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CHAPTER 10

IMPACT OF MISSILES AND SPACE ON NATIONAL
ORGANIZATION AND STRATEGY

1. The Defense Reorganization Act of 1958

In the aftermath of Sputnik many Americans were inclined to
blame interservice rivalry and 'service bickerings' within the
Department oif Defense for the lag in the development of American
missile-space technology. In an address to the American people on
7 November 1957, President "isenhower stated that ''such things as
alleged inter-service competition'' would 'mot be allowed to create
even the suspicion of harm to our scientific and development
program.' In his State of the Union message to Congress on 9
January 1958, Eisenhower noted that '[s]ome of the important new
weapons which technology has produced do not fit into any existing
service pattern' and that some of them ''defy classification accord-
ing to branch of service.' As soon as studies were completed
Eisenhower promised to send Congress a recommendation for a defense
reorganization that would 'achieve real unity" and 'end inter-
service disputes.'!

At the conclusion of its exhaustive air power hearings,

Senator Stuart Symington's special investigating subcommnittee had
already made recommendations regarding a need for defense organiza-
tion in a report made public on 25 January 1957. This report charged
that the Department of Defense had 'permitted duplication, even
triplification, among the three services in the development and
production of missiles,' had 'permitted comparable waste in the
allocation to the three services of responsibility in the missile
field," and had ''delayed in giving overriding priority to the
ballistic missile program.' The Symington subcommittee concluded:
""The duplicating approach characteristic of many research and devel-
opment programs in the Department of Defense, along with the dollar
limitations established for such programs, has retarded needed
modernization of weapon systems. These policies have retarded im-
portant scientific breakthroughs. They contrast with Soviet policies
which nave produced extraordinary Soviet progress ir the research

and development field.'"?2

Many of the witnesses who appeared before the numerous
Congressional committees that investigated missile and space problems
in the winter of 1957-58 agreed at least by inference with President
Eisenhower's apparent belief that interservice rivalry had con-
tributed to a lag in technological development. Supporting such an
idea when he appeared before Senator Lyndon B. Johnson's Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee in December 1957, Dr. Wernher von Braun
suggested that a '"National Space Agency'' ought to be set up either
under the Secretary of Defense or as an independent agency, with its
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own budget and an in-house master planning organization ''where
competent people would plan a course of action, a stepwise course
of action, on how to proceed to attain certain milestones. For
example, to put a man into orbit on a returnable basis within the
next 5 years, and to have a manned space station, say, in 10 years."3
President Eisenhower's scientific adviser, Dr. James R. Killian, had
written that "it is unreasonable to expect that ideas for radically
new weapons will come from the military services.' Elaborating this
theme in an appearance before the Johnson subcommittee, Dr. J.
Sterling Livingston, a Harvard University Professor of Business
Administration, urged that radically new weapons had seldom been
developed to fill military requirements. 'I recommend,' Livingston
said, '"that we bypass our existing decisionmaking process in weapons
development and that responsibility for the development of radically
new weapons and scientific equipment, such as earth satellites and
space vehicles, be transferred to an independent scientific agency
outside the Defense Establishment. This agency should have full
authority to take advantage of scientific breakthroughs without
approval or concurrence of the military services. . . . As soon as
one of the military services establishes an approved requirement for
any weapon under development, appropriate arrangements should be made
to transfer responsibility for the production of that weapon to the
service. Thus, the militazy services should be considered as
customers of this agency.''® Apparently giving some weight to rec-
ommendations such as these, the Senate Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee recomnended on 23 January 1958 that decisive action
should be taken to ''reorganize the structure of the Defense
Establishment' and to 'accelerate and expand research and development
programs, provide funding on a long-term basis, ard improve control
and administration within the Department of Defense or through the
establishment of an independent agency.'

* * * *

Since the days of Mitchell and Patrick Air Force leaders had
traditionally favored closer unification of the Armed Services, and,
early in 1956 when the Soviet Union appeared to be making greater
technological progress than the United States, the Air Force opened a
campaign aiming toward a new reorganization of the Department of
Defense. 1In a lecture delivered at the National War College, General
Twining stated that the matter of organizing defenses and using new
weapons most effectively was of equal importance with the technolog-
ical race. '"Even today,' he pointed cut, "our weapons are far ahead
of our doctrines and concepts for using them. . . . The real race
with the Soviets is to achieve the best doctrines, the best strategy
and tactics with new weapons.'' Twining warned that each service was
attempting to attain ''service self-sufficiency,'' whereas most tasks
were becoming the common objectives of all three services. From his
point of view as Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Twining stated that
he personally favored the idea of a single service, but he noted that
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such ideas had been studied and rejected many times, and be doubted
that they would be accepted except as a war-induced emergency
measure. His main hope for increased service unification lay in the
establishment of unified commands. '"From unified commands,' he said,
'"we get requirements for forces and weapons needed for clearly de-
fined tasks. In this respect, they differ from requirewments that
develop when you try to plan for meeting all kinds of war, in all
areas, with all kinds of weapons.' Twining favored the creation of
additional unified commands: a joint Strategic Air Command, for
example, should be established along the lines of the Continental
Air Defense Command. In unified commands, men of all services could
become jdentified as members of a common mission--men of an 'oriented
force."

In its report of Twining's address the Washington Daily News
asserted that the Air Force had begun ''blowing the bugles for closer
unification and eventual merger of the Army, Navy, Marines and Air
Force."! This assertion appeared to have some validity. In his
testimony before the Symington subcommittee in April 1956, General
Spaatz had already stated that the Department of Defense should be
organized 'with a single military chief of staff under the Secretary
of Defense plus a general staff.”™ 1In a speech in San Francisco on
1 June 1956, General White had pointed out that new weapons were
causing the roles and missions of the services to overlap more and
more. In order to provide a military organization ''that will help
us all to be free of conflicting service loyalties and confusing
influences," White favored further integration of forces irto joint
comnands and a free transfer of officers between the services. In
an appearance on a national television program on 3 June 1956, Mr.
Finletter stated that it was '"absolutely necessary that we coordinate
all of these three services and put them into a single service."
During 1956, Mr. Gill Robb Wilson, President of the Air Force
Association, Professor Barton Leach, and retired Lieutenant General
Quesada endorsed an integration of the military services.

