project of this type now.” At the end of this meeting, “It
was agreed that the NACA staff should cooperate with the Air Force in connection with a new research

airplane to follow the X-15.”¢

® Frank Gibneyv, “The Missile Mess.” Harper’s Magazine (January 1960): 39. and Congress.
House, Select Committee on Asironautics and Space Exploration. The National Space Program. House
Report No. 1758. 85th Congress. 2nd Session. May 21, 1958, p. 7.

% The National Space Program. 7.

5 Major George Colchagoff. ARDC. Memorandum to LtCol R.C. Anderson, New Research Sys-
tems, February 16. 1956, SPI document 350, p. 2.

5 NACA. Minutes of Mceting. February 21. 1957, folder: Dyna-Soar. DoD subscrics. Federal
Agencies series. NHDRC. §.
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11 is from this (vpe of early. pre-Sputnik documems that one discovers mention of several Dvna-
soar predecessors. Dornberger and Bell Aircrafl presented Bomi to the Air Force as early as April 1952
but the period thereaficr was filled with uncertainty. studies. reviews. and discussions with “liftle or np
unanimity of opinion.”® The USAF’s Wright Air Development Center completed a contract with Bell
Aircraft on April 1, 1954 calling for a study of an advanced bomber-reconnaissance system. By Mayv 12.
1955 the Air Force issued a general opcrational requirement for a hypersonic bombardment system.®
Other pre-Dyvnasoar boost-glide vehicle concepts discussed in various settings were a Rocket-Bomber or
Robo (really a redesignation of the Bomi idca). a reconnaissance vehicle called Brass Bell and a NACA-
AF hypersonic R&D vehicle known as Hywards (Hypersonic Weapon and R&D System). By April 30.
1957 the USAF had consolidated the multitude of study efforts under the single name of Dynasoar. © The
unificd Dvnasoar program immediately before Sputnik consisted of three stages: an experimental glidet:

' Air Force expenditures on Dvnasoar during the

a reconnaissance vehicle: and a bombardment vehicle.’
1954 through mid-19357 study phase have been estimated at $3 million. with USAF contractors spending
another $3.8 million.”

The most important point concerning a rocket-bomber or a bomber-missile during the formative
period of the space for peace policy was that the civilian “DOD and [Eisenhower] administration officials
did not believe a satellite should be emploved as an offensive atomic weapon svstem or orbital bomb.

Based on this policy. the closer BOMI's speed approached orbital velocity. ironically. the closer it would

approach a mission the Eisenhower administration would be less likely to support.”™ This would cause

8 AFSC. Comnnander's Congressional Policy Book, volume I1. Tab C-1. Dvnasoar Program (X-
20). 168.7171-52. AFHRA, 3. Declassified at author’s request.

 Futrell. Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine, volume I. 543-44.

" Lee Bowen, Threshold of Space: The Air Force in the National Space Program, 1945-1959
(USAF HDLO. 1960). NSA MUS document 314, p. 34.

! Futrell, 544.

“* Office of the DDR&E. report. To Define a DOD Position on DYNA SOAR. February 20. 1962.
folder: Reading File, January - May 1962. box 114. RG 200. Rebert 5. McNamara papers. NARA. |

Declassified al author’s request.
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long-term viability problems for Dynascar if Dynasoar continued to be cast in a weapons carrving role.
thereby demonstrating the USAF’s “. . . proclivity for a manned strategic bomber to fulfill the fundamen-
tal mission inherent to achieving its independence from the Army in 1947 - strategic nuclear bombard-
ment. ...~ If the Air Force insisted on assigning an offensive mission to Dynasoar as a space vehicle,
“A day of atonement could be coming.” Nevertheless. in the swirl of post-Sputnik panic and responsc.
the Air Force issued System Development Directive 464 in November 1937 which for many me-lrked the
official start of the Air Force's Dynasoar program.’ This meant the Air Force could start the preliminary
process of requesting actual spacecraft designs from potential contractors and move in the direction of
selecting a prime contractor to build the vehicle. The NACA’s and later NASA's role throughout the Dy-
nasoar program was largelyv limited to research advice and laboratory and wind tunnel assistance (see be-
low and chapter 8 for more detail). In Junc 1958 the Air Force selected Boeing and a consortium headed
bv the Marntin Corporation and Bell Aircraft for a design competition. In November 1939 the USAF se-
lected Boeing as the primary system contractor while Martin would develop the rocket to launch Dvna-
soar.”" Estimated Air Force spending on Dynasoar during the 1958-1959 study and design competition
phase was $18 miftion, ™

1t is important to understand that the Air Force after Sputnik saw the Dynasoar as a space vehicle
and the USAF viewed the Dynasoar as a system to conduct both offensive missions such as bombardment

and defensive missions such as reconnaissance. A briefing to the nation’s highest ranking generals by the

™ Houchin, Rise and Fall of Dvna-Soar, 67,

™ Roy Houchin, “Why the X-20 Program was Proposed.” Quest: The Historv of Spaceflight
Magazine 3 (Winter 1994): 4,

** Houchin, Rise and Fall of Dvita-Sear, 100.

S Paul B. Stares. The Militarization of Space: U.S. Policv, 1945-1984 (Ithaca. NY: Cornell
University Press, 1985). 129.

7 Air Force. Office of the Secretary of the Air Force. dir Force Information Fact Sheet, X-20
Dvna-Soar. January 1963, folder: X-20 Dvna-Soar Documentation. DoD subseries. Federal Agencics se-
ries. NHDRC. 6.

® DDR&E. report. To Definc a DOD Position on DYNA SOAR. supra, 1.
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Air Force in November 1957 explained Dvnasoar *. . . will represent a major technological breakthrough
in performance and misston capability for manned bombardment and reconnaissance. As weapons sys-
tems. they will represent the first step in manned space flight.” The generals were told that Dynasoar
could go into orbit and “circumnavigate the globe many times for space rescarch.” The USAF anticipated
a conceptual test vehicle in Step I of the Dvnasoar program by 1963: a reconnaissance system with a
range of at least 5.500 miles in Step I1 by 1966. and a global range bombardment system in Step 1II by
1971.” The Air Force justified Dynasoar to PSAC as follows: “DYNASOAR will represent the first of a
whole new generation of manned weapon systems that will succeed present day turbo-jet powered weapon
systems and may eventually supplement unmanned ballistic weapon svsiems.”®" Others within the execu-
tive branch were aware of the Dynasoar’s proposed missions. PSAC staffer Robert Piland wrote Killian in
February 1938 explaining the Dynasoar concept and stated, “The contemplated Air Force uses are recon-
naissance and strategic bombardment.” Piland also portended the difficulty Dynasoar would having
reaching operational status when he speculated its costs could easily reach a billion dollars. that there
would be “tremendous development problems.” and that “It probably would have all the disadvantages of
the present family of ballistic missiles such as vulnerability, long readiness time and generally complex
operational procedures.” Piland explained that manned or unmanned satellites could be designed to offer
the Dynasoar’s advantageous properties of recallabilitv. mancuverability. and accuracy and would “give a
much more desirable deterrent setup.”® Thereforc. the criticism that the Air Force did not have specific
and well-defined missions in mind for Dynasoar is not correct. It quite clearly wanted to use the vehicle

for space reconnaissance and space bombardment. The latter of these missions goes a long way toward

® Air Force. Briefing to the Armed Forces Policy Council. November 5. 1957, Ki40.11-3.
AFHSO, 6.

" Attachment 1. Air Force policy statement on Dynasear. attached to Robert O. Piland. Memo-
randum to Killian. Subject: DYNA-SOAR. November 3. 1958, folder: Missiles April-December 1958
(3). box 12, OSAST. DDEL, 1.

¥ R.O. Piland. Memorandum for Killian. USAF Dinosaur [sic] Project. February 28. 1958.
folder: Missiles (2). box 12, OSAST. White House Office. DDEL. 1-2.
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explainng why it would encounter so much resistance during the Kennedy administration as it neared op-

erational status.

The NACA/NASA Role in Dynasoar

The Air Force was quick to enlist the NACA's assistance in the Dynasoar program after its offi-
cial go-ahead in November 1957. Its Deputy Chief of Staff for Development Lieutenant General Donald
Putt wrote NACA Director Hugh Dryden in January 1958, “The Air Force is convinced that we must un-
dertake at once a research vehicle program having as its objective the earliest possible manned orbital
flight™ and 5o has undertaken a design competition for a “hypersonic boost glide vehicle nicknamed Dyna
Soar 1.” Putt told Drvden that the concept conforms closelv to previous NACA recommendations and
would be able to orbit as a satellite. Since both the Air Force and the NACA were “well along in investi-
gations secking the best approach to the design of a manned earth orbiting research vehicle.” Putt invited
the NACA “to collaborate with the Air Research and Development Command in this important task.”™®
In a separate letter. Putt elaborated to the ARDC commander on his proposal to Dryden: “The Air Force-
NACA team relationship which has proven so productive in earlier programs of the X-airplane series will
be continued in the conception of this new program.”™ Putt explained that a human spaceflipht program.
through either a glide vehicle like Dynasoar or through a minimum altitude satellite such as that being
proposed by Schriever’s BMD . . . is a significant technical milestone in the USAF space program. It is
also vital to the prestige of the nation that such a feat be accomplished at the earliest technically practica-
ble date - if at all possible before the Russians.”*’

However, an internal NACA memorandum in early February revealed that NACA had con-

cluded. “ARDC did not consider us equal partners in the development of this vehicle in the sense that we

are in the X-15 project. This was as suspected but had not known” until recent meetings. For instance.

¥ Donald Putt, letter to Hugh Drvden. January 31, 1958, reprinted in John M. Logsdon with
Dwayne A. Day and Roger D. Launius. eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in the History
of the U.S. Civil Space Program, Volume [i: Relations with Other Organizations. NASA SP-4407
{Washington, DC: USGPO. 1996). 281.

8 Putt, Memorandum to Commander, Air Research and Development Command. Hypersonic
Research Aircrafl. January 31, 1958, reprinted in ibid.. 283,
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all internal Air Force correspondence concerning selecting a Dynasear contractor and conducting Step [ of
the program did not mention NACA. The NACA official writing the memo explained that the Air
Force's directives on the project ©. . . do not imply that Dyna Soar 1 which appears as a first phase of
weapons system development is to be treated differenily than any other weapons system development” in
which the NACA is not closely involved with major decisions and actions. Therefore. the Air Force's
basic proposal would be “that NACA enter into the Dyna Soar I project in the role of consultant olni_\_'. C
In the role of a consultant only we would feel that our responsibilities would rest in mainly expressing
opinions for which we had been asked.” The author of the memo to Dryden said the NACA had to ascer-
tain exactly what NACA’s responsibilities with Dvnasoar were to be or else . . . we might find ourselves
involved in something for which we had neither adequate finances nor manpower,™*

This ambiguity meant that an official AF-NACA Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in re-
sponse to Putt’s January letter was not forged until Mayv 1958, It stated, “Overall technical control of the
project will rest with the Air Force, with the advice and assistance of the NACA. . . . Financing of the
design. construction, and Air Force test operation of the vehicles will be borne by the Air Force. . . . Man-
agement of the project will be conducted bv an Air Force project office within Headquarters ARDC.”
Therefore. NACA's (and later NASA’s) participation would be largely in the area of technical consulta-
tion *. . . to maximize the vehicle’s capabilities from both the military weapon svslem development and
aeronautical-astronautical research viewpoints.” All flight testing would be accomplished by a NACA-

USAF-contractor committee “chaired by the Air Force,®™ The Air Force’s role in all phases of Dyna-

soar’s research and development was clearly predominant at the beginning of the project’s NACA-AF

® Hartlev A. Soule. Research Airplane Projects Leader, NACA. memorandum to NACA Head-
quarters, Role of NACA in Development of Hypersonic Glide Rocket Conceptual Test Vehicle. Dyna Soar
1. February 10. 1938, folder: Dvna Soar Proposals & Evaluation. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series.
NHDRC. 1-2.

%% Thomas . White and Hugh Dryden. Memorandum of Understanding. Principles for Partici-
pation of NACA in the Development and Testing of the *Air Force System 464L Hypersonic Boost Glide
Vehicle (Dyna Soar 1), May 20, 1938, reprinted in Logsdon et. al.. Exploring the Unknown, tolume il
supra, 284-85.
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interface and would remain so as NASA was created and until the project’s termination in December
1963 %

Tenugus Support for Dynasoar and the USAF Responsg

The USAF was politically savvy enough o realize that as a costly R&D project at least partially
devoted to delivering weapons from space. the Dynasoar had a shaky political foundation at best within
the Eisenhower administration. Onlv 28 days aftcr NASA started operations, an internal BoB memo as-
sessed Dvnasoar and concluded. “The project as now conceived appears (o be premature if not entirely
impractical as a weapons project. and overly expensive as an experimental vehicle project. In the 1960
budget considerations, we are again recommending strongly that it be canceled.”™’ The scientists so influ-
ential in the creation of Eisenhower's space policy continued 1o be skeptical. Piland told Killian after
NASA’s creation that, “The Air Force plans to use the glide missile [Dynasoar] for reconnaissance and
bombardment. The coming of the reconnaissance satellite has brought the need of this vehicle for recon-
naissance into question. . . . As a bombardment vehicle the glide missile must be compared with the bal-
listic missiles. including Minuteman.”® Piland also relayed that NASA believed that the Dynasoar was
“a reasonable extension of the research airplane concept™ and as such would be valuable for studving and

evaluating flight problems in the hypersonic regime but nevertheless, “The NASA maintains its usual

® For instance. on November 14, 1958, Glennan and White signed a new MOU. Principles for
Participation of NASA in Development and Testing of the Air Force System 4641 Hypersonic Boost Glide
Vehicle (Dyna Soar I). However. this document was simply a reiteration of the May 1958 MOU’s lan-
guage but which substituted NASA for the NACA. See folder: X-20 Correspondence, DoD subseries,
Federal Agencies series. NHDRC.

* Willis Shapley. Military Division. BoB. Memorandum for BoB Director, Man-in-Space brief-
ing and agenda item for Space Council meeting. October 28, 1958, folder: National Acronautics and
Space Council 1958, box: White House, National Aeronautics and Space Council. 1958-59. NHDRC., 1.

¥ Robert 0. Piland. Memorandum to Killian, Subject: DYNA-SOAR. November 3. 1958, folder;
Missiles April-December 1958 (3}. box 12. OSAST. DDEL. 2. The Mimuteman was America’s first solid-
fuel ICBM: all previous ICBMs were liquid-fueled. Solid-fuel ICBMs were smaller. lighter. easier to
maintain in underground silos. more reliable, cheaper, and more quickly available for launching than
liguid-fueled ICBMs. PSAC believed Dyvnasoar would have to be empirically compared to the Minuteman
in these categories and merit assessed. just as the liquid-fueled ICBMs had to be compared to the Minute-
man and just as. presumably. the Dynasoar in its reconnaissance mode would have to be compared to un-
manned. robotic reconnaissance satellites.
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position of not commenting on the military utility of the vehicles. The NASA also has not commented on
the relative priority of this project.”™ Nor would NASA do so over the course of Dyvnasoar's existence.
Piland reiterated. “Il is hard 1o see how the system could be had for less than a billion dofiars.”
He concluded PSAC's evaluation of Dvnasoar by stating. “Its desirability as a weapon system has not been
clearly established in comparison with reconnaissance satellites and ballistic missiles. The question of the
need for a satellite vehicle capable of maneuvering and landing upon re-entry appears to be confused with
the need for a glide missile.”® Later that month, BoB Director Maurice Stans. in a'meeting with Eisen-
hower. stated. “Since the program [Dynasoar] represents a space experiment. there is considerable gues-
tion as to whether the prografn should be pursucd with the Department of Defense or with NASA. The

discussion of switching the program to NASA was not conclusive.” From the USAF perspective, Dyna-
soar seemed threatened from many sides. The powerful PSAC felt its missions were not justified when
compared to unmanned satellites and missiles. The BoB felt it might more properly be under the organ-
izational cognizance of NASA. Finally. the Dynasoar’s budget was imperiled. The BoB had withheld
$10 million of the approximately $18 million that Dynasoar was supposed to have received for FYS8.
Secretary of the Air Force James Douglas had to ask Secretary of Defense McElroy to intervene on De-
cember 4. 1958. After much discussion and intra-DoD wrangling. Deputy Secretary of Defense Quarles
issued a memo on Januvary 7. 1939 releasing the $10 million but emphasized the funds were for R&D pur-
poses only and they did not represent DOD recognition of Dyna-Soar as a weapon system.”

The Air Force responded to these assoried threats 1o Project Dynasoar by subtly changing the way

it presented the project. The USAF's Director of Advanced Technology explained how the Secretary of

the Air Force disseminated guidance “. . . that sub-orbital aspects of Dyna Scar be emphasized. . . . It is

¥ Ibid.. 2.
*® Ibid.. 2-3. Emphasis in original.

! Memcon, November 28. 1958_ dated December 9. 1958, folder: Budget. Military FY 1960 (4),
box 3. Department of Defense subseries. Subject series. Office of the Staff Secretary. White House Office,
DDEL, 8.

** James Douglas. Memorandum for Secretary of Defense. Subject: Support of Dyna-Soar Pro-
gram. December 4. 1958. folder: Dyna-Soar. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series, NHDRC, L.
Houchin. The Rise and Fall af Dvna-Soar. 124,
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recommended that the weapon system aspects and the capabilities of Dyna Scar as a space vehicle be
avoided.” The Air Force should therefore present Dyna Soar as a military test svstem “. . . which will
explore and solve the problems of hypersonic flight including return from ncar orbital velocitv.”> The
Air Force hoped that by emphasizing the testing or R&D functions the Dynasoar would do suborbitally
and by downpiaying ils orbital militarv missions of reconnaissance and bombardment. it could thereby
attenuate some of the pressure coming from individuals questioning its purpose and from those desiring to
reduce its budget. One Air Force history explained the Air Force . . . had been successful in retaining
control of Dyna-Soar by asserting that it has less than an orbital flight capability. . . . As a safeguard. the
Air Force continued for some time to emphasize the suborbital rather than the orbital characteristics of
Dyna Soar while going forward with its development as rapidlyv as weak funding and strong opposition
within OSD permitted,”*!

Internally, however. the Air Force continuved to regard Dyvrasoar as a program leading to an
eventual operational weapon svstem. In a Januvary 1959 document arranged in question and answer for-
mat and intended to serve as an internal institutional expression of the USAF's space policy. the Air Force
asked itself. “Why shouldn't NASA be conducting development of Dyna Soar?” The answer was.
“Because it is not a research vehicle. but an interinediate step to a weapon system.” The Air Force
pointed to Dynasoar’s capability for maneuverable reentry and precision landing and concluded. “We be-
lieve this capability is indispensable for any practical. repetitive military use of boosters or orbital system.”
In trving to head off charges that Dynasoar duplicated Mercury, the Air Force stated. “*Mercury” is a
soundly conceived project to meet its objectives which are to put a man in orbit as simply and quickly as
possible. It will not give us the capability for controtled flight and precise landing after leaving an orbit as

Dyna Soar will.”**

** Brigadier General Homer Boushey, Memorandum for Director of Requirements. Subject; Air
Force Spacc Activities. January 8. 1959, K140.11-3. AFHSO. 3.

' 1ee Bowen, An dir Force Histarv of Space Activities, 1945-1959, SHO-C-64/50 (Washington.
DC: USAF HDLO. 1964), 168.

" USAF. Headquarters. Air Force Policy on Space, briefings for the Secretary of the Air Force,
January 28-29, 1959, K140.11-13. AFHSO. 12. 14.
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For the most part this Air Force tactic of reorienting Dynasoar’s exiernal focus to a R&D/test
vehicle while maintaining a continuing internal focus on preparing Dynasoar o serve as a yveapon system
was successful. Dynasoar survived the remainder of the Eisenhower administration. albeit at a low budg-
etarv level when compared to other DoD projects. By April 1959 DDR&E York stated the primary goal
for Dynasoar would be suborbital exploration of hypersonic flight and that he considered testing of mili-
tary subsvstems and the attaining of orbital velocities as secondary objectives. He therefore approved
$14.5 million for FY59 funding.”® Near the end of 1959 there was another brief flurry of concern within
the Air Force that Dynasoar might be transferred to NASA. The CSAF wrote to the Under Secretary of
the Air Force in late Oclober. “The Air Force must not lose Dynasoar. Will vou please put all of this in
context for me?"®" Three davs later Homer Boushev as Director of Advanced Technology fretted. “The
loss of the DYNA SOAR project to NASA appears imminent.” He reached this conclusion based upon a
DoD budget review session which tentatively removed all FYél funding for Dynasoar. “contemplating its
elimination.” Boushey also said he believed Kistiakowsky and York had discussed

and may have decided upon cancellation of DYNA SOAR. with NASA to pick up the picces

as experimental in-house work. NASA plans for MERCURY include winged DYNA SOAR-

like vehicles. In a 29 Oclober 1959 high level OSD-NASA presentation on the SATURN (now

scheduled for transfer to NASA) Dr. Von Braun justified the choice of 220 inches as the

diameter of the second stage SATURN booster (rather than 160 inches) entirelv on the basis

of assumed DYNA SOAR requirements.”

But as NASA continued to focus on Mercury and made no overt attempts to capture managetial control of
Dynasoar. this concern over a potential NASA takeover of Dynasoar receded and is not found in anv 1960

primary sources. The overriding concern from the Air Force perspeclive seemed (o be the continuing

challenging of justifying the program to OSD and then to the executive branch as a whole.

% Houchin, The Rise and Fall of Dvia-Soar. 131.

¥ Thomas D. White Mcmorandum to Joseph Charvk. October 27. 1959. folder: Chief of Staff
Signed Memos, box 26, Thomas White papers. LoC. 1. Emphasis in original.

% Brigadier General Homer Boushey. Director of Advanced Technology and Deputy Chief of
Staff for Development. memorandum for the CSAF. Statement of Critical Problem Concerning SATURN,
DYNA SOAR. and Air Force Space Responsibilities. October 30, 1959. folder: X-20 Dvna-Soar Docu-
mentation, DoD subseries, Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1.
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The BoB’s hostility to Dynasoar continued. BoB Dircctor Stans simply declared at a confercnce
with the President in November 1959, “The Dyna-soar makes no sense at all.” Secretary of Defense
McElrov retorted “. . . he had cul the Dyna-soar submission [for FY61} from $130 million to $25 mil-
lion.” Eisenhower did not speak to Dyvnasoar directly, simply saying “. . . that within five years we must
be balancing our budgets. or we will be ruining our defense by swings of the pendulum. . . . He asked Mr.
McElroy to go over the budget again minutelv to make it a litile leaner and tougher.”® The BoB's bottom
line was firm_ however; “Since the nation is alreads committed to the Mercury project for scientific and
prestige purposes, it would seem that the possible military benefits do not warrant the continuation of the
Dynasoar project at this time,”'™ Glennan certainly did not want NASA to become embroiled in a situa-
tion in which NASA’s Mercury was used as a justification for eliminating Dynasoar. He wrote concisely.
“There is no direct relationship between Mercury and DynaSoar.”'™ The factor of perceived duplication
between NASA's Mercury and Dynasoar was not significant during the Eisenhower administration.
However. the perceived duplication between NASA's Gemini and Dynasoar would become a key factor in
Dynasoar’s cancellation in 1963.

Top Air Force leaders continued to plan the long-term structure of the program. despite the lean
budgets and uncertain high-level support. In November 1959 the Air Force estimated total program cost
of $638 million by FY66 and outlined a three-step program. Step 1 would feature a full-scale but mimni-
mum size unmanned Dynasoar vehicle for tests on the ground. dropped from a B-52 bomber and on a
modified Titan ICBM. Step II tests would begin to incorporate the Dynasoar’s internal equipment for
global range and orbital testing of military subsystems “and for initial operational test and use,” During

this step the Dynasoar would be launched by a larger booster and was expected “to achieve orbital veloc-

% Memcon. 16 November 1959, dated December 2. 1959, folder: Budget. Military FY 1961 (4).
Department of Defense subseries. Subject series, Office of the Staff Secretary. White House Office. DDEL.
8-9.

1 Internal BoB Memorandum from its Military Division. to a Dr. Reid. November 23. 1959.
folder: National Aeronautics and Space Council 1959, box: White House, National Aeronautics and
Space Council. 1958-59, NHDRC. 1.

"™ Glennan. Memorandum to NASA leaders. January 2. 1960. Folder: Chronological January
1960. Glennan subserics, Administrators series, NHDRC, 5.
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ity.” Finally, Step I was designed to provide an operational military weapon system and use either the
Saturn or another larger booster.'” Despite these well-laid plans, Dynasoar’s financial reality was a dif-
fercnt matter. A status report of December 1959 complained the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force had
refused 1o release more than $1 million of the $35 million programmed for Dynasoar in FY60. The report
also stated that the $58 million programmed for FY61 was inadequate and would cause a delay of at least
a vear in the program '

Another challenge by 1960 was the fact that the Air Force's plan to emphasize the suborbital
R&D aspect of Dvnasoar had succeeded so well that OSD began 1o consider that rationale the only reason
for Dynasoar’s existence, discounting what the Air Force felt was its real and ultimate. albeit downplaved.
significance as a weapon system. The Air Force's Directorate for Advanced Technology reported on
meetings with DDR&E York and Undersecretary of the Air Force Joseph Chanvk (responsible within the
Air Force context for its R&D activities). According to the Directorate, York and Charyk now believed:
that “orbit is not an acceptable objective” for Dynascar: that any vehicle designed to perform inspection
of hostile satellites (another potential Dvnasoar mission. along with bombardment and reconnaissance)
should not have wings but should be like Mercury: that Dynasoar’s only certain primary objective was
“exploration of the hypersonic regime: that “there is as vet no military requirement for winged re-entry.,
however . . . it is acceptable 1o explore the hypersonic regime:” and that the Dvnasoar should be like the
X-15 in that it have no foreseeable military use or be made to lead to development of any later weapon
system,'” Since these two men were the ones most dircctly responsible for the USAF's R&D program,

these conclusions did not bode well for converting. at some fater time. the Dyvnasoar from a R&D platform

' Office of the CSAF. Record of Decision. Subject: The Dyna Soar Program. to Deputy CSAF
for Development and Deputy CSAF for Material. November 17. 1959. folder:  Air Force Council Deci-
sions 1959. box 25. Thomas White papers. LoC. 1-2. See also USAF. Current Status Report. Strategic
Mission Area, 620 A-DYNA SOAR. February 1960, IRIS 1003000, AFHSO, 1.

' vice CSAF LeMay to CSAF White. Status Report on Project Dynasoar. December 15. 1959.
folder: 4-5 Missifes/Space/Nuclear, box 36, Thomas White papers. LoC. 1.

'™ Licutenant Colonel Benjamin H. Ferer. Office of the Assistant for Advanced Technology.

Memorandum for Record. Subject: Summary of Opinions Belicved to be Held by Drs. York and Charvk
on Dyna Soar. March 14, 1960, IRIS 1003000, AFHSO. 1. Emphasis in original.
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into an operational vehicle for reconnaissance, bombardment. or satellite inspection.. Nevertheless. at a
NASA-AF conference in April 1960. the USAF representative stated. “The fundamental objective of the
Dyna-Soar program is to establish a technological basis for the development of future military weapon
systems. . , . Dyna-Soar must be able to test military equipment and the man-machine relationship. Dyna-

w5

Soar must achieve orbital capability.

Therefore. at the end of the Eisenhower administration Dynasoar’s political status was stable in
the sense that R&D was continuing but it was not hopeful from the Air Force's long-term perspective of
fielding an operational weapon system. Support at the civilian OSD leadership level was at best luke-
warm and within the broader executive branch such as PSAC and BoB Dvnasoar could encounter outright
opposition. For instance, PSAC’s Strategic Svstems Panel monitored Dynasoar and in September 1960
concluded that while human spaceflight in the hypersonic realm was a legitimate research objective. ©. . .
a program to develop these capabilities might more logically be a prime NASA responsibility rather than
that of the Air Force, [but] at this late date it would probably be a mistake to shift responsibilities,”'
Panel member George Rathjens demurred from the panel's endorsement of human spaceflight in the hy-
personic field and stated unmanned vehicles could gather sufficient information: “1 have not attempted to
make the arguments that the man is nceded. because I do not understand them. In fact, 1 am inclined to
believe he is not needed and that the technology can and should be developed largely with wind tunnel
and other work on the ground, and with instrumented drones.” Rathjens proposed a radical reorientation
of the Dynasoar program that eliminated the human presence and emphasized iechnological development:
such a change would permit quicker technological developmeni and cost only $100 million, compared to a
billion dollars for the manned version. Rathjens added that Kistiakowsky was concerned Dynasoar . . |
may develop into another gigantic program with emphasis on a poorly-defined or nonsensical sirategic

operational requirement. . . . He stressed that he thought the program must not be considered in isolation,

'"* Colonel W. L. Moore. Wright Air Development Division. Dyna-Soar Program Status. remarks
at the USAF-NASA Conference on Lifting Manned Hypervelocity and Reentry Vehicles, Part 11 April 11-
14, 1960, IRIS 1003000, AFHSO. 3-4. Emphasis in original.

19 PSAC. Strategic Systems Panel. report on Dynasoar to Kistiakowsky. September 17, 1960.
folder; Missiles Julv-September 1960 (6). box 12, OSAST. White House Office. DDEL. 1.
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but in the context of other programs such as those for strategic delivery systems. reconnaissance svsiems.
and MERCURY and APOLLO,"'"

Whatever his subordinates™ opinions may have been concerning Dynascar. Eisenhower was not
enthusiastic about the project. At a NSC meeting in December 1960 DDR&E York informed Eisenhower
that the Dvnasoar program would cost at least $700 million. Eisenhower replied “. . . that Dvnasoar
would be a desirable project to play around with if unlimited funds were available. However. he was not
in the least impressed by the usefulness of Dynasoar as a project which would compete with other defense
programs for scarce funds.” Eisenhower further explained “. . . that his comments on Dynasoar had been
based on his view of the national security race rather than the technological race. . . . The President be-
lieved that Dynasoar as well as a great many research and development projects were useful concepts but
he was unable to understand what practical utility a great many of these concepts would have ™™

Nevertheless, the Dynasoar’s programmatic status at the end of the Eisenhower administration
seemed relatively stable with a FY61 budget of $87 million.'™ Contracts had been let for the glider. the
launch vehicle and the launch vehicle engines. Eisenhower’s final Aeronautics and Space Report de-
scribed NASA's support of Dynasoar: “NASA is carrving out a widc range of research activities in its
laboratories and wind tunnels to determine configurations that can best stand the siresses of space
flight,"""" NASA’s Long Range Plan of January 1961 stated concerning Dynasoar: “NASA is responsible

for the flight and ground instrumentation necessary to obtain the required flight data and is actively par-

1 George W, Rathjens. member of PSAC Sirategic Svstems Panel. memorandum for other
members of the Panel. September 23, 1960, folder: Missiles July-September 1960 (6). box 12, OSAST,
White House Office, DDEL. 1-2.

1* Memorandum of Discussion at the 469th Meeting of the National Security Council. December
8. 1960. reprinted in Edward C. Keefer and David W. Mabon. editors. Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1958-1960, Volume 3. National Security Policv: Arms Control and Disarmament (Washington,

DC: USGPO, 1996). 502-03.

' Headquarters. USAF. Devclopment Directive for System 620A - DYNA SOAR (Step I), Hy-
personic Glider System, QOctober 12, 1960, IRIS 1603000, AFHSO, 1.

"% Executive Office of the President. U.S. deronautics and Space Activities: Jannary | to De-
cember 31, 1960, Report 1o Congress from the President of the United States. January 18. 1961. NSA
MUS document 324 p. 11.
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ticipating in the preflight technical decistons and in supporting rescarch.”'™' NASA’s Dynasoar involve-
ment clearly continued to be supporting and censultative in nature and did not include policy decisions.
However., the existence of other human spaceflight programs. under NASA's active management. would
soon become intertwined with Dynasoar’s fortuncs not at NASA’s behest. but due to Secretary of Defense
Robert S. McNamara's drive for consolidation and efficiency.

Project Mercury and the DoD Role

NASA's human spaceflight program, Project Mercury, requires less exiensive coverage than Dy-
nasoar in the context of this dissertation for two reasons. First. an exhaustive history of the program al-
ready exists.''? Second, after the decision was made to award the primary human spaceftight mission to
NASA in the summer of 1958 (see above), the NASA-DoD relationship in Project Mcrcury then became
relatively straightforward and utilitacian: DoD, and particularly the Air Force. provided absolutely critical
support for the program and established a formal structure to manage such support. Policy-level concerns
rarely intruded upon the process whereby NASA was essentially dependent on the DoD for the hardware.
personnel and facilities necessary to execute Project Mercury, The DoD and the Air Force provided the
equipment. people. ranges. tracking stations. etc. NASA required. knowing that by doing so they would
further America’s experience in human spaceflight. and assist the creation of an infrastructure that would.
in an emecrgency. be available for national defense purposes.

Most Mercury operations and actual launches took place during the Kennedy administration.
However. the Eisenhower administration laid the foundation. During the Eisenhower era the only actual
launches were unmanned and consisted of one Mercury-Atlas (MA) combination in which the capsule was
maied with a modified Atlas ICBM and two Mercury-Redstone {MR) combinations in which the capsule
was mated with Army's Redstonc ballistic missile. One MR combination had a successful suborbital

flight. reaching an aititude of 135 miles, 4,200 mph and impacting 2335 miles down range. However. a

""" NASA, Officc of Program Planning and Evaluation. NASA Long Range Plan. January 12.
1961, folder: NASA Long Range Plan, box 1. National Aecronauntics and Space Administration: Docu-
ments Relating to the space program. 1953-62. DDEL. 17.

"* Lovd S. Swenson Jr.. James M. Grimwood. Charles C. Alexander, This New Ocean: 4 His-
torv af Project  Afercury. NASA SP-4201 (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1966).
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second MR combination on November 21. 1960 “marked the absolute nadir of morale among all the men
at work on Project Mcrcurs™ when it lifted off the launch pad at most 4-5 inches. settled back. jeftisoned
the escape tower, and deploved its parachutes. This MR failure “was the most distressing. not to sav em-
barrassing. failure so far in Project Mercury. Critics waxed unrestrained,™'"* Worse. the MA launch
failed when the Atlas exploded approximately 65 scconds afier launch. This was especially distressing
becanse the more powerful MA combination was programmed to launch all but the first tvo American
astronauts into space. The Mercury program as Kennedy took office therefore had only an overall 33 per-
cent fest success rate in its first three test launches, far less than that required for a human spaceflight
system. and a 100 percent failure rate with the crucial MA combination.’” Mercury’s status was tenuous
at best at the beginning of the Kennedy administration. One trio of analvsts concluded after the initial
Mercury test launch failures, “Mercury looked horribly like another Vanguard. "1 The scholarly retort to
this was. “If Project Mercury were on the verge of technological bankruptcy. as some critics claimed, the
problem was that man was still .land-locked by inadequate boosters.”'* Finally. Mercury was supposed to
be a sort of “quick and dirty” way for America to quickly put a human in orbit. The original cost esti-
mates for the entire program were $200 million but expenditures by mid-1960 had already risen to $250

miliion.

13 Syvenson. et, al., 297,

" Concise launch data can be found in NASA. N4Sd Pocker Stafistics, 1996 Edition
(Washington. DC: USGPOQ. 1996) while a full accounting is in Swenson et. al.. This New Ocean, 133ff
and Appendix D. Flight Data Summary, 638-39. It should be noted that there were other developmental
flights in the Mercury program wsing a hybrid test rocket called Littie Joe. It was a clustering of four
smatler solid-fucled Sergeant rockets that NACA had regularly used in scientific experiments at PARD.
Its advantage was a much lower cost than either Redstone or Atlas. Basic Mercury capsules werc
launched to a maximum altitude of 100 miles using Little Joc rockets for purposes of collecting basic
aerodynamic and performance information on the capsule’s configuration and design. See Swenson et.
al.. 105, 1231,

" Hugo Young. Bryan Silcock. and Peter Dunn, “Why We Went to the Moon.” ! ashington
Monthly (April 1970). 31

N8 Swenson. et. al.. This New Ocean. 272.

""" Derck W. Elliott, Finding an Appropriate Commitment: Space Policv Development Under
Eiserthower and Kennedv, [954-1963 (Ph.D. dissertation. George Washington University, 1992) 114
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The NASA-DoD interface in Mercury began with the creation in mid-September 1958 of the
Joint NASA-ARPA Manned Satellite Panel. with membership 6-2 in favor of NASA. Soon. NASA had
ordered nine Atlas (the Air Force would eventually provide 14). eight Redstone and 2 lupiter missiles
from the DoD to begin the Mercury program.''®  Giennan wrote Deputy Secretary of Defense Thomas
Gates in July 1959 10 acknowledge. “We [in NASA] have recognized from the beginning the very consid-
erable reliance that must be placed upon resources under the custody of the Department of Defc-nse if the
program is to be successful without an inordinate expenditure of time and money.” He asked Gates to
keep the organizational structure governing DoD’s assistance to NASA in Mercury “as simple and
straightforward as possible with delegation of authority to the field Commander lo the masimum extent
possible. 1% Gates complied on August 10. 1959 by naming Air Force Major General Donald Yates. the
Commander of the Atlantic Missile Range (AMR) complex of facilities in Florida. as the DoD Represen-
tative for Project Mercury who would serve as the single point of contact for the NASA-DoD Mercury
operational interface.!™ Over the next few years this position was strengthened so that the DoD Represen-
tative could exercise control not only over DoD tracking support, but also over the recovery, launch,
booster, medical. and all other support activities.'*' Lieutenant General Leighton Davis replaced Yates as
AMR commander and DoD Mercury Representative in July 1960,

A sample USAF accounting of its support for Mercary from November 1959 reveals four major
categories. First was launch support in which AMR personnel: prepared launch operations plans; pro-
vided the launch vehicle and the personnel! required to launch it; provided the launch pads and hanger

areas for the booster and the capsule: and provided standard launch services such as range safety and se-

¥ Sywenson. et. al.. This New Ocean. 110, 123,

¥ Glennan letter to Thomas Gates. July 22. 1959, folder: DOD Support of Mercury (1959-
1963). Mercury series. NHDRC, 1, 3.

" Thomas Gates, Memorandum for the service secretaries, DDR&E. Chairman of the JCS. As-
sistant Secretaries of Defense, and ARPA Director, Subject: Assignment of Responsibility for DOD Sup-
port of Project Mercury, August 10, 1959, RIS 1002999, AFHSO. 1.

! For a detailed look at this process see Henry E. Clements. Colonel. USAF. The Coordination
of Manned Spaceflight Operations Between DOD and NASA. Student Research Report No. 31 (Industrial
College of the Armed Forces. April 1969).




curity. Second was tracking support in which the AMR: provided space for NASA data collection
equipment in AMR facilities, collected data using AMR equipment in Florida: operated NASA equip-
ment located al worldwide AMR tracking stations: provided logistical and maintenance support to
wotldwide NASA stations; and operated NASA stations located at worldwide AMR locations. Next was
recovery support in \.vhich the Air Force provided assistance in planning recovery operations as well as
provided search and rescue services. The Navy of course provided the surface vessel component of the
recovery forces. Finally was transportation in which AMR personnel and vehicles provided all short-
notice or scheduled passenger and cargo carrier services for NASA. FY6( costs totaled $17.4 million at
AMR, of which only $10.6 million was reimbursed.'*

The general trend of assigning numerous military personnel to NASA was surveved in chapter 4.
One famous example of this was Améerica’s first seven astronauts, often collectively termed the Mercury
Seven. They were all military officers. Glennan recalled his initial question to Eisenhower on this issue.
Eisenhower simply responded. “Of course, you will use military men. They are in the service for matters
of this kind."'** Another document records Eisenhower as supporting military officers serving as Amer-
ica’s first astronauts because “. . . thev would have had their disciplinary training behind them.”'* Tom
Wolfe’s The Right Stuff tells the romanticized but nevertheless fascinating story of Scott Carpenter. Gor-
don Cooper. John Glenn, Virgil “Gus™ Grisson, Walter Schirra. Alan Shepard. and Donald “Deke™ Slay-
ton.'> A scholarly assessment states that while using military test pilots “greatly simplified the astronaut

selection procedure”™ and thereby reduced required training time, “the fame of the astronauts quickly grew

122 Colonel John, L, Martin, Deputy Director of Advanced Technology. Deputy Chief of Staff for
Development. report to Secretary of the Air Force, Legislative Liaison. on Project Mercury. November 10,
1959. K140,11-7, AFHSO, 1-4. '

123 Oral history interview of T. Keith Glennan, April 5, 1974, folder; Glennan Interview 4/5/74.
Glennan subseries, Administrators series. NHDRC, 20.

124 Memcon. December 18, 1958. dated December 22. 1958. folder: Staff Notes - December 1958
(1), box 38. DDE Diary Series. Ann Whiiman file, DDEL. 1.

12* New York: Sloan. Duell, and Pearce. 1979.
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bevond all proportion to their current activities and their preflight mission assignments.™'** The military
officers who served as astronauts should most properly be seen as perhaps the most visible component of
DoD support to Project Mercury. but nevertheless only one small part of a much larger mititary effort to
ensure NASA's human spaceflight project proceeded as quickly as possible within the Himits of available
TESOUICES.

At the end of his tenure, Glennan was satisficd with the DoD’s support of Mercury. He wrolc the
Secretary of Defense to thank him for the ™. . . excellent cooperation and support yvou are giving us in this
difficult research and development task. This well-integrated operation seems to me to speak for itself in
elegant terms of the kind of cobperation that exists between the military and civil components of our space
program.”’* Even when NASA undertook unpleasant tasks such as diagnosing why the July 29, 1960
MA launch exploded 65 seconds after launch it made a point to include in the final report that. “All De-
partment of Dcfense support for the operation was very good.”'™ Looking ahead to the end of the Mer-
cury program in June 1963. one calculation showed total DoD support valued at $133 million (367.6 mil-
lion for launch vehicles), of which NASA reimbursed $99.8 million.'”

Having discussed DoD support of NASA in this chapter and the preceding chapter. the question
arises of whether there was any reciprocal suppoert by NASA for the DoD. Concerning specific programs
or services during the Eisenhower administration therc was not. There existed only the general notion
that by developing space technology. facilities, and experience, NASA was creating a national asset that
could. in times of crisis. be made available for national security purposes. NASA Depuly Administrator

Drvden explained, “NASA’s role in the national security program is the development of space technology

126 Swenson et. al,. 160.

'7 Glennan letter to Thomas Gates. December 19, 1960. folder: Defense. Department of. Glen-
nan subscries. Administrators series, NHDRC, 1.

12 (Cited in Swenson et. al.. 278.

1% Gerald Cantwell. The Air Force-N-ASA Relationship in Space. 1958-1968 (Washington. DC:
Department of the Air Force. Office of Air Force History, Oclober 1971, reprinted November 1990), 23.
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and the conduct of a program of scientific exploration in the atmosphere and in space. Glennan told

ARPA Director Johnson. “. . . my own belief [is] that all of the work of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration will eventuallv find militarv application and therefore has military implications.™'*
Glennan iestified to Congress on this point: “I have never found it possible to say. ‘This element of our
program is civilian space alone.” In practically evervthing we are doing. there must be some military in-
terest. . . . [ am very certain that many of the things which we are doing in space science are goiﬁg to fall
right into their laps as developments in information which will be usefial to them in the further develop-
ment of an operational system.”' During the Kennedy and Johnson administrations NASA would render
some very Iimited direct assistance to the DoD in assorted projects, bul the standard presentation to con-
gressional and executive branch leaders continued to be that NASA contributed to the naiion’s defense
inasmuch as it was permitted to develop the technology. facilities. and operational experience of space-
flight.
Looking To The Future

Neither NASA nor the DoD were anchored solely in the contemporary realities of pursuing Mer-
cury and Dynasoar and dealing with the numerous associated challenges. Both organizations looked to
future, follow-on hnman spaceflight projects such as space stations and lunar landings. As early as July
10. 1959 NASA held a conference, in NASA's words, *. . . to study the various aspects of placing a
manned space laboratory in operation. . . . This project is envisioned as one of the initial steps in the ac-
tual landing of a man on the moon in 10-13 years.™ The participants at this conference ¢ven reached pre-
liminary design decisions such as that the station should have a one-vear life, incorporate a two-person

crew, have a near equatorial 400 mile altitude orbit. be comprised of a rigid cvlinder with a parabolic solar

" Hugh Dryden, memorandum to James S. Lay. Executive Sccretary. NSC, Sepiember 16, 1959,
folder: National Security Council. 1955-1980. box: White House. National Security Council. NHDRC. 1.

3! Glennan letter to Roy Johnson. November 17. 1958, folder: ARPA (Documentation). DoD
subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC, 1,

132 Congress. Senate, Committec on Acronautical and Space Sciences. Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Organization for Space Activities. Govermment Organization for Space Activities, Report No.
806. 86th Congress. 1st Session. August 25. 1959, p. 6.
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energy collector, and weight 7.000 pounds.!” NASA's Langley Laboratory continued to study the space
station concepl and produce preliminary designs throughout the Eisenhower and Kennedy administra-
tions. One from Octeber 1960 shows an inflatable space laboratory based on the Mercury spacecraft.'*

The Air Force also had on-going study efforts of space stations/laboratories. Seven USAF con-
tractors studied a Military Test Space Station (MTSS) from 1958 to 1961 and designed a small station to
be availabie in the mid-1960s. These detailed MTSS studies provided the Air Force with the raw data
needed to design the Military Orbital Development System (MODS) in 1962 which subsequently fed into
the MOL design process in 1963 (see Chapter 8).1* 1t must be stated. however, that these studies were “at
a relatively low level of effort” and that there was little progress toward any operational platform due to
*. .. the lack of a validated requirement for the presence of military man in space. particularly in view of
the Nation’s dedication to peaceful use of spalct:."136

Concerning the drive to reach the moon, the Air Force’s early study efforts in this area were dis-
cussed in Chapter 4 in the context of interservice rivalry. These studies continued throughout NASA's
early vears, again at a low level and hampered by the perception of the lack of any firm requirement for a
military presence in the lunar environment created by the space for peace national policy. An Air Force
colonel responsible for monitoring the Air Force's lunar study effort and coordinating it with NASA wrote
in July 1960. “Although military requirements in the lunar area are not now fully defined. the moon

clearly represents.an area over which conflicts may arise.”™ The officer then briefly described SR-183. the

3 Beverly Z. Henry. Jr.. Aeronautical Research Engineer. Memorandum for NASA Associale
Director, Subject: Langley Manned Spacc Laboratory Effort. October 5, 1959, foider; Skvlab/AAP
Documentation 1959, Skylab series. NHDRC, 1.

'3 Rotand W. Newkirk, Tvan D. Ertel. Courtney G. Brooks. Skvlab: 4 Chronology, NASA SP-
4011 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1977). 15.

'3% USAF. Insert for the Record to the House DoD Subcommittee on Appropriations. April 1.
1965, IRIS 1002996, AFHSO. 2.

138 John Coulter. Colonel. and Benjamin L. Loret. Major. “Manned Orbiling Space Stations.” in
Eldon W. Downs. editor. The U'S. .4i Force in Spece (New York: Frederick A, Praeger. 1966). 37.
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USAF s examination of a Lunar Observatory. and mentioned that a separate study of “the military aspects
of the moon™ was currently “undcrgoing cvaluation.”™

Much more imporiant for the future of American space policy was NASA’s institutional decision
during the Eisenhower administration. long before Kennedy 's lunar landing decision. that a lunar landing
would be NASA’s primary long-range goal in space. The complicaled process whercby NASA internally
reached this decision is ably presented in John Logsdon’s seminal 7he Decision to Go to the Moon 18
The details are nol germane to this disscrtation’s discussion but the bottom line is: “NASA planners. in
mid-1959. chose a manned lunar landing as the appropriate goal of the second-generation NASA manned
space flight program. That is. almost two vears before the Kennedy political decision to attempt a manned
lunar landing program. NASA had chosen such a program on technological grounds as the logical succes-
sor to Project Mercury. . . 1% NASA could examine and incorporate not only the USAF's study effort.
but also the Army’s Project Horizon and the results of the many industrial contractors that had contributed
1o these studies. In addition. NASA's early decision to focus on the lunar landing meant it got a sort of
“head start™ on planning for the specifics of vehicle configuration. launch modes, propulsion requirements
and myriad other operational details associated with traveling to and returning from the moon. For in-
stance. Logsdon says that without NASA's early R&D into new fuel-handling and engine technologies
required for liquid hydrogen and liquid oxvgen . . | it is unlikely space experts would have told Kennedy
in 1961 a lunar landing was possible by 1967.”"*" This held true for other operational and technical

questions. leading Logsdon to conclude that by Kennedy's decision in 1961, *. , | for some lime and in

some detail. Americans had been thinking about how to go to the moon.”"

'*” Colonel .W. O'Neill, ARDC/BMD. Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Operations, Metno-
randum, to Colonel Donald Heaton. NASA Technical Assistant to the Director. Launch Vehicle Pro-
grams. Subject:  Air Force Lunar Rescarch Team. July 30. 1960. folder: USAF Docu-
ments/Correspondence, 1957-1961. DoD subseries, Federal Agencies series. NHDRC, 1.

13 John M. Logsdon, The Decision 1o Go to the Maon: Projeci Apollo and the National Interest
(Cambridge. Mass. and London. England: The MIT Press. 1970). 40-62.

13 Ibid.. 40.
' Thid.. 58.

H Ibid.. 62.
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Even though Eisenhower did not support. endorse. or fund a lunar landing effort. the R&D
NASA did carry out with internally available funds permitted it to address many technological and opera-
tional questions. NASA's final Eisenhower era long-range plan dated January 12, 1961 simply stated.
“Manned space flight is a key element in the overall NASA program. . . . the program for the next ten
vears is directed toward providing the means for manned flight 1o the meon. . . . When a national decision
is made to proceed with a manned lunar exploration program. design and constmction of a spacecraft for
manned circumlunar flight will be undertaken. This plan assumes that 2 decision will be made to pro-
ceed.”'** While not officially sanctioned to begin Project Apollo under Eisenhower. NASA planned for it
as much as it could and was biding time until the next president. hopefully. gave it formal approval, Dry-
den stated quite honestly, “We were trying to get in a position to make proposals. . . . A new group was
coming in and NASA needed a new sales pitch.”'* NASA's patrons in Congress urged even bolder ac-
tion: “A high priority program should be undertaken to place a manned expedition on the moon in this
decade. . . . NASA's 10-year program is a good program. as far as it goes. but it does not go far
enough, ™™

A Brief Note Concerning Reconnaissance Satellites and the Creation of the NRO

The author does not wish to create the impression that only two institutions. NASA and the DoD.
conducted America’s space program. A third organization emerged late in the Eisenhower administration
to manage the reconnaissance satellite programs and eventually became the third major participant in the
United States space program. This body was originally called the Office of Missile and Satellite Systems

in the fall of 1960 but approximately a year later. during the Kennedv administration. it was renamed the

' NASA. Office of Program Planning and Evaluation. NASA Long Range Plan. January 12.
1961, folder: NASA Long Range Plan. box 1. National Aeronautics and Space Administration: Docu-
ments Relating_ to the space program, 1953-62, DDEL. 8,

'3 Oral history interview of Hugh Drvden. March 26. 1964, folder: Dryden. Mercury Tape. Dry-
den subseries. Deputy Administrators series. NHDRC, 10.

" Congress, House Committee on Science and Astronautics. Space, Missiles, and the Nation.
July 5. 1960, pp. 55-56. as cited in Eugene M. Emme. “Historical Perspectives on Apollo.” Journal of
Spacecraft and Rockets 5 (April 1968); 374,
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National Recennaissance Office (NRQO). The NRO was then and still is under joint USAF-CIA manage-
ment, Only in 1992 was the existence of the NRO officially declassified.

Prior to the NRQ's creation America’s first reconnaissance satellite program was pulled out of
the Air Force. reassigned to a joint USAF-CIA management team, and rechristened CORONA.  Subse-
quently, the Air Force continued in its attempt to design and construct its own independent reconnais-
sance satellile, called SAMOS. Thus. not only was there continuing tension between the DoD and NASA
over assorted issues. there was also continuing strain and even resentment between the Air Force and the
CIA over the direction and composition of the United States reconnaissance satellite program. It was
CORONA, operating under its unclassified cover program called DISCOVERER. which conducted the
first successful launch of an American reconnaissance satellite in August 1960. One analvst described
this event as “. . . perhaps the most important development in military technology since the atom bomb,
The spy satellite revolutionized the intelligence business,”'**

Among the numerous questions Eisenhower’s scienlific advisers intensely studied after Sputnik
were reconnaissance satellites.'**  After much discussion. early in February 1958 Eisenhower accepted a
recommendation that a small part of the Air Force’s 1171 program featuring a satellite with a returnable
film capsule would be taken from the USAF and placed under joint management of Air Force Brigadicr
General Osmond Ritland and the CIA’s Richard Bissell for accelerated development. Though designed
as an interim progranl. CORONA in fact “. . . would become the backbone of our entire intelligence col-

lection system for the next 12 years.™'* Despite the difficulties posed by numerous technical challenges

' Jeffrey Richelson, “From CORONA to LACROSSE: A Short History of Satellites.” I ashing-
ton Post. Febrary 25, 1990, B,

5 For the specifics of this process and the questions considered see Gerald Haines. “The Na-
tional Reconnaissance Office (NRO): Its Origins. Creation. and Early Years.” in the forthcoming Fye in
the Skv (Washington. DC: Smithsonian Institution Press). 8-13 in manuscript copv. Haines is the first
person to serve as NRO Historian. a position only created after the existence of the NRO was declassified
in 1992, Kenneth E. Greer, “CORONA.” Studies in Intelligence. Supplement 17 (Spring 1973) in Kevin
C. Ruffner. editor. CORONA: America’s First Satelfite Pragram, CIA Cold War Records {Washington,
DC: Center for the Study of Intelligence, 1995) also has useful information applicable to CORONA’s
history.

" Albert D. Wheelon. “Lifting the veil on CORONA.™ Space Poficy 11 (November 1995): 251.
Wheelon served as the CIA’s first Deputy Director for Science and Technology starting in 1963 and it was
under his leadership that the CORONA program flourished.
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and perfecting the procedure for aerial recovery of film capsules from space. the thirteenth CORONA
launch on August 13. 1960 invelved the successful recovery of a capsule from space (without film). The
fourteenth CORONA launch on August 18. 1960 did carry a complete photographic system. took pictures.
and had its film successfully recovered and processed.'®

Before the NRO's establishment in late 1961, “The CORONA program operated under a loose.
unstructured arrangement by which the CIA and the Air Force jointly ran the effort. . . . For a time the
relationship worked well.”’* But concern grew within the Eiserhower administration that two scparate
reconnaissance satellite programs existed: the joint CIA-USAF CORONA venture. and the independent
Air Force effort called originally 117L (part of which had been extracted and rechristencd CORONA),
then renamed SENTRY. and finally SAMOS, Science adviser Kistiakowsky commented on the . . . un-
believable chaos among the highly classified projects - the piling up of one project on top of another with-
out any effective mechanism for evaluatling even the potential vsefulness of each.” In particular he said
that the reconnaissance saellite area was “a very distressing situation™ which by May 1960 involved
“administrative chaos™ and “technical troubles.”'™ Eisenhower finally stepped in and ordered Secretary
of Defense Thomas Gates to recommend an overall management scheme for reconnaissance satetlites.
Gates in turn appointed a panel consisting of Kistiakowsky, Undersecretary of the Air Force Joseph

Charyk (who would become the NRO's first Director) and Deputy DDR&E John Rubel to conduct the

actual investigation.'™’

8 Oral historv interview of Schriever. July 2. 1996. by the author; Lockheed Corporation,
Lockheed Press Release, CORONA Program Profile. May 1993, SP1 unnumbered document, 2. Lockheed
was a prime contractor on the CORONA program whose functions included technical adviser, integrator
of all CORONA equipment other than the Thor booster. developing the Agena upper stage. and leading
the test. launch, and on-orbit control operations. When CORONA was finally declassified in 1995, it re-
ceived permission to release a historv of the CORONA program. This press release is a svnopsis of that
history.

' Haines. 16.

' George B. Kistiakowsky. A Scientist at the White House: The Private Diary of President Fis-
einhower's Special Assistant for Science and Technology (Cambridge. MA and London: Harvard Uni-
versity Press. 1976). 43, 196. 243,

13 Eisenhower, Letter to Gates. June 10. 1960. folder; Reconnaissance Satcllites 1960, box 15,
Executive Secretary Subject File subseries. NSC Staff Paper Series. White House Office. DDEL, 1. Jeffrey
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Kistiakowsky wrote that his group recommended a direct line of command from the Sccrelary of
the Air Force to the officer in charge of the USAF's reconnaissance satellite program and that the joint
CIA-USAF management of other reconnaissance satellile programs continue."*  Eisenhower approved
these recommendations on August 25. 1960 and the Air Force created an Office of Missile and Satellite
Systems to manage SAMOS in September.'** It was not until a vear later that the Office of Missile and
Satellite Systems was renamed the NRO with an organizational structure explicitly recognizing joint CIA-
USAF management responsibility. NRQ’s current historian explained that

on 6 Scptember 1961, C1A and the Air Force officially signed a charter establishing a

Natienal Reconnaissance Program (NRP). Under that agreement. a covert National

Reconnaissance Office (NRQO) would finance and control al! overhead reconnaissance

projects. The NRO was to be managed by a joint directorship of the C1A and the Air

Force reporting to the Secretary of Defensc. . . . The Air Force provided the missiles.

bases. and recovery capability for the reconnaissance systems. The CIA, in turn. con-

ducted research and development. contracting, and security., The agreement also left

the CIA in control of the collection program. '™

Finally. only one day after Eisenhower approved the Gates/Kistiakowsky recommendations that
led to the NRO's creation, he also issued a directive establishing a new and entirely separate security
classification svstem for reconnaissance satelfites: “I hereby direct that the products of satellite reconnais-
sance, and information of the fact of such reconnaissance . . . shall be given strict security handling under

the provisions of a special security control svsiem approved by me. 1 hereby approve the TALENT-

KEYHOLE Security Control System for this purpose.” FEisenhower emphasized that anvone with access

Richelson, America’s Secret Eves in Space: The U.S. Kevhole Spv Sateliite Program (New York; Harper
Collins. 1990). 45,

'%2 Kistiakowsky, Scientist at the White House, 387,

™3 Dudley Sharp. Memorandum for the Chief of Staff. USAF. September 13, 1960. folder: 4-5
Missiles/Space/Nuclear, box 36. Thomas White papers. LoC. 1-2.

'** Haines, 19-20. The NRO Historian position was only created in 1995 and this cited draft
chapter is the first product of that new office. Numerous secondary sources, however, have discussed Lhe
basic facts surrounding the NRO's creation and have pointed out the fact that the NRO sprang from the
Office of Missile and Satellite Systems: see Richelson. Secret Eves. 47. David Spires. manuscript copy of
chapter 2, “From Eisenhower to Kennedy: The National Space Program and the Air Force's Quest for a
Space Mission, 1258-1961." from the forthcoming book on the Air Force in space. 1945-1990. to be pub-
lished by the Officc of Air Force Historv. 48. R. Cargilt Hall. “The Eisenhower Administration and the
Cold War: Framing American Astronautics to Serve National Security.” Prologie: Quarterlv Journal of
the National Archives 27 (Spring 1995). 68. and Stares. The Militarization of Space. 46. among many.
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to what became known as “TK" information was strictly prohibited from *. . . imparting any information
within this system to any person not specifically known to them to be on the list of those authorized to
receive this material.”'™ From this point forward. virtually no primary sources concerning the NRO or
reconnaissance satelfites are available. Therefore. discussions of the NRO (such as those speculating on
continued Air Force-CIA managerial tension) and reconnaissance satellites during the Kennedy and John-

son administrations rely almost whally upon secondary sources.

This chapter has examined the final elements of Eisenhower’s space policy: the actual hyman
spaceflight programs of NASA’s Mercury and the USAF s Dyvnasoar: the relationship between these proj-
ects. and finally; and the creation of the NRO to supervise and direct the reconnaissance satellite pro-
gram. which stands as the third institutional wing (after the DoD and NASA) of the American space edi-
fice. Eisenhower clearly blazed the trail that his predecessors would follow in most aspects of the space
program. The one glaring exception would of course be Kennedy's approval of Project Apollo. With this,
Kennedy would reverse Eisenhower’s philosophy of not using human spaceflight as a competitive tool for
international prestige. In fact. Kennedy's space policy would highlight beating the Soviets to the moon
and back. Nevertheless. in most other areas. Kennedy and Johnson continued in the same general direc-
tion that Eisenhower pointed them. Reconnaissance satellites remained paramount and the overall tenor
of NASA-DaD relations continued to be characterized by a complex mix of support, coordination. and
rivalry. The next chapter will examine in detail the one major change Kennedy did make in Eisenhower's
space program and philosophy: emphasizing human spaceflight for prestige purposes and thereby send-

ing America on its way to the moon.

1** Eisenhower. Memorandum to the Secretaries of State and Defense. the Attorney General. the
Chairman of the AEC. and the Director of Central Intelligence. August 26, 1960. reprinted in Kevin C.
Ruffner, editor, CORONA: America's First Satellite Program. C1A Cold War Records (Washington. DC:
Center for the Study of Iniclligence, 1995). 75.
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6. Kennedy's Philosophy: Prestige and the Manned Lunar Landing Program

I have premised my campaign on the single assumnption that the American people are
uneasy at the present drift in our national course. that they are disturbed by the refative
decline in our vitality and prestige. and that they have the will and strength to start the
United States moving again.'

Do we have a chance of beating the Soviets by putting a laboratory in space. or by a trip
around the moon, or by a rocket te land on the mooa, or by a rocket to go 10 the moon
and back with a man? Is there any other space program which promises dramatic resulis
in which we could win? . . . Are we working 24 hours a day on existing programs? If
not. why not?

If we can get to the moon before the Russians, we should. . . . I think we face an
extremely serions and intensified struggle with the Communists.®

By the time a2 manned lunar landing has been accomplished our success may well have
a less advantageous impact abroad than we expect.’

The idea that we should act so as to maintain or enhance our national pride and that this
requires us to beat the Russians in scientific and technological achievement is a new and
different motive called up bv Sputnik; and that it mav go the wayv of former major objcc-
tives is suggested by the laie President’s proposal of September. 1963, that instead of
racing the Russians to the moon we should join with them in a cooperative program.”

This chapter will examine three primary points. It will start with a brief look at Kennedy's gen-

eral approach to the cold war in an attempt to lay the background for how his space policy fit into his

' John F. Kennedy. cited by Paul Hammond. Cold Har and Détente in the American Foreign
Policv Process Since 1943 (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1975). 148.

* John F, Kennedy, Memoranum for Vice President Lyndon B, Johnson. April 20. 1961. in John
M. Logsdon with Linda J. Lear, Jannelle Warren-Findley, Ray A. Williamson, and Dwavne A. Day, eds.
Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in the History of the U.S. Civil Space Program, Volwme I
Organizing for Exploration, NASA SP-4407 (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1995). 424.

* John F. Kennedy. News Conference. April 21. 1961, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States, John F. Kennedy, January 20 to December 31, 1961 (Washington, DC: USGPQ. 1962),

310, 311,

* Robert F. Packard. Office of International Scientific Affairs, State Department. to the Executive
Secretary. National Aeronautics and Space Council. Memorandum. Subject: Presidential Memorandum of
April 9, 1963, dated April 24, 1963. SPI document 972. p. 2.

* Vernon Van Dvke. Pride and Power: The Rationale of the Space Program (Urtbana. IL: Uni-
versity of lllinois Press. 1964). 4.

244




larger philosophy. The bulk of the chapter will detail his spacc policy. how it differed from Eisenhower's.
and how Kennedy brought the notion of using human spaceflight as a competitive tool for prestige in the
cold war to the forefront. Finally. Kennedy's proposals for cooperating with the Soviets in space projects
will be analyzed in an atterpt to determine if. near the end of his term. he began to turn away from the
competitive framework in which he viewed human spaceflight and towards a more détente-oricnted. in-
ternationalist philosophy.
Historiography of Space, 19605

An important historiographical point governs the analysis of both the Kennedy and Johnson ad-
ministrations’ space policies. The plethora of primary source documentation available from the Eisen-
hower administration becomes a relative dearth from the Kennedy and Johnson era. Three interrelated
Teasons appear to explain this difference. First. Kennedy's decision making process did not feature an
extensive and rigidly structured staff svstem similar to Eisenhower’s. The copious docutnentation created
by the NSC and its subsidiary groups. the PSAC panels. and numerous other bodies from the Eisenhower
administration declined dramatically during the Kennedy administration. Instead of Eisenhower’s mili-
tary-derived hierarchical staff svstem. Kennedy appears to have relied more on ad hoc groups and infor-
mal consultations to gather the information he needed to reach a conclusion.® One analvst explains that
¥, . . Kennedy eschewed broad policv declarations as futile. Instead he approached each issuc from an
action perspective and organized special interagency task forces to deat with them.™” This method of col-
lecting and using information leaves behind a much less distinct paper trail.

Recent Kennedy biographer Richard Reeves explains Kennedy was determined not to be trapped
by procedures: “He liked a certain disorder around him, it kept his people off balance, made them try a
little harder. He dismantled Eisenhower’s military-style national security bureaucracy. beginning with the

Operations Coordinating Board [the NSC's OCBJ. . . . His use of the National Security Council itself was

® For a fuller explanation, see John Lewis Gaddis. Strategies of Containment: A4 Critical Ap-
praisal of Postwar American National Securitv Policv (Oxford and New York: Oxford Universily Press.

1982). 198f1.

" Bernard 1. Firestone, The Quest for Nuclear Stabilitv. John F. Kennedv and the Soviet Union
(Westport. CT: Greenwood Press, 1982). 81.
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casual enough that when General Earle Wheeler. the chief action officer of the Joint Chicfs of Staff. was
handed National Security Action Memoirandum 22 . . . he realized he had never scen numbers 5 to 21.7
Wheeler commented to his staff. “The lines of control have been cut. But no other lines have been estab-
lished.”™ Reeves explains Kennedy believed (he lines of power should be like spokes of a wheel. all coming
and going from him: “He preferred hallway meetings and telephone calls to desk officers.” Kennedy was
asked early in his administration why he had not convened the NSC. He replied. “These general meetings
are a waste of time. Formal meetings of the NSC are not as effective, and il is much more difficult to de-
cide matters involving high national security if there is a wider group present.” Kennedy explained he
preferred one-on-one meetings or small group gatherings. Reeves concludes. “Short conversations and
long hours substituted for organization.” Indeed. by April 1961, Kennedy had called only two Cabinet
meetings. then stopped them altogether. declaring. “They 're a waste of time,™®

Testimony from administration insiders supports Reeves® conclusions. Elmer Staats was Deputy
Director of the BoB from 958 1o 1966 and saw all three administrations in action, He concluded.
“President Kennedy did not use the formal machinery to nearly the same degree that President Eiscn-
hower had used this machinery.” Staats explained Kennedy abolished the NSC OCB within 6 months
(actually. on February 19. 1961) of his inavguration along with other subsidiary NSC bodies. After at-
tending both NSC and Cabinet meetings. Staats could see Kennedy distiked them and that =, . . it was
quite clear that he was impatient with them and much more interested in getting on to current matters on
his mind. . . . The Cabinet and the National Security Council tended to meet less frequentiv as time went
bv. There was no fixed timetable as was the case in the Eisenhower Administration.”® Historians of the
presidency have generally concurred with this assessment.  George Herring explains that McGeorge
Bundy as Kennedy's special assistant for national security affairs assembled a small staff of experts and

created a situation room in the White House with direct access to DoD. State Department and CIA cable

® Richard Reeves, President Kennedv: Profile of Power (New York: Simon & Schuster. 1993).
52-53. 88,

? Oral history interview of Elmer Staats. July 13. 1964, folder: Kennedy Library. box: White
House, Presidents. Kennedyv. Photographs - Presidential Library, NHDRC. 19-21.
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traffic. Bundy knew that “Kennedy preferred ad hoc. informal meetings to Eisenhower's more regular.
formal style” and 50 Bundv organized informal meetings. often on short notice. in the White House and
reported Kennedy's decisions verbally back to the appropriate agencies and depariments.’” Kennedy thus
used Bundy and his assistants “. . . as a personal staff rather than an interagency decision-making
board.”™"' Again. this tvpe of policy implementation process ofien involved fewer official memoranda.
letters. and official policy statements for analysis. In the case of Kennedy's lunar landing decisi;m. good
documentation does survive concerning the process whereby the decision was made to go to the moon. but
the process whereby this decision was implemented over the next several years is more thinly documented.

Charles Neu explains Kennedy felt etaborate structures like the NSC delayed decisions and de-
prived him of clear choices. By eliminating them he and his advisers could “. . . develop new programs
and compete more vigorously with the Soviet Union.” Especially after the Bay of Pigs fiasco Kennedy
slarted the tendency of modern presidents to *. . . turn their backs on the complexities of large-scalc or-
ganizations and attempt to govern without coming to grips with the necessity for management and admin-
istrative reform,” As Kennedy found organizations like the State Department and the NSC unresponsive
to his wishes and efforts to change them, he circumvented them through channels such as Bundy's group
or dynamic individuals such as Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara,'* Kennedy regarded Eisen-
hower’s volumes of official NSC policy statements on virtually every conceivable national security and
foreign policy issue as. in one scholar’s assessment. *. . . represent[ing] such gencralized and compro-
mised viewpoints as to be inadequate as statements of strategic concept.”'* In their abscnce he tended to

use major presidential addresses to provide guidance on natienal policy, such as his famous May 25. 1961

1" George C. Herring, “Introduction.” to the Guide to the Lyndon B. Johnson National Security
Files, Agency File, 1963 - 1969. a microfilm project (Bethesda. MD: University Publications of America,
1993). vi.

" Firestone. 80.

' Charles E. Nen. “The Rise of the National Security Bureaucracy.” in Louis Galambos. editor.
The New American State: Bureaticracies and Politics since World War 1T (Baltimore and London: The
Johns Hopkins Press, 1987), 91. 94,

3 Robert F. Futrell. /deas, Concepts, Doctrine: Basic Thinking in the United States Air Force,
19611984, volume I ( Maxwell AFB. AL: Air University Press. 1989). 133,
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speech that included the lunar landing decision. Stalements by other key admunistration officials such as
McNamara could also provide informal but nevertheless vital policy guidance.

One of the consequences of Kennedy's aversion (and later. Johnson's) to numerous. long official
policy documents is. “There was no comprehensive. presidentially approved statement of national space
policy while John Kennedy or Lyndon Johnson were president, as there had been under Eisenhower.”’* In
fact. Eisenhower delivered at least five.”® In summary. “The ad hoc, collegial style preferred by Kennedy
generally produced far fewer written descriptions of policy-making deliberations from the NSC and else-
where than did Eisenhower’s more rigid and formalized structures for the NSC and other bodies.”'®

The second point relevant to the relative kack of primary source documents from the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations is tied closely to the first. Not only did presidential management style not lend
itself to the production of such documents. no single figure or body devoted itself during the Kennedy and
Johnson administration to taking virtually verbatim notes from every meeting the president attended and
later translating those notes into an official memorandum of conference which was then placed in the
historical record. During the Eisenhower administration the Office of the Staff Secretary produced hun-
dreds, if not thousands, of such memoranda of conference for virtually every meeting in which the presi-
dent participated. A brief look at this dissertation’s bibliography will reveal the importance of individuals
from that office such as Andrew Goodpaster and L.A. Minnich. Bodies such as the NSC and the Cabinet
also had individuals that produced detailed records of each meeting. The NSC series at the Eisenhower
Librarv contains almost 500 individual memoranda of separate NSC meetings. The stafl of the Kennedy

and Johnson Libraries have informed this author there are very few such equivalent extensive records cor-

responding to those presidents.

' John Logsdon, “The Evolution of U.S. Space Policy and Plans,” in Exploring the Unknown:
P'ofume I, 382. Logsdon also explains that the NASC did draft such a space policy document but =, . | it
never received presidential sanction.™ Tbid.

18 NSC 5520. PSAC's “Introduction to Outer Space.” the Space Act. NSC 5814/1. NASC's U.S.
Policy on Outer Space a.k.a NSC 5918.

'® Peter L. Haves. Strugefing Towards Space Doctrine; U.S. Militarv Space Plans, Programs,
and Perspectives During the Cold War (Ph.D. dissertation. Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. Tufts
University, 1994). 161
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The third and final point relevant to primary sources relates simply to the passage of time, More
time has elapsed since the end of the Eisenhower administration and therefore manv more documents
have been declassified. Declassification is indispensable to the space historian because the space arena.
particularly the military space field. tends to be one of the most heavily classified research topics. More
raw data is available from the Eisenhower administration simply because the stafls of various archives
have had a few more years to sift through. consider. and declassifv Eisenhower era documents when com-
pared to the Kennedy and Johnsen material from the 1960s (which. as mentioned above, is much less in
quantity 1o begin with)."” In the end. historical analysis of questions concerning general space policy and
the human spaceflight story in particular is not impossible for the Kennedy and Johnson administrations
but is. quite frankly, currently based on much less primary source documentation than is a similar analvsis
of the Eisenhower administration. It appears that only the passage of time and additional declassification
authority (such as the April 17, 1995 presidential Executive Order 12958'®) will help rectifv this situation,

Kennedy and the Cold War

Kennedy's cold war philosophy shares many characteristics with Eisenhower’s. Both men be-
lieved containing the Soviet Union was necessary. Both men believed the USSR posed a genuine threat to
America. Nonetheless, both men also believed pursuing an active containment strategy did not preclude
searching for means to reduce tensions. slow down the arms race, and reach some kind of détente. The
statements made in previous chapters concerning the Janus-like quality of Eisenhower's cold war outlook
are therefore also valid for Kennedyv. Elements of the sword and olive branch were not mutually exclusive

in the way each man structured his cold war policies. One noted cold war historian explains that Ken-

" The author has reached this conclusion after discussions with the declassification officials at
not only the three presidential libraries in question but also other facilities such as NARA. LoC. AFHSO
and AFHRA. Hayes also encountered the same difficulties in researching space issues at the Kennedy
Library; see ibid.

'* £.0. 12958 states that in mid-2000 all classified records more than 25 vears old and with
“permanent historical value™ will be automatically declassified whether or not the records have been re-
viewed.” However. the E.O. also lists nine rcasons why agency heads may exempt their records from
automatic declassification and. as with any governmental decree. agencies can apply for special waivers
from the E.Q.’s requirements. See Executive Order 12958. Classified National Securily Information,
April 17, 1995_ p. 11. available from the USGPO.
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nedy’s world view and the policies flowing from them . . . differed in no imponant essential from the
Eiscnhower policies after 1954. The new Administration was only more efficient and deterinined in car-
rying them out.™'’

Kennedv's inaugural address, in a not-so-subtle reference to Eisenhower. stated that *. . . the
torch has been passed to a new generation of Americans - bornt in this century.” He further declared. “Let
every nation know. whether it wishes us well or ill. that we shall pay any price. bear any burden. meet any
hardship. support any friend. oppose any foe to assure the survival and success of liberty.” Kennedy said
America must not tempt its adversaries with weakness. “For only when our arms are sufficient bevond
doubt can we be certain beyond doubt that they will never be emploved.™ He touched upon the dichotomy
of his cold war aims: “Let us never negotiate out of fear. But let us never fear to negotiate.” Neverthe-
less, “In the long history of the world, only a few generations have been granted the role of defending
freedom in its hour of maximum danger. I do not shrink from this responsibility - I welcome it.™™" Early
in his administration Kennedy rarely shrank from the following tvpe of rhetoric: “We are opposed arcund
the world by a monolithic and nuthless conspiracy that relies primarily on covert means for expanding its
sphere of influence - on infiltration instead of invasion. on subversion instead of elections. on intimidation
instead of free choice, on guerrillas by night instead of armies by day. Its preparations are concealed. not
published,”®' A few days later he characterized communism as a “determined and powerful system
[which] will subject us to many tests of nerve and will in the coming vears. . . . We will face challenge
after challenge. as the communists armed with all the resources and advantage of the police state attempt

to shifi the balance of power in their direction,™™

19 Walter LaFeber. America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945-1966 (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, 1967). 229, as cited by John M. Logsdon. The Decision to Go to the Moon: Project 4polfo and the
National Interest (Cambridge. Mass. and London. England: The MIT Press. 1970). 160,

¥ Kennedy, Inaugural Address, January 20, 1961, Public Papers of the President, 1961, 1-3.

I Kennedy. speech on April 27, 1961. cited in Reeves, 108.

“? Kennedy , Address to the National Association of Broadcasters. May 8. 1961. Public Papers of
the President, 1961, 368.
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In more private settings. Kennedy was not quite as alarmist. but still firm. For instance. he wrote
Khrushchey on February 21. 1961 to propoese a summit. saying. “You may be sure. Mr. Chairman. that 1
intend to do everything I can toward developing a more harmonious relationship between our two coun-
tries. When he met with Khrushchev in Vicnna during the first week of June 1961 Kennedy said that
since the two countries were “competing with each other in different parts of the world.” the two men had
to *. . . find during his Presidency ways and means of not permitting situations where the two countries
would be[come] committed to actions involving their security and endangering peace. to secure which is
our basic objective.” When Khrushchev stated. “He did not want to conceal that the USSR was challeng-
ing the United States; it wants to become richer than the United States. . . . Kennedy disagreed with this
economic motive and said his own interpretation of the siluation was “. . . that the Soviet Union was
seeking to eliminate free systems in areas that are associated with us. . . . This is a matter of very serious
concern to us.” Khrushchev of course denied this and after Kennedy said people and governments must
have free choice and that the real problem was . . . how to conduct this disagreement in areas where we
have interests without direct confrontation of the twe countries and thus to serve the interests of our peo-
ple.” As Khrushchey continued to deny any culpability, Kennedy started to become flustered and inter-
jected *. . . that Mao Tse Tung had said that power was at the end of the rifle” Khrushchev said he did
not believe this.™ |

The two men continued at loggerheads over the Berlin situation. the nuclear test ban question,
the crises in Congo and Laos. nuclear disarmament. and the two countrics’ general relationship during the
remainder of the summit. which was their only face-to-face meeting. Their exchanges concluded with
Khrushehey exclaiming. *The U.S. wants to humiliate the USSR and this cannot be accepted. He said
that he would not shirk his responsibility and would take any action that he is duty bound to take. . . .°

Khrushchev continued by stating that if the United States did not sign a peace treaty with East Germany

*3 Cited by Michael R. Beschloss. The Crisis Years: Kennedv and Khrushchev, 1960-1963 (New
York: Harper Collins. 1991}, 70.

! State Department. Memorandum of Conversation, June 3. 1961, Vicnna. 12:45 am.. in the

document collection. National Security Archive. The Berlin Crisis, 1958-1962 (Alexandria. VA: Chad-
wyck-Healey. Inc.. 1991). document 2074. p. 2-3.
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ceding conirol of West Berlin to East Germany. then “. . . the USSR will have no cheice other than 1o ac-
cept the challenge: it must respond and it will respond. The calamities of a war will be shared equaily.
War will take place only if the U.S. imposes it on the USSR.” The State Department record of the summit
ends with, “The President concluded the conversation by observing that it would be a cold winter.”* En-
tire books can. and have. been devoted to Kennedy's overall cold war policy and how it was or was not
instantiated in particular crises. The salicnt points for the space policy discussion are simply that: one.
Kennedy was willing to be firm with the Soviet Union and dramatically increase defense spending: two.
he did see the United States as engaged in a competitive struggle with the USSR; but, three. he was also
willing to negotiate measures to reduce tensions and move toward a détente. though onc must guard

against overemphasizing this finaf trend.

Kennedy, the Cold War, and Defense Spending

Througheut 1961 and 1962 a succession of cold war crises plagued the Kennedy administration;
the Bay of Pigs: Laos; the Congo: Berlin: and. most serious of all. the Cuban Missile Crisis. With only
slight exaggeration, on¢ historian states, “The thousand dayvs of the Kennedv administration resonated
with the constant sound of alarm bells.”™ The details are not germane to this dissertation’s focus but sev-
eral overarching points are. First Kennedy did not hesitate to significantly increase defense spending as
part of the cold war competitive environment. Before the Vienna summit he had already recommended
increasing United States defense spending by $650 million to: augment United States counterguerrilla
warfare special forces such as the Green Berets: to increase Polaris ballistic missile submarines from 29
to 19 to double the production of Minuteman ICBMs; and to increase air and ground alert of bombers,”™

After Vienna he requested (and Congress appropriated) an additional $3.24 billion for defense; this in-

= State Department. Memorandum of Conversation, June 4, 1961, Vienna. 3:15 p.m.. in ibid.,
document 2077, p. 1-3.

* Diane B. Kunz. “Introduction: The Crucial Decade,” in Kunz. editor. The Diplomacy of the
Crucial Decade: dmerican Foreign Relations During the 1960s (New York: Columbia University Press,

1994, 3.

*" Kennedy. Special Message to the Congress on the Defense Budget. March 28, 1961, Public
Papers of the President, 1961, 230-35.
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creased the Army from STS.U‘OO to a million. increased the Navy by 29,000 and the Air Force by 63.000.
doubled draft calls and call-ups of reservists.® During his first six months in office. Kennedy increased
Eisenhower's defense budget by $6 billion total. to $47.5 billion. ™ Further increases meant that in Janu-
ary 1962 Kennedy requested a $51.6 billion dollar defense budget for FY63 (ihe total federal budget that
vear was $92.5 billion).™

Theodore Sorensen was one of Kennedy's closest personal advisers and he recalled. “Kennedy
believed in arming the United States to provide bargaining power and backing for disarmament talks and
diplomacy.” Kennedy's basic instruction on defense spending was. “Under no ctrcumstances should we
allow a predetermined arbitrary financial limit 1o establish either stratepy or force levels.” Sorensen says
in his three vears Kennedv conducted “. . . the largest and swiftest [defense] build-up in this country’s
peacetime history, at a cost of some $17 billion in additional appropriations™ which provided the United
States with a versatile arsenal “. . . ranging from the most massive deterrents to the most subtle influ-
ences.”™ McNamara concurred: “I would say that a major instruction which I received from President
Kennedy was to develop a defense program that would assure the security of our Nation without regard to
arbitrary budget ceilings.™** Therefore, it seems unlikely that Kennedy would balk at significantly boost-

ing space spending due to financial concerns if he believed an accelerated space program would somehow

% Kennedy, Radio and Television Report to the American People on the Berlin Crisis. July 25,
1961, ibid.. 534-5.

