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42ND YEAR AUGUST 1963

The,
Readers Digest

An crhkalq‘nlunn‘mummwwm

By FrANCIS VIVIAN DRAKE
Military Editor of The Reader’s Digest

Are we suffering from moon madness? The over-publi-
cized ‘“‘race” to get a man on our faraway neighbor has
obscured an imminent threat to our security—Soviet
strides toward military conquest of the space
just over our heads

We’re Running
the Wrong Race
With Russia!

D.C, a number of prominent
politicians were asked this
uestion: “What, in your view, is
e most urgent project facing the
United States today?” Without hesi-
tation each named the moon shot,
costliest—perhaps 4o billion dollars

Som weeks ago in Washington,

can pay for it—most dramatic and
most complicated program ever to
be waved along with so much sup-
port from Congress and the White
House. Added one Congressman:
“The prestige of pioncering that
maiden voyage across outer space
will be incalculable. Whatever the

9
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cost, we've got to beat the Russians
to the moon!”
The sincerity of It'huc. replie:' is

Augast

from the very remoteness of the
moon, ¢ can have little or no mili-
tary consequence.

military advisers is the assumption
(shared, due to the flamboyant pub-
licity, by millions of U.S. citizens)
that the nation which achieves the
first moon-landing will automatical-
ly become top dog.

Thi:is wil«ﬁy dangerous thinking.
Te ie Aanmarniie hacatica o e
tried to drive home to civilian plan-
ners from the very first conception
of a moon shoot: i.., in lavishing
our money and scientific brain-
power on the effort to beat the
Russians to the moon, we run the
grave risk of losing the free world’s
battle for survival.

ner space and outer s Thu;
two zones relate quite differently to
our security. e
Outer space engulfs the limitless
reaches o?:he universe, an infinite
c“:li:ti:l wgﬁ billions ofhplaneu and
i ies spin rhythmically.
Project Apollo is beamed at reaching
the nearest of these bodies, the moon,
238,800 miles away —much more by

e curved must
take. A landing on its bleak and in-
hospitable surface will indeed bring

fame to the nation which first ac-
complishes this feat, glory greater
even than scaling Mt. Everest. It
will be a triumph for man’s in-
domitable spirit of adventure; but,

3 e — =
above us recently invaded by the
astronauts and man-made satellites.
Since the appearance six years ago
of Sputnik I, at least 134 satellites
have occupied inner space, and 57 of
them are still in orbit, some Russian,
more American. Whoever is first to

> orTs e, PO L R

world affairs.
The reason is this: before long,
before any moon-landing can be
achieved Ly cither Russia or the
United States, it will be possible to
introduce into inner space armed
satellites capable of extinguishing

anv countrv below in a matter of

rocket forces, promises categorically
that Soviet mcEets could be launched
from satellites “at any desirable time
and at any point in the satellite
trajectory.”

The danger to the free world lies
in the profound difference in na-
tional objectives. The stated policy
of the US. space program, as put
forth by the President, is that it is
“for peaceful purposes.” To that end
we have developed weather and

communications satellites, and have
kept our sights steadfastly on a
moon adventure. The Russian ef-
fort, on the other hand, is first, last
and unblushingly military. The

d{crcfore racing to

Soviet Union is
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win inner space, the only element
in which it is still ;Wi
unlike land, air, on and beneath the
sea, it is not confronted by formida-
ble deterrence.

For six years Russian satellites
have been designed with this goal in
view. Four or %‘;e times larger than
ours (astronauts can move around
inside them), Vostoks are built spe-
cifically for weight-carrying. Al-
ready they can lift off, and orbit,
with loads much heavier than any
we can carry. Already they have
contrived a rendezvous between two
Vostoks, have shot an astronaut
through 81 consecutive orbits and
P one directly above both our
national capital and our heartland.

If this is not sufficient to ring
alarm bells, we have Khrushchev's
warning that Vostoks can “carry
other freight than man. We will hold
a sword of Damocles above the
carth.” If we remain high-mindedly
wedded to our policy of peaceful
purposes, our vast reservoir of native
horse sense drugged with moon-

shine, he may well live to see his

prophecy fulfilled.
What makes a reappraisal of our
inner-space objectives of i tive

concern is the fact that right now
an atomic development of immense
military significance is taking place.
It is this:

The Russians have recently
achieved an increase in the effective-
ness of nuclear explosions so devas-
tating that it dwarfs all previous
records. Confirming this, our own
atomic experts have warned that
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such stupendous forces, let loose
above us from a satellite, could, in a
few seconds, literally cremate a large
part of the United States. There
would be nothing left below, no
man, beast, vegetation, buildings,
nothing at all but the glare of white-
hot cinders.