In an article published during the winter of 1956-57, Colonel
Albert P. Sights, Jr., a member of the policy Division of the Air
Force Directorate of Plans, provided a suggested blueprint to the
way in which United States national defense forces could be orga-
nized to accomplish the '"basic tasks' of defense deriving from the
nationul objectives. Sights conceived that the basic national®
defense tasks were the maintenance of nuclear deterrence, continental
defense, a strategic reserve, and peripheral defenses in the Atlantic
and Pacific. He visualized that the various combat functions that
were dispersed in seventeen unified, specified, and single-service-
responsible organizations ought to be consolidated into five auton-
omous task-centered combat commands, which could be designated as
the Strategic Atomic, Continental Defense, Pacific Defense, atlantic
Defense, and Strategic Reserve Commands. A Chief of Military
Operations should be appointed to provide a centralized direction
and control of these combat forces in peace and war. The three
military services should be reduced to supporting elements of the
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combat organization. The Secretary of Deicnse should be provided
with an expanded civilian and military stafl to assist him in
directing the combat organization and the three support comnands. 10
While this discussion was progressing, Secretary Wilson manifest

little concern for what he described as the '"wagic formula' of
"complete unification.' ''The stifling of intelligent discussions

for the sake of unanimity,'" Wilson thought, 'will not guarantee the
perfect answer, More importantly, it is foreigun to our concept of

a free society.'" He opposed a single .rmed Forces chief ol staif as
"a dangerous thing' which would ''risk wilitary dictatorship in our
country.' Wilson freely admitted that he had encouraged service

rivalry in the development of new weapons and he saw no reason why
he could not at an appropriate time 'siwply interpret how the new
weapons can fit into the previously agreed division of respon-
sibility."11 Speaking as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Admiral Radford suggested that Finletter's advocacy of a single
service and a single uniform ''would not solve anything . . . we
would still have compartmentation within this single uniform."
Radford also thought that a single :srmed Forces chief of staff would
have a very difficult life. 'His lot probably would be an unhappy
one because he really would not have the authority that his title
would imply unless we changed our system of government.''l2

Representing long-standing Navy views, Admiral Arleigh Burke,
Chief of Naval Operations, flatly opposed a single Armed Services
Chief of staff. '"If you have a single Chief of Staif,' Burke main-
tained, ''with the power of decision and with authority to develop
his staff as he sees fit, sooner or later he can . . . develop an
organization that is case hardened on the outside. . . . He can
develop his own systems, and some time, some day somebody can
misuse that.' Touching on the suggestion that the Joint Chiefs oil
Staff might be separated from their services and wade into a high-
level strategic planning body, Burke argued: '"The trouble with
separating the chiefs from the chiefs of services is that when you
don't have the responsibility for something it's awfully easy to
tell people what to do. . . . Another thing is that for a Joint Chief
to be effective he must know his answers. . . . He's got . . . to
really know the basic things concerning his service gertaining to
the problems which the chiefs are trying to solve.'"13 Even though
Twining officially favored a single service and a single Armed
Forces chief of staff as a matter of policy, he was personally
willing to admit that he had some reservations on both matters. "I
think it would be less expensive than the present organization,' he
said. '"However, I still feel,'" he added, '"that the three services
watching each other is a pretty healthy thing, because no one can get
really off the beam. With a single service you might get a sort of
military dynasty built up that could make a realy bad mistake for
the United States.'l4

Acting as a public service in the national interest a study
panel of the Rockefeller Brothers Fund had provided wmany of the
recommendations that had been implemented in the Department of
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Defe.se reorganization of 1952, and in November 1956 a grouping of
seven panels assembled by the Rockefeller ifund began to concider
national problem areas in terms of the future. Some nineteen
distinguished citizens served on Panel II, "International Security--
The Military Aspect," whose report was prepared under the direction
of Henry A. Kissinger and was released late in 1957. This report
forecasted four trends that would be of particular importance to
national security: weapons technology would become increasingly
complex, the rate of technological change would increasingly com-
plicate the tasks of defense relative to offense, the Soviet Bloc
would continue to gain in over-all military strength, and the con-
cept of scarcity in nuclear weapons would disappear from the defense
calculations of the United States, the Soveit Union, and to a lesser
extent Great Britain. Based on this strategic estimate the panel
described three major defects in the organization of the Department
of Defense: (1) The roles and missions assigned to the individual
military services had become competitive rather than complementary
because they were out of accord with weapons technology and the
principal military threats to national policy. (2) The organization
and responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff precluded the
development of a comprehensive and coherent national defense
doctrine. (3) The Secretary of Defense was so burdened with the
nagative tasks of trying to arbitrate and control interservice
disputes that he could not play his full positive part in the
initiation and development of high military policy.

In order to remedy the central weaknesses which it described
as inherent in the existing organizatioa of the Department of Defense,
.he Rockefeller panel recommended changes in service :olls and
missions, in the status of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and in the
authority of the Gecretary of Defense. In the wmatter of roles and
missions, the panel recommended that the military departments be
removed from the channel of operational command and be charged to
support the unified operational commands. It further recommended
that all operational military forces of the United States should be
organized into unified commands to perform missions dictated by
strategic requirements. The units assigned to each unified comuander
should be organic to his command and not simply placed under his
temporary operational control. Since the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff was believed to be the 'only member who can give his
full-time attention to problems of over-all strategic doctrine,'" the
panel considered it logical that the Chairman should be designated
as the principal military adviser to the Secretary of Defense and to
the President. The Chiefs of the Services would continue to serve
on the Joint Chiefs of Staff but only as advisers to the Chairman
on logistics, training, and procurement. The Chairman should also
control the staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which would be
organized on a joint basis. 1In order to develop a group of top
officers who could '"transcend the thinking of any one service,' the
panel recommended that all officers above the equivalent rank of
brigadier general should receive their permanent promotions frowm the
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Department of Defense and should become officers of the Armed Forces
of the United States. Under the exiscting organization the panel
conceived that the Secretary of Defense was a referee who could
handle disputes only after they came to him in hardened forimn. In
order to strengthen the Secretary's position, the panel recommended
that the line of operational command should run from the President
and the Secretary of Defense to the functional commanders through
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It recommended that the
line of logistical command should be from the President through the
Secretary of Defense to the Secretaries of the three military de-
partments. The panel also recommended that the Secretary of Defense
be given absolute powers over research and development and over
procurement. Its report stated: ''The Secretary of Defense should be
given authority over all research, develcpmert and procurement. He
should have the right of cancellation and transfer of service
programs together with their appropriations. He should also be
given a direct appropriation for the conduct of rfgearch and devel-
opment programs at the Defense Department level.'