% Reeves. 201. Kennedy boasted at an October 11. 1961 News Conference that this $6 billion
dollar. 14% increase over Eisenhower’s defense budget had increased: the number of Polaris submarines
by 50%: the number of bombers on 15-minute strategic alert by 50%; the production capacity for Min-
uteman missiles by 100%; airlift capacity by 75%; anti-guerrilla forces by 150%: and production of M-
14 infantry rifles from 92,000 to 14.000 per month. See Public Papers of the President, 1961. 658. Ken-
nedy. Johnson. and McNamara. in various settings and throughout the course of Kennedsy’s administra-
tion. would frequently use these figures and others for similar increases in lactical aircraft procurement.
active duty Army divisions. aircraft carriers. civil defense. and many other measurements of the vast in-
creases in spending for nuclear and conventional forces. An interesting footnote. however, is that due to
the rapid economic growth during Kenncdy's administration. defense spending as a percentage of GNP
actually declined from 9.1% to 8.5%. See Gaddis. 226,

** Larry Booda. “Kennedy Asks $31.6 Billion for Defense.” Aviation Week and Space Technol-
ogv (January 22, 1962): 26.

3! Theodore C. Sorensen, Aenmedy (New York: Harper & Row. Publishers. 1965). 602. 608-09.

32 Cited by Futrell. volume if. 23.
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contribute to America’s gverall well-being and to the United States™ cold war struggle with the Soviet
Union, Such was the case with Project Apollo.

Kennedy and Competing with the Soviets

The second point {from Kennedy's cold war approach relevant to space policy is that in general he
seems to have had no aversion to competing with the Sovicls. After the Soviets broke the voluntary
United States-USSR-Great Britain moraiorium obscryed since November 1958 and resumed testing nu-
clear weapons in the atmosphere on August 31. 1961. Bundy recorded. “The President’s patience is at an
end.” Bundy added that Kennedy said. “The world is being subjected to threats and terror. We have to
show both our friends and our own people that we are ready to meet our own needs in the face of these
new Soviet acts.™’ Part of this competitive dvnamic involved Kennedy making it absolutely clear to
Khrushchev that Kennedy knew the American nuclear arsenal was superior to the Soviet Union‘s.” that
Khrushchev should not press his demands on issues like Berlin 100 far. and that America wonld prefer
peaceful competition in areas like space instead of an escalating arms race.

The chosen vehicle for communicating this competitive resolve to Khrushchey was a speech on
October 21. 1961 by Deputy Secretarv of Defense Roswell Gilpatric to the National Business Council.
Reeves states. “Kennedy appointed himself Gilpatric's editor, going through the text line by line and

number by number.”** Gilpatric later concurred that the speech was coordinated “. . . all the way up to

* State Department. Memorandum of Conversation Between Secretary of State Rusk and the
President’s Special Assistant for National Security Affairs [M. Bundy]. September 3. [961. reprinted in
David Mabon and David Patterson, editors. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1961-1963, I'olume
FIE: Arms Control and Disarmament (Washington. DC: USGPO. 19935), 163,

* The reader will remember that by late 1960 American reconnaissance satellites were regularly
returning imagerv from the Soviet Union. Earlv in Kennedy's administration high officials from the
president on down were convinced by this imagery that the so-called “missile gap.” an important issue in
the just-completed election campaign. did not in fact imperil America. The only missile gap that did exist
was actually in reverse: America’s strategic superiority was so vast that the USSR was actually the victim
of a missile gap when comparing its strategic capabilities to America’s. The best one-volume treatment of
the complex history of the missile gap is Edgar M. Bottome. The Aissile Gap: 4 Studv of the Formula-
tion of Ailitary and Political Policy (Rutherford. NIt Farleigh Dickenson University Press. 1971). At the
time of the Cuban missile crisis, the United States had over 5.000 deliverable nuclear weapons while the
Soviets had approximately 300. See Reeves. 375.

3 Reeves, 246,

254



and including the president.”*® The tone of the speech clearly scems to have been intended (o impress
upon the Soviets that the United States was ready. willing. and able to compele:

The total number of our nuclear delivery vchicles . . . is in the tens of thousands, and. of

course, we have more than one warhead for each vehicle. . . . Our forces are so deploved

and protected that a sneak attack could not effectively disarm us. The destructive power

which the United States could bring to bear even after a Soviet surprise attack upon our

forces would be as great as. perhaps greater than. the total undamaged force which the

enemy can threaten to launch against the United States in a first strike. In short, we

have a second-strike capability which is at least as extensive as what the Soviets can de-

liver by striking first.”’
This speech. as one cold war historian summarized. marked the “final expression of Kennedy's determi-
nation to overturn his predecessor’s method of dealing with the Soviet Union.” Kennedy would not re-
frain from competing against the Soviets in their chosen field. be it nuclear arms or space. Kennedy
would not shrink from pointing out America’s arcas of superiority and those argas in which America
needed to catch up. A race to the moon would be one competitive mode which Kennedy embraced and the
one directly relevant to this dissertation. As Kennedy commented in his first State of the Union message.
America did not want to compete military with the USSR if it had a choice. However, “Open and peaceful
competition - for prestige. for markets. for scientific achievement. even for men’s minds - is something
else again. For if Freedom and Communism were to compete for man’s allegiance in a world at peace. [
would look to the future with ever increasing confidence. ™
Thawing?

The third Kennedy cold war principle relevant to space policy is that after the brinkmanship of

the Cuban missile crisis in October 1962 forced Kennedy and Khrushchev to directly face the possibility

of nuclear war. there was some movement toward détente. One scholar says that while the missile crisis

* Oral history interview of Roswell Gilpatric. June 30. 1970, from The John F. Kennedy Presi-
dential Oral Historv Collection, Part 1: The White House and Executive Departments. microfilmed from
the holdings of the John F. Kennedy Library (Frederick. MD: University Publications of America, 1988).
reel 3, p. 71

* Cited by Beschloss. 330.
38 =
Beschloss, 350.

% Kennedy. State of the Union message. January 30. 1961, Public Papers of the President, 1961,
23,
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did not mark the end of the cold war. it . . . signified the end of that acute phasc of Soviet pressure and
attempted blackmail™ that so distressed Kennedy.®' At a minimum. Kennedy incorporated conciliatory
language into his speeches. John Lewis Gaddis explains that while Kennedy made no significant altera-
tion of his earlier policy of seeking agreement on negotiable issues while taking care not 1o convey any
sense of weakness lo the Soviets. it was Khrushcheyv who made most of the obvious movement toward
détente because he “. . . now abandoned his obviously counterproductive strategy of seeking to bully the
West into an easing of antagonisms,™*' Whoever moved and how much is not the issue. There appcared
to be a greater willingness 1o tone down the rhetoric and take concrete actions to lessen tensions. As
Kennedy said after the missile crisis. ©. . . the achievement of a peaceful solution to the Cuban crisis might
well open the door to the sohution of other outstanding problems.™ QOne must not stretch the reconcilia-
tion potnt too far. however. As Kennedy said in January 1963, “Here hope must be tempered with caution
. . . . ] foresee no spectacular reversal in Communist methods or goals.” Kennedy foresaw a continuously
rising defense budget because “. . . there is no substitute for an adequate defense. and no ‘bargain base-
ment’ way of achieving it Nevertheless. “We do not dismiss disarmament as merely an idle dream. For
we believe that, in the end, it is the only way to assure the security of all without impairing the interests of
any. . . . In short, let our adversaries choose. If they choose peaceful competition, they shall have it.”*
The most famous example cited for a sense of budding rapprochement was Kennedy’s American
University speech of June 10, 1963, One biographer reports Kennedy ordered the speech’s drafts kept

away from the State and DoD officials who normaliv coordinated on presidential foreign policy and na-

tional security addresses, It so impressed the Soviets that fzvesria reprinted it in full and the Soviets

" Adam Ulam. The Rivals: America & Russia Since World 1l'ar I (New York: Penguin Books.
1971), 337.

* John Lewis Gaddis. Russia, the Soviet Union, and the United States: An Interpretive History
{New York: John Wiley and Sons. Inc., 1978). 242,

*2 Kennedy, News Conference. November 20. 1962. Puwblic Papers of the President, 1962
{Washington, DC: USGPO, 1963), 831.
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{Washington. DC; USGPO. 1964). 17-18.



turned off the thousands of transmitters normally jamming signals from the Voice of America 50 it could
be heard in Eastern Europe and the USSR.™ In it Kennedy said. “Total war makes no sense in an age
when great powers can maintain large and relatively invulnerable nuclear forces and refuse to surrender
without resort 1o those forces.” Therefore. peace was “. . . the necessary rational end of rational men. . . .
we have no more urgent task.” While Kennedy said he hoped Soviet leaders would “adopt a more en-
lightened attitude”™ toward the pursuit of peace. he added. “1 belicve we can help them do it.™ He warned
Americans against falling into the same trap of the Soviet leaders in which they actually start to believe
the propaganda they write about Americans. Kennedy emphasized, “No government or social svstem is so
evil that ils people must be considered as lacking in vinue. As Americans, we find communism pro-
foundly repugnant as a negation of personal freedom and dignity. But we can still hail the Russian people
for their many achievements.” Kennedy pointed out that the hard reality was that both sides *. . . have a
mutually deep interest in a just and genuine peace and in halting the arms race.” Therefore.

Let us not be blind to our differences. but let us also direct attention te our common

interests and to the means by which those differences can be resalved. . . . in the final

analysis. our most basic common link is that we all inhabit this small planet. We all

breathe the same air. We all cherish our children’s future. And we are all mortal. Let

us reexamine our attitude toward the cold war remembering that we are not engaged in

a debate, seeking to pile up debating points. . . We must deal with the world as it is. . .

We must, therefore. persevere in the search for peace in the hope that constructive

changes within the Communist bloc might bring within reach solutions which now seem

bevond us. We must conduct our affairs in such a way that it becomes in the Communists”

interest 1o agree on a genuine peace.

But ¢ven ameng these words of conciliation. the competitive dvnamic was not far from Ken-
nedy's mind. He also stated in the American University speech. “We are unwilling to impose our system
on any unwilling people - but we are willing and able to engage in a peaceful competition with anv people
on earth.” Too much can also be made of the spirit of détente in this speech: one Kennedy insider says its
effect . . . was to redefine the whole national attitude toward the cold war.”** Historians often ignore the

address” closing section in which Kennedy emphasized. “The Communist drive to impose their political

and economic system on others is the primary cause of world tension today. For there can be no doubt

 Reeves. 507. 514,

** Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.. A Thousand Davs: John F. Kennedy In the White House (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company. 1965). 900.

257



that. if all nations could refrain from interfering in the self-determination of others. the peace would be
much more assured."*® Nevertheless, it is difficult to find such words of conciliation in Kennedy's rheto-
ri¢ before the Cuban missile crisis, One perceptive commentator explains that after the Cuban missile
crisis. “The change was not in Kennedy but in what he perceived to be his political environment,”™"
Whatever its origins. this very nascent détente is relevant to space history because it is in this context at
the end of his term that Kennedyv suggested the lunar landing program could be made a joint United
States-Soviet effort. This in turn undermined the competitive. prestige-oriented dynamic in the minds of
many. including some in Congress.
Kennedy, Space Policy, and Prestige

Having sketched the aspects of Kennedy's cold war orientation that were applicable to his space
policy, the next logical question is exactly what was Kennedv's space policv. The answer forms the heart
of this chapter and is an important determinant of the NASA-DoD relationship in human spaceflight,
Before he became president, and perhaps even during the first few weeks of his administration, Kennedy
appears not to have devoted any great effort to contemplating space policy. During the 1960 presidential
campaign it was an issue which helped him support his peneral theme that America was somehow trailing
the USSR and required a new leader that would get the country back on its feet and moving again. Before
the campaign Kennedy viewed space as an issue only inasmuch as it supported his assertions that Eisen-
hower and Nixon had permited the United States te fall behind the USSR military and that a dangerous
missile gap was opcning.
Pre-Presidential Attitudes and Statements

For instance. a month after Sputnik he said the United States was losing the satellite-missile race
with the USSR because of “, . . complacent miscalculations. penny-pinching. budget cutbacks. incredibly

confused mismanagements and wasteful rivalries and jealousies.” Kennedy called for Eisenhower to “, . .

*¢ Kennedy, Commencement Address at American University, June 10. 1963, Public Papers of
the President, 1963, pp. 460-63.

** Beschloss. 600.
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tell us exactly where we stand today and where we go from here. The people of America are no longer
willing 1o be lulled by paternalistic reassurances, spoon-fed science fiction predictions or by pious plati-
tudes of faith and hope.”® Similarly. on January 12. 1958 Kennedy claimed

Tonight the national interest is in perhaps greater peril than it has been at any time in the

20th century. We face the prospects of being relegated to the status of a second-class

power. We live for the first time on what may be the front lines in an international war,

on the bull's eve of Soviet missile targets. We face the prospecis of Communist control

of outer space and the weather. with all the terrible consequences that would have for

life on this continent. . . . We face a future which may well bring devastating attacks

against which we have no real defense. the loss of our bargaining power at the inter-

national conference table. the loss of our peace. our peace of mind, and our way of life.
Kennedy then called for the development and deployment of “new missiles and weapons, nuclear-powered
aircraft and space vehicles. ™

This speech is representative of his linkage of space concerns. the missile gap. and national se-
curity throughout the post-Sputnik period and his presidential campaign. Perhaps most well-known was
his missile gap speech delivered on the Senate floor on August 14. 1958, His campaign later reprinted
this speech in booklet form for widespread distribution. In it he claimed the United States was “. . . about
to lose the power foundation that has long stood behind our basic military and diplomatic strategy™ be-
cause in the past, “We have possessed a capacity for retaliation so great as to deter any potential aggressor
from launching a direct attack upon us. . . . The hard facts of the matter are that this premise will soon no
longer be correct.” He explained the United States was . . . rapidly approaching that dangerous period
called the ‘gap’ or the ‘missile lag’ period. which is . . . a period in which our own offensive and defen-

sive nussile capabilities will lag se far behind those of the Soviets as to place us in a position of great

peril. . . . the deterrent ratio might well shift to the Soviets so heavils. during the vears of the gap, as to

*® Kennedy. Address to the District Democratic Meeting in Topeka. Kansas. November 7. 1957,
from Susan Miller. compiler. Statements of John F. Kennedy on Space Exploration, 1952-1963. NASA
HHN-26. 1964, NHDRC. 1957 section, no page numbers used.

* Kennedy. speech to the Knights of Columbus. Boston. MA. January 12. 1958, in Paul L. Ke-
saris, editor, Presidential Campaigns: The John F. Kennedv Campaign, Part II: Speeches, Press Confer-
ences, and Debates, a microfilm collection from the holdings of the John F. Kennedy Library, part of the
scries Research Collections in American Politics:  Microforms from Major drchival and Manuscript
Collections, William Leuchtenburg. General Editor (Frederick. MD: University Publications of America.
Inc., 1986). reel 4. pp. 1-2. 4.

259




open to them a new shortcut 1o world domination.” Kennedy claimed their “sputnik diplomacy™ was an
example of this process through which “the periphery of the free world will slowly be nibbled away.™

Kennedy blamed the Eiscnhower administration for this turn of events because the missile and
space gap was *. . , but another symptom of our national complacency. our willingness to confuse the facts
as they were with what we hoped they would be. . . . our willingness to place fiscal security ahead of na-
tional securitv.”™ Kennedy's usual suggestions for remedies included vastly increased spending on mis-
siles and nuclear aircraft. When space was mentioned, Kennedy placed it in the national security context.
In a February 1960 speech he said the Soviet satellites meant that “for the first time since the War of
1312. forcign enemy forces potentially had become a direct and unmistakable threat to the continental
United States. to our homes and io our people. . . . But only belatedly were sufficient time and attention
given to our missile program. And even then sufficient funds were not forthcoming.” Kennedy concluded
it was easicr o gamble with survival, “But I would prefer that we gamble with our money - that we in-
crease our defense budget this year - even though we have no absolute knowledge that we shall ever need
it. .. . That is the harder alternative.™™'

On those occasions in which Kennedy. Johnson. or the Democratic Party did specifically address
space issucs. their concerns were linked with either the United States-USSR competitive dynamic or with
the missile gap. Johnson simply declared, “We cannot concede outer space to communism and hold lead-
ership on earth.” The Democratic platform for 1960 said

The Republican Administration has remained incredibly blind to the prospects of space

exploration. It has failed to pursue space programs with a sense of urgency at all close

to their importance to the future of the world. It has allewed the Communists to hit the

moon first. and to launch substantially greater pavloads. . . . The new Democratic

Administration will press forward with our national space program in full realization

of the importance of space accomplishments to our national security and our inter-
national prestige. We shall reorganize the program to achieve both efficiency and

Are

" Kennedy. remarks in the Senate. August 14. 1958. from ibid.. reel 11.

* Kennedy. Senate speech on American defense policy, February 29. 1960, in Robert L. Branvan
and Lawrence H. Larsen. editors/compilers. The Eisenhover Adninistration, 1953-1961: A Documentary
Historv, volume two (New York: Random House. Inc.. 1971). 1228. 1231. The editors include represen-
tative samples of Kennedy’s numerous missile gap speeches in their Eisenhower volumes as examples of
Eisenhower’s oppenents’ use of the “missile gap™ as a political issue.
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speedy execution.™
Kennedy told a VFW convention in August 1960

The world’s first satcllite was called a Sputnik. not Vanguard or Explorer. The first
living creatures to orbit the earth were Stretka and Betka. not Rover and Fido. Now
let me make it clear that I believe there can be only one defense policy for the United
States. and that this is summed up in the word “first.” 1 do not mean ‘first. but.” Ido
not mean ‘first. when.” I do not mean “first. if.* T mean first period *

Sorensen recalls that while Kennedy's opponent. Vice President Richard Nixon. would often highlight
how he shook his finger in Khrushchev's face during their ‘kitchen debate” and proclaimed. “You may be
ahead of us in rocket thrust but we are ahead of vou in color television.” Kenncdy responded. *1 will take

4

my television in black and white. I want to be ahead in rocket thrust. ™ In another stump speech he

concluded. “T want to be known as the President at the end of four years who not only held back the
Communist tide but who also advanced the cause of freedom and rebuilt American prestige.™
For Kennedy being first. in space or elsewhere was part of what he perceived as a contest for the

“hearts and minds™ of people worldwide. particularly the developing nations. As he stated in a September

1960 campaign speech.

The hard. tough question for the next decade is whether we or the Communist world
can best demonstrate the vitality of our system. Which system. the Communist svstem
or the svstem of freedom is going to be able to convince the watching millions in Latin
America and Africa and Asia. who stand today on the razor edge of decision and try to
make a determination as to which direction the world is moving. I think it should move
1o us. I think ours is the best system. I do not agree with Mr. Khrushchev when he says
he is going to bury us. I think we can demonstrate in the next ten years. in the next 40

** Both Johnson ciiation from December 18, 1959 and platform extract from R.E. Lapp. Frank
McClure, Trevor Gardner, Position Paper on Space Research, August 31. 1960, in Paul L. Kesaris. Presi-
dential Campaigns: The John F. Kennedv 1960 Campaign, Part I Polls, Issues. and Strategy, a micro-
film collection from the holdings of the John F. Kennedy Library. part of the series Research Collections
in American Politics; Microforms from Major drchivel and Manuscript Collections. William Leuchten-
burg. General Editor (Frederick. MD: University Publications of America. Inc.. 1986). reel 4. pp. 7-8.
Emphasis added.

3 Miller. Statements of John F. Kennedy on Space Exploration. supra. 1960 section. In other
iterations of this speech Kennedy added that the first country to place its national emblem on the moon
was Russia. not America,

* Sorensen, 182-83.

% Cited by Reeves. 54,
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vears, that our high noon is in the future, that our best days are ahead. . .*

A standard theme in most Kennedy campaign speeches was: “American prestige. essential to our
influence and securitv. has declined these last eight years even more sharply than we realized. . . . I do not
say that the balance of power is determined by a popularity contest. But I do say that our prestige affects
our ability to influcnce these nations, to strengthen the forces of freedom within them. to convince them of
which way lies peace and security, , . . If we are to save the peace and rebuild our security. we must re-
mold the symbol of Uncle Sam as the forceful spokesman of a great and generous nation.” A report
from Johnson's staff (in late October 1960, after Kennedy and Johnson were on the same ticket and were
therefore no longer overt rivals) concluded. “It is hardly an overestimate to say that space has become for
many people the primary symbol of world leadership in all areas of science and technology. . . . Qur space
program may be considered as a measure of our vitality and ability to compete with a formidable rival.
and as a criterion of our ability to maintain technological eminence worthy of emulation by other peo-
ples.”™

Kennedy's most pointed attack on Eisenhower’s space policy during the 1960 campaign came in
an article published under his name™ for the aerospace trade magazine Afissiles and Rockets. In it he
declared. “We are in a strategic space race with the Russians, and we have been losing. . . . Control of
space will be decided in the next decade.  If the Soviets control space they can control earth. . . " There-

fore, the United States “. . . cannot run second in this vital race. To ensure peace and freedom. we must

*6 Kennedy. speech in Satem. OR. September 7. 1960, in Kesaris. ed.. Part I, teel 8. p. 2.

*" Kennedy speech in Elmhurst, IL, October 25, 1960, in Kesaris, ed., Part II, reel 10, p, 1. 3.
This particular speech lamenting America’s loss of prestige was released by the Democratic Party as News
Release B-2783.

*¥ Max Lehrer. Senate staffer to Lyndon Johnson. Memorandum to Johnson. The Record on
Space. October 31, 1960. SPI document 498, p. 6.

*® Actually, Edward C. Welsh. who would soon be named Kennedy's Executive Secretary for the
National Acronautics and Space Council. explained. *T was asked and did prepare some materials for
speeches and articles on both defense and space for nominee Kennedy.” One such article he said he wrote
for Kennedy was the October 10, 1960 Missiles and Rockets piece. See oral history interview with Dr.
Edward C. Welsh, February 20. 1969, folder: LBJ Speeches. Press Conferences (1968). box: White
House. Presidents, Johnson, Chronological. Press Conferences. NHDRC. 2. 25. This practice is. of
course, not unusupal for politicians in general.
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be first.” Kennedy nodded towards civilian space pursuits by saving that goals like space laboratories and
Americans on the moon were possible. though their target dates “should be elastic.  All these things and
mote we should accomplish as swifily as possible. This is the new age of exploration; space is our great
New Frontier.” He may also have given encouragement (o those within the Air Force who concluded the
USAF’s space role would increase under Kennedy: “The United States must have pre-eminence in sccu-
rity as an umbrella under which we can explore and develop space for the benefit of all mankind. Reor-
ganization of the cumbersome, antique and creaking machinery of the Department of Defense is high on
the agenda of the new Democratic administration.” Even in this article designed to specifically address
space issues. Kennedy presentéd in detail his plan for augmenting defense spending. increasing the num-
ber of strategic missiles. and expanding and modernizing conventional forces.®"

While this article was indeed “full of the clash and clamor of the space race™ Logsdon points out
it is uncertain if it actually represented Kennedy's thinking. given the fact that it stands “. . . in rather
direct contrast to some more cautious statements on the space program made soon afler his inaugura-
tion."® Nevertheless. if nothing elsc. it demonstrates Kenpedy's willingness to use space and missile
concerns as a political issue in the 1960 campaign. Summarized one scholar. “Kennedy was successful in
magnifying the salience of the space issue and in linking the issue to his overall ‘New Frontier’ theme.™*

Two problems arise with Kennedy’s use of the missile gap (with space matters linked to it) issue
during the period before the 1960 election. First. as discussed above. “the problem was that there was no
missile gap.” Eisenhower knew from 1-2 and particularly from early reconnaissance satellite information
that the United States was firmly in the lead in ICBM production. In fact. Eisenhower administration

officials briefed Kennedy and Johnson bui they “persisted in exploiting the issue. . . with cartoonish sim-

% John F. Kennedy, “If the Soviets Control Space. They Can Control Eanh.” Afissiles and
Rackets (October 10, 1960); 12-13.

81 Logsdon. Decision to Go to the Moon., 65. “Clash and clamer™ is Logsdon citing Edwin Dia-
mond, The Rise and Fall of the Space Age (Garden City. NY: Doubleday & Company. Inc.. 1964). 31,

¢ Stephen P. Depoe. “Space and the 1960 Presidential Campaign; Kennedy. Nixon. and ‘Public
Time, ™ estern Journal of Speech Communication 55 (Spring 1991y 227,
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plicity.”® CIA Director Allen Dulles reported to Eisenhower on August 3, 1960. that in accordance with
Eisenhower’s instructions he had briefed both Kennedy and Johnson for over two hours on among other
issues. “an analvsis of Soviet strategic attack capabilities in missiles and long-range bombers and of Sovict
nuclear testing prior to the moratoriurn.™® Yet. the accusations of a missile gap continued to fly,

Second. there are questions concerning whether Kennedy actually believed America’s supposed
lagging in space exploration was an imporiant issue (although he may have been genuinely ct;ncemed
with the missile questions. at least until briefed by the Eisenhower administration). An interviewer asked
Kennedy in the spring of 1960 if he favored combining the civil and military space development programs
under an overall commissioner. similar to the AEC arrangement. He replied. “Both civilian and military
agencies can make a contribution to the development of space technology. We must not be bemused by
neatly drawn organizational charts. . . . Nor do I believe that a Manhattan-type project is necessary.” He
added that combining the military and civilian programs “will inevitably dilute the fundamental respon-
sibility of the Department of Defense for this country’s military security. I do not believe that any such
dilution is either wise or necessary.”® In addition. Kennedy never defined exactly what he had in mind
for the American space program. He was silent on the specific changes he would make. never elaborating
bevond charging the Eisenhower administration with fiscal neglect of the program and linking the pro-
gram to a missile gap.

Finally, others recall Kennedy displaying a distinct lack of interest in the space program when
not campaigning or making speeches in the Senate. Charles Stark Draper was Director of MIT s Instru-

mentation Lab and often briefed, both formally and informally, Kennedy on science, technology. and

% Beschloss. 25-27.

#* Allen Dulles. Memorandum for the President, August 3, 1960, folder: Allen Dulles (1), box
13. Administration series. Ann Whitman file. DDEL. 1.

 Kennedy in Ground Support Equipment magazine. April-May 1960. as cited in NASA mono-
graph Selected Statements of President Kennedy on Defense Topics, December 1957 - August 1, 1962,
August 15, 1962, folder: Kennedy - Statements on Defense. box: White House. Presidents, Kennedy.
Defense Statements. NHDRC. 201. The latter portion is another example of the kind of Kennedy state-
ments that may have given the Air Force the idea he was amenable te a larger military role in space.
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R&D issues. Draper recalled meeting Kennedy and his brother Robert at a restaurant-bar in Boston after
Sputnik but before the 1960 election and watching the maitre d” hang soda straws by a cross pin. light one

end and insert it into a bottle. and watch them pop to the ceiling. “Rather heated argument™ ensued be-

e

tween the Kennedys and Draper over the usefulness of rockets, Draper said John Kennedy ™. . . could not

be convinced that all rockets were not a waste of moncy, and space navigation even worse.” Kennedy's
science adviser jerome Wiesner said concerning the space program before Kennedy came to office. “He
hadn’t thought much about it.” As one Apollo history concludes. “Certainly Jack Kennedy the senator
hadn’t becn interested in space. . . . he really wasn't convinced that manned space flight had a place in his
yision of the New Frontier.” As he took office. human spacc(light was not “on the agenda at all.™*’
After the Election

Ambiguity, conflict. and uncertainty concerning American space policy and the role of human
spaceflight within it characterized the Eisenhower-Kennedy interregnum and early 1961 because, “For the
first few months of his administration. Kennedy did not actively invoive himself in space policy. . . .
However. by May 25, and probably several weeks earlier. Kennedy had decided to send America to the
moon and back in quest of cold war prestige. What conditions changed and why did Kennedy make this
decision? The histortan need go no further in answering (hese questions than Logsdon’s Decision to Go
to the Afoon. This now-classic treatment details every facet of Kennedy's decision and its ultimate im-
pact. This dissertation does not pretend to offer new insights bevond Logsdon’s theses but will attempt to
summarize the important developments and to highlight the role of the DoD in the process.

A few days after the election presidential transition team member Walt Rostow wrote Kennedy 1o
raisc the kind of space-related questions he believed Kennedy's administration would need to address.
The fact that these questions still required resolution iflustrates the indeterminate nature of Kennedy's

space thinking at that time. Rostow said the key issues requiring resolution included: “Should we stick

% Oral history interview of C.S. Draper. June 2. 1974. folder: Kennedy - Pre-White House. box:
White House. Presidents. Kennedy. Kennedy Library materials. interviews through 1960, NHDRC. 1.

" Wiesner cited in. and conclusions from. Charles Murray and Catherine Bly Cox. .dpollo: The
Race to the AMoon (New York: Simon and Schuster. 1989), 60-61.

8 Logsdon. Decision to Go to the Moon. 64.
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with NASA and a continued split between scientific and military space programs; or should we go for 2
space AEC?. . . What should be the objective of the scientific space program? In light of these objectives.
is [the] present program big enough? Toc big? Shall we procced with Project Mercury? If so. at what
pace and with what objectives?. . . How and when should we internationalize the scientiflic space efforls
with other nations of the Free World? With the Russians?™® Kistiakowsky recalls that after Eisenhower
was briefed on and rejected Project Apolle and the PSAC's Hornig's Ad Hoc Panel on Man-in-Space re-
port late in December, Kennedy was also given the panel’s report “. . . and had then a negative reaction to
the moon-landing proposition”™™ and even that Kennedy said. “Praject Apollo was for the birds.””' One
prescient presidential adviscr early on stated that the heart of the space problem facing Kennedy was the
question of “pressing achievement for the sake of psvchological effect. regardless of concrete scientific or
military utility.” This official even foresaw Lyndon Johnson’s eventual role when he wrote Kennedy,
“You wanted something vou could give him to work on and worry about. I hope this meets the purpose.”
“This” being the interrelated complex of questions concerning: Should the United States pet out of the
space for prestige race and focus on space applications which have tangible value? Or should the United
States press the space for preslige angle? If so. what particular “firsts” were most appealing and dra-

matic?’*

% Walt W. Rostow, memorandum for Kennedy, November 7. 1960, Paul Kesaris and Robert
Lester, Project Coordinators. President John F. Kennedv's Office Files, 1961-1963, Part I: Special Cor-
respondence, Speeches, Legislative, and Press Conference Files. in Research Cellections in American
Politics, Micraforms from Major Archival and Manuscript Collections, William Leuchtenberg, General
Editor (Frederick, MD: University Publications of America. 1989), reel 5, no page numbers given.

" George B. Kistiakowsky. A Scientist at the White House: The Private Diarv of President Eis-
enhiower 's Special Assistant for Science and Technology (Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard Uni-
versity Press. 1976). 409,

) Kistiakowsky. oral history interview of. May 22, 1974. file: Kistiakowsky. box: Emme/Roland
interviews on ¢arlv NASA history. shelf: V-A-1. NHDRC. 38,

™ Richard E. Neustadt. Memorandum for Senator Kennedy. Subject: Space Problems for vou to
use with Lyndon Johnson, December 20. 1960, Exploring the Unknown, Tofume I, 413-14; and cover
letter dated December 23, 1960, containing the reference to Lyndon Johnson, SPI1 document 1178, p. 1. It
should be noted that one of the few space-related actions Kennedy did take early on was to have Welsh
draft and to sign an amendment 1o the Space Act on April 25, 1961 that made the Vice President. instead
of the President. chairman of the NASC. Johnson then assumed an important role in the long and diffi-
cult task of finding someone willing to serve as NASA Administrator in an environment of uncertainty
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The most oficn discussed carly Kennedy administration space document is the report from a
group headed by another MIT professor and Kennedy confidant Jerome Wiesner. Wiesner would serve as
Kennedy's science adviser. One of his responsibilities during the transition period was to examine
America’s space program and make recommendations to the president-elect. The Wiesner Committee’s
“Report to the President-Elect of the Ad Hoc Committee on Space” of January 10. 1961 has been charac-
terized as “hastily prepared” and offering Kennedy “no new options.” but if nothing else it “did make
explicit the beliefs of many influential scicntists.””

Wiecsner began by emphasizing that ICBMs were “the most important of all space programs” and
that “for the near future the achievement of an adequate deterrent force is much more imponant for the
nation’s security than are most of the space objectives.” but that there were five other motivations for a
vital, effective space program. First was prestige because. “During the next few years the prestige of the
United States will in part be determined by the leadership we demonstrate in space activities.” The report
also cited national security, scientific observation and experimentation. practical non-military applica-
tions, and possibilities for internatioral cooperation, Most of the rest of the report was devoted to explain-
ing what it felt were the “serious problems within NASA. within the military establishment and at the
executive and other policy-making levels of government.”™* The Wicsner repori charged that in addition
to the lack of large capacity space launch vehicles. one of the major handicaps for the American space
program “. . . has been the lack of a strong scientific personality in the top echelons of ils crganization.

... There is an urgent need to establish more effective management and coordination of the United States
space effort. . . . Neither NASA as presently operated nor the fractionated military space program nor the
long dormant space council have been adequate to meet the challenge that the Soviet thrust into space has

posed to our military security and to our position of leadership in the world.™ The report added. “. . .

and ambiguity. In April and May Johnson would spearhead the effort that recommended a lunar landing
and refurn as the best way to beat the Soviets in space.

* Arnold 8. Levine. Managing NAS4 in the Apolto Era, (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1982). 17.

" Jerome Wiesner et. al.. Report to the President-Elect of the Ad Hoc Commitiee on Space. Janu-
ary 10, 1961. SPI document 1238, pp. 1-4. Some. but not all. of the Wiesner Report. is reprinted in Fx-
ploring the Unknown, Volume 1. 416-423.
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many inexperienced people have been placed in positions of major responsibility.”™ This was a stinging
criticism of the at least some level of NASA's feadership as well as the overall siracture of the space pro-
gram.

While the report left open the possibility that human spaceflight could be justified by the prestige
motive it concluded. “A crash program aimed al placing a man inte an orbit at the earliest possible time
cannot be justified solely on scientific or technical grounds.” Further. Mercury had to be carefullv evalu-
ated because of the problems in its test launch program and whatever was decided about human space-
flight. “we should stop advertising MERCURY as our major objective in space aclivities. . . . It exagger-
ates the value of that aspect of space activity where we are less likely to achieve success. and discounts
those aspects in which we have alreadyv achieved great success. . . . Indeed we should make an effort to
diminish the significance of this program to its proper proportion before the public, both at home and
abroad,”™® The Wiesner report was most certainly #of a ringing endorsement for either the current
American human spaceflight effort or the idea of competing with the USSR for prestige in space.

Throughout Januarv 1961. the mood within NASA continued to be uncertain due to the critical
nature of the Wiesner report. which Drvden claimed “. . . was the only knowledge which President Ken-
nedy on coming into office had about the NASA space program,” " and due to the fact that Glennan had
resigned and left town but there was ne contact with the Kennedy administration until it finally nominated

a new NASA Administrator on January 31. James E. Webb.™ Glennan commented, “To my surprise. not

™ Ibid. to SPI document 1238, 4, 6. 14.
 Ibid., 14-15. 17. Empbhasis in original.

" Oral history interview of Hugh Drvden, March 26. 1964, folder: Dryvden. Mercury Tape, Dry-
den subseries, Deputy Administrators series. NHDRC, 1.

" Johnson claimed he had to interview “about twenty” candidates before he found one. Webb.
willing to take the job in the face of uncertainty over NASA's future and the perceived threat of a possible
DoD takeover of the space program. See Lyndon B. Johnson, The antage Point: Perspectives on the
Presidency, 1963-1969 (New York: Holt. Rinehart and Winston. 1971). 278. Another source maintains
Johnson stated he interviewed 28 individuals: see Eugene M. Emme. “Presidents and Space.” in Freder-
ick C. Burant. 1Ii. Editor, Between Sputnik and the Shuttle: New Perspectives on American Astronauntics.
AAS History Series. volume 3 (San Diego. CA: Univelt, Inc.. 1981), 39. Whatever the specific case. after
perfunctory Senate confirmation hearings. Webb was sworn in on February 14. 1961 and is the key figure
in NASA throughout the rest of the period this dissertation covers and until his resignation effective in
October 1968,
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one single word or hint of action has been forthcoming from the Kennedy administration,””®  Associate
Administrator Seamans said the feeling in NASA was, “Why would anvbody turn it down? It must mean

"' The fact that Kennedy did not endorse the Wiesner report

that the plans for NASA are being pulled in.
in toto at a press conference when he said. “I don’t think anvone is suggesting their views are necessarily
in every case the right views™ was perhaps some small solace.

Things began to look up for NASA after Webb assumed the reins. With perhaps only slight ex-
aggeration, one source states, “From that moment on. NASA seems to have been watched over by a solici-
tous Providence.”™® For instance. on February 21, 1961, a week after Webb was sworn in. there was the
first completely successful Mercury-Atlas test launch. Webb has been described as the prototypical poli-
tician manager who knew where all the bedies were buried. could play congressional appropriations
committees with finesse, and was willing to employ hard-eved calculation and deviousness when required.
Whatever one’s opinion of his methods. there is little doubt that from the moment of his appointment.
“The role he played from then until his resignation in the fall of 1968 was indispensable.™®

Kennedy’s conversion 1o an ardent space racer and competitor was not immediaie however. In
carly February he said. “We are very concerned that we do not put a man in space in order to gain some
additional prestige and have a man take disproportionate risk. . . . even if we should come in second in
putting a man in space, I will be satisfied if when we finally put a man in space his chances of survival are

as high as I think they must be.”® Logsdon explains Kennedy's hesitancy to make any basic changes to

# T. Keith Glennan. diary entry for January 3. 1961, The Birth of NASA: The Diarv of T. Keith
Glennan, ].D. Hunley, Editor. with an Introduction by Roger D. Launius.. NASA SP-4105 (Washington.
DC: USGPQ. 1993). 93. In further diary entries until he departed Washington on January 19 Glennan
makes clear NASA was still completely in the dark as to Kennedy's plans for NASA specifically or the
space program in general.

# Cited by Murray and Cox. 69.
8 Kennedy. News Conference. January 25, 1961. Public Papers of the President, 1961.p. 15,
2 Murray and Cox. 70.

3 Ibid.. 71. For a full biography of Webb see W. Henry Lambright. Powering Apollo: James E.
Webb of X184 (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995).

# Kennedy. News Conference. February 8. 1961, Public Papers of the President, 1961, p. T0.
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Eisenhower’s space framc“'o-rk contineed until Kennedy “. . . became convinced that space achievement
was linked closely to the power relationships between East and West. and was a symbolic manifestation of
national determination and vitality.” When he finaliy did make that connection. then there was a dra-
matic reversal of Eisenfiower’s policy and a decision to go to the moon** Perhaps Eisenhower's first in-
tense exposure to the space program was a meeting on March 22. 1961 with Johnson and officials from
NASA who were requesting a supplemental appropriation.

Before asking for an acceleration of the space program. Webb sought and obtained new Secretary
of Defense McNamara's opinion. Webb recorded, “With respect to the question of accelerating our pres-
ent program, Secretary McNamara feels that a most carcful review should be made. that this should be
done about four weeks from now if we can wait that long, and has a general feeling that we should accel-
erate the booster program.” Webb stated their meeting’s flavor “. . . was clearly one in which he
[McNamara] at this time would generally support the kind of items” Webb was considering submitting to
the BoB.¥ Accordingly. Webb formally requested BoB Director David Bell consider a NASA request for
a supplemental appropriate of $308 million. increasing NASA's FY61 budget to $1.42 billion; the two
main items were $173 million for the Saturn superbooster project and $42 miltion to officially begin Proj-
ect Apollo, a step Eisenhower had specifically prohibited in December 1960.%

When Bell was initially hesitant to forward NASA’s request fo Kennedy. Dryden perceptively
replied, “Well, he may not feel he has the time, or vou may not feel he has the time, but whether he likes it
or not. he's going to have to consider it. Events will force this,”™ Kennedy, Johnson. NASA officials.

and others did finally gather for the March 22 meeting which Logsdon says began Kennedy's ¢lose in-

¥ Logsdon, Decision to Go to the Aoon, 93.
8 James E. Webb. Memorandum for the Record, February 24, 1961, SPI document 984, p. 1.

87 Webb. letter to David Bell. March 17, 1961. folder: Apollo 1961 Decision Documentation,
box: White House. Presidents. Kennedy, Correspondence. Apollo Decision Documentation, NHDRC. 1.

¥ Cited bv Seamans in an oral history interview by Logsdon, December 5, 1967, folder: Sea-
mans/Logsdon interview, Seamans subscries. Depuly Administrators series. NHDRC. 4.
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volvement in space policy that was to culminale two months later in his lunar landing speech.”” Webb's
main point was that. “We cannot regain the prestige we have lost without improving our present inferior
booster capability, and doing it before the Russians make a major breakthrough in the multi-million pound
thrust range. . . . the extent to which we are leaders in space science and technology will in some large
measure determine the extent to which we. as a nation. pioneering on a new frontier. will be in a position
to develop this emerging world force. . . .~ The next dav. after a supplemental meeting with Johnson. new
NASC Executive Secretary Edward C, Welsh, Wiesner. and Bell, Kennedy decided he would grant most
of the funds required to accelerate the Saturn booster and other taunch vehicles but would #ot authorize
the millions requested for the official commencement of Project Apollo. Clearly, at the end of March.
Kennedy “. . . had not made up his mind at this time what his general attitude toward manned flight
would be.*** Kennedy approved $125.7 miltion of NASA's $308 request.”"
To The Moon

The major event that seems to have forced Kenncdy's hand was another spectacular Soviet first:
on April 12. 1961 the Soviets launched the first human in space. Yuri Gagarin. who flew in space for 108
minutes in his Vostok spacecraft. Any number of historians cite “the enormous reaction of the public and
the press to the Soviet man-in-space achievement,” with striking parallels to the furor that erupted afier
Sputnik three-and-a-half years earlier.”* One team of scholars says Gagarin's flight was a “crushing dis-
appointment to many Americans,” that Congress was “stampeded” by the flight. and that the flight “. . .
provided a tremendous impetus to the desires of Americans . . . to become first once again.”> Khrush-

chev reportedly exclaimed, “Let the capitalist countries catch up with our country!”™ while the Central

# Logsdon. Decision to Go to the Aoon. 91.
* Ibid.. 97-99.
°! Lambright, Powering Apolio. 91.

** Eugene M. Emme. “Historical Perspectives on Apollo.” Journal of Spacecraft and Rockets 5
{April 1968). 378,

%3 Lovd S. Swenson. James M. Grimwood. and Charles C. Alexander. This New Ocean: A His-
torv of Project Mercurv, NASA SP-1201 (Washington. DC: USGPQO. 1966), 334-33.
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Committee of the Communist party claimed the Gagarin flight “. . . embodicd the genius of the Soviet
people and the powerful force of socialism.”®* Khrushchey further gloated about Gagarin, “This victory is
another triumph of Lenin’s idea. confirmation of the correctness of the Marxist-Leninist teaching. . . .
This exploit marks a new upsurge of our nation in its onward movement towards communism. ™

On the day of the Gagarin flight Kennedy held a press conference during which he stated. con-
cerning the string of Soviet space firsts since Sputnik. “However tired anybody mayv be. and no one is
more tired than I am. it is a fact that it is going to take some time™ to catch up with the USSR, The
United States was behind and *. . . the news will be worse before it is better. and it will be some time be-
fore we catch up."* Privatelv. Kennedy reportedly remarked. “Russian housing is lousy. their food and
agricultural system is a disaster, but those facts aren’t publicized. Suddenly we’re competing in a race for
space we didn't even realize we were in.""’ Congressmen demanded a response. Representative James
Fulton declared, “I believe we are in a race. and I have said many times, Mr. Webb. *Tell me how much
money vou need and this committee will authorize all vou need.”™” Representative Anfuso remarked. “1
want to see our country mobilized to a wartime basis. . . . I want to see what NASA savs it is going to do
in 10 years done in 5. I want 1o see some first coming out of NASA, such as the landing on the moon.™™

Within two days, by April 14. it appears Kennedy “. . . reluctantly came to the conclusion that, if
he wanted to enter the duel for prestige with the Soviets. he would have to do so with the Russians’ own
weapon, space achievement.”™ A key meeting took place on that date with Sorensen. Bell, Wiesner.
Webb, Dryden. and Kennedy. Also in attendance was journalist Hugh Sidey, who later recorded Ken-

nedy’s main problem with caiching up with the Soviets in space: “The cost. That's what gets me. . . .

* Cited by Lambright, Pewering dpolio. 93.

% Cited in Jay Holmes. America on the Moon: The Enterprise of the Sixties (New York: J.B,
Lippincott Co.. 1962), 84,

% Kennedv. News Conference. April 12, 1963. Public Papers of the President, 1961, 262-63.
9" Beschloss. 114.
* Logsdon. Pecision to Go ta the Moon, 103,

* Ibid.. 105.
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When we know more, 1 can decide if it’s worth it or not. 1f someone can just tell me how to catch up.
Let’s find somebody - anvbody. [ don’t care if it’'s the janitor over there, if he knows how. There’s noth-
ing more important. . . . I'm determined to get an answer, '™ It appears then that while Kennedy had not
made his final decision, the stage was set for a full-scale inquiry that would supply Kennedy with specific
available options from which he could select his precise plan.’”

Kennedy initiated the information-gathering process by tasking his vice president. He charped
Johnson as Chairman of the NASC “. . . to be in charge of making an overall survey of where we stand in
space” and to answer numerous questions. including:

1. Do we have a chance of beating the Soviets by putting a laboratory in space. or by a

trip around the moon. or by a rocket to land on the moon. or by a rocket to go to the

moon and back with a man? Is there any other program which promises dramatic re-

sults in which we could win? 2. How much additional would it cost? 3. Are we work-

ing 24 hours a day on existing programs? If not, why not?. . . Are we making maximum

effort?

Kennedy asked for a reply “at the earliest possible moment.™'™ Johnson surveved numerous individvals
in the scientific. business, and military communities for their inputs on Kennedy’s questions: however.
the task of actually writing the response to the president fell to Seamans. Deputy DDR&E John Rubel and
Willis Shapley, Assistant Chief of the BoB’s Military Division. Webb and McNamara would sign the

document. Within a day McNamara gave a partial response:  “Dramatic achievements in space. therefore,

symbeolize the technological power and organizing capacity of a nation. It is for reasons such as these that

' Hugh Sidev, John F. Kennedv, President (New York: Atheneum. 1963). 122-23. See also
Logsdon, Decision te Go to the AMoon, 103,

"™ [ ogsdon. Decision to Go to the Aoon, 107. The Bay of Pigs fiasco began the next day. April
15. 1t remains undetermined exactly what influence this event mav or may not have had on Kenneds's
lunar landing decision. Scholars differ in their assessments. While no explicit evidence exists linking it
directly to Kennedy’s thinking on his response to Gagarin, Lambright’s conclusion secems reasonable in
that the Bay of Pigs “. . . created an atmosphere at the White House in which the president feft he had to
assert leadership right away.” Powering Apollo. 94-95. Logsdon concurs. stating. “The fiasco of the Bay
of Pigs reinforced Kennedy’s determination. already strong. to approve a program aimed at placing the
United States ahead of the Soviet Union in the competition for firsts in space. It was one of the many pres-
sures that converged on the president at that time. and thus its exact influence cannot be isolated.” Deci-
sion to Go to the Moon, 112,

1% K ennedy. Memorandum for Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson, April 20. 1961. Exploring the
Unknown, Volume I, 424,

273




major achievements in space contribute to national prestige. . . . Our attainments constitute a major ele-
meni in the international competition between the Soviet system and our own.™*

As Johnson was gathering information and opinions. Kennedy tipped his hand at a press confer-
ence on April 21, 1961 when he said. “We have to make a determination whether there is any effort we
cowld make in time or money which could put us first in any new area. . . . If we can get to the moon be-
fore the Russians. we should. . . . I think we face an extremely serious and intensified struggle with the
Communists.”"™ When Kennedy signed the amendment to the Space Act on April 25 making the vice
president the head of the NASC. Kennedy said it was a “. . . key step toward moving the United States
into its proper place in the Space race. . . . | intend that America’s space effort shall provide the leader-
ship. resources. and determination necessary to step up our efforts and prevail on the newest of man's
physical frontiers.”""*

Eight days after Kennedy’s April 20 memo. Johnson gave Kennedy a preliminary response. He
explained he had consulted with such luminaries as NASA's von Braun. Schriever and Vice Admiral and
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations John Hayward. NASA leaders. Wiesner, and BoB senior officials.
along with members of the business community. Johnson said the emerging consensus was that the
“Soviets are ahead of the United States in world prestige attained through impressive technological ac-
complishments in space. . . ." While the Uniled States has greater resources than the USSR to devote to
atiaining space leadership, it has so far “. | _ failed to make the necessarv hard decisions to marshal those
resources to achieve such leadership.™ In addition. “Dramatic accomplishments in space are being in-
creasingly identified as a major indicator of world 1eadership™ and if the United States does not act soon
“, . . the margin of control over spacc and over men’s minds through space accomplishments will have

swung so far on the Russian side that we will not be able to catch up. let alone assume leadership.” LBJ

'” McNamara. Memorandum to Johnson, Brief Analysis of Department of Defense Space Pro-
gram efforts. April 21. 1961, Exploring the Unknown, Volume 1. 424-25.

'™ Kennedy, News Conference, April 21. 1961, Public Papers of the President, 1961. pp. 310-
311. The second portion of the citation is the first and only time the author has been able to discover in
which JFK stated very explicitly the concept of beating the Russians to the moon.

1" Kennedy. Statement upon signing HR 6169, April 25. 1961, ibid., 321-22.
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said manned exploration of the moon would be an achievement of not onkv great propaganda value but
may be the one space spectacular that America could accomplish before the USSR, He recommended that
il more resources and efforts were quickly put into the American space program. American could con-
ceivably be first in 1966 or 1967 to circumnavigate the moon and perhaps even accomplish a lunar land-
ing. However. at the present time. “We are neither making maximum effort nor achieving results neces-
sarv if this country is to reach a position of leadership.”'* |

Johnson reinforced his conclusions. and telegraphed Kennedy's, at a meeting on May 3. 1961:

Free men are losing real estate to the Communists. and we are behind the Communists

in the race for space. Ibelieve it is the position of every patriotic and knowledgeable

American that past policies and performances in space have not been enough to give

this country leadership. That is the conclusion of the President. Moreover. that is, and

has long been my conclusion.

Johnson added that Kennedy was determined to move the United States into its proper position in space.
one of leadership: “There is no other place for our country.™ Johnson closed by remarking Kennedy ap-
peared ready to expand the total program from $22 billion over ten vears to $33 billion.’™ The remaining
task was simply for McNamara and Webb to submit a detailed plan.

Two days later, on May 3. the first American finally went into space. Alan B. Shepard had a 15
minute, 116 mile spaceflight from Cape Canaveral. FL. Kennedy apparently had considered the space for
prestige questicn in some detail both before and after Shepard’s flight. Attempting to get a sense of the
Third World's perspective. Kennedy asked Tunisian president Habib Bourguiba afier Shepard’s flight if
be would rather have an extra billion dollars a year in American foreign aid or have the United States

mount a lunar landing effort. “Bourguiba stood silent for several moments. Finally Bourguiba said. °I

wish I could tell you to put it in foreign aid. but I cannot.”™® The question of America’s prestige in the

1% Johnson, Memorandum to Kennedy. April 28, 1961. Exploring the Unknown, Tolume 1. 427-
29,

' Johnson, Opening Statement for the Vice President’s Ad Hoc Meeting on Space. May 3. 1961,
SPI document 1121, p. 1. and transcript of the meeting itself. 12. Exploring the Unknown, T'olume I re-
prints the transcript of the meeting. 433-439, but not Johnson's opening statement.

1% Related in Murray and Cox. 83.
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international community ¢learly weighed heavily on Kennedy after the Gagarin flight.  America’s first
human in space only three weeks later only reinforced the idea that space was indeed the cold war com-
petitive arena of the future, Logsdon explains that Shepard’s flight was “one final event [which] helped
ensure that an accelerated space program would be accepled by the president and the country. | | | the un-
qualified success of the flight. swept away anv of Kennedy’s lingering doubts with regard to the role of the
1109

man in space flight.’

Important Dol Input Into the Decision

Before the final Webb/McNamara position paper of May 8. 1961 was prepared. Johnson received
final written replies from individuals with whom he had earlier spoken.''® Schriever's is particularly im-
portant because it highlights why the Air Force™s space-oriented officers suppotied the lunar landing effort
both before and after Kennedy's impending decision. Schriever said it was his ©. . . strong conviction that
achievements in space in the critical decade ahead will become a principal measure of this nation’s posi-
tion in world leadership - a world in which it is becoming increasingly obvious that there will be no sec-
ond.” Schriever felt the main obstacle in America’s spacc program was “. . . the artificial and dangerous
constriction of ‘space for peaceful purposes’ and ‘space for military uses.”” When coupled with an
“attilude of defeatism and a seeming resignation to second place in the space competilion with the Sovi-
ets.” a dangerous condition results which “. . . places at serious and unacceptable risk both our national
prestige and our militarv security.” Schriever said America's past space policy had failed to recognize
*, .. the military potential of space and the fact that achievements in space have been the single most im-

"

portant influence in the world prestige equation.” Schriever concluded that 2 manned lunar landing and

return would be the appropriate centerpiece of “a greatly expanded and accelerated space program [which|

1" Logsdon, Decision to Go to the Moon. 121. 123.

1 Logsdon makes an important point concerning the overall process leading to the lunar landing
decision and how the decision was being justified in non-scientific terms: “At no time during the consul-
tations was PSAC as a body asked for its opinion on the choice of a lunar landing as a central feature of
an accelerated space program.”™ Decision to Go fo the Aoon. 118. PSAC’s influence. and that of Wiesner
as head of the Office of Science and Technology within the White House. did not disappear during the
Kennedy administration but the scientists™ input into the space program’s direction and overall space pol-
icy definitely waned when compared to Killian. Kistiakowsky. and PSAC under Eisenhower.
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must reflect a singlenecss of purpose. a sense of urgency. a full acceptance of the Soviet challenge. and a

refusal to admit there is any place for the United States but first,™'!!

Schriever also explained to Logsdon that the USAF's space community supported the lunar
landing program because “. . .it would put a focus on our space program. . . . I felt that we needed a major
national space program for prestige purposes. for those things we could sce as having national security
implications and because of the need for advancing technology.” Logsdon also notes this was the same
basic idea the Air Force had supported since 1958: using a lunar landing as a central feature to give focus
and lend global impact to the American space program. As to whether. by early 1961. anyvone thought the
Air Force should manage the lunar landing program, Schriever told Logsden. “That never came up. At
that point. there was no argument who was going to run the program.”'"* In a perfect world. the Air
Force certainly would have preferred to direct the lunar landing program. But a NASA-directed program
was infinitely preferable for the Air Force than no program at all because of the facilities. technology. and
experience it would create for America and make available for potential defense applications.

Though Schriever and his corps of space-oriented officers provided important input to Johnson.
the most important figure in the DoD input to the lunar landing decision was Secretary of Defense
McNamara. Over the weckend of May 6-7, 1961 a group consisting of Webb, McNamara. and various
subordinates such as Dryden and Seamans for Webb. Gilpatric and DDR&E Harold Brown and his Dep-
uty John Rubel for McNamara. along with BoB representative Willis Shapley. hammered out the final
decisions, McNamara clearly had no problem with NASA pursuing an extensive human spaceflight pro-
gram for prestige purposes. In fact. at one point in the lunar landing discussion that weekend. NASA
Associate Administrator Secamans recalled McNamara remarked, “Well, are vou sure that is a bold enough
step?” He wondered, “Now are you sure we shouldn’t take an even bigger bite and consider manned

planetary ftravel]? Seamans said the NASA personnel were “. . . very strong in the view that this was too

" jeutenant Generat Bernard A. Schriever. Commander. Air Force Systemns Command, Memo-
randum to Johnson. April 30. 1961, 168.7171-151. AFHRA. i-4.

"2 1 ogsdon. Decision to Go to the Moon. 114-115, based on Logsdon’s oral history interview of
Schriever. November 3, 1967,
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big a step 1o commit the country to.”'"? Seamans averred that the only thing DoD brought up was the
question of large solid rocket motors, believing the Air Force should be granted additional funding to pur-
sue this project. Other than that. McNamara was receptive {o the NASA staff s ideas for establishing a
lunar landing and return as America’s primary space goal in the 1960s."* The May 8 Webb/McNamara
final memo appears to have been drafted primarily by Seamans and Rubel. based on a report Rubel had
previousty drafied. with last-minute editorial input from Webb.!'S Again. in all the final discussions and
drafts, “It was absolutely accepted that this was NASA's responsibility. to take this on, and there was no
question of, say. the DOD wondering if we should do it or in any wayv doing anything but saving. ‘This is
your responsibility. Jim Webb, you and NASA have got to do this."™!'®

Kennedv Committed

When all was said and dong, the May & 1961 Webb/McNamara recommendations. over 25 pages
Ieng, are the most important space policy document of the [960s. Webb and McNamara recommended a
$626 miltion add-on to the 1962 space budget. all of which would go to NASA except $77 million to the
DoD for the solid rocket engine R&D. The objective was “manned lunar exploration in the latter part of
this decade.” The men explained that space projects can be undertaken for four reasons: scientific
knowledge: commercial civilian value; military value: or national prestige. The United States was

ahead in the scientific and military categories and had greater potential in the commercial arena but

trailed in the space for prestige field. Therefore. “This nation needs to make a positive decision to pursue

13 Oral history interview of NASA Associate Administrator Robert C, Seamans, Jr.. by the
author, July 5. 1996: Seamans oral history interview of December 5, 1967, by Logsdon. supra. 11. See
nurmerous other sources verifving the McNamara general disposition and interplanciarv suggestion, most
of which are based on participants’ interviews. For example, sec Leonard Mandelbau, “Apollo: How the
United States Decided to Go to the Moon.” Scierice 163 (February 1969): 651, Seamans summarizes his
involvement in his biography Aimning af Targets (Beverly, MA: Memoirs Unlimited. 1994). 113ff, repub-
lication of which by NASA in a modified version is forthcoming as part of the NASA History Series.

" 1bid. It should be noted that the author repeatedly contacted Mr. McNamara with requests for
an oral history interview to explore not only his role in the lunar landing decision but in all the major is-
sues of this dissertation’s remaining chapters. McNamara finally responded by saving. “I would like to
help but T do not wish to rely on my memory to discuss events of 3¢ plus vears ago and [ do not have time
to do the necessary research work.” McNamara, note to the author. October 15. 1996,

1% See Seamans. .4iming at Targets. 113ff. and Logsdon, Decision to Go to the AMoon. 1256,

16 Oral history interview of Seamans by Logsdon. December 3. 1967, p. 12.
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space projects aimed at enhancing national prestige. Our attainments are a major element in the interna-
tional competition between the Soviet system and our own. . . . The non-military. non-commercial. non-
scientific but “civilian® projects such as lunar and planetary exploration are. in this sense. part of the battle
along the fluid front of the cold war. Such undertakings may affect our military strength only indirectly if
at all, but thev have an increasing effect upon our national posture. . . . It is vital to establish specific mis-
sions aimed mainly at national prestige.”'"”

The Webb/McNamara package endorsed a lunar landing before the end of the decade because it
*, .. represents a major area in which international competition for achievement in space will be con-
ducted . . . . It is man, not merely machines. in space that captures the imagination of the world.” They
acknowledge a lunar landing “will cost a great deal of money™ and require “large efforts for a long time.”
Nevertheless. given “the Soviets have announced lunar landing as a major objective of their program™ the
United States has little choice if it wants to compete: “If we fail to accept this challenge i may be inter-
preted as a lack of national vigor and capacity to respond. . . . perhaps the greatest unsurpassed prestige
will accrue to the nation which first sends 2 man to the moon and returns him (o earth. . . . The explora-

¥ 1n addition to the

tion of space will not be complete until man directly participates as an explorer,”'
lunar landing proposal. the package also recommended the United States develop: a worldwide opera-
tional sateliite communications capability; a worldwide satellite weather prediction system. and the large
scale boosters. both solid- (by the DoD) and liquid-fueled (by NASA) because of their potential military

use and their obvicus necessity in the lunar landing effort. These large rockets were the DoD's only real

non-prestige-related interest in the accelerated program: “It is certain . . . that without the capacily to

" Fames E. Webb and Robert S. McNamara. Memorandum for Vice President Lvndon B. John-
son. Recommendations for Our National Space Program: Changes. Policies. Goals. Mayv 8. 1961. Explor-
ing the Unknown, Volume 1. 441, 444, emphasis in original.

"% Ibid.. 44647, and the original SPI document 300 not reprinted in Exploring the Unknown,
Volwme I 25. Nevertheless. Webb and McNamara were not absolutely sure that the Soviets were engaged
in a race to the moon with the United States. These two men stated the Soviets “. . . may have begun to
plan for such an effort years ago. They may have undertaken important first steps which we have not be-
gun, ., , We are uncertain of Seviet intentions. plans or status. Their plans. whatever they may be. are not
more certain of success than ours. . . . It is possible. of course. that the Soviet program is not actually the
result of careful planning toward long range goals. It may appear that way only in retrospect.” Fxploring
the Unknown, elfume I, 446, 448,
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place large payvloads reliably into orbil. our nation will not be able to exploit whatever military polential
unfolds in space.”"”

Johnson quickly cndorsed the Webb/McNamara conclusions and forwarded them to Kennedy
because Kennedy had dispatched Joknson on a fact-finding tour of Southeast Asia. Logsdon records that
on Mav 10. 1961 Kennedv met with his close advisers to ratify the Webb/McNamara package forwarded
by Johnson. McGeorge Bundy recalled. “the President had pretty much made up his mind to go™ and was
not particularly interested in hearing arguments to the contrary. Kennedy approved the package exactly
as McNamara and Webb had laid it out.'™” On May 25. 1961 Kennedy announced his decision to the na-
tion in a “Special Message to the Congress on Urgent National Needs.”

Kennedy said all the actions he proposed related to the responsibility of America to be “the leader
in freedom’s cause™ because. “The adversaries of freedom plan to consolidate their territory - to exploit,
to control, and finally to destrov the hopes of the world’s newest nations. . . . It is a contest of wills and
purposes as well as force and violence - a battle for the minds and souls as well as lives and territory. And
in that contest. we cannot stand aside.” Accordingly. Kennedy actually proposed many initiatives before
detailing his lunar landing plan. He discussed measures “to turn recession into recovery,” to aide the eco-
nomic and social progress of the developing nalions, to increase NATO's strength, to increase the Ameri-
can strategic deterrent. lo triple United States civil defense expenditures. and to strengthen the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency.'” In fact, the lunar landing decision was the final major point in his

speech. Kennedy explained:

"' Ibid.. 16, However, even in the context of this document devoted to laving out a plan for in-
creasing America’s prestige via space projects. the authors felt necessary to highlight the crucial role of
reconnaissance. On page 24 the report stated, “The existence of the Iron Curtain creates an asvmmetry in
military needs between the U.S. and the Soviet Union which compels us to undertake a number of military
missions utilizing space technology that would appear to be unnceded by the USSR, We have in the past
and are likely in the future to continue to feel the need for reconnaissance, The SAMOS project is in-
tended to fill this need.” McNamara and Webb stated that SAMOS. the Midas program for the “earliest
possible warning of ballistic missile attack™ and the DISCOVERER program made for a three-wav
American investment in reconnaissance satellites exceeding a billion dollars.

"1 ogsdon, 126,

1% Kennedy. Special Message to the Congress on Urgent National Needs, May 25, 1961. Public
Papers of the President. 396-403.
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Finatly. if we are going to win the battle that is now going on around the world between
freedom and tvranny. the dramatic achievements in space which occurred in recent weeks
should have made clear to us all. as did the sputnik in 1957, the impact of this adventure
on the minds of men everywhere who are attempting to make a determination of which
road they should take. . . . it is time to take longer strides - time for a great new Amcrican
enterprise - time for this Nation to take a clearly leading role in space achievement. which
in many ways mayv hold the kev to the future on earth. . . . For while we cannot guarantee
thal we shall one dav be first. we can guarantec that any failure to make this effort will
make us last. . . . We go into space because whatever mankind must undertake. free men
must fully share. , . . I believe that this nation should commit itself to achieving ihe goal.
before this decade is out. of landing a man on the moon and returning him safely to the

earth.
Kennedy made it perfectly clear that this would be “. . . a course which will last for many years
and carry heavy costs. . . . If we are to go only half way. or reduce our sights in the face of difficuity. in

my judgment it would be better not to go at all. . . . 1 believe we should go to the moon. But I think every
citizen of this country as well as the Members of Congress should consider the matter carefully in making
their judgment . . . because it is a heavy burden. . . *'*" Later that day at a NASA press conference fea-tur-
ing Webb. Drvden. and Seamans a reporter asked. “Is this an accelerated effort predicated on the assump-
tion that we want to beat Russia to thc moon.” NASA leaders replied simply. “Yes.™' Kennedy had
clearly conciuded that national prestige was an important clement in pational power becausc what other
nations and people thought about American power . _ . was as important, if not more important. than (he
reality of that power. . . . A basic reason for the lunar landing decision was Cold War politics, phrased in
terms of containing Soviet political gains from their space successes.”’*' Human spaceflight became. un-
der Kennedy. one expression of that power. Johnson's eatlier conclusion that. “Failure to master space
means being second best in every aspect. . . . In the eves of the world first in space means first, period:

=125

second in space is second in everything™ — became the Kennedy administration’s guiding space policy,

=2 Tbid.. 403-05.

12 NASA. News Release No, 61-115, May 25. 1961, folder; JFK - Miscellaneous Clippings. box:
White House. Presidents. Kennedy. Biography matetials. NHDRC. 5-6.

1** Logsdon, Decision to Go to the Moon. 134. 162.

¥ Cited in Walter McDougall. “Technocracy and Statecraft in the Space Age - Toward the His-
tory of a Saltation.” American Historical Review 87 (October 1982): 1023,
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Logsdon summarizes that the lunar landing decision “. . . is perhaps the ultimate expression of

‘technological anticommunism’ in terms of which way of life can best master nature. not control men, '

Webb had earlier emphasized to Johnson the central importance of the financial question in not

only the lunar fanding decision. but the long-term execution of the program. Webb wrote the vice presi-

dent,

I feel it imperative that vou and the President understand we [Webb and McNamara)
will need the assurance that the Nation is committed to this and that every effort will
be made to put something between us and a situation in which we might be running
like two foxes before two packs of hounds (Congress and the press). dependent only
on our own skill and cunning to evade the pursuers and still carry on the work. . . . T
want to make clear that we can onlyv succeed if you are strongly with McNamara and
me over the months and vears ahead to do the really tough things we are going to
have to do.'~

In this passage Webb identified the foremost space policy question of Kennedy s rematning term and all of
Johnson's space presidency; what level of financial support was appropriate for the overall NASA pro-
gram and the lunar landing program within it?

Some Consequences of the Decision

In the short term, the budgetary impact of Kennedy's decision was tremendous. NASA’s FY62
budget was increased $549 million; when coupled with the already-approved March supplemental. Ken-
nedy had increased Eisenhower’s final NASA budget of $1.1 billion by 61 percent in six months. In this
process. “Congress approved his requests, almost without a murmur *'** Kennedy had a radically differ-
ent economic philosophy than the fiscally cautious Eisenhower. Logsdon explains Kennedy preferred ©. . .
to use fiscal and monetarv policy as tools for managing the national economy according to the tencts of
the new [Keynesian] economics. Kennedy preferred government expenditures for needed programs in-

stead of tax cuts as a means of injecting spending power into the economy.™*®  Therefore. Kennedy did

"6 Logsdon. Decision, 164.

7 Webb letter to Johnson, May 4. 1961, folder: NASC 1960-1961. box: White House. National
Aecronautics & Space Council. NHDRC. 1.

18 Logsdon. Decision, 126, 129.

127 1bid... 155.
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not have a visceral disdain for large new spending proposals such as the lunar landing program. especially
when this particular new venture meshed so nicely with his competitive cold war philosophy.

It is fortunate Kennedy was amenable to new spending because. “Project Apollo grew like a baby
Paul Bunvan, and within two vears consumed more than 50 percent of the entire NASA research and de-
velopment budget. . . """ Webb reorganized NASA by abolishing Glennan's all-inclusive Office of
Space Flight Programs and creating two subdivisions. the Office of Manned Space Flight (OMSF) and the
Office of Space Science and Applications. OMSF disproportionately benefited from the subsequent
Apollo-induced massive NASA budget increases and was soon the dominant force within the NASA hier-
archy. as OMSF's directors determined “. . . NASAs choice of future goats. controlled completely most of
its budget. and preserved assiduously the separation of the space agency between manned and unmanned
space flight constituencies.™*!

This concentration on human spaceflight was crushingly expensive. From Eisenhower's recom-
mended level of $1.1 billion for NASA in FY62. NASA's actual budget skvrocketed for the three vears
over which Kennedy had direct contrel: FY62. $1.8 billion: FY63, $3.7 billion: and FY64. $5.1 bil-
lion."** Of the FY62 figure. 50.7 percent was for human spaceflight, which increased to 63.8 percent of

the FY64 total.'* NASA employees went from 10,000 in 1960 to 34,000 in 1966 and NASA contractor

PR, Cargill Hall. “Instrumented Exploration and Utilization of Space: The American Experi-
ence.” in Eugene M. Emme, editor, Two Hundred Years of Flight in dmerica. American Astronautical
Society History Series, volume 1 (San Diego, CA: Univel, Inc., 1977), 190.

VR, Cargill Hall. “Thirty Years Into the Mission: NASA at the Crossroads.” in Reading Selec-
tions: Space Issues Svmposiun (Maxwell AFB. AL: Air War College. 1988), 135,

1 NASA, deronautics and Space Report of the President, Fiscal Year 1995 Activities Washing-
ton. DC; USGPO. 1996). A-30. NASA's budget would peak at $5.25 billion in FY65 and decline steadily
thereafter. The NASA historian explains that this FY65 figure was 5.3% of the federal budget. which
would have equaled $65 billion in FY92's budget, a year in which NASA’s actual budget stood at less
than $15 billion. See Roger D. Launius. MN4S4: 4 Historv of the U.S. Civil Space Program {Malabar.
FL. Krieger Publishing Company. 1994). 68.

133 Robert Rosholt. .dn Administrative Historv of NAS4:  1938-1963, NASA S§P-1101
(Washington. DC: USGPO, 1966), 243,
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employment grew ten-fold from 37,000 to 377.000 in the same period.'* Roger Launius estimates at the
peak of its employment. one in fifty Americans worked on some aspect of Project Apollo.'”* Most esti-
mates of the overall cost of the lunar tanding program arc between $20-25 billion. a figure that translates
to $91-114 in 1989 dollars.'*® The lunar excursion module portion of the Apollo spacecraft cost fifteen
times in weight in gold.'” Onec asscssment is that NASA's mobilization for Project Apollo was . . .
comparable, in relative scale. to that underiaken by the U.S. (o fight World War 11"'*® NASA. by size of
budget. was the fifth larpest federal organization. after Defense, Treasury. Agriculture. and Health. Edu-
cation. and Welfare,'”

Truly impressive technology resulted from these outlays. however, The Saturn V rocket that
would take the Apollo spacecraft to the moon had greater than & million parts.'“® and the explosive poten-

" (a megaton. which is more than most nuclcar warheads) and 7.5 mil-

tial of a million pounds of TNT,
lion pounds of thrust' . far in excess of any ICBM. The Saturn V at 363 feet tall was six stories higher
than the Statue of Liberty, weighted six million pounds, and was the approximale size and weight of a

Navy destroyer.'* The United States spent an estimated $2.2 billion just constructing the infrastructure at

134 Richard Hirsch and Joseph Trento. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (New
York: Pracger Publishers. 1973). table on 57.

3% Launius. Historv of the U.S. Civil Space Program. 70.
¥ Alex Roland. “The Lonely Race to Mars; The Future of Manned Spaceflight.” in Radford
Byerly, Ir., editor, Space Policy Alternatives (Boulder. CO: Westview Press. 1992). 37. Others citing

similar figures are Lambright. Powering Apoffo. 2. and R. Cargill Hall. “Project Apolio in Retrospect.” in
Biueprint for Space (Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution Press. 1992). 155,

13" Hirsch and Trento. 113.

% Sylvia K. Kracmer, “NASA and the Challenge of Organizing for Exploration.” in Roger
Launius. editor. Organizing for the Use of Space: Historical Perspectives on a Persistent Issue, AAS
History Series velume 18 (San Diego. CA: Univelt. Inc.. 1995}, 91.

139 .

Van Dvke. supra, 27,

' Fbid,
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Cape Canaveral/Kennedy. Houston. TX. and Huntsville. AL 1o support Apollo: tracking and communi-
cations facilities alone cost another $300 million.' ™

By the end of the Kennedy administration. however. the era of blank checks for NASA budgets
appearcd to be over. For FY64 Kennedy actually asked Congress for a $3.7 billion dollar NASA budget
but Congress approved only $5.1 billion. The $600 million difference . . . was the largest. both in abso-
fute and relative terms. ever made on a NASA budget request.”'** NASA had probiems with cost esti-
mates, as Mercury was originally budget for approximately $200 million but cost almost $400 million.'*
The question that arises is. did Kennedy's commitment to competing for prestige via human spaceflight
and a lunar landing falter before his assassination in November 19637 Or did he remain firmly commit-
ted to a space race with the Soviets?

Did Kennedy’s Commitment Hold Firm?

Kennedy continued throughout 1961 to support his earlier decision. In October he said. “Until
we have a man on the moon, none of vs will be satisfied. . . . we started far behind. and we're going to
have to wait and see whether we catch up. But I would say that [ will continuc 10 be dissatisfied until the
goal is reached. ™" A month later he echoed this sentiment when he stated, “I sav this with complete
conviction, there is no area where the United States received a greater setback to its prestige as the num-
ber one industrial country in the world than in being second in the field of space in the fifties. . . . And
while many may think that it is foolish to go to the moon. I do not believe that a powerful country like the

United States, which wishes to demonstrate to a watching world that it is first in the field of technology

! Hirseh and Trento, 115.

'** Congress. Committee on Government Operations, Govermment Operations in Space (Analvsis
of Civil- Alilitary Roles and Relationships), Thinteenth Report. 89th Congress. st Session. House Report
No. 445, June 4, 1965, p. 74.

19 Thid. A NASA metcorological satellite. Nimbus. had cost overruns of 39 million by mid-1963
in a total contract of $22 million. An orbiting astronomical observatory had cost overruns of $34 million
in a $92 million contract.

47 Kennedy. News Conference. October 11. 1961, Public Papers of the Presidents, 1961, p. 662.
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and séience ... want[s] to permit the Sovict Union to dominate space. . . .""** In Nationa! Security Action
Memorandum (NSAM) 144 of April 11. 1962, Kennedy awarded Apollo the “DX” rating. signifving it
was among those projects “being in the highest national priority category for research and development
and for achieving operational capability™ and thus had first call in case of shortages of material or la-
borbl-l‘?
Nevertheless. Webb reports a discussion he had with Kennedy in mid-1962 in which K.e.nnedy

“. .. wanted to talk a little about the relation of this plan JApollo] to that of the Russians. . . . He said he
still thought the Russians were ahead in terms of world opinion.” But. “He was quite concerned about the
high level of expenditures involved in our program. plus the military program. and urged that everything
be done that could possibly be done to see that we accomplish the results that would justify these expendi-
tures and that we not expend funds beyond those that could be thoroughly justified.”'*” While in no way
implving Kennedy was questioning his original commitment {o a lunar landing, his stalements to Webb
do at least indicate a level of concern with the high level of expenditures required for Project Apollo a vear
after his decision. Kennedy’s friend and science adviser Jerome Wiesner recalled that by August 1962,
Kennedy expressed “great irritation” with the ever-increasing cost trend in the space program.’” A BoB
document from that same month attests to the fact that, “The President’s desire [is} that the space pro-

. . L. . . . . . . . w142
grams be given an especially critical revicw in view of the prospective large increases in expenditures. ™"

198 K ennedy. Address at a dinner of the California Democratic Party. November 18. 1961, ibid..
734.

9 NSAM 144, Assignment of Highest National Priority to the Apollo Manned Lunar Landing
Program. April 11, 1962, NSA PD document 824_ p. 1.

1" Webb letter to Dryden and Seamans. May 4. 1962. folder: Webb, Correspondence. Jan-Jun
1962. Webb subseries. Administrators serics. NHDRC, 1.

*! Oral history interview of Jerome Wiesner. July 24, 1974, Jerome Wiesner file. Biographical
series. NHDRC, 4.

132 BoB. Military Division, Draft Staff Report. Special Space Review. August 1962. folder: DOD
and NASA Space-Programs 1962. box 20. NARA RG 200. Robert 5. McNamara papers. p. 1-1.
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Concern over financial pressurcs did net modify Kennedy's public rhetoric on the space issue. At
Rice University in September 1962 he delivered his second famous space-related address and wholeheart-

edly endorsed the lunar goal:
The exploration of space will go ahead. whether we joinin it or not . . . and no nalion
which expecis 10 be the leader of other nations can expect to stay behind in this race for
space. . . . We mean to be part of it - we mean to lead it, . . . we shall not see it [space]
be governed by a hostile flag of conquest. but by a banner of freedom and peace. . . .
The vows of this nation can only be fulfilled if we in this Nation are first. and. therefore,
we intend to be first. . . . our leadership in science and in industry. our hopes for peace
and security, our obligations to ourselves as well as to others. alf require us to become
... the world’s leading space-faring nation. . . . only if the United States occupies a
position of pre-eminence can we help decide whether this new ocean will be a sea of
peace or a new terrifying theater of war. . . . We choose to go to the moon in this decade
and do the other things. not because they are easy. but because they are hard, because . . .
that challenge is one that we are witling to accept. one we are unwilling to postpone. and
one which we intend to win. . . . We do not intend to stay behind. and in this decade we
shall make up and move ahcad.'™

1962 Review

Within the White House, however, there were limits to Kennedy’s acceptance of Apollo’s budget
increases. A dispute arose within NASA between Webb and the person he chose to head OMSF, D.
Brainerd Holmes. Holmes was therefore directly responsible for day-to-day management of the Apollo
program. Holmes believed Apollo was of such critical importance that it should proceed on an all-out,
crash basts, with access to virtually unlimited funds. He wanted a $400 million supplemental appropria-
tion for Apollo so he could actually accelerate the schedule to permit a lunar landing in 1967, Wcbb's
position was that Apollo should be in some kind of relative balance with NASA’s other responsibilities
such as space science.'™" By November (just after the Cuban Missile Crisis) the dispute reached Kennedy.
who asked for Webb's opinion. Webb argued. “The objective of our national sbace program is to become
pre-eminent in all important aspects of this endeavor. . . .7 In Webb’s mind this meant that “. . the

manned lunar landing program, atthough of highest national priority. will not by itself create the pre-

'*3 Kennedy, Address at Rice University. September 12, 1962. Public Papers of the Presidents,
1962 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1963). 669.

'* For background on the Holmes-Webb controversy see Seamans, Aiming at Targets. 13111, and

Logsdon, “The Evolution of U.S. Space Policy and Plans,” in Logsdon. et. al.. Exploring the Unknown,
Folune I, 3811
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eminent posilion we seck.” Webb believed the broader United States interests in science =, . . demand we
pursuc an adequate. well-balanced space program in all areas. including those not directly related to the
manned lunar landing."'>* Kennedy sided with Webb: there was no $400 million supplemental: Apolio
did not proceed on a “blank check™ basis. and Holmes soon departed NASA. Logsdon stated. *, . . the
president s acceptance seemed to indicate that across-the-beard preeminence was indeed his guiding pol-
icy objective for the United States in space.”'** although the pursuit of this objective would proceed within
a reasonable financial framework.
1963 Review

By 1963, Kennedy felt the need for a second review of the space program, In contrast to the 1962
review which was generated primarily by forces svithin NASA wanting an even higher priority for Apollo,
the 1963 review “. . . appears to have been stimulated by increasing external criticism of the priority being
given to the space program rather than other areas of science and technology. and was focused on those

"% By 1963. many within the scientific community felt the

aspects of the program not linked to Apolio.
human spaceflight program was too expensive and siphoned off resources that could be usefully emploved
by other scientific disciplines. Eisenhower continued to believe Apollo was a waste of resources. Finally,
congressional Republicans. among others. criticized Kennedy for ignoring mililary space requirements.

A few examples mmst suffice to represent the rising chorus of criticism by 1963. Eisenhower
wrote, “Byv all means, we must carry on our explorations in space, but [ frankly do not see the need for
continuing this effort as such a fantastically expensive crash program. . . . why the great hurry to get to

the moon and the planets?. . . I think we should proceed in an orderly, scientific way. building one ac-

complishment on another, rather than engaging in a mad effort to win a stunt race.”'™ A Republican

1*% Webb, Report for Kennedy. November 30. 1962, Exploring the Unknown, Uolume I, 461, 465-
66.