In face of such a dire threat, it
must come as a stunning shock to all
thoughtful Americans to learn that
the United States has no top-priority
programs beamed at preventing, an-
ticipating or deterring such a terri-
fying prospect. Our top priorities
are all tied up with steamrollering
through the moon shot. Many bil-
lions of public money, together with
the rich cream of scientific talent,
are lavished on an effort that could
well be aborted in midstride by
Soviet enterprise and realism.

There is a crying need for a reap-
praisal of our space aims, for more
specific public information, ial-
ly since statements from those Eghly
placed in Washington are so contra-
dictory that they blur rather than
clarify our understanding. Less than
a year ago, for instance, Secretary of
Defense Robert S. McNamara de-
clared that “attack from enemy satel-
lites is not a very likely threat for the
immediate future. At the present
time we see no advantage to space-
based systems.”

On the other hand, Gen. Curtis E.
LeMay, tough-minded chief of the
USS. Air Force, expressed a different
view before the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee: “. . . the Russian

space program is entirely military. I
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am sure that space systems will
come.”

Evidently small heed was paid to
Air Force Secretary Eugene Zuck-
ert's expressed dissatisfaction with
“the tone and pace of our military
space program,” since eight months
later we find C. D. Perkins, former
Deputy Air Force Secretary for
Research and Development, com-
plaining that “our military space
programs are floundering badly.”

Unlike Americans, the people of
Russia have no such reasons for con-
fusion. One of their leading strate-
gists, Marshal V. D. Sokolovsky, has
summed up the situation for them
simply and concisely: “An impor-
tant problem now is warfare with
artificial earth satellites, which can
be launched for diverse reasons,
even as carriers of nuclear weapons.”

How serious is this Russian
threat?

First, their achievement of a vast
increase in nuclear power, which
could be directed against us via
inner space, is technically feasible.
Scientists tell us that given enough
raw material there is no reason why
bombs of unlimited power cannot
be made. We have only to look at the
record. The Hiroshima uranium
bomb, which destroyed a city and
caused 200,000 casualties, had a
force of 20 kilotons—each kiloton
equals 1000 tons of T.N.T. Next
came the hydrogen bomb, increas-
ing the explosive factor of the Hiro-
shima weapon by 1000 times—its
power is reckoned in megatons, each
equal to one million tons of T.N.T.

August

Now something even more sinis-
ter has occurred. In 1961 the Rus-
sians, violating the test moratorium,
exploded a 55-to-60-megaton bomb.
“You do not have 50- or 100-megaton
bombs,” exulted Khrushchev. “We
have stronger than 100 megatons!”
(That is more than 5000 times the
strength of the Hiroshima bomb.)

Why, speculated the West, was
this fantastically powerful bomb
detonated? The answer came in a
terrifying revelation by famed math-
ematician Dr. Donald G. Brennan,
head of the Hudson Institute in Har-
mon-on-Hudson, N.Y., and associate
of key atomic-physicist Dr. Herman

Brennan said in part: The possi-
bility of orbital weapons covers a
great range. They could be aimed
chiefly at the cities, in which case
they would have relatively modest
yields in the region of one megaton.
“Another possibility that appears
much more disturbing would in-
volve placing in orbit a limited num-
ber of devices of very large yield,
a few of 100 megatons or more,
which could be detonated at orbital
altitude rather than being brought
down to earth. The thermal effect
from such a high-yield device could
set fire to a large fraction of the
continent.”

Air Force-Space Digest magazine,
the highly informed voice of the Air
Force, rammed home the same
point: “It is possible to place
large-yield devices in orgit, whi
have virtually instantancous delivery
time. Detonated at orbital altitude,
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such a weapon could set fire to a
large part of the United States.”