The Rockfeller panel report was especially critical of what it
described as the ''service bias'' of the members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. It asserted that ''the Joint Chiefs of Staff functions too
often as a committec of partisan adversaries engaged in advancing
service strategic plans and compromising service differences. Too
little in present arrangements permits the Chief of Staff time and
opportunity to think spontaneously or comprehensively about over-all
strategic problems. The result is that our military plans for
meeting foreseeable threats tend to be a patchwork of compromise
between conflicting strategic concegts or simply the uncoordinated
war plans of the several services.'l? Other supposedly informed men
supported this same criticism. Thus on 25 November 1957 Dr. Vannevar
Bush asserted that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had never been able to
prepare a ''unitary' war plan. ''The services themselves,' he said,
". . . have prepared war plans, all different, each one of them the
best they can produce. From there on, there has been no means by
which those could be brought into a unitary plan.'" Bush's solution
was to put the preparation of war plans into the hands of three
senior officers (retired officers brought back to active duty if
they were the right men) who would be detached from all further
obligation to their individual services. 'The essential thing,"
Bush said, ''is that in one way or another we get the thing we are
looking for, namely a unified war plan.”

Virtually no one in authority agreed with the assertions of the
Rockefeller panel and of Dr. Bush that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had
failed to agree on war plans.19 While testifying before the Senate
Prepareduness Investigating Subcommittee early in 1558, the Joint
Chiefs agreed that they seldom had specific difficulties in arriving
at a joint approval of war plans and related operational matters.
War plans were based on capabilities and military forces in being.
Most disputes arose from a competition for funds and related
resources needed to increase and improve the forces of the future. 20
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General White emphasized that split decisions were actually ''rare"
and were not unwholesome, since minority views were not hidden be-
cause a majority might oppose them. '"I feel,'" White said, 'that
numbers do not necessarily make for correct decisions. There can
be good results from JCS splits provided higher authority resolves
the issue with unequivocal decision. "2l General Taylor estimated
that out of 2,977 Joint Chiefs of Staff actions in the period between
October 1955 and March 1959 only 23 split papers were forwarded to
the Secretary of Defense.22 These split papers dealt with important
subjects upon which compromise was impossible. ''There is always,"
White explained, 'tremendous self-imposzed pressure to do the best
job possible because agreement among the Chiefs on military matters
ought ordinarily to result in the best solution of the problem.
Based upon past experience, I consider that a compromise solution
of a military problem arrived at by the Joint Chiefs of Staff is
usually bet%er than a compromise decision made by civilian
authority."43 "If the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent nothing but unan-
imous recommendations forward to the Secretary of Defense,' Admiral
Burke observed, ''then we should be apprehensive because it would
mean either that the Joint Chiefs were losing their competence,
their sincerity, or their expertness, or that the services thems=lves
were becoming ineffective, unready, or insensitive to their duties
in national security."24

Each of the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that
their 'two-hat" workload as service chief and member of the Joint
Chiefs was extremely burdensome, but they believed that the nation's
chief military planners, as General ‘iwining put it, had to be
"intimately acquainted on a d~y-to-day basis with the operating
capability and effectiveness of their own services."23 "If you
divorce the Chiefs of Staff from their services,' General White
thought, ''then the man who gives the orders and lays the plans has
no responsibility for carrying them out, and that makes it pretty
difficult for the other fellow, whoever does have to carry them
out." Admiral Burke was even more positive: "The responsibility
stemming from the importance of JCS military planning and advice,"
he said, '"'is so great that the information required is nothing short
of the best. The best available information on the capabilities,
readiness, and requirements of the armed services can be possessed
only by the military chiefs of these services.'2/ Twining's
suggestion for a solution to the 'terrific load' that was laid upon
the individual chiefs was the one that he had employed while he was
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, namely to delegate as much as
possible of the service work to a vice chief of staff.28 While
General White thought that the Joint Chiefs must remain as the heads
of their services, he was willing to foresee sowme change. Taking a
"long look out into the future,'" White visualized that 'we are going
to have to go to something that is tantamount to a single service."
In preparation for this he thought that officers who served on the
joint staffs of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or of unified commands
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might be divorced from their services and become Armed Forces
officers. Such an Air Force officer could go back to his service,
but in a ''gray uniform rather than a blue uniform'" and with the
understanding that he was ''eligible for broader service'" and had
"lost his status as a purely Air Force officer, "2

The senior military officers who appeared before the Senate
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee displayed little agreement
as to the status to be accorded to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs !
of Staff and as to whether the nation required a single Armed Forces
Chief of Staff. Asked about these matters, General LeMay observed
that such questions would have to be settled by the govermment out-~
side the military establishment. For the immediate future he recom-
merded that one thing to be done 'would be to change the present
Chairman from one of a man who just conducts the meetings, to some
responsibility, and require him to come out of a meeting with a
military decision, and if he can get unanimous opinion from the
Joint Chiefs, fine: if he cannot, then he forces the issue and makes
the decision himself, if necessary."30 General White pointed out
that the Secretary of Defense already turned to the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs for advice in cases of split decisions. A single chief
of statf would provide prompt decisions but less certainly wise
decisions, since diffsring points of view would not be made known to
civilian authorities.3l As he had done before, Admiral Burke
bitterly opposed a single chief of staff who might become a military
dictator if he wzre a strong man or & ''yes man" if he were weak.
In responce to a request for their opinions, General Spaatz and
Fleet Admiral Nimitz offered exactly opposite views. Spaatz urged
that a "simple efficient system' of a single chief or staff and a
competent joint staff was required to direct "a complex nilitary
organization.'" "The Supreme Commander in the Washington area,"
Nimitz thought, '"is the President as Commander in Chief, and any
proposal to set up somebody else as a single commander between him
and the forces in the field is totally wrong."33