156 Logsdon. “Evolution of U.S. Space Policy and Plans.” 381.

' Ibid., 381-382,

1" Dwight D. Eisenhower. “Are We Headed in the Wrong Direction?” Saturday Evening Post
235 (April 11-18. 1962): 2d4. Eisenhower reiterated the same points in “Spending Into Trouble,” Satur-

dav Evening Post 236 (May 18-23. 1963). 19. asking, “Bul can we best maintain our over-all leadership
by launching wildly into ¢rash programs on many fronts?. . . this racing to the moon. unaveidably wasting
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congressman from lowa quipped. “It would be my hope that if and when we get to the Meon. we will find
a gold mine up there, because we will certainly need it."'*® The criticism that Kennedy neglecied military
space projects was seen in a January 1963 Republican Congressional Committee report: . . . the Kennedy
administration’s failure to build up a strong mililary space capability is perhaps the most disastrous blun-
der by any government since the last World War."'® Vannevar Bush. who is given credit for harnessing
the scientific R&D community in service of the government in WWIL represented the opinioln of many
within the scientific community when he wrote Webb in April concerning the lunar landing program:

“. .. the program. as it has been built up. is not sound. The sad fact is that the program is more expensive
than the country can now afford. its results. while interesting. are secondary to our national welfare. | . .
this is no time at which to make enormous - and unnecessary - gxpenditures. . . . this program has never
been evaluated objectively by an adequately informed and disinterested group. and 1 fear it never will

be »16]

vast sums and deepening our debt, is the wrong way to go. . .” Later in 1963 Eisenhower declared,
“Anybody who would spend $40 billion in a race to the moon for nalional prestige is nuts.” See Stuart
Loory. “Project Mercury Comes to End.” New Fork Herald Tribune, June 13. 1963, p. 1. Into the Johnson
administration Eisenhower continued his criticism of Apollo: *This program has been blown up all out of
proportion. With hysterical fanfare our space research has been presented as a crash cffort. as a ‘race to
the moon’ between the United States and Russia which we must win at all costs. . . . We are breezily as-
sured that the cost and dislocation brought about by this meon race are worthwhile for the new “prestige’
they will bring us” but the only sure return from a lunar vovage is that it ©. . . will set a new record for a
trip taken on borrowed money.” Sec “Why 1 Am A Republican.” Saturdav Evening Post 237 (April 11-
18, 1964). 19.

" HR. Grosse. cited in Ken Hechler. The Endless Space Frontier. A Historv of the House
Comnnittee on Science and Astronantics, 1959-1978, America Astronautical Society History Serics, Vol. 4
(San Diego, CA: Univelt. Inc., 1982), 124,

1% Cited in Walter A. McDougall. . . . The Heavens and the Earth: A Political Historv of the
Space Age (New York: Basic Books. Inc.. Publishers. 1985). 391. Representative Louis C. Wyman
elaborated on Republican reasons for supporting reductions in Apollo spending and increasing military
space expenditures, “A manned trip to the moon. far from being a crash program. should have a lower
priority than assurance of continuing American military control of inner space. . . . If the world is to stay
at peace. what it needs and what this country must have. is an American policeman in space. Not a civil-
ian climbing a moon crater with a handful of moon dust. This can come later when we can afford it.
Right now we need a manned. armed space vehicle with a hunter-killer capacity.” See Minority views of
Representative Louis C. Wyman, in Congress, House. Committee on Appropriations. fndependent Offices
Appropriations Bill, 1964, Report No. 824, 88th Congress. 1st Session, October 7, 1963, pp. 20. 22

18! Vannevar Bush. letter to Webb. April 11. 1963. SPI document 978, pp. 2-3. Other scicntists

criticized NASA’s emphasis on human spaceflight. Dr. Philip Abelson, ¢ditor of Science magazine said
this overemphasis “. . , is having and will have direct and indirect damaging effects on a most every arca
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Accordinglv. Kennedy asked Johnson to conduct another careful review on April 9. 1963 because
he felt “. . . the need to obtain a clearer understanding of a number of factual and policy issues relating to
the National Space Program which seem to arise repeatedly in public and other contexts.” Kennedy's five
specific questions included inquiries concerning: the differences between his pregram and Eisenhower's:
principal benefits flowing from the program: major problems resulting from the space program: what
reductions in the program could take place without compromising the lunar landing timetable; and was
there adequate NASA-DoD coordination.'®  In his capacity as NASC Chairman, Johnson gathered inputs
as he had in the spring of 1961.

The State Department was critical of the continuing race posture. Its response said. “Continuing
emphasis on a crash program for a manned lunar landing. particularly in the cold war context of a race
with the Soviets. will strengthen the impression abroad that our program is motivated by political and
security considerations. It will tend to reduce the credibility of our program as a balanced. rationally-
paced undertaking for essentially scientific and beneficial purposes.” The author concluded. ™. . . by the
time a manned lunar landing has been accomplished our success may well have a less advantageous im-
pact abroad than we expect.”'® Webb, not surprisingly, disagreed and supported the current effort in
space. He said the ¢riticisms “. . . arise from a narrow view of the progress required to achieve the lunar
goal. and a tendency to evaluate the program only in terms of immediate objectives. This attitude fails to
recognize that the Apollo program is not an end in itself, but rather an initial major objective on which to
focus our efforts. . . . The skill and knowledge gained and the resources developed in the Apollo program
will provide the basis for spacc power required to carrv out necessary tasks in space for many vears to

come,” Webb summarized, “The United States must demonstrate to the world its ability. as a democracy

of science and technology and . . . may delay the conquest of cancer and mental illness.” Cited by Lillian
Levy, “Conflict in the Race for Space.” in Levy. editor. Space: its Impact on Man and Societv (New
York: W.W. Norton & Company. 1965), 205,

1% Kennedy, Memorandum for Johnson, April 9, 1963, Fxploring the Unknown, 1olume 1. 467-
68.

163 Robert F. Packard. Office of Internationat Scientific Affairs. State Department. to the Execu-
tive Secretary, National Aeronautics and Space Council. Memorandum. Subject: Presidential Memoran-
dum of April 9. 1963, dated April 24, 1963, SPI document 972. p. 2.
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and under a free enterprise system, to lead in science and technology.”'® Johnson was clearly in Webb's

camp on this issue. He declared shortly before giving his official report to Kennedy. “I do not believe that
this generation of Americans is willing to resign itself to going to bed each night by the light of a Com-
munist moon.™**

Johnson's official response to Kennedy's tasking was on May 13, 1963. He explained Eiscn-
hower’s space program through 1970 would have cost $17.9 billion while Kennedy s featuring Apollo had
a price of $48.1 billion. Eisenhower’s plan was that of a “second place runner” while the Kennedy plan
was designed “to make this country the assured leader before the end of the decade™ The benefits in-
cluded not just prestige but also cconomic and national security returns. Johnson concluded no major
probtems would result from the space program, since it emploved only 3 percent of the nation’s engineers.
Johnson did not cite anv portions of the NASA program amenable to reduction and he offered up no major
NASA-DoD problems. His fundamental conclusion was to stay the course:

The space program is not solely a question of prestige. of advancing scientific knowiedgc.

of economic benefit or of military development. . . . Basically, a much more fundamental

issue is at stake - whether a dimension that can well dominate history for the next few

centuries will be devoted to the social svstem of freedom or controlled by the social

svstem of communism.

The United States has made it clear that it does not seek to “dominate™ space. , . . But we

cannot close our eves as to what would happen if we permitted totalitarian systems to

dominate the environment of earth itsclf, For this reason our space program has an over-

riding urgency that cannot be calculated solely in terms of industrial, scientific, or

military development. The future of society is at stake.'*®
This report is imporiant not only because it does appear to have been Kennedy's fundamental position for

the remainder of his term but also because it represents Johnson's thinking only six months before he

would become president.

157 Webb. letter to Johnson. May 3. 1963, folder: NASC meeting May 7. 1963. box 3. RG 22 -
National Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA, 1, 3.

16% “Johnson Doesn’t Want Red First on Moon.” If ashington Sunday Star, May 12_ 1963, p. 1.

1% Johnson. memorandum for Kennedy. May 13, 1963, Exploring the Unknown, 1'olume I, 468-
473.
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Only five davs later Kennedy declared. “I believe the United States of America is commtitted in
this decade to be first in space.”'®’ On November 16. 1963 Kennedy toured Cape Canaveral and at one
point insisted on standing directly beneath a giant Saturn rocket and asked. “Now. this will be the largest
pavload that man has ever put in orbit?” When told it was he replied. “That is very, very significant.” In
the helicopter ride back from watching a Polaris submarine missile launch, Kennedv made NASA Asso-
ciate Administrator Seamans repeat the entire briefing on the Saturn and asked Seamans if the Saturn’s
capabilities were greater than those of the Soviet's largest rocket. When assured they were, Kennedy said,
“That’s very important. Now, be sure that the Press really understands this.” Before exiting the helicop-
ter Kennedy reminded Seamans. “Now, you won't forget. will you. to do this?"'®  Additional evidence
from Kennedy's final days suggests he continued to regard the space program as a competitive race with
the Soviets for worldwide prestige. As Sorensen testified. Kennedy was not ©. . . deterred by a swelling
chorus of dissenters at home.™'® Another scholar concurs, “In the end. the debate of 1963 was clearly
won by the advocates of the manned lunar landing™'™® Robert Rosholt explained that by 1963, «. . .
NASA and the space program had already gained 2 momentum that was not easily deflected.™ "

The day before he was murdered Kennedy declared that when the Saturn was launched the next
year, it would be “. . . for the first time, the largest booster in the world. carrving into space the largest
pavload that any country in the world has ever sent into space. 1 think the United States should be a
leader. A country as rich and powerful as this which bears so many burdens and responsibilities. which

has so many opportunities. should be second to none, . . . This nation has tossed its cap over the wall of

'*" Kennedy. remarks at the Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville. AL. May 18, 1963, Public Papers of
the President, 1963, 412.

1% Oral history interview of Seamans, March 27. 1964, folder: JFK Library Interview. Seamans
subseries. Deputy Administrators series, NHDRC, 43-435.

"% Sorensen, Kennedy, 527.

""" Arthur L. Levine, The Future of the U.S. Space Program (New York: Praeger Publishers.
1975). 89,

"' Robert L. Rosholt. Arn ddministrative History of N4S4, 1958-1963. NASA SP-4101
(Washington, DC; USGPO. 1966). 282.
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space, and we have no choice but 1o follow it. Whatever the difficulties. they will be overcome. Whatever
the hazards, they must be guarded against.”'™ In the specch Kennedy would have delivered in Dallas on
the afternoon of November 22 Kennedy was prepared to explain, “The [space] effort is expensive - but it
pavs its own way. for freedom and for America. . . . There s no longer any doubt about the strength and
skill of American science. American industry. American education and the American free enterprise svs-
tem, In short. our nationat space effort represcnts a greal gain in. and a great resource of. our national
strength.”'™ Finally, his speech for that evening contained this assessment of the American space effort:
“We are not vet first in every field of space endeavor, but we have regained worldwide respect. . . . And
we have made it clear to all that the United States of America has no intention of finishing second in outer
space. . . . This is still a daring and dangerous frontier: and there are those who would prefer to turn back
or to take a more timid stance. But Texans have stood their ground on embattled frontiers before, and 1
know you will help us see this battle throngh.”™* Even if one allows for rhetorical flourish, these hardly
seem the words of a man about to pult back from a drive for pre-eminence or one preparing to abandon a
competitive effort.
Kennedy, the Soviet Space Program, and a Joint Lunar Landing

One potentially puzzling sequence of events remains. however. If one holds that Kennedy's
commitment o the human spaceflight for prestige equation remained firm until his final days. how does
one account for his offer in September 1963 to transform the lunar landing program into a joint United
States-Soviel effort? Would this not indicate a significant withdrawal from the competitive ethos? A nec-
essary precursor to exploring this question is to survey the sequence of events during the Kennedy ad-
nuinistration concerning cooperating in space with the Sovicts as well as how offers of cooperation related

to the overall Amcrican estimates of the Soviet space program and whether or not they were even in a race

'"? Kennedy. Remarks in San Antonio at the Dedication of the Aerospace Medical Center. No-
vember 21. 1963. Public Papers of the President, 1963. p. 883.

173 Reprinted in William J. Coughlin. “The Wall of Space.” Afissiles and Rockets (December 2.
1963); 48,

"% Kennedy., Remarks Intended for Delivery to the Texas Democratic State Committee in Austin.
November 22, 1963. Public Papers of the President, 1963. 897,
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with the United States to the moon. It will be recalled from previous chapters that during the Eisenhower
administration there were initiatives in 1his field but little progress. a factor attributed by most participants
and scholars to Soviet intransigence. Much the same pattern persisted during the Kennedv administra-
tion. 1t is possible to point to morc concrete initiatives and results from Kennedy's term. however. to in-
clude a preliminary UN agreement to ban the stationing of weapons of mass destruction in space. a pre-
cursor {o the 1967 Quter Space Treaty. In addition. while there werc some asscrtions thal the Soviets had
dropped out of the lunar race, Kennedy appeared to cither discount them completely or at least not view
them as credible enough to undermine his commitment to Apolls.’ s

Assessing the Soviet Space Propram

The CIA’s input to Kennedy on the Soviet space program reinforced the competitive dynamic.
Representative was NIE 11-1-62 from December 1962 which concluded the Soviets were likely to conduct
“. ., a spacc program of much broader scope than in the past. but atlempts to accomplish spectacular
“firsts’ will continue. . . . Dramatic manned space flights are likely in the course of the next few vears. . . .
Some Soviet statements indicate that a program for a manned lunar fanding is under way in the USSR
.. .. we estimate that with a strong national effort the Soviets could accomplish a manned lunar landing
in the period 1967-1969.” Of vital importance to understanding Kennedy's later offcr to make the lanar
landing program a joint one with the Soviets is the CIA’s conclusion that. from the Soviets™ perspective,
“. . . the political prestige at stake in a lunar race is likely to preclude cooperation in this area. even
though it is by far the most costly of the possible new programs. The Soviets would -seek a significant
degree of international cooperation only if the economic burden of their space program becomes so heavy
that this program or key economic and military programs were jeopardized. Under such conditions the
Soviets would prefer cooperation to competing unsuccessfully or at too high a price.” However, for the

foreseeable future the CIA stated. “We believe that the Soviet leaders are committed to a continuing space

1”5 John Logsdon and Alain Dupas offer a cogent and succinct cxamination of the Soviet lunar
landing program. In it they explain that in fact the Soviet government did not give preliminary approval
to a Soviet lunar landing plan until December 1964 and a final go-ahead did not come until November
1966. See Logsdon and Dupas. “Was the Race to the Moon Real?” Scientific American (June 1994); 20.
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program of sizable proportions as an element of national power and prestige.™'™® It seems likely that even
if Kennedy genuinely desired space cooperation with the Soviets. up to and including a lunar landing. and
made legitimate proposals for such joint endeavors. there had to be at least an element in his caiculations
cognizant of the fact that the Soviets would be extremely unlikely to accept these offers. '

Therefore, when a flurry of speculation arose in 1963 that the Soviets had withdrawn from the
moon race. Kennedy was skeptical.  Renowned British astronomer Sir Bernard Lovell. director of Brit-
ain’s Jodrell Bank Experimental Station. returned from a trip to the USSR in July 1963 and reported that
the President of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, M.V, Keldysh, had teld him that the USSR had rejected.
for the time being. any plans for manned lunar landings due to insurmountable problems of radiation in
space.'’® Lovell explained he had visited “all the major Soviet optical and radio observatories™ and had
concluded. “I don’t think that there is any priority at the moment for the manned moon program - defi-
nitely not in their budget anyhow. . . . ] got an astonishing impression during my visit there that the ice
was rapidly cracking. and that there was a really genuine desire for cooperation.”'”  This caused imme-
diale and intense excitement in the press, with rampant speculation that the United States could now slow
down the pace of the Apollo program and save money, However, Kennedy seemed not to take Lovell's

charges seriously, stating there was stiil “. . . every evidence that they are carrying on a major campaign

"€ CIA. NIE 11-1-62. The Soviet Space Program. December 5. 1962. folder: CIA National In-
telligence Estimates. box: Federal Agencies, CIA. National Intelligence Estimates. shelf: XI1-B-3.
NHDRC. 1-3, 23-24

"7 State Department intelligence information (it is unknown if it reached the presidential level or
not) would have reinforced the idea that the Soviets were engaged in an active program to reach the moon.
One of State’s intelligence reports stated there was an American student in the USSR who was friendly
with a Soviet citizen and physicist who was working on the Soviet lunar project. The physicist had told
the student that “plans for the Soviet project are well advanced and that a launching should take place
‘soon.”™ The State Department reported stated this information could not be disseminated outside the
United States government due the risk of identifving its sources. See Airgram. Amembassy Moscow, to
State Department, Subject: Soviet Plans for Placing a Man on the Moon. March 22. 1963, folder: SP
Space and Astronautics. USSR. box 4186. RG 59. General Records of the Department of State, Central
Foreign Policy File. NARA. 1.

"8 Mose L. Harvey. “Preeminence in Space: Still a Critical National Issue.” Orbis 12 (Winter
1969). 977.

"% «Is U.S. Running Alone in the Race to the Moon? Interview with Sir Bernard Lovell.” US
News and World Report (August 12 1963). 70-71.
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and diverting greatly needed resources to their space effort.  With that in mind. I think that we should
continue . . . with our own program and go on to the moon before the end of this decade ™™

Shortly thereafter. Khrushchev reopened the issue by declaring at a Third World Meceting of
Journalists,

We are not at present planning flights by cosmonauts to the moon. Soviet scientists are

working on this problem. It is being studied as a scientific problem. and the necessary

rescarch is being done. . . . We do not want to compete with the sending of the people

to the moon without careful preparation. . . . Much work will have 1o be done and good

preparations made for a successful flight to the moon by man.'"’
These statements caused American space officials into damage control mode. NASC Executive Secretary
Welsh explained. “There is nothing in Mr. Khrushchev's statement which warrants concluding that: 1.
They are abandoning a lunar project; 2. They are lessening or slowing down their space program; or 3.
They won't in the near future trv a manned flight around the moon and back. 1t appears that Mr. Khrush-
chev has taken this means of encouraging a space slowdown in the United States and thereby trying to
maintain a competitive advantage from our slower pace rather than from his speeding up.™'**

The State Department corroborated Welsh's interpretation by stating what Khrushchey meanti
was that while the Soviets were not working on short-range. operational plans for a lunar landing they
were working on the problem in general. Therefore. Khrushchev did not announce the end of the Soviet

=183

lunar program: “All told Khrushchev has committed himself to nothing. This was apparently truc

'*" Kennedy. News Conference. July 17. 1963. Public Papers of the President, 1963. p. 568.
Given the fact that. according to Logsdon and Dupas. the Sovict government did not give preliminary
approval te its lunar landing program until December 1964, two months after Khrushchev was deposed.
(see above), Khrushchev's statements in October 1963 were technically correct.

'*! Khrushchev. Address to Third World Meeting of Journalists. Oclober 25, 1963. reprinted as
an altachment to a report by NASC Executive Secretary Edward C. Welsh, Premier Khrushchev's State-
meni r.e. Moon Project.” October 29. 1963, folder: Space Projects - Manned Lunar Landing. box 21, RG
220 - Records of the National Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA, 3.

'82 NASC Executive Secretary Edward C. Welsh. Report. Premier Khrushchey's Statement r.e.
Moon Project.” October 29, 1963. folder: Space Projects - Manned Lunar Landing, box 21. RG 220 - Re-
cords of the National Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA, L.

¥ State Department. Director of Intelligence and Research. Note. Khrushchey's Obscure and

Noncommittal Statements About Moon Shots. November 3. 1963, folder: Space Projects - Manned Lunar
Landing. box 21, RG 220 - Records of the National Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA, 1.
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because Khrushchev quickly reversed himself. He told a group of visiting American businessmen. “We in
the Soviet Unton have never given up our goal of placing a man upon the surface of the moon at the
proper time. We have never said we had given it up. This is an intcrpretation which the Americans have
given to my statement. Again, 1 will sav that the Soviet Union has an active program in space research
with specific orientation to landing a Soviet man on the surface on the surface of the moon when the time
is proper and our capabilities have been developed.™™ Once again. this is not a sequence of events likely
to have created within the Kennedy administration the impression that the Soviets were going to accept
United States offers of joint lunar landings or other space cooperation projects.’®  Kennedy dismissed the
whole brouhaha when he said. “The fact of the matter is that the Soviets have made an intensive ¢ffort in
space. and there is every indication that they are continuing and that they have the potential to continue. I
would read Mr. Khrushchev's remarks very carefully. . . . I think we ought to stay with our program. I
think that is the best answer to Mr. Khrushchev, ™%
Cooperating with the Soviets in Space?

This twin discussion of intelligence information available to Kennedv on the Soviet space pro-

gram and of Sovict attempts to persuade the United States that there was no meon race help set the stage

1% Cited in a report by the staff of the Senate Committee on Aeronautical and Space Scicnces.
Khrushchev's Statement to American Busincssmen. November 7, 1963, folder:  Senate Committee on
Space and Astronautics. 5 of 5. box 908, Clinton P. Anderson papers. LoC. 1.

1% Recent scholarlv evaluations of the Soviet space program tend to agree with the conclusion
that the Soviets did. in fact. pursue a serious lunar landing program at least throughout the 1960s.
McDougall states. “But there is enough technical evidence . . . to suggest that the Soviets were in the race
for the moon despite their disclaimers after the fact.” Heaqvens and the Earth, 289, In 1989 three MIT
faculty members visiting the USSR stumbled upon an actual Soviet lunar lander at a technical institute in
Moscow. In addition, Soviet engineers told them the Soviet spacecraft was ready to go to the moon in
1968. The New York Times concluded. “After vears of denial by silence and misinformation. the Soviet
Union has now disclosed that in the 1960s it was indeed racing the United States to be first to send men o
the moon. . . . The Soviets disclosed that repeated failures of a booster rocket delaved the program and
eventually caused its cancellation in the early 1970s. . . . American authorities on Soviet space activities
said the disclosures were the most definitive evidence vet that there had been a “Moon race.”™ Reprinted
in Seamans. diming at Targets. 323-24. Logsdon describes recently declassified information as well as
testimony from 1960s-era Soviet space officials that proves *. . . the moon racc was indeed real.™ He
states that photographs and engincering descriptions of Soviet lunar hardware mean scholars have “. . a
much clearer picture of just how extensive the Soviet lunar program was.” Logsdon and Dupas, “Was the
Race to the Moon Real?” 16. 18.

1% Kennedy. News Conference. October 31, 1963. Public Papers of the President, 1963, 832,
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for this chapter’s final topic: United States-Soviet space cooperation and Kennedy's September 1963 offer
of a joim lunar program. Hopeful rhetoric concerning cooperation was present in Kennedy's speeches
from his first day in office. In his Inaugural Address he said. “Let both sides seek to invoke the wonders
of science instead of its terrors. Together, let us explore the stars.”™'®' Several days later in his State of the
Union address he said he intended “. . . to explore promptly all possible areas of cooperation with the So-
viet Union™ to include weather satellites. communication satellites. and probes 1o Mars and Venus be-
cause. “Both nations would help themselves as well as other nations by removing these endeavors from
the bitter and wasteful competition of the Cold War."'® One perceptive scholar explains that Kennedy
made these. and subsequent. offers of United States-USSR space cooperation *. . . knowing full well that
there was little likelihood that Khrushchey would accept his offer™ because if Khrushchev did . . . it
would tacitly be recognizing the equality of the United States in space activities.”'*

A footnote to the Vienna summit to June 1961 was an informal Kennedy-Khrushchev exchange
on a joint lunar landing program. Apparently during lunch on the first day Kennedy suggested combining
the lunar landing efforts (less than two weeks after his famous May 23 speech announcing his decision).
The State Depaniment memo recorded, “With regard to the possibility of launching a man to the moon.
Mr, Khrushchey said that he was cauticus because of the military aspect of such flights. In response to the
President’s inquiry whether the United States or the USSR should go to the moon together. Mr. Khrush-
chev first said no. then said “all right. why not?”'*" Khrushchev's final remark was probably in jest be-
cause the next day he reversed himself:

Mr. Khrushchev said he was placing certain restraints on projects for a flight to the moon.

Such an operation is very expensive and this may weaken Soviet defenses. Of course.

Soviet scientists want to go to the moon. but the U.S. should go first because it is rich and
then the Soviet Union will follow. In response to the President’s inquiry whether perhaps

**" Kennedy. Inaugural Address, January 20, 1961. Public Papers of the President. 1961.p. 2.

1% Kennedy, State of the Union Address. January 30, 1961, ibid.. 26-27.

1% | aunius. History of the U.S. Civil Space Program. 58.

12" State Department. Memorandum of Conversation. Vienna. June 3. 1961, in Paul L. Kesaris
and Robert Lester. Project Coordinators, President John F. Kennedv's Office Files, 196]-1963, Part 17
Countries, in Research Collections in American Politics: Microforms from Major Archival and Mamu-

script Collections, William Leuchtenberg. General Editor (Frederick. MD:  University Publications of
America. Inc.. 1989). reel 24, p. 1.
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a cooperative effort could be made in that direction. Mr. Khrushchev said that cooperation

in outer space would be impossible as long as there was no disarmament. The reason for

this is that rockets are used for both military and scientific purposes. The President said

that perhaps coordination in timing of such efforts could be achieved in order to save

money. . . . Mr, Khrushchev replied thal might be possible but noted that so far there

had been few practicat uses of outer space launchings. The race was costty and was

primarily for prestige purposes. 198
Once again. the historian of these events is hard pressed to avoid the conclusion that as much as Kennedy
may have hoped differentlv. he had to be aware of the fact that Khrushchev was not going to be receptive
to American offers of large-scale cooperation throughowt Kennedy's administration. One can argue if
Khrushchev's reluctance was due to financial rcasons. disarmament concerns. worries about military
technology transfer. or because he felt the Soviets were still ahead and that by competing with the United
States he would grant legitimacy to the American program. Whatever the case. the fundamental point
remains: Kennedy almost certainly knew there was little chance Khrushchey could or would seriousty
respond to American offers of cooperative or joint space projects.

There was no reason. then. why Kennedy could not deliver pleas. such as at the UN in September
1961 that. “The new horizons of outer space must not be riven by the old bitter concepts of imperialism
and sovereign claims. The cold reaches of the universe must not become the new arena of an even colder
war.” Kennedy also declared the United States would support any UN effort toward “. . . reserving outer
space for peaceful use. [and] prohibiting weapons of mass destruction in space or on celestial bodies. and
opening the mysteries and benefits of space to every nation.”’** One concrete result of Kennedy’s speech
was thal the USSR did agree to expanding the UN COPUOS to 23 members and so COPUOS had its first

official meeting with a full contingent of countries on March 1962; it began work on a resolution that

would ban the deplovment of weapons in space.’ This effort would culminate in one of the two concrete

'*1 State Department. Memorandum of Conversation. Vienna, June 4. 1961, in the document
collection. National Security Archive, The Bertin Crisis, 1938-1962 (Alexandria. VA: Chadwyck-Healcy.
Inc.. 1991). document 2079, p. 1-2.

192 Kennedy. Address 1o the UN General Assembly, September 25, 1961, Public Papers of the
President. 1961, 622.

1% Amncld W. Frutkin. International Cooperation in Space (Englewood Cliffs. NJ. Prentice-
Hall. 1965). 144,
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results of the international space cooperation efforts during Kenneds's term. On October 17, 1963 the UN
General Assembly adopted Resolution 1884 (XVIII). “Stationing Weapons of Mass Destruction in QOuter
Space.” This resolution did exactly what its title implied: it prohibited the crbiting of weapons of mass
destruction ¢(nuclear, biological. chemical weapons) around the earth or on other celestial bodies such as
the moon.'*’

The second identifiable product from the international cooperation initiatives of the Kenlned}-' era
began with America’s first orbital flight of a human. On February 20. 1962 John Glenn in his Mercury
capsule Friendship 7 made three orbits of the earth and flew in space for 4 hours and 53 minutes. Besides
making him an instant hero. it generated a congratulatory message from Khrushchev that read. “If our
gountries pooled their efforts . . . to master the universe, this would be very beneficial for the advance of
science and would be jovfully acclaimed by all peoples who would like to see scientific achievements
benefit man and not be used for ‘cold war’ purposes and the arms race.”” Kennedy immediately re-
sponded. “1 welcome vour statement that our countries should cooperate in the exploration of space. . . . |
am instructing the appropriate officers of this Government to prepare new and concrete proposals for im-
mediate projects of common action, . . """ Kennedy issned NSAM 129 instructing that NASA. the
NASC, and Wiesner cooperate with the State Department in developing these proposals because “. . . the
President does require that there be a prompt and energetic follow-up of his message to Chairman

Khrushchev,™® More important were Kennedy's private instructions to Webb, delivered through na-

tional security adviser McGeorge Bundy. Bundy wrote Webb that Kennedy “. . . knows that there are lots

'*% For the full text see the State Department annual publication Documents on Disarmament,
1963 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1964) S38f.

%5 Cited in David S.F. Portree. Thirty Years Together: A Chronology of U.S.-Soviet Space Co-
operation, NASA Contractor Report 185707 (NASA. Johnson Space Center. 1993), 1,

196 Kennedy letter to Khrushchev. February 22, 1962. folder: Kennedy Correspondence (NASA}.
box: White House. Presidents. Kennedy, May 25, 1961 speech through JFK/NASA Correspondence,

NHDRC. 1.

197 NSC. NSAM 129. US-USSR Cooperation in the Exploration of Space, Februarv 23, 1962,
NSA PD document 803, p. 1.
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of problems in this kind of cooperation. and he krows also that you have a great head of steam in projects
which we do not want to sce interrupted or slowed down. At the same time. there is real political advan-
tage for us if we can make it clear that we are forthcoming and energetic in plans for peaceful cooperation
with the Soviets in this spherc.” Therefore. Kennedy hoped NASA’s staff could “go a little out of their
way to find good projects.™'*® The overall tone of Kennedy's instructions gives the distinct impression
that he was not overly concerned with any possible cooperative projects in and of themselves (he didn’t
mention any specific initiatives) but rather the “real political advantage™ that could be extracted from the
image of a peaceful, cooperative America.

What followed was another exchange of Kennedy-Khrushchev letters and then further talks by
their designated representatives. NASA Deputy Administrator Hugh Dryvden and Soviet Academician and
scientist Anatoly Blagonravov. Dryden and Blagonravoy met nine times between March 1962 and May
1965."7 The concrete cooperative actions resulting from these negotiations have best been collectively
referred to as “only token results.”™™ Various Ievels of cooperation eventually took place in four areas:
meteorological satellite systems and the exchange of their data: using the passive American communica-
tions satellite Echo 11 for cooperative experiments, satellites for studying and mapping the earth’s mag-
netic field; and a joint review of information gathered in the areas of space biology and medicine. As
Khrushchev freely admitted in his memoirs. the USSR simply was not interested in genuinely extensive
space cooperation because this would have giving America access to Sovict space and missile technology

and by doing so “. . . we would have been both giving away our strength {space technology] and revealing

'8 McGeorge Bundy. Memorandum to Webb, February 23. 1962. folder; IIi - National Security
Council, box: White House, National Security Council. NHDRC. 1,

' For a good succinct account of the content of each mecting and the resulting agrecements/
memoranda of understanding see James A. Malloy. “The Drvden-Blagonravoy Era of Space Cooperation.
1962-1963." derospace Historian (March 1977). 40-43.

¥ Foy D. Kohler. American Ambassador to the USSR. in his “Forcword: An Overview of US-
Soviet Space Relations.” to Dodd L. Harvev and Linda C. Ciccoritti. U.S.-Soviet Cooperation in Space
(Miami, FL.. Monographs in International Affairs. Center for Advanced International Studies. 1974}
XXiv.
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our weakness [lagging ICBM development]. . . ."™"" Congress concluded. “Khrushchev scemed to be con-
cerned less with cooperating in space than with making a concrete political reality of the abstract Soviet
claim that a shift in the balance of world power against the West had occurred. and that this was attrib-
uted, among other factors. to Communist superiority, "™

NASA’s Director of International Programs emphasized that the assoried projects and data ex-
changes resulting from the Dryden-Blagonravov talks in the early and mid-1960s provided for coordina-
tion and not integration. “, . , a kind of arm’s length cooperation in which each side carries out independ-
ently its portion of an arrangement without entering into the other’s planning. design. production. opera-
tions. or analysis. No classified or sensitive data is exchanged. No equipment is to be provided by either
side to the other. No funds are to be provided by either side to the other.™™ Kennedy himself wrote Rep-
resentative Albert Thomas in September 1963 and explained. “Our repeated offers of cooperation with the
Soviet Union have so far produced only limited responses and results,”™ Given this limited progress by
1963 in developing concrete United States-Soviet space cooperation, it seems unlikelv Kennedy concluded
he had much to iose by offering Khrushchev a joint lunar landing effort; Khrushchev would almost cer-
tainly reject the proposal.

In the summer of 1963 simply making such a grand proposal. and during an address to the UN
General Assembly, had distinct appeal to Kennedy. After the Cuban missile crisis in October 1962 there
had been at least some thawing in United States-Soviet relations. Some even spoke of a nascent détente.

The clearest piece of evidence was that after United States-USSR talks for a complete banning of nuclear

01 Nikita Khrushchev. Khrushichev Remembers: The Last Testament (Boston: Little. Brown.
1974), 54.

22 1.egislative Reference Service, for the Congress. Senate. Committce on Aeronautical and
Space Sciences, Soviet Space Programs: 1962-1963, Report. 89th Congress. 2nd Session. December
1966, p. 62-63.

% Frutkin, 100-10t.

% Kennedy. letter to Representative Albert Thomas. September 23. 1963, reprinted in Congress.
House, Committee on Appropriations. Independent Offices Appropriations Bill, 1964, Report No. 824,
88th Congress. 1st Session. October 7. 1963, pp. 950. McDougall’s quip is appropriate: “The Dryvden-
Blagonravov negotiations have been described more often than their results warrant.” Heavens and the
Farth. 516 note 28.
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tests had failed. the countries did work out a Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) in Julv 1963 which banned
the testing of nuclear weapons in space. the atmosphere. and under T.\’ater,m As movement within the UN
framework toward a resolution banning the stationing of weapons of mass destruction in outer space
gained steam (see above) Kennedy may very well have seen the offer of a joint lunar landing as one which
would provide America with an even brighter image as a peaceful nation enthusiastically embracing all
types of disarmament and weapons control. As Sorensen recalled. Kennedy . . . did not think it .possib]e
to achieve in his administration a sweeping scttlement of East-West divisions. But he did hope that small
breakthroughs could lead to larger oncs, and that brick by brick a détente could be built, a breathing space,
a ‘truce to terror” in which both sides could recognize thal mutual accommodation was preferable to mu-
tual annihilation, "

Accordingly. when Kennedy spoke to the UN on September 20, 1963 he indirectly referred to the
Cuban missile crisis when he said “. . . the clouds have lifted a little so that new rays of hope can break
through.” Kennedy pointed to the LTBT. the easing of tensions over Berlin. and resolution of the Congo
and Laos crises as evidence of the fact that “We meet today in an atmosphere of rising hope.” Kennedy
offered several proposals for maintaining and augmenting the momentum towards peace and said,

I include among these possibilities a joint expedition to the moon. Space offers no problems

of sovereigaty. . . . Why, therefore, should man’s first flight to the moon be 3 matier of

national competition? Why should the United States and the Soviet Union, in preparing for

such expeditions. become involved in immense duplications of research. construction. and

expenditure? Surely we should explore whether the scientists and astronauts of our two

countries . . , cannot work together in the conquest of space. sending some day in this

decade to the moon not the representatives of a single nation, but the representatives of
all of our countries,*”’

2 For text and details see State Department, Docrments on Disarmament, 1963, supra. 291-93,
The treaty was initialed by United States. Soviet. and British representatives on August 5. 1962. The
United States Senate ratified the treaty by a vote of 80-19 on September 24, 1963, Smaller testimonials to
a growing Soviet-American thawing in 1963 were the “Hot Ling” agreement of June 20, 1963 establishing
a direct communications link belween Moscow and Washington. the commencement of the sale of $250
million of surplus American wheat to the USSR. and the initiation of ncgotiations to begin direct air
service between New York and Moscow and to open new consulates in both countrics. See anv one of a
number of sources for these developments such as Firestone, 38fF or Gaddis. Russia, the Soviet Union, and
the United States, 2441%.

" Sorensen. Kennedy, 517.

" Kennedy. Address Before the 18th General Assembly of the United Nations. September 20,
1963, Public Papers of the President, 1963, pp. 693. 695,
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Taken at face value, Kennedy's speech would certainly appear to have been a legitimate, good-
faith offer for a joint lunar landing program. But making a legitimate. good-faith offer is not mutually
exclusive with holding out little realistic hope that a positive response to that offer will be forthcoming.
The evidence in the case of Kennedy's joint lunar landing offer appears to support the interpretation that
while Kennedy may very well have not been acting or speaking disingenuously, he also may not have been
at all optimistic, based upon past Soviet/Khrushchev behavior, that his offer would be taken seriously.
much less elicit a favorable response. Analysts should remember Kennedy's statement earlier that sum-
mer in the midst of the Lovell episode: “The kind of cooperative effort which would be required for the
Soviet Union and the United States together to go to the moon would require a breaking down of many
barriers of suspicion and distrust and hostility which exist between the Communist world and ourselves.
There is no evidence as yet that those barriers will come down. . . . [ would welcome it. but 1 don’t see it
as vet, unfortunately.” ™"

Nevertheless, the historian must atsoe avoid dismissing entirely Kennedy's sincerity in making his
September 1963 offer. Only ten dayvs before his assassination he signed NSAM 271, “Cooperation with
the USSR on Outer Space Matters.” In it Kennedy addressed Webb:

I would like you to assume personally the initiative and central responsibility within the

government for the development of a program of substantive cooperation with the Soviet

Union in the field of outer space. including the development of specific technical propo-

sals. . . . These proposals should be developed with a view to their possible discussion

with the Soviet Union as a direct outcom¢ of my September 20 proposal for broader co-
operation between the United States and the USSR in outer space.™”

“* Kennedy. News Conference. July 17, 1963. Public Papers of the Presidents, 1963. pp. 567-68.
At any rate. the United States never reccived any kind of Soviet reply to Kennedy's September 1963 joint
lunar landing offer.

%% NSAM 271. Cooperation with the USSR on Outer Space Matters, November 12. 1963. NSA
PD document 1026, p. 1. Webb's final response to NSAM 271 of course had to be delivered to Johnson.
On January 28. 1964 he wrote Johnson 1o suggest four potential areas of American-Soviet cooperation.
These were projects for the determination of: micrometecroid density in space between earth and moon:
radiation and energetic particle environment between earth and moon: character of the lunar surface;,
and selection of lunar landing sites. See Webb. Lelter to the President. January 28. 1964. RG 200. Rec-
ords of the National Aeronautics and Space Council. box 23. 1ab 4. p. 1.
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A formal presidential NSAM is more than a continuing wish. Kennedy clearly wanted his administration
to press forward with the exploration of potential United States-Soviet Union cooperative space projects.
Quite possibly the only sure statement the analyst can make is that the tensions that had been present
within Kennedy's space policy from the beginning of his presidency between racing competitively for
prestige in space and cooperating internationally in space continued until his death *'”

It is possible that Kennedv found himself almost whipsawed between conflicting advisers within
his administration, On the one hand Johnson and Webb seemed inclined to support as low a level of co-
operation with the USSR as possible. On the other hand elements within the State Department and Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, represented by individuals such as national security adviser McGeorge
Bundy, wanted to achieve as much space cooperation with the Soviets as quickiy as possible. NSAM 271
may represent the continuing ambivalence within Kennedy's mind as to which pursuit was paramount:
competition or ¢ooperation. Perhaps near the end of his presidency, the proponents of cooperation had the
upper hand. given the tenor of NSAM 271, Whatever the case. and absent additional evidence, one can
safely stale that no firm resolution or conclusion is possible; the ambivalence in Kennedy’s space policy
continued thronghout his tenure. Janus continued to gaze in both directions,

This bi-directional space policy orientation in one sense reflected the continued ambivalence one
finds in Kennedy’s overall cold war policy. For instance. one must balance the indications of détente and
Kennedy’s inspiring American University speech of June 1963 with other cold war stalements he made
after that address. In Berlin Kennedy declared. “Ich bin ein Berliner . . . There are many people in the
world who really don’t understand, or say they don’t what is the great issue between the free world and
the Communist world. Let them come to Berlin. . . . Frecdom has many difficulties and democracy is not
perfect. but we have never had to put up a wall to keep our people in. . . . the wall is the most obvious and
vivid demonstration of the failurcs of the Communist system [and] an offense not against history but an

offense apainst humanity.”*'' Addressing NATO headquarters a weck later he stated. “Communism has

I T am indebted to Professor John Logsdon of the Space Policy Institute of George Washington
University for his thoughts concerning Kennedy's posture toward space cooperation with the USSR con-
tained in this paragraph and the next.




sommetimes succeeded as a scavenger but never as a leader. It has never come to power in any country that
was not disrupled by war. internal repression of both. . . . They [Communists] cannot look with confi-
dence on a world of diversity and free choice. where order replaces chaos and progress drives out pov-
erty.” Kennedy said the increasing strains within the Communist bloc ©, . . make it increasingly clear that
this system. with all its repression of men and nations. is outmoded and doomed to failure. ™'

One returns again o the image of Janus looking in both directions. Kennedy’s cold war policy
and his space policy considered as a subset of it were ¢learly an amalgam of “accommodative and confron-
tational policies” because “Kennedy was, above all. a pragmatist who viewed the Cold War . . . as a con-
flict of interests rather than of ideologies.”™* For him there was not necessarily any conflict in signing an
atmospheric and space nuclear test ban and continuing to test underground. or in being willing to sell the
Soviets surplus wheat while refusing to sell them strategic, defense-oriented items or even in exploring the
possibilities of disarmament while maintaining a stockpile of arms. Kennedy's cold war policy. with the
space program clearly a part of it. . . . was marked by heterogeneous features: on the one hand. an ob-
session not to z.ippear soft on the Soviets and a distinct preoccupation with conveying a tough and virile
image: and. on the other hand, a penchant for stressing the common interests brought about by the “dark
forces of destruction® unleashed by science.””"* Kennedy himself said. “Let us always make clear our
willingness to talk, if talk will help. and our readiness to fight, if fight we must. . . . When we think of
peace in this country. let us think of both our capacity to deter apgression and our goal of true disarma-

215
ment."

! Kennedy, Remarks in the Rudolph Wilde Platz, Jure 26. 1963. Public Papers of the Presi-
dent, 1963, pp. 524-25.

2 Kennedy. Remarks in Naples at NATO/HQ. July 2, 1963. ibid.. 551.
*13 Firestone. 60-61.

-1 Erik Beukel. American Perceptions of the Soviet Union as a Nuclear Adversary (London and
New York: Pinter Publishers. 1989). 37.

1% Kennedy. Address at the University of Maine. October 19, 1963, Public Papers of the Presi-
dents, 1963. 796-97.
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A final point concerning Kennedy's joint lunar landing proposal of September 1963 bears men-
tioning. Whether or not Kennedy believed the suggestion was likely 10 elicit an affirmative response from
the USSR, the very fact that he made the offer seems to have cost Apollo a measure of Congressional sup-
port. At the same time Kennedv was making the offer he was asking that NASA's FY64 budget be ap-
proved at the level of $5.7 billion. However. on October 10, 1963 the House voted 125-110 to forbid
spending any federal funds for “participating in a manned lunar landing to be carried out jointly by the
United States and any Communist-controlled. or Commumist-dominated country.” The House language
would force the President to seek special approval for any part of the space program used in a joint funar
exploration program. In addition. Congress was beginning the appropriations process that would resuit.
as described carlier in this chapter. in the reduction of Kennedy’s NASA budget request by $600 million
to $5.1 billion.”"® A Republican Congressmen explained the cut as resulting from the fact that the Rus-

sians were focusing on earth orbital space in their space program. not the lunar cnvironment and because

of “. .. the President’s suggestion made recently before the world that lunar programs in technology, op-
¢ration and objective be shared with the Sevict Union. . . . . The mere fact that the President has suggested
217

such a possibility infects the entire Apollo program with fiscal uncertainty. At a minimum from this

point forward in the realm of forging space policy. “Congress could no longer be taken for granted. ™'
Given this adverse Congressional reaction. it was unlikely Lyndon Johnson would. during his presidency.
risk any of his political capital (rapidly being depleted by the Vietnam war) on bold propositions for
United States-Soviet space cooperation. In fact he did not. United States-Soviet space cooperation during
the Johnson administration was simply the continuation of the Kennedyv-era initiatives. specificatly the

decreasingly fruitful Dryden-Blagonravov talks and transforming the UN Resolution banning weapons in

space into the Outer Space Treaty in 1967,

*1® Cited in Stuart H. Loory. “House Rebuffs Kennedy's U.S.-Red Moon Trip in Limiting Space
Funds.” New York Herald Tribune. Qctober 11, 1963, p. 1.

<17 Minority views of Representative Louis C. Wyman. in Congress, House. Committec on Ap-
propriations. fndependent Offices Appropriations Bill, 1964, supra. 22,

N8 1 ambright. Powering Apollo. 121.
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Logsdon provides the moes! imporiant conclusion for this chapter. He summarizes. “In terms of
its potitical underpinnings. it is more appropriate to place the Apollo decision in the 1950°s than in the
1960°s. Apollo was one of the last major political acts of the Cold War: the moon project was chosen as a
symbol of the head-to-head global competition with the Soviet Union.” As a symbolic undertaking Apolio
was “, . . intended to demonstrate to the world that the United States remained the leading nation in tech-
nical and social vitality. Almost equally important. though not as clearly articulated. Kennedy saw Apollo
as a mcans of restoring American pride and self-confidence. which appeared to have been badly damaged
by the Soviet Union’s surprising demonstration of technological and strategic strength through its series
of space firsts.” The foundation for Kennedy's space policy was the simple fact that as a political leader
Kennedy “. . . found unacceptable the notion of the United States taking second place to the Soviet Union
in a critical area of human activity.” The contrast with the Eisenhower administration could not be
statker. Overall, “Kennedy himself was much more interested in the political pavoff of Apollo than he
was in the across-the-board acceleration of the space program, but he had little choice but to approve the
whole package. . . ."*° Harvey Brooks points out another aspect of the Apollo decision that Kennedy
found appealing: Apollo provided a highly visible and easily understandablie demonstration of American
technological prowess . . . without directly threatening the USSR or raising public fears of a military
confroniation. It was like a challenge between the champions of two medieval armies. the race for the
moon serving as a partial surrogate for more threatening forms of competition.™**”

Another analyst makes the telling point that. “In a very real sense. the final U.S. response to the
Sputnik challenge was not complete until Neil Armstrong and Buzz Aldrin walked upon the Sea of Tran-

quillity on 20 July 1969. . . . the moon race completely overshadowed all other U.S. space activities such

“17 John Logsdon, “The Apollo Decision in Historical Perspective,” in Richard P. Hallion. editor.
Apalio: Ten Years Since Tranguiltitv Base (Washington. DC: Smithsonian Institution Press. 1979). 4-3,

** Harvey Brooks. “Motivations for the Space Program: Past and Future.” in Allan A. Needell.
The First 25 Years in Space (Washington, DC; Smithsonian Institution Press. 1983). 10.
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as the continuing attempts of the Air Force to build a manned military space mi ssion.”™ The next chap-
ter will detail the institutional climate that developed between the DoD and NASA during the Kennedy

administration. to include the crucial factor of tension within the DoD between the OSD and the corps of

Air Force space enthusiasts.

=! Peter L. Havs. Struggling Towards Space Doctrine:  U.S. Military Space Plans, Programs,
and Perspectives During the Cold War (Ph.D. dissertation. Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. Tufts
University, 1994), 173,
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7. Institutional Concerns: NASA. DoD. McNamara. and the Air Force Under Kennedy

There is a growing expertise in cost-cffectiveness analvsis as it applics to military
space systems and a firmly seated conviction that to merit support. space programs
must compete favorably when weighed impartially against other feasible alternatives
in the context of overall military needs for the present and the future,’

There is no clear requirement. in my mingd. at the present time. for manned military
pperations in space.”

No one in his senses would propose building a complete space-weapons system today.
The state of the art is just not that advanced - we're about where we were in aviation
in 1910. But we do know, thought we can’t prove it, that space power will be as
important as air power. And we also know, thought we can’t prove that either. that
man will be as important in space as in the air.?

Despite rumors to the contrary. the space race is between the U.S. and the USSR:
not between NASA and the USAF.’

When one views the NASA-DOD relationship of this period in an agencv-wide sense,
one sees an overall piclure of mutual support and concerted effort in the best national
interest - a strong desire on the parnt of each Agency to assist the other to discharge its
assigned functions and to achieve ils goals.”

An account of the NASA-DoD relationship for the Kennedy administration must begin during

the clection campaign and interregnum period in which many believe the Air Force was waging a

' DoD chapter in. Executive Office of the President, U.S. deronautics and Space Activities, 1963,
Report to the Congress from the President of the United States. January 27, 1964, NSA MUS document
329, p. 39

? Secretary of Defense Robert . McNamara, February 1963. cited by Ben Price, “Nation Ruling
Space Rules Everv Nation.” New York Herald Tribune, June 16, 1963, p. 1.

* General Bernard A, Schriever, Commander, Air Force Systems Command. cited by Stewart
Alsop, “Outer Space: The Next Battleficld.” Saturday Evening Post 235 (July 28-August 4. 1962): 18,

" Edward C. Welsh. Memorandom to the Vice President, Military vs. Non-Military Space Activi-
ties. Janvary 19, 1963, foider: Defense 1963. box 17. RG 220, Records of the National Acronautics and
Space Council. NARA, 2.

* W. Fred Boone. NASA Office of Defense Affairs: The First Five Years, December 1, 1962, to
Jarmmarv 1, 1968, NASA HHR-32 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1970). iii.
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“campaign” of its own to secure more responsibility in the space prograni. almost certainly at the expense
of NASA. This chapter will examine that observation and then move inlo a discussion of the climate
within the Dob itself that was so important 10 how the DoD related to NASA. Finally. the chapter will
close with a look at the specifics of support. ceordination. and rivalry that continued lo characterize the
NASA-DoD relationship from 1961-1963.
An Air Force Campaign to Usurp NASA Responsibility?

The Gardner Commiittee

Evidence presented to support the existence of an Air Force campaign to expand its space re-
sponsibilities falls into three categories: the Gardner study group; speeches; and internal documents.
Together these supposedly comprised an intra-USAF and a public relations offensive designed to convince
the incoming Kennedy adminisiration and the Congress that the Air Force had the institutional capabili-
ties required for. and therefore should be awarded. a greater role in space. The Trevor Gardner study
committee was an effort Schriever established on October 11, 1960. Gardner had been an energetic and
dynamic Special Assistant for Research and Development to the Air Force from February 1953 to Febru-
ary 1955, during which time he was the driving force behind the Air Force push to accelcrate the ICBM
effort. He then served as the USAF's first Assistant Secretary for R&D but resigned in February 1956
because he felt the Eisenhower administration was not devoting adequate resources to the [CBM crash
effort

He maintained close contacts with the service’s space and missile community and Schricver
asked him in October 1960 “, . . to review carrent ARDC space development objectives and resources and
o recommend a program which would enable the Air Force to effectively meet its development respon-
sibilities in space in the 1960-1970 time period.™” Schriever told his boss. CSAF Thomas White. that the

purpose of the Gardner Committee was to . . . recommend a space development program for the USAF

® For the complete story see Jacob Neufeld. Batlistic Missiles in the United States Air Force,
1945-1960 (Washinglon. DC: Center for Air Force History. 1990). 1031,

* Trevor Gardner. Chairman. Report of the dir Force Space Studyv Committee. March 21. 1961,
SPI document 1525, p. i
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which would extend as far as practicable into the future and which would be designed to provide the pa-
tion with a significant military space capability by mid-1965 and thereby advance the national prestige.”*
Schriever wrote Glennan to reassure him that the Air Force had no designs on taking over NASA. that the
report was designed for internal Air Force planning uses (he provided Glennan with a copy of his tasking
letter to Gardner. cited above), and emphasized that if the committee made any recommendations in areas
“clearly scientific or commercial in nature” such recommendations would be highlighted in the report so
they could be dealt with by the appropriate agency, Finally. Schriever pledged. *“You may be assured that
a copy of this document [the committee’s final report. when it was available] will be made available to
NASA.”” While the commiitee did not release its report until late March 1961, it was generally known
that the Air Force was making some kind of interpal assessment as to its future space plans and many
assumed NASA was thercby threatened.

As it turned out, the Gardner Committee’s report when released in March had no great impact

=10

becanse DDR&E Harold Brown “. . | just pave it short shrift. Nothing ever came of it. [n the 6:4-page
report neither NASA's institutional existence nor its specific missions in space were directlv challenged.
On the other hand, NASA was also scarcely mentioned. The report did lament. “Our insistence on classi-
fying space activities as either ‘military” or ‘peaceful’ has exposed us to unnecessary international politi-
cal problems. . . . The Air Force must improve its organization and procedures so that its actions in this

new ficld of endeavor will reflect a full understanding of these complex facts, particularly as they relate to

other agencies and governments. . . . National security considerations alone justify a major increase in the

¥ Schricver, letter to Thomas White, October 20, 1960, folder: 2-6, ARDC, box 33. Thomas
White papers. LoC, 1.

¥ Schriever, letter to Glennan, January 11, 1961, folder: Glennan (Select Correspondence).
Glennan subseries, Administrators series, NHDRC. 1.

' Oral history interview of Schriever by the author. July 2, 1996. In another context, Schriever
said the report was simply “pul on the shelf.™ See Schriever. “Comments.” in Allan A. Needell. The First
23 Years in Space (Washington. DC: Smithsonian Enstitution Press. 1983). 28. Secretary of the Air Force
Eugene Zuckert confirmed. stating, “I thought the program was much too ambitious™ as presented in the
committee’s final report. See oral history interview of Eugene Zuckert. July 23. 1964, from The Johm F.
Kennedy Presidential Oral History Coliection, Part - The White House and Executive Departments.
microfilmed from the holdings of the John F. Kennedy Library (Frederick. MD: University Publications
of America. [988). reel 12, p. 127.
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Department of Defense space effort. . . . Unless we meet the Soviel challenge with a dramaticaily invigo-
rated space program. our international prestige will be further damaged.”"" Such nebulous statements
neither indicting NASA directly nor stating the Air Force should take it over but vet ignoring NASA
while criticizing the current state of affairs continued throughout the report: “While the role that the Air
Force is to play in the U.S. exploration of space is not yet determined. both past experience and existing
resources indicate that this role should be a major one. and should be established in the near future. . . |
the Air Force should take the lead in improving our international position resulting {from space actions,
plans and events.”'* The Air Force should have foreseen the public relations danger inherent in state-

ments such as:

The challenge of the unknown and of the unoccupicd will make manned space explor-
ation inevitable - first in orbit. then of the moon and aftersards of the planets. The
Depariment of Defense. through the Air Force, should prepare to play a major role

in this difficult exploration. The Air Force should nrgently develop the fundamental
capability to place and sustain man in orbit. . . . It is essential that the Air Force play
a major suppert role in manned exploration of the moon and planets.'?

Speeches and Briefings

A Schriever speech of November 21. 1960 represents the oratorical component of the campaign.
Schricver began with the standard Air Force line, “For the first time in the history of our Nation. we are
open to a destructive nuclear surprise attack.” As part of deterring such an attack. “. . . the importance of
satellites and other space systems as essential elements of our military strength is not fully appreciated.”
However. Schriever then specifically denied that the United States should have a single. unified, space
program and pointedly called for close cooperation between the civilian and military space programs so
that facilities could be used to their fullest. He elaborated that there was a clear divergence between the
DoD’s and NASA's space roles: the DoD’s was to exploit space for the security and survival of the
United States while NASA s was to investigate space for scientific and other peaceful purposes. Therefore

the two organizations would require different types and numbers of space systems and vehicles: in the

! Report of the Air Force Space Study Commiitee, supra. 4, 6.
¥ Ibid.. 7, 14.

P bid., 27. 32.
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next decade DoD would require larger numbers of vehicles for its defensive missions than NASA would
for its scientific exploration. In addition the military vehicles would require longer life and higher reli-
ability, simple operational and maintenance procedures. and have the ability to be quickly launched ™

Where Schriever caused alarm bels to ring was when he emphasized the Air Force's current
capabilities in space. He explained, “Within the USAF there exists a great array of facilities capability of
projecting the Air Force into the aerospace age.” The Air Force's Ballistic Missile Division “. . . consti-
tutes the greatest single collection of space age managers in the free world.” Together with the USAF's
rocket testing laboratories and launch facilities, its tracking stations and satellite test centers. its scientific
laboratories and its bioastronautics laboratories, the Air Force's facilities were a valuable national asset:
“1 haven’t mentioned all of the Air Force facilities for space nor even all of those which we have in ARDC
oriented toward that vast arena. . . . the Air Force has the resources for the space age.™" In no way did
Schriever directly compare the AF’s capabilities to NASA's. Conversely, he also did not mention
NASA’s contributions to America’s space infrastructure.
Internal Documents

The internal document universally pointed to as evidence of an Air Force campaign was the Air
Force Information Policy Letter for Commanders for December 1960. This was used by the Air Force to
explain 1o its leaders what current Air Forge policy was on particular issues and give the commanders
guidance in establishing local policies. composing speeches. eic. The four-page December 1960 edition
was subtitled “Air Force Competency in Space Operations” and concluded both Nixon and Kennedy had
displaved “. . . a realization at the highest levels of our Government that military supremacy in space is as
essential to our security as militarv supremacy at altitades near Earth,” The pamphlet continued.

Because of its assigned responsibilities, the Air Force has devoted its efforts. funds and

dedication almost exclusively to aerospace operations from its earliest flights bevond

man’s natural environment. . . . For the Air Force to make note of its competency in
aerospace operations is not to take credit from the other military Services. Their

4 Schriever as Commander. ARDC. speech before the Allegheny Conference on Community
Development. Pittsburgh, PA. November 21, 1960, inserted into the Congressional Record. January 6.
1961, Appendix. A-93 - A-94, by Representative James Fultor. a vocal supporter of all increasing both
military and civilian space spending.

Y Thid.. A-94.
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assigned responsibilities 1o the American people lic ¢lsewhere, primarily. and are

equally indispcnsable. . .

During the past 20 vears the broadest base for current U.S. programs in aerospace has been
largely developed by the Air Force - plus the aerospace industry. research institutions.

and Government agencies. such as NACA and NASA. which have helped make the Air
Force the world’s leading acrospace arm. The know-how and facilities that have sprung
from this military effort are a national resource of immeasurable value not only to Free
World survival. but to scientific and technological advances for the wellare of mankind

.. .. From its starl. NASA's Project Mercury has been nourished by Air Force aerospace
medical skills and people.

The newsletter went on to describe in detail the assorted Air Force space vehicles, launchers. facilities.
and instailations giving the Air Force the *. . . unparalleled competency to assume an even more stronger
supporting role in gaining and maintaining general aerospace supremacy for our nation.™® Again, the
letter did not have an overtly imperialistic or hegemonic quality to it. On the other hand. like Schriever’s
speech, it did not discuss NASA’s facilities and capabilities. nor did it give a sense of perspective concern-
ing what the Air Force was doing in space and what NASA did in space; NASA was essentially ignored.
This Policy Letter teflected. in a pencral sense. the bricfings that the Air Force was giving to congressmen
and representatives of the aerospace industry.

The Press Weighed In

The Schriever-type speeches and the policy letter-type documents were enough to send the press
into a frenzv of speculation. long before the March release of the Gardner report. Aviation Week confi-
dently declared four days after the Policv Letter’s release:

The Air Force is preparing a major political offensive to bring about changes in national
space policy and law that would let it proceed with detailed. specific plans for space
weapons involving ‘tens of thousands. perhaps hundreds of thousands”™ of satellites in
orbit in the next 15 vears {as described) in the latest of a continuing series of technical
briefings to industry leaders and groups within the service. . . . Not only does Air Force
expect to invade a province of NASA by proposing manned space vehicles and large
booster development. but it intends to enter the communications satellite area, now
monitored by the Army."’

'8 USAF. “Air Force Competency in Space Operations.” dir Force Information Policy Letter for
Commanders, Volume XIV,. Number 17. December 1. 1960, folder: NASA-USAF Policy Relations, Other
Agency Agreements subseries. Federal Agencies serics. NHDRC. 1-3.

1" Larry Booda. “Air Force Qutlines Broad Space Plans.” Aviation 1eek (December 5. 1960):
26,
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The venerable New York Times picked up on this and added.

The Air Force has drafted a publicity offensive to stake out a major role for itself in the

nation’s space program. The offensive is clearly keyed to the change in administrations.

It is the openly expressed belief of the Air Force that the Kennedy administration will

look more favorably upon military operations in space than does the Eisenhewer admini-

stration. . . . The |1/r Force Information Policy] letter serves to point up the probability

of a major battle between the military services and between the Defense Department and

the National Acronautics and Space Administration over which agency should play the

major role in the space program,]
The Policv Letter. in fact said absolutely nothing about the “probability”™ of any kind of institutional battle,
John Finney wrote this Times article and covered aerospace affairs for that newspaper. He later told Sea-
mans why he rarely wrote anything non-controversial or even positive about either NASA or the Air Force
space progtams: “OK, [ write a good article and if I'm lucky it will be on page 33. If I write something
controversial. 1 have a chance of getting it on page 1. It’s as simple as that, I'm paid by what page I get
my articles on.”™'®

One cannot. of course. completely dismiss assertions of an Air Force campaign as media fabri-
cations. There was, at a minmimum. concern within NASA's congressional patrons. the House and Senate
space cornmittees, that something was afoot. Kenneth BeLieu was Staff Director for the Senate Commit-
tee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences. chaired by Vice President-elect Johnson, and wrote Johnson in
December 1960, “The Air Force can be expected - and apparently already has started - to make a basic
power play to grab the entire Space program. This would involve eliminating NASA. . . . The Air Force
would have the entire aerospace industry behind it.” Five days later he added the Air Force “. . . really

wants responsibility for the entire program. to do away with NASA as it is now known. and relegate it to a

simple advisory role (similar to what the old NACA had). The Air Force would have the entire aerospace

'® John W, Finney. “Air Force Seeks Top Role in Space: Drafts Publicity Offensive Keyed to the
Change in Administrations.” New York Times. December 11, 1960, p. 68.

¥ Recounted in Robert C. Seamans Jr.. A iming at Targets (Beverly. MA: Memoirs Unlimited.
1994), 123, Publication by NASA of a modified version forthcoming as part of the NASA History Serigs.

* Kenneth BeLieu. Memorandum for Lyndon Johnson. Governmental QOrganization for Space
Activities. December 17. 1960, folder: NASC 1960-1961. box: White House. National Aeronautics and
Space Council. NHDRC. 3.
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industry behind it unless it is divided and conquered by the proper Executive level management. This can
be done.™

Qutpoing DDR&E York was evidently concerned enough to inquire from the Secretary of the Air
Force what was going on with these speeches. briefings to industry, etc. The acting Secretarv of the Air
Force replied. “The philosophy underlying the briefings was to present systems. concepts. and studies to
industry. Many of the topics were not presented as approved programs or as authorized.” The purpose of
the Air Force presentations to the aerospace industry was “. . . to give industry the benefit of AFBMD
thinking about possible courses of missile and space research and development in the future. . . . It is Air
Force policy o give this type of briefing to industry rather than have industry attempt to predict future Air
Foice research and development efforts on incomplete and fragmentary information.” Furthermore. “It
has become evident that the Air Force program of study requirements is especially suscepiible to misun-
derstanding [because] enthusiasm on the part of industry and the press frequently describes these require-
ments out of context. The Air Force is determined to minimize such occurrences.”™
Resolution

By February 1961 the Air Force had suffered enough adverse publicity from these accusations of
waging a campaign, and was attracting enough unwanted attention from high-level civilian leaders. that it
stated in another Poficy Letter for Conunanders that

From NASA’s beginning. in 1938. Air Force-NASA cooperation has been close and

mutvally beneficial. . . . The Air Force agrees with NASA that there should be a clear

realization. both in this country and thronghout the world. that the United States has a

single space exploration program administered by NASA; and that activities in the space

environment related to national defense devolve from the responsibilities of the Defense

Department for the defense of the Nation, and clearly must be managed by the Department

of Defense. Air Force activity in space projects is devoted solely to the Iatter. . . . Although

each agency has a different sphere of responsibility. both NASA and the Air Force contrib-
ute to each other’s program. ™

*! BeLieu, Memorandum to Johnson. December 22. 1960. ibid.. 2.

* Acting Secretary of the Air Force Lyle S. Garlock, letter to DDR&E Herbert York. January 12.
1961. folder: USAF Docs/Correspondence (1957-61). DoD subseries. Federal Agencies serigs. NHDRC.
I.

23 USAF. “NASA-USAF Cooperation.” .lir Force Information Policv Letter for Commanders,
February 1. 1961, volume XV, Number 3. folder: USAF Space - AFCHO. DoD subseries. Federal Agen-
cies series, NHDRC. p. L.
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The flap over an Air Force campaign steadily died down from thig point forward. not only due to these Air
Force pledges of cooperation with NASA but because it became absolutely clear that Congress weuld not
tolerate anv significant alteration in the division of space responsibilities. Scamans recalls voicing his
concerns over NASA's general situation and especially the possibility that the Air Force might take over
part of NASA's programs to NASA General Counsel Johnny Johnson early in 1961, Scamans asked. “Do
vou suppos¢ thev're even thinking of absorbing NASA back into the Department of Defense?” Johnson's
perceptive reply was that. “There is no chance. The political sttuation would never permit. . . . They may
be thinking about it but if they should try. they won't get away with it” because Congress would never
permit it.>' NASA’s General Counsel's point was that. “You've got to realize the strength of the commit-
tees. 1 just don't believe that since NASA has its own authorization committees that Congress will ever
stand for this.”*

By mid-February Webb was also on board as NASA Administrator and could not only boost
NASA morale but exercise his political skills on NASA's behalf against any Air Force initiatives. Webb
later explatned that the Air Force never had any chance of expanding its space responsibilities into. for
instance. the lunar exploration area because of powerful members of the space committees such as Over-
ton Brooks in the House and Robert Kerr in the Senate. Webb said the Air Force ©. . . could fuss for it
[more space responsibility]. They could get the newspapers saving they ought to have it. But the power
structure was not oriented so that they could prevail. I was perfectly happy for them to float around. and
make the noise. and make the bids. 1 knew where the power was, and where the votes lay, so I wasnt
bothered by that. . . . And vou notice [ never bothered to answer, . . . But I was still in very close touch

with the people who held the balance of power™ in C ongress.”® On the very dayv he was nominated. CSAF

' Oral history interview of Seamans, Julv 5. 1996, by the author; and November 2. 1987,
NASM.

** Seamans citing Johnny Johnson, oral history interview. May 8, 1968. Seamans subseries.
Deputy Administrators series. NHDRC, 19,

*% Oral history interview of James Webb. April 11, 1974, James Webb file. box: Emme/Roland
interviews on earlv NASA history, shelf: V-A-1. NHDRC, 42-43.
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Thomas White wrote Webb, “Contrary to some published reports, the Air Force and NASA have enjoved a
very close and cooperative relationship. We in the Air Force will do our utmost to maintain this coopera-
tive spirit. . . " Additional documentary evidence bears oul Webb's assessment of the fundamental po-
litical sitnation.

The key figure in the rest of the correspondence related to assessing the Air Force “campaign”
was Representative Overton Brooks. Chairman of the House Commitiee on Science and Astronautics
(hereafter referred to as the House space commilttee). He zealously guarded NASA’s responsibilities
against any encroachment. When the USAF s top officer heard Brooks was concerned about supposed Air
Force moves to gain increased responsibility at NASA's expense. the CSAF wrote Brooks. “I can assure
vou that any action or statements by any Air Force individual or groups which tend to create such impres-
sions arc in dircct contradiction to the cstablished beliefs and policies of the Air Force.” General White
stressed . . . the excellent spirit of teamwork that characterizes the cooperation between that agency and
the Air Force. This attitude has not changed and, in fact. our close cooperation with NASA at both the
policy and working levels has never been stronger than it is todav.” White closed by asking Brooks for
any help Brooks could offer in “, . . specifically identifving the “pressure groups within the USAF to
which vou refer and the specific actions taken by these groups toward ‘degrading the position of

NASAA,”QS

*" Thomas White. letter to Webb. January 31. 1961. folder: Webb nomination, Webb subseties.
Administrators series. NHDRC. 1.

“ CSAF Thomas White. letter to Overton Brooks, January 19. 1961, IRIS 1002992, AFHSO. 1.
White was citing from a letter Brooks had written him expressing Brooks’ concerns, White was appar-
ently quite forthcoming in his desire to help. Shortly after leaving NASA. Glennan wrote White. “Believe
me, Tommy. [ appreciate the attention vou have given to the matter of connteracting the “propaganda’ that
is being published in various of the newspapers and magazines about difficulties between the Air Force
and NASA. . ., I appreciate. more than I can sav. your aftiude in this matter. . . . [ shall remember the
friendly and genuine cooperation which vou provided to me at every turn of the road during my tour of
duty in Washington.” This letter strengthens the conclusion that if there was some sort of an Air Force
“campaign.” it was being waged by lower echelon gencrals in the Air Force who could be categorized as
space enthusiasts and did not have any official sanction at the Air StafT level, which is the Air Force’s lop-
ranking generals who establish official USAF policy. See Glennan. letter to White, January 27, 1961.
folder: 7-4 FAA/NASA/JCS/CIA/CAP. box 39, Thomas White papers. LoC. 1.
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Outgoing NASA A;iministralor Glennan also attempted to persuade Brooks there was no grand
conspiracy taking place to undermine NASA. He wrote Brooks shortly after White did in January 1961 to
emphasize. “Surely. in the carly dayvs of NASA. much strain and competiticn was in evidence. However.
with the great assistance of Secretary Gates [Defense]. Secretary Douglas [Air Force). and General White.
1 believe there has been efiminated from the scene the sort of competition which is destructive in nature.
Arguments there will be. but these are now conducted with good will on both sides. . . ." White pointed
out, “It is unfortunate, indeed. that certain elements in the trade press seem determined to stir up animos-
ity between NASA. the Air Force and the DoD. In recent conversations with General White and Secretary
Sharpe [Dudley. Secretary of the Air Force), there was agreement that no significant differences existed
between the NASA and the Air Force.”™

Brooks was not mollified by either Glennan's or White's reassurances. He wrote Glennan in
mid-February that he was happy with the private assurance of Glennan and White that all was well but, “]
have been waiting with great interest for a public renunciation of these charges. Although both you and
General White have given me private assurances in this matter, neither the U.S. Air Force nor NASA has
specifically attempted to set the public record straight. . . . I am concerned about the ‘end runs’ which tend
10 circumvent the spirit of the agrecmerts which constitute the foundation for the operation of the
AACB."® Top Air Force leadership appeared to be at a loss at this point as to how to placate Brooks.
One internal Air Force internal memo could only conclude, “There is no ‘power struggle” afoot!, , . It is
possible that someone is giving Mr. Brooks some faulty advice which has the net effect of keeping alive an
erronepus public impression of NASA-Air Force waste. duplication. and unhealthy competition. 1t is in-
teresting to note that both NASA and Air Force informally have agreed that not only is there no waste or
duplication, but that the national interest demands the application of further resources to the U.S. national

space effort.”™"' Chief of Staff While could only resolve to meet with new Administrator Webb, along with

** Glennan. letter to Overton Brooks, January 27. 1961, folder: 7-4 FAA/NASA/ICS/CIA/CAP.
box 39, Thomas White papers. LoC, 1.

* Brooks. letter to Glennan. February 14, 1961, IRIS 1002992, AFHSO. 1.
 Lieutenant General Roscoe C. Wilson, Deputy CSAF for Development, internal memorandum,

Response to Mr. Brooks. dated only March 1961, IRIS 1002992, AFHSQO. 1-2.
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Drvden and Seamans. to trv to . . . determing how we may. with finality. lay the ghost of this alleged
NASA-Air Force dissension and duplication to rest. . . . the first order of business is to get Congressman
Brooks on our side."*

Apparently Brooks was in such a slate that only direct word from the Prestdent would reassurc
him that NASA was not imperited. Therefore he wrote Kennedy on March 9. 1961:

I am seriously disturbed by the persistence and strength of implications reaching me to

the effect that a radical change in our national space policy is contemplated within some

areas of the executive branch. In essence, it is implied that United States policy should

be revised to accentuate the military uses of space at the expense of the civilian and

peaceful uses. . . . the voluminous rash of such reports appearing in the press. and

particularly in the military and trade journals, is. it seems to me. indicative that more

than mere rumor is involved.
Brooks said he was the “last person to attempt to weaken our defense posture. But neither do I intend to
sit by and, contrary to the express intent of Congress. watch the military tail undertake to wage the space
dog.” Brooks™ primary concern was that, “1f NASA's role is in any way diminished in favor of a space
research program conducted by a single military service, it seems unlikely to me that we shall ever over-
take our Soviet competition,”™

Kennedy’'s reply made his position crystal clear: “It is not now, nor has it ever been. my inten-
tion t¢ subordinate the activities in space of the National Aeronawtics and Space Administration to those
of the Department of Defense. I believe, as you do, that there are legitimate missions in space for which
the military services should assume responsibility. but that there are major missions. such as the . . . ap-
plication of space technology to the conduct of peaceful activities, which should be carried forward by our

civilian agency.” Since Brooks and others had pointed to some portions of the Wiesner Report (see chap-

ter 6) as supposedly supporting a greater DoD role in space, Kennedy cleared the air: I have been as-

** Thomas White. letter to Glennan. March 21. 1961. reprinted in Briefing Book for Air Force
witnesses before the House Commiltee on Science and Astronautics on the Subject of DOD Space Direc-
tive 5160.32, K160.8636-4, AFHSO. 1961.

* Overton Brooks. letter to John Kennedy. March 9. 1961, reprinted in John M. Logsdon with
Dwavne A Day and Roger D. Launius, eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in the History
of the U.S. Civil Space Program, Vehnne II. Relations with Other Organizations. NASA SP-1407
(Washington, DC: USGPO. 1996). 315-17.
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sured by Dr. Wiesner that it was not the intention of his space task force to recommend the restriction of
the NASA to the area of scientific research in space.”*' If the speculation of an Air Force takeover had
begun to dwindle during February with the Air Force's official denial. then in March and April it quickiy
faded after Kennedy's letter. After Kennedy's lunar landing speech on May 25. 1961 announcing that
NASA would be the agency primaritv responsible for this ambitious goal. the whole question virualiy
disappeared. As one participant in the lunar landing decision deliberations recalled when asked if there
was ever any discussion of ot having NASA manage the effort. “There was never the slightest. . . "
Throughout the rest of his presidency. it appears JFK only addressed the NASA-DoD batance of
power issue one other time. In a June 14. 1962 press conference he was asked if there were any plans for
a major realignment of the American space program ta give the military a bigger role (Finney in the New
York Times had just published a series of speculating this was the case). Kennedy responded. “The mili- _
tary have an important and significant role, though the primary responsibility is held by NASA and is
primarily peace. and I think that the proportion of that mix should continue.”*® Kennedy seemed quite
convinced even before his lunar landing decision that the fundamental NASA-DoD division of effort was
appropriate. After giving NASA responsibility for Project Apollo, the central element of Kennedy's ex-
panded space effort, there was even less of a chance he or the congressional space committees would
permit any fundamental alternation in the managerial responsibilities of the American space program.
Several conclusions emerge from this sequence of events associated with charges of an Air Force
campaign for a heightened space role. First. if one accepts the evidence thai proponents of such an offen-
sive offer as proof. it must naturally follow that the campaign was waged #nof by the highest civilian or
uniformed levels of the Air Force but by the cadre of space enthusiasts. headed by Schriever. The corre-

spondence between White and Glennan clearly indicates they had an amiable personal relationship and

** John Kennedy. letier to Overton Brooks, March 23. 1961. reprinted in ibid.. 317.

** Oral history interview of Willis Shapley. Military Division, BoB. December 14. 1967, by John
Logsdon. file: Willis Shapley. Biographical series. NHDRC., 26.

3 Kennedy. News Conference. June 14. 1962. Public Papers of the Presidents, 1962
(Washington, DC: USGPQ. 1963), 495.

322




were puzzled as to why ther-e was such concern over the NASA-DoD relationship. Second. the evidence
offered as supporting the campaign notion is itself open to divergent interpretations: it centains no overt
references to taking over NASA as an institution or any of its programs. If one does extract subtletics of
bureaucratic hegemony from the speeches and Air Force Information Policy Letters. it is done by reading
between the lines and imputing what the Air Force meant by not discussing NASA as part of America’s
space program.

Third. at most any such campaign did not go bevond speeches to civic groups and briefings to the
aerospace industry. The worst light in which Air Force actions could reasonably be interpreted is that
they consisted of a chumsy. ill-timed. and poorly-executed public relations effort. Any attempt by the Air
Force to take substantial action encroaching on NASA’s territory would have been firmly resisted by a
coalition of NASA’s dvnamic new leader Webb. the congressional space committees. Kennedy, and pos-
sibly McNamara. who may have viewed a healthy and powerful NASA as a way to check the power of an
overly ambitions Air Force.” As will be seen below, Webb quickly formed agreements with McNamara
on assorted questions of the NASA-DoD relationship. effectively countering any Air Force moves.
Fourth. even if one assumes a powerful Air Force move to take over NASA. once Kennedy awarded
NASA the lunar landing mission. any such campaign had no chance of success and quickly would have
died. As Logsdon concludes. “It is unlikely that the Kennedy administration could have. or would have,
agreed to the Air Force demands for a larger space role at the expense of NASA ™™ Another team of
scholars concurred, “The so-called *militarv-industrial complex’ had failed. if indeed it had ever tried. to
reduce NASA. "

The discussion of the Kennedy era NASA-DoD relationship can fortunately now move from the

realm of speculation and conjecture into areas in which more concrete historical evidence is available.

*7 According to W. Henry Lambright. Powering Apollo: James E. Webb of NASA4 (Baltimore and
London; The Johns Hopkins University Press. 1995). 90L

* John M, Logsdon, The Decision to Go to the Moon: Project Apollo and the National Interest
(Cambridge. Mass. and London. England: The MIT Press. 1970). 79,

¥ Loyd S. Swenson Jr.. James M. Gimwood. Chatles C. Alexander, This New Ocean: A Historv
of Praject Mercirv. NASA SP-4201 (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1966). 338.
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The central preliminary question is in fact quite complex. By 1961 what did the Air Force as an instita-
tion believe about its role in space? Did the civilian leadership such as Secretary of the Air Force Eugene
Zuckert concur? What kind of reception did the Air Force position receive in the OSD now headed by
McNamara? Finafly. how do the answers to these questions play into the NASA-DoD relationship? Such
is the task for the remainder of this chapter.
DoD Direcfive 5160.32

The Air Force believed it detected a hopeful sign concerning McNamara's stance on military
space when he issued DoD Directive 5160.32. Development of Space Svstems. on March 6. 1961, With
this decree. McNamara consolidated the USAF’s role in the military space realm. He declared that while
each military service could conduct undefined “preliminary research to develop new ways of using space
technology™ all space technology proposals bevond “preliminary research™ had to be submitted to the
DDR&E for consideration and eventual Secretary of Defense approval. Then, “Research. development.
test. and engineering of Department of Defense space development programs or projects. which are ap-
proved hercafter. will be the responsibility of the Department of the Air Force.™ Only the Secretary of
Defense could make exceptions to the assigning of space developmental responsibilities to the Air Force
and only then “in unusual circumstances.”™™ In effect. this directive “. . . made the Air Force the DOD
executive agent for all space development programs. regardless of service of ultimate use. It enabled the
Air Force to determine the shape of space devclopments to best suit its own requirements.”" In addition.
it effectively ended the interservice competition for space once and for all. the only programs remaining
outside the Air Force were the Navy’s Transit navigation satetlite and the Army’s Advent communication

satellite. ™

> DOD Directive 5160.32. Development of Space Systems. March 6, 1961, reprinted in Logsdon.
et. al., Exploring the Unknown, Volume II. supra, 314-13,

% Richard 1. Wolf. The United States Air Force Basic Documents on Roles and Missions
(Washington. DC: Office of Air Force History, 1987). 361,

% However, McNamara's cover letter to the Directive made clear it did not automatically prede-
termine the assignment of operational responsibility for each and every space system 1o the Air Force. He
said operational responsibility of a particular space svstem would be done project by project and “. . . will
lake inte account the competence and experience of each of the services and the unified and specified
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The origins of this directive that consolidated Air Force control of DoD space projects apparently
were found in a review McNamara ordered of the military space program after the Wiesner Report called
it “fractionated.” He assigned the review to his new Office of Organization and Management Planning
Studies. which quickly discovered the Air Force was already responsible for over 90 percent of the DoD's
space R&D and in the remaining 10 percent it still provided the boosters and launch facilities.”
Schriever recalled that at that point Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric approached him and
said. “Look. General. vou straighten out the situation between ARDC and AMC [Air Materiel Command]
and we'll direct that the space research and development and space activity within the Department of De-
fense be assigned to the Air Force,”* Schriever assigned the task of creating a new intra-AF organiza-
tional structure for space activities to a small working group which prepared. coordinated, and obtained
the necessary approval to create a new Air Force Systems Command. commanded by Schriever. which
would combine the old ARDC and AMC. The new Systems Command had responsibility for the R&D.
design. testing. procurement. and delivery to the operational commands of everv weapon svstem in the Air
Force to include space systems.” The new command and Schriever as its commander were the key play-
ers in the Air Force and military space program for the remainder of the Kennedy and Johnson admini-
strations, although Schriever retired in 1966.

While the Air Force chose to emphasize the aspects of the directive that centralized its control of

the military space R&D realm. the more important clauses were the ones granting the DDR&E and Secre-

commands.” McNamara cover letter to DoD Directive 5160.32. March 6. 1961, folder: Defense, 1961,
box 17, RG 220, Records of the Natignal Aeronautics and Space Council, NARA, 1.

* Testimony of Roswell Gilpatric. in House. Committee on Science and Astronautics, Defernse
Space Interests, Hearings, 87th Congress. 1st Session. March 1961, p. 11-12,

* Oral history interview of Schriever. June 20, 1973. K239.0512-676. AFHRA. 27-28. AMC
and ARDC often fought intense bureaucratic battfes within the Air Force over questions of which com-
mand would be responsible for R&D. design. testing. procurement, and delivery of a particular weapon
svstem. CSAF White corroborated Schriever’s account: “He [White] had been told by Secretary Zuckert
that the Deputy Sccretary of Defense. Mr. Roswell L. Gilpatric. had offered the military space mission to
the Air Force. provided it “put its house in order.”™™ AVWSC, The Genesis of the Air Force Svstems Com-
mand, Historical Publication 62-102260, 1962. 1-30.