Atomic speedup has thus reached
this frightening climax: an aggres-
sor nation can orbit satellites carry-
ing unimaginablelpo;ver, which can
be triggered simply by a remote ra-
dio key. Set off agove our heartland,
the explosion would generate heat as
incandescent as the sun’s—but with
this difference: the heat would strike
not from a source 93 million miles
distant, but from merely 150 miles
away, incinerating hundreds of
thousands of square miles in a sin-
gle flash without any possibility of
warning. Precision of target aim is
no longer a factor.

What are we going to do about it?
Efforts to bring about an end to nu-
clear testing have been
consistently by the Soviet Union; so
have Western cfforts, initiated in
1960, to achieve the prohibition of
all orbital weapons for mass destruc-
tion. Have we any alternative but to
take the most immediate and real-
istic steps to protect the safety of the
free world?

Here are the measures urged by
military :

® Perfect a method of detecting
foreign satellites wherever they may
a . At present our Ballistic Mis-
sile Early Warning System
(BMEWS) is tied to weapons that
might show up in northern lati-
t We need a globe-girdling
system, scanning all directions and
sufficiently accurate to pinpoint a
satellite so that we could send up
a defensive vehicle to intercept it.
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e Pioneer inspector satellites,
poised on launching pads and ready
to lift off within minutes. Our moon-
shot experimental firings have been
dependent on one big launching
pad, Canaveral, and curtain-raising
preliminaries there have required
as many as 68 days. We must ac-
ﬂ:ﬁn the same hair-trigger, round-

eclock alertness that we have
achieved with our nuclear bombers,
missiles and submarines.

® Place Auman observers in inner
space. Despite radar systems, com-
puters and other electronic miracles,
science has still not come up with
anything equal to the intelligence
and judgment of a man. The Rus-
sians have already pointed the way
to interception by bringing their
Vostoks so close together that the
two astronauts could actually see
cach other. The next stage must in-

clude lock-on, per by magnetic
means, and physical inspection of
the enemy satellite.

® Achieve means of destroying,
disarming or diverting a satellite if
it is armed. In World War II, British
pilots pioneered a means of divert-
ing London-heading V-1's, nudging
the buzz-bombs with their wing tips
to angle them away from the target
into open country. To destroy a
satellite would be infinitely more
subtle and complicated, but scien-
tists believe that they could be de-
stroyed by electronics or radiation or
even be directed back to their point
of origin.

e Coupled to all these precautions
we must establish deterrence inside
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flﬂ. Russians will not be bound by any treaty agreement. When they
are ready they will bring war into space and from space back to earth.
We must be aware that they have a head start. They have reliable
high-thrust boosters, accurate navigation and guidance systems. Today
they place payloads in space five times heavier than ours. In a few
years they will be able to increase this payload to 100 tons, and be able
to rendezvous in space—a crucial point in military operation. Having
resolved this decisive problem, there should be no major difficulty any-
more in establishing a man-operated military system. They won’t rest
until they have obtained complete control of the space effort. They may
achieve superiority in a couple of years while we are still arguing about

August

the usefulness of military space systems.

—Excerpts from an address made before the Air Force War College at Air University, Max-
well AFB, in Montgomery, Ala., February 6, 1962, by Dr. Walter R. Dornberger, former
German rocket scientist and now vice president and chief scientist of the Bell Aerosystems Co.

inner space, fortifying it with armed
satellites of our own capable of con-
fronting an aggressor with matchin
destructive force. Deterrent stren,

is the overwhelming reason our
bombers and missiles have been able
to preserve the peace despite inces-

sant Soviet threat and belligerence.

e Form a top-level space commis-
sion to redefine priorities and acti-
vate these measures so that defense
comes before exploration.

It is futile to assume that the imag-
ination-capturing moon program
will aid us herein. Knowledge of tre-
mendous value is being gained, but
national defense against a hostile,
racing Soviet Union has more urgent
and exacting requirements than the
peaceful exploration of space.