Still new to the responsibilities of the Office of Secretary of
Defense, Secretary McElroy remarked that he could have used "just a
little bit more time to get acquainted with all my surroundings' be-
fore undertaking a reorganization of the Department of Defense, but
President Eisenhower's State of the Union address of 9 January 1958
indicated an immediate need for action. To head the reorganization
project, McElroy secured the services of Mr. Charles S. Cocolidge,
whomn he appointed Special Assistant for Reorganization. He also
established a consultative group, including General Twining as
incumbent Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Bradley
and Admiral Radford as former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs, Mr.
William C. Foster as a former Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr.
Nelson A. Rockefeller as chairman of the President's Advisory
Committee on Government Reorganization, and retired General Alfred
M. Gruenther. These men spent some six weeks conducting interviews
within and without the Department of Defense before preparing draft
legislation which was incorporated in a report that McElroy submitted
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to Eisenhower. Even before tiis McElroy had obtained the Przsident's
advice on key points on several occasions, and Eisgghower 2pproved
the suggested legislation with only a few changes. McElroy later
disclosed that he and Eisenhower had considered and rejected such
proposals as a single irmed Forces chief of staff, a merger of the
Armed Services, and the establishment of Assistant Secretaries of
Defense for /Army, Navy, and Air Force in place of existing service
secretaries. They also rejected the Rockefeller panel's recomuenda-
tions that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff be made the
principal military adviser to the President and the Defense Secretary;
that the Joint Staff be organized on a unified basis and placed under
the control of the Chairman who would then shape strategic planning;
and that all military forces should be assigned organically to
unified commands. '"I would say,'" General Twining added, 'that our
concept of the Joint Chiefs of Staff organization as written in the
administration bill is not along the same philosophy as the
Rockefeller report.'35

As he had promised to do President Eisenhower transmitted a
message to Congress on 3 April 1958 in which he discussed the
administrative and legislative changes that he considered essential
in the Department of Defense. In explanation of his reasoning,
Eisenhower stated: '"First, separate ground, sea and air warfare is
gone forever., If ever again we should be involved in war, we will
fight it in all elements, with all services, as one single concen-
trated effort. Peacetime preparatory and organizational activity
must conform to this fact. Strategic and tactical planning must be
completely unified, combat forces organized into unified commands,
each equipped with the most efficient weapons systems that science
can develop, singly led and prepared to fight as one, regardless
of service. The accomplishment of this result is the basic function
of the Secretary of Defense, advised and assist»d by the Joint Chieis
of Staff and operating under the supervision of the Commander-in-
Chief. . . . Additionally, Secretary of Defense authority, especially
in respect to the development of new weapons, must be clear and
direct, and flexible in the management of funds. Prompt decisions
and elimination of wasteful activity must be primary goals.'36

Most of Eisenhower's message dealt with legislative actions re-
quired of Congress, but he also revealed his own administrative
orders for changes within the Department of Defense. Subject only to
exceptions that he would personally approve, he intended that 'all of
our operational forces be organized into truly unified commands."
"I expect,' he said, 'these truly unified commands to go far toward
realigning our operational plans, weapon systems and force levels in
such fashion as to provide maximum security at minimwn cost.'
Eisenhower stated that the Joint Chiefs of Staff concept was
"essentially sound," but he directed that the Joint Chiefs would
serve collectively as a staff to assist the Secretary of Defense in
his exercise of direction over unified commands. He directed the
Secretary of Defense to discontinue the existing joint staff committee
system and to organize the joint staff into integrated staff
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directorates. Believing that ''before officers are advanced beyond
the two-star level, they must have demonstrated, among other
qualities, the capacity for dealing objectively--without exireme
service partisanship--with matters of che bicadest significance to
our national security,' Esienhower annourced rhat he would consider
for promotion or nomination to these higlh ranks only those officers
that were recommended to him by the Secretary of Defemse.

With a very few exceptions the Department of Defense
Reorganization Act of 1958 passed by Congress znd signed into law on
6 August 1958 represented President Eisenhowzr's recommendations.

The act markedly increased the authority of the Secretary of Defense,
particularly in the operational direction of the Armed Forces and

in the research and development field. Where the old Natiunal
Security Act's preamble had provided for 'three military departments
separately administered" the new law provided for "a Department of
Defense, including three military departments' and provided only

that the departments were to be ''separately organized.' The
administration bill had proposed to delete all reference to the
separate status of the departments, but Chairman Carl Vinson and the
House Committee on Armed Services inserted the provision that the
departments would be ''separately organized.' The act vested over-all
direction and control of military research and developwent activities
in the Secretary of Defense and created a position of Director of
Defense Research and Engineering, who would be the principal adviser
to the Secretary on scientific and technological matters, would
supervise all research and engineering activities in the Department
of Defense, and would direct and control (including assignment or
reassignment) of those research and engineering activities that the
Secretary of Defense deemed to require centralized management. The
Secretary was also authorized to establish single agencies to

conduct any service or supply activity common to two or more military
departments.38 The suthority to establish single agencies was added
to the bill by an amendment offered by Representative_John McCormack
and was accepted by Congress with very little debate. 39

The Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 also
provided that the President, with the advicz and assistance of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and acting through the Secretary of Defense,
would establish unified or specified commands for the performance of
military missions. Forces assigned to such commands were to be under
the '""full operational command" of a unified or specified commander,
but the type forces assigned to such a command would be supported by
their respective military departments. Under the 1953 reorganization,
designated service secretaries had served as executive agents for
designated unified or specified commands. Now the operational line
of command for these commands ran from their commanders through the
corporate Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense and the
President. The previous legislative authority of the Chief of Naval
Operations and of the Chief of Staff of the Air Force to command
their respective forces was repealed; the Chief of Staff of the Army
had never possessed such authority. The act repealed the meaningless
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old provision whereby the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was
not permitted to vote (the Joint Chiefs had never conducted business
by vote), and the Chairman was authorized to manage the Joint Staff
(which could not exceed 400 officers) and its Director, on behalf of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The administration bill had omitted any
limitation on the number of persons who might be assigned to the
Joint Staff, but Chairman Vinson and the House Committee on Armed
Services had insisted on setting & limit on the strength of the
Joint Staff. On this matter Vinson observed: 'And no one can now
say that there is any danger or apprehension that we are drifting
toward a Prussian system. Because we prohibit that, by putting in
the roadblock of 400." 1In the approved ' -¢ the vice chiefs of the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force were authorized to perform
such duties and exercise such powers as th:ir chiefs and service
secretaries might delegate or prescribe for them, thus by inference
enabling the service chiefs tn devote more time to the work of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.40