** See The Genesis of the .dir Force Svstems Command for the complete history. ibid. AFSC had
four divisions: Space Systems. Aeronautical Systems. Ballistic Systems. and Electronic Systems.
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tary of Defense final approval authority for all space projects. McNamara's key walchdog within the DoD
for waste and duplication emphasized that the real reason for the directive was 10 prevent interservice
conflicts and to centralize OSD conirol over Air Force space proposals “, . . by further restructuring the
independent freedom of action of the three military services . . . [and] by limiting the latitude of the mili-
tarv departments to increase emphasis and funding for various projects."“ﬁ McNamara would use the
DDR&E as a strong staff arm to exercise firm control over alt Air Force space proposals during his ten-
ure. The Air Force could do very little developmental work on any space systemn without explicit DDR&E
approval. Therefore. the best assessment of DoD> Directive 5160.32 was provided by Zuckert who said
that in fact it ©. . . was solcly jurisdictional. It just gave us jurisdiction in the space field. There was the
question of how much support we would get. . . . It was like getting a franchise to run a bus line in the
Sahara desert.”™’ Zuckert's point, borne out by future events. was that just as a franchise to traverse the
Sahara is basically meaningless due to the lack of traffic demand. so would be the responsibility for space
R&D if McNamara and his DDR&E Harold Brown refused to sanction such work. The Air Force actually
had very little freedom of independent action as a result of the directive: the OSD through the DDR&E
would exercise tight control over USAF activities.

The fundamental clash that developed turned out to be not between NASA and the Air Force or
DoD but in fact between the Air Force and the OSD. The Air Force’s grand plans for putting humans in
space and extending the American deterrent shicld into space were repeatedly quashed by McNamara,
DDR&E Harold Brown and Brown's deputy John Rubel. The key link to the NASA-DoD relationship is
that not only did the OSD insist that Air Force space proposals offer a definite and identifiable increasc'in
American security, but they also had to not duplicate in any way NASA's work in space R&D. If NASA
was working on a project that could possible fulfill the requirements of a system the Air Force was propos-

ing. then the OSD would almost certainly reject the Air Force proposal and order a cooperative venture

16 Assistant Secretary of Defense. Comptrolier Charles Hitch, testimony in Defense Space Inter-
ests, supra, 82.

*7 Oral history interview of Zuckert. July 25. 1964, supra. 125.
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with NASA. Therefore. an accurate portrayal of the NASA-DoD institutional relationship should more
precisely be characterized as the NASA-OSD-USAF relationship. It will be necessary first to examine
what the space community within the Air Force felt was the preper role for the military in space. Next.
what did McNamara and the OSD conclude concerning the military in space? Finally. what sorts of ten-
sions arose due to clashing interpretations and how did this begin to feed into the NASA-OSD-USAF re-
lationship?
The Air Force’s Philosophy and Space Plan

High-ranking Air Force officers often emphasized the important role they perceived the new do-
main of space plaving in national security. When he retired on June 30, 1961 Chief of Staff White re-
marked, “1 make this prediction. in the future the people who control space will control the world.” His
replacement as the Air Force's top officer. Curtis LeMay. stated. “A nation that has maneuverable space
vehicles fa reference to Dynasoar] and revolutionary armaments can indeed control the world. For peace
or for aggression.”™ The mosl enthusiastic space officers such as Schriever continued to believe an arti-
ficial distinction between “peaceful” and “military” activities in space inhibited the Air Force's ability to
operate in the space medium. Schriever’s complaint was not with NASA as an institution but rather the
policy and philosophy behind the creation of NASA. He told a Senate committee in July 1961, when
asked if the military space program was being adequately and properly supported. “No sir. I think we have
been inhibited in the space business through the *space for peace’ slogan. I think that there has been too
arbitrary a division made between the Department of Defense and NASA in this area . . . when in fact no
technical and little other distinction between the fwo exists.” Schriever recommended that ©. . . the sense
of urgency that exists across the whole front of space projects should be injected into the manned military
space program . . . . il the artificial division between peaceful and military space programs is removed”

then the United States could surpass the Sovict Union,™*

*® Both men cited by Robert Frank Futrell, Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine: Basic Thinking in the
United States Air Force, 1961-1984, volume If (Maxwell AFB. AL; Air University Press, 1989), 2135,

9 Schriever testimony to the Senate Preparedness Investigations Subcommittee. July 1961, cited
in Carl Berger. The dir Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1962 {Washingion, DC: USAF HDLO, Tune 1966).

3-6.
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The Air Force Space Plan of 1961

The clearest expression of Air Force sentiments in the Kennedy administration was the Air
Force's first. and only. full-blown Space Plan. relcased in September 1961, In this 88-page document the
USAF detailed exactly what it believed it should do in space. what programs were requited. and what
these would cost. The Air Force Space Plan explicitly stated. “The prestige value of spectacular achieve-
ments, such as has been enjoved by the Soviels. is recognized as having significant importance inl the cold
war struggle between two opposing ideologies.” In anv American effor 1o respond, “It is appropriate that
the Air Force become completely involved in, and carry a major share of. this effort. . . . Whereas the Air
Force strongly advocates an aggressive military space program. it recognizes that to arbitrarily separate
military from nonmilitary space-development responsibilities is fundamentally unsound. The capabilities
and facilities of the Air Force will be used to support the entire National Space Program, not just the dis-
tinctively military portions,”*

The Air Force pledged full support of NASA's lunar landing effort: “The lunar program will
provide valuable data for military activities in space. It is expected that the civil and military efforts in
space programs during the next decade will continue to complement each other. . . . The Air Force will
provide the fullest possible support to the lunar program.” But the USAF alse emphasized the threat the
Soviet space prograim posed: “It is clear that the Soviets have the technical capabilities to develop a seri-
ous military space threat to the nation. The Air Force believes that these growing technical capabilities
will be developed into a threat.” Therefore. there existed “. . . the definite possibility of a surprise action
which could result in Soviet military dominance of space.”™

The bulk of the Air Force’s Space Plan went on to detail the specific missions and systems it be-
lieved America required 1o ensure the Soviets could not pose a threat from space. Throughout the docu-
ment the Air Force emphasized the role humans had to play in space systems: “Man is unique in his abil-

ity to make on-the-spot judgments, He can discriminate and select from among alternatives which have

" USAF. Air Force Space Plan. September 1961. SPI unnumbered document, 1. 3_ 7.

M hid., 7. 11. 13.

328



not been anticipated. He is unusually adaptable lo rapidly changing situations. Thus. his inclusion in
military space systems, if feasible. can be expected to increasc significantly their flexibility as well as the
probability of mission success.” For instance. the Air Force believed the satellite inspection and neutrali-
zation would be performed by a manned system. Dynasoar.™ The anticipated Air Force space program
included evervthing from the development of rendezvous, docking. and reentry techniques to “a perma-
nent, manned, military test space station [for] evaluating operational concepts and hardware possibilities
for; space command posts; permanent space surveiliance stations; space resupply bases: permanent
orbital weapon-delivery platforms; subsystems and components.™” The Air Force even called for a space
shuttle to be the next vehicle constructed beyond Dynasoar, in 1965, and used as a space station resupply
vehicle.”' Deputy CSAF for Research and Development Lieutenant General James Ferguson told Con-
gress that implementation of the Air Force Space Plan would require increasing FY63 funding from
OSD’s programmed $826 million to $1.3 billion and FY64 from $1.3 billion altocated by OSD to $1.86
billion, ™

In his public advocacy for the Air Force Space Plan and the accompanying increased funding,
General Schriever apparenily went too far. 1n an October 11, 1961 speech to the American Rocket Society
Schriever remarked, “I have been, am being, and. if the situation is not changed. will continue to be in-
hibited if our space efforts continue to be carried out under an unnecessary. self-imposed national restric-
tion; namely. the artificial division between space for peaceful purposes and space for military pus-

poses.”™® This generated a pointed memo from McNamara to Secretary of the Air Force Zuckert: “Gene.

* Ibid., 21-22. 27.
* Ibid.. 37.
* Ibid.. 40, 44,

*5 Ferguson to the House. Dol Appropriations, 1963, Committee on Appropriations. Subcommit-
tee on DoD Appropriations. Hearings. 87th Congress. 2nd Session. part 2. pp. 476-77. Cited in Berger,
Air Force in Space, FY62. 20,

*® Cited in NASA. deronautical and Astronautical Fvents of 1961 (Washington. DC: USGPO.
1962), 54,
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If such statements were made. they seem inappropriate. What do vou plan to do?™™ Zuckert reminded
Schriever, “It must be clear that Air Force people do not publicly complain about Government decisions.
in this case the assignment of space development responsibilitics to a special agency created for that pur-
pose.” Zuckert said Air Force spokesmen must “. . . avoid giving the impression in the public press that
the Air Force is ‘shackled.” or ‘inhibited.” or not getting adequate support from NASA. "™ Zuckert later
commented that Schriever's speech “. . . didn't make the President very happy either”™ and that. T
chewed him [Schriever] out about that speech because Yim Webb complained to me and we graduslly
worked things out."® Two days after Schriever's speech Vice President Johnson made one of his own in
which he was careful to explain, “The future of this country and the welfare of the free world depend upon
our success in space. There is no room in this country for any but a fullv cooperative. urgently motivated
all-out effort toward space leadership. No one person. no one company. no one Government agency, has a
monopoly on the competence. the missions. or the requirements for the space program. It is and must
continue to be a national job,™!

Two factors seem to have deflated any Air Force effort, through its Space Plan. to increase its
space budget. First, on February 20, 1962 John Glenn became the first American to orbit the earth. One
analyst said, “A great feeling of relief and euphoria swept the nation as the feat brought an outpouring of
international acclaim and good will to the United States, not only for the achievement itself, but for the
public manner in which it had been conducted.” Any interest that may have existed within Congress for
expanding the Air Force space program in accordance with the USAF's new Space Plan quickly dissi-

pated.”* Second, the OSD was not in late 1961 or early 1962 amenable to Air Force requests for greater

7" McNamara. Memorandum to Eugene Zuckert. undated but probably October 14 or 15. 1961.
168,7050-54, AFHRA, 1. Declassified at author’s request.

8 Zuckert. Memorandum to Schriever. undated but sometime after October 19, 1961. 168,7050-
54, AFHRA. 1. Declassified at anthor’s request.

** Oral history interview of Zuckert. July 25. 1964. from The John F. Kennedv Presidential Oral
Historv Collection, Part I, supra, recl 12, p. 128.

60 Series of oral history interviews of Zuckert. December 1986, K239.0512-1763, AFHRA, 42.

® Cited in deronautical and Astronautical Fvents of 1961. 54,
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space funding. When the Air Force did request an immediate $400 million supplemental for the FY63
budget to begin implementing its Space Plan. DDR&E Brown informed CSAF LeMay on August 20, 1962
that it would be difficutt “. . . to justify any blanket increase in funding for space programs at this time.”™®
This would be a standard response from the OSD throughout the Kennedy administration. Zuckert made
a point to emphasize. “The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has a massive program to
acquire a capability to operate in space. The Air Force is supporting it to the Iimit of our abilitlies. We

need what NASA will learn. Necessarily. the Air Force also has space programs of its own. ., "%

1962 and Bevond

The space enthusiasts within the Air Force continued to desire a larger Air Force role in space
but as the Kennedy administration continued it became increasingly clear this was not likely. given the
close supervision OSD exercised over Air Force space initiatives. After the situation described above with
the Air Force 1961 Space Plan. future Air Force space planning documents were not publicized. nor was
there any effort to garner congressional support for them. By the next vear, 1962. the OSD’s firm mana-
gerial control ensured there would be no replays of the cvents subscquent 1o the release of the 1961 plan,
For instance. by October 1962, the Air Force had completed a revision of its 1961 Space Plan. It reiter-
ated the two purposes of the Air Force in space: “To enhance the general military posturc of the United
States through military use of space:™ and, “To provide a military patrof capability within the space re-
gion.” Together the systems that would provide these capabilities would deny to any hostile power “, | .
the uninhibited military exploitation of space. and to provide a svstem of protection for U.S, scientific ac-

tivities in space.” The revised pian continued (o call for: better space boosters; space weaponry. devel-

% Gerald T. Cantwell, The Air Force-NASA Relationship in Space, 1958-1968 (Washington, DC:
Department of the Air Force. Office of Air Force Historyv, October 1971, reprinted November 1999). 32.

63 Berger. Adir Force in Space, FY62, 24.
1 Zuckert, “The Secretary of the Air Force Speaks on Space Programs.” Air Force Information

Palicy Letter for Commanders. vol. XVI. No. 2. Janvary 15. 1962, Other Agency Agreements subseries,
Federal Agencies serics. NHDRC. p. 4.
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opment of reliable rendezvous. docking. and transfer procedures: and maneuscrable re-entry and preci-
i 65
sion recovery.
LeMay's casc 10 Zuckert to support the revised Space Plan of 1962 included figures to demon-
strate the increasing discrepancy between what Air Force officers felt was required for a proper military
role in space and what the OSD was permitting. The Plan’s proposed military space expenditures com-

pared to DoD’s budgeting baseline for space werc. in millions of dollars:®

Year: 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967
USAF: 1210 1995 410 2398 2302
Dol 919 992 857 776 688

These figures illustrate the gulf in thinking between the Air Force and the OSDy;, the Air Force was plan-
ning for a space program over three times what the OSD seemed willing to authorize. As an official Air
Force history explains. “Unfortunately. the five-vear program - which served the useful function of crys-
tallizing Air Force thinking on its space goals - made no great impact upon OSD. McNamara for all
practical purposes ignored the document.”™ Deputy DDR&E John Rubel's response ™. . . was very discour-
aging” as he indicated in a late October 1962 meeting that the plan \.J\‘ould receive little support in the
OSD because OSD had concluded the plan failed to justifv the requirement for proposed programs.®’ In a
speech that monih Rubel declared that the level of DoD space spending was “. . . as closc to the optimum
size as we can make it in the light of all the uncertainties that must accompany such a program. In fact.
we probably err on the side of allowing too generous a margin of safety for the effects of these uncertain-
ties. Henceforth the Dol> would cmphasize hard military requirements and that proposals which served

abstract doctrines about the military role in space would not be entertained.”™

 LeMay. letter to Zuckert, serving as a cover for the revised Air Force Five Year Space Plan.
October 19. 1962, folder: 6 - 1962, Box B128. Curtis LeMay papers, LoC, 1-3.

% Tbid.. 4.

8 Gerald T. Cantwell, The Air Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1963 (Washingion. DC: USAF
HDLO, December 1966). 7. Declassified at author’s request.

% Reprinted in Congress. House. Committee on Government Operations, Governmeni Opera-
tions in Space (dnalvsis aof Civil-Military Roles and Relationships) Thirteenth Report. 8%th Cong. 1st
Session. House Report No. 445, June 4. 1963, pp. 77-78.
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The OSD’s Perspective

McNamara slated clearly, concisely. and often the criteria an Air Force space proposal would
have to meet before he would even consider approving it: “First it must mesh with the efforts of the Na-
tional Acronantics and Space Administration in all vital areas. We must ensure that the Defense and
NASA programs, taken together, constitute an integrated national program. and that knowledge and in-
formation flow freelv between the two. Second. projects supported by the Defense Department must
promise. insofar as possible. to enhance our military power and effectiveness.”® If there was even a hint
of possible duplication with any on-going NASA program. the Air Force would have an extremely diffi-
cult time justifving a project to the OSD. If the Air Force could not show quantifiably and specifically
exactly how the proposed space project was able to erhance military power and effectiveness. then once
again, OSD approval was extremely unlikely. Behind these criteria there was an oft-expressed OSD
skepticism concerning the necessity for military officers in space and for any increased military space
budget. DDR&E Brown's Deputy Rubel had day-to-day respensibility for monitoring the military space
program, Rubel summarized in October 1962, “Our expenditures on space developments have been re-
markably high in relation to viable concepts for military applications in space. In fact. despite extraordi-
nary efforts we have not evolved any very new ideas for mililary applications in space during the past sev-
eral years. This is especially true of manned military applications.”™

OSD termed its overall orientation to the military space question the “building block™ approach.
In it the Dol divided military space into two broad areas. First were those missions currently deemed
viable and able 1o support present Dol requirements such as robotic satellites for meteorology. navigation.

geodesy. communications, and early warning against ballistic missile attack. Thesc military space pro-

% McNamara, Statement Before the Senate Armed Services Committee on the FY 1964-68 De-
fense Program. January 21, 1963. folder: Statement to Congress r.e. 1964 budget. box 22, RG 200. Robert
McNamara papers. NARA. 134. One of numerous other examples of McNamara making this statement is
Congress. House, Committee on Armed Services, Afifitary Posture. Hearings. 88th Congress. 1st Session.
1963, p. 483. McNamara made this same statement in numerous other instances of congressional testi-
mony but the subsiance was abways the same.

® Rubel. speech on military space. October 9. 1962. released as DOD News Release No. 1642-62.
DOD Office of Public Affairs. John Rubel file, Biographical series. NHDRC. 1.

333



grams would be “. . . integrated with the over-all military program. supplementing or complementing
other military activities.””" The second category were certain developments in basic technology. . . . the
building blocks nccessary for a flexible capability to move rapidly into svstems needed in the future as
specific defense requirements and missions are defined. These building blocks include structures. guid-
ance and control systems. maneuverable re-entry vehicles. propulsion. and man himself.”> The OSD
tended to regard these potential future building blocks as an insurance policy against a Soviet surprise in
the use of space for military purposes. DDR&E Brown explained. “At this point in time it is difficult to
define accurately the specific characteristics that future military operational systems of many kinds ought
to have. We must. therefore. engage in a broad program covering basic building blocks which will de-
velop technelogical capabilities to meet many possible contingencies. In this way we will provide neces-
sary insurance against military surprise in space by advancing our knowledge on a systematic basis so as
to permit the shoriest possible time lag in undertaking full scale development programs as specific needs
are identified.””® Brown obliquely referred to Dvnasoar when he gave the example of rendezvousing with
a satellite and refurning to earth as a bailding block capability being worked on: “Again. while a firm
military requirement for all such systems does not now exist. we are following the ‘building block” ap-

w7
proach. . ..

In both categories of military space projects. the immediately feasible and useful ones integrated
into current PoD» capabilities, and the longer term building block efforts. the OSD emphasized the fact
that the Kennedy administration viewed the United States space program as a single. unified effort. some

portioens of which NASA was responsible for and the DoD for others. This stands in contrast 1o the Eis-

! From the DoD subsection of. Executive Office of the President, U.S. Aeronautics and Space
Activities, 1961, Message to the Congress from the President of the United States, January 31. 1962, NSA
MUS document 326, p. 33.

™ Ibid.
 Stalement by DDR&E Brown to the Senate Committce on Aeronautical and Space Sciences.
June 14, 1962, reprinted in USAF. dir Force Information Policv Letter. Supplement for Connnanders,

Special Issue: Military Mission in Space, {957-1962. Director of Information. Office of the Secretary of
the Air Force. dated only 1962, folder: DOD Space Policy. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series.

NHDRC. 1.

I Tbid.
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enhower administration which attempted to amend the Space Act. stating such a single. unificd program
was nol possible and the effort to create it resulted in confusion. The DoD’s chapter in the Kennedy ad-
ministration’s report on its first vear of space aclivities stated. “Because the NASA programs help make
our country stronger in many ficlds of scicnce and technology. the DOD and NASA operate in close ac-
cord at management and operating levels to insure that the collective efforts are complementary.” The
report pointed to the AACB as one example of the cfforts *. . . to ¢nsure close working relationships and
te effect integration of DOD and NASA effort essential to the prosecution of a single national program.
... In the national interest. it is mandatory that all resources be effectively used in the conduct of the Na-
tional Space Program. The DOD and the NASA have continuously planned their respective efforts on a
joint basis.”

McNamara's Management Philosophy and Svstems Analvsis

A short discussion of McNamara's underlying management philosophy that compelled him o
enforce efficiency. consolidation. and the elimination of duplication from all DoD programs, the military
space program included. is necessary to fully understand the NASA-DoD relationship. McNamara's quest
for cost reduction and single. efficient programs guaranteed that if NASA had some kind of a program
{such as Gemini) exploring a particular capability (such as rendezvous and docking in space). it was ex-
tremely unlikely that McNamara would approve a DoD program exploring those same capabilities
(Dvnasoar). even if Dynasoar was also going to explore other capabilities.

McNamara later wrote that one of his core conclusions about leading the DoD was “. . . that the
dvnamics of efficient management in so complex an institution as the Defense Department necessarily
require the use of modern managerial tools and increasing efforts to determine whether the ‘cost™ of each
program and each new project is justified by the ‘benefit’ or strength it adds to our security.™ He de-
scribed himself as the type of Secretary of Defense who was a real leader who *. . . immerses himself in

his operation. leads and stimulates an examination of the objectives. the problems and the alternatives™

1S, deronautics and Space Activities, 1961, Message to the Congress from the President of
the United States. supra. 33-34, 41



and not just a judge who “. . . waits until subordinates bring him problems for solution. or alternatives for
choice.” His diagnosis of the Pentagon’s main problem was thal not that the Secretary of Defense lacked
authority but rather “the absence of the essential management tools needed to make sound decisions.”
McNamara then began “. . . applving strict standards of effectiveness and efficiency to the way we spend
our Defense dollars. . . . These reforms would necessarily change traditional ways of doing things. and
limit the customary ways of spending Defense money.”™

McNamara believed the primary problem was that in the past . . . the three military departments
had been establishing their requirements independently of each other. The results could be described
fairly as chaotic.™ For instance. the Army planned for a long war of attrition and therefore stockpiled
months and sometimes vears of supplies while the Air Force assumed future conflicts would be short nu-
clear exchanges and so maintained only a few days of supplies. McNamara therefore insisted the DoD
budget ©. . . for the first time grouped together for planning purposes units which mast fight together in
the event of war.” So the Navy's Polaris submarine and the USAF s bombers and TCBMs would be com-
pared with and evaluated in terms of each other. not in terms of other intra-service priorities: which
would be most cost efficient in destroying Soviet targets? What was true within the DoD would. in the
case of military space, also be true for the Air Force in relation to NASA: the Air Force spacc proposals
would be judged not only in terms of what they could add to America’s deterrent. but also in terms of
whether or not they duplicated NASA capabilities. McNamara emphasized, “Adding a weapon to our
inventory is not necessarily synonymous with adding to our national security” and so the process of ap-
proving a new system “. . . must begin with solid indications that a2 proposed system would reafly add
something to our national security. The United States cannot even setiously consider going ahead with a
full-scale weapons-svstem development until that basic requirement has been met. . . . We nced to keep
the number of new systems as low as possible consistent with security™ " The Air Force suffered particu-

larly hard in this evaluating process, losing not only its sole human spaceflight project. Dynasoar, in De-

® Robert 8. McNamara. The Essence of Securitv:  Reflections in Ofﬁce (New York: Harper &
Row. 1968). x. 87-88,

7 1bid.. 90-91. 93,
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cember 1963 but also the nuclear-powered airplane. the B-70 bomber. Saint (an unmanned satellite inter-
cepter) and the Skybolt missile to McNamara's drive for efficiency and centralization between 1961 and
1963. The Air Force said the minimum acceptable number of Minuteman missiles would be 3.000 but
only 1.000 were eventually approved.”™ Said onc analyst. “During the first couple of vears of the Kennedy
Administration. the Air Force could not win a single battle with McNamara,” "

The specific mechanism whereby McNamara evaluated one system in the context of other sys-
tems designed to provide similar capabilities was called Programming and Planning Budgeting System
(PPBS). often referred to simply as systems analysis. This dissertation cannot hope to provide complete
details of the Iabyrinthine details of this process.” Fortunately. McNamara did summarize: “Major pro-
gram priorities can be meaningfully determined only in terms of the total program. and a proper balancing
of all the elements of the defense effort can only be achieved at the Department of Defense level ™
McNarnara added. “Tt provides the mechantsm through which financial budgets. weapons programs. force
requirements. military strategy and foreign policy objectives are all brought into balance with one an-
other.” The result was an annual Five-Year Defense Program which was backed by the “full range of
analvtic support with operations research and other modern management techniques” which in turn . . .

allowed us to achieve a true unification of effort within the Depariment without having to undergo a dras-

™ Deborah Shapley., Promise and Power: The Life and Times of Robert AMcNamara (Boston:
Little. Brown and Company, 1993), 107.

’® Fred Kaplan, Fizards of Armageddon (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983), 255.

¥ The implementers of systems analysis in the Pentagon under McNamara have written eatire
books explaining the extraordinary intricacies of PPBS. See Alain Enthoven and K. Wayne Smith, How
Much is Enongh: Shaping the Defense Program (New York. 1971). and Samuge] Tucker. editor, 4 Afod-
ernt Design far Defense Decision: 4 McNamara-Hitch-Enthoven Anthology (Washington, DC, 1966).
Charles Hitch was intimately involved in the systems analysis process as McNamara's Assistant Secretarv
of Defense, Comptroller. He provides a fuli-length treatment of PPBS in Decision A faking for Defense
{Berkeley. CA: University of CA Press, 19635) and a concise treatment in “Plans, Programs, and Budgets
in the DoD,” Operations Researck 11 (January-February 1963); 1-17.

¥ Cited in William W. Kaufmann, The McNamara Strategy (New York: Harper & Row. 1964),
172-73. Kaufmann was a RAND emplovee where PPBS was largely developed and then one of the *Whiz
Kids™ McNamara brought into the Pentagon to implemen it.
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tic upheaval of the entire organizational structure ™® Systems analvsis ©. . . offercd McNamara the natu-
ral quantificr with which he could gain control of this sprawling empire.”™

Quantitative analysis was the kev. A proposed new project had to include detailed mathematical
justification on: a) exactly how il would add to America’s national security: and b) why it was more cost
effective to provide that particular capability with this new system than with older cxisting svstems or with
other competing proposals for new systems to provide the same particular capability. Alain Enthoven as
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Systems Anatysis explained that PPBS compared programs
to determine . . , the degree of military effectiveness that can be achieved with a particular capability for
a given expenditure ¥ Pentagon Comptroller Charles Hitch continued, “In each case we are intcrested not
only in the military worth of the proposed requirement but also in its cost. In our view. military effective-
ness and cost are simply two sides of the same coin. . . . properly applied analstical techniques help to
minimize the areas in which unsupported judgment must govern in the decision-making process.”® The
new budgeting techniques resulted in a DoD budget with 620 subcategories; when the military services
appealed his decisions in everv single subcategory in the fail of 1961. McNamara made a point of confirm-
ing all 621 of his decisions in a single day.*® For the Air Force and its space proposals. NASA's R&D
was part of the PPBS equation in the sense that if the OSD concluded an Air Force space proposal dupli-
cated. or had the potential to duplicate. a NASA project. it was highly unlikely the USAF system would
win OSD approval.

The Air Force's conundrum, of course. was that since so little was known about the space envi-
ronnient in the early 1960s, it had very few hard facts and almost no concrete numbers to incorporate into
the systems analysis computers. The Air Force was asked to prove its requirements in a realm. space. for

which little information existed. but was not permitted to build the svstems required to operate in that

¥ McNamara. Essence of Secnritv. 95.
# Shapley. Promise and Power, 101,

# Both Enthoven and Hitch cited in Kaufmann, McNamara Strategy. 179-80.

& Shapley. Promise and Power. 103,
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realm and thereby gather the requisite information.*® This dilemma has been termed the “requirements
merry-go-round.”® One government report said the USAF's dilemma under McNamara was that . . .
spacc experimentation was restricted unless it could prove beforshand that kard requirements existed.”
which of course could not be done without the information the cxperiments were designed to gather.*

One of the voung “Whiz Kids”™ McNamara brought into the Pentagon to implement PPBS
(McNamara increased OSD emplovment by t/3 and the number of deputy assistant secretaries of defense
from 11 10 26%) explained his experiences with McNamara: “He likes to see objectives concretely de-
fined. He abhors the thought that there is only one way of doing something: he is intensely interested in
alternatives. And he is a restless seeker of ways to measure the effectiveness of the alternatives. . . . He is
an economizer of resources. always on the alert for ways of determining how much is enough to perform a
given mission.”" McNamara's biographer amplified that at the core of PPBS was McNamara's ©. . . un-
shakable faith in the importance of financial controls. in the “truth’ as discoverabie through statistics. and
in the importance of using this kind of information as the basis for organizational planning and control.”™
Of special concern for McNamara was the rapidly growing R&D field. which included most Air Force
space expenditures. He told Congress in 1963, “Research and development expenditures, whether meas-
ured in budget terms or in program terms. have been mounting steadily over the vears. but too much of
this effort is not producing useful results. What we want are weapons and equipment that the fighting

man can use. We are not interested in supporting the intellectually challenging but militarily useless.

% See Claude Witze, “How Our Space Policy Evolved.” Air Force Space Digest (April 1962);
83-92.

¥ For instance. Arnold S. Levine. Afanaging NASH in the dpollo Era, NASA SP-4102
(Washington, DC: USGPO. 1982). 219.

* Government Operations in Space, supra. 84.
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*! Deborah Shapley. “Robert McNamara: Success and Failure.” in Jameson W. Doig and Erwin

C. Hargrove. editors. Leadership and Innovation: A Biographical Perspective on Entreprencurs in Gov-
ermment (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1987). 418,
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engineering ‘tour de force.™®" This was not a hopeful sign for a robust mifitary human spaceflight pro-
gram in general or Dynasoar in particular. One observer said that during the Kennedy vears. “The Air
Force was caught in a bind which threatened to grow tighter than anything it had known and mastered
during the Eisenhower period. "3

McNamara's drive for efficiency, to eliminate duplication. and to enforce commonality in sys-
tems as much as possible certainly had the laudablc goal of providing America with the most capable de-
fense at the lowest possible level of expenditure.”* However, even scholars sympathetic to McNamara and
his Whiz Kids agree that. “A principal result of McNamara’'s administrative reform was to install a deci-
sion-making system that had the effect of increasing the centralization of authority in and around the Sec-
retary of Defense. . . . McNamara's administrative innovations substantially increased the influence of
civilian advisers on guestions relating to matters of military strategy.” McDougali stated less delicately.
“In every functional pvramid. new lavers of centralized. civilian bureaucracy splaved out from the organ-
izational box of OSD in 1961.” McDougall also discussed . . . the managerial shift from the uniformed
services to the civilian bureaucracy fanning out from the Office of the Secretary of Defense” which “pulled
atl strings into OSD.” He concluded. “McNamara's whiz kids were everywhere, removing every vestige

of independent authority and. with it, much of the pride of career officcrs.*®

% In the Afifitary Posture hearings. supra. 462.
* H L. Nicburg, In the Name of Sctenice (Chicago: Quadrangle Books. 1966), 49,

! This dissertation is not the format in which to evaluate whether or noi this actually took place.
Again. entirc monographs have been written not only to evaluate the success of McNamara's overall
PPBS approach. but also its application to specific weapons svstems. The most famous example of en-
forced commonality was the Tactical Fighter Experiment. or TFX. which became the Air Force's FB-111
fighter-bomber. For TFX case studies. as well as overall svstems analysis evaluations. see Robert J. Art.
The TFX Decision: McNamara and rhe Mifitare (Boston: Little. Brown and Company, 1968) and Robert
F. Coulman, Hlusions of Choice: The F-111 and the Problem of Weapons Acquisition (Princeton, NI
Princeton University Press. [977),

%% John C. Donovan, The Cold Warriors: .1 Policv-Alaking Elite {Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath
and Company. 1974). 155.

% Walter A. McDougall. . .. The Heavens and the Farth: A Political History of the Space Age,
{New York: Basic Books. Inc.. Publishers, 1985), 325, 332,
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In addition to the obvious loss of institutional power the military services suffered as a result of
McNamara’s managerial reforms. the way thesc reforms were implemented also contributed to a sense of
dismay among manv in the Air Force. McNamara's biographer Deborah Shaplev explains that
McNamara's “reign was colored by moral righteousness and arrogance” because he and the PPBS cadre
he emplaced within the QSD “. . . were voung. fresh. and convinced that history was on their side. Their
mistake was to appear contemptuous of the military institutions whose follies they sought to reform.”
Shaplev concluded that McNamara's treatment of the military services “. . . reveals a basic flaw in his
revolution - his disdain for the military institutions and culture he was presuming to change”® She
added, “Mc¢Namara’s analyiic strengths were coupled with a limited personal capacity to understand and
empathize with the culture and traditions of the organizations he commanded. ™™

The Air Force Reacted

The tension between elements of the Air Force and McNamara’s OSD grew quickly and reached
a high level. After Thomas White retired as the USAFs top-ranked officer in June 1961 he could hon-
estly express himself, “T am profoundly apprehensive of the pipe-smoking. tree-full-of-owls type of so-
called professional ‘defense intellectuals’ who have been brought into this nation’s capital. I don’t believe
a lot of these overconfident, sometimes arrogant professors, mathematicians, and other theorists have suf-
ficient worldliness or motivation to stand up to the kind of enemy we face.” Curlis LeMay succeeded
White and commented concerning the 34-vear old DDR&E Harold Brown exercising control over Air
Force R&D efforts. “Why, that son of a bitch was in junior high school while I was out bombing Japan!”
LeMav reportedly asked, “Would things be much worse if Khrushchey were Secretary of Defense?

LeMay likened McNamara to a hospital administrator who dabbled in brain surgery.'™

% Shapley, Promise and Power. 240. 246.
% Shapley. “Robert McNamara: Success and Failure.” 420.

* White from the Saturdav Evening Post and LeMay quotations both cited by Kaplan. 1izards.
255-56.

1" George M. Watson. Jr.. The Office of the Secretarv of the Air Force, 1947-19G5
{Washington. DC: Center for Air Force History. 1993), 215,
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Schriever's Systems Command was probably most affected by the OSD’s new procedures and
philosophy because it was responsible for the R&D leading up 1o the USAF’s new weapons. He com-
mented. “I never once had a session with McNamara refating to a single major program decision. not one
time in all the five-and-a-half or six vears that we overlapped.” Yet Schriever reported McNamara’s
“completely undisciplined staff . . . would go charging around all over the country. . . . Most of the time
we didn’t even know that they were wandering aboul. In no circumstances were we ever prm-ided with
copies of their reports when they came in. so we didn’t even know what the hell was going on.” Schriever
reporied that essentially OSD “usurped all this authority, but they had no responsibility”™ so that Air Force
officers were being “whipsawed” by the everchanging requirements for thousands and thousands of pages
of documentation the OSD demanded. Schriever concluded. “Mr. McNamara had no concept of man-
agement. . . . He demanded all kinds of loyalty. but he dispensed no lovalty down. . . . So if [ seem to have
little respect for Mr. McNamara, that’s precisely correct. 1 didn’t have while [ was on active duty. and 1
don’t have today. 1 think that he did many things that we're stil] suffering from and will suffer from for
many, many years to come,”'" Schriever described his long term efforts to convince McNamara that
sometimes the Air Force had to undertake cutting-edge R&D to generate the technology nccessary to
maintain American military superiority: “1 have tried and tried but he won't listen to me. '™

One should not view such thoughts as simply the bile resulting from military officers having lost
autonomy and influence. The USAF's top civilian, Secretary of the Air Force Eugene Zuckert. stated. I
would have to say that my batting average for getting my views adopted by McNamara was very low. . . . |
think McNamara saw the Air Force as a very powerful force with the Congress and with the people. by
reason of its size and its missions, [ think he felt that onc way he could control the Air Force was to keep
it off balance. He wanted the Air Force fo know at all time who was the boss. . . . Even on little things he

would get involved” such as when McNamara ordered that no more Naval Academy gradvates could

™ QOral history interview of General Bernard A. Schriever. June 20. 1973. K239.0512-676.
AFHRA, 35-37.

172 « A Quiet Retirement.” [referring to Schriever’s retirement from the USAF| Time (September
9, 1966): 23. .
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transfer to the Air Force, Zuckert concluded. “When McNamara dealt with me. nearly ninety percent of
the time he was completely arbitrarv. ‘The Air Force docs not know what they are doing.” ‘No. that is
not the way it is going to be.” He was very rough.”'”

The official Air Force history of this era confirms. “The Secretary of Defense continued to rigidly
control funding and insisted on absolute program definition. . . . Frequently. USAF projects were sub-
merged in cooperative ventures with other national agencies. This situation resulted in part from the ef-
forts of the Secretary of Defense to assure that the most efficient and economical use was made of the na-
tion’s space resources” and from the national space for peace policy which “. . . placed the greater em-
phasis on devoting space to peaceful and scientific purposes. with responsibility vested in a civilian space
agency.” In fact. recounted the Air Force history, “Il was becoming clear by 1963 that there really was no
such thing as an *Air Force Space Program® - that Air Force space aclivities would be conducted within

sl 0

the context of an overall ‘DOD Space Program. An article in a professional USAF magazine pre-

sented the 1961 situation from the Air Force perspective:

Air Forge Spacemen OSD Spacemen

Enthusiastic. zealous Sober, cautious, conservative

Long experience in military space work New to military space

Eager to spensor multiple solutions to Determined to select the single

a single space problem best solution in advance

Advocates of a total space systems concept Believers in an R&D demonstration
concept

This meant that during the Kennedy administration there was a “fundamental schism™ between the USAF
and the OSD on how to get a space project started or how to continue 10 manage one already underway.
Said the colonel who created the above table, “Communication between the two agencics was frequently

strained. and relations were complex. Following its own convictions rigorousty. the OSD began to cancel

19 Series of oral history interviews of Zuckert, December 1986, K239.0512-1763. AFHRA. 3.
One should remember that Zuckert was relatively close to McNamara. having been on the faculty with
him at the Harvard Business School shortly before WWII and that McNamara personally asked Zuckert to

serve as Secretary of the Air Force.

'™ Cantwell. Air Force in Space, FY63. supra, 1. 8.
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or slow down a number of Air Force ‘pre-Kennedy ™ programs. The cases took on a dreary similarity, with
. T : L : s 105
a regular pattern of review. revision. de-emphasis. or elimination.

The Q5D Held Firm

08D skepticism toward increased military space spending in general and toward the requirement
for military officers in space continued. however. DDR&E Brown told Congress in June, 1962. concern-
ing manned military space systems. “I cannot define a military requirement for them. I think there may.
in the end. turn out not to be any.™'* Brown added the DoD was relying heavily on NASA to develop the
technology of human spaceflight: “We have no intention to preempt those arcas which are the proper
pursuit of NASA. and, as a 'sign of this, their planned effort for next year in space is very much larger
than those within the Department of Defense. . . . We are not attempting nor do we have any intention or
any reason to compete or duplicate the large variety of orbital missions which are planned as part of the
national space program by NASA " That same month Brown told a trade magazine. “We cannot
visualize or define now a military mission for man-in-space.”!™ June 1962 was the same month Kennedy
declared. “The military have an important and significant role. though the primary responsibility is held
by NASA and is primarily peace. and I think that the proportion of that mix should continue.” (see above)
Given presidential satisfaction with the civil-military mixture in the United Siates space program. there
was little reason for the OSD to augment the USAF’s space budget or approve proposals for new space
projects.

Perhaps the clearest expression of DoD's orientation by late 1962 was Deputy DDR&E John Ru-

bel’s speech on October %, 1962 (partially cited above) on military space. which the DoD disseminated as

1% Paul E. Worthman, Colonel. USAF, “The Promise of Space.” Air University Review XX
(January-February 1969); 124

'% Congress. Senate. Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences. NASH Authorization for
Fiscal Year 1963, Hearings. 87th Congress. 2nd Session, June 1962, p. 343,

197 Ibid.. 342-43,

'® William J. Coughlin, “Speak Up. Mr, Secretary.” editorial. Afissiles and Rockets {Junc 18.
1962): 46.
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an official press release and emphasized its nature as an official DoD policy. The highlights of Rubel’s

address were:
The program is as close to the optimum size as we can make it in light of all the uncer-
tainties that must accompany such a program. and. in fact. that we probabiy err on the
side of allowing too generous a margin of safety, . . . Extensive programs and projects
under NASA supervision will prove equally applicable to systems and devices in space
whether these are used for military or non-military purposes. . . . Despite extraordinary
efforis we have not evolved any very new ideas for military applications in space during:
the past several vears. This is especially true of manned military applications.
Most manned military missions in space still, after vears of study, seem little or no more
viable than thev ever did. . . . Nevertheless, we arc anxious to build a base on which
future systems could. if needed. be constructed. We are not vet ready to design the
building. but we want the building blocks at hand. . . .. Daoctrinal abstractions such as
‘sea power’ Of ‘air power’ or ‘aerospace power” are oflen useful for analysis . . . . But
these doctrinal abstractions do not translate well into new programs and projects. Here
technology takes over. . . . If vou are going around with your head in the clouds. vou'd
better keep vou feet on the ground.'”

The New York Times commented. “Pentagon authorities made clear that Mr, Rubel’s speech was intended
as a rebuttal to members of Congress and some Air Force leaders who have been campaigning for in-
creased military space expenditures.''® McNamara emphasized less than two weeks Iater. “The require-
ments for specific military operations in space are nol compleiely clear. Qur research and development
program is exploring the techniques and the technology. and when and if specific requirements for mili-
tary operations in space are determined. we will be prepared to apply these developments.” Concerning
military men in space. McNamara explained. “I am not prepared to say that we will or will not need to
have manned spacecraft. 1cannot read the future. . . . At this time [ see no clear requirement for manned
satellites for military purposes. Trving to put a man into the space vehicle leads to complications and de-
lay. . . . At present, we can do almost everything we need to do without a man in the satellite. Much of
what we need to do now we can do better without a man - and sooner. But we must be prepared to put

man in space in the future should new requirements develop.™ "

'" Rubel speech. October 9. 1962, DOD News Release No, 1642-62. supra. 1, 4-7.
1% «“Pentagon Shows Caution on Space.” New York Times. October 10. 1962, p. 25.
' McNamara, interview in Afissiles and Rockets. October 22. 1962. reprinted in USAF booklet.

The Alilitary Mission in Space: 4 Selection of Published Views, dugust 1962 - June 1963. June 7. 1963.
folder: Military Mission in Space. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies scries. NHDRC. no page numbers.
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The OSD fully supported Kennedy's emphasis on continuing Eisenhower's spacc for peace pol-
icy. albeit with a new emphasis of human spaccflight via Apollo. OSD officials regulariy quashed any
speculation about offensive unses of space such as orbital bombardment. Deputy Secretary of Defense Gil-
patric on September 3. 1962 emphasized in a speech. “We have no program to place any weapons of mass
destruction into orbit. An arms race in space will not contribute to our security. [ can think of no greater
stinulus for a Soviet thermonuclear arms effort in space than a U.8. commitment 1o such a program. This
we will not do. We will of course take such steps as are necessary to defend ourselves and our allies. if the
Soviet Union forces us to do s0.”"'> The report resulting from the JFK-mandated major review of the
space progeam conducted in the fall of 1962 (described last chapter) stated, “The Secretary of Defense and
his assistants have taken a restrictive approach in their reviews. based on the conclusion that there are no
valid new military requiremenis which justify at this time a major expansion in the military space pro-

grams, ™"

Accordingly. in Jamary 1963 the OSD disapproved Air Force space budget requests to start a
space station program called the Military Orbital Development System (MODS) and to purchase NASA
Gemini capsules and use them for military experiments (Biue Gemini). Those two systems were among
the 13 new programs in space the Air Force requested permission from the OSD to start, of which the
OSD allowed none. The memo summarizing the militarv space situation to the USAF Chicf of Stafl after
OSD disallowed almost all of the Air Force's proposed 1962 Five-Year Space Plan said. “In terms of the
Five-Year Militarv Space Program. DOD action is short Air Force proposals by 1.3 billion dollars. For
FY 64. DOD is providing 35 percent of the level recommended by the Air Force.™ The memo explained
that for spacecraft projects the numbers for Air Force proposals and OSD approval were. in millions of

dollars: FY63 - 587 vs. 537. FY64 - 1032 vs. 367 Total - 1619 vs. 804.!"" McNamara's rejoinder was

112 Reprinted in “In Gilpatric Speech . . . Military Space Move Left to Russians.” Afissiles and
Rockets (September 10, 1962). 16.

13 Director. BoB. Memorandum for the President. November 13, 1962. Space Activities of the
U.S. Government. reprinted in John M. Logsdon. with Linda J. Lear. Jannelle Warren-Findley. Ray A.
Williamson. and Dwavne A Dav. eds.. Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in the Historv of
the U8, Civil Space Program, Volume I: Organizing for Exploration, NASA SP-4407 (Washington. DC:
USGPO. 1595), 456.
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that the FY64 military space budget overall was $1.65 billion. which was $50 million greater than FY63
and almost $400 million greater than FY62. McNamara added that military space represented 20 percent
of the entire DoD R&D budget, and amount greater than that devoted to developing strategic weapons.'"

Congress and the President on the OSD-USAF in Space

One reporter summarized the OSD-USAF situation: “While the issne is occasionally constructed
as competition between NASA and the Air Force for authority and funds. the argument is basically be-
tween the Air Force and the upper echelons in the Department of Defense.”''® Congressman George
Miller, who became the Chairman of the House space committee after Overton Brooks died in September
1961, agreed. “The problem is that the military space enthusiasts have not been able to obtain all the
green lights they want from their bosses.™'’ Miller’s speech also indicates one of several reasons why the
OSD’s space policy was likely to prevail over any attempts to increase military space spending or pro-
grams:; by the time of the Kennedy administration, NASA had developed powerful congressional patrons.
Miller supporied McNamara's idea that new military space projects must be justified before they were
approved: “But the space critics are vague about what they want. Something really good. they sav. is
bound to turn up. That's fine. 1agree. And as it does..l sav. ‘let’s go.” I cannot understand. however.
initiating a program when the requirement it must meet is unknown or can be betler met by another sys-
tem. The balanced program we are following is the one devised by the President after meticulc.ms study of
the Nation's needs, resources, and aspirations. . . . Our defense officials are not dolts.™ Miller pointed out
that of all the money America had so far spent in space, 43 percent was for military space; I find it diffi-

cult to view this record as flagrant disregard for the military's interests.™"'®

" Major General James Whisenand. Assistant Deputy CSAF for Rescarch and Technology.
Memorandum to CSAF LeMay. January 30. 1963. folder: 208. box B208. Curtis LeMay papers, LoC. .
Declassified at author’s request.

"SDOD Space Position Defended.” A issifes and Rockets (February 4. 1963); 12.
"1¢ Philip Sickman. “The Fantastic Weaponry.” Fortue (June 1962): 224.
""" Representative George Miller. Congressional Record. September 6. 1962. p. 18674,

% Ibid.. 18671-72.
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Beyond the OSD ElI-ld certain important NASA patrons in Congress. the most important determi-
nant of whether or not the OSD's decisions concerning military space and military officers in space would
prevail was of course Kennedy., As alluded to previously. he had no great inclination to disturb
McNamara’s policies nor the general division of responsibilities in the NASA-DoD equation. Numerous

119

sources have observed that “McNamara’s actions had the full support of the president.”™ '~ that Kennedy

“was enamored of McNamara's brilliance. almost always backed him up.”'™ and that “Because of his
standing with Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. McNamara had more influence than any of his predeces-
sors™'?! as Secretary of Defense. Clearly. the Air Force had no choice but to accept McNamara's formu-
lation of the proper scope. scale, content. and pace of the military space program. including his reluctance
to authorize officers in space.

There are indications that Kennedy could become extremely agitated at high-ranking military
officers, in particular those from the Air Force, again making it unlikely he would be amenable to a larger
military space budget that could in any way endanger the space for peace policy. NASA. or Project
Apollo. He told his confidant Benjamin Bradiee of the ITashington Post, “The first advice I'm going to
give my successor is to watch the generals and avoid feeling that just because they are miliary men their
opinion on military matters is worth a damn,”'** Kennedy's recent biographer posits that Kennedy
“despised” Air Force Chief of Staff LeMay: “In the White House, Kennedy had walked out on LeMay.
more than once. Walking out on generals was a Kennedy specialty. . . . ‘I don’t want that man near me
again,” Kennedy said after one of his walk-outs on LeMay. McNamara and his men learned not to bring
the general’s name up. “He had a kind of fit if you mention LeMay,” Roswell Gilpatric warned one of his

assistants.”’ > During the Cuban missile crisis. LeMay reportedly pounded a table and exclaimed. “Its

1% Kenneth 1. Meier. Politics and the Bureaucracy: Policvinaking in the Fourth Branch of Gov-
ernment (North Scituate, MA: Duxbury Press. 1979). 147.

1 Raplan, Fizards, 256.
121 watson, Office of the Secretarv of the dir Force. 242.

1= Benjamin Bradlee, Conversations with Kennedv (New York: Nerten. 1975). 112,
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the greatest defcat in our history, Mr. President. . . . We should invade today!™ JFK later mused. *It’s
iucky for us that we have McNamara over there.™"**

Herbert Yotk was DDR&E during the Eisenhower administration and for the first few months of
the Kennedy administration. His impression was, “I believe that he [Kennedy} was alrczidy of the view
that the Air Force was much too ‘gung ho.” 1 think or I have the impression that he already felt that the
Air Force was what some people might call a little bloodthirsty.”> And yet Kennedy did reappoint Le-
May as Air Force Chief of Staff. Kennedy commented. “LeMay’s like Babe Ruth. Personally he's a bum.
but he’s got talent and the people love him.”'*® Kennedy stated, “It’s good to have men like Curt LeMay
.. . commanding troops once you decide to go in. . . . T like having LeMay head the Air Force. Evervone
knows how he feels. That’s a good thing,™**’ Therefore, one should not overdo Kennedy's animus toward
the military or the Air Force. The fundamental point is simply that he was unlikely to embrace any pro-
posals for altering the military space program that McNamara concluded was appropriate nor was he
likely to endorse any significant shifts in the NASA-DoD relationship in favor of the Air Force.

One Space Program, Not Two

The final outcome of the entire complicated issue of NASA-QSD-USAF interaction was a rever-
sal of the Eisenhower proposition that a single. unified space program was an impossible goal and should
not be pursued. Kennedy’s administration in fact concluded a single national program did exist and that
what NASA and the DoD> did in space must be carefully coordinated so as to avoid waste. duplication, and

fruitless effort. This reinforces the conclusion that the Air Force was unlikely to receive approval for any

' Richard Reeves. President Kennedv: Profile of Power (New York: Simon and Schuster.
1993), 182.

1% Michael Beschloss. The Crisis Years: Kennedv and Khrushchev, 1960-1963 (New York:
Harper Cotlins. 1991}, 544,

'*% Oral history interview of Herbert York, June 16, 1964. folder: Kennedy Library. box: White
House. Presidents, Kennedy. Photographs - Presidentiat Library, NHDRC. 9.

1% Reaves. 183,

"= Arthur M. Schlesinger. Jr.. 4 Thousand Davs: John F. Kennedv is the White House (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1965). 912,
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program that. when evaluated in light of any NASA project. could be accused of overlap or redundancy.
Any number of senior administration officials made the same point Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric
did in June 1962: “Some people have the erroncous impression that there are two space programs - a
NASA program and a DOD program. What this nation has in fact is a National Space Program. part of
which is funded and directed by NASA and part of which is funded and directed by DOD.™'** In another
forum Gilpatric added. “Ii is a primary policy objective of both of us that our efforts in the Delense De-
partment and those of the NASA shall be conceived. planncd. and executed to insure that the totality of
our space efforts adds up to a single program in the national interest.”'* Kennedy's 1962 report to Con-
gress stated. “It is national policy to maintain a viable national space program. not a separate program for
NASA and another for Defense. . . ™'

An ancillary point that complemented the idea thay America had a single. coordinated space pro-
gram was the idea that American military activities in space were peaceful activities. just like NASA's.
Therefore. one should not speak of the “military’ use of space and the ‘peaceful” use of space but rather of
the aggressive and nonaggressive use of space. Behind this conclusion was of course the commitment to
ensuring that reconnaissance satellites would enjoy unmolested transit through space. A State Depart-
ment official explained, “The test of the legitimacy of a particular use ol outer space is not whether it is
military or non-military. but whether it is peaceful or aggressive. . . . The United States has military space
programs, but all of our space activities will continue to be for peaceful. i.e.. defensive and benelicial pur-
poses.”™  One of the strongest administration exponents of the “military space is space for peace”

proposition was NASC Executive Secretary Edward Welsh. He delivered many speeches in which he ex-

'2¥ Gilpatric. Statement Before the Senatc Committee on Aeronaulical and Space Sciences. June
13. 1962, Congressional Appearances. Roswell Gilpatric papers. Kennedy Library. as cited by Derck W,
Elliott, Finding an Appropriate Connnitment: Space Policy Development Under Eisenhower and Ken-
nedv, 1954-1963 (Ph.D. dissertation, George Washington University, 1992), 191.

1% Roswell Gilpatric to the Senate space committee. November 1963, testimony inserted into the
Congressional Record, November 20, 1963, p. 21350.

1 Cited in Govermment Operations in Space. supra. 63.

3! Richard N. Gardner. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization Af-
fairs. “Cooperation in Outer Space.” Foreign dffairs 41 (January 1963); 339
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plained. “We do not have a division between peaceful and non-peaceful objectives in our space program.
All the objectives arc peaceful. It should be clear. however. that projects to help keep the peace are just as

peaceful as any other space projects.”™ >

Vice President Johnson declared. ©. . . the United States does not have a division between peace-
ful and non-peaceful objectives for space. but rather has space missions to help keep the peace and space
missions 1o improve our ability to live well in space.™'* Johnson emphasized later in 1962 that . . . all of
the U.S. space projects are peaceful, including those which help us maintain the peace, . . . So far as the
U.S. is concerned. there is not a distinction between peaceful and nonpeaceful purposes. They are all pur-
poses. 1 wish I could say the same with confidence about the plans and objectives of the USSR."** One
of the instructions Kennedy issued to Americans representatives to the UN Outer Space Committee and
General Assembly in August 1962 was to forcefully explain and defend the notion “, . , that the distinc-
tion between peaceful and aggressive uses of outer space is not the same as the distinction between mili-
tary and civilian uses, and that U.S. aims to keep space free from aggressive use and offers cooperation in

** Apgain, the point to carry forward

its peacefuf exploitation for scicntific and technological purposes.”™
into the discussion of the intricacies of the NASA-DoD relationship and then into the next chapter’s dis-
cussion of Dynasoar-Gemini-MOL is that at the highest administration levels, up to and including the
President. there was a strong desire to avoid any suggestion whatsoever that the United States had any
aggressive intent in space. While it activelv encouraged the notion that the defensive military uses of

space were in fact peaceful uses. the administration simultaneously insisted that the OSD ensure no of-

fensive uses of space taint the American space program.

132 Edward Welsh, Message to the American Legion. October 6. 1962, folder: McNamara-Webb
Report/Logsdon Interviews, box: White House. Presidents. Kennedy. Correspondence, Apollo Decision
Documentation. NHDRC. 1.

B Introduction, U.S. deronautics and Space Activities, 1961, supra, 6,

13 Johnson, “The Vision of a Greater America.” The General Electric Forum for National Se-
cirity and Free World Progress V (Julv-September. 1962). 8.

133 NSC. NSAM 183, Explanation and Defense of US Space Program. August 27. 1962. NSA PD
document 915. p. 1.
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The NASA-DoD Relationship: An Overview of Support, Coordination, and Rivalry

Generally, No Major Problems

Shortly after he was sworn in as NASA Administrator. Webb and his Deputy Hugh Drvden met
with senior DoD officials (McNamara, Gilpatric, outgoing DDR&E York) to discuss how the two organi-
zations would keep in touch. Webb reported. “It was agreed that Mr, Gilpatric and I svould meet from
time to time for lunch and would bring others as needed.”* With that there began the extensive interac-
tion between Webb and assorted senior DoD officials that continued throughout the Kennedy administra-
tion. Important points relating to the lunar landing decision’s NASA-DoD component were surveved in
the previous chapter. Other important groundwork can be found in this chapter’s discussion of the sup-
posed Air Force campaign to gain a larger role in the space arena. The remainder of this chapter will
attetnpt to examine the specifics of the support. coordination, and rivalry that comprised the NASA-DoD
institutional relationship from 1961 to 1963.

By the summer of 1961, shortly after Kennedy’s lunar landing decision. the NASA-DoD situa-
tion seemed to be well under control. The minutes from a Julv AACB meeting notc. “. .. that the Vice
President was astonished and delighted at the unanimity of the NASA-DOD recommended program ob-
jectives and approach.”™*" Schriever emphasized to his boss that he desired to assist NASA in the lunar
landing program in every way possible. regardiess of what his personal opinion might be on the underly-
ing space for peace policy: “Our relationship has been very good. We have worked out at the working
level a very good relationship. I think that . . . there are many things in the Lunar Program that will have

military applications”™'*  An NASC meeting including Johnson. Secretary of State Dean Rusk.

1% James Webb, Mcmorandum for Record. February 24, 1961. SPI document 984. p. 1.

3" Minutes of the 9th Meeting of the Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board. July 19.
1961, box: AACB DOD/NASA, Box: Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board # 4. NHDRC. 2.

1% Schriever. Letter to CSAF LeMay, undated but sometime shortly after Schriever's testimony

to the Senate Armed Services Commiitee on July 20. 1961, folder: USAF Documents/Correspondence.
DoD subseries, Federal Agencics. NHDRC, 1.
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McNamara. and Webb recorded in August. “Coordination between NASA and DOD is excellent. with
gvery intention to keep it that way.”'*®

As NASA’s Junar landing program gained momentum. the Air Force began to realize that while
its lunar landing role was primarily supportive in nature. it was nonetheless important because Apollo
would also create the “building blocks™ of spaceflight experience and infrastructure. Zuckert said, “The
NASA has a massive program to acquire a capability to operate in space. The Air Force is supporting it to
the limit of our abilities. We need what NASA will learn. . . . We have an excellent working relationship
with the NASA and feel that we. NASA. and the Nation benefit from this relationship.”'*" In March 1962
Zuckert emphasized that the peacetime role of NASA and the defense role of the Air Force in the national
space program ~, . . must advance in harness, and they do. They are interdependent. One cannot move
without the other.™"' While the OSD and the USAF had their differences over military space policy.
O8D officials such as Rubel agreed that the basic NASA-DoD situation and level of cooperation “. . . has
been one of continuing improvement since the creation of NASA, as operating procedures evolved, as
policies were established. as relative responsibilities were defined. as personnel became better acquainted
and familiar with each other’s problems. as internal organizations were improved and as the Aeronautics
and Astronautics Coordinating Board mechanism evolved. ™" Scamans recalled that Webb had a self-

imposed rule that appointments to sensitive NASA positions like Associate Administrator for Manned

Space Flight were to be cleared with the DoD."

' NASC, Summary Minutes. August 18, 1961, folder: NASC Mecting August 18, 1961, box:
1. RG 220, Records of the National Aeronautics and Space Council, NARA. 2.

140 Zuckert, Statement in the GE Forum, January 10, 1962. as reprinted in the collection from the
Air Force Office of Information, Policy Statements on AMilitarv Space, September 19, 1962, 168.7171-65,
AFHRA, 2.

M Zuckert speech, March 6. 1962, extracted in 4ir Force Information Policy Letter for Com-
manders XVI (March 15, 1962); 1.

' John Rubel. letter to Edward Welsh. April 10. 1962, folder: NASC meeting. March 21, 1962,
box 1. RG 220, Records of the National Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA, 14
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In fact. onc of the trade magazines most critical of the perceived slighting of military space
commented in April 1962 on a “gleeful conspiracy™ between NASA and the Air Force which consisted of
“, . . the growing cocperation - both in spirit and deed - between the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and the U.8. Air Force.” The magazine said there were . . . some top NASA officials.
possessed of a vision broader than the confines of their own agency. who are acutely aware of the need for
major manned and unmanned military space programs. . . . To bring these military capabilities to fruition
at the earliest possible moment. they are aiding and abetting the movement 1o bring the Air Force. to a

44

certain degree. under NASA’s strong financial shelter in the Apollo program.”'** Shortly thereafter a

NASA official wrote to the magazinc to sav. I thoroughly enjoved reading your perceptive and well-
written editorial.”* Zuckert chimed in. “We [NASA and the Air Force] work together as a team. not as
rivals. And together we are doing the spadework for the space technology of tomorrow.™** McNamara
added. “Increasingly, the space efforts of Defense and NASA have become interwoven and more effective,

1 These institutional

...l am determined . . . to ensure the continuation of this excellent relationship.
encomiums could be cited ad infinitum but the point remains: at least for public consumption. and ofien
in private meetings. high administration officials displaved no sense of alarm or even concern over poten-

tially serious NASA-DoD conflict.

NASA-DoD Difliculties

This is not to say that tension. rivalry and conflict were absent. however. Most of the clashes are
directly associated with the management of the Gemini program, its relationship to Dynasoar. and the

repercussions of both the Gemini and Dvnasodr problems on the space station/MOL issue. Therefore,

" William J. Coughlin, “The Gleeful Conspiracy,” editorial. Afissifes and Rockets (April 23.
1962): 46.

' O.B. Lloyd. Jr, Director. NASA Officc of Public Services and Information, Letter to the Edi-
tor. Missiles and Rockets (May 14, 1962). 7.

146 Zuckert, Speech reteased in the form of DOD News Release No. 1017-62. June 19, 1962. file:
Eugene Zuckert, Biographical series, NHDRC, 2.

9% McNamara, Statement Before the Senate Armed Services Committee on the FY 1964-68 De-
fense Program, January 21. 1963, supra. 136.
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these will be detailed in the next chapter. However. some hints of a more general. institutional strain arc
also detectable. NASA’'s Deputy Associate Administrator for Delense Affairs W. Fred Boone correctly
pointed out. “When there are two government agencies that have responsibilities and areas of activity
which to some exient overfap. that in a scnse compele for budget doltars. and that are headed by two such
dyvnamic. strong-willed. articulate men as Mr. Webb and Mr. McNamara. one should net be surprised to
find conflicting policies and opinions beiween them.'** For instance. Boone said that in the opinion of
NASA leaders. McNamara unreasonably and “. . . consistently avoided any acknowledgment that the
NASA R&D program was making a contributien to national security.” This attitude of the Pentagon top
management toward NASA “filtered down through all echelons of the Defense establishment™ and as a
result “. . . some key officials in OSD and the Services . . . appeared to be inhibited from laving before us
their ngeds for new technology and from exploring opportunittes for cross-support for fear of bringing
down on their heads the ire of the Secretary of Defense.'™

Webb wrote Johnson in May 1963 with three suggestions for improving coordination between
NASA and the DoD, which he felt was good but could be better. First he called for. “Earlier coordination
in the study phase of advanced projects to eliminate umwarranted duplication. . . . Webb said that “cross-
fertilization™ of research and technology should be strengthened so as to “. . . reveal additional applica-
tions of NASA discoveries and advancements to some of the most critical military problems.” Finally he
desired, “Greater participation by the DOD in NASA projects 10 enhance the knowledge and capability of
the services in space and space-oriented applications. ™

In the summer of 1963 Boone wrote an extensive report surveying the “divergent philosophies.
attitudes. and interpretations of the Department of Defense and the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-

ministration. . .7 and concluded that specific problems appeared to be centered in the areas of: national

'3 Boone, N4S4 Office of Defense Affairs. 8.
1 Tbid.

0 \Webb. Memorandum for the Vice President. May 10, 1963. folder: Eisenhower - Defense
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policy; planning: ground support operations (ranges. lracking stations. data collection centers). and
acronautical research. The first two are immediately relevant to this dissertation. Concerning national
policy, Boone stated. “Dol) sees the civilian and military space programs as one program which should be
jointly conducted to attain both civilian and military objectives.” Therefore. the military should have a
stronger voice in shaping the direction of the total space program. In turn this had made for DoD at-
tempts to achieve greater roles in some NASA programs such as Gemntini. Boone added.

The desire to control is especially strong within the Air Force because many within

it consider space operations “simply an extension of flight gperations in the

atmosphere, and therefore should be under Air Force control. Lacking greater

support for this position at the DOD level. the Air Force has made ‘end runs’

to members of Congtess and the White House staff. and has Jaunched an intensive

and well organized public relations campaign to convert the public to the Air Force

point of view. The Air Force is inclined to look npon NASA as a competitor rather

than a partner in the field of space.
Boone recommended that McNamara and Webb conduct a vigorous effort to indoctrinate their subordinate
staffs and agencies to the facts: first, it was and is the intent of Congress for the United States to maintain
in the eyes of the world a peaceful image for the United States space program and so NASA will rematn
an independent. civilian agency. second. certain advantages accrue to the DoD from civilian management
such as international cooperation and the R&D issuing forth from civilian scientific organizations and
universities,™

On the issue of planning there appeared to Boone to be a difference of opinion concerning the
desirability of joint programs versus coordinated programs. DoD seemed to destre the former because in
joint programs both participating agencies receive equal management and decision-making responsibili-
ties: no major decisions are made without the concurrence of both agencies. NASA preferred the latter
because in the coordinating process NASA maintained mapagerial and decision-making control while
fully recognizing the DoD’s inlerests in, and kecping it informed concerning the progress of. major NASA

programs such as Gemint. For instance, concerning its long-range studies for space stations, NASA did

not want to be limited by having to specifically tie various space station concepts to military operational

'*! Boone. Report to Webb, NASA-DoD Relations. July 12. 1963, reprinted in Logsdon et. al..
Fxploring the Unknown, Tolume II, 348-56.
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requirements. At the same time. NASA desired 1o be . . . ever alert to discern those areas of research
which appear to offer the most promising potential for the solution of military problems.” If NASA had to
obtain DoD concurrence to conduct studies of future concepts. this would “sericuslv obstruct NASA's
ability 1o discharge its statutorily assigned functions.” Neveriheless. Boone explained DoD strongly be-
lieves that all planning relaled to NASA programs which were of interest to DoD should be jointly con-
ducted from its inception: “This view has led DOD to seek inflexible agreements concerning the manner
in which NASA's advance exploratory studies may be initiated, including sign-off authority for DOD."'*
The ramifications of these policy and planning differences will become clearly evident in the next chap-
ter’s Gemini-Dynasoar-MOL discussion '™
Webb-McNamara Difficulties

Despite Boone’s dispassionate discussion of the general disagreements between NASA and the
DoD, most of the non-programmatic, leadership/headquarters-level tension appeared to have resulted
from direct clashes, related 1o personality conflicts and otherwise, between Webb and McNamara. For
instance, records from a meeting Mc¢Namara attended in March of 1963 te discuss Dynasoar contain the
following puzzling observation: “Mr. McNamara raised the question of what would be an optimum test
bed [for hypersonic R&D] during the NASA briefing. Someone at the NASA briefing raised the point
that the Space Act provided that Space be used for ‘peaceful purposes.” Mr. McNamara was very scornful.
saving that he was prepared to get the law changed.”’* This supposed McNamara remark must remain a
mystery because no further evidence exists of McNamara attempting to have the Space Act amended. Ata

mintmum, however, it does indicate that McNamara had some tvpe of negative feclings (“scornful™) to-

152 Thid.

133 Boone’s discussion of the two remaining points, ground support operations and aeronautics.
while interesting. is not directly relevant to this discussion and in fact any useful treatment of the NASA-
DoD relationship in each merits at least a chapter-length treatment, possibly even an entire monograph.

'™ Brockway McMillan. Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Research and Development.
Memorandum to Zuckert. March 15, 1963. documents in the possession of Major Roy Houchin, AFHSO/

Pentagon., 2.
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wards the general concept of space for peace. and possibly even NASA. although this cerlainly did not
translate into any amenability toward Air Force space proposals (see above).

More concrete evidence does exist documenting the Webb-McNamara personal difficulties.
McNamara's Deputy. Gilpatric. recounted that McNamara “. . . took a dislike to Webb because Webb took
so long in getting to the point. And so I think he mishandied Webb. He sort of goaded him into taking
extreme positions. The result would be that Webb would go up to the Hill and see his good friends like
Bob Kerr [Chairman, Senale space committee] and Clint Anderson [Chairman. House space committeg)
and didn’'t do McNamara any good. . . . It was just an unnecessary bit of exacerbation to take him on in
such a militant fashion.”" W. Henry Lambright. Webb's biographer. interviewed McNamara and re-
ported, “Webb talked too much for him and was too ‘political.”” Seamans’ believed. “McNamara was
more powerful than Webb. But Webb had more guile.”™ Lambright’s account of the overall situation
states

In the early period after the Apollo decision. Webb and McNamara met regularly for

lunches. accompanied by aides, to facilitate coordination. At one of these lunches.

McNamara lectured Webb. so offending the NASA administrator that he and Seamans

walked out, and the regular lunches were discontinued. Although the two senior

officials dealt with one another as litile as possible thereafter, thev had to cooperate

to some extent for common inkcrests. Webb used Seamans as a surrogate. and

McNamara used similarly appropriate substitutes.'*®

This dissertation’s author interviewed Seamans who confirmed the above account of what Sea-
mans called *The Black Luncheon.™ At this particular Juncheon, McNamara told Webb there was no
point in thetr having meetings “just for pleasantries.” Webb agreed and McNamara stated. “I just happen
to have a piece of paper here” and proceeded to read from it. Seamans recalled. “Well. boy. vou never
heard such a scathing, denunciation of NASA. It was about a page-and-a-half or two pages on how we'd

agreed to things and hadn’t carried through on them. Jim's face was getting red and he was getting mad-

der and madder and madder. He practically exploded. And that was the last meeting we ever had.”

"% Oral history interview of Gilpatric. June 30. 1970, from The John F. Kennedv Presidential
Oral History Collection, Part 1: The IT'hite House and Executive Departments, microfilmed from the
holdings of the John F, Kennedy Library (Frederick. MD: University Publications of America, 1988). reel
3

16 All references from Lambright, Powering Apolio. 120. 240 note 56,
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Seamans dated this incident to between the spring and fall of 1962. Seamans said he and Rubel had to
handle most direct NASA-DoD communication from that point forward because Webb and McNamara
would not speak to each other.'” Webb testified that he had to remind McNamara. when they were
speaking, that McNamara should not and could not treat Webb like McNamara treated his service secre-
taries and other subordinates: *I did tell him that. on an occasion when I felt that improper pressures
were being applied. 1said. “You are not going to get NASA under vour thumb. as vou have the Air Force,
... There was always this fecling. if NASA joins with the Air Force, then it makes a lot of problems for
the Secretary of Delense. And I always made clear to him. we wouldn't do that. But they still never were

- AL S
quite sure, , . "'

In another interview Webb recalled meeting with Kennedy three weeks before Kennedy's death
to relate to him that space might become an issue in the ¢lection campaign because, “McNamara will not
say that this program has military advantage. I will say that every bit of the things we're doing contrib-
utes to the military.” Kennedy replied, “Well. you're not going to let this get persenal. are you?" Webb
said. “No. Just the fact that that’s the way it is.” Kennedy concluded by telling Webb, *Go ahead and do
what you think is right.”'*® The point is that in setting the stage for the discussion of the specific support.
coordination. and rivalry that is (o follow. il is necessary to note that not all was sweetness and light be-
tween the two organizations. or at least the organizations™ leaders, There was an undercurrent of tension

between McNamara and Webb that could erupt. most particularly with Project Gemini (next chapter).

1*" Oral historv interview of Seamans, July 5. 1996, by the author. It must be reiterated that the
author made repeated attempts to secure an interview with Mr. McNamara but they were all rebuffed.
McDougall in The Heavens and the Earth. p. 513. note 55, cites an oral history interview with Willis
Shapley, who was responsible for both the NASA and DoD budgets within the BoB before he became a
NASA Deputy Asscciate Administrator in September 1965, in which Shapley confirmed that by laie 1962
Webb and McNamara were “not speaking to each other.”

%% Oral history interview of Webb, April 11, 1974, file: James Webb. Biographical serics.
NHDRC. 33-34.

1% Oral history interview of Webb. October 15, 1985, NASM., 226.
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The NASA-DoD Relationship: Tension and Rivalry Specifically

Of Bellv Bands and ICBMs

Shortly after being sworn in as Adminisirator. Webb had to choose between alienating the Air
Force and alienating his own NASA staff. The Mercury-Atlas (MA) test flight had failed during the Eis-
enhower administration due to a catastrophic explosion. Investigations revealed the most likely cause to
bave been weakness of the metal where the Mercury capsule was mated with the Atlas ICBM. NASA
proposed that for the next test launch. scheduled for February 18. 1961, four days after Webb's confirma-
tion. this section of metal be strengthened with the addition of a sort of 8-inch wide steel corset or “belly
band.” until the thicker-skinned Atlases that NASA had on order could be delivered. Schriever and the
Air Force protested vehemently because another Atlas failure would reflect very badly on the United States
ICBM deterrent force, then based on the Atlas. Schriever wrote, “It is my recommendation that no more
thin-skin Atlas boosters should be flown in the Mercury program because of the high risk of failure, . . .
The only sensible approach is to delay the next Mercury/Atlas flight until approximately 1 April 1961
when a thick-skin Atlas will be available.” Schriever further explained. “Since failure of the Atlas booster
during launch would reflect unfavorably on the prestige of the United States and would be incorrectly in-
terpreted by many agencies as a weakness in the Atlas weapon system. I do not concur with the proposed
launch of the field modified (restraining band) booster.™

Webb supported NASA’s decision to launch and refused to budge even when the Air Force took
its protest to the White House level by appealing to Kennedy's science adviser Jerome Wiesner, Webb
related he felt he had to trust his new organization and staff: “I knew that if I turned their advice down
and took advice from outside of NASA, I would have a very hard time building the confidence of the
staff. "' The faunch went ahead on February 21 and was successful. Webb called his choice to back

NASA a “critical decision™ because it set the tonc of his suppotting NASA in the face of Air Force pres-

1% Schriever. Memorandum to General Curtin. Office of the Sccrctary of the Air Force. Mercury
MA-2 Launch Decision. February 13, 1961, SPI document 32, pp. 5-6.

'%! Webb. oral history interview of. March 15. 1985, NASM. 88.
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sure. even when applied at the presidential tevel.'™ As his biographer states. Webb's fortitude “proved an
auspicious beginning for the new administrator.” won him the gratitude of NASA's professional cadre.
and *. . . won the grudging respect of the air force. which knew Webb could not be intimidated.” In addi-
tion, since NASA's technical judgment had proven correct. ©. . . the air force would not be so quick next
time to challenge Webb and those advising him."’® Webb recalled his first weeks at NASA as a time
when he and Air Force leaders were “like two strange animals. . . sparring around, smelling each other,
secing what could be done. testing each other out.”'®" The director of the Mercury program said Webb's
decision saved 4-5 months on Mercury's schedule. compared to waiting for the thicker-skinned missiles
before restarting testing.'®*

Combine NASA and the Air Force?

From chapter 4 it will be recalled that CSAF Thomas White had written several of his subordi-

rate commanders on April 14, 1960

I am convinced that one of the major long range elemenis of the Air Force future lies in space.
1t is also obvious that NASA will play a large part in the national effort in this direction and.
moreover. inevitably will be closelv associated. if not eventually combined with the military.

It is perfectly clear to me that particularly in these formative vears the Air Force must. for its
own good as well as for the national interest. cooperate to the maximum extent with NASA_

to include the furnishing of keyv personnel even at the expense of some Air Force dilation of
technical talent. . . . I want to make it crystal clear that the policy has not changed and that to
the verv limit of our ability, and even bevond it to the extent of some risk fo our own programs,
the Air Force will cooperate and will supply all reasonable key personnel requests made on

it by NASA'*

This highlighted passage is almost always cited. out of context, by individuals who want to prove the Air

Force was campaigning to take over NASA. This Eisenhower-era letter is relevant to the Kennedy-era

'** Webh, oral history interview of, April 11, 1974, supra, 38.
'8 Lambright, Powering Apolio. 90.

"% Ibid.. 91.

15% Oral history interview of Robert Gilruth, February 27. 1987. NASM. 247.

1 CSAF Thomas White. letter to Generals Landon and Wilson. Air Force Deputy Chicfs of Staff

for Personnel and Development. with copies to Schriever and LeMay. among others. April 14, 1960,
folder: Civilian vs. Military Role in Space. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1. Empha-

sis added.
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NASA-DoD rivalry/tension discussion because it was not uniil the Kennedy administration that it was
extensively discussed. Congress held hearings to discuss McNamara's DoD Directive 5160.32. and as
part of these hearings the general question of the DoD's intentions toward NASA came up. as did White's
letter in particular.

When asked if he believed the DoD should take over NASA Gilpatric emphatically replied. “1
certainly do not. We have plenty of problems today. We don’t need any more.” When asked. “And vou
sav now you have no intention of infringing upon any of the rights of NASA7?" Gilpatric replied. *That is
correct.” White explained his sole purpose was to “make it crystal clear that the policy is we will cooper-
ate with NASA.” cven at some risk to Air Force programs. When asked if there was any planning at anv
level within the Air Force to take over NASA White replied. “Absolutely not. None then. none now, and 1
konow of no ong else who has contrary views in the Air Force. 1 would like to point out that this is not a
statement of advocacy, but a statement of possible fact. . . . No planning whatsoever.”"®" White closed by
assessing NASA-DoD relations as “, . . optimum. both in the past. present. and 1 am certain for the future,
.. . the job is plenty big for all of us. . . . The idea of a combination is so remote to my own thinking that I
haven’t seen that particular specter™®

Next to testify concerning White's letter was Schriever, who allowed that he was probably targely
responsible for White feeling compelled to pen it. Schriever explains he had expressed reluctance at giv-
ing up some of his officers currently working on Air Force space systems and transferring them to NASA:
“1 knew it would hurt ARDC considerably to turn these people over to NASA, so I resisted their assign-
ment, not because I didn't want NASA to have them. but because of the effect it would have on ARDC.™
Therefore. White issued his letter making it clear the Air Force would support NASA personnel re-
quests.™® Chairman Overton Brooks asked Schriever, “There is no effort on the part of the Air Force to

encroach on the normal fields of NASA activity. is there?” Schricver replicd, “No sir. . ., I see no reason

'$" Defense Space Interests, supra, 35-36, 92-93,
'# Ibid.. 97. 101.

1 Ibid.. 101.
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why we cannot work shoulder to shoulder in the most cooperative manner and there is plenty to do for

both, 1 can assure _VOU."}m

When the House space committec issued its report if summarized.

Witnesses from the Department of Defensc have disavowed any designs on NASA. and
have rencwed promises to work in full cooperation with NASA. The committec is happy
to have these assurances from the proper officials in DOD. However. the committee has
a large bulk of printed material which derogates NASA in relation to the Department of
Defense. This would seem to throw the responsibility for slurring remarks about the

importance or the efficacy of NASA on nongovernmental sources. but whatever the
source. the committce regrets such attacks as unwise.'”!

Apparently the committee was hopeful that the AF-NASA situation was under control but left the impres-
sion that Congressional vigilance would continue. Therefore. any Air Force attempts at making in-roads
into NASA's responsibilitics. however unlikely they might be. would be met with firm congressional resis-
iance at the hands of NASAs congressional patrons should such attempts ever materialize.

A Sample of Working-Level Difficulties

Bevond the headquarters. McNamara-Webb level of tensions in the policv-making realm, it at
least bears mentioning that there were problems at the working level where policies were supposed to be
executed. Perhaps the most persistent problem area was the question of the national launch ranges and
which organization should control what portions and functions of the ranges. A full examination of this
question would require a separate chapter at a minimum, but a brief survey provides some working-level
detail to the story of high-level policy making.

The main United States lannch facility was at Cape Canaveral on Florida's east coast; the many
and diverse Air Force facilities. including tracking stations. associated with the Florida range were collec-
tive termed the Atlantic Missile Range (AMR) and later the Eastern Test Range (ETR). The range and its
support components had been developed primarily by the Air Force after WWII and was operated by the

USAF for all agencies who used it. However. when Kennedy tasked NASA with Project Apollo. NASA

1 Thid.. 105-06.

"' Congress. House, Committee on Scicnce and Astronautics. Afilitary Astronautics (Preliminary
Report). Report No. 360. 87th Congress. st Session, May 5. 1961, p. 36,



would assume a much greater role at the Cape because of the huge size of the Saturn family of boosters
necessary (o take three humans to the moon and back. One hjstorian explained that if all stages of the
Saturn V were to explede simultaneously. “the force of the detonation would approach that of a smalt -
atomic bomb.”’"? This being the case. NASA would require a large amount of undeveloped land ncar
Cape Canaveral to construct its own launch facilities: in the meantime. it would call even more heavily
upon the Air Force's range infrastructure for the interim launches. By August 1961. NASA had an-
nounced its plans to purchase 324 square kilometers (111.000 acres) north of Cape Canaveral. centered on
Merritt Island. From this point forward there was at least two vears of constant bickering between the Air
Force and NASA over myriad questions associated with the new Merritt Island Launch Area (MILA):
Who would buy which portions of land? Where would the Saturn launch sites and their required buffer
zones be located on the new land? Could the Air Force place any launch sites for its new, large booster.
the Titan I1I. on NASA's parcel? Could the rockets launched by one agency overfly the other agency’s
facilities? What role would each agency play in the administration and management of the new MILA
and its facilities and how would this impact upoen current practices at AMR? Which agency would fund
which range activities and based upon what formula?'

On the one hand. “The Air Force quile simply viewed the new area as an extension of Cape Ca-
naveral Missile Test Annex.”'’® On the other hand. NASA wanted to have a much higher degree of
autonomy at the MILA facility than it had at AMR. where NASA was essentially a client of the Air Force.
required to formally request the use of launch stands. tracking stations. etc. through the Air Force hierar-
chy. B\ mid-1962 “the bureaucratic infighting reached a draw.”™ The Air Force was allowed to construct
its Titan I launch sites on the south end of MILA. In return NASA retained jurisdiction over the entire

complex and received permission to acquire sixty more square kilometers at the north end because of the

"2 Roger Bilstein. Orders of Magnitude: A History of the NACA and NAS4, 1913-1990, NASA
SP-4406 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1989). 69.

'3 The best treatment of this complex bureaucratic wrangling is Charles D. Benson and William
B. Faherty, Aoonport: A Historv of Apollo Launch Facilities and Operations, NASA SP-4204
{(Washington. DC: USGPOQ. 1978). 80-105.

" 1bid.. 95.
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Air Force facilitics on the south end of MILA. By the time of the first NASA-DoD MILA agreement in
January 1963, it was agreed MILA would be considered a NASA installation. separate and distinct from
AMR. There would. in essence. be two and not one launch ranges in Florida. over the Atlantic Ocean.
Africa, and into the Indian Ocean. In sumn. “NASA had established its status as more than a tenant of the
Air Force, . ., The decision finally came down - NASA, and not NASA and the Air Force - would put a
man on the moon.”!