The urgent importance of an
effective inner-space military pro-
gram has aroused a storm of contro-
versy in Washington. Rep. Robert
Wilson, chairman of the Republican
advisory committee for space and

acronautics, has declared, “The ad-
ministration’s negligence in military
space development is a disastrous
course for the future of America,”
and his alarm is echoed by such
noted Senators as Barry Goldwater
and Margaret Chase Smith, both
members of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. Nor can their crit-
icisms be dismissed as partisan
litics; as much alarm or more is
ﬁ:ing voiced by Democratic leaders
such as Sen. Richard B. Russell
(chairman of the same committee),
Sen. Howard W. Cannon, of the
Acronautical and Space Sciences
Committee, and Rep. Chet Holi-
field, head of the Joint Congressional
Committee on Atomic Energy.
The warning of top military plan-
ners could hardly be more emphatic.
Here is what two of the front-
rankers have to say: Ls. Gen. James
Ferguson, deputy chief of Air Force
Research-and-Development, which
has the prime responsibility for keep-
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ing ahead of Russia: “The most le-
thal threat posed against the United
States today is missiles through
space. Space is no longer remote. We
wish to operate both manned and
unmanned systems in the near-earth
environment. Our objectives include
detection, tracking, inspecting and
means of disabling hostile satellites.”
Gen. Curtis E. LeMay: “We must
not risk the danger of waiting for
the enemy to demonstrate capability
before we undertake development
of our own. The visible threat re-
quires a vigorous military program.”

Luckily, we do not have to start
from scratch. A military space pro-
gram does exist. We also have a mag-
nificent instrument in NASA, and
we have the hard-won experience of
our astronauts.

The greatest practical difficulty is
cost. The price of accelerating the

WE'RE RUNNING THE WRONG RACE WITH RUSSIA! 55

military occupation of inner space
would be about a billion dollars this
year, with more to follow. This is
far less than NASA is spending on
outer-space experimentation. A re-
allocation of funds in view of present
dangers will undoubtedly be neces-

sary.

The safety of our country and of
the free world commands top-pri-
ority, and no other project, however
sensational, should be allowed to
compromise security.

It is the duty of all Americans to
ponder the words of Dr. James R.
Killian, Jr., chairman of M.I.T. and
adviser to the White House, when
he surveyed the advance of missile
systems: “This is one race we dare
not lose.”

For information on reprints, see
page 107.

AKA
Man Hunt

AN ATTRACTIVE miss at the counter thoughtfully sniffed an expensive
bottle of perfume. Finally she sighed and handed the salesgirl her money
with the comment: “He’s so happy as a bachelor that I almost hate to
do it to him.” —Contributed by Hal Chadwick

IN A STATIONERY store a pretty girl fluttered over a large collection of
greeting cards labeled To My Sweetheart—Male. Earnest in her quest,
she read each card carefully before rejecting it. Finally she settled on one
that said simply and directly: Because I Love You. Shyly, she held the card
up to the clerk and said softly, “I'll take half a dozen of these, please.”

— Marguerite Cullman, Occupation: Angel (Norton)

ARAK

%ufged! The lady in the house on the corner struggles with powerful
guilt feelings. “Every time I spray a bug,” she says, “I wonder if Rachel
Carson would approve.” —Bill Vaughan, Bell-McClure Syndicate



July 30, 1963

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BUNDY

Mac --

I don't know if you saw this memorandum the President
sent to McNamara and Webb. It is causing considerable pain
in the intelligence community. McCone got a copy of it and im-
mediately started cranking his OSI to look into it. Is there any-
thing we can do to get it back on the track?

If you haven't seen the Readers Digest article, it is a
re-hash of the Le MayhSchriever-Ferguson argument for a
large-scale military space program, ams raising questions
as to the desirability of beating the Russians to the moon at
the expense of military space.

&}2/

Charles Johnson
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COPY July 22, 1963

MEMORANDUM FOR

SECRETARY McNAMARA

JIM WEBB

The lead article in the Reader's Digest this month
states that the Soviet Union is making a major effort to domi-
nate space while we are indifferent to this threat. I wonder if
you could have some people analyze this and give me a response

to it.

/s/ John F. Kennedy
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THE SECRETARY OF LEFENSE
WASHINGTON

July 31, 1963
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT Action Cury ™ 7O
. | Info, copy ¥ —"5-
SUBJECT: Reader's Digest Articlc on. x:ce

You agked for an analysis of 2r.¢.2 r.sponce to the article
"We're Running the Wrong Race will ‘W :u a," by Francis Drake,
which appears in the August Reader's L. jcst.

The main thrust of the articl: ¢ talt we are pursuing our lunar
program at the ecxpeaso of the milita1y* 4 ace program, while the
Russian space effort is entirely milizagv. As a result, the Russians
threaten to take over "“inner space’, (3¢ i:ez 100 to 500 miles above
the earth, and thus ""occupy the drivir's ;:at in world affairs.” The
Soviet's principal vehicle for doing t is v+l be the orbital bomb.