After a period of study Secretary McElroy began to effect the
new organizational framework for the Departuent of Defense. In the
reorganization McElroy attached the largest importance to the in-
stitution of the new and more direct lines of command to the unified
and specified commands and the next degree of importance to the
establishment of the new research and engineering organization.
"Emphasis on the unified command,'" he had said, ''constitutes the
heart and soul of the President's program of reorganization.' 2 In
September 1958 Eisenhower and McElroy reviewed and approved the
missions of the two specified commands--the Eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean and the Strategic Air Commands--and the six unified
commands--the Alaskan, Atlantic, Caribbean, Continental Air Defense,
European, and Pacific Commands. That same month administrative and
logistical support of the unified and specified command headquarters
was assigned out among the military derartments: the Air Force was
made responsible for supporting the headquarters of the Alasken,
Continental Air Defense, and Strategic Air Commands.43 All component
forces assigred to the unified or specified commands, including the
component force headquarters, were to be administered and supported
by the military department that provided the forces. The unified
and specified commanders were given no budgetary functions: they
made plans and stated requirements for forces to the corporate Joint
Chiefs of Staff, who correlated all force requirements with across-
the-board requirements and capabllitiec.““ In an additional directive
issued on 31 December 1958, Secretary McElroy described additional
portions of the new organization. This directive visualized three
groups of agencies under the Secretary of Defense. Immediate staff
assistance to the Secretary was provided by the Office of the
Secretary ot Defense, which now comprised seven assistant secretaries
and the Director of Defense Research and Engineering. The Joint
Chiefs acted as the Secretary's principal military advisers and his
military staff in the chain of operational command. The three
military departments constituted the second group of agencies.
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Each department was responsible for the preparation of type forces.
The unified and specified commands cowprised the third group of
agencies. Two command chains were established: the line of
operational command ran from the President to the Secretary of
Defense and through the corporate Joint Chiefs ol Staff to the
commanders of the unified and specitied commsands. The line of non-
operational command ran from the rresideat to the Secretary of
Defense and to the secretaries of the wmilitary departwents.

As enacted into law the 1958 reorganization act went about as
far as possible in centralizing authority and control in the
Department of Defense as could be wanaged without abandoning the
concept of the separate military services. The major statutory
limitations on the powers oi the Secretary of Defense that remained
were that the wititary departuents could not be uwerged, that
statutory functions could not be substantially changed without
careful Congressional review, that a single chief ot staff over the
Armed Forces or an over-all Armed Forces general staff should not
be established, and that the Secretaries of the wmilitary departments
and the individual wembers of the Joint Chiefs of Stalf might preseat
any recommendation they deemed proper to Congress. While the latter
authority had not been used since 1949 rresident Eisenhower had
described it as ''legalized insubordination. '"'46

* % % *

During hearings in Congress and in the months that followed the
passage of the Department of Defense Keorganization Act of 1958,
continued criticism of defense organization indicated a prevalent
belief in some quarters that the act was only a partial, evolutionary
step toward increased unification. As early-as 17 April 1958 General -
white announced that the Air Force was ''wholeheartedly' in accord .
with the President's proposals on defense reorganization. When he
appeared before the House Committee on Armed Sexvices on 2 riay, White
justified the oeorganization on the grounds that it would establish

: a peacetime organization that could weet wartime requicewents, pro-
vide a system that would better enal:le the Joint Chieis of Staff to !
act with corporate responsibilities and corporate views, assign
clear-cut authority and responsibility to the Secretary of Defense,
and provide better defense at a cowparable cost. "I completely
agree,' White said, "with the President's concept that separate
ground, sea, and air warfare are gone [orever, and that peacetime
preparation and organization must conform to this fact." 1In response
to questions, White admitted thot the reorganization ueasure might
mean "that some of the things tha: we perhaps consider vested
interests of the ‘ir Force might go by the board," but he added: "I
think and a great many of us in the air Force think that even it
that happened, it would be for the good of the over-all national
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, defense. "
: When White appeared before the Senate Comuittee on /rued
t Services on 19 June, he continued to support the reorganization bill
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although he regretted that the House of Representatives had placed
limitations on the authority of the Secretary of Defense to transfer,
reassign, abolish, or consolidate combatant functions within the
Department of Defense. '"This could hold up action for many wmonths,"
White explained, ''on a change of wmajor importance to the security ot
our country." While the law would thus contain limits on the
Secretary's authority, White nevertheless considered that the 'best
possible organization' of the Defense Department was being effected.
He thought that the reorganization would result '"in greater uni-
formity . . . as far as doctrine and training are concerned' since
the unified comnands would be operating directly under the corporate
Joint Chiefs of Staff and "anytime there is a conflict in
doctrine . . . it can, and undoubtedly would, be straightered out, "48
In summary of his position General White would rewmark: "I vigorously
supported the Reorganization Act of 1958. 1 think it is a step
forward."49 During hearings on the reorganization bill before the
Senate Committee on Arined Services, General Spaatz described the
measure as inadequate in that it failed to give the Secretary of
Defense an administrative control over the services. "In my opinion,"
Spaatz said, ''the Defense Department will never be properly organized
until full adwministrative authority is vested in the Secretary of
Defense; and that condition is so stated in the law in no uncertain
terms."SO

In a strong statement made to the Senate Comuittee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences on 22 April 1959, General Leiay
described the Defense Reorganization Act of 1953 as a step in the

right direction that ought to be pursued further. ''Today wore than
ever before in our history,' he stated, ''ther: is need for centralized
control and direction over our Armed Forces. . . . ilodern weapons

and improved delivery systems are changing the concepts of military
operations and confusion or indecision can be fatal in this new era.
As our weapon systems improve and becowne more versatile it is be-
coming more and more apparent that the funccions and weapons of
individual services are beginning to overlap. Forces are of neces-
sity becoming functionally oriented. To weet this changing condition
I firmly believe we will need a modification in our military structure.
I believe that we must eventually progress toward a single service,
with a single Chief of Staff, and one staff to operate the Arued
Forces. . . . The DOD Reorganization Act of 1958 was a step in this
direction. . . . I feel that sooner or later we wust go beyond this. ;
Semiautonowous combat organizations are not the cowmplete answer. We !
need central command and control. To achieve chis, the barriers that
are created by service interest wust be removed. Cowmbat elements
having the sawme function or wission must be iategrated into func-
tional areas under single control. . . . As I see it now, this can
best be accomplished under a single chief; one who can mace decisions
on force structure, approve strategic plans and weapon systews and
assign those systems for use by given eleuents of the Armed Forces.'9l

The Air Force position was favorably regarded in souc
Congressional comnittees. In its report on the Department of Defense
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appropriation bill in the summer of 1959, the House Appropriations -
Committee stated: "'"The President, the Secretary of Defense, the
Congress, and the American penple have a right 1.0 expect®a better
job from the JCS in the way of military guidance. As a corporate
body, the Joint Chiefes »f Staff must set up plans for the guidance
of the various commands and the respective services. Hard de.isions
are required, and the President, the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs must assume the major responsibility for tailoring
military forces to requirements. Each year the question which con-
fronts ys of 'who gets whai' is becoming more dffficult to cope
with."? In September 1959 -he Committee on Government Operations
of the House of Representatives recommended an Army-Air Force merger
as a beginning step to "end wiste and confusion'" in the Pentagon.
¥hile each service tries to accommodate and adapt its mission con-
cept to the space medium,'" the committee refported, 'the logic of
new weapons technology has virtually destroyed the traditionel basis
for services organized around strategic lard, sea, and air
missions. . . . There is historical irony !n the fact that the Air
Force achieved its organic separation from the Army at the threshold
of the decline of airpower and the rise of mi~sile power.'>3