As one reporter observed. “Crossing from Air Force installations into NASA's . . . is like going
from one country into another.”'"® The story of AF-NASA tension over MILA specifically and the na-
tional range question in general was far from over. Over the course of the Kennedy and Johnson admini-
stration, innumerable sub-issues were constantly being discussed at one level or another; Who would re-
imburse who and at what level for services rendered? Who was responsible for and would pay for the air-
craft that helped track spacecraft after launching? The ships that did the same thing? Who would be in
charge of which of the many overseas tracking stations? Should these worldwide facilities be combined
and operated in a co-located mammer for both NASA and DoD? Under whose control? The list goes on
and on and on. Boone's memoirs are probably the easiest access to this complex panoply of issues.!”” It is
sufficient to note that there was no shortage of working-level tension as these mivriad questions were ne-
gotiated and settled, sometimes over several vears,

When all was said and done. however, Zuckert expressed what was important from the headquar-
ters. policy making perspective: “At the top level. we know it’s absolutely necessary for progress in both
the military program and in the NASA program that we get along. We can't afford to be played off ong
against the other, . . . There has been a maturing of the relationship. Sure. there'll be difficulties and the

difficulties will generally be exaggerated.”' ™ Perhaps some of these rumblings of NASA-DoD tension/

T Ibid.. 104,
"¢ Richard Austin Smith. “Canaveral. Industry's Trial by Fire,” Fortune (June 1962); 204.
" NAS4 Office of Defense Affairs. supta.

'8 Oral history interview of Zuckert. September 1965, K239.0512-763. AFHRA. 40.
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rivalry even reached Kennedyv. One of his questions (o Lyndon Johnson in April 1963 was. “Are we tak-
ing sufficient measure to insure the maximum degree of coordination and cooperation between NASA and
the Defense Department in the areas of space vehicles development and facility utilization? ™ To which
Johnson replied that the NASC. AACB. numerous coordinating arrangemenis within the agencies. and
more than fifty joint writlen agreements were all operating or in effect to insuse the maximum degrec of
coordination in the National Space Program. “However.” he added. “it is incvitable that controversies
will continue to arise in any field as new, as wide ranging. and as technically complicated as space. . . . It
must be kept in mind that no mechanical application of a formula will insure maximum cooperation and
coordination and a minimum of duplication and waste. Continuous monitoring at a high level is essential

%! Therefore while Johnson did not ignore the

at every stage of the development of the space program.
tension and rivalry that existed, he was confident that it was under control and that it could be kept under
control if policy makers maintained proper vigilance.
The NASA-DeD Relationship: Caordination Specifically

If there were few concrete results from the perceived rivalry and tensions existing between NASA
and the DoD during Kennedy's term. Webb did at least create a special office called the Office of Defense
Affairs (ODA) within NASA in November 1962. In charge until January 1968 was a retired admiral. W.
Fred Boone. Officially. his duties, and those of his staff, were to “. . . strengthen the flow of technical and
management information between NASA and the Department of Defense™® and “. . . to improve working
relationships between NASA and the DOD; to expedite the flow of information; and to promote coordi-

nation on matters of mutual interest.”'®* Unofficially. he was supposed to “take (he heat off Seamans on

the military interface.”'™ The importance of Boone's office in policy making was relatively limited: one

" Kennedy, Memorandum for Johnson. April 9, 1963, Exploring the Unknown, 1olime I, 468,
'*" Johnson, Report to the President, May 13, 1963, Exploring the Unknown, Volume I, 472

"8 NASA News Release No. 62-249, November 21, 1962, SPI document 1580, p. 1.

"5 Webb, Memorandum for the Vice President, May 10, 1963, supra. 16,

183 NASC staffer R W. Hale. Memorandum for Welsh. Subject: NASA - Personnel. November

19, 1962, folder; National Aeronautics and Space Administration, box 22. RG 220, Records of the Na-
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source posited, “As with the AACB. its establishment was more notable as an expression of policy than
for any immediate accomplishment.”'* Nevertheless. the fact that Webb felt the need for such an organi-
zation existed does illustrate both the perception of tensicn that existed as well as the constant efforts to
alleviate nascent rivalry through coordination at multiple levels and by numerous bodies (ODA. NASC.
AACB,. working-level committees).

Another overarching point about the NASA-DoD coordination efforts is that McNamara probably
used the extensive body of agreements between OSD and NASA “as a check on the air force.”'™
McNamara and Gilpatric both *wished to bring the services under tighter control.™ Such agreements were
for Webb just as valuable because they “undercut the Air Force's attempt to take over the space pro-
gram.”'*® Chapter 4 described bricfly the government report from 1965 that listed 88 separate “major”
NASA-DoD agreements'®’ and the comprehensive NASA accounting from 1967 that described 176
NASA-DoD accords.'™ A government accounting in 1965 determined that NASA. at the headquarters
level alone. was involved in 203 interagency coordination and advisory bodies."® Obviously this disserta-
tion is not the place for a description of each one. What is important. however, is the degree to which

almost every possible facet of the NASA-DoD relationship was legalistically and contractually spelied

tional Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA, 1, Hale was quoting an unnamed source he had spoken
with inside NASA,

18%) evine, AManaging NASA. 219.

185 | ambright. Powering Apofio, 91.

'% Levine. Managing NASA, 18. Although as discussed earlier in this chapter it is debatable
whether or not there was an organized. high-level USAF attempt to take over NASA during the Eisen-
hower-Kennedy interregnum, this does not negate the fact that Webb could have been concerned about
rumors or perceptions of such an attempt and taken measures 10 counteract it.

'8 Government Operations In Space. supra, 123-132.

1®8 NASA, Inventory of NASA Interagency Relationships. October 13. 1967, folder: Copies of
Agreements. DoD subserics, Federal Agencies series. NHDRC.

%% Government Operations in Space, 101. Some, but not a significant proporiion. of these would
have been with other agencies bestdes the DoD.

307




out.” Zuckert referred to “a numerous series of peace treaties between NASA and oursclves [USAF["'™!

while another source said. “Much of the cooperation between NASA and DOD occurs on the basis of for-
mal written agreements. somewhat suggestive of reaties between sovercign powers.™'™

While some may disniss this proliferation of bodies. committees. boards, panels and groups as
inevitable burcaucratic accretion, it did ensure that despite the delicacy and potentially explosive nature of
NASA-DoD relations, “There has never been a disagreement that could not be resolved by the Adminis-
trator and the Secretary of Defense.”'® McNamara concurred and added. “. . . because we have two
agencies. and because it is difficult to categorize in advance the project is either civilian or military. and
yel because we have the two agencies, we have to assign management responsibility to one or the other. it
means there must be a rather formal and really quite an intricate refationship between these agencies, and
that is what we are building up."*** Thercfore, Hugh Dryden explained that the emergence of the AACB
in the spring of 1960 (see chapter 4) was not the be-all and end-all of the NASA-DoD coordination proc-
ess. He said it was “only one of the channels for coordination. . . .not all questions and problems relating

to the activities of DOD and NASA of mutual interest to both will be resolved as a result of consideration

"*! This process extended down to the most minute detail. NASA and the DoD each had repre-
sentatives on nearly 100 interagency committees and working groups such as the Gas Lubricating Bearing
Advisory Group. Vernon Van Dvke, Pride and Power: The Rationale of the Space Program (Urbana, IL:
University of Illinois Press. 1964). 205. Other representative samples of the intricate NASA-DoD coordi-
nating process would be the Tri-Service Working Group on Selid Propellants. the NASA-DoD Space Sci-
ence Committee, the NASA-DoD Working Group on Planetary Observatories, the DoD-NASA Wind
Tunnel Study Group, and the Large Solid Motor Technical Assessment Commitiee, These particular ex-
amples, of which scores more could be listed. are from an internal Air Force document. USAF/NASA
Coordination in Space Problems. March 16, 1961, contained in Briefing Book for Air Force withesses
before the House Conunittee on Science and Astronautics on the Subject of DOD Space Directive
5160.32, K160.8636-4, AFHSO. 1961.

" Oral history interview of Zuckert, July 25, 1964 from The John F. Kennedy Presidential Oral
History Collection, supra. 125.

192 vian Dvke. Pride and Power, 204.

' DDR&E Brown. to the House space committec. 1962. cited in Stcphen I. Grossbard. The Ci-
vilian Space Program: 4 Case Study in Civil-Military Relations (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michi-
gan, 1968), 167,

1®* McNamara. testimony to the Senate Armed Services Committee. fanuary 22. 1962. excerpted
in Air Force Information Policy Letter, Supplement for Commanders, Special Issue: Military Mission in
Space, 1957-1962. supra. 18,
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of the matter by the Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board. Some matters are handled directly
by the Administrator and the Secretary of Defense: others arc scttled at the level of the managers of spe-
cific programs and projects.”’> The AACB remained. however, the most visible symbol of NASA-DoD
coordination. About it McNamara concluded. “The functions and work of this Board provide one of the
best examples of continuing and effective cooperation between Government agencies engaged in parallel
and interacting fields of activity.”'*®

A Case Study; Launch Vehicles and the Large Launch Vehicle Planning Group (LLVPG)

The functions of and subjects addressed by the myriad coordinating bodies, groups. boards, pan-
els, and committees were as varied as the organizations themselves. Any kind of a full accounting would
take literally volumes. One area that was particularly important because of its direct applicability to the
human spaceflight projects was the coordinating effort concerning launch vehicles. In fact. coordinating
the NASA and Dol launch vehicle familics was one of the first matiers to which Webb and McNamara
turned their attention. By February 14, 196k, Webb and Gilpatric signed an agreement stating, “It is
hereby agreed that neither the DoD nor the NASA will initiate the development of a launch vehicle or
booster for space without the written acknowledgment of the other agency that such a development would

T was

be deemed consistent with the proper objectives of the National Launch Vehicle Program.™
hoped this would ensure there would not be a proliferation of launch vehicles. with the attendant cost es-
calation.

Carefully coordinating the national fleet of launch vehicles developed by NASA and DoD became

even more important jusi three months later with Kennedy's lunar landing decision, An entirely new and

larger class of vehicle would be required to launch humans and their associated equipment to the moon

'%* Drvden. Statement to the House Committec on Science and Astronautics. May 17. 1962.
folder: Aecronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board. box: Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinat-
ing Board. NHDRC, 4-3,

1% McNamara. to the Senate Armed Services Committee. 1963, cited by Van Dyke, Pride and
Power_ 202

'*” Webb and Gilpatric. Joint Memorandum. National Launch Vehicle Program Summary, Feb-
ruary 14, 1961, SPI document 26. cover letter. 1.
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and ensure their safe return. While the vehicle that would eventually be built to do this was called the
Saturn V, it was in fact not a direct descendant of the vehicle that had been worked on and accelerated
during the Eisenhower administration. Certainly there were technological elements present in the Saturm
V descended from the initial work performed by Von Braun’s team at ABMA and then the Marshall
Space Flight Center. But the Saturn V was really closer in configuration and characteristics to the Nova
vehicle that NASA and PSAC had speculated about in the latter stages of the Eisenhower adminilstration,
The LLVPG's antecedents are found in a Webb letter to McNamara in July 1965, Webb said
that, given NASA's new responsibilities in Apollo. “formulation of detailed planning for the specification
and development of large launch vehicles consistent with both NASA and DOD objectives” was impera-
tive. He proposed NASA and DoD establish a joint LLVPG to accomplish this task. It would be directed
by Nicholas E. Golovin, Technical Assistant to the Associate Administrator of NASA: its deputy director
would be Lawrence Kavanau, Special Assistant to the DDR&E for Space. The LLVPG would report to
the NASA Associate Administrator Seamans and Deputy DDR&E Rubel.'™® The foundation for Webb's
letter to McNamara was a proposal Seamans had made to Webb (dated the same day as Webb's letter to
McNamara) to establish the LLVPG. Seamans more clearly described exactly what the LLVPG was to
accomplish: “To determine the large launch vehicle configurations and operational procedures which will
best meet the needs of the DOD and NASA™ The LLVPG was to not only specify the particular configu-
ration of the vehicles required to travel to the moon, it was also to determine the “operational procedures™
necessary to do so:  in spelling out the guidelines the LLVPG should consider in designing the launch

vehicles, Seamans stated, “Both direct ascent and rendezvous options should be considered.™®® The

1% Webb. letter to McNamara, July 7. 1961, folder: Webb correspondence. 1961. Webb subser-
ies, Administrators series, NHDRC. \.

1% Seamans. Memorandum to Webb. Planning of a DOD-NASA Program for Development of
Large Launch Vehicles. July 7. 1961, folder: AACB Minutes & Reports, box: Arnold Levine. Selected
Sources from the author. NHDRC, 2. The most likely scenario to explain the simultaneous dates is that
Seamans prepared a package for Webb that included not enly Seamans’ memo but also a letter to
McNamara already drafted and ready for Webb's signature and transmission. “Direct ascent” is a refer-
ence to one theory on how best to reach the moon: a gigantic multistage rocket would be launched from
the earth’s surface and after jettisoning ils spent stages proceed to the moon. Retrorockets would slow its
descent to the lunar surface. After completion of lunar exploration. the remaining stages would be re-
ignited and the astronauts would proceed back to carth, A truly mammoth vehicle would be required for
this mode. “Rendezvous options” referred to another theory (usually termed earth orbit rendezvous
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LLVPG was to operate under thc AACB’s Launch Vehicle Panel. The tasking to determine operational
procedures is important becausc the assessment that the LLVPG cssentially failed rests on the fact that it
not only did it not recommend a specific vehicle configuration. it also did not outline a particular opera-
tional mode for reaching the moon.

A memo from Golovin acknowledged Seaman’s tasking memo of Julv 7. described the LLVPG's
13 members. said the LLVPG had had its first meeting on July 24. 1961, and that it expected to complete

" While the summary volume of the

its work by November 1. barring any “substantial changes.™*"
LLVPG s final report has been declassified. little else has been.™ However. speculation in the trade press
by September 1961 said. “Bitter controversy is understood to be raking the top policy group charged with
working out a national space vehicle program.” Afissifes and Rockets speculated that the LLVPG was
divided over the relative merits of sotid versus liquid fueled big boosters and that DoD representatives
were complaining that the deliberations were wasting time that should be spent getting the lunar program
initiated because “the problems involved in building lunar rockets already have been studied to death.”™™"

Golovin's personal diarv does indicate significant dissension between NASA and DoD representatives

concerning the DoD’s proposal of the Titan 111 as the DoD's nest generation heavy lift booster. ™ NASA

(EOR)) whereby relatively smaller. multiple. and separate rockets would be launched into earth orbit. ren-
dezvous for assembly. and then proceed on to the moon, whereupon much the same procedure outlined
above would take place. The actual mode selected for and vsed in the Apollo program was a third. hybrid
option: lunar arbit rendezvous (LOR). In it a large rocket, but not as huge as envisioned for direct ascent.
would blast off. leave the earth’s atmosphere, jettisoning spent stages as necessary. However. only a small
Lunar Excursion Module (LEM) would descend to the lunar surface. Afier exploration. and even smaller
subsection of the LEM would lift off from the lunar surface, rendezvous and dock with the Command
Module in orbit above the moon. and proceed back to Earth. For a full explanation see James R. Hansen.
Enchanted Rendezvous: John C. Houbolt and the Genesis of the Lunar-Orbit Rendezvous Concept.
Monographs in Aerospace History Series # 4 (Washington, DC: NASA, December 1995).

“* Niclwolas Golovin and L. Kavanau, Memorandum to the Launch Vehicle Panel of the AACB
[of which Seamans was Co-Chairman]. August 31. 19¢1. folder: AACE Minutes & Repeorts. box: Arnold
Levine. Selected Sources from the author. NHDRC. 1. 5.

*! The author requested both agencies take declassification actions. No response was forthcom-
ing by December 1996.

202 “pglicy Split Over Boosters Reported.” Aissiles and Rockets (September 18. 1961): 94,
“ The basic configuration of the Titan 111 was that a standard liquid-fueled Titan 11 USAF

1CBM would have attached to it to large solid-fueled rocket engines. one on cach side of the liquid-fueled
core. This meant, of course. that the standard Titan I [CBM serving as the vehicle's core would have to

in



representatives apparently believed such a vehicle would be redundant to the launcher that would take

04

Apollo to the moon. soon-to-be known as Saturn.”” In another eniry Golovin records a lunch meeting
with his deputy Kavanau. who in turn reperted. “McNamara had told him |Kavanau] that the Air Force
had railroaded through the Titan I1I recommendation by the LLVPG."*" Seamans recalled that the DoD
introduced the Titan 11T question into the LLVPG only late in the summer. in part “. . . related to Rubel's
very great concern that the Saturn would never work. . . . You get a tremendous ‘flexing of interests.’ in
effect the DOD wanted us to endorse the Titan 11, . . . And we weren't just about to endorse it.™*

By November. NASA was already proposing an internal group that would make “a finer cut of
the Golovin recommendations™ that would be “more specific with regard to the content and emphasis of a
program.” Apparently NASA felt the LLVPG would not soon be recommending a concrete large launch
vehicle program that would: “1. Meet the requirements of manned space flight. and 2. Have broad and
continuing national utility (for other NASA and DOD missions)” and that NASA would have to consider
unilaterally making such a determination such a determination for the specific vehicle for Project
Apollo.®” The tentative nature of the LLVPG’s conclusions was evident in an AACB Launch Vehicle
Panel meeting of Janvary 5, 1962. Golovin bricfed the LLVPG's preliminary conclusions; “The Group
was of the opinion that earth orbit is probably the best approach from the point of view of reliability and

human safety but that the lunar orbit might be attained earlier. The Group concluded that no specific ap-

be substantially modified to be able to withstand the added weight and thrust of the solid-fueled additional
engines.

* Nicholas Golovin, Chronological File Entry for October 30. 1961 (among others). folder:
Chronotogical file, July - September 1961, box 6. Nicholas Golovin papers, LoC. 1.

8 Nicholas Golovin, Chronological File Entry for November 22. 1961 ibid.. 1.

2% Oral history interview of Seamans. May 26. 1966. folder: Gemini interview, Seamans subser-
ies. Deputy Administrators series. NHDRC. 3-4.

" Milton Rosen. OMSF Dircctor of Launch Vehicles and Propulsion. Memorandum to D.

Brainerd Holmes, Director, OMSF. Large Launch Vehicle Programs. November 6. 1961, SPI document
1597, 1-2.
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proach should or could be selected at this time and established three classes of boosters according o re-
quired payload placement capabilities.” ™"

The LLVPG's final report was not published until September 1962. over a vear after the group’s
first meeting of what it thought would be a ninety-day project. Its principal recommendations did little to
clarify the large launch vehicle situation and seemed to provide little concrete basis from which to plan
America’s future family of large launch vehicles. Golovin's recommendations basically said to.dcvelop
everything that was currently being considered. and more: the Saturn C-1; the Titan III; the Saturn IVB:
a new vehicle ¢alled the class B vehicle. Concerning the specific mission mode. the same pattern pre-
vailed: the LLVPG recommended making a major engineering effort to develop both the earth orbit and
the lunar orbit techniques as approaches for the lunar landing misston but also to concurrently develop the
direct ascent capability.™ In the end. as Seamans stated. the LLVPG involved “a lot of churning around,
a lot of effort expended,”'" but with few final or definite recommendations from which to proceed. One
NASA history concluded. “Golovin's group did get mired in the mode issue. leaving the choice of an
Apollo launch vehicle still unsettled. . . . Once again nothing was settled. . . . The committee’s conclu-
sions - or lack of them - reflected compromises and conflicting opinions.”™"  Another NASA source con-
curred. stating that when the LLVPG finished its work. “Too many questions remained open, too many

answers equivocal, pleasing neither NASA nor Defense, and the committee had failed to produce the inte-

grated national launch vehicle program it had been created for.”*'?

% Minutes of the 9th Meeting of the Launch Vehicle Panel of the AACB. January 5. 1962.
folder: AACB Minuies & Reports, box: Arnold Levine. Selected Sources from the author, NHDRC, 2,

* LLVPG. Summary Report: NASA-DoD Large Launch Vehicle Ptanning Group, September
24. 1962, reprinted Logsdon et. al. Exploring the Unknown, 1olume II, supra, 318-337.

1% Oral history interview of Scamans. December 15. 988, NASM. 389.

A1 Courtney G. Brooks. James M. Grimwood. Loyd S. Swenson. Jr.. Chariots for Apolio: A
History of Manned Lunar Spacecraft. NASA SP-4203 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1979). 48-49.

<12 Barton C. Hacker and James M. Grimwood. On the Shoulders of Titans: A Historv of Project
Gemini. NASA SP-4203 (Washington, DC: USGPQ. 1977). 68.
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As in so manv questions of space policy. Logsdon ably summarized the LLVPG bottom line:
“Despite these analyses and the extensive efforis of the LLVPG. the group reached the end of the study
with a relatively large number of critical questions unresolved. As a result. the LLVPG recommendations
were somewhat of a compromise and did not provide the basis for the development of an integrated na-

13 Another

tional launch vehicie program, based on a ‘building block’ program. as had been hoped.”
space scholar concurred and added that in the L1.VPG process “. . . the different requirements and institu-
tional interests of NASA and the DoD became clear. Both agencies distanced themselves from the con-
tents of the report.” By the time of the report’s release in September 1962, “, . | it had been obvious for
some time that therc would be little cooperation between NASA and the DoD on large launch vehicles.
The result was a further solidification of entirely separate and redundant rocket development programs in
the civil and military spheres.”™* The LLVPG case studv serves to illustrate that despite the extensive
network of NASA-DoD coordination efforts, there did not automatically result from them a smoothly ef-
ficient and intricately meshed national space program. Institutional interests and personality conflicts still
plaved a part in a coordinating process involving two extremely large bureaucracies that was at times suc-
cessfirl and at times a failure.
The NASA-DoD Relationship: Support Specifically

The tvpe and nature of support that the DoD, particularly the Air Force, provided NASA during
the Eisenhower administration (described in chapter 4) continued under Kennedy. Nevertheless, there
was in some areas a greater movement toward independence. For instance. while the Air Force continued
to supply launch vehicles in the sense of converted Atlas and Titan ICBMs for the Mercury and Gemini
programs respectively. NASA would construct its own Saturn family of launch vehicles for Apotlo, The

Air Force continued to provide hundreds of officers for transfer to NASA but began to bristle at some

23 John Logsdon. NASA'’s Implementation of the Lunar Landing Decision (Washington, DC:
NASA HHN-81. August 1969). 33.

M Dwavne A. Day. “Invitation to Struggle: The History of Civilian-Militarv Relations in
Space.” in John M. Logsdon et. al.. Exploring the Unknown, Volume II, 258-59.
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NASA personnel requests. Finally, the area of exactly how much NASA would reimburse the Air Force
for the multitude of services it provided NASA emerged during the early 1960s as a contentious issue.

The Air Force supervised and administered many of NASA’s contracts for hardware procure-
ment. That meant that NASA did not have to station contract administrators across the countrv. the
contracts would simply be handled by the pre-existing nationwide network of Air Force Systems Com-
mand (AFSC) procurement officers. However, as NASA's budget mushroomed after Kennedy’s lunar
landing decision, the demand on these officers correspondingly grew. AFSC reported by August 1961
that Air Force manpower used to administer NASA contracts was “taken out of the hide™ of its officer
corps and that. “Support of régular Air Force programs plus a vital role in the site activation of Atlas, Ti-
tan and Minuteman missiles have strained our manpower resources to the breaking point. Additional
requirements without increased manposver authorizations can only result in a diluted contract manage-
ment effort.™"* Though NASA continued to use the DoD regulations and procedures for procurcment and
contract admunistration. it began to assume more and more of the burden of administering its own con-
tracts. This is an example of how, over the course of time. NASA moved away from an overt dependence
on the military and toward a greater institutional and burcaucratic independence. The same trend held
true in many other areas.

The Air Force provided such a preponderance of the DoD support to NASA that McNamara in
February 1962 issued DOD Directive 5030.18. Department of Defense Support of the National Acronau-
tics and Space Administration. that officially declared. “It is in the national interest for the Department of
Defense. to the extent compatible with its primary mission. to make its resources available to NASA, in
the form of facilities and organizations. in order to employ effectively the nation’s total resources for the
achievement of common civil and military spacc objectives.” The Directive also made clear. “Except as
the Secretary of Defense may otherwise direct. the Secretary of the Air Force is assigned responsibility for

the research. development, test and engineering of satellites. boosters, space probes. and associated sys-

1% Carl Sidders and Robert Bickett. dir Force Support af Army, Navy and NASA Space Pro-
grams, a paper prepared by the Office of Information. Western Contract Management Region. AFSC.
August 29, 1961, folder: NASA/DOD Cooperation/Space Merger?, DoD subseries. Federal Agencies se-
ries. NHDRC. 9.
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tems necessary 1o support spéciﬁc NASA projects and programs arising under basic agreements between
NASA and DOD.2'® What had been de facto true was now de jure established: the Air Force was the
primary provider of DoD support to NASA. though of course still subject to OSD supervision and control.
It illustrated the trend described earlier this chapter whereby McNamara encouraged centralization of
military space responsibilities under the Air Force. probably so that OSD could tightly manage military
space affairs. AFSC responded to this Directive by establishing within NASA headquarters a new posi-
tion: AFSC Deputy Commander for Manned Space Flight, Major General Osmond J. Ritland. Ritland
was responsible for the direct USAF/AFSC-NASA interface. most of which dealt with human spaceflight.
and for coordinating the Air Force's support to NASA

A Kev Issue: Personnel

Perhaps the most valuable type of suppert the Air Force provided NASA was assighing talented
managers from its pool of officers to NASA. The tolal number of military officers assigned to NASA will

be recalled from chapter 4:°'*

1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969

66 67 77 117 161 239 249 280 323 318 317 268

From 1966 on the numbered leveled off and gradually declined because NASA had existed long enough to
begin to develop its own pool of experienced and capable managers. In addition, ©, . . from 1966 on posi-
tions were not filled with detailees until a reasonable effort had been made to obtain a civilian.™ But for
ten vears from NASA's inception Air Force personnel filled a managerial void in NASA with individuals

that NASA could have obtained from no other source: Air Force officers were the only class of individu-

¢ Department of Defense Directive $030.18. Department of Defense Support of the National
Aeronauntics and Space Administration, February 24, 1962, folder: DOD Space Policy. DoD subseries,
Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1-2.

217 Major General R M, Montgomery, Assistant Vice Chief of Staff. Memorandum to multiple
USAF recipients. Air Force Implementation of DOD Directive 5030.18. Aprit 23, 1962, IRIS 1003001,
AFHSO, 1-2.

18 Jane Van Nimmen. Leonard C. Bruno. Robert Rosholt, N4S4 Historical Data Book, 1olume
I NA4S4d Resources 1958-1968. NASA SP-4012 (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1988), 80H. 1969 figure
from Yhor Gawdiak and Helen Fodor. N4S4 Historical Data Book, 1'ofume I NASA Resources, 1969-
1978 NASA SP-4012 (Washington, DC: USGPQ. 1994). 68,
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als experienced in initiating, developing. and managing large acrospace projects.”® Seamans wrotc
USAF Chief of Staff White early in the Kennedy era. “We [NASA] are bencfiting tremendously from the
generous exchange of Air Force personnel now engaged in our projects.™ "

In 1963 a NASA official wrotc Webb that the Air Force personnal working for NASA had made
it “. . . possible for NASA to obtain the services of many fine officers with skills and experience not ob-
tainable from other sources. The cooperation on the part of the Department of Defense has contributed
materially to the success of NASA's efforts.”™ In fact, this official urged Webb to trv to modify the agree-
ments with the DoD so that these officers could serve significantly longer than the normat three-year tour
of duty with NASA. ™' Webb confirmed to NASC Executive Secretary Welsh that Air Force personnel
“, . . possess certain skills and experience which are not available to NASA from any other source™ and if
they were ever withdrawn, this “. . | would create a situation in the NASA manning structure which would
seriously disrupt the momentum of the national spacc program.”™ In fact. NASA internally expressed
concern that elements within NASA were trying too hard to “recruit” military personnel to apply for
transfers lo NASA. NASA's Executive Officer wrote to the NASA Personnel Director that NASA's facit-
ity in Cleveland. the Lewis Research Center. had been urging “. . . interested militarv personnel. such as
graduating sentors in ROTC programs. to write to Lewis Research Center if they want to be assigned for
work there. . . . it secems to me that LRC is misinterpreting the spirit and intent of the NASA-DOD

agreement. . . . I do not think it should be interpreted as a license for NASA to proselvte service personnel

*1% Levine. Afanaging NASA in the Apollo Era, 121-22.

2" Geamans. tetier to Thomas White, February 28. 1961, folder: 7-4 FAA/NASA/ICS/CIA/CAP.
box 39. Thomas White papers, LoC, 1,

=1 Albert F. Sjepert. Memorandum to Webb, Length of Tours of Certain Military Detailees. Feb-
ruary 8, 1963, Exploring the Unknown, Tolume 1. 67374,

22 Webb. Letter to Edward C. Welsh. May 7. 1963, folder; NASC 1962-1972. box; White
House. National Aeronautics and Space Council. NHDRC. 1.
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on a wholesale basis. If the Lewis announcement comes to the atiention of the military departments. it
can prove embarrassing to NASA, "

Perhaps the most imporiant single individual the Air Force loaned to NASA was Brigadier Gen-
eral Samuel Phillips. The individual responsible for this was new OMSF Director George Mueller.
Mueller had worked for the Space Technology Laboratory of the TRW Corporation in the 1930s when it
was heavily involved with providing systems integration for the USAF's ballistic missile effort. During
the tate 1950s Phillips was the Program Director for the Air Force's Minuteman ICBM and impressed
Mucller with his performance. One of Muclier's first acts after arriving at NASA/HQ in September 1963
and surveying the situation was to write Webb and urge even greater integration of skilled Air Force per-
sonnel at even higher levels within NASA. Mueller explained that “. . . the management of the very large
contracts which are characteristic of the lunar program requires a set of skills and background experience
which are not now a part of the present and past NASA structure.” The solution was . . . that the na-
tional interest would be best served if we could bring to bear upen the management of the lunar program
some of the specific program management experience and skills which were developed in the Department
of Defense during the conduct of the Polaris. Atlas. Titan and Minuteman development programs,” Fur-
ther, Mueller explained

I have thought that the actual Air Force ballistic missile program management exper-

ience would be most appropriate. . . . I believe the Air Force experience would be most

valuable to us. and it would fill what I believe to be our greatest void of capability. It

is patticularly worth noting that the Air Force, over a period of years. has developed

the capability of managing and controlling the very contractors upon whom we have

placed our primary dependence for the lunar program.

Mueller closed by mentioning Phillips as a perfect candidate to direct the Apollo program under Mueller’'s

supervision as OMSF Director.*™

“ RP. Young. NASA Executive Officer. letter to Director of Personnel Lacklen, Proselytizing of
Military  Personnel. September 10. 1963, folder: Militarv Personnel Detailed to NASA, DoD subseries,
Federal Agencies serics. NHDRC. 1.

** George Mueller. Deputy Associate Administrator for Manned Space Flight. letter 10 Webb.
Utilization of Air Force Program Management Personnel. September 26. 1963. folder: 1964, Manned
Lunar Landing Program, box 43. Samuel Phillips papers. LoC. 1-3.
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In December Webb officiatly requested Phillips® transfer to NASA stating. “We do not have with
NASA people with the requisite background in program management. nor have we been able to find in
industry.a\'ailable people. qualified to carry out these respensibilities.” Webb said Phillips was “uniquely
qualified to carry out the responsibilities” of Apollo Deputy Program Director and that “his talent is not
available either within NASA or in industry.™™ The Air Force immediately complied with Webb’s re-
quest and Phillips reported to NASA on December 31. 1963, Afier a brief stint as Deputy Director. Phil-
lips served as Apollo Program Director from October 1964 through the first tunar landing in July 1969
and until September 1969, exercising dircct and day-to-day management and control over America’s drive
to the moon. He later became a four-star Air Force gencral. Referring to Phillips and the other Air Force
officers. Seamans said. “I don't know if we could have done the project without them."*?® Seccondary
sources agree. stating that in Project Apotle, © . .the Air Force influence was pervasive, from the Head-
quarters level on down,”**’

One joint Mueller/Phillips contribution in particular stands out as key to Apollo’s success within
the decade of the 1960s. The prevailing theory at NASA concerning how to test space launchers with
their numerous subsvstems and assemblies derived from the methodical work of Wernher von Braun and
his German rocket scientists working at NASA's Marshall Space Flight Center. They tested virtually
every item connected with the rocket and its spacecraft separately “and with painstaking detail.” This
German model meant “long sequences of launches testing various parts of the Apollo configuration in
space.”*®* The alternative that the Air Force had developed in its ballistic missile program under
Schriever et. al. was calied “afl up” testing. In it a number of components were tested together and
launched together as complete sysiems,. thereby eliminating many tests. As Phillips explained. “In the

simplest terms, the all up concept means build it all and fly it in its final configuration the first time vou

3 Wehb. letter to Zuckeri. December 11, 1963 . ibid., 1-2.
€ Oral history interview of Seamans, December 15, 1988, NASM. 398.

" Roger Bilstein. Stages to Saturn: 4 Technological Historv of the Apollo-Saturn Launch 'e-
hicles, NASA SP-4206, (Washington. DC: USGPO, 1980), 289.

% Lambright. Powering Apolio. 116-117.
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fly it. . . . it very clearly is the concept that had been established and used in the Minuteman program.™**

Phillips and Mueller discovered that the Apollo program was structured in accordance with the laborious
and time-consuming stage-by-stage testing method. Further. if this tactic was followed. America wouid
not reach the moon by the end of the decade. They boldly ordered that the Saturn V be tested “all up”

. Without this time com-

with all its stages and the spacecraft in working order on the first test fligh
pression generated as a result of the “all up™ decision. it seems unlikely that NASA could have reached
the moon by the end of the decade. especially considering that the tragic fire that killed three Apollo as-
tronauts on January 27, 1967 caused more than a year-long delay in the flight test program.*”'

DoD’s level of assistance. especially its personngl support to NASA, was in fact so extensive and
so key to NASA s success that some individuals were convinced there had to be a conspiracy whereby the
Air Force was quietly infiltrating NASA in an attempt to take it over from the inside. R, Cargill Hall ex-
plained, “Liberal canting underscored the improved relations. So many Air Force line officers held man-
agement positions in NASA, those on the left declared. that the nation’s space program was now being
militarized from the inside out.”** Whatever the case, Air Force personnel indisputably made a vital
contribution to NASA’s success in the 1950s and 1960s.

Money Trouble?

Within the general topic of DoD support to NASA. there was one problem area which started to

emerge during the Kennedy administration but did not blossom into a seriously contentious issuc until the

Johnson era, This area was: exactly how much would NASA reimburse the DoD for DoD’s services ren-

dered? 1t will be recalled from chapter 4 that the November 1959 agreement on this subject basically

*° Oral history interview of Phillips. July 22. 1970. Phillips file. Biographical series. NHDRC.
25-25.

3% Ibid., 27-28: R, Cargill Hall. “Project Apollo in Retrospect.” in Blweprint for Space
(Washington. DC: Smithsonian Institution Press. 1992). 158 Lambright. Powering Apofio, 117-18.

3! Roger D. Launius. NASA: .4 History of the U.S. Civil Space Program (Malabar, FL: Krieger
Publishing Company. 1994), 87-88.

22 R. Cargill Hall, “Civil-Military Relations in America’s Early Space Program.” a paper deliv-

ered September 21. 1995 at a symposium sponsored by the Air Force Historical Foundation. “The USAF
in Space: 1945 to the Twenty-First Century.” Andrews AFB. MD. 5.
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stated that if the DoD received an order from NASA which the DoD had to then subcontract out. NASA
would only have to reimburse the direct cost of the subcontract: there would be no overhead or adminis-
trative charges. [If the DoD had the capability to fulfill the contract at one of its facilitics. NASA's costs
would be limited to the costs directly attributable to performance of the contract: there would be no
charges for depreciation. rent. overhead. ete,

Several thorny questions arose during the Kennedy presidency. Perhaps the stickiest was how
was DoD to separate the costs peculiar to NASA programs, particularty at Cape Canaveral/AMR. from the
total cost of running the range? McNamara began to insist on cost sharing of common expenses. contrary
to the November 1959 agreement. NASA replicd that if it had to pay on a cost sharing basis. it wanted a
management voice commensurate with its share of the funding of common overhead expenses; since
AMR (renamed Eastern Test Range or ETR during the Kennedy administration) was a national range
used by several agencies it was not practical to charge each agency on a cost sharing basis. This question
was negotiated. discussed. renegotiated. and rediscussed without successful resolution untit finally NASA
and the DoD referred it to the BoB Director in 1967 for arbitration.”" The reimbursement question will
therefore be discussed primarily in the context of the Johnson administration, chapter 9. Boone expressed
the central difficulty: “There was no sound, simple method by which a reasonably accurate estimate of a
NASA share of range costs could be made. primarily because the accounting procedures in effect were
inadequate to permit making a breakdown of costs associated with the individual segments of workload.
Those areas in which direct NASA and DOD costs could be identified constituted only a very small per-

35

centage of the total workload and costs,"™ Seaman’s said the whole complicated reimbursement issuc

boiled down to “a mare’s nest of accounting.”***

** DoD, Agreement Between the Department of Defense and National Aeronautics and Space
Administration Concerning the Reimbursement of Costs. November 12, 1939, in Logsdon et. al., Fxplor-
ing the Unknown, 1ohone 11, 293-96,

2 Levine, Managing NAS4, 222-23.

% Boone. N454 Office of Defense Affairs, 126.

23 Oral history interview of Seamans, December 15, 1988. NASM. 384,
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Mercury and Do) Support of Mercury

NASA’s official history lists a figure of $384 miffion for the total cost of Project Mercury.™ Iits
two ballistic parabolic flights and four orbital flights ended with L. Gordon Cooper’s flight aboard MA-9,
Faith 7, on May 16, 1963. The DoD's integral rote in Mercury (described in chapter 5) involving provid-
ing everything from the astronauts to the launch vehicles. from the launch facilities to the recovery forces.
In return. “Providing support to MERCURY flights has contributed greatly to the Department of De-
fense’s knowledge and experience in areas of launch. netwotk, recovery. communications. and medical
space operations. Future space-flight operations can be effectively supported by applving the experience
and procedures derived during Project MERCURY."*® A representative sample of some components of
DoD Mercury support shows that for Cooper’s flight the DoD provided 28 recovery ships. 171 aircraft.
and 18.000 people serving in various capacities.”™ The DoD had to support 32 planned landing areas
and 51 contingency landing areas for this final Mercury mission.**"

The USAF reaffirmed its commitment to continued post-Mercury support after Kennedy greathy
cxpanded NASA’s responsibilities with Apollo. Zuckert wrote Webb, I would like to again reaffirm the
Air Force intention to provide the maximum possible assistance to NASA in the discharge of its important
responsibilities for this program [Apolio]. """ In QOctober 1961 NASA and DoD would work out a de-
tailed. 40-page document specifying exactly how the DeD would support the lunar landing program. It
had separate sections on what the DoD would contribute in: Management; Budgeting and Funding; Pro-

curement and Contracting; Bioastronautics: Technical Support: Global Communications and Instrumen-

37 Swenson, et al., This New Ocean, 508.

*% Major General Leighton 1. Davis. DoD Representative for Project Mercury Support Opera-
tions, Report submitted 1o the Secretary of Defense, Sunmmary Report.  DOD Support of Project Aercury,
July 1959 - June 1963, September 11, 1963, folder: DOD Support of Mercury, Mercury series. NHDRC.
78.

% Congress. House. Committee on Scicnce and Astronautics. Subcommittee on NASA Over-
sight, The NAS4-DOD Relationship, Report, 88th Congress. 2nd Session, 1964. p. 8.

% Davis. DOD Support of Project Mercury, 26.
2 Zuckent, letter to Webb, August 25. 1961, TRIS 1003003, AFHSO. 1. The program interven-

ing between Mercury and Apollo was Project Gemini. It was not officially approved until December 1961
and so Zuckert could not have included it in his pledge for continued Air Force post-Mercury support.
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tation: Technical Facilities. Range Operations: Civil Engineering:  Logistical Supporl: Personnel:
Public Information: Technical Information: and Forcign Technical Data. This agreement concluded.
“Integration of effort. rather than competition is mandatory.” One of DoD’s goals was, “Shaping the
MLLP [Manned Lunar Landing Program} as feasible to expedite the attainment of basic military capabili-
ties to operate in space.”**

Of the almost 3400 million total cost of Mercury the DoD provided support in the z;mount of

$133 million. or almost a third of the praject’s budget. of which NASA reimbursed $100 million.*® A

breakdown of this $133 million shows. in millions of doliars:*"

Service Reimbursed Absorbed Total
USAF 83.8 10.4 94.2
Navy 12.2 19.8 321
Army 2.3 a1 3.0
Bioastronautics 15 2.4 3.9

{3 services)
Total 99.87 33.37 133.24

Therefore, not only did DoD personnel render valuable assistance to the NASA program. DoD physical
resources such as ships. aircrafi. and ICBMs converted to space launch vehicles also plaved a kev role in
the success of NASA s first human spaceflight project. Generally, the DoD absorbed the cost of approxi-
mately 25% of this physical assistance. These unreimbursed expenses help the historian understand

McNamara's drive to establish the new cost sharing precedent for reimbursement described above.

#2 Roswell Gilpatric. Agreements for Support of Manned Lunar Landing Program. October 2,
1961, IRIS 1003003, AFHSO, 1. 4-5. One point occasionally mentioned concerning DoD and the Apollo
program is that the DoD would have preferred NASA to select the earth-orbit rendezvous (EOR) method
over the lunar-orbit rendezvous (LOR) methed because EOR would develop the near-earth rendezvous and
docking capabilities the DoD estimated would be crucial to missions such as satellite interception. When
asked if DoD was upset when NASA chose LOR Seamans replied that Webb specifically asked
McNamara to review the EOR vs. LOR question and make clear the DoD s preference: “They didn’t even
come up with anything that indicated that it made much difference to them.” Oral history interview of
Seamans, December 5, 1988, NASM. 390. Scamans told this author that when the OSD replied to
NASA’s question on OSD’s preference for LOR vs. EOR. “In effect, thev came back and said it’s imma-
terial to us.” Oral history interview, July 5, 1996,

= Davis, DoD Support of Project Mercury, 2.

=" Swenson, et. al., 634-646.
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The Reciprocal: NASA’s Contributions to National Security?

In the Eiscnhower adminijstration NASA developed the idea that it was making a contribution to
United States national security and the mission of the DoD» because it was developing the infrastructure.
vehicles, and experience required 1o operate in space. These capabilities and facilities could be used in
times of national emergency. This proposition continued to be NASA’s position under Webb, during both
the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. Webb said in July 1961, “I think it would be a very brave man
who would sav that the capacity 1o operate with large, manncd vehicles in space would have no military
value."™" McNamara and the OSD did not seem to be in any rush to endorse this notion but they did not
make any effort to publicly dispute it either.

Seamans explained. “There is an important interchange of components and vehicles between the
NASA and DOD programs. United States mastery of space is essential insurance against finding owr-
selves with a technology inferior to that the Russtans will develop as they press forward on the space fron-
tier. If we allow them to surpass us, their space technology in its military aspects will be used to jeopard-
ize our security.”** Drvden went so far as to declare that the lunar landing effort had two fundamental
purposes: “(1} Insurance of the Nation against scientific and technological obsolescence in a time of ex-
plosive advances in science and technology: and (2) Insurance against the hazard of military surprise in
space. The manned lunar exploration program constitutes essential insurance against finding ourselves
with a position in the new technology inferior to that of a possible enemy.”**" Finally. Webb often reiter-
ated. “Qur national security demands that we act to insure that no hostile power will use space as an un-

challenged avenue of aggression against us. The scientific knowledge and technological skill developed

** “Why Spend $20 Billion to Go to the Moon?” interview with James Webb. .S, News and
Horld Report (July 3. 1961} 60.

6 Robert C. Seamans. Jr.. Speech to the Acrospace Corporation, August 29. 1961. Defense
Technical Information Center AD-B183 903, p. 5.

" Hugh Dryden, Speech to the American Aeronautics and Astronautics Society. December 30.
1961, foider: NASC 1962-1972. box: White House. National Aeronautics and Space Council. NHDRC,

7-8.
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in our program of lunar exploration will give us that assurance. and will form the basis for any military
applications which the national interest may require.””**

As part of his JFK-mandated revicew of the space program in 1963, Lynden Johnson asked both
Webb and McNamara to estimate how much of NASA's program was militarily useful. Webb replied.
“All of it can be directly or indirectly militarily usefﬁl" because everything from launch vehicles to track-
ing stations “. . . can. in time of need be converted to, or can be utilized to handle military requirements
.. .. All those [components] in the program could become indispensable elements of military power. . . .
The capability to operate safely and reliably in space is necessary for military control. This capability is
being developed both in space and on the ground through NASA programs.” Webb concluded.
“Therefore. as insurance against surprise and as the building of the necessary underlying capability. I be-
lieve this program is completely justified.”™** In his reply to Kennedy Johnson basically endorsed and
forwarded Webb's view on this particular question.™ Shortly thereafier, and only a few days before he
was assassinated, Kennedy explained at a press conference that the United States was spending $5 billion
for the space program “. ., of which at least a good percentage has a military implication in the sense of
national security.”*™

McNamara's response to Kennedy, however, was not nearly as generous concerning the appli-
cability of NASA's contribution to national security. He wrote that of NASA's budget. expected Lo be
$5.7 billion for FY64. only the following amounts in the listed categories “would be undertaken by Do

in the absence of a NASA program:™ space research - $20 million: exploratory and advanced develop-

ment - $100 million: Gemini-type program - $150-200 million: mission applications such as meteoro-

2% Webb. Speech at the NASA-Industry Program Plans Conference. February 11-12. 1963. ex-
tracted in The Afilitary Mission in Space: A Selection of Published Views, dugust 1962-June 1963,
folder; Military Mission in Space. DoD subseries, Federal Agencies series, NHDRC, 86.

% Webb, Memorandum for the Vice President. July 30. 1963, folder: Johnson - Declassified
Space Correspondence, box: White House. Presidents. Johnson. Correspondence, NHDRC, 1-2. 4-5.

0 8ee Johnson's summary of his response to Kennedy in his memoirs, The 1 antage Point: Per-
spectives on the Presidency, 1963-1969 (New York: Holt. Rinchart and Winston, 1971). 282f.

31 Kennedy. News Conference. November 14, 1963, Public Papers of the President, 1963
(Washington. DC: USGPO, 1964). 847.
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logical and communications satellites - $25-$50 million. McNamara specifically pointed out. “Most of
the increase in the augmented NASA effort . . . reflects the lunar program directly and has no demonstra-
ble military value. . . . based upon what we presently foresee. the Defense Department would not pay for
the large augmented management and support effort. or any appreciable fraction of it. f NASA did not.”
McNamara's bottom line was that of NASA’s requested FY64 budget of $5.7 billion. “I have identified
approximately $600-$675 million of NASA effort which appears to have direct or indirect vatue for mili-
tary technology.”**

Privately. McNamara was reportedly even more insistent that national security not be used as a
major justification for NASA’s space program. Seamans recalled than when Webb asked the OSD if the
DoD had a preference between the EOR and LOR lunar mission modes. *. . . the answer came back,
‘Look. we’re responsible for national security. Sure, vou've got your program, we've agreed to vour pro-
gram, but don’t try to build it under the umbrella of national security.” Because if it had been otherwise,
then McNamara would not have wanited it to be run by anybody other than the Department of Defense.
McNamara was very clear on that.™>” Webb was apparently cognizant of the fact that he could not push
the national security justification of NASA’s program too far or he would risk a more intrusive
McNamara presence. Bevond the general statcments cited above. Webb never clarified exactly how
NASA’s R&D was relevant to the DoD); he never progressed beyond saving NASA's abilities and facili-
ties simply would be available for purposes of national defense. Webb later stated. “I never did want to
particularly clarify that. . . . McNamara wanted to take the view that only the money that fed the projects

~254

under his control contributed to defense.

**2 McNamara, Report to Lyndon Johnson. May 3. 1963, National Space Program, in Logsdon et.
al.. Exploring the Unknown, Volume 11, 342-347,

33 Oral history interview of Seamans, January 19. 1988, NASM. 260.

** Oral history interview of Webb. October 15. 1985. NASM. 226,
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While containing an element of exaggeration, there is also some truth to the statement, “By 1963,
however. the Air Force necded NASA almost as much as NASA nceded the Air Force.”™ At a mini-
mum. NASA began to achieve a degree of emanctpation from the high levels of dependence it had on the
DoD during the Eisenhower administration. During its first few vears. NASA had no choice: DeD was
the only organization which had the facilitics. the experience. the managerial expertise, and the rockets
NASA required to do its job. Over time. however. NASA would develop its own resources in each of
these categories and began to move away from its close reliance on the DoD; this process started during
the Eisenhower administration and gained momentum during Kennedy’s. As one scholar explained,
“While the Air Force's participation in NASA activities was consolidated during the Kennedy admini-
stration. its influence actually declined” because of the rapid increase in NASA appropriations following
Kennedy's lunar landing decision. This decision not only increased NASA’s political constituency but
“sealed the primacy of NASA’s manned space flight programme over the Air Force's.”*

One must not iake this too far, as did one scholar whe declared. “The important point is that the
military and the civilian space programs are graduallv being integrated into one plan, and NASA is he-
coming part of the evolving United States ‘Space Force.’, . . a combination of interagency politics and
accounting maneuvers allows the Air Force increasing penetration into the space program without the
nation’s giving it 2 clear go-ahead. . . . [NASA is] an embryonic fourth military space service. sometimes
rival. sometimes partner of the Air Force, in astronautical maneuvers in the capital ™" As is often the
case. Arnotd S. Levine represents a calmer and more rational perspective on NASA-DoD relations in gen-
eral and for the Kennedy administration specifically:

The essence of the NASA-DoD relationship had far more to do with mutual need than

with philosophical arguments concerning the existence or the desirability of one space
program or two. . . . The principles underlying the U.S. space program resulted less

™ Levine. Managing NASA in the Apollo Era. 236. Levine was referring in particular to the fact
that the Air Force frequently used such NASA facilities as its 16 different wind tunnels. its ground-based
flight-motion simulator. and its 18.3 meter vacuum environmental sphere.

% Paul B. Stares. The Militarization of Space: U.S. Policy, 1945-1984 (Ithaca. NY: Cornell
University Press. 1985). 61-62. See also Govermnent Operations in Space. 135, for a similar conclusion.

“" Amitai Etzioni. The Moon-Doggle: Domestic and International Implications of the Space
Race (New York: Doubleday & Company. 1964), 136-37, 142. Etzioni's emphasis.
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from anything enunciated in the Space Act than from President Kennedy's May 1961
decision to assign the lunar-landing program to NASA. But this decision was preceded
by earlier moves by NASA and DoD officials and by Congress to prevent an Air Force
takeover. . . . With the backing of the President and much of Congress and the
acquiescence of McNamara. NASA. on the one hand. staked out its position as an
independent agency while. on the other. waging a quiet behind-the-scenes battle with
DoD to maintain that independence. . . . NASA would cooperate with the DoD. but never
to the point of giving away its authority to meet its needs.

The history of NASA from its establishment to the mid-1960s can be charted in terms
of NASA s ability to design its own programs. procure its hardware. and support its
spacecraft without overt interference from the military.**

The goal of the next chapter will be to explain how the general principles of the NASA-DoD relationship
set forth in this chapter came into play with the human spaceflight projects of Dvnasoar. Gemini, and

MOL.

2% Arnold S. Levine. “Management of Large-Scale Technotogy.”™ in Alex Roland. editor. 4
Spacefaring People: Perspectives on Earlv Spaceflight, NASA SP-4405 (Washington. DC: USGPO.
1985). 47, 30
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8 Programmatic Reorientation: Gemini. Dvnasoar. and MOL

The competition with NASA had become a bedeviling problem for the Defense
Department by 1963, particularly where the area of manned space was involved.'

From 1958 to 1968. it was not a matier of defense and service secretaries con-
spiring with NASA to deprive the Air Force of its ‘rightful place in space:” rather.
it was a matter of civilian leadership obliging the wishes of the three presidents
who had appointed them. Space was primarily the province of the civil-space
agency created by Congress at the request of the first of these three men. . . NASA
was created to do a job. it was doing that job with a minimum of fuss, and there
really was no point in trying to overturn that arrangement.”

The Vice President mentioned that this Administration is trying to keep the top
control of the [space} program in the hands of civilians in order to avoid a
charge of war-mongering,’

The way thev have the program [Dynasoar] now, it looks to me that in about 19653
or 1966 vou will have a sub-orbital roller coaster ride.”

From 1962 until the program [Dynasoar] was ¢anceled. it experienced an almost
continuous series of pcrturbalions,5

This chapter will attempt to delineate the complex relationship between the three primary human
spaceflight projects of the Kennedy administration that were relevant to the NASA-DoD relationship:

Gemini: Dvnasoar; and the Manned Orbiting Laboratory (MOL)., The first step will be to briefly de-

' Congress. House. Committee on Government Operations. Government Operations in Space
(Analvsis of Civil-Military Roles and Relationships), Thirteenth Report. 89th Congress. 1st Session,
House Report No. 445, June 4. 1965, p. 80.

* Gerald T. Cantwell, The Air Force-NASA Relationship in Space, 1958-1968 (Washington, DC:
Department of the Air Force, Office of Air Force History, October 1971. reprinted November 1990), iii.

3 NASC. Summary of NASC Meeting. July 31, 1963. folder: NASC meeting July 31, 1963. box
3. RG 220, Re_cords of the National Aeronautics and Space Council, NARA, 3.

* Undersecretary of the Air Force Joseph V. Charvk, commenting on the state of the Air Force's
Dynasoar program at the beginning of the Kennedy administration. Cited by Eugene Zuckert. oral history
interview of, July 23, 1964, 168.7050-1. AFHRA, 48.

* AFSC, Commander’s Congressional Policy Book. volume 11. Tab C-1. Dynasoar Program (X-
20). 168.7171-52. AFHRA. 1. Declassified at author’s request.
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scribe the genesis of NASA’s Project Gemini. then a McNamara attempt to wrest management control of
Gemini from NASA for the DoD, and the resulting role of PoD in the project that emerged early in 1963.
After Webb and McNamara defined the DoD’s role in Gemini in January 1963, Gemini began to influ-
ence McNamara's thinking about the requirement for Project Dynasoar. by the end of the year he can-
celed Dynasoar. believing that a combination of the Gemini capsule and a module attached te it could best
fulfill DoD"s human spaceflight requirements. The exact specifications of the MOL became clear in 1963.
however. only after another significant period of NASA-DoD give-and-take to ensure that the MOL was
not considercd a space station. thereby infringing on a mission area in which NASA feli it should play the
primary role.
Project Gemini and the DoD

Project Gemini is often lost in the shuffle between America’s first human steps into space with
Mercury and its successful drive to the moon with Apollo. Besides serving as a vital developmental
bridge between Mercury and Apello. Gemini is also of crucial importance within the NASA-PoD human
spaceflight framework. The capabilities it offered eventually convinced McNamara to cancel Dynasoar
and initiate a new DoD human spaceflight project bascd on the Gemini capsule, with a cylindrical labora-
tory attached to it, called Manned Orbiting Laboratory.

Overview of Gemini and the DoD’s Role

On April 14, 1961 NASA offered a study contract to the McDonnell Corporation for an improved
version of the Mercury spacecrafi. This Mercury Mark II would increase the size of the original Mercury
capsule by approximately fifty perceﬁt so it could carry two astronauts instead of one. In addition. signifi-
cant hardware modifications to the capsule would enabte it to conduct advanced missions such as rendez-
vous, docking, and transfer of humans and material, as wel as extravehicular activity (EVA) or “space
walking.” In addition in May 1961 the Martin Company, the masufacturer of the Air Force’s Titan mis-
sile. briefed NASA on the ICBM's possible applications to the next level of NASA's human spaceflight

program. On December 7, 1961 NASA officially approved a development plan for the Mercury Mark 11

3%



program involving the larger and more capable capsule and the Titan rocket. On January 2. 1962 the
program was given its official name: Project Gemini.”

From Gemini's earliest moments there was disagreement over the exact role DoD should play.
NASA Deputy Associate Administrator for Defense Affairs W. Fred Boone said that from its inception
Gemini was “visualized as a program in which the Air Force would be deeply involved.”” During the
LLVPG deliberations Golovin recerded that OMSF Director D. Brainerd Holmes *. . . proposed having
Air Force officers associated in all activities at STG {Space Task Group. NASA's organization at its Lan-
glev Research Center responsible for Mercury, and the early stages of Gemini. before the Manned Space-
craft Center in Houston was created]. but no organizalional responsibilitics.” However, the LLVPG's
deputy director. Lawrence Kavanau of the Office of the DDR&E “. . .argued very strongly for direct Air
Force participation at the STG Jevel. suggesting that this participation should be at the Holmes level
Holmes opposed this concept strongly.”® The December 7. 1961 memo explaining Gemini was actually
written by both Seamans and Rubel and addressed to both Webb and McNamara. It explained that as a
result of . . | extensive studies. it is believed that the development of an earth orbital rendezvous capabil-
ily is most important for the timely accomplishment of the manned space flight and manned lunar mis-
sions.” Therefore Mercury Mark II {(scon to be renamed Gemint) had been formulated “with the objective
of achieving manned rendezvous and relatively long duration earth orbital flight on a schedule considera-
bly earlier than possible for the Apollo spacecraft.”™ Seamans and Rubel continued. “The overall man-
agement and direction for-the Mercury Mark II/Agena rendezvous development and experiments is the
responsibility of the NASA as part of the manned space flight program. - However. it is recognized that it

is highly desirable that the resources of the DOD, especially the Air Force, be utilized in a contractor re-

® The complete history of Project Gemini is Barton C. Hacker and James M. Grimwood. On the
Shoulders of Titans: A Historv of Project Gemini. NASA SP-4203 (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1977).
For a synopsis. sec Linda Neumann Ezell. NASH Historical Data Book Velume II: Programs and Proj-
ects 1958-1968, NASA SP-4012 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1988), 149-70.

" W. Fred Boone. N.AS4 Office of Defense Affairs: The First Five Years, December 1, 1962, to
January 1, 1968, NASA HHR-32 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1970). 83.

¥ Nicholas Golovin. Chronological File entry, December 1-5, 1961, folder: Chronological file.
October-December 1961, box 6. Nicholas Golovin papers. LoC. 1.
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lationship by the NASA to (he maximum degree practicable. both in order to facilitate the attainment of
project objectives and to permit DOD organizations o acquire useful design. development and operational
experience.”

Seamans and Rubel concluded by outlining the initial Air Force role in Gemini. which * . .
should include that of being the NASA contractor for the Titan I launch vehicle of the Mercury Mark 11
spacecraft and for the Atlas-Agena vehicle used in rendezvous experiments. DOD responsibilities should
also include assistance in the provision and selection of astronauts and the provision of launch. range and
recovery support, as required by NASA ™ The government's official description of Gemini said its goals
were to. “, . . develop and fly at an early date. a two-man spacecraft capable of rendezvous and being
brought together (docking) with another vehicle in orbit around the earth, and carry out orbital flights
lasting from a few davs to a week to study how man functions under prolonged conditions of weightless-

“1' Internally. in the context of

ness to carry out a variety of scientific investigations of space. . . .
McNamara's attempt in late 1962/carly 1963 to take over Gemini. NASA emphasized that Gemini was a
critical link and essential step between Mercury and Apollo: “The experience to be gained in Gemini.
both in hardware and in operations, is needed in order to proceed with the current Apollo program.” If
Apollo had to proceed without the benefit of Gemini, “This alone would cause a substantial delay in the

achievement of a manncd lunar landing. and would increase the Apollo program costs.”'> Nevertheless,

the DoD’s interest in Gemini continued because it offered two potentially valuable defense-related capa-

® Deputy DDR&E John Rubel and NASA Associate Administrator Robert Seamans, Memoran-
dum to M¢Namara and Webb, Recommendation relative to the division of effort between the NASA and
the DOD in the development of space rendczvous and capabilities. December 7, 1961, folder: DODY
USAF “Blue Gemini.” DoD subserics. Federal Agencies series, NHDRC. 1. The Air Force Agena vehicle
would be launched on an Air Force Atlas rocket and serve as the target vehicle for the Gemini capsule's
(launched on an Air Force Titan)} rendezvous exercises.

1 bid ., 2.

1 Executive Office of the President, U.S. deronautics and Space Activities, 1961, Message to the
Congress from the President of the United States. January 31, 1962, NSA MUS document 326. p. 9. Ac-
tually, the longest Gemini mission turned out to be Gemini 7 in December 1965, which orbited the earth
for over 13 days.

12 NASA. internal position paper on Project Gemini, marked “Confidential.” January 7. 1963,
foider: Webb. declassified papers. 1961-1968. Webb subseries, Administrators series, NHDRC. 7,
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bilities. First, its enlarged capsule offered a possible platform from which to gather reconnaissance infor-
mation in which humans could screcn and excrcise some kind of discrimination over incoming data. Sec-
ond, if the rendezvous and docking of spacecraft could be successfully mastered. Gemini could serve as a
system with which to conduct manned inspection of possibly hostile satellites. and potentially even the
ncutralization or destruction of such satellites,

In addition to the Seamans-Rubel memto of December 1961. these men signed an agreement the
next month delineating exactly what NASA and what the DoD would do in Gemini. NASA would be
responsible for: overall program management, planning, direction, system engineering and operation;
development of the Gemini spacecraft and development of the interface, rendezvous, and docking equip-
ment for the Gemini-Agena combination: Titan II-Gemini systems integration: overall mission respoi-
sibility for launch, flight. and recovery operation; overatl command, tracking and telemetry during orbital
operations: and providing reciprocal support for any DoD space projects and programs within the scope
of the Gemini project. The DoD would be charged with: developing and procuring the modified Titan 11
required to faunch the Gemini capsule: procuring the Agena target vehicles as well as the Atlas boosters
required to launch them: performing Atlas-Agena svstem integration: launching the Titan II and Atlas-

'* Over the remainder of 1962. however. McNamara

Agena vehicles; and range support and recovery.
concluded the DoD’s role should be greater. By the end of the vear he took action.

The Air Force and Space Stations, 1962

The necessary background for McNamara's assertion in November 1962 that the DoD should
take over Gemini management (see below) was Air Force efforts throughout 1962 to achieve OSD per-
mission to begin a space station project. While McNamara rebuffed these efforts. it seems likely that the

Air Force made enough of a case concerning the requirement for earth orbital operations to convince

" Agreement between NASA and the DoD on the Gemini Program. signed by Rubel and Sea-
mans. Janwary 29, 1962. included as an attachment to a memorandum from George M. Low. Director,
Spacecraft and Flight Missions. Office of Manned Space Flight. NASA. to Dircctor of the Manned Space-
craft Center, NASA-DoD Operationa! and Managemeni Plan for Gemini. February 7. 1962, SPI document
450. pp. 1-2.
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McNamara that the DoD should at least have greater control of Gemini so as to assure Gemini met DoD
requirements for the “building blocks™ of developing earth orbital techniques and equipment.

The reader will recall from chapter 5 that the Air Force had conducted low-level studies of space
station feasibility throughout the Eisenhoswer and into the early Kennedy administrations under the rubric
Military Test Space Station. These efforts intensified in 1962 and moved toward specific designs of a
program called Military Orbital Development System. or MODS. Behind all these efforts (and l:;ehind the
future MOL) lurked the reconnaissance requirement. As 8 DDR&E report to McNamara explained in
February 1962, “In the near future it may become necessary to conduct optical surveitlance from high alti-
tude orbits. Very large optics will be required if good reselution is desired. Use of such optics may be
quite feasible. . . . However. the practicability of such a system would almost certainly depend on the use
of man for system adjustment and continued operation of equipment.”’® The second possible use OSD
seemed to allow was the use of an orbital platform for the inspection and possible neutralization of hostile
satcllites. Licutenant General James Ferguson. Deputy CSAF for Development. represented the Air Force
space community’s viewpeint when he declared on February 12, 1962, “We are convinced that a manned.
military test space station should be undertaken as early as possible,”'*

Therefore, in the midst of the OSD skepticism described in chapter 7. a small. experimental.
DoD manned orbital platform seemed to be the one tiny ray of hope the Air Force sensed in McNamara's
otherwise negative attitude toward military space. McNamara's explanation to Zuckert in February 1962
of his position on the DoD’s human spaceflight program opened with the standard caveat. “In the absence
of a clearly defined military manned space mission, present military eflorts should be directed 1o the es-
tablishment of the necessary technological base and experience upon which to expand. with the shortest
possible time lag. in the event firm military manned space missions and requirements are established in

the future.” McNamara also added the standard stipulation that Air Force space efforts must be meshed

' Office of the DDR&E. Report to McNamara, Manned Military Space Programs. Tab A, Febru-
ary 20, 1962, folder: Reading File. January-May 1962, box 114, RG 200. Robert McNamara papers.
NARA. 2. Declassified at author’s request.

1% Carl Berger. The Adir Force in Space: Fiscal Year 1962 (Washington. DC: USAF HDLO.
June 1966}, 39.
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with NASA’'s: “Space technologies primarilv related (o military applications must be advanced concur-
rently with those being exploited primarily for scientific applications.” of which one example was the
“establishment of comprehensive plans for cooperative DOD-NASA programs covering manncd rendez-
vous.” But then McNamara also allowed “It imay be necessary Lhat the Air Force conduct a complemen-
tary experimental program of manned rendezvous directed at Defense requirements for docking and
transfer involving uncooperative targets.” Mostly, however. McNamara emphasized working with NASA
and its Gemini program, suggesting that the Air Force study the feasibility of combining and adopting
Gemini hardware with any emerging Air Force space platform. In addition. he closed his instructions to
Zuckert by writing:

It is recognized that a space laboratory to conduct sustained tests of military man and

equipment under actual environmental conditions impossible to dupticate fully on

earth would be most useful. . . . Ultimate realization of the full potential of such a

facility, however, is dependent on the attainment of other capabilities (¢.g.. space

rendezvous, docking and transfer) vet to be developed. For that reason. work in this

area should be in the nature of a study to identifv basic ‘building blocks’ which might

be needed were such a facility to prove economically and technically feasible and

warranted. The possible adaptation of GEMINI and DYNA SOAR technology and

hardware to meet initial military experimental requirements for preliminary exper-

imentation with 2 manned orbital test station is also worthy of study.'°

Although this was by no means a ringing endorsement of a large. independent. highly capable
Air Force space station, the Air Force saw it as at least a display by McNamara that he was willing to
consider some type of presence for military officers in space. The Air Staff took this as official guidance
and undertook an intensive planning effort.”’ AFSC’s Space Systems Division drew up new plans and
perfected old ones that described basically two different programs. A “Blue Gemini™® would allow Air

Force pilots to flv on six Gemini missions so that the Air Force could gain expernience, train astronauts,

and generally become oriented for the later MODS missions. Some time later Assistant Secretarv of the

16 McNamara, Memorandum for the Secretary of the Air Force, The Air Force Manned Military
Space Program, February 22, 1962, folder: Reading File. January-May 1962, box 114, RG 200. Robert
McNamara papers. NARA. 2. Declassified at author’s request.

Y Berger. Air Force in Space, F162, 36.

** “Blue” in this context refers mainly to the color of the uniforms worn by USAF personnel.
“Blue Gemini” would thus refer to a program whereby the Air Force would somehow own and operate its
own Gemini capsules separate from NASA.
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Air Force for Research and Development Alexander Flax described Blue Gemini as “. . . simplv the idea
that the Air Force would 1ake over or follow on some of the NASA {lights with Gemini with purely Air
Force flights and Air Force experiments on these flights™ Seamans added Blue Gemini . . was really
just a continuation of the present NASA Gemini. but under Air Force auspices. It did not as originally
reviewed and studied include a laboratory module.”"” The best description of the still-classified Blue
Gemini s, “Blue Gemini was neither clearly defined nor officially sanctioned.”™ Blue Gemini appeared
not to enter Air Force planning until Augost of 1962. MODS itself would be a military space station us-
ing Gemini as a ferry vehicle.”

The USAF compleléd its development plan for MODS on June 4, 1962. This large and detailed
package included separate chapters describing the particulars of: Operations: Intelligence Estimates;
Program Management. Scheduling: Acquisition; Civil Engineering: Logistics; Manpower and Organi-
zation; Personnel Training: Financial; Requirements; Authorizations: Sccurity. and Program Sum-
mary, It described a four-persen space station with “an optimum design which takes maximum advantage
of GEMINL™ According to the Air Force: “MODS will provide a manned long-duration orbital base
which will erable the conduct of military tests and experiments under laboratory conditions in the space
environment. . . . It is a significant step toward a long-duration manned space capability. Once developed.

this technology will provide an extremely flexible capability to meet future mililary requirements. In this

' Congress. Senate, Committee on Acronautical and Space Sciences. Afanned Orbiting Labora-
torv, Hearings, 89th Congress. 2nd Session, February 24, 1966, p. 33-34.

 Hacker and Grimwood, On the Shoulders of Titans. 118,

*! This general Blue Gemini and MODS description is from Timothy Killebrew, Major, USAF.
Military Man in Space: A Historv of the Air Force Efforts to Find a Manned Space Mission, Air Com-
mand and Staff College Report No. 87-1425 (Maxwell, AFB, Al.: Air University. May 1987). 25. The
official USAF development plan for Blue Gemini is. unfortunately, still classified at AFHRA and has been
exempted from declassification 1AW E.O. 129538, The term “Blue Gemini™” thus becomes extremely con-
fusing because in the uncertainty surrounding Air Force refusal to declassifv its exact meaning, Various
authors have speculated that it represented: the program described above whereby Air Force astronauts
would flv on NASA Gemini flights: or a separate program of the Air Force acquiring Gemini capsules
and independently taunching them in an AF-only program: or the MODS program itself. or the program
that would eventually emerge in January 1963 whereby the DoD was permitied to include DoD experi-
ments on NASA Gemini flights.  The author was. however. able to obtain portions of the MODS devel-
opment plan and they are discussed below.

396



sense. MODS is not an end itsclf. but a means to an end.” The system itself consisted of a permanently
orbiting station module. an earth-based spacecraft comprised of a modified Gemini capsuie for ferrv pur-
poses. and a new launch vehicle, probably the Titan i1I. The crew of four could remain in the 1.700 cubic
foot station module for thirty days without resupply while the station itself would remain in orbit for at
feast a vear. The USAF fully expected MODS to grow: “Ultimately. as MODS is expanded through
modular extension. it will serve as a base from which experimental military space vehicles can be devel-
oped. tested and employed.”™

Secondary sources have determined that the Air Force believed MODS could begin operations by
March 1967 and cost $733 million.”’ In addition, MODS’ primary missions have been listed as: general
Teconnaissance: request reconnaissance of given areas or targets: post-strike Teconnaissance; continuous
surveillance of an area, and ocean surveillance.” One problem with the USAF’s MODS plan was that
NASA desired a verv similar station. One source said MODS was “. . . in well-known competition with
the NASA MOSS (Manned Orbiting Space Station) which the agency has tentatively scheduled for about
1966."> NASA's Langley Research Center had drawn up detailed plans for a Manned Orbital Research
Laboratory (MORL) very similar to MODS in that it was also a medium-sized. zero-gravity station using
much the same hardware and many of the same contractors as the Air Force proposed for MODS.*® The
MORL. was significant because for the first time NASA was permitted to let contracts for study and design

of a space station, whereas before such work had been done by NASA in-house.”” NASA's Long Range

#* AFSC. Headquarters, Partial Systems Package Plan for Military Orbital Development System
(MODS) System Number 648C, June 4, 1962, K243 8636-9, AFHRA, iii, 1-1 through 1-2, 12-1. De-
classified at author's request.

* Roy F. Houchin II. Major. USAF. The Rise and Fall of Dvna-Soar: A Historv of Air Force
Hyvpersonic RED, 1945-1963 (Ph.D, dissertation. Anburn University, 1994). 226.

* Adam Gruen. The Port Unknown (Ph.D. dissertation. Duke University. 1989). 171.

% «Air Force Space Plan,” Space Daily, October 18, 1962, p. 474,

% Rov Houchin II. “Interagency Rivalry?” Quest: The Historv of Spaceflight Alagezine 4 (Winter
1995): 37. For the full story of the MORL sce James R. Hansen. Spaceflight Revolution: NASA Langlev
Research Center From Spumik to Apoflo, NASA SP-4308 (Washington, DC: USGPO, 1995), 274-293.

" Gruen.-157.
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Plan of January 1962 said NASA could launch a manned earth orbiting laboratory as early as 1964 and by
1966 could launch much Jarger and more capable oncs based on Apollo spacecraft and hardware and Sat-
urn launch vehicles. ™

BoB. ever watchful for wasteful spending. pointed out the crux of the problem for NASA and the
Air Force when it described the national space station effort: “The presence of this type of project in both
the NASA (Manned Space Station) and Defense (Military Orbital Development System) projections raises
the question of the need for two development programs to furnish a basic facility and capability which
could support many types of technical activity.” Summarized one analyst. “In the relatively exotic cate-
gory of space stations. it did not seem likely that both the Department of Defense and NASA would each
get to develop one. . . NASA and Air Force concepts for a space station were roughly equivalent. . . . One
NASA engineer would later wonder if contractors had given the same study information to both NASA
and the Air Force. but with differently colored covers.”™

Nevertheless. the Air Force persevered with its Blue Gemini/™ODS plans and on November 9,
1962 Zuckert wrate McNamara with an efficial request for a $42( million increase in the Air Force space
program for FY64. of which $75 million was for MODS and $102 million for Blug Gemini.”! As one Air

Force history said. by late 1962 “The Air Force attached great importance to the MODS ™ However,

given the fact that the entire DoD space budget was $1.55 billion in FY63, a $420 million increase

¥ NASA. Long Range Plan, January 1962, folder; NASA Long Range Plan. box 1. National
Aeronauttics and Space Administration: Documents relating to the space program, 1953-1962, DDEL. 95.

** Bureau of the Budget. Military Division, Draft Staff Report. Special Space Review. August
1962, folder: DOD and NASA Space Programs 1962, box 20. RG 200. Robert 5, McNamara papcrs,
NARA. V-1

" Gruen. 167. Gruen's emphasis.

31 The balance of the $420 million was $193 million for Midas. the system designed to provide
early warning of ballistic missile attack. and $30 million for the unmanned Saint or Satellite Interceptor
program. See Launor F. Carter. Chief Scientist of the Air Force. “An Interpretive Study of the Formula-
tion of the Air Force Space Program,” February 4. 1963, SPI unnumbered document. 9; and Gerald
Cantwell. The dir Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1963 (Washington. DC: USAF HDLO, December 1966).
8. Declassified at author’s request.

32 Cantwell, Air Force in Space, FY63. 26. Declassified at author's request.
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probably had limited. if any appeal. to the OSD.> McNamara stated he would favor MODS only *. . . if it
adds anything substantial to what we are alreads doing in X-20 and the NASA Gemini and other pro-
34

grams.”

McNamara Responded

McNamara's response to the Air Force Blue Gemini and MODS proposals was to reject them but
to attempt te obtain a greater role for the DoD in NASA’s Gemini program. Blue Gemini/MODS ©, . .
never progressed bevond the proposal stage. partly because there was no unified position on it but also

*» In January 1963 McNamara refused to include ei-

because other developments soon overshadowed it.
ther Blue Gemini or MODS in the DoD’s FY64 budget request to Congress. apparently concluding the
Air Force requests were duplicating Gemini.™® A government report said concerning MODS and Blue
Gemini, that under “. . . prevailing policies of restraint in space work. cost effectiveness. and precise pro-

gram and requirements definition, the specific proposals did not survive.”’ Flax stated that Blue Gemini

and MODS “. . . never received verv serious consideration at the higher echelons of the Air Force and the

* NASA. deronantics and Space Report of the President, Fiscal Year 1995 Activities
(Washington. DC: USGPO, 1996). A-30.

# McNamara. interviewed in Missiles and Rockets, October 22, 1962, and extracted in. USAF.,
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force, The Military Mission in Space: 4 Selection of Published 1iews,
August 1961-June 1963, June 7. 1963, folder; Militarv Mission in Space. DoD subseries, Federal Agen-
cies series, NHDRC, no page numbers given.

%% Cantwell, dir Ferce in Space, F163, 30. One should note that there was also dissension within
the Air Force concerning how far the Air Force could and should push cutting-edge space proposals like
Bhie Gemini and MODS without endangering the alreadv-existing Dynasoar effort: “If Gemini were
stretched beyond 1966 in any modified capsule version . . . then Gemini clearly would become competitive
with Dyna-Soar.” See Cantwell, Air Force in Space, FY63, 30.

% See Houchin, Rise and Fall of Dvna-Soar. 238 Robert Frank Futrell. Jdeas, Concepts, Doc-
trine: Basic Thinking in the United States Air Force, 1961-1984, volume IT (Maxwell AFB. AL: Air

University Press, 1989). 143; and Jeffrev Richelson. .imerica s Secret Eves in Space: The U.S. Kevhole
Spv Satellite Progfeam (New York: Harper Collins. 1990). 83,

7 . : "
3" Government Operations in Space, 81.
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Department of Defense at that time.”* The Air Force space proposals did. however, coliectively “Inicrest
McNamara in exploring the possibility of a joint project with NASA »%

The November-December sequence of events in which McNamara proposed that DoD should
assume management of the Gemini program survives only in oral history recollections because apparently
McNamara did not make a written offer. just a verbal proposal. The documents that do survive are
NASA's pointed rebuttals to McNamara's position. Seamans recalled that he and Webb concluded bv
November 1962 that the DoD should be able to make greater use of the Gemini hardware NASA was de-
veloping: “If they didn’t have their own program. at least shoutdn’t they have the opportunity to put ex-
periments in our program and to run tests that would be useful to them?” So he and Webb went to discuss
their idea with Gilpatric. at which point McNamara happened to enter the room. McNamara said. “This

is a really good idea. It’s exactly what we would like to do - get the most we can out of these programs.”

But Seamans then said.,

All of a sudden it seemed as though the thing [Gemini] was going to be grabbed hold of
and almost taken away. You know. this came up several times. incidentally. that -
wouldn't it be a good thing. not to have sort of two programs. but wouldn’t it be a good
idea to transfer the Gemini program over to the DOD? And McNamara made quite a
strong case for this. Jerry Wiesner [Kennedy's science adviser and head of the Office
of Science and Technology in the White House] made a strong case for this. McNamara
and Gilpatric and Rubel said thev were making the strongest case they could for this
transfer. and we were making the strongest case we could for not transferring it. We
were into the program. We had people trained. We said, *What are vou going to do?
Take over in Houston? How will you manage it?

It had seme of these elements. again. of a sort of overcontrol by the Defense Department

of our business. At least. we looked at it that way. But it finallv shook down to a group

that would review the experiments that were going to be carried out [on board Gemini],

and some money was put in the DOD budget for experiments. ™

Gemini’s official historv. based on interviews and correspondence with Seamans. contains a

similar version. explaining that when Webb and Seamans made their offer o McNamara for a larger DoD

role in the Gemini program. “His response to their offer was more than the two NASA spokesmen had

¥ Manned Orbiting Laboratory, 33.
* Cantwell. dir Force in Space, FT63, 26,

* Oral history interview of Scamans. May 26. 1966. folder: Gemini Interview. Seamans subser-
ies. Deputy Administrators series. NHDRC. 14.
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bargained for, it took the Air Force by surprise as well. McNamara not only welcomed the idea of coop-
eration - he proposed merging the NASA Gemini program with the Air Force project and moving the

41

combined effort to the Depariment of Defense.” Webb's recollection was simply. “Wiesner and

McNamara were working very closelv together. they were having lunch once a week. . . . they began to

42

sort of mount a game, an effort to prevent us from moving independently. Arnold S. Levine inter-
viewed anonymous NASA insiders for his book: “According to one source. McNamara proposed that
DOD take over all manned flight in Earth orbit: NASA all flights bc)'of]d Earth orbit. . . . NASA officials
sensed that they could not accede to such a proposal and still retain control over their programs. ™"
Webb s biographer stated. “Webb saw the stakes as nothing short of NASA’s independence as an agency.”
Webb reporied explained that the Gemini incident was typical of McNamara's way of doing business.
which was to “. . . knock you down on the floor with a sledge-hammer. and then. while you're down. ask
vou to sign off on a particular decision."*

Documentary evidence docs verifv the NASA officials’ accounts of the role of Jerome Wiesner
and his Office of Science and Technology (OST) in the White House. One Kennedy administration in-
sider explained Wiesner's close relationship to Kennedy. “President Kennedy turned to the Science Ad-
viser. Dr. Wiesner. on many occasions on issues ranging from desalination of sea and brackish water to a
whole series of defense issues related to research and development. What was new in this picture was the

close personal relationship the Presidemt had with Dr. Wiesner. . . . The President saw a great deal of the

Science Adviser. . . . The President had a very high regard for him and there was a very personal relation-

*' Hacker and Grimwood, Shoulders of Tifans, 34.

= QOral history interview of Webb. April 11. 1974, James Webb file. Biographical scrics.
NHDRC, 34,

* Arnold S. Levine. Managing NAS4 in the Apollo Era, NASA SP-4102 (Washington, DC;
USGPO. 1982). 230.

** W. Henrv Lambright, Powering Apollo. James E. lebb of NASA (Baltimore and London:

The Johns Hopkins University Press. 1995), 119. Webb's characterization of McNamara’s negotiating
style is from a Lambright interview with Webb on January 8. 1991.
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ship between them.”™ Centainly Kennedy never took all the advice from a particular confidant. In fact.
Wiesner was not keen on the overall lunar landing program nor on the specific NASA decision to pursue
the LOR mission mode over the EOR method. Nevertheless. OST's and Wiesner's strong backing of a
DoD lakeovf-:r of Gemini shows the Iegitimaté nature of the threat NASA faced.