The article is based for the most >1xt on Soviet propaganda statee
ments, faulty and greatly exaggerated fnic.spretation of technical data,
quotes by U. S. authorities taken out .»f c.4::ezt or distorted, excerpts
from Air Force Magazine articles, zad 1. &:tho='s nersonal opinions
and unsupported statem.cnts. At the sar 3 lizze, ke deliberately ignores
or is strangely uninformed about our (- zc ing military space programe-
now totaling some $1.35 billica per viar. The former is probably'true
inasmuch as he did not speak, as fzr : 8 '/¢ can.determine, to anyone of
our top people in the Department beicie .c: king his rather sweeping
charges. '

There is no foundation for Mir. drake’s flat asscrtion that our
military leadors are deeply concerncd tiaat we are risking naticnal
security by "lavishing our monoy an< seis=tiic brainpower' oa the lunar
program, which can have "little or no r il ary sigpificance. " kie advo-
cates formingz a "top level space cox 2 ilan," ignoring that such a bodyee
the Spaco Council--already oxists. ™2 i: «oncerned about our ability to
detoct satellites, apparently urawa:e of (u - present space surveillance
systems. His out-of-context quotizg ¢f Li. General Ferguson omits that
part of the General's statement wher: be 2'.id that "we stroagly support
in both thought and action the necessity and values of NASA's scientific
explozations. "

R



. Mr. Drake's description of tha orlizal bomb threat is based largely
on Soviet propaganda and a highly e:a 3;~:.:ted and inaccurate interprotae
tion of scientific data. The facts ar: tlut this is not a militarily sound
way to deliver nuclear warheads and th:t = defense against such a
system could be developed with less (i‘licalty than that against missiles
equipped with sophisticated penetzaticn uils. Such a system would add
little or nothing to the present Sovie! a»&mywmtw
‘weapons. We do not, of course, igrore :he propaganda aspects of such
an approach. His conteation that wu nra not doing anything about this
possible threat is not coryect. We havy, is you know, an activg program
to develop the technology and the toclmiqu :s required to deal with hostile
satellites--including the capability to d:3:roy theme~should such a threat
eventually presant itself,

¥e can demonstrate that our n.ili .a.:y-psawognauuubdu
neglected because of the nation's alle 3: : ~:recccupation with ths lunay
program. Morecver, we are worzi:.y it 1 NASA to develop new ways in
which our organizations may coxbine nii ning, study, and development
efforts where such are of mutual int¢ .. The manned space flight
activities which NASA is mndertakic; t. : :complish the lunar mission will
contribute to military manned space cz:.: . ilities if and whea it appears
important to DoD requirements. The .. iINI program Flaaning Board
which My, Webb and Mz McNamars e slished is precisely for this

purpose.

) Mr. Drake's article will no dcu*: . icit critical reactions from
people who do not understand the iz:aer..c-ndence and inter-relationship
of the civil and military efforts coz: pri:l .3 our National Space Program.
While we have done a fair job in converi:  the true picture to the public,
more needs to be done. I beliove thnt L roasingly in future months
Adminlstration spokemnen whoulé a~2x.: ; the subject of space in order
that ‘scare’ articles such as this muy Lo more widely viewed in theiy-
proper perspective. As 3 first step, I am askihg Secretary Zuckert to
_point out to the Reader's Digest the er:ors in the Drake plece 2nd ask
that the corrections be publisted. .t ilic very least the Digest should.
give Yequal time" to our position. - ~

Mr. McNamara and I are confidont that our present and projected
technological base will caryy forward ca: national space objectives while
providing the flexibility we need to rneet future military contingencies as
tbymydmlo’.

: / ... ROSWELL L. GILPATRIC
cc: Mr. Webb, NASA (i :
cZe Deputy Secretary of Defense
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1 have read the article "We're Running the Wrong Race With Rusesia, '/

which appears in the August issue of Reader's Digest.

It is a disterted, unbalanced, misinformed article, by a writer whe
usually does a more accurate jeb.

The weakness of the article does not come frem the writer's interest
in an adequate military defense in space. I share the view that we should
have such defense.