In a study of "Service Roles and Missions in the Future' com-
pleted in May 1958, the Air War College Evaluation Staff had noted’
that media of operations had originally determined the strategic
functions of land, sea, and air forces. The emergence of new
weapon systems, however, had reduced the effect of media on opera-
tions. The Evaluation Staff had therefore recomnended: 'we must
begin to relate task or mission to weapon system and to arrange
weapon systems into apprcpriate groupings for management putpous."sl‘
In a high priority project assigned on 14 May 1959, the Evaluation
Staff prepared a detailed study looking toward the implementation of
a single service coucept. The study was completed in basic form on*®
31 July 1959 and was transmitted to the Air Force Plans Directorate,
which bound extraccs from it with other "think papers' in standard
black binders and circulated the package for comment. The study was
also published in the Air University Quarterly Review during the
sumver of 1960. This '"Study on Single Service' proposed that the
Department of Defense could move toward a single service in five
evolutionary steps and that the beginning of the evolutionary changes
could be made under authority permitted by the Defense Reorganization
Act of 1958. In a preliminary step, a joint reorganization task
force should be established to prepare basic planning. In an
activation step, the Joint Chiefs of Staff should be divorced from
service affiliations and used as the nucleus for a netional military
council that would advise a single Armed Forces chief of staff, who
would be supported by a national military staff. In an operational
step, new unified commands would be organized to include a Strategic,
a Mobile Strike, a Continental U.S. Defense, an Atlantic, a Pacific,
a Research and Development, and a Logistics Command. In a clean-up
step, the Departments of ..rmy, Navy, and Air Force would be dis-
continued and activated as comnands, with support and training
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functions. In the final step, the Army, Navy, and Air Force commands
would be integrated into a unified Personuel and Training Commnand.
Navy officers soon began to refer to the single service study as the
"Air University Black Book of Reorganization Papers.'’® For his own
part General White defended the so-called "Air Universicy Black Book'
as a necessary study which was apparently more familiar to Aruy and
Navy officers than to Air Force officers. He saw no reason why Air
Force officers should not be studying the concept of a single
service, but he added: "I can tell you right now the Air Force does
not advocate a single service.'57

* * * %*

The apparent Air Force enthusiasm for increased unification of
the military services was not shared by the Departwent oi Defense
or by the Army and Navy. In April 1959, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Quarles expressed confidence that the 1958 reorganization would
""discourage improper use of the research and developuent program as
neans of carrying on a kind of warfare between the Departments in an
attempt on the part of each to enlarge its area of roles and
missions.' Quarles also believed that 'some degree of this rivalry
between departuments is wholesome and productive."38 In his report
of the first full year of operations under the 1958 reorganization
act, Secretary McElroy stated that the new defense organization
"adequately meets current management needs.' Additional adjustments
would likely be necessary as technology continued to advance, but
McElroy cautioned: "I is important . . . that such adjustments are
evolutionary rather ‘han revolutionary in character, for radical
changes upset the owerational effectiveness of any organization for
a considerable time."59 McElroy's successor as Secretary of Defense,
Thomas S. Gates, Jr., stated on 13 June 1960, that it was his judg-
ment that the defense organization was essentially sound. "I would
suggest no further statutory changes,'' he recommended, "until we have
more thoroughly digested this 1958 reorganization and learned, by
living with it, of any further changes in the law which might be
indicated. "60 Following retirement as Army Chief of Staff, General
Taylor advocated the establishment of a single defense chief ot
staff who would receive requests for forces from unified comnanders,
make budget allocations in functioual fields, aud provide centralized
control of operations, but he saw a continuing need for the separate
departments in order to ''create and maiatain the forces as directed
by the Secretary of Defense."®l The uew Army Chief of Staff, General
Lyman L. Lemnitzer, specifically cor.sidered that the suggested merger
of the Army and the Air Force would be '‘undesirable,' and he also
believed that "the division among the services is a perfectly natural
one--one service to fight on lard, the Army; one to fight on the
surface of the sea, over it and underneath it, the Navy; and one in
the air, the Air Force.'02 The Navy and the Marine Corps strongly
opposed a single service. '"We have very little duplication now left
in the services,'" Admiral Burke testified. ''What could happen is the
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elimination of one whole element, so you don't have that element at
all, and thereby leave yourself wide open, betting that just one
thing is going to happen.'63

In its support for the Department of Defense Reorganization Act
of 1958 the Air Force had assumed that the new organization would
increase the importance of unified commands and that by vesting
primary responsibility for stating force requirements ia the unified
conmanders would permit a "more realistic'' allocation of available
defense dollars. The Department of Defense budgetary allocation of
funds by military services remained unchanged, however, and in the
summer of 1958 the Secretary of Defense accepted $41.25 billion as
an initial planning objective for the fiscal year 1960 defense
budget and determined that allocations to each service would continue
to be approximately the same gercentagc of the whole as had been
the case in fiscal year 1959. 4 while they were theoretically re=-
duced in stature by the defense reorganization, the military depart-
ments thus continued to exercis> the power of the budget. In
explaining the problem, General White observed that: 'As a service
chief, I am always trying to get the best I can for my service.'

But within the Air Force White also had to resolve the competing
requests [or funds submitted by the Strategic Air Command, the ..ir
Dcfense Command, and the Tactical Air Command. Each of these
comnanders were men who were charged with, as White said, 'a
specié%c responsbilility and they are exceedingly dedicated to their
job. ™" As has been seen, General White and the Air Staff initiated
a reduction in the forces to be available to the Continental Air
Defense Command in the spring of 1960 over the strong opposition of
the unified commander, who considered that his wmission as a unified
commander was being jeopardized.