Golovin. by late 1962 working for OST after departing NASA on less than amicable terms. wrote
Wiesner in December that since “the NASA program has been expanding at an extremely rapid rate.”
NASA’s resources “will abviously be strained to an increasing degree in Apollo technical management.”
The administration had to decide “. . . whether greater suceess in the national space program would be
achieved by shifting part or all of the responsibility for Gemini from NASA 10 the DoD.” Golovin sup-
ported such a transfer, citing its “direct management benefits.” the fact that it would “enable more effec-
tive and rapid development of the military space program.” and its “obvious domestic political advan-
tages.” DoD was the logical choice because, “DOD resources and capabilities for technical space program
management have been. and are likely to continue to be. substantially less strained.” NASA could still
use space station equipment the DoD developed because, “It is difficult to see any differences in the re-
quirements for an engineering space laboratory between DOD and NASA - substantially the same techno-
logical problems involved in developing equipment suitabie for extended operations in space will be met
by both agencies.” Therefore, “. . . only onc Manned Space Station Progrgm should be undertaken for
mceting all national space needs. This program should be assigned for implementation to the DOD.™™

Wiesner took Golovin’s inputs. endorsed them. and incorporated them into a memo for Kennedy.
Wiesner stated that earth orbit activities will become *. . . an increasingly important and costly part of
both the military and scientific space efforts. therefore we should make a major effort to unify them now
before we become committed to twa large programs.” Wiesner recommended. “Arrangements be initiated

for a major investment of the DOD. including funding. in the Gemini program and that the DynaSoar

** Elmer Staats. Oral history interview of, July 13, 1964. folder: Kennedy Librarv. box: White
House, Presidents, Kennedy. Photographs - Presidential Library, NHDRC, 32-33.

* Nicholas E. Golovin. Memorandum to Jerome Wiesner, Suggestions Concerning the National

Space Program. December 21, 1962, folder: Withdrawn items. box 166. RG 359, Records of the Office of
Science and Technology. NARA. 6-9. Declassified at author's request,
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effort be collaterally reprogrammed to a small fraction of its current level. . . . It would seem advisable
that the DOD be assigned responsibility for this development™ of the Gemini and any follow-on space sta-
tion.*’
NASA Held Fast

McDougall stated. “Webb exploded at this open assault on NASA. .. "** NASA wasted no time
in marshaling its forces. W. Fred Boone, NASA's Deputy Associate Administrator for Defense Affairs
and a retired admiral. would spearhead NASA's response.” NASA stated the primary reason it opposed
transferring Gemini to the DoD was, It is estimated that the Gemini schedule would slip at least one
yedr, with a concurrent major increase in program cost.” This would in turn delay the lunar landing pro-
gram by at least the same amount of time. NASA granted that further “. . . national benefits could be de-
rived through greater Air Force participation in NASA’s Gemini program™ but that a wholesale DoD
management takeover was not rr.squircd.50

Other internal NASA documents reveal additional concerns buttressed NASA's opposition to a
DoD Gemini transfer. For instance, many of the agreements NASA had forged with other countries to
place NASA tracking stations on their territory were predicated on the notion that the facilities not be

used for military purposes. Should DoD manage Gemini. NASA was likely to lose access to its stations

17 Jerome Wiesner. Memorandum for the President. Need for DOD-NASA Coordination and
Consolidation in Earth-Orbit Space Activities, January 10. 1963, in Paul L. Kesaris and Robert Lester.
Project Coordinators, President John F. Kennedv's Office Files, 1961-1963, Part 1: Special Correspon-
dence, Speeches, Legislative, and Press Conference Files, in Research Collections in American Politics:
Micraforms fromt Major Archival and Manuscrips Collections, William Leuchtenberg. General Editor
(Frederick, MD: University Publications of America. Inc., 1989). reel 9. pp. 1. 4.

* Walter A. McDougall. . .. The Heavens and the Earth: A Political Historv of the Space Age
{New York: Basic Books, Inc.. 19835). 340,

* In his memoirs. Boone confirmed Webb's and Seaman’s account of Lhe origins of the contro-
versy: “McNarmara. in jointing a meeting late in 1962 at which Webb was present. had orally proposed
that the NASA and the Air Force manned spacc flight programs be combined and the entire package
placed under DOD management.” Boone. A4S Office of Defense Affairs. 9.

* NASA. internal position paper on Project Gemini. marked “Confidential.” Jannary 7. 1963,
folder: Webb. declassified papers. 1961-1968. Webb subseries. Administrators series. NHDRC., 21. 28,
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in. at a minimum. Mexico, Nigeria. Zanzibar, and Spain.*' Boonc's summary memorandum stated. “The
Gemini program should continue under the direction of NASA. with increased DOD (USAF) participa-
tton. on a not-to-delay basis, in order to further DOD objectives in space.” However. management of the
program had to remain in NASA because. “Dislocation and foss of continuity in the developmental effort,
which would inevitably accompany a transfer of management. would result in a substantial delay and in-
creased cast in the Apollo lunar landing program, The Apotlo program. as currently planned. could not
be accomplished without the experience o be gained from Gemini. . . . Any delay would reduce the
chances that the United States will make a manned lunar landing before the Russians do.”™

McNamara’s first response to NASA’s adamant refusal to consider transferring Gemini to the
DoD was to propose joint management of the program. On January 12, 1963 he sent a pre-signed agree-
ment to Webb (a common McNamara tactic) that proposed an eight-person Gemini Program Steering
Board consisling of four representatives from cach institution. It would control and manage the Gemini
programn s0 as to ensurc it was “. . . planned, executed. and utilized in the overall national interest so as to
avoid duplication of effort . . . and to insure maximum attainment of objectives of value to both the NASA
and the Defense Department.”” Webb responded, “I cannot agree that your proposed version of an
agreement would set up management arrangements suitable to a national Gemini program. Nor do 1 con-
sider its basic pattern one which can be made acceptable through a series of negotiated changes. . . . To
join the DOD and NASA programs in a monolithic effort would inevitably cause the total program to be
characterized as military with substantial loss of flexibility in our national posture.” Webb proposed that
the DoD submit experiments 1o NASA for inclusion on the Gemini manifest and that the DoD . . . par-

ticipate in the development, pilot training, pre-flight check-out. launch operations and flight operations of

"' Edmond C. Buckley. Director of NASA Tracking and Data Acquisition. Memorandum to
Boone. Ramifications of DOD Absorption of the GEMINI Program, fanuary 8. 1963, folder: DOD/USAF
“Blue Gemini.” DoD subserics. Federal Agencics series, NHDRC.

** Boone, Memorandum to Webb. Project Gemini, January 9. 1963, folder; Webb. declassified
papers, 1961-1968, Webb subseries. Administrators series, NHDRC, 1-3.

¥ McNamara, proposed Agreement between the Department of Defense and the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, Gemini Program Management. January 12, 1963, SPI document 888,

p- 1l
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the Gemini Program to the extent necessary to meet the DOD objectives.” However. those concessions to
increased DoD participation were “about as far as we in NASA fecl we can go at this time.”" Privately.
Webb wrote Seamans. “I do not see how we can discharge our responsibilities and give him a veto. . . .
We must not recede from this position except as we reach a settlement that all of us can live with,"**
Three days later Webb and McNamara did arrive at a settlement. It appears McNamara was not
willing to push the situation any further, because the January 21. 1963 NASA-DoD Gemini agreement
incorporated primarily NASA’s viewpoint on Gemini management, not OSD’s. NASA would permit the
DoD 1o include experiments on the Gemini flighis but the DoD would not assume an active role in manag-
ing the program. The experimental program. as well as the DoD support role in Gemini. would be im-
plemented and supervised by a new five-person body called the Gemini Program and Planning Board
(GPPB). The GPPB would report directly to Webb and McNamara. be chaired by the NASA Associate
Administrator and the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for R&D, and have two additional members
from NASA and the DoD. The agreement made clear, “NASA will continue to manage the GEMINI
project. It is. however. agreed that the DOD will participate in the development. pilot training. preflight
check-out. launch operations and flight operations of the GEMINI Program to assist NASA and to meet
the DOD objectives.” DoD would contribute funds in accordance with the GPPB’s determination,
Probably the most important clause of the NASA-DoD Gemini agreement stated, “It is further agreed that
the DOD and the NASA will initiate major new programs or projects in the field of manned space flight
atmed chiefly at the attainment of experimental or other capabilities in near-earth orbit only by mutual

115
agreement.’ ¢

5 Webb. Letter to McNamara. January 16. 1963. in John M. Logsdon with Dwayne A. Day and
Roger D. Launius. eds., Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in the Historv of the U.S. Civil
Space Program, 1ofume iI: Relations with Other Organizations, NASA 8P-4407 (Washington, DC:

USGPO, 1996). 338-39,
* Webb. Letter to Seamans. January 18. 1963. in ibid.. 339-41.
¢ Webb and McNamara. Agreement Between the National Acronautics and Space Administra-

tion and the Department of Defense Concerning the Gemini Program. January 21. 1963, in ibid.. 341-42.
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The GPPB and the DoD

The GPPB was striclly advisory in nature and met fourteen (imes between its inception and its
final meeting on April 12, 1965, its duties basically entailed: overseeing the planning and conduct of
Gemini experiments to including establishing priorities: processing and disseminating the results from
these experiments; and establishing the criteria for and then monitoring the process whereby the USAF
Titan 1 was man-rated. 1.e.. made reliable enough to be used as a space booster that could carry humans.
All in all. “The arrangements worked out very satisfactorily.”™ The specific list of DoD experiments to be
incorporated into the Gemini program was not finalized until 1964 and so will be discussed in chapter 10;
they were closely linked to the missions of reconnaissance and satellite inspection. However. there were
some indications in the last year of Kennedy's presidency that the relatively limited nature of DoD’s par-
ticipation in the Gemini program, and its lack of any managerial input. was perceived as being an inade-
quate forum in which to conduct the necessary investipation inio the usefulness of military officers in
space. Therefore, the approval of a wholly DoD human spaceflight program. the MOL. increased in like-
lihood over the course of 1963.

Lawrence Kavanau, the special assistant for space in the Office of the DDR&E. said in May
1963, “We are finding that. although there are many important and worthwhile things that can be done
with GEMINI. due to the late stage of development. no significant DOD input can be made to the
GEMINI design. GEMINI, while highly useful. could have been made even more so by joint participation
earlier in the game.”™ DDR&E Brown amplified this sentiment the next month: “There is a disadvan-
tage to entering a program that someone else ts running which has been going on for some time. On the
other hand. Defense does not stay a junior partner indefinitely in anything that it gets into.”™® As will be
seen below. by June 1963, Brown was already seriously investigating the DoD’s requirements for its own

separate orbital platform. a concept that in six months would be approved as MOL.

* Boone, N4S4 Office of Defense Affairs. 84, 87.
*¥ Cited in “DOD Asks Space Station Role.” Space Dailv, May 22. 1963. p. 651.

* Cited in “The Dyvna Soar Paradox.” Space Dailv. June 26. 1963, p. 827.
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Dynasoar in 1961-62

The necessary preliminary to examining the MOL's emergence is uaderstanding the progress of
Dynasoar in the Kennedy administration and the close link that existed in OSD’s thinking between Dyna-
soar and NASA's Gemini. The only time during the Kennedy administration in which the Dynasoar’s
future looked bright was in the first few months when Kennedy was dramatically increasing virtually all
categories of defense spending (see Chapter 6.) As part of this upswing Dynasoar’'s FY62 budget was
increased from the final Eisenhower figure of $76.5 million to $106.5 million. In April McNamara told
the Senatc. “This project is. of course, only a first step toward the development of a militarily useful vehi-
cle and at the present time is conceived of strictly as a research effort. The additional $30 million re-
quested would permit the work on this project to go forward at a more efficient rate. 6" Not only did Con-
gress grant this increase, but the House Appropriations Committee added apother $85.8 million to the
DoD request. an amount that McNamara declared he had no intention of committing to Dynasoar: “I
doubt very much that we can expend that effectively and efficiently, ™' Therefore there were limits to the
QSD’s early support of Dynasoar. During this early period the Air Force still planned for a three-step
Dynasoar devclopment program. In Step I preliminary suborbital R&D would be conducted. In Step Il a
larger booster would lift manned and unmanned gliders to global range and orbital flight for tests of mili-

tary equipment. In the final step actual weapons svstems would be studied and operational svstems devel-

 McNamara. Statement before the Senate Armed Services Committee. April 4. 1961, folder;
Statements to Congressional Committees. FY62. box 11. RG 200, Robert 8. McNamara papers. NARA,
26.

¢! McNamara. Press Conference. June 23. 1961. folder: News Conferences and Press Briefings.
1961, box 182, RG 200. Robert McNamara papers. NARA. 5. See also: John B. Hungerford Jr.. Major.
USAF. Organization for Military Space - 4 Historical Perspective, Air Command and Staff College Re-
port Number 92-1235 (Maxwell AFB, AL: Air University. 1982), 45; and Berger. dir Force in Space,
F163,29.

407




oped.” The OSD. however. had only approved step L% The first of six piloted flights was scheduled for
May 1966 and program cost before completion in December 1967 was estimated at $921 million.®*
Dual Reorientation

In Jate 1961 and early 1962 McNamara and the OSD reoriented Dynasoar in two senses. First.
the suberbital phase of Dyvnasoar was dropped because McNamara had concluded the Titan 111 would have
adequate capacity to boost the glider to orbitat velocity without exiensive testing in the suborbi;al realm.
This elimination of the suborbital step in the Dynasoar program would. in turn. reduce overall R&D costs.
Second. the OSD ordered the Air Force to drop all references to the potential and future military applica-
tions of the Dynasoar and to view it wholly as an orbital. not a suborbital. R&D project. This meant that
the Dvnasoar’s research focus in turn shifted from exploring the intricacies of hypersonic flight. a topic in
which NASA had great interest. to investigating the challenges of controlled and maneuverable atmos-
pheric reentry and landing at a selected Air Force base, a topic in which NASA had little interest.

McNamara asked Congress in January 1962 for a $115 million FY63 Dynasoar budget. despite
Congress’ desire to allocate $185 million. He said his figure was all the OSD believed was required and
could be effectively utilized: “As you may know. last menth we reoriented the entire program. eliminat-
ing the suborbital flight phase which would have involved the use of a modified Titan 11 booster. This
intermediate step is no longer necessary inasmuch as we are now proposing very substantial investments
in the Titan III booster program.”® NASA noted that same month. “The Dynasoar was originally

planned as a pilot controlled hypersonic Mach 16 glider. The project has recently been changed to the

¢ Internal Air Force document. Advanced Systems: DYNASOAR. March 13, 1961, contained in
Briefing Book for dir Force witnesses before the House Committee on Science and Astronautics on the
Subject of DOD Space Directive 5160 32, K160.8636-4. AFHSO. 1961, p.1.

®* Berger, The Air Force in Space, FT62, 26.

' As of October 1961, according to Houchin. Rise and Fall of Dvia-Sear. 202.

® McNamara, Statement before the Senate Armed Services Committee. January 19. 1962. folder:
Miscellaneous Budget. box 114, RG 200, Robert 5. McNamara papers. NARA. 97. Declassified at
author’s request.
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development of a pilot controlled earth orbital spacccrafl svitable for winged reentry through the earth’s
atmosphere to an aerodynamically controlled earth Ianding."ﬁ”’

Simultaneously, the Air Force was instrucied to play down the military applications of the space
glider and emphasize that it was supposed o be only a hvpersonic R&D or test vehicle. McNamara wrote
Kennedv he believed it proper to “, . . teorient the program to solve the difficult technical problem in-
volved in boosting a body of high-lift into orbit. sustaining man in it and recovering the vehicle at a des-
ignated place rather than to press on with a full system development program™ of military applications.®
The edict went out: the USAF was no longer to actively explore. nor discﬁss_. the potential military appli-
cations of the Dynasoar system such as reconnaissance. The Office of the DDR&E suggested McNamara
even give Dynasoar a new name in the tradition of the X-series of aircraft that represented purely research
projects with no connotatien of military operations or mission preparation whatsoever. Such a step would
make the Dvnasoar “more properly identifiable as an experimental development program (non-mission-
oriented) with an appropriate research vehicle designation e.g.. “X-10"" and possibly give it more pro-
grammatic stability because in the past, “The DYNA SOAR program has alternately been considered for
elimination. for stretch-out. for considerable acceleration. and for transfer to NASA ™™

Accordingly, McNamara declared on February 22, 1962, “The principle of proceeding directly to
orbital flight test is endorsed.” He also ordered the program’s name be redesignated to “an appropriate
research designation {(e.g.. X-19) to indicate more specifically that this is an experimental program and to
eliminate any further connotation of previous weapon system and military test system studies within the

presently approved development effort. . . " After several months wrangling. the new numerical desig-

®® NASA, Long Range Plan. January 1962, supra. 87.

57 McNamara. Memorandum to Kennedy. December 7. 1961. reprinted in Curtis Peebles. “The
Origins of the U.S. Space Shuttle.” Spaceflight 21 (November 1979): 438,

% John Rubel signing for Harold Brown. Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense. Air Force
Manned Military Space Propram. February 20, 1962, with attached DDR&E report. Report on Military
Manned Space Program. same date. folder: Reading File. January-May 1962. box 114, RG 200, Robert
McNamara papers. NARA, p. 1 on both, Declassified at author’s request.

% McNamara. Memorandum for the Secretary of the Air Force. The Air Force Manned Military
Space Program. February 22. 1962. supra, 2-3.
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nation for the Dynasoar program was announced on June 26. 1962 as “X-20.""" The Air Force dutifully
amended its Dynasoar development plan by deleting all references not only to suborbital flights but to the
development of military subsystems or applications.”’ By June 1962 DDR&E Brown testified to Congress
that in the past the Dvnasoar had been improperly presented as leading toward an operational system:
“That has never been accepted as the purpose by the DOD and it is not now so accepted. What was ac-
cepted as a program was a vehicle which would serve to develop the technologies associated with manned
space flight and some particular applications - not uses. . .” like short notice deorbit and landing. Brown
was emphatic when he stated. “Hm\'ever. we [0SD] have not supported specific military uses for such a
vehicle, be it destructive of other vehicles, be it maintenance and repair of satellites or whatever, because
it is not possible to lay down military needs which would be fulfilled in an obviously useful way by such a
vehicle.”"™?

An official Air Force history added that by mid-1962 the dual Dynasoar reorientation process was
complete and McNamara had approved a budget of $135 million for Dynasoar. However, he also “. . .
instructed that technical confidence and data acquisition would have precedence over flight schedules. It
was quite clear that the X-20 Dvna-Soar program was exclusively an experimental program which was
directed towards demonstrating the ability of the Air Force to orbit the glider. reenter. and land at a pre-
selected site. . . . The X-20 program was not directed towards developing a weapon system. nor even de-
fining future military applications of the dynamic-soaring glider [because] such references had been de-

leted,”™

" Subsequently to this name change. the Dvnasoar program was referred to interchangeably as
either the X-20 program or as the Dvnasoar program. This dissertation will reflect that practice.

" Houchin. Rise and Fall of Dvna-Soar. 208,

"> Harold Brown to the Senate space committee, Junc 1962, as cited by George C. Wilson,
“Defense Denies Bid for NASA Programs.” dviation Teek and Space Technology (June 25. 1962); 34,

* AFSC. Historv of the Aeronantical Systems Division, Januarv-June 1962, 1olume |
(Narrative), AFSC Historical Publication Series 62-52-1. 1962, K243.011, AFHRA._ pp. 1-53 through 1-534,
Declassified at author’s request.
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Although one might expect that the Air Force would have cheered the reorientation of the Dvna-
soar toward an orbital vehicle. this was not the case. Explained Roy Houchin. the foremost Dyvnasoar
scholar. this reorientation “. . . placed Dyna-Soar in a perilous position. Its mission competed with
NASA’s Mercury and Gemini programs for the manned space mission and with the NRO's unmanned
satellites for the national reconnaissance mission. . . . While onlv a few officials within OSD knew about
them, NRQ's highly classified unmanned reconnaissance satcllites were fulfilling the military reﬁuiremcnl
to gather information, even if they could not make conventional landings. . . . Without knowing what type
of reconnaissance systems it had to compete with, Dyna-Soar’s proponents found it much harder to sell
their system to OSD."™ On October 23. 1963 McNamara. reportedly asked William E. Lamar, Director of
Dvnasoar Engineering, “What can the X-20 do that SAMOS can’t do?” Lamar replied. “I don’t know.
I'm not cleared for the program.” To which McNamara could only respond. “Well. vou should be.””* The
threat to Dynasoar’s viability due to perceived duplication came not only from NASA’s Gemini, but from
NRO's robotic spacecraft. although the latter factor is difficult to directly assess due to the continuing
high level of sectecy and ¢lassification pervading NRO’s history.

It was simply a matter of time before OSD, and others. would accuse Dynasoar of multifaceted
duplication: “Knowing the mililary capabilitics of NRQ's reconnaissance salellites, the abifity of NASA
to place a man in orbit, and the burgeoning promise of NASA’s Gemini program to perform military re-
quirements in space, OSD officials began to question the need for a separate Air Force-sponsored manned
spaceflight program,™’® Houchin also made clear that, “The Air Force faced a ‘Catch-22." How could it
demonstrate a military need for man-in-space before it placed one it space to prove his capabilitics? Ulti-
malely, Dyna-Soar proponents would have to prove their point by quantifving and qualifying Dyna-Soar

7

against space systems they knew little, if anything. about.”” Indeed. the chairman of the House space

™ Houchin, Rise and Fall of Dvna-Soar, 4. 175.
”* Ibid., 221.
" Ibid., 218.

" Ibid.. 219-20.

411



committee declared in September 1962 concerning the X-20"s objectives of rapid launch. space maneu-
verability, flexible reentry. precision recovery. and conventional landing and reuse: “NASA is already
conducting a program. Project Gemini. designed to accomplish all of these objectives several years sooner
than will be possible with the X-20" In addition. Representative Miller pointed out that Gemini was
much lighter than the X-20. much smaller. much less expensive, and could carry two men instead of
one.® By December Golovin in the OST was urging . . . the X-20 project be either canceled or drasti-
cally reduced, and DOD assigned all or a major part of the responsibility for development of the Gemini
system” and that “the DOD space program be explicitly broadened to include early application of Gemini
or Gemini-modified systems for reconnaissance and surveillance, and associated military operations. in
near-carth space,”’® See above for the resulting events in the NASA-DoD Gemini struggle.

NASA's Intcrest in Bynasoar Waned

The official government position concerning Dvnasoar was that it wasa “. . . manned test vehicle
capable of mancuverable re-entry from orbit to a conventional landing at an air base which can be selected
by the pilot.” There was no mention of potential military applications, only its scientific R&D compo-
nents.”” One might expect NASA to have cheered this aspect of the reorientation. This. however. was
also not the case. In fact, another consequence of reorienting Dynasoar away from a suborbital vehicle to
an orbital vehicle was the loss of genuine NASA interest in the project.  As long as the vehicle was predi-
cated on the notion of exploring the hypersonic flight regime within the atmosphere, NASA had a legiti-
mate interest in the glider. However. when Dvnasoar’s primary R&D objective became exploration of the
orbital challenges of mancuverable re-cntry and landing at conventional air bases, NASA's interest
waned. As NASA’s chief for high-speed aerodynamics R&D John Becker explained. “NASA’s influential
involvement with Dvna-Soar came to an abrupt end in 1961.” The OSD’s dual reorientation of the Dyna-

soar described above only became known to NASA through Witliam Lamar, the director of Dvnasoar en-

"® Representative George Miller. Speech. Congressional Record. September 6. 1962. p. 18673.

* Nicholas E. Golovin, Memorandum to Jerome Wiesner, Suggestions Concerning the National
Space Program. December 21. 1962, supra. 11.

¥ 1.8, Aeronautics and Space Activities, 1961, January 31. 1962, supra. 36.
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gineering. Lamar “. . . rather apologetically informed us during the fall of 1961 of the drastic re-direction
that was to be implemented in December 1961, without any participation or consultation with NASA.™
As a result of the elimination of Dynasoar’s suborbital hypersonic research flights.

As far as our NASA DS [Dynasoar] team was concerncd. Dyna-Soar as a research

airplane was dead. During the remaining two vears of Dvna-Soar’s existence NASA

continucd as a largely inactive nominal partner. completing the tests to which we

were committed. It was now obvious that the USAF was interested in DS only as a

prototype of an orbital svstcm and not as a rescarch vehicle. . . . As time went on it

also beeame increasingly apparent that USAF did not have a clear belicvable vision

of what their orbital system requirements really were. and thus doubts increased as

to whether DS-1 was an appropriate development vehicle. . . . The Air Force has

essentially eliminated NASA from policy decisions.

Becker summarized that NASA had 55 personnel continuously working on Dynasoar support: through
the end of 1961 they had devoted 3,900 hours of wind tunnel time to Dynasoar R&D.* By February 1963
NASA had devoted 6,135 hours of time in its various wind tunnels to Dynascar R&D.*

In March 1962 the NASA Dyna Soar Coordinating Committee concluded, “The Dvna-Soar Proj-
ect has changed in character from the X-15 type of hypersonic and reentry research and test system origi-
nally contemplated to a prototype for possible military space svstems. Air Force emphasis is now being
placed on exploring the potential of man to accomplish military functions in space. a mission which this
system is poorly designed to accomplish. NASA was not represented in the technical management delib-
erations leading to these drastic changes and our subsequent objections have been largely overruted ™ The
Committee explained that if the original November 14, 1958 NASA-AF Memorandum of Undcrstanding
on Dyna-Soar. which declared Dynasoar a joint project (see chapter 5), continued in force, “NASA will be
held jointly responsible with the Air Force for the doubtful outcome of this project while in fact its destiny

is being decided wholly by the Air Force.” The Committee felt there was enough research value left in the

Dynasoar vehicle as a “highlv maneuverable radiation-cooled manned reentry vehicle™ to warrant some

¥1 John Becker, Research Division Chicf, NASA High-Speed Aerodynamics Division. “The De-
velopment of Winged Reentry Vehicles: An Essay From the NACA-NASA Perspective, 1952-1963.” in
Richard P. Hallion. editor. The Hyvpersonic Revolution: Eight Case Studies in the History of Hvpersonic
Technologv. volume | (Wright-Patterson AFB, OH: Special Staff Office. Aeronautical Systems Division.
1987), 434, 437-38.

® NASA. Chronology, NASA Participation in X-20 Prgject. March 13. 1963, folder: Dyna Soar
Proposals & Evaluation. DoD subseries, Federal Agencies series, NHDRC. Tab B. 3.
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continucd NASA support. However, “This can be supplied in the traditional manner without the necessity
for a joint project.” Therefore. NASA should termipate the categorization of Dynasoar as a joint NASA-
DoD project. 5

NASA's institutional dissatisfaction with recent developments and concern over its future role in
the Dynasoar program caused Webb to write Zuckert and explain. “A number of events have occurred
which have prompted us to reexamine this project and our relationship to it.” Webb said they should cre-
ate a new memorandum of understanding with a “more accurate statement of NASA parlicipation in the
remainder of the program.” Webb explained NASA still supported research on “the problems of highty
maneuverable winged vehicles in the critical environment of the hvpersenic flight corridor.” However.
“The additional uses of the glider by the Air Force as a space vehicle for exploring the potential of man to
accomplish military functions in space are considered bevond the scope of NASA interests.” While
NASA was ready to “provide continuing technical support in the form of consultation and ground based
testing,” it no longer wished to be listed as a partner in the program.®*

Accordingly, Webb and Zuckert signed a new memorandum of understanding on August 7, 1962
which simply stated. “Dyna-Soar is an Air Force Program.” The document did explain that certain as-
pects of Dynasoar R&D such as exploring high maneuverability at hypersonic speeds with a conventional
landing did interest NASA and therefore. "NASA endorses this objective as necessary to the national
aero-space program.” However. NASA's future role would be limited to “technical support (consulting
and ground-facilities testing)” and “instrumentation and flight test support.”® From this point forward

NASA’s official role would be distinctly circumscribed. Unofficially, however. and in the minds of high-

3 Minutes of the NASA Dyna Soar Coordinating Committee meeting, March 30, 1962, as an
attachment to a memorandum from a NASA official Mr. Dixon. to Deputy Administrator Drvden, NASA
Participation in Dyna Soar Program, April 2, 1962, folder: X-20 Correspondence. DoD subserics, Federal
Agencies series. NHDRC. 2.

# Webb, Letter to Zuckert, May 28, 1962, folder: Webb, declassified papers. 1961-1968, Webb
subseries, Administrators series, NHDRC, 1-2,

¥ Webb and Zuckert. Memorandum of Understanding. Principles for NASA Participation in
Dyna-Soar Program Sysiem 620A, August 7. 1962, folder: Dyna-Soar, DoD subseries. Federal Agencies

series. NHDRC. 1.
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fevel OSD officials. NASA plaved a central role in Dvnasoar’s fate becausc the capabilities of its Gemini
system. when augmented by a cvlindrical laboratory. were seen as a more capable, cheaper. and earlier
available human spaceflight alternative for the Air Force.

Dynasoar and Gemini

MecNamara Ordered a Comparative Review

One source calculated that by the end of FY62 the Air Force had spent $240 million on the Dy-
nasoar with only a full-scale mockup to show for these expenditures (it should be remembered that the
entire Mercury program would cost under $400 million) while it would cost an estimated $1.3 billion to
continue Diynasoar through its first piloted flight in 1966. Consequently. the X-20 program was coming
under increased scrutiny in the fiscally-minded OSD.*® Only a few davs before McNamara and Webb
finally reached their NASA-DoD Gemini agreement on January 21, 1963, and virtually simultancously
with his rejection of the USAF's MODS and Blue Gemini proposals. McNamara informed DDR&E
Brown: “I should like to review in detail the DYNASOAR program” both in Washington. DC and at the
main contractor facilities, McNamara explained, “In particular, 1 am interested in considering the rela-
tionship of DYNASOAR to GEMINI and the extent to which the former will provide us with a valuable
military capability not provided by the latter.™ One day later he added. “1 am intercsted in the extent to
which the Gemini program as ptesently conceived by NASA will meet our military requirements.™®’
McNamara openly pondered the X-20's fate before Congress in early 1963: “Do we meet a rather ill-
defined military requirement better by proceeding down that track [spending $1 billion more on the X-20]
or do we meet it better by modifying Gemini in some joint project with NASA?® In less than one year

McNamara would become convinced that NASA's Gemini did (when attached to a laboratory cvlinder), in

% Derek W. Elliott, Finding an Appropriate Commitment: Space Policy Development Under
Eisenhower and Kennedv, 1954-1963 (Ph.D. dissertation. George Washington University, 1992). 210.

¥ McNamara to Brown, two memoranda, January 18 and 19. 1963, folder: 6 - 1963, Air Force.
box B129, Curtis LeMay papers. LoC. both p. 1.

% McNamara testifving before the House Armed Services Committee, January-February 1963
cited in Government Operations in Space. 80,
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fact. better meet the OSD’s military requirements for a human spaceflight program. focused on the recon-
naissance mission. than did Dynasoar.

Webb recorded a conversation he had with McNamara in February 1963 concerning Dynasoar in
which McNamara stated. “He was prepared to look carefully at the values that might be retained from the
Dynasoar program. although he had scrious doubts that there were any values in it worth the eight or nine
hundred million dollars that it was costing.”® Privately, Webb confided his personal views on Dynasoar:
“. . . as an orbital vehicle it is going to be obsoleted by both Gemini and Apollo and that what we need
now is careful. thoughtful work on hypersonic re-entry.”™™ Also in February 1963 Zuckert reported to
McNamara that a congressman had asked him while testifving to the House Appropriations Committee
about McNamara's opinions concerning the Dynasoar program: “I told him that I realized it was vour
disposition to cancel or substantially reorient the Dynasoar program. but that this matter had not finally
been settled.™ A final indication of McNamara’s skepticism toward the X-20 program even before his
formal review of it in March 1963 was his testimony to the House in February: “It appears to me that
Gemini is advanced beyond the Dvna-Soar in technique and potential. There is no clear requirement, in
my mind. at the present time for manncd military operations in space. . . . But were we 10 require manned
military operations in low earth orbit. it appears to me that the Gemini approach is a far more practical
approach.”® Even before McNamara’s teview trip the trade press was speculating, “For all intents and
purposes, the Dyna-Soar (3(-20) program is dead. There will now be a family discussion on the best way

to bury the body,”*

% Webb. Letter to Boone. Febroary 13. 1963. folder: X-20 Correspondence. DoD subseries. Fed-
eral Agencies series, NHDRC. 1.

*" Webb. Letter to Dr. Arthur E. Raymond. NASA Consultant. February 13. 1963. folder: Webb
Correspondence. Jan-Jun 1963, Webb subseries. Administrators series. NHDRC, 2.

1 Zuckert, Memorandum to McNamara. February 26. 1963. folder: 6 - 1963. Air Force. box
B129, Curtis LeMay papers. LoC. 1.

* Cited in Laurence Barrett, “The Death of the Dyna-Soar Project.” New York Herald Tribune,
December 26, 1963.

" William J. Coughlin. “Eulogy to a Dyna-Soar.” editorial. Afissifes and Rockets (March 11.
1963): 50.
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In March McNamara embarked on an intense review of the X-20 program which included brief-
ings not only in Washington. DC but tours of the facilities across the country of the major contractors for
the glider itself and its launch vehicle, such as the Martin Corporation and Boeing. as well as similar fa-

cilities associated with the Gemini program. Assistant Secrctary of the Air Force for R&D Brockway

McMillan provided the best synopsis of McNamara's tour:

It was clear that the briefings on Dyna-Soar opened Mr. McNamara's mind in a way it
had not been opened before on the point of Dyna-Soar as a space vehicle rather than as

a research vehicle, . . . [However] Mr. McNamara several times said that he was con-
cerned that in the Dyna-Soar project we were putting too great an emphasis on control-
led re-entry when we didn’t even know what we were going to do in orbit. He felt the
first emphasis should be on what missions can be performed in orbit and how to perform
them. then worry about re-entry at a later date. In other words. start Iooking at the prob-
lem from the end objective . . . and then worry about secondary problems like controlied
re-entry at a later time.

It is not clear at this point that Mr. McNamara is willing to buy Dyna-Soar. In any
event. he is not going to cancel it right away. He is clearly arguing with himself and
several times raised the same questions. . . . It is clear that Mr, McNamara is concerned
with the great cost of space flight and the great cost to the taxpayver of Gemini and Dyna-
Soar. It is also clear that he feels we will have to have some kind of test bed in space -
presumably manned - in order to test out concepts related to manned space flight. . . .

He suggested that we take as much as six months to study, what in the long mn, would
be the optimum test bed for military space. He thought it might be space stations
serviced by a ferry vehicle.”

McNamara had. in effect. given Dvnasoar a six-month lease on life. 'When he returned from his
review trips he tasked the Secretary of the Air Force with a detailed examination of the Dynasoar and
Gemini programs and their relation to the four most likely DoD space missions: inspection and identifi-
cation of hostile satellites: protection of our own satellites from destruction: the capability of carryving out
reconnaissance missions from space: and the introduction of offensive weapons into near-earth orbit.
McNamara alluded to the Dynasoar in his memo to Zuckert: “It appears to me that too much emphasis
and too much money has been placed on the development of certain techniques such as controlled re-entry
and not enough attention has been directed to the specific military missions to be performed. In particu-

lar. I am interested in reviewing the contribution which the X-20 and GEMINI programs can make to

' Brockway McMillan. Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Research and Development.
Memorandum to Zuckert, March 15, 1963. documents in the possession of Major Rov Houchin., AFHSQ/

Pentagon, 1-2.
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* McNamara summarized his conclusions after his Dynasoar re-

each of the missions referred to above.”
view to the House: “1 seriously question whether our nation requires that both programs be completed.
We have no clear military requirement for either.**® He told Afissiles and Rockets that . . . perhaps the
Gemini project can be modified with relative slight effort to better meet the Air Force's needs for capa-
bilities in manned spaceflight. it mav be possible for the Air Force to cut back the Dyna-Soar project sub-
w97

stantially.

The Air Force Response

The USAF’s response to McNamara's March 15 tasking order indicated 1hat as an institution it
was unwilling to strongly endorse either Dynasoar or the Gemini as the best svstem for the four missions
McNamara described.  AFSC’s Space Systems Division’s (SSD) bottom line was. “Neither vehicle can.
through medification, acquire all the characteristics desired of a military space system for routine opera-
tional use.” 58D did present in detail the advantages and disadvantages of each sysiem as they related to
McNamara's foor specified missions. But it made no firm recommendations as to how the Secretary of
Defense should proceed.”™ McMillan incorporated SSD's ambiguity in the memo that actually went to
McNamara, reiterating, “Our analysis shows that neither the X-20 program . . . nor the NASA Gemint
program as presently defined will provide significant capabilities relative to the four missions. There is a
very limited operational capability inherent in the two vehicles.” McMillan passed on AFSC’s analysis of

the pros and cons of each system for the particular missions but in the end concluded, “Neither the DOD

%% McNamara. Memorandum for the Secretary of the Air Force, March 15, 1963, folder: Reading
File. February-May 1963, box 117, RG 200, Robert McNamatra papers. NARA, 1. Declassified at author's
request,

% Edward H. Kolcum. “Defense May Ease Impact of X-20 Loss.” Aviation Week and Space
Technology (March 18, 1963); 31

*7 Missiles and Rockets. April 1, 1963, p. 46, cited in Stephen I. Grossbard, The Civilian Space
Program: A Case Study in Civil-Military Relations (Ph.D, dissertation. University of Michigan, 1968).
220.

* Space Svstems Division. AFSC. Response to Secretary McNamara’s 15 March 1963 Questions.
May 10, 1963. a document from the collection. Histery of the deronautical Svstems Division, Julv-
December 1963, Volume IV, Termination aof the X-204 Dvna-Sear (Documents). AFSC Historical Publi-
cations Scries 64-51-TV, K243.011. AFHRA, 3fT. Declassified at author's request.
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X-20 nor the NASA Gemini program as presently defined will produce on-orbit operational capabilities of

any military significance.” Therefore. both programs should be continued.”” Since the USAF appeared
unwilling to decide between Dynasoar and Gemini. it would fafl to the OSD. and particularly the Office of
the DDR&E. to do so. Therefore. “If by July 1963 Dvna-Soar was not dead. its hold on life was at best
tenuous.”™ Indeed. in July 1963 McNamara limited Dvnasoar FYG64 funding to $125 million per vear for
the indefinite future. $10 million less than FY63's level,'”
MOL Emerged As Dynasoar Expired

On August 29, 1963 Senator Clinton Anderson wrote Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric to
ask him what the situation was with Dynasoar: did the DoD plan to continue the program or not? Gilpa-
tric replied that the relative military usefulness of Gemini and Dynasoar *, . . is the mosi difficult question
facing me. In fact. neither Gemini nor Dyna Soar. in their present form. can perform a genuine military
mission. . . . The fundamenial point is that no militarily useful mission to which these vehicles could con-
tribute has been defined. although we have studied the problem intensively for several vears. Should a
mission be defined, it might favor one or the other approaches. but most likely would require the initiation
of a third approach to circumvent the obvious limitations of the other two.'” In fact, the OSD was al-
ready considering a third approach by September. This third approach was MQOL. a Gemini capsule with

an attached laboratory module. On December 10, 1963 McNamara officially sanctioned it and canceled

Dynasoar.

Webb. McNamara and Space Stations

One bone of contention resulting from the NASA-DoD) Gemind agreement of January 1963 was at

exactly what point in NASA’'s exploratory space station studies was NASA required to obtain “mutual

** Brockway McMillan. Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense. Review of Air Force Space
R&D Program, June 5, 1963. p. 3-4. contained in ibid. Emphasis in original.

'™ Cantwell. dir Force in Space, F163. 15.
' Houchin. Rise and Fall of Dvna-Soar. 251.

"2 Gilpatric. Letier to Clinton P. Anderson. September 27. 1963, folder: 111 Armed Services. box
584. Clinton Anderson papers. LoC, 2-3,
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agreement” with the DoD that it was not “initiat{ing] major new programs or projecis in the field of
manned space flight aimed chiefly al the attainment of cxperimental or other capabilities in near-earth
orbit.™'® McNamara took a restrictive view of this clause. believing that DoD should be involved in
NASA space station exploratory studies from an early point. Webb imterpreted it more liberally. not
wanting to sacrifice NASA’s autonomy. and said that as long as NASA was epngaging only in paper stud-
ies. either in-house or with contractors. and not actually building hardware. it was not required to consult
with the DoD.

Webb wrote McNamara that there appeared to be a “lack of a meeting of the minds concerning
the proper coordination between NASA and the DOD in the area of exploratory studies. . . . We feel here
in NASA that we must constantly be looking well into the future in order that our progress will be such as
to achieve and maintain a position of world leadership for the United States in field of space sciences and
technology.” Concerning space station exploratory studies. “In my view, such advanced exploratory
studies do not fall within the purview of existing DOD-NASA agreements as they relate to the initiation of
‘major new programs or projects.”™™ McNamara simply included his response to Webb into a reply he
riade to Lyndon Johnson when the Vice President asked McNamara and Webb for their opinions on the
five space-related questions Kennedy had asked fohnson in 1963 (see chapter 6). McNamara maintained.
“It is essential that all major space programs be integrated with military requirements in the early stages
of their development. . . . I am more concerned with the potential dangers in the divergence of our efforts
in the studv and planning of potential new large projects” such as the space station. Concerning a space
station, McNamara declared, “While it is not yet clear that the project is that the project is justified. either
on a military or non-military basis. it is clear that it should be undertaken only as a national program.
which meets the requirements of both NASA and DoD, and that it must be jointly planned from its incep-

IO R

tion. . . . Coordination and joint planning of our efforts must extend to all so-called ‘advance studies.

'® This wording is from the January 21, 1963 Webb-McNamara/NASA-DoD agrecment on
Gemini,

1% Webb. Letter to McNamara. April 24, 1963, SPI document 1457.

1% McNamara. Report to Lyndon Johnson, May 3, 1963, National Space Program, in Logsdon et.

al.. Exploring the Unknown, Volume 11, supra. 342-47.
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More pointedly in a letter to Zuckert, McNamara admitted that he concurred in Zuckert's assessment that
the DoD should be awarded the space station mission: “I agree that this assignment. and the near-earth

interests of the DOD. might be considered logical rcasons for assigning to the DOD this new undertak-

ing.”'"

Throughout May and June 1963 Webb and McNamara exchanged numerous letters but the
decadlock over what was and was not an acceptabie level of coordination on space stations and exploratory
studies of them continued. Mc¢Namara sent Webb pre-signed agreements that Webb could not sign, Webb
did the same in return to McNamara.'™ In the midst of this. McNamara continued to try to move the Air
Force toward some recommendation on the Dynascar-Gemini situation. He wrote Zuckert iate in June:
“The Department of Defense will be faced with major new program decisions regarding manned space
flight within the next year. Since space vehicle developments are so expensive it is necessary that we
utilize every opportunity to minimize the number of separate developments.” Therefore, he ordered Zuck-
ert to submit “. . . a plan for insuring the integration of the several study efforts now underway which may
involve GEMINI and thus provide additional basis for comprehensive program decisions in the area of
manned space flight as il relates to military missions.”

Later that summer Brown provided Zuckert additional OSD guidance on what OSD had in mind
for an Air Force orbital platform. He authorized Zuckert to spend $1 miltion dollars on the studs
McNamara had ordered and added, “Because of the national importance which could be attached to the
outcome of this work. the Secretary of Defense and I will have a more detailed interest than usval in its
progress.” Brown then gave the USAF specific guidance;

The immediate objective to which this study must be directed is the building of a space
station to demonstrate and assess quantitativelv the utility of man for military purposes in

1% McNamara, Memorandum for the Secretary of the Air Force. A National Orbital Space Sta-
tion Program. May 25. 1963. folder: May 31-May 18. 1963. Reading File. box 117, RG 200, Roberl
McNamara papers, NARA. 1. Declassified at author's request.

""" See Boone. NASA Office of Defense Affairs. 88fL.. for the bureaucratic wrangling.

1% McNamara. Memorandum for the Secretary of the Air Force. Recommendation of the Gemini
Program and Planning Board. June 20, 1963, folder: Reading File. June 20-June 29, 1963, box 1i8. RG
200, Robert McNamara papers, NARA_ 2.
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space. The space station so contemplated would be a military laboratory. and its

characteristics must be established with some specific mission in mind if its function is

to be a genuine military one. The principal missions to be considered are those that can

be included in a broad intcrpretation of reconnaissance: surveillance. warning and de-

tection can be considered in this context. Other missions such as those assuming the use

of offensive and defensive weapons shall not be considered unless it can be explained in

detail how such missions might be donc better {from a space station than any other way.

The successful conclusion of this study must provide answers to at least the following

questions: What specific answers about what specific military capabilities will the space:

station answer? . . . Whal is the smallest kind of space station which will still provide a

meaningful demonstration and measurement of man’s utility?'™
Clearly, within OSD. the need for some kind of an orbital platform to finally test. once and for all. if
military officers had any justifiable reason to operate in space, had now been established. The MOL was
edging closer to reality. However. even as such a long-duration orbital platform seemed more and more
cerfain because OSD now wanted such a fest bed, this meant that Dyvnasoar’s chances for survival
dimmed, given the drive for eliminating duplication and cost efficiency inherent within PPBS and systems
analysis.

While the situation was thus finallv becoming clarified within the DoD concerning the need for
some kind of an orbital testing of the militarv requirements of human spaceflight. the exact balance be-
tween NASA and the DoD concerning responsibilities in this area was not. McNamara and Webb could
not agree on the degrec and level of coordination required for their respective space station exploratory
studies. It finally took vice presidential intervention to clarify the situation. At a NASC meeting on July
17, 1963, both Webb and McNamara expressed satisfaction over the progress of and kevel of coordination
in the Gemini program since the promulgation of the January 1963 agreement. But when the discussion
turned to space stations, Johnson asked if the various study contracts required mutual agreement. Pre-
dictably, “Webb answered the question about the need for agreement on studies in the negative and said.
‘Not in myv view.” He continued that NASA will furnish DOD outlines of its studies for comment and

discussion but not for concurrence. He did not believe anvone else should have a velo over studies NASA

proposed.” McNamara then entered the discussion: “. .. he differed with Webb by stating that he did fecl

1 Harold Brown. Memorandum to the Secretary of the Air Force. Military Orbiting Space Sta-
tion, August 30, 1963, in Histary of the deronautical Svstems Division, Documents. supra. 1-2. Emphasis

in original.
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that the other party should agree before a study is pursued. and that. if an agrecment can’t be reached. the
matler should come to the Vice President or President to be settled.” Webb interjected that the issue was
largely academic because men could stay up in the Apollo capsule for 2-3 months and so “we may not
need a space station for some vears in the future.'

Shortly thereafter, Johnson sent each man an identical letter stating. “I was pleased to note both
you and Secretary McNamara/Administrator Webb expressed satisfaction with the coordination existing
in the Gemini program. . . . The situalion regarding space stations was less clear. however. and I would
like to get your best thinking as to what needs to be done.” Therefore. each was to submit “a paper ex-

" Webb's response recognized that any space station

pressing the possible uses of space stations. . .
would not onlv be a major undertaking but also “a mandatory forerunner of any long-duration manned
space opecrational system.” Therefore, a single national program should be able to meet “the initial tech-
nological requirements of all interested parties.” Concerning whether NASA or DoD should manage the
initial project Webb simplv said that after all study efforts were completed the NASC should forward to
the President a . . . recommendation as to management responsibility based on predominant interest and
consideration of other pertinent factors, such as management competence, relation to other programs in
progress. and international political implications.” He added that NASA's interest in a first-generation
station was in the fields of biomedical experiments, engineering R&D. and space science.'’

McNamara’s response also foreshadowed his backing of the MOL and pending cancellation of

the Dynasoar: “The real potential of manned space flight may not be understood uniil there has been the

opportunity to conduct a program of long-duration multimanned orbital flights in a facility which permits

" NASC, Summary Minutes. Gemini and Space Station Meeting. July 17. 1963, folder: July 17.
1963 NASC meeting,. box 3. RG 220, Records of the National Aeronautics and Space Council, NARA, 3-
5.

"M Johnson. Letters to McNamara and Webb. July 22. 1963, folder: Johnson Correspondence.
NASA. box: White House, Presidents, Johnson. Correspondence. Declassified ltems. NHDRC, 1.

12 Webb. Memorandum for the Vice President, Space Stations. August 9. 1963. folder: Johnson
Correspondence, NASA. box: White House. Presidents. Johnson. Correspondence. Declassified Items.

NHDRC. 1-3.
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men to move about and perform useful tasks.” The Dynasoar. in its present configuration. did not permit
officers to orbit for long periods. had only one person. and did not permit people to move about. Concern-
ing the specific military uses of a space station McNamara posiulated. “It may be that reconnaissance and
surveillance techniiques could be improved by human judgment and adaptability” and so a space station
“mayv provide a platform for very sophisticated observation and surveillance.” McNamara did add that
orbital bombardment “does not appear to be an effective technique at the moment.”!"?

Apparently the direct involvement of Johnson in the Webb-McNamara space station dispuie was
enough not only to finally bring about a NASA-DoD accord on space station planning but also to increase
the momentum for acceptance of MOL within the OSD. The NASA-DoD Agreement Covering a Possible
New Manned Earth Orbital Research and Development Project of August/September 1963 stated that the
two organizations’ advanced exploratory studies on space stations and any follow-on actions . . . should
be most carefully coordinated through the Aeronaatics and Astronautics Coordinating Board. . |, . in so far
as practicable all foreseeable futare requirements of both agencies in this area should be encompassed in a
single project.” There followed an eight step administrative procedure detailing: exactly how NASA and
DoD would coordinate their continuing advanced studies through the AACB: and that the Secretary of
Defense and NASA Administrator would jointly determine whether or not a space station program should
be started and then formulate a recommendation to the President as 10 managerial responsibility. If the
President accepted their recommendation then NASA and the DoD would form a joint board to formulate
the specific objectives of the newly-approved space station program. However. the project would be under
single agency management, in accordance with the presidential decision. There was also an attachment to

the agreement entitled “Procedure for Coordination of Advanced Exploratery Studies by the DOD and the

NASA in the Area of Manned Earth Orbital Flight Under the Aegis of the Aeronautics and Astronautics

' McNamara. Memorandum for the Vice President. Space Stations. August 9. 1963, folder:
NASC, 1962-1972. box: National Aeronautics and Space Council, NHDRC, 1-2.
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Coordinating Board™ which spelled out exactly how the AACB’s Manned Space Flight Panel would co-
ordinate NASA's and the DoD’s space station studies.'’

When McNamara finally signed this agreement. almost a month after Webb sent it to him. he
offercd several seripus reservations to it centering on the fact that NASA continued to design space sta-
tions without DoD input but vet still insisted a single orbital plaiform would have to meet both agencies’
needs. The core impression from McNamara's letter is that he seemed simply to have been fe(i up with
the whole question, stating, “We have discussed this matter as much as is useful.”™ He therefore signed it
and hoped Webb would accept his reservations and instruct his staff 1o obtain DoD input on any space
station studies budgeted at greater than $100.000 in a single year.''® When it was all said and done. the
AACB’s Manned Space Flight Panel formed a National Space Station Planning Subpanel to enforce this
NASA-DoDP space station agreement. However. this subpanel met only four times and “then lapsed into
inactivity.”''® This whole infrastructure created to carefully coordinate the NASA and DoD space station
programs played absolutely no role in the MOL design and approval process because the senior leadership
of both agencies “. . . chose to regard MOL as something other than a space station. hence not covered by

the September agreement,”'"’

Approving MOL/Canceling Dynasoar

By late October 1963 McNamara wanted to take another tour of the primary Dynasoar and

Gemint facilities so he could conduct another intensive review of the Dvnasoar program. just as he had in

4 Webb and McNamara, Agreement Covering a Possible New Manned Earth Orbital Research
and Development Project, with attachment, August 17. 1963 for Webb’s signature, September 14, 1963
for McNamara's signature. in Logsdon et. al., Exploring the Unknown, Volume 11, supra. 357-58.

'1* Mc¢Namara. Letter to Webb. September 16, 1963, Logsdon, et. al. Exploring the Usknown,
I'ofume I1, supra, 359-60.

' Boone. N4S4 Office of Defense Affairs. 93. Likely explanations for the Subpanel’s lack of
substance, after all the months of McNamara-Webb dissension over space station planning can be found
in two factors. First. Webb had no desire for a large and capable. vet expensive. NASA-managed space
station program that would compete internally with the Apollo program for NASA budgetary priority.
Second. once McNamara endorsed the MOL system in December 1963 the OSD aiso had no desire to se-
riously plan for any kind of a larger. morc capable. next generation space station until the results of the
various experiments te be conducted on MOL could be performed and analyzed.

""" Levine, Afanaging NASA in the Apofle Era. 149.
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March. The difference this time was that in the interim he had come to accept the need for some sort of a
multi-manned, large orbital test bed for military experiments in which more than one officer could live for
an extended period and have the abilitv to move around. The Dynasoar's prospects looked bleak. As-
sorted records of the questions McNamara asked while on this tour show his disposition toward the con-
cept of a laboratory module attached to the Gemini and against the Dynasoar.

The crucial briefing of McNamara's tour seems to have been on October 23. William Lamar. the
Air Force's director of engineering for Dynasoar, recorded that McNamara's real interest was in getting
answers to his basic questions of “a. What does the military want to do in space. and why? b. What is
the relative cost effectiveness of manned and unmanned space systems, and how do they compare with
other means of deing the job?” Over the course of the discussion that day Lamar said it became clear that
“Mr. McNamara considers it cssential to the future of the X-20A and the Air Force manned program in
space to obtain an answer to the very basic question of ‘why the military should be in space, and with a
manned system.” He wants to know what the military wants to do in space and why. . . . He feels that a
space svsiem will be expensive and he does not understand why the Air Force wants to establish a mission
by such an expensive method. He has asked these same questions a number of times over the past few
years.” Lamar added. “It was quite evident that Mr. McNamara felt considerable progress should have
been made in obtaining answers to his questions. . . . He is not satisfied with the answers he received. and
drastic consequences are likely if better answers are not forthcoming.™''®

In a separatc memo Lamar created a paraphrased transcript of the actual question and answer
session on that day. In it McNamara is presented as remarking. “I want to know what is planned for the
X-20 after mancuverable re-entry has been demonstrated. I cannot justify the expenditure of $1 biltion for

a program that is dead-ended. 1 am not engaging in additional Dvna-Soar expenses until I have an un-

"'® William Lamar, Memorandum for Record. X-20A Program Briefing 10 Secretarv of Defense
McNamara at Denver. Colorado. undated by sometime shortly after the October 23, 1963 briefing. con-
tained in History of the deronautical Systems Division, Documents, supra. 1-2. Numerous other accounts
of the session corroborate Lamar’s synopsis. See Major General R.G. Ruegg. USAF. Persenal message to
Schriever. 23 Qctober 63 X-20 Status briefing to McNamara, dated October 29. 1963 ibid.. and FH.
Goldie. Memorandum to George Snyder. Questions. Comments. and Impressions from McNamara Brief-
ing October 23. 1963, dated October 24. 1963. ibid. {(both men were senior officials at Boeing. the main
contractor for the Dynasoar vehicle). All declassified at author's request.
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derstanding of what the space missions are. . . . It is imperative that a mission analysis be conducted in
order to determine what has to be done. . . . the propram will not have security until its purpose is fixed ™
Perhaps McNamara’s attitude was best summarized by his question. “What does man do other than fly the
vehicle?” This was quickly followed by an implied warning. “We are planning to spend a large amount of
government resources when in fact we don’t know why. In other words. we don’t have a clear purpose in
mind for follow-on use of the Dyna-Soar technology.™ When a Boeing official staled that the Air Force
had repeatedly explained that reconnaissance was the primary justification for the Dvnasoar, McNamara
replied. “Agreed, but I can do it cheaper. . . . Is it worth $25 million per launch for the single orbit recon-
naissance mission? 1 want to know what the military space missions are and how they get done.™!"?
McNamara's critique of a supposed Air Force failure to elucidate the Dynasoar’s mission seems
not entirely fair. First, the Air Force did in fact frequently explain Dynasoar would supply the ability to
gather intelligence information over any portion of the globe on demand and in a short period of time.
This was compared to the robotic reconnaissance satellites which were limited {o covering the area di-
rectly beneath their orbital plane. although some limited adjustment to their coverage was possible in the
early satellites. Second. McNamara seemed to have been scarching for additional military applications
which Dynasoar could perform, Yet this was the very role which McNamara had forbade the Air Force to
explore in his dual reorientation of late 1961/carly 1962, By late 1963 he was asking the Air Force to
supply him with information resulting from investigations he had specifically prohibited it from perform-
ing for almost two years. NASA Associate Administrator Seamans accompanted McNamara not only to
all the briefings during the October tour but spoke with him extensively during the hours of the aircraft
flights. Seamans simply stated. “I could tell McNamara had made up his mind to cancel it [Dynasoar]
and was looking for a good rationale. I could tell that whatever he saw in Houston [concerning NASA’s
Gentini program). he’d made up his mind he liked. He was all exuberant about our Gemini program.”

While McNamara did not overtly state on the flight back to Washington. DC that he had decided to cancel

"% William Lamar, Paraphrased Transcript of Discussion After X-20 Status Briefing to Mr.
McNamara by Colonel Moore in Denver 23 October 1963. also dated October 23. 1963, ibid., 3, 4. 6. De-
classified at author's request.
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terminate the X-20. *1 knew damn well he had and justified it on the basis that we had the Gemini pro-
gram.”** As Houchin said concerning McNamara's demand that Air Force officers supply specific in-
formation relating to the Dyvnasoar’s military applications: “for their answers to be useful. the secretary
needed to be listening.”"*'

Third. two of the missions the Air Force had concluded Dynasoar could fulfill were as a delivery
ptatform for nuclear weapons and as a satellite interceptor/inspector/neutralizer. However. with the adop-
tion of UN General Assembly Resolution No. 1884 (see chapter 6) which led to the Declaration for the
Legal Principles for the Use of Quter Space which renounced the stationing of mass destruction in space.
these two potential X-20 roles disappeared. While its third specific possible mission, reconnaissance, was
still viable in the USAF’s opinion, the NRO already had operational robotic reconnaissance satellites
providing valuable intelligence data to national policy makers. Once reconnaissance was the only remain-
ing Dynasoar justification. this placed it “. . . in direct conflict with the NRO and its highly classified

»]32

‘black’ reconnaissance satellites and their follow-on programs. The Dvnasoar’s fate was almost cer-

tainly sealed by late October,'”

'*0 Oral history interview with Robert C. Seamans. Jr.. July 5, 1996. by the author. Colonel
Walter L. Moore, who served as the Systems Program Office Director for the X-20. the AF’s lop Dynasecar
officer, explained that in January 1963 he attempted to brief Deputy DDR&E Rubel on exactly the topic
McNamara would ask about ten months later: the capabilities of the X-20 to test military equipment and
man in space. Moore recalled, “Mr. Rubel strongly recommended that this kind of information be deleted
from the presentation and indicated that such talk would jeopardize the program.” When McNamara in
October asked for just that tvpe of information. Moore explained. “This interest was completely reversed
from any direction or indications which had been received over the preceding years from the DOD level.”
See Moore’s Coordination Sheet. Memorandum of X-20 Presentation to Secretary of Defense McNamara
23 October 1963 and Pertinent Background, October 30, 1963, Historv of the Aeronautical Svstems Divi-
sion, Documents. supra. 1-2. Declassificd at author's request.

'2! Houchin, Rise and Fall of Dyna-Soar. 260,
122 1bid.. 264.

123 The best explanation of the Dvnasoar's difficulties caused by the international situation late in
1963 and by the growing importance of the NRO's reconnaissance satellites is Houchin. ibid.. 254ff and
his insightful “The Diplomatic Demise of Dyna-Soar: The Impact of International and Domestic Political
Affairs on the Dyna-Soar X-20 Project. 1957-1963." Aerospace Historian (December 1988); 274-80. in
which he states. “When the United States and the Soviet Union accepted mutual satellite overflight in
1963, Dvna-Soar became a hindrance. threatening to unbalance international stability™ which meant that
the Kennedy administration scon “deemed the project a diplomatic liability.” (p. 279-80)
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What remained was for the DDR&E to determine the exact configuration of the Gemini-based
MOL that would replace the Dynasoar and coordinate this with NASA. This ook most of the month of
November. In addition. the turmoil surrounding the assassination of President Kennedy also probably
pushed the official announcement of Dyvnasecar’s cancellation into the second week of December, During
the fall of 1963, as it became increasingly clear that Dyvnasoar would not survive. some within NASA tried
to offer support to the beleaguered svstem. Most vocal was NASA's Associate Administrator for Ad-
vanced Research and Technology Ravmond L. Bisplinghoff, whose portion of NASA was responsible for
working with the Air Force on Dynasoar. He wrote Seamans on November 22, 1963 that NASA should
still support the X-20 because of its contributions to the “technologics of aerothcrmodynamics and high-
temperature metallic structures applicable to maneuverable hypersenic vehicle systems.” He maintained
that vehicles with those characteristics “will become important components of the future national space
program” and so, “The X-20 flights will therefore provide vital new technological data unobtainable from
ground facilities.” Bisplinghoff added. “Shouid the X-20 program be canceled. it is our belief that the
time is so critical that action should be taken at once to develop a substitute program. The question is
therefore one of considering whether the X-20 program can be complcted at less cost than a substitute.™' ™

One should note. however. that Bisplinghoff was at the fourth level of the NASA hierarchy.
Above him were Associate Administrator Seamans. Deputy Administrator Drvden, and Administrator
Webb, NASA's ldp-leve] leadership offered no public support of Dvnasoar and in private did not lament
its potential death. In his personal correspondence to Webb. Seamans noted, “We have not felt that the
orbital operation capability inherent in the present X-20 configuration will significantly increase our

al25

knowledge over that already obtained from Mercury. Gemini. of course. had even more capability
than Mercury. When asked if NASA leaders concluded Dyvnasoar was not needed because NASA was

developing similar capabilities in the Gemini program. Seamans replied to the author of this dissertation.

'™ Raymond L. Bisplinghoff, Memorandum to Seamans. X-20 Program. November 22. 1963.
contained in History of the Aeronautical Svstems Division, Documents. supra. 1-2.  Declassified at

author's request.

'** Seamans, Memorandum to Dryden and Webb. September 11. 1963. SPI document 1456, p. 2.
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“Exactly.” When asked if NASA leaders had any objection to the OSD decision to cancel Dynasoar Sca-
mans stated. “It didn’t bother us. I can't remember any problem with that™'*® Finally, a memorandum
from Kennedy's special assistant for national security affairs McGeorge Bundy to Kennedy preparing him
for an upcoming session with Webb informed Kennedy that Webb “, . . is quite cool about the use of Titan
III and Dinosoar Jsicf and would be glad to see them both canceled.™'”" One may conctude that while the
clements within NASA that had been closelv working with the Dynasoar and had some direct interest in
its continuation did support the program, NASA’s policy makers had no serious objections to its cancella-
tion.

DDR&E Brown laid out his conclusions concerning the Dynasoar/Gemini/MOL programs on
November 14. 1963. In one sense, it represented significant movement toward the Air Force’s position
that not evervthing the military needed to learn concerning military requirements in space could be
learned by using NASA-developed systems or conducting “piggyback™ experiments on NASA flights,
Brown explained. “Although the NASA research and development will have broad applications toward
any type of space program. it is not sufficiently attuned toward the needs of military missions to be com-
mensurate with the cost which might be tdentified within the national budget as providing military sup-
port. There is a growing recognition that from the standpoint of ecanomy as well as for other reasons. a
directed military program would be preferable . . . for the assessment and measurement of the utility of
man as a component in an operating military system.”™ Brown added that in his analysis. *Principal at-
tention was direcied toward the tasks of surveillance. detection. and inspection.” highlighting once again
the central role of reconnaissance in the military space decision making process.'

Brown then presented McNamara with a detailed analysis of six possible configurations for a

DoD space station. He defined a space station as an earth orbital platform which was designed for a rela-

128 Oral history interview with Seamans. July 5. 1996, with the author.

%" McGeorge Bundy. Memorandum to Kennedy, Your 11 a.m. appoiniment with Jim Webb.
September 18, 1963, SPI document 975, p. 2.

'8 Harold Brown. Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense. Approaches to a Manned Military

Space Program. November 14, 1963. contained in History of the deronautical Systems Divisian, Docu-
ieiits. supra. 1-2. Declassified at author's request.
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tivelv long orbital life, could be resupplied by other spacecraft. could have personnel ferried to and frem it.
and could maintain a comfortable pressurized internal environment in which the officers could move
around without wearing space suits. Such a station . . . will be in the nature of a military laboratory with
adequate arrangements for military equipment and with provision for the crew to perform reascnable
duplication of military missions in space.” As with all OSD programs under PPBS/systems analysis. “The
cheapest and most direct routes to this end will be considered. Extensive use will be made of other devel-
opments. principally those from the GEMINI and APOLLO programs.”'** Of the six alternatives he
supplied for DoD space stations. Brown preferred two possibilities. One was a four-room. four-person.
2.140 cubic foot station launched on a Titan IIIC with docking and storage capability. a living room.
sleeping room. and laboratory. The Gemini capsule would serve as a ferry vehicle and crews would be
rotated every 30 days with resupply arriving everv 120, Brown’s other preferred alternative was to usc
NASA’s Apollo’s command and service modules converted into a 3-person station with 3,400 cubic feet
that would be launched on a Saturn IB and have capabilities at least equivalent to, if not in excess of. the
previous configuration. Brown said this Apollo-Saturn alternative was the most nseful but also the most
expensive, '

In another sense, however. Brown's November 14, 1963 memo was mired in the past because it
continued to maintain that as DoD built its space station. “good management would call for the transfer of
GEMINI to the DOD” around September 1965. Given the OSD's experience with the proposed transfer
of Gemini just one year earlier, it should have been clear that such a transfer was politically impossible.
Be that as it may, the fundamental assumption in Brown’s memo was that Dynasoar should be canceled:
“Cancellation of the X-20 program and pooling of presentlv planned national funds related to manned
earth-orbit programs would provide more than enough money in FY 1965. . . . A choice of this kind
would provide the Air Force with a serics of manned carth-orbital launches beginning 9 months earlier
than it could expect from the X-20 program.” Brown's summary recommendation to McNamara was,

“That a military space station program be initiated, taking advantage of the GEMINI developments. based

122 Ibid.. 2-3.

3¢ hid.. 6-9.
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upen a package plan which cancels the X-20 program and assigns responsibility for GEMINI and the new
space station program to the Air Force. the effective date for transfer of management responsibility for
Gemini being October 1. 1965. . . . Something like the recommended program represents . . . the best way
out of the NASA/DOD man-in-orbit problem.”"”'

1t should come as no surprisc that NASA was not thrilled to learn that: a) the Dol> was again
recommending that Gemini should be transferred from NASA 10 the DoD; and b) the DoD was proposing
that America's first space station be developed and managed under firm DoD control. Between this
memo and a revised proposal Brown submitted on November 30, there were two weeks of NASA-DoD
negotiation from which no documentation apparently survives (except the resuiting Brown November 30
memo) and which cne Air Force contemporary source described as “not fully known to persons other than
the principals.”'™

In his November 30 memo to McNamara Brown does mention that since his previous memo
NASA had offered “somewhat in the form of a counter-proposal”™ a request for the DoD to examine a
“manned military program which would not extend quite as far as the establishment of a space station.”
NASA had suggested the DoD “. . . develop a system consisting of the Gemini personnel carrier weighing
7.000 pounds attached to a pressurized and habitable military test medunle weighing approximately 15.000
pounds. the combination to be injected into orbit by a TITAN IIIC.*'? This was MOL in a nutshell.
NASA supplied its basic configuration and proposed its creation as an alternative to the DDR&E's full-
blown space station proposals earlier that month, not the OSD. The Air Force was relegated to the role of

a passive observer to the policy making process. Brown relayed that DDR&E personnel’s discussions

13! phid., 11.

132 A Lieutenant Colonel Scoville. apparently assigned to the AFSC office within NASA Head-
quarters, Chronological Listing and Highlight Summary of Events Leading to MOL Program, dated only
December 1963. contained in History of Aeronautical Svstems Division, Docwments, supra. 2. Declassi-
fied at author’s request.

'3 Harold Brown. Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense. Evaluation of an Orbital Military
Test Module. November 30, 1963. contained in Historv of Aderonautical Svstems Division, Doctinents,
supra, 1. Declassificd at author's request.
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with the NASA staff . . . have caused us to think i1 likely that they will advise Mr. Webb to agree. in
principle. to a manned military space program which is separate from. butl coordinated with, the NASA
activity. They may not be prepared at this time. however. to agree to the assignment to the DOD of the
responsibility for a space station.”™*

The crucia! hair-splitting distinction was thal. by mutual agreement. MOL was not to be consid-
ered a space station, but rather a military orbital test platform. The Webb-McNamara agreement on space
stations signed in August and September respectively stated it applied to spacecraft capable of prolonged
spaceflight and larger and more sophisticated than Gemini and Apollo; both NASA and DoD could ar-
gue that MOL’s projected 30-day occupancy was not prolonged. nor was its overall configuration larger or
more sophisticated than Gemini or Apollo. Brown reported that NASA leaders “. . . have suggested that
the DOD could fulfil its needs for an orbiting military laboratory by a system which does not involve the
complications of personnel ferrv. docking. and resupply.” Brown said that the design he was submitting
to McNamara “. . . conforms to the NASA suggestion but which. at the same time. would continue as a
design objective the preservation of an internal compatability allowing it to be convertible with only minor
additional development into a useful military space station.”'” Thus while the OSD might agree with
NASA that for purposes of strict definition and public rclations the MOL was not technically a space sta-
tion, the OSD was also preserving the fundamental design characteristics that would enable the MOL to
be relatively easily convertible into a fully functional spacc station.

The specifics of the MOL which Brown suggested involved the use of the Titan IIIC booster and
the Gemini capsule modified so that it could join with and attach to a cvlindrical. partially pressurized
military test module of about 1.500 cubic feet. Two-four men would work and live there for 30 davs. The
laboratory modules would be equipped with “complete docking equipment™ at both ends as well as a ru-
dimentary propulsion system “so that two modules could be joined together”™ to form a space station of

3.000 cubic feet for up to eight people. Therefore. “Through a logical progression of development. a space

'* Ibid

P Ibid., 1-2,
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station of any desired proportions could be achieved.” One negative to adopting NASA’s suggestion for a
DoD MOL was that it would . . . have the effect of imposing a delay in arriving at a decision on the as-
signment of management responsibility for a space station, since their proposal [for the MOL] would not
be defined as a station.” All in all. however. Brown concluded. “The program described in this paper is
acceptable as a near-term manned military space program. It is inferior. however, to my previous recom-
mendation and should be agreed to only as a fall-back position.”"*® An incisive BoB analysis of the MOL
proposal pointed out that the incorporation of future rendezvous and resupply features into the MOL *, . .
would result in a situation in which a space station project would most logically be an outgrowth of the

"3 Still. the president’s

present MOL project. This would be a difficult situation for NASA to accept.
unclassified annual space report stated. “Rendezvous provisions will be designed into the MOL so that the
laboratory could later be resupplied and reused if justified by progress made in defining man’s military
role in space ™

Nevertheless, McNamara quickly adopted Brown’s supposed “fall-back”™ position as the OSD
preferred alternative and in ter dayvs announced the cancellation of Dvnasoar and the beginning of the
official study phase of MOL, Before the December 10 announcement. the Air Force generated a flurry of
memoranda to support the Dynasoar’s existence, but to no avail. Near the end. the Air Force was propos-

ing the Dynasoar be used as the ferry vehicle for any proposed space station. but it seemed extremely un-

likely that the OSD would authorize a billion doflars for the vehicle for that purpose.'® At the December

1% 1hid., 24, 8.

7 willis Shaplev. BoB Military Division. Memorandum to BoB Director. December 6. 1963.
fite: Space Projects - MOL, Space Stations, box 21, RG 220. Records of the National Aeronautics and
Space Council, NARA. 1.

1% Executive Officc of the President. U.S. Aeronautics and Space Activities, 1963, Report to the
Congress from the President of the United States. Janvary 27. 1964, NSA MUS document 329. p. 4L

1% See Alexander Flax. Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for R&D. Memorandum for the Sec-
retary of the Air Force. Manned Military Space Program, December 4. 1963. contained in Historv of the
Aeronautical Svstems Division, Dacuments, 1. Declassified at author's request. Another memo represen-
tative of the AF’s final attempts to save the X-20 was Major General 1 K. Hester. Assistant Vice Chief of
Staff of the Air Force. Memorandum to the CSAF, Approaches to a Manned Military Space Program. in
which Hester said if some element of the space program had 1o be curtailed then “. . . the cancellation of
the GEMINI program should be considered since such action would result in considerable savings to the
Nation which could be supplied toward other manned space flight efforts.™ [bid.. 9.
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10 news briefing McNamara explained OSD’s calculations showed canceling Dynasoar and substituting
MOL would save $100 million over the next eighteen months: he maintained Dynasoar had cost $:00
million so far, “but there are hundreds of mitlions left to be spent to achieve a very narrow objective.” He
elaborated that while the Dynasoar would have explored precise controlled re-entry techniques. “It was not
intended to develop a capability for ferrving vehicles or personnel or equipment into orbit. nor was it in-
tended that the Dynrasoar would provide a capability for extended stay in orbil. nor was it intended that it
would provide a capability for placing substantial payloads, vscful payloads. in orbit. and hence. it had a
very limited objective. It was very expensive.” '*" Later he stated, “I think this is a good illustration of
what happens when we start on a program with a poor definition of our end objective.”""’

When explaining the Dynasoar cancellation to the Congress the next month, McNamara said.
“The X-20 was not contemplated as a weapon system or even as a prototype of a weapon system. Its dis-
tinguishing feature, as compared with MERCURY and GEMINI, was to be its substantial lifting maneu-
ver capability. . . Yet. from the military point of view. the determination of man’s ability to perform useful
military missions in space is the more immediate problem. and for this purpose DYNASOAR was so lim-
ited as to make it a very poor choice. The maneuverability feature of DYNASOAR. while of great inter-
est. is not needed now. . . "'** McNamara did not mention that it was he who had ordered the Air Force
just two years earlier to stop studving the military applications of the Dynasoar and focus solely on its re-
search potential. He also did not mention that it was he who just three months earlier had harshly criti-

cized the Air Force for lacking the kind of information that would have resulted from the studies he pro-

" McNamara, Transcript of News Bricfing, December 10, 1963. folder: Dyna-Soar. DoD sub-
serics, Federal Agencies series, NHDRC. 1-2. It should be noted that in addition to canceling Dynasoar
and starting MOL. McNamara also announced a program called ASSET (Aerothermodynamic Structural
Svstems Environmental Test) designed to use unmanned glide-tvpe smaller vehicles launched on USAF
Thor IRBMs to explore some of the same questions concerning the hypersonic flight regime which Dyna-
spar was supposed to have investigated.

1 Cited in Futrell, Iofume 11, 225.

142 McNamara, Statement before the House Armed Services Committee on the 1965 Defense
Budget. January 27. 1964. folder: Unclassified Statcments. FY63, box 32. RG 200. Rebert McNamara

papers. NARA, 1035
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hibited it from making nor that it was he who nevertheless used this lack of information as a justification
for canceling Lhe program.

McNamara also on December 10 attempled to make clear his thinking about MOL: “I have said
many times in the past that the potential requirements for manned operations in space for military pur-
poses are not clear. But that, despite the fact that they arc not clear. we will undertake a carefully con-
trolled and carefully scheduled program of developing the techniques which would be required \\'ére weto

«+143

ever suddenly be confronted with a military mission in space. MOL was presented. at least for public
consumption. as primarily a test bed to experiment with the functions of and evaluate the effectiveness of
the military man in space. McNamara said MOL was not created to perform a *. . . precise, clearly de-
fined. well recognized military mission. but because we feel that we must develop certain of the technol-
ogy that would be the foundation for manned military opcrations in space should the specific need for
those ever become clear and apparent.”'*’ The press release distributed after McNamara's briefing de-
scribed the MOL as “approximately the size of a small house trailer” which would “increase the Defense
Department effort to determine the military usefulness of man in space.” lts design would enable the two
astronauts to move about frecly without a space suit for up to a month, The first of six planned manned
launches was expected in late 1967 or early 1968,'*

The basic operational concept of the MOL was that the two astronauts would be positioned in the
modified Gemini capsule which was itself aitached to the laborafory modute. This entire unit was placed
on top of what would come to be called the Titan IIIM and launched into orbit. Then. the astronauts
would open the hatch betwween the Gemini capsule and the laboratory, enter the laboratory and seal up the
now inactive Gemini capsule. For the next thirty davs thev would perform the mandated experiments and

observations. Then. they would reposition themselves into the Gemini capsule. separate from the labora-

1 McNamara. Transcript of News Bricfing. December 10, 1963, p. 6.

1 bid.

H% DoD. Press Release No, 1356-63. December 10. 1963, folder;: Dyna-Soar. DoD subserics.
Federal Agencies series, NHDRC, 1.
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tory module. and reenter the earth’s almosphere and land in the ocean just like a standard Gemini reentry.
Eventually. the laboratory module’s orbit would decay and it would burn vp upon reentering the atmos-
phere. While McNamara’s remarks cited above indicated a continuing skepticism about the role of mili-
tary officers in space. his backing of the MOL was of some consolation to the Air Force in the context of
losing Dynasoar: “Significantly, this was a depariure from earlier Defense pronouncements that the mili-
tary had no clearly defined mission for men in space. Now at least Secretary McNamara showed himself
willing to investigate the subject scriously.™" "

Other documents cited above make clear that what OSD had in mind was experimenting specifi-
callv with what role humans could play in gathering intclligence dala via space-bascd reconnaissance.
The DDR&E zlluded to this when it described MOL to the USAF and tasked the AFSC’s Space System
Division with responsibility for developing it, explaining that the MOL’s goal was for “. . . employing
man in his most useful functions of discrimination, quality improvement and quick reaction through his
ability to recognize information and transmit it back to the ground.”'*" The core of MOL's mission was
clear to perceptive analysts. The New York Times siated two days after McNamara's announcement. “The
primary purpose of the Air Force’s newly authorized orbiting laboratory will be to determine the effec-
tiveness of manned space stations for photographic reconnaissance of the earth.”'* When asked about

MOL’s central mission. Seamans told this author. “Obviously that was going to be largely reconnais-
Sance‘!.‘]‘*g

NASA's Attitnde Concerning MOL

Webb supported the MOL decision in public, stating, “The decisions announced by Secretary

McNamara today . . . follow discussion with NASA and were fully coordinated with the programs of this

46 ; ; N
18 Govermment Operations in Space. 9.

1" Office of the DDR&E, Memorandum for the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for R&D.
Manned Orbital Program, December 1, 1963, attachment 1, SPI document 1655, p. 2.

"% John Finney, “Space Stations to bc Tested for Reconnaissance and Command-Post Roles.”
New York Times. December 12, 1963,

1% Oral history interview. July 5, 1996. by the author. Seamans was intimatcly familiar with the
MOL program because as Nixon's Secretary of the Air Force he defended it and its capabilities before and
during the process whereby Nixon canceled it in June 1969
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agency. . . . The decisions announced by Secretary McNamara are based on the best use of resources to
maximize our national capability in space and NASA fully supports them.™'*® Privately, he was more
concerned. especially over the fact that the media were pressing “for some stalement as to why the terms
of the agreement announced on October 17 to coordinate our approaches to a possible new program for
manned orbital operations were not followed.”™ Webb explained to Scamans

Some newsmen are taking the view that all this was bypassed and in a sensc. I was forced

by McNamara to go forward faster than this agreement calls for. My own view of what

has happened is that in connection with our joint review of both the 1964 and 1963

budgets, it became clear that Dvna Soar could not hold up in the competition for funds

and we have made an interim arrangement to use the Titan I1I booster and the Gemini

spacecraft to accomplish a nmumber of things the military need to do on an experimental
basis.

Webb then tasked Seamans with developing a NASA position paper detailing NASA's exact role in the
development of MOL.*!

The resulting internal NASA document from Seamans made the following points that would in
fact represent both NASA’s and the DoI}'s long-term “party line” position on MOL. It served as a guide
for the next six vears concerning public releases. congressional testimony. and spseches by leaders of both
NASA and the DoD. It is therefore quite important because it represents virtually evervthing stated or

written about MOL in the public record and in unclassified documents from 1963-1969:*

- MOL is a single project with a specific goal within the overall U.S, space effort. not a broad
space station program.

- MOL is being implemented in response to mikitarv requirements established solely by the DoD.

- NASA's technology. hardware, facilities. and operational know-how “will be made available
to the DOD, and the DOD will take full advantage of these national assets. NASA will. in turn,
take fuil advantage of the rescarch and development opportunities presented by the MOL."

" Webb, as cited in DoD, Press Release No. 1556-63. December 10. 1963. supra.

151 Webb, Memorandum to Seamans. December 13. 1963, folder: December 1963. box 35. James
Webb papers. Harry S. Truman Library (HSTL). L.

132 geamans, Memorandum for Record. The NASA Position on the DOD Manned Orbiting Labo-
ratory Project. December 19, 1963, folder: DOD-NASA Coordination. box 17, RG 220. Records of the
National Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA. 1. Only the portions of this indented section within
quotation marks are direct citations: the entire section has been indented and uses builet statements for
purposes of organization and clarity and because that is the general format of the original document.
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- MOL “should not be construed as the national space station™ and does not fall under the Webb/
McNamara agreement on manned orbital research and development systems larger than Gemini
and Apollo signed carlier that fall. “The MOL is. rather. a specific experimental test bed utili-
zing NASA’s Gemini project and the Titan III for certain potential military space applications
not within the scope of NASA’s activities. NASA projects will be considered for test in the
MOL on a non-interfcrence basis.”

- MOL was coordinated between the two agencies and concurred in by NASA. The DoD origi-
nally indicated its requirements for testing military equipment in space [Brown's November 14
memo] and then a system concept was evolved by NASA and DOD during the cocrdination

phase [prior to Brown's November 30 memo] “and accepted in lieu of the original DOD concept
for meeting these Tequirements.”

- “NASA and DOD worked together in defining this project in the spirit of the Gemini agree-
ment.”

- “The DOD MOL. as a special-purpose experimental military project. docs not conflict with the
NASA unmanned and manned flight projects. and does not affect the high priority of the
Nation's major close-range space goal of landing a man on the moon before the end of the
decade.”