In view of tl.e strong emphasis upon unified commands in
['isenhower's defense reorganization proposals, Air Force leaders
assumed that the reorganization act would result in the establishisent
of unified commands to replace the single-service specified commands.
General White thus saw a good possibility that the Tactical Air
Command and the Continental Army Forces might well be placed in a
single unified command.66 At the helm of the Strategic Air Comnand,
General Power pointed out in April 1958 that he was charged as the
spccified commander to coordinate attacks against inany strategic
targets nominated in separate target lists by other specified and
unified comnanders. With the advent of missiles such existing
methods of coordinating strategic attacks would be adequate only
in the unlikely circumstance that the United States would exercise
the initiative and could carefully determine and prepare every facet
of the operation in advance. 7 In context with the defense re-
organization of 1958 the Air Force also assumed that a unified
Strategic Command might well be organized to control both the Air
Force's strategic air and missile forces and the Navy's Polaris-
equipped submarine forces.08

As early as ‘pril 1959 the Joint Chiefs of Staff began lengthy
studies as to the manner in which comumand and control would be
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exercised over the rolaris weapon system.(’9 When early discussions
failed to reach a positive decision, General White rornally requested
the establishment of a unified U.S. Strategic Comuwand. He urged that
both the Strategic Air Comwand and a Polarvis suodwavine cousand would
be subordinated to the unified Strategic Coamnand., Coeneral Power
supported this proposal. "I think,' he said carl, in 1960, "that all
strategic weapon systems should be undcr one central couvand, whether
it is commanded by an .ir Force officer, naval ollicer, or aray
officer is a moot question.”70 Adwiral Burke, on the other hand,
described the Air Force proposal as "unsound and iwmpractical." He
argued that it would not be practical to taie opcrational comsand ol
Polaris vessels away from [icet commanders since Che wovenents of
these submarines would have to be coowrdinated witir those ol uwany
other naval vessels that would be operating in the sawe waters at the
same time. Once a Polaris submarine had fired its strategic wissiles,
moreover, it would be expected to cperate on nissiouns siwilur to
those of other subwmarines. "'The Navy,” Bu ‘e cawphasized, "has

behind it generations of experience in the operation oi scabased
weapons systems. To depart from the principle of the iategrated,
balanced fleet at this critical time in history by assignii, Polaris
submarines to a command charged with operating land-based strategic
bomber; and missiles would wecaken our Nation's ability to strike
back. "1 .
The unified U.S, Strategic Commind would not be established.
Instead, the question of operational control of Polaris submarinc
forces was decided on 17 August 1960 when Serretary Gates established
a Joint Strategic Target Planning Azency and designated General
t'ower as Director, Strategic Target Planning. A Navy admiral was
designated as Deputy Director, Strategic Target Planning, and the
agency comprised officers {rom cach of the services, representatives
from the unified commands, and a liaison group from the Joint Stuii
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The activity was physically located
at Headquarters, Strategic Air Command, because oi the availability
of programing equipment and experienced personnel there and because
SAC had the majority of assigned targets, but the Joint Strategic
Target Planning Agency was directly responsible to the Joint Chieis
of Staff and was charged with the preparation of integrated target
plans that would talke into consideration all of the strategic war-
fare capabilities of the United States. The stari was divided into
two sections: one section was charged to draw up the target list,
and the other determined which commander would hit a particular
target and how he would do it. The target list was called the
national strategic target list, and the operating plan was described
as the single integrated operational plan. Both of these documents
were submitted to the Joint Chiefs for review, modiiication, and
approval. The Secretary of Defense recviewed them and gave final
approval. The first assigmment ol nuclear weapons to strategic
targets by the new agency was to be completed in December 1960. As
desired by the Navy, the establishmeat of the Joint Strategic Target
Planning Agency permitted the assignment of Polaris suowarines to
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naval components in unified commands rather than to a unified U.S.
Strategic Command. 72

2. Organization of Military and National Space Programs

In the hectic months after October 1957 a welter of conflicting
ideas ard concepts regarding the utility of space for military
operations provided a background to the efforts to organize military
and national space programs. ''One of the major provocations of . . .
interservice rivalry . . .,'" Secretary McElroy stated, 'arises from
the fact that there are certain types of weapons that come into the
picture which do not have any obvious and specific connection with
one or more of the services.'" A little later lcElroy specifically
observed that in his opinion missiles were '"weapon systems which
do not naturally fall within the responsibilities of individual
services.' Deputy Secretary Quarles justified the assignment of
long range surface-to-surface missiles to the Air Force not because
of the Air Force mission but because it possessed targeting and
reconnaissance capabilities needed to employ them.’3 0On 15 November
1957 McElroy named Mr. William M. Holaday as Defense Director of
Guided lMissiles and charged him to "direct all activities in the
Department of Defense relating to research, development, engineering,
production, and procurement oi guided missiles.!'74 licElroy conceived
that Holaday's job had two different aspects: one was to monitor and
supervise all research and engineering work in the field of guided
missiles and the other was to assure appropriate priority handling
of all guided nissile problems in connection with their transition
Lrom research and development into production and procurement.75
Both to alleviate service rivalry and to handle "will-of-the-wisp"
research and development projects in the fields of satellites and
space, McElroy announced on 20 November 1957 that he intended to
establish a special projects agency within the Department of Defense.
The agency would handle research and development on advanced weapons,
which if operationally feasible would be assigned to one cf the
services for production and employment. IcElroy announced that
responsibility for the development of an antimissile missile would
be assigned to the agency, and he implied that responsibility for
other wissiles might also have been assigned to the special_agency
except for the fact that these programs were too far along.’