- The timing of the MOL and Dynasoar decisions “were dictated by the urgency of the budget.™
Major savings will result from the cancellation of Dynasoar.

This comprised the majority of information anyone but the most senior policy making officials and Air
Force personnel working on MOL had access to concerning MOL between its commencement in Decem-
ber 1963 and its cancellation in June 1969.
An Addendum: Reconnaissance Satellites and Space Policy in the Kennedy Administration

Within days of its beginning. the Kennedv administration tightened and extended Eisenhower's
policies on releasing information concerning reconnaissance satellitcs in particular and military space
launches in general. An OSD official explained to Kennedy that the information the DoD planned to re-
lease to the media on upcoming SAMOS launches *. . | represents a severe reduction from what had pre-
viously been issued. Eliminated entirely from former procedures are four pages comprising 22 questions
and answers. Press briefings before and aficr launching have been eliminated.” This Assistant Sccretary
of Defense for Public Affairs staled “Dr. Charvk has reviewed these changes and is satisfied that thev meet
all his security requirements and those of his SAMOS Project Dircctor,”'™ Joseph Charvk was Undersec-

retary of the Air Force in the late Eisenhower and early Kennedy administrations. Traditionally, the in-

133 Arthur Svlvester, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs. Memoran-
dum for Kennedy, Janvary 26. 1961. NSA MUS document 639. p. 1.
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dividually occupying this position has served as the NRO Director. The Assistant Secretary summarized
for the President. “This readjustment is a big step toward the gradual reduction of volunteering informa-
tion on our intelligence acquisition systems which Mr. McNamara informed me is your desire.”'™* Clearly
Kennedy offered no objections to the new policy. given the fact he apparently initiated it through
McNamara.

After a vear, the Kennedy administration in general and the OSD in particular concluded their
new policy of withholding information on reconnaissance satellites was the proper policy and not only
made it official but broadened it to include all militarv space launches. The OSD issucd a classified di-
rective, 8-5200.13, Security and Public Information Policy for Military Space Programs, in March 1962
which stated.

Adequate protection of military space programs is vital to the security of the United States.

This requires the capability to lannch. control. and recover space vehicles without public

knowledge of the timing of these actions or of the specific missions involved. [t is imprac-

tical to selectively protect certain military space programs while continuing an open

policy for others since to do so would emphasize sensitive projects.

Therefore in the future off military space projects. vehicles. and launches would be identified only “by
means of numerical or alphabetical designators selected and assigned at random.” no nicknames could be
used, All public information releases had to be cleared through the OSD public affairs office.  All reports,
plans. and other documents relating to all military space programs “will be severely limited and con-
trolled.” The number of people with access to information concerning military space programs was to be
reduced.”™ In other words. the few people privy to information concerning the military space program
could say or write virlually nothing about it. No United States official would even formally admit the
United States operated reconnaissance satellites until President Jimmy Carter did so in 1978,

Apparently the Kennedy administration’s increasing the security surrounding reconnaissance

satellites was an attempt to avoid provoking the USSR into threatening American reconnaissance satel-

4 Thid.

"** DoD Directive $-5200.13. Security Policy for Military Space Programs, March 23. 1962,
folder: Defense 1962, box 17. RG 220, Records of the National Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA,
1-3.
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lites. Indeed. throughout 1961 and 1962 the Soviets waged a sort of diplomatic offensive in the UN and
elsewhere against reconnaissance satellites. The United States denied satellite reconnaissance was espio-
nage but the Soviet campaign stopped only in the latter half of 1963 as the USSR perfected and began
employing its own reconnaissance satellites.'* America and the Soviet Union signed no accord concern-
ing the legality of satellite reconnaissance: there simply emerged an unstated understanding that both
countries conducted and accepted the practice.

The Kennedy administration’s official pelicy concerning satellite reconnaissance that emerged in
1962 has recently been declassified. Kennedy signed NSAM 156 (no title) on May 26. 1962, In it he ex-
plained. “We are now engaged in several international negotiations on disarmament and peaceful uses of
outer space. . . . They raise the problem of what constitutes legitimate use of outer space. and in particular
the question of satellite reconnaissance, In view of the great national security importance of our satellite
reconnaissance programs, | think it destrable that we carcfully review these negotiations with a view to
formulating a position which avoids the dangers of restricting ourselves. compromising highly classified
programs, or providing assistance of significant military valve to the Soviet Union and which at the same
time permits us to continue to work for disarmament and international cooperation in space.”*’

One peek inside the resulting NSAM 156 Committee that was formed under U. Alexis Johnson.
Deputy Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs, was provided by its Executive Secretary. Raymond
Garthoff. in an article. Garthoff stated the fundamental purpose of the Commitiee was to review the po-
litical aspects of United States policy on satellite reconnaissance. The very existence of the Committee.

any reference to its function, and all of its work was considered Top Secret.'™ [In addition Garthoff re-

'* The particulars of the administration’s justification for tightening the policv of secrecy sur-
rounding reconnaissance satellites as well as the USSR’s campaign against them (and ils cessation) are
not germane to this dissertation. For full details see: William E. Burrows, Deep Black: Spoce Espionage
and National Security (New York: Berklev Books. 1986). 105ff.. Paul B. Stares. The Afilitarization of
Space: U.S. Policy, 1945-1984 (Ithaca. NY: Cornell University Press. 1985), 66ff.; Gerald M. Stein-
berg. Satellite Reconnaissance: The Role of Informal Bargaining (New York: Praeger Publishers. 1983),
44T . Philip J. Klass, Secret Sentries in Space (New York: Random House, 1971), 126fF. and Richelson,
Secret Eves, 75T,

1T NSAM 156, no title. May 26. 1962. folder: NSAM 136-156. box 3. RG 59, General Records
of the Department of State. NARA. p. 1. Declassification date: December 31. 1996.
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lated that after the Comminet‘z submitted its report on July 2. the NSC met on July 10, 1962 to discuss the
Commillee's report: after the meeting Kennedy supported all of its 19 recommendations except an arms
control measure. Garthoff does not. however, provide specific information concerning the nature of the
19 recommendations.'” A military assistant to the Secretary of the Air Force specializing in space ex-
plained that the NSC's passage and Kennedy's approval of the basics of the NSAM 156 Committee’s re-
port was translated into NSC 2454, which contained 18 points that formed “. . . a firm foundation to space
policy in this Government under President Kennedy's personal acgis. We all knew where we stood in
space. what we would say at the United Nations, what we would say to the outside world. and what was

absolutely not negotiable.™'®"

The recently declassified NSAM 156 Committee’s report opened by stating. “The reconnaissance
satellite program is extremely important to Free World security. and will continue to be necessary to pro-

"8 After an extensive discussion

vide crucial information about Sovict activities, capabilities. and targets.
of the international complexities of conducting a satellite reconnaissance program given the then current
Soviet diplomatic offensive against reconnaissance satellites, the report offered 19 recommendations. The
recommendations directly relevant (o reconnaissance satellites said the United States should: maintain
that international law applies to cuter space in the same sense as it does to the high seas and therefore

states are free to pursue defensive military pursuils in space. aveid declaring or implying that reconnais-

sance satellites are anything but a peaceful use of space: scek to gain acceptance of the principle of the

'*® Raymond L. Garthoff, “Banning the Bomb in Outer Space,” International Security 5
(1980/81): 26.

1% Thid.. 27-28.

18% Colonel Paul E. Worthman. who was present for. and made significant contributions to. an
oral history interview with Secretarv of the Air Force Eugene Zuckert, Julv 25, 1964, in The John F. Ken-
nedy Presidential Oral History Collection, Part I: The White House and Exectitive Departiments, micro-
filmed from the holdings of the John F. Kennedy Library (Frederick, MD:; University Publications of
America, 1988). reel 12, p. 20-21.

161 7. Alexis Johnson. Representative of the Department of State. and concurred to by represen-
tatives of the DoD. CIA. ACDA, NRO. NASA and OST. Report of the NSAM 156 Commuittee. July 2.
1962, folder: NSAM 136-156. box 3. RG 59, General Records of the Department of State. NARA p. 1.
Declassification date: December 31. 1996,
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legitimacy of space reconnaissance, even when conftonted by specific Soviet pressure 10 outlaw satellite
reconnaissance:. conduct an R&D pregram into a completely clandestine reconnaissance satellitc program
in case circumstances should ever make if necessary: continue to refuse to “publicly disclose the status.
extent, effectiveness or operational characteristics of its reconnaissance program:™ “discreetly disclose to
certain allies and neatrals selected information with regard to the US space reconnaissance program™ with
the goal of “impressing upon them its importance for the security of the Free World:” “in private disclo-
sures emphasize the fact of our determination and ability to pursue sach programs because of their great
impriance to our common security. despite any efforis to dissuade us:” and continue to study the role of
space reconnaissance in disarmament inspection. '

The above recommendations were all unanimously agreed upon by NSAM 156 Committee mem-
bers. It seems likely that they were included in NSC 2454 which was designed to take the report’s rec-
ommendations and state them as official governmental policy. One document from August 1962 made
clear the impact of the NSAM 156 Committec on Kennedy. In it the White House staff explained that
Kennedy wanted American space policy to “be forcefully explained and defended™ at forthcoming UN
meetings. with an emphasis on three points. First, “To show that the distinction betsween peaceful and
aggressive uses of outer space is not the same as the distinction between military and civilian uses, and
that the U.S. aims to keep space free from aggressive use and offers cooperation in its peaceful exploita-
tion for scientific and technological purpeses.” Second, “To build and sustain support for the legality and
propriety of the use of space for reconnaissance.” Finally. “To demonstrate the precautionary character of
the U.S. military program in space.”'® Clearly the NSAM 156 Committee’s recommendations had been
accepted by Kennedy and served as the core of his “marching orders” to the American diplomais at the
UN. The NSAM 1356 Commitiee’s recommendations were the only official, written space policy docu-

ment to emerge from the Kennedy administration.

¥ Ihid.. 7-9.
'3 NSAM 183, Explanation and Defense of US Space Program, August 27. 1962. signed by

McGeorge Bundy. folder: NSAM 136-156. box 3. RG 59. General Records of the Department of State.
NARA. 1. Declassification date: December 31. 1996,
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Finally. it is necessary to state that the NRO continued to serve as a kind of management overlay
under which the USAF and the CIA continued to exhibit some degree of conflict in their administration of
the nation’s satellitc reconnaissance program. Albert Wheelon was a participant in the Kennedy-era
NRO. He became the CIA’'s first Deputy Director for Science and Technology in 1963. In this capacity
he was the chief architect of the CIA’s space efforts and oversaw the CORONA program during his ten-
urc. He reported that McNamara believed that the CIA's role in the NRO should be confined to defining
requirements. doing some advanced research and examining the film from the reconnaissance satellites.
When Brockway McMillan became Undersecretary of the Air Force and therefore NRQ Director, he tried
to implement McNamara’s desires by notifying the CIA he was transferring the CIA’s responsibilities for
CORONA to the Air Force. For a vear Director of Central Intelligence Tohn McCone remained undecided
as to how to respond to the DoP drive for sole control of the NRO. However, Wheelon finally convinced
McCone that the CIA should continue to play a strong role in the NRO: “After a period of readjustment
in the expectations of the Defense Department. the partnership between CIA and the Air Force on
CORONA resumed and served the country well to the cnd of the program in 1972." However. Wheelon
stated, “The debate between CiA and DOD then shifted in 1963 to whether CIA ought to pursue new re-
connaissance systems.” OSD officials such as Assistani Secretary of Defense Eugene Fubini and McMil-
lan *. . . argued against each svstem that CIA was developing.” This debate continued until 1965 when
Alexander Flax became the NROQ's Director in 1965; Flax “, . . saw the CIA and the Air Force as valu-
able and complementary assets.” Wheelon reported the OSD/AF-CIA difficulties within the NRO faded
from that point forward.'®

Secondary accounts of this period of intra-NRO difficulties during the Kennedy administration,
some based on interviews with the principals. seem to buttress Wheelon's account and even indicate the
situation was quite heated. William Burrows concluded that McMillan was actually “. . . determined to
break the agency’s [CIA's] hold on the design and procurement of reconnaissance systems throuvgh the

NRO and. apparently, to wrest management of strategic reconnaissance away from the CIA in the proc-

164 Albert D. Wheelon. “Lifting the veil on CORONA.” Space Policy 11 (November 1995); 252-
53.
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ess.” This resulted in a collision course that “. . . soon developed into a series of battles over turf that were
50 vituperative that they are still tatked about by old hands. . . .™'*® Richelson also concluded, “McMillan
wanted to seize control of the reconnaissance program for the Air Force. As Director of NRO he believed
that he should be in full control of the saicllite reconnaissance program and that the CIA should take or-
ders from him, not be an equal partner.” Richelson sayvs the situation was calmed onlv with the creation
in 1965 by McNamara and McCone of a National Reconnaissance Executive Committee (NREC) to over-
se¢ the NRO's budget. structure, and R&D activities,'™

Finally. the one and only product so far produced by the NRO’s new history office confirms the
tensions that existed in the early 1960s. Its report (the research for which did survey applicable primary
sources) stated that during the Kennedy administration. “the Air Force now moved to secure control over
the entire reconnaissance effort.” McMillan “. . . recommended that the entire photosatellite program be
turned over to the Air Force in order to streamline the command and achieve greater success. For
McMillan, the NRQO was primarily an Air Force activity and the CIA was irrational and obstructionist. . . .
The rivalry betwecn the Air Force and the CIA iniensified™ In this batile McNamara *. . .often sided
with McCone against the Air Force in order to maintain his position as arbiter of DOD planning and re-
source allocations.” The NRO account confirms that the situation finallv got so bad that McCone and new
Deputy Secretary of Defense Cyrus Vance formed the NREC to make funding and other decisions for the
NRO. Finally by 1965 the efforts of a threc-person Exccutive Committee consisting of the Director of
Central Intelligence. the Assistant Secretary of Defense, and the President’s Science Adviser were able to
establish the NRO as a separate agency within the DOD and designate the Secretary of Defense as its pri-

mary exccutive agent. The new decision-making structure “worked well.”'®’

'** Burrows, Deep Black. 199-200.

168 Richelson, Secret Eves, 82,

18" Gerald Haines. “The National Reconnaissance Office (NRO): Its Origins. Creation, and Early
Years.” in the forthcoming Eve i the Sky (Washington. DC: Smithsonian Institution Press). 25-30 in
MANUSCIipt copy.

445



In this chapter the intricate relationship between the specific programmatic efforts of NASA and
the DoD has been examined. Ncither the DoD’s Dynasoar nor its MOL can be analyvzed in isolation from
NASA’s Gemini. Under the imperatives of McNamara’s systems analysis. the Air Force’s human space-
flight effort had to mesh with NASA's R&D and it had to promise distinct and quantifiable advantages to
national security. While these criteria doomed Dynasoar by December of 1963 they were flexible enough
to permit McNamara to authorize the creation of a program which had as its avowed purpose the experi-
mental evaluation and assessment of exactly what military officers could accomplish in space. The pri-
mary category of investigation would be the role humans could and should play in the gathering of recon-
naissance information. During the Johnson administration the delicate interplay between NASA and
DoD's human spaceflight efforts would not cease. If anvthing. the concerns over possible NASA-DoD
duplication in this arca became even more pronounced as NASA’s budgets actually began to decline as a
result of the financial demands of the Vietnam war and Johnson's Great Society programs. While MOL
did manage to survive Johnson’s tenure, it would be canceled within six months after his departure.
NASA’s follow-on o the Apollo program appeared to be in little better shape during this era of financial
pressure. The goal of the next chapter will be to set the overall political and space policy context as well
as the NASA-DoD institutional stage for the human spaceflight projects during the Johnson administra-

tion.
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9. Johnson's Philosophy, Space Policy. and Institutional Continuity

In a sense. the anxiety raised by Sputnik did not end until Neil Armstrong and Buzz
Aldrin took their historic steps in July 1969."

It’s unfortunate. but the way the American people are. now that they have developed all
this [spacc] capability, instead of taking advantage of it. they’ll probably just piss it all
away.’

While Lyndon Johnson had remained committed to completing the Apollo program. the
twin crises of the conflict in Southeast Asia and urban unrest in the United States had
not allowed him to allocale resources to any major post-Apollo space objectives. As the
first lunar landing approached, the space program was clearly at a crossroads.’

Very frankly. I think I spent more time in the space field in ‘57 and ‘58 and °59 and “60,
and up to ‘63. than I did after I became President. . . . I left the administration of most
of these matters to them [Webb. Dryden, Seamans). . . . | gave them the greatest amount
of freecdom possible. And they exercised it with good judgment.

Whether we stand first in these endcavors [space] matters to our momentary pride but
not to our continuing and permanent purpose. The race in which we of this generation
are determined to be first is the race for peace in the world. . . . I have said it before. [
want to say it again. The world has no need for arms races ot for moon races.”

This chapter will endeavor to cover topics in the Johnson administration which, for Eisenhower

and Kennedy, required separate chapters: exploration of the president’s attitudes concerning the cold war

! Robert A. Divine. The Sputnik Challenge (New York and Oxford: Oxford. University Press.
1993}, vii.

¢ Lyndon Johnson. cited in Walter Cunningham. The Ali-American Boys (New York: MacMilian
Publishing Company, 1977). 62.

* John M. Logsdon. with Linda J. Lear. Jannclie Warren-Findley. Ray A. Williamson. and
Dwayne A. Day, eds. Exploring the Unlnown, Selected Documents it the Historv of the US. Civil Space
Pragram, Vohane I Organizing for Exploration, NASA SP-4407 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1993),
editorial introduction to document I11-20, p. 495,

! Qral history interview of Lyndon Johnson by Walter Cronkite. July 5. 1969, folder: LBJ Inter-
views, box: White House. Presidents, Johnson. Pre-White House - White House Interests, NHDRC, 30.

5 Lyndon Johnson, June 11. 1965. Remarks at the NASA Manned Spacccraft Center. and June

17, 1965. Remarks Honoring the Gemint 4 Astronauts. Public Papers of the President, 1965
{Washington. DC: USGPO. 1966). 656.
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and their impact on space policy as well as the race for prestige in space: and the institutional relation-
ship between NASA and the DoD as expressed by the interacting components of support. coordination.
and rivalry, The current author has concluded there is adequate continuity in these assorted topics from
the Kennedy into the Johnson administration so that onc chapter should suffice.
Johnson, the Cold War, and Détente

During Johnson's term there was additional movement anay from directly confronting the Soviet
Union and a continued lessening of inflammatory Cold War rhetoric that had seen its initial momentum
during the Kennedv administration. However, this budding détente was not enough to cause Lyndon
Johnson to curtail the drive to ensure America was first to land on the moon. MNor was it enough to bring
about a close rapprochement between the two countries. given the continuing presence of mitigating fac-
tors such as America’s involvement in Southeast Asia and the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968,
Therefore. white there was enough of a lessening of cold war tensions during the Johnson era so that he
did not feel impelled to extent the space race beyond Project Apollo. the détente was not pervasive enough
to endanger Apollo’s funding or momentum.

Continued Quest for Peace Within Containment

Throughout Johnson's five years of office, he regularly spoke words of reconciliation. In his first
month as president he said, “One of my first concerns has been to make it clear to the Soviet Union. and
to Mr, Khrushchev personally. that the United States will go its pari of the way in every effort to make
peace more secure,” Of course he also added, “On strength and the need for fully effective defenses I yield
to no one, . . . We have to live on the same planet with the Soviet Union. but we do not have to accept
Communist subversion. . . .”® Just as Eisenhower and Kennedy shared the trait of vigorously pursuing the
containment policy while searching for verifiable disarmament measures and other means of lowering
cold war tensions. so did Johnson's cold war policy incorporate these dual approaches. There are seem-
ingly infinite examples of declarations throughout his presidency which at first seem contradictory. but

upon closer reflection fit the Eisenhower-Kennedy pattern described above.

¢ Johnson, Remarks 1o Emplovees of the Department of State, December 5. 1963. Public Papers
of the President, 1963-1964 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1965). 28.
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For example, Johnson declared on April 20, 1964, “Communists. using force and intrigue. seek
to bring about a Communist-dominated world. Our convictions. our interests. our life as a nation, demand
that we resolutely oppose. with all of our might. that effort to dominate the world. This, and this alone, is
the cause of the cold war between us.”’ Yet five days later he said. “We arc constantly searching for any
agreements thal can be effected that will ease tensions and promote our national interest and promote
better relations. . . . I do hope always for better relations. I am searching for them. 1am doing everything
I can to promote them.”® Johnson summarized. “Our guard is up, but our hand is out.”” These sentiments
of containment and national defense on the one hand. coupled with a desire for lessening tensions on the
other. characterized the cold war rhetoric of senior administration officials from Johnson on down. As
Johnson said when he referred to the old days after Khrushchev's removal from office in late 1964, *Our
relations with the Soviet Union have come a long way since shoes were banged on desks here in New
York and a summit meeting collapsed in Paris.”'” And vet four days later; “We must never forget that
the men in the Kremlin remain dedicated. dangerous Communists, ™'’

In private Johnson revealed a certain strain resulting from balancing these two impulses. espe-
cially as they came together in Southeast Asia. He told his biographer concerning the Vietnam imbroglio.

I knew from the stari that [ was bound to be crucified either way I moved. If' 1 left the

woman I really loved - the Great Society - in order to get involved with that bitch of a

war on the other side of the world. then I would lose evervthing at home. All my

pragrams. . . . But if T lefi that war and let the Communists take over South Vietnam.

then I would be seen as a coward and my nation would be secn as an appeaser and we

would find it impossible to accomplish anything for anvbody anywhere on the entire

globe. . . . I knew that if we let Communist aggression succeed in taking over South

Vietnam, there would follow in this country an endless national debate - a mean and

destructive debate - that would shatter my Presidency, kill my administration, and
damage our democracy.'’

7 Johnson, Remarks on Foretgn AfTairs to the Associated Press. April 20, 1964, ibid., 495.
® Johnson. News Conference. April 25, 1964, ibid.. 554.
® Johnson, April 20, 1964 remarks cited above. ibid.. 496.

1" Johnson. Remarks at the Annual Dinner of the Alfred E. Smith Memorial Foundation, October
14, 1964, ibid.. 1330,

! fohnson. Radio and Television Report to the American People. October 18. 1964. ibid.. 1377.
" Doris Kearns. Lvndon Johnson and the American Dream (New York: Harper & Row. Publish-

ers, 1976). 251-52,
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Little wonder then that a radical reoricntation of American space policy was not at the top of Johnson's
priorities. He was inclined to support the lunar landing goal. do what McNamara felt necessary in space
for national security purposes while not authorizing any large next-gencration space endeavors.

By early 1965 McNamara spoke for the administration when he explained the “gradual refaxa-
tion of the previously rigid bi-polarization of world power. . . . Long frozen positions are beginning to
thaw and in the shifting currents of international affairs there will be new opportunities for us to enhance
the security of the Free World and thereby our own security.” He added that while America’s involvement
in places such as Vietnam was worrisome and difficult. “we do ourselves a grave disservice if we permit
them to obscure the more fundamental and far reaching changes in our position in the world vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union.”"* The CIA also signaled the opportunities for reducing tensions in its top secret intelli-
gence estimates: “Mutual disarmament will probably be conceptually atiractive to some of the Soviet
leadership as a means for reducing the economic burden of their defense establishment. . . . Any progress
toward international arms limitation agreements will probably be slow. But we think that the Soviets
probably will continue to seek wavs to curtail the arms race in a moderate degree by mutuat example"'l"
NSAM 352 of July 1966 was entitled *Bridge Building” and stated. *The President has instructed that . _ .
we actively develop areas of peaceful cooperation with the nations of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Un-
ion. . . . These actions will be designed to help create an environment in which peaceful settlement of the
division of Germany and of Europe will become possible.”" By early 1967 Johnson openly declared.

w16

“Qur objective is not to continue the cold war. but to end it"'” and that *. . . there is abundant evidence

¥ McNamara. Statement before the House Armed Services Committee on the 1966 Defense
Budget. February 18, 19635, folder: Unclassified Statement, 1966 Defense Budget. box 44. RG 200. Robert
McNamara papers. NARA, 4-5.

' CIA. NIE 11-4-65. Main Trends in Soviet Military Policy. April 14. 1965, reprinted in Donald
P. Steury. compiler. Estimates on Soviet Alilitary Power: 1954 to 1984, Center for the Study of Intetli-
gence (Washington. BC: CIA, December 1994), 207.

' NSC. NSAM 352, Bridge Building. Julv 8. 1966. NSA PD document 1147. 1.

19 Johnson. State of the Union Address. January 10. 1967. Public Papers of the President, 1967
(Washington. DC: USGPO. 1968). 10.
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that our mutual antagonism is beginning to ease.”” In June Johnson met with Soviet Premier Alexei Ko-
sygin in Glassboro, NJ and while they reached no breakthroughs. Johnson felt comfortable enough by the
end of 1967 to sumumarize. “We don't think that things are as tense. or as serious, or as dangerous as they
were when the Berlin Wall went up. in the Cuban missile crisis. or following Mr. Kennedy's visit with
Mr. Khrushchey at Vienna ~'*

The thaw., or at least the perception of onc. between the two countrics was sufficient for the John-
son administration to build upon the limited but concrete agrecments Kennedy had forged with the Soviets
near the end of his term such as the Limited Test Ban Treaty. the Washington-Moscow “hot line,” and
sales of surplus American wheat to the Soviels (see chapter 6). The tangible results from the Johnson
administration included: a Civil Air Agreement resuming United States-Sovict Union air service: a Con-
sufar Convention to establish diplomatic posts througheout each country: and assorted accords on East-
West trade and culitural exchanges, Johnson called the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty designed to halt
the spread of nuclear weapons components and technology “the most important international agreement in
the field of disarmament since the nuclear age began.”"? Johnson expressed hope that the United States
and USSR could “. . . enter in the nearest future into discussions on the limitation and the reduction of
both offensive strategic nuclear weapons delivery systems and systems of defense and ballistic missiles.™”
One pact directly applicable to the space arcna was an Agreement for the Rescue and Return of Astronauts
and Space Objects which mandated countries render assistance to astronauts in distress as well as the re-
turn of space objects and .components to the country which launched them: Johnson called it “one more

link in a growing chain of international cooperation which helps protect the peace of this planet.”? John-

' Johnson, Message to Congress Transmitting the Annual Report of the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Apency. Fe_-bruary 17. 1967, ibid.. 207.

’® Johnson. News Conference. December 19, 1967, ibid.. 1163.

'? Johnson, Remarks Before the United Nations General Assembly Following its Endorsement of
the Nuclear Nonprolifcration Treaty. June 12, 1968. Public Papers of the President, 1968-1969
(Washington, DC: USGPO. 1970), 713.

* Johnson. Remarks at the Signing of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. July 1, 1968, ibid..
764. However, the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT I} and the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty
{ABM) would both have to wait until welf into the Nixon administration.
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son later summarized, “We all had a long way to go. but slowly the Cold War glacier seemed to be mielt-
ing.”> Probably most important from the space historian’s perspective was the Quter Space Treaty (see
below),

Onc must maintain a sense of balance. however. After the USSR invaded Czechoslovakia in
August 1968 (o crush the movement toward loosening Communist party control. Johnson emphasized.
“The events in Eastern Europe make it clear - and make it clear with the force of steel - that we are still a
long wav - a long way - from the peaceful world that we Americans all wish to see. The message out of
Czechoslovakia is plain: The independence of nations and the liberty of men are today still under chal-
lenge. The free parts of the world will survive only if they are capable of maintaining their strength. . . .
Peace remains our objective. Bul we shall never achieve it by wishful thinking, nor by disunity. nor by
weakness.”> Simultaneous with all the agreements of (he previous paragraph, Johnson also sieadify in-
creased the American military presence in Southeast Asia from 35,000 in 1965 to over 500.000 in 1968%
because “. . . a Communist military takeover in South Vietnam would lead to developments that counld
imperil the security of the American people for generations to come. . . . 'if we had not drawn the ling
against aggression in Vietnam . . . some Ametican President someday would have to draw the line some-
where else.”™ The Soviet leaders. on the other hand. made clear their position on Vietnam: “The Soviet
Union will not remain unconcerned about the fate of a fraternal socialist state; she will be ready to render

it all needed help.”*

*' Johnson. Special Message to the Senate on the Astronaut Assistance and Return Agrecment.
July 15, 1968. ibid., 810.
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York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston, 1971). 473.
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{(New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. Inc.. 1975), 231
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* Pravda. February 1. 1965, cited in Adam B. Ulam. The Rivals: America & Russia Since
World War 11 (New York: Penguin Books. 1971). 360.

452




George Herring aptly concluded that the quest for peace and the cold war dynamic coexisted in a
sort of transition period during Johnson's tenure. “The Johnson vears thus marked a time of adjustmem
between the unqualified globalism and militant anticommunism of the early Kennedy years and the dé-
tente and retrenchment of Richard Nixon and Henrv Kissinger. . . . The cold war underwent significant
modification during the Johnson vears. The international svstem was changing from the bipolar structure
of the immediate post-World War II years to a ‘polvcentric” system with multiple centers of pmlver."‘r' In
the words of another scholar, “As the Vietnam War illustrated, the pursuit of détente did not end Cold
War assumptions and behavior.”*

Johnison, International Cooperation in Space. and the Outer Space Treatv

The Quter Space Treaty was perhaps the most heralded of the agreements directly relevant to the
space arena indicative of some closing of the gap between the USSR and the United States. It was one of
two developments in the international cooperation in space field during the Johnson administration, both
of which were extensions of initiatives that began during Kenneds's term. First. the Drvden-Blagonravov
talks and initiatives resulting from them comtinued. However, neither the talks nor the resulting actions
led to any significant level of United States-Soviet cooperation in space. The assessment of those who
participated in the Drvden-Blagonravov experiments during the Kennedy administration remained the
same during the Johnson administration: “The performance of the Soviet participants on these projects
for many years is best described as indifferent.”™  Another NASA insider concurred. “With regard to

substantive matters. the Soviet participation, like water. tended to seek lower levels.™*

*" George C. Herring. “Introduction.” Guide. Lyndon B. Johnsen National Securitv Files, Agency
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1t will be recalled from chapter 6 that in 1962-63 the United States and USSR signed agreements
on coordinating their efforts in certain aspects of communications satcllite experiments, meteorology sat-
ellites, worldwide geomagnetic surveying. and exchange of experimental data pertaining to bicastronau-
tics and space medicine. According to one analysis. “the Soviet performance was disappointing. By the
end of 1972, only the communications project had been completed.” For instance. while the two countrics
agreed to exchange information on bioastronautics and space medicine in October 1965, the Soviets did
not submit any research data until January 1970." In a gencral sensc the Soviets regularly failed to re-
spond to the frequent and wide-ranging American offers for cooperation in space. exchange of informa-
tion. visits to each others’ faclities, observation of each others’ launches, etc.”* Early in Johnson's presi-
dency Webb wrote Johnsen. “No new high-level U.S. initiative is recommended until the Soviet Union has
a further opportunity to discharge its current obligations under the existing NASA-USSR Academy
agreement.” Since the Soviets made little effort to ‘discharge its current obligations® under the initial
Dryden-Blagonravov agreements, the situation progressed very litlle over the course of Johnson's tenure.

Webb's summary to Johnson on this issue late in 1964 can represent the United States-Soviet
cooperation in space situation until the end of Johnson's presidency:

Our experience since June suggests that the Soviets are willing to cooperate in a general-

ized and limited way. but that they remain relatively inflexible with respect to commit-

ments in negotiation and are laggard in execution. Their performance does not seriously

reflect the assurances . . . that the Soviet Union is receptive to expanded cooperation

in space research. . . . For the immediate firture, it might be useful to convey to the

top Soviet leadership . . . our dissatisfaction with the painfully slow and limited progress

to date. as well with Soviet reluctance to enter into reasonable arrangements for im-
plementing agrecments. ™

*' David S.F. Portree, Thirty Years Together: 4 Chronologv of U.S.-Soviet Space Cooperation,
NASA Contractor Report 183707 (NASA. Johnson Space Center, 1993), 7.

* Richard Hirsch and Joseph Trento. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (New
York: Praeger Publishers. 1973). 151.

3 James E. Webb. letter to Johnson. January 28. 1964, Tab 4. box 23. RG 220. Records of the
National Aeronautics and Space Council. NARA. 2. Declassified at author’s request.

* Webb. Memorandum to Johnson. Review of Developments in United States Cooperation with
the Soviet Union in Outer Space Matters. December 18. 1964, NSA PD document 1045, p. 3.
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The next year Webb echocd his earlicr sentiments. “The plain fact is that the Soviets have been competi-
tors in this field and not cooperators.” Drvden added. “1 would describe the situation as a form of limited
coordination of programs and exchange ;>f information rather than a true cooperation. . . . They have not
responded to any proposals which would involve an intimate association and exposure of their hardware to
our view ot anything in the nature of a joint group working together. 32

Nor coutd Webb repert any change in 1966 in the Soviet attitude toward cooperating in space:
“We have looked for evidence that they are interested and found none. In fact. I would say the evidence
has been the other way. . . . thev show no evidence of any kind of giving us a kev or even a partial key.
that might unlock the door to cooperation.™*® The stalemate continued into 1967 with Webb commenting.
“We have made repeated efforts to persuade the Soviets to enter new projects, but our initiatives have not
been accepted. . . . We regret that the Soviets have not been prepared to move more rapidly and broadly.
... It has been made plain again and again that we stand ready to explore any and all possibilities for
meaningful cooperation.””’ The foremost scholarly analysis of the United States-USSR cooperative effort
summarized. “As 1968 faded into 1969 and a new Administration prepared to take over in Washington.
the watchword for space in both the United States and the Soviet Union was success in ongoing competi-
tion, not greater cooperation.™*® Given the lack of genuine Soviet interest, there is simply very little more
to report concerning direct United States-Soviet cooperation until the Apollo-Sovuz Test Project in 1973

(which was “the result. not the cause, of political détente™ ), well beyond the scope of the dissertation.

¥ Congress. House, Committee on Appropriations. Independent Offices Appropriations for 1966,
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However, the second prong of the international cooperation in space effort during the Johnson
presidency involved the United States and USSR within the forum of the United Nations and the Outer
Space Treaty of 1967. This treaty essentially cedified the principles enunciated in the two UN resolutions
in the fall of 1963 (numbers 1884 and 1962. sce chapters & and 8 for details) which banned the orbiting of
weapons of mass destruction and which reserved space generally for peaceful purposes only. respectively.
The fact that the United States-USSR cold war relationship had progressed at least to the potnt where they
could work together in the UN, plus the mutual tacit acceptance of overhead satellite reconnaissance,
meant that the resolutions could evolve, albeit very slowly, into a treaty between 1963 and 1967.

On May 7. 1966 Johnson publicly called for a treaty that would make official the UN resolutions
from almost three years earlier.”” Events moved quickly from there, Both the United States and USSR
introduced draft treaties into the UN in June and by December the two main spacefaring nations worked
together within COPUOS to draft a full treaty text. The UN opened it for signatures on Janvary 27, 1967
and more than sixty nations including the United States and the USSR quickly signed. The United States
Senate ratified the treaty 88-0 on April 25. 1967. McNamara assured the Senate the United States could
verify its provisions “through our space observation and other technical surveillance systems ™ The
treaty entered into force on October 10, 1967. In essence. it made official the resolutions of four vears
earlier; it was forbidden to place weapons of mass destruction in outer space or on celestial bodies: it
restricted military activities on celestial bodies: it barred claims of sovereignty and national appropria-
tio: and it generally reserved space for peaceful uses only.” As McDougall has pointed out. however.
the treaty “denuclearized outer space and demilitarized the moon. But it did not demilitarize outer

space.” Both the United States and the USSR were free to continue their military activities in space such

* Johnson, Statement on the Need for a Treaty Governing Exploration of Celestial Bodies. May
7, 1966, Public Papers of the President, 1966 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1967). 487
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as reconnaissance. navigation. communications, early warning. etc.. so long as they avoided deploying
offensive weapons of mass destruction in space. While Lhe process of simply codifving principles promul-
gated four vears earlier is by no means a major diplomatic breakthrough. it can perhaps at least be consid-
ered both noteworthy and indicative of some small thawing in the previously universally frigid United
States-USSR relationship. Further. it is one admittedty small indication that Johnson did not want to ex-
tend the competitive dvnamic in space beyond Apollo and the quest to be the first to land on the moon.
Johnson, Space Policy, Prestige, and Budgets

Johnson's space policy had two main thrusts. First. he did maintain enough of a commitment to
the “space for prestige” principle to ensure that Apollo was adequately funded and staved on schedule to
jand Americans on the moon by the end of the decade. Second. however. was the fact that within a fiscal
environment increasingly constrained by the Vietnam war and exploding social welfare spending. his
commitment to competing in space was not great enocugh to impel him to approve any large. ambitious.
and expensive next-generation follow-on space peojects, In fact, the next major commitment to a large
space system after Kennedy's lunar fanding specch in Mav 1961 did not come until January 1972, when
Nixon approved construction of the space shuttle, This lack of desire to extend space competition bevond
Apollo was also strengthened by the above described perceived lessening of cold war tensions with the
Soviets. Related to these two general principles was the fact that concerning military space he continued
to rely. as had Kénned_v. on the conclusions of McNamara concerning the DoD’s space requirements. As
long as McNamara continued to see some value in MOL, it continued. By mid-1969. when both
McNamara and Johnson had left their positions. Nixon terminated it.

Space and Prestige

There are similarities between Johnson's pronouncements on space policy and his declarations on
the cold war. Just as he could call for a continued strong mililary effort in support of the containment
policy while also supporting détente, so could he also call for continuing the Apolto competitive effort
while not extending the competitive ethic bevond it. Perhaps the primary factor in Johnson's desire to

limit the space for prestige competitive dynamic to the Apollo program was related to economic consid-
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erations. One of Johnson's first acts as President was to make clear that all agencies would hold the FY65
budget “to the barest minimum consistent with the efficient discharge of our domestic and foreign re-
sponsibifities:”™ therefore each departmental head must “submit to me prompily a . . . statement of the
steps which you propose to take in the next vear to tighten vour operations and effect savings.™"

These economy measures impacied NASA as hard as. if not harder than, other agencies. In De-
cember 1963 Johnson told Webb concerning the FY65 budget. “I've just got to get some kind of a tax bill
through, and Harry Byrd |powerful Demacratic senator from West Virginia] will not support it unless [
guarantee I will hold expenditures of NASA under $5 billion and I want vou to do that.” Tt will be re-
called that NASA's FY64 budget had been $5.1 billion. Webb later admitted that once Johnson “. . . be-
came president. he had a different set of problems than he had had before. He was not quite as free to

1" Johnson's only men-

press those areas that he had a particular interest in: he had to look at the tota
tion of space in his first State of the Union address mixed both the competitive and the cooperative dy-
namic: “We must assure our pre-eminence in the peaceful exploration of outer space, focusing on an ex-
pedition to the moon in this decade - in cooperation with others if possible. alone if necessary.”™*

There is no shortage in the historical records of Johnson statements that are firmly in the space
for prestige/competitive camp. In January 1964 Johnson said. “If the goal of being first in space is to be
achieved and maintained, there can be no slackening of effort and no dampening of enthusiasm for space

achievements.””’ He wrote for a popular magazine, “The fate of free society - and the human values it

upholds - is inalterably tied to what happens in outer space. as humankind’'s ultimate dimension.” Later

** Johnson. Memorandum for the Heads of Departments and Agencies. November 30. 1963.
folder: Johnson Correspondence. NASA, box: White House. Presidents. Johnson. Correspondence. De-
classified items. NHDRC, 1-2.

** Both men cited in Nathan C. Goldman. Space Policy: An Introduction (Ames. IA: Towa State
University Press, 1992), 12.

* Johnson. State of the Union Address. January 8. 1964, Public Papers of the President, 1963-
64. 117

%" Johnson. Introduction to. Executive Office of the President, U.S. Aeronantics and Space Ae-
tivities, 1963, Report to the Congress from the President of the United States, January 27. 1964. NSA
MUS document 329, p. 1.

8 Johnson. “The Politics of the Space Age.” Saturdav Evening Post, (February 29. 1964): 22.
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that spring in a speech JOhI‘IISOIl averred. “For the United States has nothing 10 fear from peaceful compe-
tition. We welcome it and we will win it."* Or in the fall of 1964: “I recognize that we cannot be the
leader of the world and the follower in space. . . . We cannot be second in space and first in the world. . . .
As long as I'm permitted to lead this country I will never accept a place second to any other nation in this
field. " Khrushchev seemed to agree. as he stated in June 1964, “And in the not too distant future we
plan to fly to the Moon. Not to live there. but to sec what is going on there. And we shall reach the

-5
moon.

However. in January 1964 the State Department concluded. “The Soviet Union and the United
States have backed into a race for the moon for psychological and prestige reasons. . . . Whether the So-
viet Union regards itself as engaged in a ‘race’ with the United States for a moon landing has not yet been
proven.”™ The CIA reported in May 1964. “It has been almost a year since the Soviets orbited a manned
satellite.”™ In March 1965 Drvden wrote Johnson. “There is no evidence that they [Soviets] arc building
a booster as large as Saturn V."” the type and size required to go to the moon. Dryden continued, “At pre-
sent there is no indication of effort peculiar to a manned lunar landing effort as, for example. re-entry tests

at speeds equivalent to lunar return.”™ At a minimum, there were elements within the executive branch

* Johnson. Remarks on Foreign Affairs to the Associated Press. April 20, 1964 Public Papers of
the President, 1963-64, 495,

*0 Johnson, Remarks After Inspecting Space Facilities at Cape Kennedy, September 15, 1964,
ibid.. p. 1071,

' 1n Pravda, Fane 20, 1964, cited in Charles 3. Sheldon, A Comparison of the United States and
Soviet Space Programs, Paper No. 10, Program of Policy Studies in Science and Technology. George
Washington University, June 1965, SPI unnumbered document. 34,

** State Department. Policy Planning Council, Special Assistant for Soviet Bloc Politico-Military
Affairs, Planning Implications for National Security of Outer Space in the 1970s, January 30. 1964, SPI
document 1538, p. 15.

* CIA. Memorandum, Forecast of Soviet Space Spectaculars in Balance of 1964, May 30. 1964.
folder: LBJ Librarv/Declassified Space Documents. box: White House, Presidents. Johnson. Correspon-
dence. Declassified items. NHDRC, 1.

* Dryden. Report to Johnson on the Soviet space program. March 1965. folder: Fisenhower Li-
brary - Space Race. box: Presidents, Eisenhower, Photos. Presidential Library [document may be mis-
filed]. NHDRC, 5.
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wondering if a race really did exist. While such guestions at the highest policy making levels probably
could not imperil the progress of Apollo toward the moon. they would make it difficult for any follow-on
cffort to gain momenium,

There seemed to be a growing perception in Johnson's mind during his presidency that the
United States had. in fact. become the leader in space. In August 1964 after a successful American lunar
probe he declared, “We started behind in space. . . . We know this morning that the United States has
achieved fully the leadership we have sought for free men,™ In February 1965 he even seemed to back
off a bit from the basic space for prestige idea: “QOur purpose is not. and I think all of you realize never
will be, just national prestige. Our purpose remains firmly fixed on the fixed objective of pcace. The
frontier of space is a frontier that we believe all mankind can and should explore together for peaceful
purposes.”*® The next month he told the press “. . . it was really a mistake to regard space exploration as
a contest which can be tallied on anv box score. . . . Now the progress of our own program is very satisfac-
torv to me in every respect. . . . And while the Soviet Union is ahead of us in some aspects of space. U.S.
leadership is clear and decisive and we are ahead of them in other realms on which we have particularly
concentrated. ™" Less than a week later he emphasized that the Uniled States space program had “but one
purpose - the purpose of exploring space for the service of peace and the benefit of all mankind. We are
nol concerned with stunis and spectaculars, but we are concerned with sure and with steady progress.”™
By mid-1965 Johnsen went so far as to proclaim. “But the need of man - the need of these times - is not
for arms races or moon races, not for races into space or races io the bottom of the sea. If competition
there must be, we are ready and we are willing always to take up the challenge and to commit our country

to its tasks. But this is a moment when the opportunity is open and beckoning for men of all nations to

** Johnson. Remarks Following a Briefing with Space Scientists on the Successful Flight to the
Moon, August 1, 1964, Public Papers of the President, 1963-64. 922,

58 johnson. Remarks Following a Briefing at NASA. February 25. 1965. Public Papers of the
Presidem, 1963, p. 215.

5% Johnson. News Conference, March 20, 1965. ibid.. 306.

% Johnson, Remarks at the Presentation of the NASA Awards. March 26. 1965. ibid.. 330.
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come and to take a walk together toward peace,”*” While Johnson would not sacrificc this leadership by
slowing Apollo. he was also unlikely to spend billions on some Apotle foltow-on such as a human flight to
Mars if he had concluded thai the United States was leading the Soviets in overall space capability.

All the above examples illustrating the dual thrust of Johnson's space thinking - maintaining
Kennedy’s commitment to competing with Apollo but demenstrating little willingness or desire to extend
competition bevond the lunar landing - were taken from the early stage of Johnson's presidency. How-
ever. the same dynamic could be traced with a plethora of documents and citations from mid-1965 and on
but the fundamental point would remain unchanged. As he summarized in his memoirs, “Early in my
Presidency I reaffirmed the national policy that [ had hetped to forge. 'Our plan to place a man on the
moen in a decade remains unchanged.” I said in my first budget message. I restated that plan ofien
enough to insure that there was no mistaking our purposes. . . . Throughout my time in office 1 supported
the program to the limit of my ability.”* What changed during his own term as president was the in-
creasing financial demands upon Johnson stemming from the Great Societv and America’s escalating

involvement in Scutheast Asia.

Budgetary Slide

The real squeeze began in the fall of 1965 as the FY67 budget process began. For reference and

overview purposes, the last Kennedy and all of the Johnson NASA and military space budgets follow, in

billions of dollars:®

Fiscal Year NASA DeD
1964 5.100 ' 1.599
1965 5.250 1.574
1966 5.175 1.689
1967 4.966 1.664

* Johnson, Commencement Address at Catholic University. June 6, 1965. ibid.. 644

¢ Johnson, ! 'antage Point. supra. 283.

o NASA. deronautics and Space Report of the President, Fiscal Tear 1995 Activities
{(Washinglon. DC: USGPO. 1996). A-30.
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1968 4.587 1,922

1969 3991 2.013
As a general trend over Johnson's full tertn, the NASA budget declined over a billion dollars. greater than
20 percent.' The DoD’s space budget incréased some $400 million or almost 25 percent. due mosily to
increasing MOL expenditures before its cancellation in FY70. Similarly total NASA employment. includ-
ing civil service positions as well as contractor jobs, peaked in 1965 at 411.000 and dropped to: 396.000
in 1966: 309.100 in 1967; 246.200 in 1968: and 218.000 in 1969.%

The timing of NASA’s budget stide starting in 1965 was unfortunate. as one analyst explains.
because Apollo was in full stride and reaching its highest financial requirements and because, “The heavy
NASA spending coincided with the far-larger sums that were suddenly needed by the escalation of the
Vietnam War in 1965." While Johnson did permit BoB Director Charles Schultze to reduce NASA's
FY67 budget to an even 35 billion, he did protect it from further BoB-desired cuts because it was agreed
such cuts would mean delaving the lunar landing until the 1970s.** The increase in spending for the
Vietnam war was from $4.6 billion in FY66 to $10.3 billion in FY67.%

Webb told Congress in February 1966 than Johnson's $5.0 billion NASA budget figure for FY67
“, .. reflects the President’s determination to hold open for another vear the major decisions on future
programs - decisions on whether to make use of the space operational systems, space know-how, and fa-
cilities we have worked so hard to build up. or to begin their liquidation.”® | In private Vice President and

Chairman of the NASC Hubert Humphrey tried to explain. “It is my firm belief that these culs in no sense

% Jane Van Nimmen. Leonard C. Bruno, and Robert Roshelt. N:ASA Historical Data Book, | oi-
tme I NASA Resources 1958-1968. NASA SP-4012 {Washington. DC: USGPO. 1988), Figure 14, p.
14, 1969 figure from Arnold S. Levine. AManaging NASA in the Apollo Fra (Washington. DC: USGPO.
1982), 107,

® Robert A. Divine. “Lyndon B. Johnson and the Politics of Space.” chap. in his The Johnson
Years, V'oluime Two: Vietnam, the Environment, and Science (Lawrence. KS: The University of Kansas
Press. 1987), 237-39,

 Emmette S. Redford and Orion F. White, 1har Afanned Space Program After Reaching the
Moon?: Govermment Attenipts to Decide, 1962-1968 (Svracuse, NY: The Inter-University Case Program.
January 1971). 177.

® Cited in W. Henry Lambright, Powering Apollo: James E. ebb of N.4S1 (Baltimore and
London: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 1995). 139.
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reflect any decreased interest in or evalvation of the importance of the nationat space program. Rather.
such cuts reflect realities - military. political, and economic - of the war in Vietnam.”*® During the FY67
budget battle in Fanuary 1966. for the first time since Sputnik. a president did not mention space in the
State of the Union address. An internal NASA history simply summarized. “The emphasis in 1966 was
on carrving out ‘Great Society’ programs."’m Testifving to Congress. Seamans more delicately stated that
the FY67 NASA budget cut of $163 mitlion *. . . reflects the constraints upon the total national budget
imposed by the needs to balance our commitments overseas and our needs at home. . . . The budget con-
straints do not permit the initiation of major new projects."68

Congressmen also commented on the linkage between FY67 NASA budget cuts and Vietnam.
Representative Olin Teague. D-TX. who served as Chairman of the Manned Space Flight Subcommittee
of the House space committee said, “The war in Vietnam has already forced a subslantial reduction in the
NASA budget for the coming year.”® Finally. Humphrey explained to the NASC in November 1966,
“The President has a lot of problems to solve, with the requirements of the war in Viet Nam carrving

heavy priority.”™® McNamara Iater outlined for Johnson the incremental cost of the Vietnam war “over

% Hubert Humphrey, Opening Statement by the Vice President. NASC Mceting, Discussion of
FY67 Budgets. March 3. 1966, folder: NASC Mecting March 3, 1966. box 4. RG 220. Records of the
National Aeronautics and Space Council, NARA, 2.

8 NASA. Preliminory History of NASA: 1963-1969, Final Edition. Administrative Histories
Project. January 15, 1969, NHDRC, p. H-14.

® Seamans [now NASA's Deputy Administrator after Dryden’s death in late 1965]. Statement
before the Subcommittee on Manned Space Flight. House Committee on Science and Astronautics, FY67
budget. February 18, 1966, folder: Scamans, House of Representatives. Scamans subseries. Deputy Ad-
ministrators series. NHDRC. 3.

 May 3. 1966, cited in Ken Hechler, The Endless Space Frontier: .4 History of the House
Committee on Science and Astronaiitics, 1959-1978, America Astronautical Society History Series. Vol. 4
(San Diego. CA: Univelt, Inc.. 1982). 185,

™ Humphrey. Introductory Statement by the Vice President. NASC Meeting November 15. 1966,
folder: NASC Meeting. November 15, 1966, box 4. RG 220, Records of the National Aeronautics and
Space Council. NARA, 1.
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and above the normal costs of the Defense establishment;”™ FY66 - $9.4 bilkion. FY67 - $19.7. FY68 -

projected $22.4."

A Case Study of the 1968 Budpel

The FY68 budget negotiations over the course of the second half of 1966 and most of 1967 were
even worse for NASA. resulting in a budget cut of almost half a billion dollars. Webb fought the good
fight, maintaining 1968 was a “vear of decision” because NASA would require $6 billion in FYéS “to stay
in business with what we have. but that $7 billion would be required to really move forward with
things.”™* In the end, he would get just over $4.5 billion. When it became clear Johnson was not pre-
pared to ask for seven. or six, but closer to five billion dollars. Webb wrote him: *I have done mv best to
obtain support in Congress for the reductions vou have had to make and to minimize any political risk to
your administration from the fact that we are operating substantially under what would be the most effi-
cient program. . . .” Webb again stated that FY68's budget would likely be “. . . a major turning point
with indicated requirements on the order of $6 billion of new obligational authority.””?

In August BoB Director Schulize told Webb he sheuld count on only $5.15 billion for FY68: “In
view of the above-normal expenditures in Southeast Asia. and the threat of inflationary pressures on the
economy, it is not feasible to plan on the program extensions and program levels™ Webb desired. Schultze
continued. “In fact. in the light of our review of budget totals it is quite likely that we shall have to go be-
low this figure in the final budget.”™ Webb characterized this figure as disastrous and that such a budget

would cause the “liquidation of some of the capabilitics which we have built up.” Webb spoke quite

' McNamara. Memorandum for the President. Southeast Asia Costs. October 26. 1966. in
George C. Herring. General Editor, Lyndon B. Johnson National Securitv Files, Agency File, 1963 -
1969_ microfilmed from the holdings of the Lyndon B. Johnson Library, Robert E. Lester, Project Coordi-
nator (Bethesda. MD: University Publications of America. 1993). reel 9. p. 1,

™ NASC. Summary Minutes, NASC Meeting June 15, 1966. folder: NASC Meeting June 15.
1966, box 4. RG 220, Records of the National Acronautics and Space Council, NARA, 3.

"> Webb. letter to Johnson, May 16. 1966. folder: Johnson Correspondence. NASA. box: White
House, Presidents, Johnson, Correspondence. Declassified items. NHDRC. 1.

™ Charles L. Schulize, BoB Director, Letter to Webb. FY68 budget. August 13. 1966, folder:
Space-NASA-1966. box 611. RG 359, Office of Science and Technology, NARA. 1. Declassified at
authot's request.
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frankly and seemed to question Johnson's commitment lo the space program: “There has not been a sin-
gle imporiant new space project started since you became President. Under the 1968 guidelines very little
looking to the future can be done next year. Strupgle as 1 have to try to put myself in vour place and see
this from your point of view. I cannot avoid a strong feeling that this is not in the best intercsts of the
country, . . . We cannot deliver the kind of successes we have had with the thin budgetary margins of the
past three vears,””

Schultze replied for Johnson that. “The space program is not a WPA™ and given the fact that the
budget for secondary and elementary education was only $2 billion and that for the war on poverty only
$1.8 billion, “I don’t believe that in the context of continued fighting in Victnam we can afford another
$600 miltion to $1 billion in the space program in 1968.""° In December 1966 Johnson sided with
Schultze, recommending a NASA budget for FYG68 of just over $5 billion.”” Johnson's fundamental
mindset can be seen in his remark in March 1966, “We haven’t wiped out all the deficiencies in our pro-
gram vet, but we have caught up and we are pulling ahead.”™ Therefore, there seemed little reason for
Johnson to fight for any increases in the NASA budget. nor to strongly resist slight yearly reductions as
long as they did not imperil the lunar landing goal.

An author who has carefully examined tapes of internal NASA meetings related that during the
FY68 budget process Webb spoke of LBJ: “We are not dealing with the guy who said, ‘T am your cham-
pion. I will go out there and fight vour battles. I will get Kennedy and his Congress to give vou the
money.” He is saying. ‘Bv God. I have got problems and vou fellows are not cooperating with me. You
could have reduced your expenditures last vear and helped me out, you didn't do it.”™ Webb lamented that

the operative principle in the BoDB was “cost-effectiveness:” “It is a byword over there. . . . I must say that

** Webb, Letter to Johnson. August 26. 1966, SPI document 860. pp. 2-3.

¢ Schultze. Memorandum to Johnson. FY68 budget proposals. September 20, 1966, SPI docu-
ment 839. p. 2. Emphasis in original.
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'8 Cited in Evert Clark, “President Reaffirms Goal of Moon Landing by 1970." New York Times,
March 17, 1966, p. 1.
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all I get is a cold. stony demand that we act like the Post Office when 1 go over there.”” Johnson publicly
stated, “We are not doing evervthing in space that we are technologically capable of doing. Rather. we are
choosing those projects that give us the greatest return on our investment.”® An internal government
report concluded concerning the United States space effort of 1966. “The United States. which as recently
as two vears ago was on the defensive with respect to the Soviets. now commands a clear cut lead. In the
eves of world opinion, the United States was exhibiting a virtuosity and capability that the Soviets were
not matching. and which evidenced leadership in space.™ Again. there seems little reason for Johnson to
have felt compelled to extend the competition for prestige bevond Apollo, nor to increase NASA's budget
or oppose its pradual decline.

Webb may have thought his troubles with the FY68 budget were over when the process moved
from the White House to Congress in 1967 but the situation only became bleaker from the NASA Admin-
istrator’s perspective. Infinitely worse than financial concerns was the tragic fire on January 27, 1967 as
Apollo-Saturn 204 was undergoing a series of simulation tests on the launch pad at Cape Kennedy, FL. A
fire broke out in the pure oxygen atmosphere of the capsule and killed Virgil “Gus™ Grissom, Roger
Chaffee and Edward White. This horrific accident came on the eve of Congress beginning its delibera-
tions over the FY68 NASA budget. When it entered the serious stages of budgetary negotiations in the
summer of 1967, “Congress seemed out to punish NASA - and Webb. It was in a cutting mood.”™ In
August the House Appropriations Committee recommended a cut of half a billion dollars in the $5.1 bil-
lion adminstration request. To Webb’s consternation. Johnson did not oppose this. One scholar ex-

plained. “Johnson felt he had to show Congress he would cut space to get his new tax bill (a 10 percent

" Levine, Managing NASA in the Apolla Era, 127,

¥ Johnson. Annual Budget Message to the Congress, January 24. 1967. Public Papers of the
President, 1967, p. 50.

# United States Information Agency report on the worldwide perception of United States space
activities in 1966, as cited in “Johnson Sees Major Soviet Space Efforts Upcoming.” Space Business
Dailv, February 2, 1967, p. 180,

2 Lambright. Powering Apollo. 184,
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tax increase). Senator [Margaret Chase] Smith was furious and charged that Johnson had ‘hiterally pulled
the rug out from under those who direct the space program.™®’

Between Johnson's recommendation for a $5.1 billion FY68 NASA budget late in 1966 and his
acceptance of a $4.5 billion leve! in August 1967, several things had changed. McNamara informed
Johnson in November that the true cost of the Vietnam war each year was going to be more in the vicinity
of $20 billion per year. not the $10-12 he had previously estimated. In addition. the federal budéet deficit
skyrocketed from Johnson's announced figure in Janvary 1966 of $1.8 billion to an all-time high by the
end of the vear of $9 billion.* As a result of the disastrous situation that developed in 1966. austerity was
the goal for 1967. As Humphrey told the NASC in June 1967. “I know there are going to be problems this
year with the budget, not so much because of the Apollo accident as because of the other major budgetary
strains. particularly from the Vietnam war.™*® In addition. indications continued that perhaps America
was indeed ahead in the space race and that an all-out crash effort was no longer necessary. A CIA esti-
mate in March 1967 concluded. “Two vears age. we estimated that the Soviet manned lunar landing pro-
gram was probably not intended to be competitive with the Apolic program as then projected. ie.. aimed
at the 1968-1969 time period. We believe this is still the case. . . . We believe that the most likely date
[for a Soviet lunar landing attempt] is sometime in the 1970-1971 time period.”*

Johnson himself explained when he signed the reduced NASA FY68 appropriation in August
1967. “Under other circumstances I would have opposed such a cut. However. conditions have greatly
changed since I submitted my January budget request.” He detailed the “economic and fiscal realities now

facing the Nation:” increased expendilures and reduced revenues: a threatened deficit as high as $29

¥ Ibid., 185.
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Brown, and Company, 1993). 375.
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billion: and a 1¢ percent tax surcharge he has asked the American people to bear. Therefore. as every
federal dollar is scrutinized. ™. . . in the process some hard choices must be made. The test is to distin-
guish between the necessary and the desirable. Our task is to pare the desirable. The administration and
the Congress must face up to these changes in the space program.” Johnsen said he knew the reductions
in NASA’s budget “will requirc the deferral and reduction of some desirable space projects.  Yet, in the
face of the present circumstances, [ join with the Congress and accept this reduction.” Johnson closed by
emphasizing the cuts did not indicate a lack of confidence in NASA or the space program. However,
“Because the times have placed more urgent demands vpon our resources. we must now moderate our
efforts in certain space projects.” Clearly in Johnson's mind by 1967, the space program above and be-
vond Apollo was desirable but not necessary. Privately. Johnson could simply relate to Webb that he did
not “, . . choose or prefer to take one dime from my [NASA] budget for space appropriations this vear and
agreed to do so only because [House Committee on] Ways and Means in effect forced me to agree to effect
some reductions or lose the tax bill.™™ Within the general gloom, however, Apollo’s budget within
NASA was “Teft virtually intact at about $2.5 billion.™® The Apollo program director explained that the
cuts within NASA were highl,;' selective . . . and, with relatively few exceptions, the Apollo program
budget has been appropriated at approximately the required level 1 have stated. ™"

Indicative of Johnson's mindset was a remark two months later at a ceremony for the Quter
Space Treaty: “The first decade of the space age has witnessed a kind of contest. We have been engaged
in competilive spacemanship. We have accomplished much, but we have also wasted much energy and

w8

resources in duplicated or overlapping effort. There remained in Johnson. however, enough of a
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commitment o the space program. particularly Project Apollo. for him to disapprove any and alt propos-
als from Congress or the BoB for reductions that would endanger the lunar landing or its accomplishment
within the 1960s. His rhctoric could still heat up when he spoke at NASA facilities. as he did in Decem-
ber 1967: “If we think second. and if we look third. then we are going to wind up not being first. . . . We
may not alwavs proceed at the pace we desire. 1 regret - [ deeply regret - that there have been reductions
and there will be more.” However, “We will not surrender our station. We will not abandon our dream.
We will never evacuate the frontiers of space to any other nation.”®* Nevertheless. by January 1968 Sea-
mans had resigned and by the end of the year so would Webb.

Said one scholarly team concerning the difficulties for NASA created by rising social welfare
spending, along with the Vietnam war’s costs. “There was little support in the Johnson administration or
Congress to increase NASA's budget. indeed, Great Society programs and the Vietnam war were pushing
in the oppostte direction.” Johnson also ticd NASA's budgetary difficulties at least in part to the Great
Society: “One of my regrets is that because of the demands, of the cities, and the poor, and the hungry,
and the educational and health needs. that we found it necessary in the last few budgets of the Space Ad-
ministration to trim our sails. and to make reductions that the Administrators did not think wise.”™ Sea-
mans told this dissertation’s author that NASA lcaders never “. . . really understood the pressure that
Johnson was under. . . . Johnson had an agenda. His number one priority was his social agenda. the Great
Society. And then he was saddled with Southeast Asia. So there were real pressures on Johnson and what

had been near and dear to his heart. pamely the space program. was looming extremely insignificant,”*
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Amold 5. Levine p(-Jstulated_. “NASA was not a closed system:; one cannot entirely discoont the
budgetary impact of the Vietnam War and Johnson's policy of . . . continued social service spending.™®
A NASA document comparing three categorics of federal expenditures for actual FY67 budgets and ex-
pected amounts for FY68 and 69 (in billions of dollars) illustrated the fundamental reality of the impact of
the Vietnam war and Great Society programs on Johnson space policy: national defense - 74.2, 80.3,
83.9: space rescarch and technology - 5.4. 4.8. 4.5; health/labor/welfare - 30.0. 45.3, 50.4.”" In his final
budget message Johnson stated that his “efforts to widen the opportunities for the disadvantaged” meant
that “outlays for major social programs have riscn by $37.4 billion. more than doubling since 1964, This
is twice the rate of increase of outlays for any other category of Government program.”® One scholar
concluded, “The Great Society and the Vietnam war diverted attention from the challenges of spectacular
technology as Americans were humbled by reral guerrillas or by the persistence of urban poverty and pre-
technology prejndice.”” Another succinctly posited. “The expensive Greal Society domestic programé
and the unexpectedly high expenditures of the Vietnam War caused a serious financial squeeze that tested
LBJI’s commitment to winning the space race and led to a sharp reduction in NASA’s budget.”'™ By the
end of Johnson's tenure, “The social agenda and the war spawned large demonstrations and engendered

deep feelings that made NASA seem increasingly irrelevant.”'™
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At the press conference in September 1968 announcing his retirement,'™ Webb was forthright. “I
am not satisfied with the program. [ am not satisfied that we as a nation have not been ablc to go forward
10 achieve a first position in space. What this really means is we are going to be in a second position for
some time (o come.” When asked if the need to spend money elsewhere, such as for Victnam and anti-
poverty programs, had taken the urgency out of the space program. Webb replied. I think that is right.
... I think a good many people have tended 1o usc the space program as a sort of whipping boy. . . . in
essence if it were not for the fiscal problems faced by the President and the Director of the Budget I would
believe that the program would have been supported in the Congress and the country at a higher level than
it has been.” '™ A lengthy BoB review a month later designed to inform the incoming administration of
the NASA and general spacc program situation opened with what was by Oclober 1968 an accepted fact:
“The resource requirements of the Viet Nam war and of pressing domestic needs. coupled with an appar-
ent acceptance of the Soviet presence in space. have tended to push the civil space program down the scale
of national priorities. As funding requirements for on-going programs have dectined. it has been very
difficult to obtain funds for new starts.” The BoB actuallv turned the competition for prestige argument
on its head when it suggested. “An alternative to the policy of competition would be a policy of coopera-

tton with U.8.8.R. in large manned flight endeavors. Reasons for proceeding other than competition in-

'™ There were probably both positive and negative factors that led Webb to decide to resign in
the fall of 1968. He had completed seven vears at the helm of one of the government’s largest bureaucra-
cies and was probably weary from the constant budgetary battles he had waged since 1965. However.
“Webb had grown increasingly concerned about the prestdential transition. worrjed that some last-rinute
interference from the new administration would wreck everything, While he had done all in his power to
give his team a fighting chance to succced. he did not belicve that he would be with them at the finish
line. . . . NASA had to be depoliticized. in fact and in appearance.” Accordingly. Webb and Johnson felt
it would be best if Webb resigned so that Deputy Administrator Thomas Paine ©. . . would have to succeed
Webb sooner rather thab later so he could build a record of technical success. To depoliticize the fransi-
tion at NASA. the change should take place before the November election.” While the actual announce-
ment of Webb's resignation on September 16, 1968 mayv have been a bit more hasty than Webb would
have prefered, it seems both men agreed it was time for Webb to resign. See Lambright. Powering Apotio,
200-01.

199 Webb. Press Conference transcript. Septembet 16. 1968. folder: Webb, Press Conferences.
Webb subseries, Administrators series, NHDRC. 4-6.
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cluding enhancing the national prestige. advancing the general technology. or simply faith that manned
space flight will ultimately return bencfits to mankind in sways now unknown and unforeseen.”'™

This detailed case study of the FY68 budget could be tepeated with the same level of detail for
the FY69 process whereby NASA's budget dropped to just under $4 billion or the FY70 process that cul
NASA’s funding to $3.75 billion. But the fundamental conclusions would remain the same. As Apollo
approached its climactic moment of the July 1969 lunar landing. NASA’s presidential. public, and con-
gressional support was eroding. NASA was. and would be for several vears. unable to forge either an in-
ternal consensus on what the next steps in space beyond Apollo should be. or an external coalition to sup-
port future goals. NASA seemed adrift and Johnson appeared unwilling to prescribe a course of action
bevond ensuring that the lunar landing took place on time.
To the Moon

One of the most visible symbols of Project Apollo was the giant Saturn V rocket blasting off from
Cape Kennedv, FL. Few realize that one consequence of NASA's budgetary restrictions was that NASA
suspended production of the Saturn V in 1967 and officially discontinued it in 1970.'" However, despite
any criticisms that might come his way for reducing NASA's budget. one fundamental fact remained:
Johnson did maintain sufficient momentum and financing for Project Apollo to enable Americans to land
on the moon on July 20. 1969, six months after he left the White House. Neil Armstrong and Edwin
“Buzz” Aldrin planted the American flag on the lunar surface five-and-a-half months before the deadline
Kennedy had established eight vears earlicr. While presidential programmatic implementers such as
Johnson often receive less attention and credit than presidential programmatic originators, one must give
Lyndon Johnsen due credit for shepherding NASA and Project Apoilo through the tumultuous 1960s in a
manner that enabled the organization and the program to fulfill a high visibility pledge made by a previ-
ous president, Johnson himself explained: “People frequently refer to our program to reach the moon

during the 1960s as a national commitment. It was not. There was no commitment on succeeding Con-

1% BoB, Report, National Acronautics and Space Administration: Highlight Summary. October
30, 1968, reprinted in Exploring the Unknown, supra, 496-97.

1% 1 evine, Aanaging NASA in the Apollo Era. 226.
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gresses to supply funds on a continuing basis. The program had to be justified. and money appropriated
year after vear, This supporl was not always easy to oblain. ™™

On the other hand. “. . . the space program’s grip on the public imagination had begun to fade
even before the first moon landing. . . . what had been imagincd as a natural process of growth in manned
space travel had by 1970 come to be seen as a lechnological exercise thal wasn't worth the effort. In the
political arena. the opposition to manned space flight was not just a matter of indifference. but of growing
hostility. . . . A new all-purpose political truism entered the language: °If this nation can put a man on the
moon, then it should be able to. . .""'"" Exploration of that development is bevond the scope of this work.
However. if Lyndon Johnson is piven a large measure of credit for the success of Project Apollo. he must
also be seen as chiefly responsible for the fact that “Much of the prestige America hoped to gain on the
surface of the moon had already becn lost in the jungles of Southeast Asia by the summer of 1969,

Continuity in the Air Force and OSD Perspectives

This chapter now turns to the institutional climate that existed between NASA and DoD, As
with the realm of space policy discussed above. the organizational relationship during the Johnson era
also had significant continuity with the Kennedy period. The Air Force continued to desire a more rigor-
ous investigation of the military applications of hamans in space. The OSD continued to demand quanti-
tative justification for new space-based systems. Throughout the 1960s. however, one ¢an see the Air
Force beginning to embrace the idea that operations in space should be done oniy if thev offer a cost or an
operational advantage over ground-based means of accomplishing a particular mission. Once work on
MOL began, most of the OSD-USAF tension centered on exactly what it would be designed to do and how

fast work should proceed. and so will be discussed in the next chapter.

% Cited in Vaughn Davis Bornet. The Presidency of Lvndon B. Johnson (Lawrence, Kansas:
The University Press of Kansas. 1983). 215.

'™ Charles Murray and Catherine Bly Cox. Apollo: The Race to the AMoon (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1989). 447-48.

'"® Clayton R. Koppes. “The Militarization of the American Space Program.” [irginia Quartery
Review 60 (1984 15. :
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The Air Force and Space

Project Forecast was an Air Force-organized effort late in the Kennedy administration to *. . .
reassess Air Force missions and weapon svstems in light of current policy and the most likely develop-
ments in the period extending to 1975. Emphasis was placed on a study of the technological requirements
involved.”"™ The Air Force appeared to be concerned over its inability to secure OSD approval for space
and other systems. as well as the cancellation of Dwvnasoar. Skybolt. the nuclear airplane. and c-Jther cut-
ting-edge technological ventures. Project Forecast. headed by Schriever and his AFSC, was designed to
chart a reasonable and attainable future course for the Air Force. Its space-related sections revealed the
continuity in Air Force thinking with previous declarations. Nodding to the nation’s space for peace
policy, the Air Force emphasized. “At the same time. we must take such steps as are necessary to defend
ourselves and our allies, We should develop and applv space competence to enhance our ability to cope
with any military challenge in onter space. to keep the peace and to deter aggression,” At times the USAF
even seemed fo echo the OSD’s building block rhetoric: “Within the national space program. present
military efforts toward manned space missions should be to establish the necessary technological base and
experience upon which to expand. with the shortest possible time lag. in the event firm military manned
space requirements are established in the future.”''

On the other hand. the Air Force remained firmly committed to the principle that humans in
space would be an integral component of any long-term military presence in space: “Manned space flight
is not only desirable but necessary to significantly improve current military space capabilities.”™ The
USAF admitted that “Space flight today is where aviation was at Kitty Hawk.” Despite the fact that
“Today, the only seriouslv considered missions for spacecraft are the message carrving and ground sur-
veillance roles once considered the useful limits of aircraft” the Air Force believed that just as in the case
early aircraft “. . . the ingenuity and flexibility of man as an operator made many military functions pos-

sible, and with his increasing experience these functions contributed significantly 1o national defense. It

' USAF, AFSC. Project Forecast: Policv and Militarv Considerations Report. January 1964
K168.154-12. AFHRA, R-1. Declassified at author's request.

1O 1hid.. V-10.
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seems inevitable that this process will occur with space systems as well. . . . [t is certatn that the full mili-
tary potential of space will be obtained only through the development of manned space systems.™'' The
Air Force remained firmly wedded to the concept that officers in space would be required to maximize the
use of space for national defense. Therefore. the MOL was key.

Springing from Projecl Forecast was a new set of “military space capabilitics which are the goals
of the United States Air Force through the 1970 lime period™ which CSAF Curlis LeMay issued on April
20, 1964, LeMay listed two general categories. First was “Early space operational objectives required and
attainable in the 1960s.” Included here were seven syslems: a satellite system capable of collecting sys-
tematically or on request pre- and post-strike intelligence data on the Sino-Soviet area; a “credible and
operationally effective” early warning system against ballistic missile attack: a non-orbital satellite inter-
ception and negation system; an eorbital system for inspection and negation of uncooperative satellites. an
enhanced communications satellite; a next-generation weather satellite: and a recoverable satellite svs-
tem “able to effect co-orbital rendezvous and docking for the purposes of conducting space rescue and
logistic support operations.” The second overall category included those “Objectives which must await
extensive and important technological advances.” This consisted of three systems: one to perform inter-
ception of ballistic missiles; one capable of quick reaction and economic launching of varied mission
modules into orbit; and a “large-scale, manned maneuverable vehicle system containing elements of de-
fense, strike, reconnaissance and command control. located and operating in relatively permanent or-
bit."''? While ambitious. at lcast this 1964 sct of objectives rccognized that there would be limits in the
shori-term to what the Air Force could expect to accomplish. and further, prioritized among these objec-
tives.

The role of MOL would be 1o experiment with the feasibility of the reconnaissance-refated mis-

sions. the highest priority category of all. As an internal Air Force document stated Iate in 1964. MOL

" bid., VIII-10, G-8.

12 USAF. Memorandum on Space Objcctives. to multiple recipicnts. with cover letter from
CSAF LeMay. April 20, 1964, folder; 208. Box B208. Curtis LeMay papers. LoC. cover letter and 1-2.
Declassified at author's request.
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“. .. has as its immediate objective the assessment of man’s utility in performing military functions re-
lated to reconnaissance. surveillance. inspection, detection, and tracking mission areas.™'"* The MOL was
at the heart of the Air Force's program. As the office in the Penlagon responsible for moniloring its prog-
ress said. “MOL is our entree to manned space capabilities. . . . MOL is the focus of our man in space

efforts and is. therefore. the kev program to the development of future military missions in space."'"*

Headquarters Air Force MOL personnel regularly stated.
The Air Force believes that man is the key to the future in space, and that certain
military tasks and svstems [reconnaissance] will become feasible only through the
discriminatory intelligence of man. . . . We consider the MOL to be a bridge from
R&D experiments, techniques. and embryonic operational expetience to our being
ablc to conduct the more classical military missions and roles in space if and when
they are needed. . . . History indicates that throughout time new technologies and
new regions have been thoroughly exploited for military advantage. The USAF ex-
ploration of space is aimed at preventing a mid-twentieth century ‘Trojan Horse’ from
being built 160 miles overhead of our Nation. An exploration program such as the
MOL appears to be the best insurance which can be provided for the Nation’s com-
plete defense posture.'"”

By 1965, near the end of his Air Force career, Schriever was no longer delivering speeches de-
scribing how he felt “inhibited” or “shackled™ by the nation’s space for peace policy. That complaint
faded from standard Air Force space rhetoric. It was replaced with Schriever maintaining that MOL was
simply ©. ., one part of a large and varied space effort. The MOL does not exist in isolation from other
military developments in space. and it certainlv does not exist in isolation {rom the programs of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration, We have worked closely with NASA in defining the pro-
gram.” On the other hand. he still vigorously protested what he considered artificial divisions in the
United States space program: “I think it is high time for people to stop trving to divide the national space

effort into a series of airtight little compartments, each of which can be ncatly labeled as ‘peaceful’ or

'3 Kenneth W. Schultze. Colonel, USAF. Assistant for Manned Orbiting Laboratory (AFRMO).
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and Development. Inputs on MOL to the Chief of Stafl’s
Posture Statement, November 6, 1964, IRIS 1002993, AFHSO, 1.

14 AFRMO. Report. Supporting Presentations During FY 1966 Congressional Budget Hearings,
December 22. 1964. IRIS 1002993, AFHSO, 1.

% AFRMO. Unclassified Supporting Witness Staternent, Manned Space Programs. March 9,
1965, IRIS 1002996, AFHSO. 1. 8.
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‘nonpeaceful.’. . . in actual fact. all of our space programs serve peace, . . 16 Schriever's contribution to
a book stated. “Both NASA and the Department of Defense have valid and distinctive roles in the national
space program. . . . Preparation for national defense in space is not inconsistent with the national policy
that space be use for peaceful purposes. ™'’

By the end of this dissertation’s period. the Air Force's philosophy on spacc had evolved to the
point where pragmatic considerations ruled and therc was a much closer congruence between Air Force
declarations and the OSD’s of many years earlier. For instancc. a 1968 version of the USAF Planning
Congcepts stated the Air Force would develop space capabilities only when space afforded the sole reason-
able means to perform an essential military task.''®  General James Ferguson. who took over from
Schriever as AFSC Commander in 1966, stated in 1968, “We have to prove that space projects can pay
their way - that our space program can earn its keep. . . . military space systems must show distinct prom-
ise of directly enhancing national security. Further, those space programs must represent either the onlv
way 10 get the job done or the most cost-effective way of doing it.” Ferguson hastened to add that MOL
was juslified because it “, , . will provide an operational testbed for the development of equipment for use
in both manned and unmanned military space projects: additionatly, it will provide empirical ‘cost-
effectiveness’ and technical data on the ability of man to perform militarily useful tasks in space.” ''®
Virtually gone from rhetoric was the old “high ground™ idea of occupving space because if the United
States did not, the Soviets were sure to. Of greater concern by the end of the 1960s was justifving space
R&D in accordance with the edicts of PPBS and systems analysis. Space was indisputably a place in

which particular missions might be performed. not a mission in and of itself. Given the fact that DDR&E

18 Schriever. speech to the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics. October 12.
1965, IRIS 1013465, AFHRA, 1-2

"7 Schriever. “Does the Military Have a Role in Space?” in Lillian Levy. Space: Its Impact on
Manr and Society (New York: W.W, Norton & Company, 1965). 62-63.

"8 Gerald T. Cantwell, The Adir Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1968, Part 1. October 1970, NSA
MUS document 336, p. 1.

1% James Ferguson. General, USAF, AFSC/CC. Speech on Bioastronautics and Orbiting Space
Stations. June 25 1968, James Ferguson file, Biographical series. NHDRC, 2, 6. Emphasis in original.
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Brown, McNamara's foremost space expert. became Secretary of the Air Force in October 1965, this came
as no greal surprise. In addition. the Quter Space Treaty of 1967 made it virtually cerlain that the military
would not emplace or maintain an offensive presence in space.
The OSD as Continuing Watchdog

The OSD continued to insist that Air Force space programs meet two criteria: the systems had to
mesh with NASA efforts and they had to hold the promise of enhancing military power and effectiveness.
As DDR&E Brown explained. “The Secretary of Defense continues to insist that. as a fundamental crite-
rion, the Department of Defense space program must be coordinated closely with that of the Naiional
Aeronautics and Space Administration in all important areas and that DOD and NASA programs taken
together conslitute an integrated national program ™'*” At the beginning of the Johnson administration
McNamara explained. “Space technology s still very new and its implications, especially for the military
mission, cannot be fully foreseen at this time. This is particularly true with regard to the potentials of a
‘man-in-space.”. . . the time has come when. in our judgment. these efforts should be more sharply fo-
cused on areas which hold the greatest promise of military utility” and so the Dol had embarked on the
MOL program as a military experimental orbital platform,m Albert G. Hall became Deputy DPDR&E for
Space in the Johnson administration and stated.

Sober consideration of military potential in space has not vet developed a decisive

case for manned space supremacy as a primary constituent of military supremacy. . . .

While we are not vet able to define a specific military mission for man in space. we

believe we should purchase insurance against the possibility that a manned operational

system may be required in the middle 1970s. This insurance will take the form of a

flight test system 1o determine man’s effectivencss in performing useful military

functions in space. . . . The MOL program will be directed specifically to fulfilting the

need for an early. effective determination of man’s utility in performing military

functions in space. . . . Despite several vears of thinking about the subject. there is

no clear. common agreement on the ultimate military significance of manned space
technology. Perhaps there is a mission for military man in space. Perhaps not.'>

'*1 Congress. Committee on Appropriations. Department of Defense Appropriations for 1966,
hearings. part 5, 89th Congress. 1st Session. April 1965, p. 14.

' McNamara. Statement before the House Armed Services Committee on the 1965 Defense
Budget. January 27, 1964, folder: Unclassified Statement. FY65, box 32, RG 200, Robert McNamara

papers. NARA. 104,

1= Deputy DDR&E for Space Albert G. Hall. Speech on The Objectives of the Militarv Space
Program. February 5, 1964, Albert G. Hall file. Biographical series. NHDRC. 1. 6-7. 11. Emphasis in
original.
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On the one hand (as seen above) the Air Force had moved toward the OSD position that space had to “pay
its own way” in the sense of justifving its costs when compared to similar ground-based systems. On the
other hand. the OSD at least allowed for an investigation of the potential utility of military officers in
space. Since each party had madc some concessions to the other’s viewpoint during the late Kennedy and
throughout the Johnson presidency. the level of tension decreased. but did not disappear. between the OSD
and the USAF.