These sweeping decisions by the Secretary of Defense werc not
entirely agreeable to some highly-placed defense officials, who
recognized a need for a defense office with authority to make policy
decisions but objected to the establishment of a defense agency which
would have development and contractual powers. Believing that there
was need for a staff organization to handle research and development
in space flight, the Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Development
established a Directorate of Astronautics on 10 December 1957. At
about this time, however, McElroy rejected recommendations opposing
the special defense agency, and the Air Force order establishing a
Directorate of Astronautics was revoked on 13 December, reportedly
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because of pressure from Holaday and Quarles.’7 When he appeared
before the Senate Armed Services Subcommittee on 9 January 1958,
however, Major General Schriever emphasized that the Air Force
alreudy possessed capabilities to initiate an astronautics develop-
ment program with no dilution or diversion of its ballistic missiles
programs. Schriever saw a need for a defense authority that would !
formulate policy and approve programs, but he warned that '"any 1
program to establish a separate astronautics management agency would
result in duplication of capabilities already existing in the Air
Force ballistic missile programs at a cost in funds and time similar
to that already expended on these programs."78 i
Overruling service objections, Secretary McElroy proceeded with
his plans for the organization of the Advanced Research Projects i
Agency (ARPA). With Eisenhower's approval funds for ARPA research
and development were included in the fiscal year 1959 defense budget
submitted to Congress in Sanuary 1958. Without awaiting the new
fiscal year, McElroy estahlished ARPA effective on 7 February 1958,
and Congress soon authorized him to transfer $10 million from the
military budget to the new agency. Under its charter ARPA was
authorized to direct such research and development projects as the
Secretary assigned to it, to arrange for the performance of work by
other governmental agencies including the military services, to
enter contracts with individuals or institutions, and to acquire
test fac}%itics and equipment as approved by the Secretary of
Defense. Appointed Director of ARPA, Mr. Roy W. Johnson securad
personnel from the Institute of Defense Analysis, including Dr.
Herbert F. York, who became ARPA's chief scientist on 18 iarch. As
a matter of policy Johnson sought to keep the ARPA staff small (not
more than 100 people including clerks), to avoid acquiring an in-
house research and development capability, and determined not to
pursue any system beyond research and development. His main object
objective was to provide ''a small management staff designed to work
with and through the military departments in developing forward-
looking programs.' He viewed ARPA as an agency that could make for
""painless' unification in thé field of space technology.
At its establishment in February 1958 the Advanced Research
Projects Agency was given a unique position of great potential power
in the Department cf Defense, and it appeared for a time that ARPA
might become a fourth military service. cElroy sturdily justified
ARPA's continuation as "an operating element paralleling the research
and engineering organizations of the military departments,' but Mr.
Johnson's self-limiting policies did not permit this. Johnson
personally believed that the three services ought to be combined
into a single service, and he had no desire to imake ARPA into a
fourth service thus making things four times as bad as before.8l
Johnson also stated: 'To ARPA, space is . . . a place to discover
new and better ways to do old military jcbs; new ways to warn of
impending attack, ﬁg comnunicate the alert to our forces, to actively
defend our Nation."™2 1If space was thus to be a place where old
missions could be performed more effectively, no new concept of
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space power would supersede the old roles and wissions ol the
military forces. 't the completion o. ARIA research and developuent,
noreover, operational space weapon systems were to be turned over (o
a military service for production and ewployiwent. 4s 2 wcthod of
procedure ARPA allocated most of its rescarch and developuwent
projects to the military services. Ia the dispositioa oi [unds so
allocated to the military services in the first¢ year os its exis-
tence, ARPA placed 30 percent with the Air Force (including osipina!
Air Force funds in the Discoverer, Sentry (Sawos), aad bMidas projects
that were transferred to ARPA and then recallocaied buacl: to the {ir
Force), 14 percent with the Army, and 6 percent witih the ilavy.

As cnacted in fugust 1953 the Defense Heorganization Act created
the Director of Defense Research and Enginecring, witn authority
direct and contirol, assign or reassign, aund to wanage vescarch and
engineering activities within the Department oi Defense with the
approval of the Secretary of Defense. rresideat Kisenhower appointed
Dr. York to this position on 24 Deceinber 1953, and shortly there-
after York assumed responsibilities for the recsearch and engineering
responsibilities in the guided missile {ield tnat had been exercisecd
by the Director ol Guided Missiles. Secretary licilroy nevertheless
desired to retain Holaday as Director of Guided iiissiles in order
that he .iight "push forward'" the high-priovity .issile projection
programs. McElroy was also determined to perserve AR’A as ''a [fourth
operating agency for research and eagineering projects."84 Up until
this time ARPA had gotten most of its ideas frow the wilitary
departments, but McElroy served nocice tnai ne wanied it to becoine
"a think factory" and to plan a 10-to 2Q-ycar program for the
military use ol the space environment.?

During the spring of 1959 Congressional investigators wanted
to know whether ARPA should be continued. In an appearance beiore
th2 Senate Subconmittee on Governmental Organizaicion for Space
Activities, Under Secretary of the Air Force Malcolu A. ricIntyre and
Major General Schriever praised the worl: of ilr. Johnson, but they
stated their strong conviction that rcsearch and developuent wanage-
ment for space systems ought to be returned to the services whicn
would operationally employ the space weapon systews. Without claiming
any exclusive Air Force jurisdiction over the realin of aerospace,
McIntyre and Schriever demonstrated that the Air Force's defensive
and offensive missions were so affected by potential developuwents in
space as to demand that it be recognized as the nacion's priuary
aerospace force. '"The .iir Force,' Schriever said, '"has two combat
mission responsibilities: one is strategic air and the other is air
defense. . . . I feel that by 1970, and perhaps long before that,
in certain cases, that these cowbat wissions of the Air Force will
be taken over, to a large extent, by what you would call space
weapons systems--ballistic missiles, satellites, and space craflt.”
Schriever also argued that a separation of research and developuent
from operations prevented an employment ol the principle of con-
current development that had so greatly coumpressed tiie time required
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to establish an initial operational capability with ballistic
missiles. Responding to a pointed question, Schriever recomuended
that ARPA should be liquidated as of 30 June 1959, that policy
guidance and program approval be centered in the Office of Director
of Defense Research and Engineering, and that space research and
development projects be returned to the management of the wilitary
services.

In an appearance before the House Committee on Science and
Astronautics, Army spokesmen posited: "Space is a newly entered,
largely unknown medium which transcends the exclusive interest ot
any service or even of the Department of Defense.' Secretary of
the Army Brucker emphasized the Army position that space exploration
was a national effort, and he believed that ARPA had served to
prevent ''cutthroat' competition in the field.87 Before the Sub-
comnittee of the Senate Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences,
Lieutenant General Arthur G. Trudeau, Chief of Army Research and
Development, argued that since no single service had been assigned
sole responsibility for military space activities ARPA filled '"a
very great need, and should not be eliminated.'88 Dr. York also
foresaw a continuing requirement for ARPA. 'Since it is evisioned
that military space activities will cut across all wmilitary opera-
tions, " he reasoned, 'it would be difficult to attempt to assign all
military space operations to any one military service, '8

The position of the Navy in regard to ARPA appeared to be sowe-
what between those of the Army and the Air Force. Secretary of the
Navy Thomas S. Gates, Jr., stated: ''The Navy's aim in relatioa to
space can be simply stated: To use space to accowplish naval objec-
tives and to prevent space from beiny used to the detriment of tnose
objectives.'" vVice Admiral John T. Hayward, Assistant Chiei of
Naval Operations (Research and Developuent) acknowledged that ARrA
had "done an excellent job'" in the absence ol legislation. He also
thought that the agency was a worthwhile Departuent of Delense
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