One must not form the impression, however. that McNamara and the OSD were sudden converts
to the military man-in-space cause. As DDR&E Brown stated late in 1964, “The problems of manned
military space flights are, and generally will continue to be, more complex and more difficult and expen-
sive to solve. I want strongly to emphasize that as of this time even the requirement for manned military
operations is still in question.”'™ McNamara clearly shared this sentiment. stating in March 1965, “The
orbital laboratory might be manned or unmanned. . . . the important point is not whether the man is there.
The important point is that there may be a military requitement and we should meet it."'** As will be
seen in the next chapter. McNamara's granting official approval to the Air Force in December 1963 to
study the MOL for possible construction \;fas only the first of many steps the Air Force had to take in justi-
fying to the O8SD that the MOL should actually be built. The OSD had not been convineed by the end of
1963 that the MOL shoulq actually be fabricated: Johnson would make that decision in August 1965.
Rather, the OSD was simply willing to let the Air Force officially investigate this possibility throughout
1964 and early to mid-1965. However. this required money and the FY66 DoD military space budget
was $1.67 billion (20 percent of all DoD R&D funding). or $124 million more than FY635 and double that

of FYs1,'=

'2 Congress. House, Committee on Appropriations, Department of Defense Appropriations for
19635, hearings. part 5. §8th Congress. 2nd Session. 1964, p. 12.

12 Congress, Commitiee on Appropriations, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1966,
hearings, part 3. 89th Congress. st Session, March 1965, p. 170.

125 McNamara, Statement before the House Armed Scrvices Committee on the 1966 Defense
Budget. February 18, 1963. supra. 137,
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Continuity in NASA-DoD Relations I: Overview and Coordingtion

Just as there was some lessening of tensions between the policy making levels of the Air Force
and the OSD, so to did the tension and rivalry between NASA and the DoD described in chapter 7 begin
to abate. though not disappear. in the Johnson administration. Only two primary arcas of direct NASA-
DoD> conllict continued to play themselves out during the Johnson era. and they both involved the ques-
tion of exactly how much support the Air Force would continue 1o render to NASA. not whether or not
such support would continue to be forthcoming. These two areas of conflict were NASA reimbursement
of DoD support expenses (mostly at ETR). and how many military officers would continue ic be trans-
ferred to NASA.

An Overview of NASA-DoD Relations in the Johnson Era

Webb summarized in 1964, “I am happy to report that during the past six vears there has been a
steady strengthening of understanding. coordination. and mutual support between the Air Force and
NASA ... [We] are cooperating effectively in manv ways which benefit both agencies and which serve
the best interests of the nation. . . . The rapid rate of progress in the NASA part of the national space pro-
gram over the past six vears would have been impossible without the launch vehicles and related technol-
ogy derived from Air Force missile programs.” Hc detailed some of the extensive coordinating and sup-
porting aspects of the relationship in: the national Jaunch vehicle program: space medicine: operations
support; cross-use of facilities: astronauts (3 of 7 Mercury and 13 of 29 Gemini astronauts were Air
Force officers). management personnel like Brigadier General Samuel Phillips; improved liaison; and
the GPPB.'* Johnson's report on [964’s space activities said during the vear there developed *. . . a
much improved degree of cooperation and coordinating action as between the major agencies engaged in
the national space program. Not only was there improvement in the exchange of information between

-

such agencies. but there also was a useful interagency assignment of experienced personnel.™'>" Johnson

128 James Webb. “NASA and the USAF: A Space Age Partnership.” The Airman (August 1964):
7.

7 Executive Office of the President. Unifed States Aeronautics and Space Activities, 1964,
January 27, 1963, copy available at NHDRC. 7.
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himself said, “T doubt that we have spent but very few hours resolving disagreements between the Admin-
istrator of the Space Agency and the Sccretary of Defense. and yet | have scen hundreds of reasons why
we could have had serious disagreements and had the Government divided among itself."'*®

Shortly before he retired Schriever seemed lo have reconciled himself to NASA's existence: “1
gel impatient with allegations that the two agencies are in some kind of wasteful competition, Where
there is comipetition, it is productive, not wasteful. The NASA and Air Force programs are complemen-
tary. not duplicating.™* Schriever's successor at AFSC. James Ferguson declared. “In our space pro-

gram, it is hard to tell today which area of national effort - the civilian or the military - has contributed

most to the exploration and nse of space for our benefit here on earth. And it doesn’t really matter. The
close refationships between National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Department of De-
fense have always been very evident to those of us engaged in the NASA-DOD partnership.”'*" While
there was likely some residual resentment within portions of the Air Force that it had been superseded in
space by NASA. by the end of the 1960s the leaders of that portion of the Air Force that worked most
closely with NASA apparently harbored little animosity toward NASA and pledged continued cooperation
and support.

NASA-DoD Coordination Specifically

In essence. the comprehensive coordination nctwork of boards. panels. subpanels. groups, and
committees that originated in the Eisenhower administration and grew deeper and more extensive in the
Kennedy administration continued to function as expected during the Johnson vears. An internal NASA
report of April 1969 called the overall coordinating mechanism “generally adequate.” with the AACB and

its six panels remaining the most important component. However. the report did state that as with any

'** Johnson. Remarks Following a Bricfing at NASA. February 25, 1965, Public Papers of the
President, 1963, p. 216.

"% Schriever. Speech to the Aviation Writers Association, May 1966, reprinted in the Congres-
sional Record, June 22, 1966. p. A3274.

'3 Tames Ferguson. Speech on May 20, 1968. Science in a Synergistic Society. James Ferguson
file, Biographical series. NHDRC. 6. Emphasts in original.
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complex and multifaceted phenomenon involving two large bureaucracies “the effectiveness with which
these organizational entities are being utilized could be increased.” Its main suggestion seemed to aitude
to the Webb-McNamara difficulties discussed in chapter 7 because il stated (even though both men had
recently departed their positions}). “The absence of a closc working relationship at the top renders it much
morg difficult 1o overcome the divisive tendencies thal are bound to be latently present where two dynamic
agencies have responsibilities and aspirations in a common ficld of activity,”"”'

The assorted groups continued to add to the ever-growing body of NASA-DoD official agree-
ments. As has been discussed in chaplers 4 and 7, a government report from 1965 listed 88 separate
“major” NASA-DoD agreements.'*? and a comprehensive NASA accounting from 1967 described 176
NASA-DoD accords out of a total NASA inventory of 302 interagency agreements.'” A government ac-
counting in 1965 determined that NASA, at the headquarters level alone. was involved in 203 interagency
coordination and advisory bodies.”> Obviously this dissertation is not the place for a description of each
one. What is important. however, is the degree to which almost every possible facet of the NASA-DoD
relationship was legalistically and contractually spelled out."”* During the Johnson administration some
major coordination agreements included: operation of the instrumentation ships and aircraft collecting
data from space vehicles; coordination of the space medicine-bioastronautics design, development, and
test program: scparate agreements for the coordination of the geodetic, communication. navigation and
weather satellite programs; reimbursement to the United States Navy for recovery operations. and coor-

dination of the respective space science programs. In addition. of course. these formal apgreements were

3! W. Fred Boone, Consultant to the NASA Administrator. Memorandum for Dr. Eggers. Study
on National Needs and NASA Capabilities - NASA-DOD Relationships. April 8. 1969, folder: DOD
NASA Support, DeD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC, 3, 5.

'3 Congress. Committee on Government Operations. Govermment Operations in Space (Analvsis
of Civil-Ailitary Roles and Relationships), Thirteenth Report. House Report No. 445, 8§9th Cong, 1st Ses-
sion, June 4, 1965, 123-132,

' NASA. Inventory of NASA Interagency Relationships. October 13, 1967, folder: Copies of
Agreements. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC.

13* Government Operations in Space, 101. Some. but not a significant proportion. of these would
have been with other agencies besides the DoD.

13¥ See chapter 7 for some examples.
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supplemented by many informal understandings and working arrangements which contributed to the
meshing of the programs into a single national effort.

In addition the Launch Vehicle Panel of the AACB conducted multiple and extensive studies
designed to achieve closer integration of the nation’s family of launch vehicles. However. the coordina-
tion effort in the field of space boosters was one which continued to show relatively little progress com-
pared to other aspects of the coordination process. The detailed case study of the LLVPG in chapter 7
explained the general pattern that emerged for these launch vehicle coordination efforts that, in fact. con-
tinued to exist during the Johnson administration. Neither NASA nor the DoD had any great desire to
relv on the other organization to provide it with a critical member of its space launch vehicle fleet. thereby
ceding control over a vital aspect of its overall space program. The fundamental conclusion of these
launch vehicle studies continued to be: “No financial gain would accrue from either reducing the numbers
of different launch vehicles in the national inventory or from substituting vehicles in exisling pro-
grams.”* A November 1968 study explained the reasons why, for the past ten years, such attempts to
closely integrate NASA's and DoD’s launch vehicle fleets had not succeeded. First. “The lack of future
manned mission requirements prevents focusing of the vehicle studies” because neither the DoD nor
NASA knew exactly what it expected to accomplish with human spaceflight well into the future. Second,
*A relative comparison of the costs of the candidate vehicles is not possible because they are not based on
equivalent studies and have not been developed on common ground rules.” Therefore, this study could
only recommend that “Studies be continued by both agencies as required.”’

The simple fact was that. “Most of the studies involving AACB panels were technical and non-

controversial,”'*®* Their goal was to ensure there was as little duplication as possible between the NASA

% Gerald T. Cantwell, The dir Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1965 (Washington. DC: USAF
HDLO. April 1968). NSA MUS document 331, p. 4. Specifically, Cantwell was summarizing the Jaly
1964 conclusions of an AACB Launch Vehicle Panel study.

137 AACB, Launch Vehicle Pancl. Report. Intermediate-Class Launch Vehicles for Future
DOD/NASA Manned Missions. November 1968, folder: AACB Launch Vehicle Siady - 1968, box:
Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board # 4. NHDRC. 15,

'3 1 evine, Managing NASA in the Apollo Era, 229.
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and DoD space programs. While the coordination effort was nol always 100} percent effective, such as in
the launch vehicle fietd. for the most part it was a good faith attempt at ensuring the American taxpayer
did not pay twice for a particular space capability. A congressional report concisely summarized.
“Becanse of this cooperative NASA-DOD effort a more aggrcésivc and meaningful space program is being
pursued.”'* An Air Force history described the extensive 1968-69 study effort concerning injccting
greater economy and efficiency into the NASA and DoD space programs and ensuning the nation’s space
program was not wasting money due to duplication. After over a year of effort, the institutions concluded
the space programs not wasteful or duplicative: *Conclusions drawn from the study effort attested to the
effectiveness of DOD-NASA cooperation and indicated that significant economies were not possible un-
less specific projects were curtailed or canceled.”'*” The NASA-DoD coordination effort was not a perfect
one but it did seem to be functioning well by the end of the 1960s.
Continuity in NASA-DoD Relations fI: Support and Tension/Rivalry

Some Nlustrative Statistics

The report describing America’s 1966 space activities mentioned there were over 400 separately
identifiable activities in which the DoD was supporting NASA at an annual cost of at least $500 miltion.
These activities included those with which the reader will be familiar from past chapters: national launch
ranges and host base support: launch vehicles: recovery operations; use of aircraft and ships. and con-
struction by the Army Corps of Engineers were only some of the categories with higher dollar totals men-
tioned.'" McNamara regularly pointed this out in his testimony while emphasizing that only 80 percent

of the DoD's costs were reimbursed by NASA.'* This figure of half a billion dollars annual DoD support

'* Congress. House, Committee on Science and Astronautics. Subcommittee on NASA Over-
sight. The NAS4-DOD Relationship, Report, 88th Congress. 2nd Session, 1964. p. 6.

" Jacob Neufeld. The Air Force in Space, Fiscal Years 1969-1970 (Washington, DC: Office of
Air Force Historv, July, 1972). 10.

'* Executive Office of the President. US Aeronantics and Space Activities, 1966, Report to the
Congress from the President, Janvary 1. 1967. NSA MUS document 333, p. 72.

142 McNamara. Statement before a Joint Session of the Senate Armed Services Committee and
the Senate Subcommittee on Department of Defense Appropriations on the FY 1968 Defense Budget.
January 23, 1967, foider: Unclassified Statement. box 69. RG 200. Robert McNamara papers. NARA.
129. Declassified at author's request.
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to NASA held relatively steady. though by early 1968 the DDR&E stated it had declined to $407 million:
however, NASA's reimbursement level had dropped to 62 percent.'* By the next vear this figure had
dropped to $225 miltion.'* According to one calculation. the USAF had supplied the launch vehicles and
launch crews for 67 percent of American space launches through June 1968, In addition. the Air Force
provided 95 percent of the United States’ space tracking and contro} capability.' This sampling of facts
illustrates two points. First. DoD’s support for NASA was at a significant level throughout the 1960s but
was declining near the end of the decade as NASA completed its first ten years of existence and began to
enjoy a preater institutional autonomy and independence from the Dol due to the development of its own
capabilities and facilitics. Second. the OSD believed NASA should reimburse a higher percentage of this
support, even if the overall level was declining.
Specific Support for Gemini

A very basic outline of DoD support for NASA's three human spaceflight projects revealed the
foltowing, For Mercury. DoD provided astronauts, launch facilities, launch vehicles. range support, and
recovery operations. For Gemini the DoD supplied most of the astronauts. participated in the training.
launching and launch operations. developed the man-rated Titan II. conducted assorted checkout and op-
erational procedures, provided range support and recovery forces. and provided some of the on-board ex-
periments. For Apolle the DoD’s role was limited to providing most of the astronauts, range support, and

4
recovery forces.'*

' DDR&E John S. Foster, Statement to the Senate space committee, Department of Defense
Activitics in Space. 1967. March 26. 1968. folder: Space 1968, box 917, Clinton Anderson papers. LoC,
1-30.

144 According to the testimony of DDR&E Foster to the Senate space committee in June 1969 and
summarized in “DOD/NASA Support Costs Revealed.” Armed Forces Aanagement (June 1969y 31

The Aeronautics and Space Report of the Presidert, 1969, January 1970. p. 42, reported a similar figure
for FY69 of $235 million. Copy available in NHDRC.

M5 €. Brian Kelly, “Ten Years in the Outer Realm.” Data {(June 1968): 22

14 The NAS4-DOD Relationship. 4.
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By the end of the 1960s ong¢ assessment of the specific support Dol rendered to NASA Gemini
and Apotto missions concluded. “It is now routine to gather support forces around a manned space flight
with little confusion, duplication and wasted motion. dismiss these forces and repeat the process in a
similar manner for the next mission.” Any problems were on the order of minor aggravations.'”” A more
specific listing of the functions the DoD (and particularly the Air Force) performed to support Gemini
would include: supplving and launching the Agena target vehicle and its Atlas booster for rendezvous
and docking exercises: supplving and man-rating the Titan II launch vehicle for the actual Gemini cap-
sule: providing the actual launch facilities in Florida and much of the network. tracking. data acquisition.
range. recovery, and medical functions associated with space launches; and supplying many of the sup-
porting operations space launches required such as communications. security. transportation. photogra-
phy. and public affairs personnel. As one Air Force document pointed out. “Support of Gemini operations
is in many instances an added task to be performed by resources originallv fully programmed for other
purposes.”

One of the more difficult challenges the Air Force faced in supporting Gemini was modifying the
Titan II so that it could be considered safely capable of launching humans. In addition to retrofitting the
vehicle with redundant systems for electrical power and flight conirol. replacing the inertial guidance with
radio guidance. and installing a malfunction detection system. the Air Force confronted several technical
problems. The Titan IF's first stage engines had a tendency to oscillate longitudinally in what observers
called “the pogo effect” in a manner severe enough to endanger human life. This problem cost $3.3 mil-
lion to fix. There were also problems of combustion instability in the second stage engine chambers that
cost $11.3 million to fix. The Air Force also spent $1.7 flight testing the vehicle to verify its fixes.

Therefore. total Air Force expenses just to ensure the Titan II was ready for delivery to NASA were $16.3

'%" Henry E. Clements. Colonel. USAF. The Coordination of Manned Spaceflight Operations
Between DOD and NASA, Student Research Report No. 31, Industrial College of the Armed Forces. April
1969, p. 49.

"% DoD. Manager for Manned Space Flight Support Operations. Overall Plan. Revised. Depart-
ment of Defense Support for Project Gemini Operations, October 21. 1964. K243.04-34. AFHRA_TI-1.
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million.”* Whereas a Titan in its ICBM configuration cost $4-5 million. one modified as a Gemini
booster cost $19 million. A NASA document explained. “Necessary and stringent requirements were ¢s-
tablished by NASA. The responses to these requirements by the Air Force and by its contractors was
usually prompt and vigorous.”'*°

The first Gemini nuisston was in April 1964 and the Iast in November 1966. Over the course of
flights ranging up to almost 14 dayvs, NASA perfected the neccssary lunar prerequisite techniques of ren-
dezvous, docking, personnel transfer, and EVA. For any single mission. DoD’s contribution could in-
clude wp to 11,301 personnel. 134 aircraft, 27 ships. and 13 worldwide tracking stations. At the begin-
ning of the program Gemini’s estimated total cost was $531 million; it actually cost $1.147 billion.'"
NASA Deputy Administrator wrotc the Secretary of the Air Force after Gemini’s completion. “Jim Webb
and [ are very conscious of our debt to the Air Force officers and men who have played a major role in this
program. Titan certainly performed magnificently throughout Gemini. and has earned our complete con-
fidence and respect,”'™ There was also debt in the literal sense of continuing unreimbursed expenses for

Gemini support. According to the DoD's accounting in mitlions of dotlars:'™

' Gemini Program and Planning Board, Minutes of Mecting, February 1, 1965, IRIS 1002996,
AFHSO, 2.

1 Milton Rosen. Senior Scientist. NASA Office of Defense Affairs. Memorandum for Admiral
Boone, Gemini Launch Vehicle Man-Rating. October 8. 1965, folder: USAF Gemini Role Documenta-
tion, Gemini scrics. NHDRC, 4.

"I Barton C. Hacker and James M. Grimwood. On the Shoulders of Titans: 4 History of Project
Gemini, NASA 5P-4203 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1977). 387, 596.

152 Seamans, Letter to Harold Brown. November 22. 1966, folder: USAF Gemini Role Documen-
tation, Gemini series, NHDRC, 1.

'3 Alfred C. Barree. Lieutenant Colonel. Policy and Plans Group. Directorate of Space. Deputy
Chief of Siaff for R&D, USAF, Memorandum for the Record. Summary Report - DOD Support of Project
Gemini, April 17, 1967. IRIS 1003006, AFHSQ. 1. Numerous other sources support this accounting. Sce
for instance NASA’s official Gemini history; Hacker and Grimwood, Shoulders of Titans, 595,
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Service Reimbursed Non-Reimbursed Total

USAF 435.564 54 455 490.019
USN 18.311 31.090 49.401
Army 1.246 214 1.459
Total 455.140 85772 340.912

Two facts therefore stood out. First. PoD's support of over half a billion dollars was the equivalent of
one-half of Gemini's overall $1.1 billion NASA budget. Second. Do continued to absorb unreimbursed
expenses on the order of 16 percent. As will be secn below. these unreimbursed expenses continued as
one of the few major points of contention between NASA and the DoD.

Specific Support for Apollo

The Air Force submitted to the OSD on May 12, 1966 its official plan for rendering support to
Project Apollo. McNamara approved it on July 28, 1966. One source related. “. . . the plan called for
essentially the same kind of support provided Gemini. employing the identical service units.”' ™' One must
quickiv add. however. that Air Force support to Apollo did not include providing launch vehicles because
Apollo was launched on the Saturn-family of boosters developed and procured by NASA. Therefore, DoD
assistance continued in areas of ETR support. network operations, recovery, communications. meteorol-
ogyv. medical personnel and supplies. public affairs. etc. described above for Gemini. For instance, stari-
ing in 1965 83 percent of the Air Force's tracking equipment was moedified so it could support Apollo
requirements; this eventually cost $50 million.'™

One noteworthy aspect of the DoD's support for Apollo was the use of DoD reconnaissance-
related resources such as cameras and map-making facitities 1o survey the moon. In 1965 alone, “The

DOD is currently engaged in 88 man vears of work in support of Project APOLLO for NASA in the form

'™ Gerald T. Cantwell, The Air Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1966 (Washington. DC: Office of
Air Force History. 1969). 12.

'** Charles D. Benson and William B. Faherty, Afoonport: A History of Apolle Launch Facilities
and Operations, NASA SP-4204 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1978). 470.
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of Junar maps. charts and other materials."'** The agreement for this function said the Air Force would
provide technical assistance to NASA by developing and providing lunar mapping and survey flight
equipment. Given the role of this equipment in the NRO specifically and satellite reconnaissance in gen-
eral. the agreement delicately stated. “DOD security classifications and procedures. as prescribed by the
Air Force for application to mapping-and survey equipments furnished under this agreement. will be ob-
served by both agencies.”'™ For instance. NASA's Lunar Orbiter that photographed the surface of the
moon in preparation for the lunar landings [catured a camera system which was developed. in NASA's
words, “in a DOD project with classified aspects™ with the Eastman Kodak Corporation. Since NASA
wanted to deal with that company for Orbiter. “. . . arrangements werc made with the appropriate element
of DOD [NRO7?] for the contractor to propose te NASA, under DOD supervision. a suitable unclassified
camera system. NASA had no access at any time to the classified equipment. This procedure has proven
to be very satisfactory and assures that any classified technology is appropriately protected.”™

Secondary sources have recently plainly stated that Orbiter’s photegraphic system used a “high-
resolution camera system [which] was a derivative of a spy satellite photo system created specifically for
earth reconnaissance missions specified by the DOD.” This source added that its two lenses worked
automatically and “with the precision of a Swiss watch” to take pictures of the lunar surface from 28
miles above it with one meter resolution. However, “Few NASA people were ever privy to many of the
details of how the *black box’ actually worked. becanse they did not have “the need to know.™ All five of

the Lunar Orbiter missions “worked extraordinarily well,” generating a total of 1.654 photographs.'™

1% Executive Office of the President, United States Aeronautical and Space Activities, 1965, Re-
port to Congress from the President, January 21. 1966. NSA MUS document 332, p. 68.

1*" Brockway McMillan. Undersecretary of the Air Force and Seamans, NASA Associate Admin-
istrator. DOD/NASA Agreement on the NASA Manned Lunar Mapping and Survey Program. Aprit 20.
1964. SP1 document 228. 1. '

'8 James Q. Spriggs. NASA member of. Ad Hoc Subpanel on Security Practices of the Support-
ing Space Research and Technology Panel of the AACB. Memorandum for the Record. Imagery from
Space, February 16, 1967. folder: Resolution from Space. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series,
NHDRC. 1.

159 James R. Hansen. Spaceffight Revolution: NASA Langley Research Center From Sputnik to

Apolio. NASA SP-4308 (Washington, DC: USGPO. 1995). 328. 338. 346. “Need to know™ refers to one
of the two conditions that must be met for a person to be granted access to DoD classified material. First.
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The trade press reported that the astronauts aboard Apollo 7 had taken 700 photographs of the earth's
surface using “very high-resojution film developed for Air Force reconnaissance satelfites.” Therefore.
the DoD had ™. . . for the first time demanded seats on the NASA board selecting photographs for release.
. .. NASA was permitied to release onlv 13 pictures” and officials doubted any more would ever be
cleared.'®™ The reality of pervasive secrecy concerning the NRO and American reconnaissance satellites
pervaded even the relevant aspects of DoD's support to NASA human spaceflight projects.

Since this dissertation does not examine the entire Apollo program but only its portion up to
Apollo 11's lunar Ianding in July 1969. complete figures for DoD support will not be presented. However,
for the Apollo 11 mission the DoD provided 6.927 people. 54 aircraft and 9 ships.'®  After the lunar
landing new NASA Administrator Thomas Paine wrote new Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird to express
NASA’s “deep sense of gratitude™ to the DoD for its many contributions to NASA human spaceflight over
the vears: “Without the assistance and cooperation of the Defense establishment, the nation would not
have been able 10 achieve this goal.™ Paine pointed to the many “trulv outstanding officers” such as
Lieutenant General Samuel Phillips “who turned in a magnificent performance as Director of the Apollo
Program. In these and many other ways, the Department of Defense has been one of the principal essen-
tial members of the Apollo team.”'® NASA’s Office of Defense Affairs concurred that the lunar landing

“, . . could not have been accomplished without the vast amount of assistance and support received from

the person must have the appropriate level of clearance: Confidential. Secret. Top Secret, etc.  Secend.
gven with the proper clearance, a person must demonstrate a specific “need to know™ the information for
purposes of officially conducting one’s assigned duties, Without a “need to know” even a properly cleared
person will be denied access to a requested piece of information.

1% Washington Roundup. Aviation Week and Space Technology, November 4, 1968. as cited in
Erlend A. Kennan and Edmund H. Harvey, Afission fo the Moon: A Critical Examination of NAS4A and
the Space Program (New York: William Morrow & Company. 1969). 228.

! James G. Smith. Colonel. Assistant for Public Affairs, Office of the DoD Manager for
Manned Space Flight Support Operations. USAF. Departnent of Defense Support: dpofio 11. July 1969,
folder: 1969. Manned Lunar Landing Program, Apollo 11. Department of Defense, box 108, Samuel

Phillips papers. LoC. 5.

'** Thomas Paine. letter to Melvin Laird. August 11, 1969. folder: NASA/DOD Cooperation/
Space Merger?, DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1.
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the Department of Defense.”'® Even allowing for the standard inflated rhetoric in these bureaucratic
sources, il neveriheless was undeniable that the DoD plaved a vitat role in assuring Apollo 11 landed on
the moon and safely returned its three astronauts to earth.

Support Could L.cad to Tension I: Personncl

Chapters 4 and 7 have described the important role that the approximately 300 military officers
plaved in providing NASA with valuabte managerial talent and expertise during the late 1950s al;d 1960s.
The highest ranking and probably most important figure was Brigadier (then later Major, then later, but
still within NASA, Lieutenant) General Samuel C. Phillips. who served as Apollo program director. [t
will be recalled that his experience in the Air Force ICBM development program led him and Associate
Administrator George Mueller (whose systems management expertise also came from working with the
Air Force ICBM program, although on the civilian side) to reorient the Apollo test program from a
lengthy stage-by-stage. system-by-system approach to the Air Force “all up” procedure. This meant
“NASA. could with reasonable confidence test the entire stack of stages in flight from the beginning. at
great savings to budget and schedute.”’*" Wernher von Braun, whose normal methodical testing proce-

dures were overruled in favor of all up testing later stated. “In retrospect it is clear that without all-up

<1a5

lesting the first manned lunar landing could not have taken place as early as 1969.° Phillips™ lasting
reputation within NASA was such that after the space shuttle Challenger exploded tn Janvary 1986 he
was asked to head up a review of NASA management and procedures.

However. not atl was well in the NASA-DoD personnel arecna.  Some within the Air Force felt
the procedure was unbalanced in that NASA received all the benefits and the Air Force provided all the

personnel. Instead of requesting certain talented high-level managers such as Phillips or those at the

colonel Ievel. one step below him. NASA began asking for large blocks of more junior officers. For in-

' W. Fred Boone. NASA Office of Defense Affairs: The First Five Years, December 1, 1962, to
January 1, 1968, NASA HHR-32 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1970). iii.

15! Roger Bilstein. Orders of Magnitude: A History of the NACA and NASA, 1915-1990. NASA
SP-4406 (Washington. DC: USGPO, 1989). 78.

'** Cited tn Murray and Cox. Apoiio, 162.
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stance. in April 1964 NASA Deputy Administrator Drvden wrote Secretary of the Air Force Zuckert to
request 55 USAF officers be transferred to NASA to perform not management functions but the regular
day-to-day duties of operating consoles. manning tracking stations. etc.'*® Zuckert replied he would like
to avoid supplying officers just to alleviate NASA manpower shortages and would prefer “. . . to assign
experienced officers of exceptional ability who . . . indicate an intent to return to the Air Force upon
completion of their NASA tour.” After all. “. .. therc is a limit to the numbers of such people who can be
assigned to NASA [and so] we think that they should be placed in key and middle-management level po-
sitions.” Therefore, he suggested *. . . a joint review of the total program in light of gur collective experi-
ence [which] would provide a sound basis for responding to vour recent request. and would establish guid-
ance for the continuing management of the program.”'® Dryvden agreed and Phillips was placed in
charge of this review of DoD personnel transfer procedures.'*

This review under Phillips eventually validated 42 of the 55 NASA requests and forged new
guidelines for future personnel transfers from DoD 10 NASA. The new September 15, 1964 NASA-DaD
memorandum of understanding required NASA to first deplete civilian sources for filling its vacancies
before turning to the Air Force. It also restricted future NASA requests for AF personngt to positions
within the fields of enginecering. physical/life sciences, and techrical program management (not equip-
ment operators} which required the specific education. experience or skills developed by that officer. By-

namg requests could be made only for colonels and generals.'® Even within these new guidelines. how-

'%8 Dryden. Letter to Zuckert. April 1. 1964, folder: 1964. Manned Lunar Landing Program,
Personnel. Military, box 43, Samuel Phillips papers, LoC, 1.

16" Zuckert. Letter to Drvden, May 5. 1964. folder: 1964. Manned Lunar Landing Program, Per-
sonncl. Military, box 43. Samuel Phillips papers. LoC, 1.

1% Another problem in the background of the personnel issue is that the Air Force was getting
back less than a quarter of the officers it sent to NASA. An accounting at the end of 1964 showed that the
Air Force had sent 174 people to NASA and of the 80 who were no longer working there only 18 had re-
turned to the Air Force because 46 separated from the service (many to continue working in NASA) and
16 retired (many to continue working with NASA). See John J. Anderson. Colonel. USAF. Assistant for
Manned Space Flight. Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for R&D. Memorandum for Colonel Schuliz.
Air Force People in NASA, December 18. 1964, IRIS 1002995, AFHSO. 1.

1% Samuel Phillips. Report of the Joint Air Force-NASA Military Requiremenis Review Group.

Scptember 1964, folder; 1964, Manned Lunar Landing Program. Personnel. Military. box 43. Samuel
Phillips papers. LoC. and Cantwell, 4ir Force in Space, F165. 13,
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ever, the Air Force remained flexible and went out of ils way to meet NASA's requests. For instance. in
1965 Dryden and Zuckert worked out an agreement for a wholesale transfer of no less than 128 USAF
officers (84 lieutenants. 38 captains, and 6 majors) to NASA to do exactly the kinds of day-to-day opera-
tional duties that the letier of the September 1964 memorandum of understanding said they should not
perform. It appears this transfer was feasible because the phasing out of several Atlas and Titan ICBM
unils within the Air Force created a condition of surplus officers with the type of operational skills that
NASA needed in its burgeoning Gemini and Apollo programs.'™

The Air Force made one requirement concerning the transfer of these 128 officers crystal clear.
however: “Under no circumstances should this action be connected with the proposed MOL program”
even though the avowed purpose of their going to NASA was “to reccive on-the-job training and experi-
ence in the operational control of manned space flights. ™™ In fact. the Vice Director of the MOL pro-
gram wrete that the 128 officers were . . . to receive training in the skills required in the operational
control of manned spacecraft for subsequent application to Air Force programs. e.g.. MOL.™™*

An overall evaluation of the usefulness of the personnel transfer program to the Air Force in late
1965 revealed USAF reservations. The report concluded. “Benefits to the Air Force accruing from the
assignment of nearly 200 officers do not appear to be commensurate with the potential™ that existed when
the program began., Overall, the results of the program of assigning Air Force personnel to NASA “have

not been very encouraging,™* Almost a year later the MOL’s Vice Director stated. “The Air Force has

""" See the document collection Air Force Support of Project Gemini, Inputs from the Major
Commands, 1967, K110.8-50, AFHSO for the actual July 22, 1965 Dryden-Zuckert memorandum of un-
derstanding on the 128 officers. The background for it is provided by Cantwell, dir Force in Space,
FY65, 13 and Boone, NASA Office of Defense Affairs, 52.

1"l Secretary of the Air Force. Office of. Message to all subordinate commanders and offices.
August 13, 1965, IRIS 1003002, AFHSO. 1.

1z Harry L. Evans. Brigadier General, Vice Director of the MOL Program. Memorandum for the
Deputy Chief of Staff for R&D. USAF, MOL Program Utilization of 128 Officers Assigned to NASA.
December 6. 1965, IRIS 1003002, AFHSO. 1,

'3 James E. Miller. Colonel, Director of Program Support. AFSC, Report to the Directorate of

NASA Program Support, Deputy Commander for Space. AFSC, USAF. USAF Personnel on Duty with
NASA, December 9, 1965, [RIS 1003002, AFHSO. 1. 3.
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acceded to many requests fro;n NASA in the past for officers with qualifications critically short within the
Air Force. It is questionable whether the Air Force has reccived a sufficient relurn on these investments.
In many cases the officers so assigned. for one reason or another. have not returned to the Air Force.™ ™
NASA secemed to sensc the growing dissatisfaction within the Air Force. Seamans wrote the Air Force's
top personnel officer carly in 1967, “We have been very pleased with the AF-NASA detailec program. and
believe we could effectively continue it at its present level of activitv. However. we recognize that your
manpower requirements are not static and have been greatly impacted by the Vietnam situation. With this
in mind. we are working toward a reduction in our future requirements for Air Force officers to be as-
signed to NASA.”'™ It will be recalled from statistics presented in chapters 4 and 7 that NASA translated
this pledge into action: after peaking at 323 in 1966. the number of military detailecs to NASA decreased
to 318 in 1967, 317 in 1968 and 268 in 1969 with further decreases thereafter.'”® As an aside. data from
1967 indicated that only a limited number of NASA personnel were assigned to DoD.'"”

It is difficult to argue with the assessment of the NASA official who monitored NASA-DoD rela-
tions concerning Air Force personnel serving in NASA: “the military detailee program was eminently

s T3 . e . T .
successful” because the officers were of “inestimable value™ to NASA projects.!™ As was true concerning

'"* Harry L. Evans. Vice Director. MOL Program. Memorandum for the Air Force Personnel
Director, Personnel Support for NASA, September 10, 1966, IRIS 1003002, AFHSO, 1.

V% Seamans. Letter to Lieutenant General H. M. Wade. Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel.
USAF. January 4, 1967, folder: Military Personnel Detailed to NASA. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies
series, NHDRC, 1,

'" Jane Van Nimmen, Leonard C. Bruno. Robert Rosholt, N:4S4 Historical Data Book, 1ofume
1. NASA Resources 1958-1968. NASA SP-4012 (Washington. DC: USGPO. 1988), 80ff. 1969 figure
from Thor Gawdiak and Helen Fodor. NASA Historical Data Book, 'elume I1: NASA Resonrces, 1969-
1978, NASA SP-4012 (Washington, DC: USGPO, 1994). 68. The downward trend continued in the
1970s: in 1970 there were 231 military detailees. in 1971 - 172, in 1972 - 1192, in 1973 - 78, in 1973 - 61,
and in 1975 - 45. See Gawdiak and Fodor. 68.

" AACB. Manned Space Flight Panel. A Survey of Information Exchange Between NASA and
DOD Relative to Manned Space Flight Activities. November 16, 1967, folder: Manned Space Flight
Panel - AACB. box: Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating Board # 1. NHDRC, 8. This document
mentioned only two: Dr. Michael Yarvmovyvch serving as MOL Technical Director and Mr. Duncan Col-
lins assigned to the MOL Office of Systems Engineering.

"8 Boone, NAS: Office of Defense Affairs, 59.
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DoD material suppert to NASA's efforts, DoD personnel provided NASA with managerial talent not
available anywhere else but desperately needed during NASA's first decade of existence. Military officers
serving in NASA furnished NASA the time required for it to develop internally its own managers and
technical experts as part of its overall move toward greater institutional independence.

Support Could Lead to Tension II; Reimbursement

The roots of DoD) dissatisfaction with its unreimbursed NASA support expenses went back to the
Kennedv administration (see chapter 7 for the specific details of cost accounting. etc.) This area of dis-
content only continued and crescendoed during the Johnson administration. It was the one NASA-DoD
disagreement that was so stubborn that it had to be referred above the Secretary of Defense/NASA Admin-
istrator level for arbitration. Both agencies furned to BoB Director Charles Schultze for reselution of the
seemingly elernal reimbursement question in 1967.

This dispute tended to focus on the Eastern Test Range at Florida, extending into the Atlantic
Ocean. NASA's general position was “. . . that each agency should be responsible for the management
direction and technical operation of its own facilities, and for budgeting and funding for such operations.™
Reimbursement should be avoided as much as possible. Therefore. since DoD had been assigned respon-
sibility for the national ranges, including ETR, it should budget for and fund their annual operating costs
while NASA should be held responsible only for those additional range costs directly attributable to its
activities; "It merely adds to administrative and other overhead costs to seek reimbursement. . . . Reim-
bursement should be restricted te those areas where one agency performs unique or unexpected services
for the other. the nature of which precludes normal planning and budgeting for by the supporting
agency.”’”® On the other hand, McNamara and OSD’s position was that some type of cost accounting
system could be created that would determine exactly what portions of ETR’s resources and time were

used by NASA and how much by the DoD: from that point. each agency would be billed accordingly.

"% R D. Ginter. Director. Office of Tracking and Data Acquisition, NASA, Memorandum to
Deputy Associate Administrator for Defense Affairs. December 10. 1964, folder: DOD NASA Support.
DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1, plus attachment.
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NASA's reply to this was that any attempt to prorate general operations and maintenance costs “would
require a major and coslly expansion of Air Force and NASA accounting and anditing groups.”'™

On August 25, 1966 McNamara promulgated a revised DoD Directive 5030.18 which made offi-
cial the policy he had unofficially been trying to implement since at least 1963. It directed across-the-
board reimbursement for all NASA support: “It is in the national interest for the Department of Defense,
to the extent compatible with its primarv mission, to make its resources available on a reimbursable basis.
as appropriate, to NASA."™"®  However, “This reversal of reimbursement policy was not accepted by
NASA and a DoD/NASA management group was established to resolve the conflicts '™ Boone added
that McNamara issued this directive “without any prior discussions or coordination with NASA &
DDR&E John §. Foster explained the crux of the problem to McNamara as he urged McNamara to hold
firm to his August directive; “The Eastern Test Range is the most complicated and highest-cost example
of DOD support to NASA,  Although NASA programs reccived about one-half of the total FY 66 range
support. NASA reimbursed only $27 million of total range costs of about $250 million. . . . Lack of clear
association of non-reimbursed costs with the NASA mission to some extent lessens NASA motivation to
minimize requirements for DoD support.” Foster added. “NASA maintains that if significant additional
reimbursement is requested. NASA must enter into the general management of the tange. It is not clear
whether NASA actually believes that this would be necessary. or whether they are using this threat to co-

erce the Defense Department into abandoning plans for increased NASA funding contribution.”'®

13" Seamans. Letter to Schriever. April 12, 1965, folder: NASA/DoD Cooperation/ Documenta-
tion. DoD> subscries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1.

" DoD Directive 5030.18 cited by Boone, NAS4 Office of Defense Affairs. 141,

182 Alfred C. Barrce. Lieutenant Colonel, Policy and Plans Group. Directorate of Space. Deputy
Chief of Staff for R&D. USAF, Memorandum for the Record. Summary Report - DOD Support of Project
Gemini. April 17, 1967, supra. 1.

'™ Boone. N4S4 Office of Defense Affairs. 141,
'® John S. Foster. Memorandum to the Secretary of Defense. Reimbursement Tssues. October 6.

1966. folder: NASA-DoD Correspondence, box:  Arold Levine. Selected Sources from the author.
NHDRC, 1. 2. and attachment p. 6.
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Whatever the reasc-m for NASA's refusal to pay its way with the DoD. McNamara held firm in
his demand that it de so. He wrote Webb on November 2. 1966. “I propose to initiate a policy of full re-
covery of DoD costs of supporl to NASA . . . to the maximum extent possible in FY 68 {at ETR]. and that
all DoD support to NASA. and NASA support 10 DoD will be on this basis by FY 69.7'% NASA's re-
sponse continued to be, “If NASA is to significantly increase its contribution to funding of ETR develop-
ment. operations, and maintenance costs, then NASA should have a commensurate voice in ETR man-
agement; and that under the present ‘National Range Concept’ and present reimbursement policies.
NASA does not have a responsibility for, nor a significant voice in developing and justifving [Eastern
Test] Range planning and funding."'“ A NASA-DoD special working group under Boone had in fact
been discussing this very issue since 1965 without success. They were ordered anew to forge a compro-
mise concerning this Gordian knot of accounting, but to no avail, Boone summarized that he and the
DDR&E representative could not even achieve a meeting of the minds on a report summarizing their dif-
ferences; “It appeared at this point that we could not even agree as to how we should report that we disa-
greed."®

Accordingly, in April 1967 Seamans and Foster signed a joint letter referring the whole
ETR/reimbursement problem to the BoB for arbitration because “fundamental differences in the views of
the two agencies will continue to retard our progress toward agreement,”'* Schultze accepted the task of
arbitration and in February 1968 decided: that the DoD would continue to provide management functions
at ETR without reimbursement from user agencies such as NASA; that support functions would continue

according to present practices in that NASA would pay for only the direct costs it incurred for equipment

8% McNamara, Letter to Webb, November 2. 1966, folder: NASA-DoD Correspondence. box:
Arnold Levine, Selected Sources froim the author. NHDRC, 1.

%6 F B. Bryant, Co-Chairman. NASA Management Working Group. Memorandum to Boone.
Management Working Group Report: ETR Reimbursement Study, November 9. 1966, folder: USAF
Satellites (General). Dob subseries, Federal Agencies series. NHDRC, 1.

'** Boone, N4S4 Office of Defense Affairs, 143,

'8 Foster and Seamans. joint letter to Charles Schultze. April 4. 1967. folder: Air Force Eastern
Test Range, DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC, 1.
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and at facilities with no charges for overhead or administration imposed: but that there would be. how-
ever. a prorated division of costs related to operations at the ETR and that NASA should pay 44 percent of
these costs. except for the Apollo range instrumentation aircraft. for which NASA would pay for 85 per-
cent. Therefore. whereas under the old system in effect for FY68 NASA had paid only $25 million for its
use of ETR. in FY69 it would have to pay $51 million; DoD ETR FY69 costs would be $209 million.'”
Schultze also stated that this entire scheme was only an interim arrangement until a financial
management system could be installed at ETR that would fully identify costs based on valid accounting
procedures. He also emphasized that these guidelines for ETR did not apply to other areas of cross sup-
port (cost of Communications Satetlite Corporation launches, Apollo recovery forces. and support services
at Western Test Range and the White Sands Missile Range. for example). discussions concerning these
other areas had to continue. Boone’s interpretation was that, “For FY 1969. at least. the Director of the

»190

Bureau of the Budget had accepted essentially the NASA position on ETR funding. Nevertheless, an

internal NASA memorandum stated. “As a result. a review of all NASA requirements is under way to
reduce these requirements and insure full utilization of NASA facilities wherever possible.”"”'

When NASA and the DoD asked for vet another round of arbitration for FY70. the BoB simply
extended in the FY69 guidelines for another year. However, an Air Force historian explains that in 1970,
“Air Force officials soon discovered that the reimbursement issue could cut both ways. Hence. it would
cost far less for the Air Force to panticipate in NASA's Space Shuttle development under an additive cost
arrangement” which was NASA’s interpretation of the reimbursement issue (paying for only the direct
costs one agency added to another agency’s program by its participation in the program but not for any

overhead or administrative costs). Therefore, the reimbursement issue began to fade. A second factor

lessening the issue’s importance was that as NASA’s Apollo program passed its peak funding require-

%% Boone. NS4 Office of Defense Affairs, 149-50,
" Toid., 150.
¥ R.D. Ginter. Director of Special Programs Office, NASA. Memorandum to the Deputy Asso-

ciate Administrator for Advanced Rescarch and Technology. Oclober 4. 1968. folder: DOD NASA Sup-
port. DoDD subseries, Federal Agencies serics. NHPRC. 1.
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ments stage it required a lower level of Air Force suppori and so NASA generated a lessened amount of

unreimbursed expenses. The specific numbers. in millions of dollars. for Apolle support were:

Year Total Support Reimbursed Non-Reimbursed
1967 2447 164.7 79.9
1968 160.9 116.2 44.6
1969 1757 128.2 47.4
1970 125.2 101.7 234

In other words. the Air Force was absorbing less than $25 million dollars in 1970 compared 1o almost $80
million in 1967 while simulianeously looking at a potentially expensive involvement in the space shuttle
program if it. the Air Force. had to pay for its participation on a strictly reimbursable basis. Given the fact
that NASA had already agreed to pay a greater percentage of the operations-related expenses at ETR by
1970, =, . | the full cost issue became a moot point, At least for the moment. the reimbursement level was
closed.”'™

When all was said and done. Arnold S. Levine probably best summarized the complicated
NASA-DoD reimbursement controversy when he characierized the whole situation as “hopeless. but not
serious.” The whole imbroglio suggested more than anyvthing else that the NASA-DoD relationship had
matured to the point where it could survive the strain, even when confronted with a probtem that was “not
amenable to any simple or permanent solution.”

The Reciprocal: NASA's Contribution to National Security

The respective NASA and OSD perspectives concerning NASA’s direct contribution to national
security continued to follow the trends outlined in chapter 7. Senior NASA officials regularly averred that
the facilities. experience, and technology generated by NASA’s human spaceflight program were a direct
contribution o national defense because they were a national capability available to all. Webb wrote the

Chairman of the JCS at the beginning of fohnson's presidency. “The entire Gemini program and more

192 Al citations and figures this paragraph from Neufeld. The dir Force in Space, Fiscal Years
1969-1970. supra, 13-14.

19% Levine, Adanaging NASA in the Apolio Era. 213. 237.
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than seventy-five percent of the Apollo program are devoted to developing a national capability to conduct
extended operations in near earth orbit. including the development of operational techniques for rendez-
vous, docking. and mancuvers in space.” Webb said these capabilitics were “. . ., applicable to all regimes
of manned space flight. and therefore should be included in any study of the contribution which the NASA
program makes to military objectives in space.”'™ As NASA's Office of Defense Affairs often stated.
“NASA is acutelv conscious of the need to render maximum support io the Department of Defense. It is a
primary policy of NASA to assist the DOD in every way possible to meet its needs in the use of space for
national security. . . . We estimate that 75 percent of the cost of the Apollo program will be devoted to the
development of a capability for conducting near earth orbit operations. an essential basis for the develop-
ment of any manned space weapon system.”'>

Webb and the rest of the NASA leadership took care not to clarify this conclusion or give it much
publicity because of its potential international implications on NASA's worldwide tracking stations. For
instance. while NASA was negotiating with Madagascar to augment its facilities there, President Tsiranan
. .. revealed sensitivity to any possible military implications of the station. He expressed a desire t0
avoid publicity abroad concerning the station.”"®® Therefore. NASA officials had a delicate balancing act
in which they tried to partially justify NASA's expenditures because of their military relevance. vet had to
deny this relevance to secure or maintain access to some foreign countries. This meant Webb and the oth-
ers rarely clarified exactly what théy had in mind when they staled NASA's experience and hardware

were applicable to national security: they simply maintained NASA s capabilities were relevant.

1% Webb, Letter to General Maxwell Tavlor. January 16. 1964, folder: DOD Joint Chiefs of
Staff, DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series, NHDRC, 1.

'®* NASA, Office of Defense Affairs. Report, The Use of the National Space Capability in Mili-
tary Affairs. July 3, 1964, extracled in Boone, NASd Office of Defense Affairs. 312-13.

1% Richard Callaghan, Special Assistant to the Administrator. NASA. Memorandum to William
Movers. Assistant to the President. May 12. 1964, folder: Daily Reporis to the White House. box: White
House, NASA Reports to the White House. NHDRC, 1.
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Thus it tended to be only in mikitary forums that Webb declared. “The future of man in space
cannot yet be distinguished from his possible military value there. Even purely scientific inquiries into the
nature of the space environment will be necessary for the employment of any military systems in space l
. ... We have no choice but to acquire a broadly-based total capability in space - a capability that can en-
able us o insure that protection of our national security while we actively seck cooperative peaceful devel-
opment of the scientific and practical resources of space.”” In internal reports NASA stated its entire
complex of unique facilities construcled by the Army Corps of Engineers and the Navy Burcau of Yards
and Docks at a cost of a billion dollars “, . . is available to the Department of Defense to meet whatever

L)

requirements it may have in the future for manned space systems;” the facilities could support “defense
measures in space if required” and served collectively as “a national resource of substantial value to the
military.” Therefore in a general sense. NASA made avatlable . . . an expanding flow of new scientific
knowledge and more advanced techmology for use in the development of weapon svstems of ever-
increasing effectiveness . . . which will give our nation the capability to insure that space cannot be used
by 2 hostile power to gain a military advantage over us,"'*®

As NASA’s budgets began to decline from 1965 on. Webb did not hesitate to regularly poinl out
to Congress the military relevance of NASA’s R&D. In April 1966 he maintained. “Every airplane in
Vietnam today is a better airplane because of the work in NASA. . . . The missiles that we have as a major
part of pur deterrent force all have benefited. including the largest one in the military service, from the
work which comes from our research and development program.” Webb added that onc of NASA’s pri-

ority arcas was developing the “. . . technology and operational capability from the surface of the Earth

outward through the air and outward in the immediate environment of the Earth. This capability has a

' Webb, Speech to the U.S. Naval Academy, April 8. 1965, folder: Speech File I. Febtuary 23 -
April 8, 1963, box 220. James Webb papers. HSTL, 14-135.

'8 NASA. Office of Defense Affairs. Report. “NASA’s Contributions to National Security. No-
vember 8. 1965, folder: NASA's Contributions to National Security. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies
serics. NHDRC. 1. 16-17. 19.
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direct bearing on our military capability.”'® Webb wrote to Senator Everett Dirksen in August 1966 to
oppose the proposed cuts in NASA's FY67 budget. stating they would make it difficult for NASA to de-
velop the space technology necessary “to make sure we do not wake up some day and find others in pos-
session of the power to deny us the use of space.™™™ As mentioned above. however, Webb did not clarify
these general statements with specific examples of exactly to what he was referring.

It will be recalled from chapter 7 that McNamara was not overly impressed with NASA-'S claims
of the direct relevance of its work to national security; at one point he determined that only $600-$675
million of NASA's requested FY64 budget of $5.7 billion was in fact the kind of R&D activity the DoD
would undertake if NASA did not. This gencral OSD assessment continued throughont the Johnson ad-
ministration: there is no need to belabor it here. 'What was true during Kennedy's tenure. moreover. re-
mained true during Johnson's: the DoD evidently did not feel strongly enough about the matter to expend
much time or energy in publicly refuting Webb’s claims or those of other NASA leaders concerning the
potential military utility of NASA R&D. facilities. and cxperience. DDR&E Brown testified to the Senate
space committee in 1965 that if NASA was not conducting its §5 billion dollar annual program that the
DoD might have to spend “hundreds of millions a vear” or perhaps even “$1 billion a vear to develop that
technology.” McNamara also remarked in 1963 that the Apollo program had “no direct military
worth.”*"

A four volume, 600-page April 1964 Air Force asscssment of the lunar landing program con-
cluded.

With the exception of Gemini . . . no system or subsystem in the National Lunar

Program is directly applicable to established military requirements. There are a

number of techniques being explored and experience being acquired in the National

Lunar Program which are applicable to military requirements and interests in both

the midrange and long-range time periods. Unique military needs, however are not
covered in the NASA program. The most significant military benefit of the Nationat

%% Congress. House, Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Independent Offices. fide-
pendent Offices Appropriations for 1967 Hearings. Part 2. 89th Congress. 2nd Session. 1966, p. 1417-
18.

" Webb. Letter to Everctt Dirksen, August 9. 1966. Exploring the Unknown, Tolume I, 492.

=1 Both men cited in H.L. Nieburg. /n the Name of Science (Chicago: Quadrangle Books. 1966).
31. :
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Lunar Program is the overall contribution to the advancement of space technology.™"
An Air Force document from mid-1967 stated. “The value of past and current USAF/NASA association is
most difficult to quantify. The primary value is new technology. which will not have an impact on opera-
tions for a considerablc time. . . . At preseni. therc is no way to extrapolate from current NASA efforts to
determine future value to the Air Force.”™ At best. the military community was ambivalent about the
direct relevance of NASA's work.

NASA and Its Vietnam Support Effort

One area in which NASA did make a direct and ¢concretely identifiable support effort for the DoD
was in adapting and originating technology for the DoD's use in Vietnam and Southcast Asia.  In De-
cember 1965 NASA created a special Limited Warfare Committee “to coordinate the overall NASA effort

to support the Military Services in Southeast Asia.”*”' By the end of 1966 Webb wrote the AF’s top offi-

. cer: “We have had a modest effort undenway for a vear now. aimed at applying space derived technology

or techniques to the solution of some of these problems [in Vietnam)]. and we have two or three projects
which are about ready to be turned over to the sen'ices at this time.”"" Seamans reported to DDR&E
Foster that concerning the “. . . application of NASA'Q competence. capabilities. and resources to the
problems vou are facing in Southeast Asia . . . we are most pleased to have the opportunily to assist in
these difficult matters.” Seamans reported NASA was currently working on numerous projecl.s for even-

tual DoD use such as: Reflector Satellite: Quiet Aircraft; Target Marker: Counter Mortar system; Am-

M2 USAF, Studv Pertaining to the National Lunar Program, 1olume I Swmmary Report. April
1964, IRIS 8805370, AFHSO as well as K140.22-2, AFHRA, 6. Declassified at anthor’s request by the
Joint Staff, December 30, 1996

3 USAF. Headquarters. Historv of the Directorate of Space, Depty Chief af Staff for Research
and Developmment: January - June 1967, July 1967, K140.01-1. AFHSO, 13,

*™ W. Fred Boone. Deputy Associate Administrator for Defense Affairs. Memorandum for Mr.
Hilburn, AAD. Special Support to Militarv Services re War in Southeast Asia. December 7. 1965, folder:
DOD/USAF/NASA - Vietnam cooperation. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series, NHDRC, 1.

*% Webb. Letter to John F. McConnell. Chief of Staff of the Air Force. December 29. 1966.
folder: DOD/USAF/NASA - Vietnam cooperation, DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1.
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bush Detection System: Passive Communications Satellite. and new baticry svstems.*® Boone reported
NASA’s efforts by the end of 1966 were budgeted at about $4 million a vear and occupied 65 scientists
and engineers.™"

By the middle of 1967 Seamans considered two of NASA's projects in this field as major: an
effort to improve the use of white phosphorous as a target marker; and an attempt to develop an acoustic
mortar locator. Seamans estimated NASA's FY68 expenses for its Southeast Asian support effort at $3.7
million. This figure included not only the two major projects but exploration into many other possibilities
such as; tunnel destruction: ambush detection. and a napalm cannon.”™® 1n December 1967. however.
NASA’s support for DoD’s war effort in Vietnam leaked to the press. The Washington Post reported
NASAs Office of Advanced Research and Technology was spending between $4-$5 million per year di-
recting 100 scientists and engineers on tasks “vital to the Vietnam war,” The Post quoted an unnamed
NASA official: “I don’t think anybody is so naive that he might feel an agency spending $4 billion a vear
on technology shouldn’t spend some of it trying to win a war we're fighting, ">

It is doubtful NASA welcomed this tvpe of publicity. but its effort to support the war in Vietnam
continued. Boone stated that NASA personnel eventuaily considered 89 specific problem areas for the
DoD relating to the Vietnam war.”’® For instance. a NASA document from 1969 revealed. “This agency
is studving the development of a surveillance system for helicopter patrol of urban areas™ in Southeast

Asia. ™ Another 1969 NASA document listed numerous contributions to the United States forces in

*% Seamans. Letter to Foster, November 22, 1966, folder: DOD/USAF/NASA - Vietnam coop-
eration, DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series, NHDRC, 1.

7 Boone, NAS4 Office of Defense Affairs. 250.

% Seamans. Letter to Foster. July 17, 1967, folder: DOD/USAF/NASA - Vietnam cooperation,
DoD subseries, Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1-3.

% Thomas O"Toole, “NASA’s Role in War Grows,” Il'ashington Post. December 4, 1967, 4F,
21 Boone, N4Sd Office of Defense Affairs. 251.
A R.D. Ginter. Acting Director, Defense Projects Support Office. Special Programs Office.

NASA_ Memorandum to the Commanding General, Headquarters. Army Materiel Command. April 24,
1969, folder: DOD NASA Support, DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 1.
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Vietnam, to include: $3 million worsth of computer technology, highlighted by the sound-location system
for detection of mortars; electronics such as a smali device to locate a survival radio when separated from
a downed pilot; fire suppressant foam to reduce airplanc hazards: and a target marker rocket.”” Given
the lack of documentation surviving from this effort after 1969. however. Arnold Levine’s conclusion that
it was phased out in 1969 seems correct.”'> Given that fact that a $4 million annual effort in a budget of
$5 billion represents less than one-lenth of one percent of NASA's total funding. its Vietnam \;'ar effort
was not a major factor in the NASA-DoD relationship. However, it is one of the few concrete areas that

existed in which NASA tangibly supported the DoD.

Space policy as well as the NASA-DoD relationship during the Johnson presidency were both
marked by elements of continuity with his predecessor. Johnson remained committed to the competitive
dynamic within the Apollo drive for the moon but not so committed that he could be persuaded to endorse
any large space projects to follow it. As one Johnson scholar summarized. “Johnson never abandoned his
determination tc beat the Russians to the moon, but the course of events, especially the Victnam War.

214

forced him to impose some very real limits on the American effort in space.’ Logsdon concurred:

“Lyndon Johnson may have believed in the importance of space leadership, but he found himself unable to
allocate to the space program the resources required to sustain that leadership once America reached the
Moon. His support for space is unlikely to be recorded as one of the highlights of Lyndon Johnson’s years
in the White House.” After all. by the time Johnson lefi office. NASA’'s budget had declined from its peak

of $5.2 billion to less than $4 billion.”"" Levine added. “Once NASA began to lose the support of the

12 R D. Ginter. Memorandum to NASA Assistant Administrator for International Affairs. June
24, 1969, folder: DOD NASA Support. DoD subseries, Federal Agencies series, NHDRC, 1, plus attach-
ment.

13 Levine. Afanaging NASA in the Apollo Fra. 230.
214

Divine. “The Politics of Space.” supra. 233.

“'" John Logsdon, “National Leadership and Presidential Power.” chapter 7 in the forthcoming
Roger D, Launius. editor, The Avth of Presidential Leadership (Urtbana. IL: University of Illinois Press).
381 in manuscript copy provided to author.
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White House and Congress - roughly from 1967 - the difficulty of running the agency became grealer and
NASA began to resemble any other large government organization which redoubles its efforis as it forgets
its aim.”~'®

Support. coordination. and rivalry continued to characterize the relationship between NASA and
the DoD although NASA’s institutional independence continued to grow throughout the 1960s and any
tension remaining between the two organizations seemed to be confined to questions of exactly how much
DoD would support NASA in the sense of transferring personnel and recciving financial reimbursement
for services rendered. As an Air Force source noted in mid-1968. the first ten vears of NASA's existence
... has been a build-up phase acquiring talent and facilities needed to support their activities. This
build-up has been essentially completed. and they have an impressive array of engineering and scientific
manpower, facilities. and experience in space development and operations.” In addilion to the smoothly
functioning formal relationship between the two organizations, “a fine informal relationship exists be-
tween the agencies.”™™" 1t was only natural that NASA’s dependence on the DoD had waned simultancous
with the growth of its internal capabilities.

Shortly before he resigned as Secretary of Defense, McNamara remarked. “A whole network ol
formal and informal channels has becn established with the National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion . . . to ensure the maximum interchange of men, ideas. technology and hardware. . . . In every case. 1
have insisted that the space projects underiaken by the Defense Department must hold the distinct promise

of enhancing our military power and effectiveness. and that they mesh in all vital areas with those under-

taken by NASA. so that. together. they constitute a single fully integrated nationa! program.”™'® Given

1% Amold S. Levine, “Management of Large-Scale Technology.” in Alex Roland. editor. .1
Spaceforing People:  Perspectives on Farly Spaceflight, NASA SP-4405 (Washington. DC: USGPO.
1983), 48

“I" USAF. Headquarters. History of the Directorate of Space, Deputv Chief of Staff for Research
and Development: January - June 1968, Julvy 1968, K140.01-1, AFHSO, 8.

1% McNamara, Statement on the 1969 Defense Program. January 22. 1968, in George C. Her-
ring. General Editor. Lvndon B. Johnson National Security Files. Agency File, 1963 - 1969. microfilmed
from the holdings of the Lyndon B. Johnson Library, Robert E. Lester. Project Coordinator (Bethesda,
MD: University Publications of America. 1993). reel 11, p. 161
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the close supervision McNamara cxercised over Air Force space proposals. there is liille likelihood the
fundamental balance of support. coordination, and rivaley existing between NASA and the DoD could
have been significantly altered. even if the Air Force had wanted to do so. As former DDR&E and then
Secretary of the Air Force Harold Brown emphasized concerning the Air Force in space. “These programs
must be mature and well thought out. We should not be doing things just to be doing them. Rather. they
must have a direct relation to established military needs. Space is not a mission, but a place to perform a
mission. When a mission can best be performed from space. the Air Force will perform it from there.””'""

The story of the next chapter will largely focus on how the Air Force attempted to justify the MOL within

that framework and the impaét of NASA’s Apollo Applications Program on that process.

¥ “Ajr Force Secretary Brown: Tactical Air Power. A Vital Element in the Application of
Military Forces,” an interview with Secretary of the Air Force Harold Brown. drmed Forces Management
{October 1966); 69.

507




10. Programmatic Resolution: Apollo and MOL

The history of the Air Force efforts to get a man in space is a spectacularly frustrating
one. For various reasons. the Air Force was long denied the opportunity to frv. When
permission was finally begrudgedly given. delays and quibbles and fund-withholdings
still were encountered. The program is not out of the woods vet. NASA, at the high-

est level. took a most statesmanlike position vis-3-vis the MOL.

Any militarily vseful manned space system must be a careful match between man,
special abilities. automatic equipment on beard the spacecraft and on the ground.
and the mission. . . . Manned space flight undertakings will be expensive, and the
pavloads which man will accompany into orbit must justify his presence in the man-
machine loop in orbit if the manned system is i be cost competitive. . . . The value
of the mission clearly must rest on the necessary presence of man in the satellite.”

The main thrust of this chapter will be to examine the development and ultimate cancellatioﬁ of
the Air Force’'s Manned Orbiting Laboratory. the USAF’s last. best hope for an independent human
spaceflight program. However, the fate of the MOL cannot be analvzed in isolation because its cancella-
tion was closely tied to factors both within the DoD and external to it. One of the factors was a perception
that MOL duplicated the reconnaissance capabilities of the NRO's robetic reconnaissance satellites:
therefore, one must bricfly look at the question of reconnaissance satellites in the Johnson administration.
Another factor in the MOL's cancellation was the conclusion by some that MOL duplicated NASA's
Apollo Applications Program (AAP) because they were both basically early versions of space stations;
therefore, one must look at the relevant portions of the AAP story inasmuch as they impacted on MOL. It
is hoped that this strategy of tying in all the relevant inputs to MOL's cancellation will complete the pic-

ture of the NASA-DoD refationship in the 1960s.

' C.P. Cabell. General. USAF. Retired. Consultant to the NASA Administrator. Memorandum to
Leonard Jaffee. Director, Space Applications Programs. Subject: Remote Sensors for Earth Oriented Pur-
poses, June 21. 1968, folder: Resolution from Space. DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC. 4.

* Albert G. Hall, Deputy DDR&E for Space. Speech. The Military Space Program. 1965-1975.

July 29, 1963, reprinted and issued as DOD News Release No. 488-65, Albert Hall file, Biographical Se-
ries, NHDRC. 9-10. Emphasis in original.
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Preliminary and Background Information

DoD Experiments on Geminij

Chapter 8 described how, after his failed attempt to gain management control over NASA's
Gemini program, McNamara signed in Janvary 1963 a NASA-DoD agreement which included provision
for the DoD to conduct experiments on NASA Gemini flights. These experiments serve as a sott of intro-
duction to the main MOL story because they highlight the underlying reason the OSD and Air Force feft
the military needed to determine if officers had a role in space: reconnaissance. While public discussion
and rhetoric continued to characterize MOL as an experimental test bed. the reality was that throughout
the Gemini experimental program the guest for data on exactly what, if anything. humans could contrib-
ute to the process of gathering overhead reconnaissance was paramount in the military space program. As
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for R&D Alexander Flax wrote DDR&E Harold Brovwn two months
after McNamara approved the concept of an MOL, “It is believed that the experience gained in the Gem-
ini experiments will be of considerable value for the MOL program.™

By the spring of 1964 NASA and DoD had jointly selected a total of 23 experiments for the
Gemini flights. ten of which were reserved for the DoD. NASA carefully described some of the more
sensitive DoD experiments, For instance, one was titled “Visual Definition of Objects™ which NASA de-
fined as the “exploration of the technical problem areas associated with man’s use of visual and optical
equipment during space flight. Commercially available photo/optical equipment will be integrated into
the Gemini spacecraft in a manner allowing the astronaut to view and photograph selected objects.” An-
other DoD experiment was “Visual Definition of Terrestrial Features.” which NASA said was for the
“optical and photographic observation of terrain features to compare what man says he can see to that
verified by photographs.” A third was “Astronaut Visibility” to “precisely determine man’s capability to
see Earth’s objects clearly. Calculations which can be made need to be checked before man’s visnal dis-
crimination capabilities can be ascertained. A simple optical system will be operated by the astronaut in

making visual observations.” Of course not every single DoD experiment aboard Gemini dealt with re-

* Alexander H, Flax, Memorandum to Harold Brown. Manned Orbital Program. Janvary 18,
1964, IRIS 1002995, AFHSO. 3.
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connaissance. Several were oriented toward the satellite inspection mission such as “Visual Definition of
Objects in Near Proximity in Space” designed to “demonstrate human proficiency and functienal capabil-
ity in space while maneuvering. The astronaut will maneuver his spacecraft so as to visually observe
nearby objects in space from various aspects.”

When the trade press transiated NASA’s generic descriptions of the DoD experiments. it was
much clearer: “The Air Force has restricted its experiments to those it considers vital to the Manned
Orbiting Laboratory prelude where a military crew will be charged with the responsibility of spyving and
inspecting from his space platform. . . . The DoD experiments are obvious - the determination of the fea-
sibility of operating a reconnaissance and spying system from a manned platform in space.” It should also
be noted that among the strictly NASA Gemini experiments there were also several that seemed to support
the DoD’s desire for gathering information on the role of humans in collecting intelligence from space.
For instance. three of NASA’s experiments were titled “Visual Definition of Terrestrial Features.,” and
“Synoptic Terrain Photography,” and “Visual Acuity in Space.” and carried descriptions similar to the
DoD reconnaissance- related experiments.”

Internal Air Force documents also summarized, “Experiments have been chosen to make maxi-
mum contribution toward the objectives of satellite inspection and observation from spacecraft” with an
emphasis on “investigat[ing] man’s ability to discriminate, acquire, track and photograph preselected or-
bital and terrestrial objects from Gemini.™® Flax told Secretary of the Air Force Zuckert: “The Air Force
experiments have been chosen to provide maximum contribution toward objectives of satellite inspection
and for observation. These are rudimentary experiments which will contribute to later programs such as

the Manned Orbiting Laboratory. [t is reasonable for this interpretation to be drawn from unclassified test

* NASA, News Release No. 64-78, NASA Selects Gemini Experiments. April 15. 1964. folder:
DOD/USAF “Blue Gemini,” DoD subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC, 6-9.

* “Gemini NASA/DOD Piggy-Back Experiments.” Space Daifv (April 17, 1964): 102. This list
of experiments also contained in William Gregory. “DOD. NASA Agree on Gemint Experiments,” dvig-
tion Week and Space Technology (June 1. 1964): 42,

¢ Robert E. Adair. Major, USAF, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for R&D. Historv of the As-
sistant for AManned Orbiting Laboratory: 1 January 1964 through 30 June 1964, Julv 1964, IRIS
1002993, AFHSO. 5.
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descriptions. Reconnaissance and inspection. however. have not been publicized.”’  Although one must
mention the DoD's Gemini experiments program. one must also not make too much of it. In the words of
the Air Force: “Due to physical space limitations. our Gemint experiments must be of a rather basic na-
ture.” As such, the Gemini experiments were “. . . a first minimal effon toward the development of a res-
ervoir of manned military space experience. However. our participation in this limited wayv in NASA's
Gemini program falls far short of satisfving our requirements. We cannot gain the experience which we
require to build a firm foundation for a manned military space program by looking over the shoulders of
the people who are designing, conducting. and managing space programs.”™ The MOL was therefore “our
calculated program which offers the best promise of military preparedness for any space eventuality, ™

The peak of the Dof) Gemini experiments program was probably on the Gemini V flight. August
20-29, 1965. On it the following DoD experiments were conducted: Basic Object Photography: Celestial
Radiometry/Space Object Radiometry; Surface Photography, and Astronaut Visibility. Also scheduled
was Nearby Object Photography but it had to be canceled because rendezvous with the target vehicle was
not accomplished. In addition, NASA conducted ifs experiments of Synoptic Terrain Photography and
Visnal Acuity. NASA’s official report for this flight indicated concerning basic object photography that
“acquiring, tracking. and photographing celestial bodics present no problems.” The radiometric experi-
ments (designed to detect and measure energy emitted from various non-natural sources such as ICBMs)
was successful: “Visual observation of the rocket plumes was possible in all cases.” The Surface Photog-
raphy experiment used enhanced but commercially available cameras to photograph the earth from space
and “Results ottained indicate thal visual acquisition with visual tracking can be successfully applied to
obtain photographs of a preselected terrestrial object.” NASA commented on its own synoptic terrain

photography: “Ground resolution is remarkably high: many small roads, canals, pipelines, and similar

* Alexander Flax. Memorandum to Eugene Zuckert. August 17, 1964. IRIS 1062994, AFHSO, 1.
Emphasis in original.

# USAF. Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and Development. Assistant for
Manned Orbiting Laboratory (AFRMO). Unclassified Supporting Witness Statement. Manned Space Pro-
grams, March 9. 1965, IRIS 1002996, AFHSO. p. 3-4.
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features are clearly visible.”” The astronauts conducted the photographic experiments on Gemini V using
a modified Hasselblad camera and telephoto tenses with 10" and 48" focal lengths: photographs of
downtown Dallas “clearly showed the individual runways, taxi-strips. and buildings of Love Field.”'”
Perhaps it was entirely coincidental that in August 1965 President Johnson atse give his approval for the
Air Force to proceed with construction of the MOL. perhaps not.

NASA overall reported encouraging results from its and DoD's experiments relating to the hu-
man ability to conduct photographic reconnaissance from space. This must have been heartening to sup-
porters of the MOL program. However. when these reconnaissance-related experiments were openly dis-
cussed by the press.!! Vice President and NASC Chairman Hubert Humphrey was not pleased. He wrote
Webb, “I was disturbed and ¢concerned about the attached news story [cited above]. . . . I was under the
impression that all of this reconnaissance activity was top secret. If I am in error. 1 would like to be so

»1?

informed. You may want to look into this, and I do hope so.”' While this author discovered no reply
from Webb to the vice president. there was a trailing off of publicly-released information about the DoD
experiments aboard NASA Gemini flights until the program’s termination a little over a vear later.

The Air Force’s evaluation of the Gemini experiments program was positive.”> One of its recon-

naissance- and observation-related conclustons stated. “Astronaut capability to acquire, track and photo-

? NASA, Manned Spacecraft Center, Gemini Program Mission Support: Gemini 1", August 1965,
box: Gemini Program, GT4 & GT35, shelf ViI-A-4, NHDRC, 8-2, 8-5, 8-7, 8-10, §-41.

'® Roy Houchin, “Interagency Rivalry?™ Quest. The History of Spaceflight Alagazine 4 (Winter
1993): 38.

" Sec Harold M. Schmeck. “Man’s Role in Space Underlined as Astronauts Sight Missile Shot.”
New York Times. August 25, 1965, p. 1. and William Hines. “Gemini Flight Slated to Carry Sky-Spy
Gear.” IWashington Evening Star. August 15, 1963,

"2 Hubert Humphrey, Memorandum to Webb, August 21, 1965, folder: Space Sunveillance. DoD
subseries. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC, I,

13 The final tally of DoD experiments scheduled for Gemini was fifteen; overall. 52 experiments
were conducted on Gemini missions. The experiments, and their official resuits. were: Basic object pho-
tography. successful, Nearby object photography. not performed; Mass determination. once not per-
formed. once successful: Celestial Radiometry. twice successful.  Star occultation navigation, once not
performed. once successful: Surface photography. successful: Space object radiometry. twice successful:
Radiation in spacecrafi. twice successful. Simple navigation. once not performed, once successful: Ion-
sensing atiitude control, twice successful: Astronaut maneuvering unit. experiment only partially per-
formed: Astronaut visibility, once not performed. once successful; UHF-VHF polarization. once not per-
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graph predetermined objects in space was confirmed.” Concerning the photographic definition of terres-
trial features. “The ability of an astronaut to acquire. track and photograph predetermined ground targets
with equipment having a narrow field of view was clearly demonstrated. Information was developed on
requirements and procedures for accomplishing manned spacecraft photography.” The Air Force's astro-
naut visibility experiment on Gemini “confirmed techniques for predicting the capability of astronauts to
discriminate small objects on the surface of the earth in daylight™ The Air Force was troubled by its in-
ability to classify its reconnaissance-related activities in the Gemini program. however. due to NASA's
insistence on an open information policy: “With complete exposure of the DOD experiments certain as-
pects such as photography, low light level television. and radiometric measurements which inherently
convey implications of intelligence objectives, became especially troublesome. The concern for public
impression on these subjects eventually caused curtailment of activities in these areas and resulted in
limitation of experiment technical product.” In the end. however, the Air Force concluded the Gemini
experiment effort “has been worthwhile. Valuable technical information and experience has been ac-
quired at relatively low Air Force cost . . . which will be valuable in obtaining information and support for
the MOL pregram.” ¥ The overall cost of the experiments program was $28.5 million.'* Still on file
today in the NASA History Office are photographs taken of ETR during the Gemini V flights in which
launch pads. roads. towns. and causeways are clearly visible,'®

There was no equivalent follow-on program for the Gemini experiments aboard Apollo. This

was due primarily of course to the fact that the Air Force had the MOL program in which to conduct in-

formed, once only partially performed, Night image intensification. once not performed. once successful;
Power tool evaluation, not performed. In addition. NASA Gemini experiments included: Synoptic terrain
photography. successfully performed seven times: Synoptic weather photography. successfully performed
seven times: and Visual Acuity, successfully performed twice See Linda Neumann Ezell. NASd Histori-
cal Data Book Vohwme II: Programs and Profects 1958-1968. NASA SP-4012 (Washington, DC:
USGPQ, 1988), 169-70.

1 USAF. AFSC. Space Systems Division. Detachment 2. at NASA Manned Spacecraft Center.
Report: Preliminary Evaluation - Program 631A, DOD/NASA Gemini Experiments, September 13, 1966,
IRIS 1002997, AFHSO, 14, 17, 20, 23, Appendix X.

1 USAF. Historv of the Directorate of Space, Deputv Chief of Staff for Research and Develop-
ment; January - June 1967, July 1967, K140.01-1. AFHSO. 10.

16 See folder: Space Surveillance Photographs. DoD subserics. Federal Agencies series. NHDRC.
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vestigations of the military applications of human spaceflight and therefore did not need to “piggy back”™
on NASA missions. In addition. except for Apollo 7 and 9. there was little time spent in Earth orbit dur-
ing Apollo missions. Aficr an exchange of correspondence over 1964, the DeD and NASA did agree in
March 1965 to continue on board Apollo some of the non-reconnaissance related work that the DoD had
done on Gemini in the areas of radiation measurements, manual autonomous navigation, and carbon diox-
ide reduction.” However. afier the fire tragedy in January 1967 delaved Apotlo’s flight test schedule.
Seamans recounted that NASA’s leadership decided to include in Apollo earth orbital flights only those
experiments relating directly to the lunar landing. Therefore, this lefi the DoD’s Apollo experiments
without a spacecraft assignment and in June 1967 all three DoD experiments were officially deleted from
Apolio flights.'®

Reconnaissance Satellites in the Mid- to Late -1960s

The reader will recall from chapters 5 and 8 that this dissertation has briefly touched on the
situation with reconnaissance satellites and the NRQ during the Eiscnhower and Kenncdy administra-
tions. Discussion of this topic during the Johnson era must rely almost wholly on secondary sources. due
to the continuing secrecy surrounding space reconnaissance methods and svstems. The relevant point
from the secondary sources one shouid apply to this chapter’s MOL discussion is simply that as automated
reconnaissance satellites became increasingly capable, developed a proven track record of performance,
and hecame key plavers in arins control and disarmament verification, the MOL’s justification as another
reconnaissance platform became increasingly difficult to maintain. In the end. it appears that the pur-
ported capabilities of the MOL above and beyond those of robotic satellites were not sufficient 1o convince
high-level space policy makers that the MOL was worth its cost.

Perhaps one of the most famous declarations concerning space reconnaissance is from the John-

son administration. It survives only because Johnson believed he was speaking off the record to a group of

17 Alexander Flax. Memorandum to the DDR&E. Air Force Experiments on Apollo Flights.
March 29, 1965, IRIS 1002996, AFHSO, 1.

'® Gerald T. Cantwell. The dir Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1967, Part I (Washington, DC: Air
Force History Office, 1969). 22.
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educators and government officials in Nashville. Tenncssee. but apparently was not. He said in March

1967,

I wouldn't want to be quoted on this but we've spent 35 or 40 billion dollars on the space

program. And if nothing else had come of it except the knowledge we've gained from

space photography. it would be worth 10 times what the whole program cost. Because

tonight we know how many missiles the enemy has and. it turned out. our guesses were

way off. We were doing things we didn't need to do. We were building things we didn’t

need to build. We were harboring fears we didn’t need to harbor.'®
This enthusiastic presidential endorsement of space reconnaissance. and indirectly the unmanned satel-
lites of the NRO. gives some indication of the importance of these space assets by the end of the 1960s.
While the MOL was designed to be part of the general family of reconnaissance-gathering systems. it
would encounter difficulties in cost-effectively adding anvthing to what the robolic satellites were alreads
doing.

The only primary source document readily available concerning the NRO in the Johnson ad-
ministration is DoD Directive 5105.23, “National Reconnaissance Office.” March 27, 1964. It was appar-
ently the end product of the intra-NRO squabbling between the Air Force and the CiA outlined in chapter
8. This directive stated the NRO was “an operating agency of the Department of Defense, under the di-
rection and supervision of the Secretary of Defense.” It was responsibie for “consolidation of all Depart-
ment of Defense satellite and air vehicle overflight projects for intelligence into a single program . . . and
for the completc management and conduct of this Program in accordance with policy guidance and deci-
sions of the Secretary of Defense.” By 1964, the blackout of information on the satellite reconnaissance
program was complete: “All communications pertaining to matters under the National Reconnaissance
Program will be subject to special systems of security control. . . . with the single exception of this direc-

tive. ne mention will be made of the . . . National Reconnaissance Program [or] National Reconnaissance

Office. Where absolutelv necessary to refer to the National Reconnaissance Program in communications

1 Evert Clark. “Satellite Spying Ciied by Johnson.” New York Times, March 17. 1967. p. 13.
Also in the Hashingron Post of March 18, 1967. Official. on-the-record acknowledgment of United States
reconnaissance satellites did not come until President James E. Carter declared at the Kennedy Space
Center on Qctober 1, 1978: “Photographic reconnaissance sateliites have become an important stabitizing
factor in world affairs in the monitoring of arms control agreements. They make an immense contribution
to the security of all nations. We shall continue 1o develop them.™ Public Papers of the President, 1978,
volume 2, (Washington. DC: USGPQ. 1979). 1686.

515



not under the prescribed special security systems. such reference will be made by use of the terminofogy:
“Matters under the purview of DoD TS-5105.23.”""" Bevond this single document. all other statements
concerning the NRO and reconnaissance satellites from the Johnson era are from secondary sources and
thus by definition have an ¢lement of speculation and conjecture.

Perhaps the only facet of the NRO and reconnaissance satellites as breathtaking as the security
procedures surrounding them were the claims concerning the satellites’ capabilities by the e;ld of the
1960s or at least the capabilities under development in the late 1960s which debuted in the early 1970s.
These capabilities would of course have been the ones against which the MOL was indirectly competing
as the Air Force struggled to justify its continued funding in the late 1960s. Philip Klass claimed in 1970
that . . . current designs have cloud-cover sensors to prevent them from wasting film on targets obscured
by weather. a valuable feature not found on the first photographic satellites. Still more advanced designs
in the future are expected to provide real-time photographic and electromagnetic reconnaissance.”” Two
years later Klass described the nation’s newest reconnaissance satellites. often referred to as KH-9 or “Big
Bird” as “nearing full operational status,” dclivering photographs with “fantastic resolution™ with
“resolution approximately twice that of previous designs. provid[ing] discrimination of individual persons
from an altitude of more than 100 miles. Big Bird is designed to perform both the scarch-and-find and
the close-look type missions that have required two different spacecraft.™ Given the fact that Klass stated

the first Big Bird was orbited on June 15, 19717 the system clearly would have been in development

* DoD, Department of Defense Directive 5105.23. National Reconnaissance Office. March 27.
1964, in John M. Logsdon. with Linda J. Lear. Jannelle Warren-Findley. Rav A. Williamson. and Dwavne
A. Day, eds., Exploring the Unknown: Selected Documents in the History of the U.S. Civil Space Pro-
gram, Volume I Organizing for Exploration, NASA SP-4407 (Washington, DC: USGPQ, 1995). 373-
75.

*' Philip J. Klass, “Military Satellitcs Gain Vital Data.” Aviation Week and Space Technology
(Septerber 15, 1970): 55. “Real-time” is a term meant to describe a process whereby the reconnaissance
images are transmitted to ground stations virtually simultancously. or with verv minimal delay, and are
shortly thereafter made available to national policy makers. In 1970 the traditional method of data return
continued in operation: dropping the film inside canisters back to the surface of the earth to be recovered.
processed, and delivered to decision makers.

22 All Klass citations in this paragraph from Philip Klass. “Big Bird Nears Full Operational
Status.” Aviation Week and Space Technology (September 23, 1972): 17
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during the mid- to late 1960s simultancously with the MOL and presented MOL with a formidable com-
petitor in the spacc reconnaissance collection mission field.

Jeflrey Richelson concluded that the KH-9 was initially developed as a back-up te the MOL 