Rather, the weakness comes from the distortion of the facts. Where in
the article is mention made of what the military is doing in space’ Why
does the auther fail to poiat out that in excess of a billion and a half
dollars a year is budgeted on develeping space competence by the Depart-
ment of Defense? Incidentally, that amount is more than was spent on
the total space program by NASA, Defense, and the AEC, just two years
age.

You can be assured that the Defanse space budget would be substantially
larger if so much of what NASA is deing were not also helpful to the
Defense Departmeat. In the fields of rendesvous techunique, life-pretective
measures, control and guidance systems, large reckst developments, otc.,
NASA activities contribute impertantly to defense. Moreover, the Depart-
ment of Defense contributes significantly to what NASA is deing. Anyons
who leaves the impression that NASA's prejects are deterring the bulldup
of our defense strength is distorting the facts. The suthor of the article
perpetrates such a distertion.

Let's examine briefly a few specifics in the article to get the flavor of its
lack of balance.

1. The article talks about inner space and cuter space --
an arbitrary distinction. Yet, the majerity of NASA's prejects,
up to the actual moon flight itself, are in the so-called inner
space area, which the author says is being neglected. Where
was the Mercury program’ Where is the Gemini program
scheduled to be undertaken  Where are the meteorelegical
and communications prejects’ The facts are, and I challeage
anyone to refute them: a larger percentage of U. 5. launches
have been in the so-called inner space area than have those of
the USSR.
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2. 1 never doubt that the Soviet Union has definite national
objectives for sach of its moves. Their majer ebjective is to
dominate the world and they will use their space competence
toward that end. The writer of the article says that we, on the
other hand, have peaceful objectives, as we do, and cites weather
and communications satellites, and thea adds: ''(We) have kept
our sights steadfastly on the moen. ' No mention is made of the
fact that well over half of all the successful earth erbiting shots
by the U. 8. have been made by the Department of Defense and
that none of them had anything to do with a meon mission. The
auther also conveniently fails to mention the very vigerous,
although not eatirely successful program of the USSR to explere

the planets,

3. I would like to take this occasien to meet head-om the
sccusation that eur military efforts, in space and elsewhere,
are not peaseful. The fact is that these efforts are deveted to
maintainiag the peace, deterring war, and as such are as peace-
ful as any activities by NASA or by aay other agency of the govera-
ment.

4. Great attention {¢ given in the article to the larger weights
which the Soviets can and are putting into orbit. For some reason,
however, the author fails to make any mention of the fact that we
are developing -~ in both NASA and DeD -- larger and move power-
ful rechkats than any the Seviets now have.

S. The suther of the article exphasises that Soviet satellites
can "carry other freight than man. ' Aay balanced presentation
would have also peiated out that the same is true of the U. 8.
satellites.

é. When the writer decries the absence of any stromg U. 8.
effort to deter attack {rom hostile spacecraft, he is dead wrong,
although classification makes it difficult to give specifice regard-
ing his error. Hs is also wrong about the allocation of top prierities
when he says that they are deveted ouly to ''stsamrelling through the
moon shet. '
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7. I is neted, and I refer to it enly se as to give the flaver
of the article, that the writer quetes Lt. General James Fergusen,
Deputy Chief of Alr Ferce RkD, as fellows: '"The mest lethal
threat posed against the Uaited States teday is miseiles through
space. Space is no leager remots........" The author failed
to quete, presumably as it did net fit the thesis, that the General
alse said: "We streagly suppert ia beth theught and action, the
necessity and values of NASA's scientific explerations.

8. The author of this article preseats the thesis that, ia lavish-
ing cur meney and scieatific braiapewer on the effort to beat the
Russians to the moen, we are running the grave risk of losing the
Free Worid's battle for survival. This is a curieus evaluation of
the appreximately $50 billien a year going into cur defemse efforts.
The eutivre NASA pregram, of which the mooa preject is enly a
part, is only appreximately 10% as large as the nuilitary budget.
Mereoover, when we consider that much of the NASA program will
be of direct or indirect military benefit, it is indeed a distertien
te say that NASA's efferts are detracting (yrem our natiomal

security.

9. The article preseats the thesis that whatever country will
first deminate the eritical area of inner space will frem then on
occupy the driver's seat in world affairs. It should be clear that
this country has no intention of letting any other country take
over exclustve domination of space, whether near space, inter-
mediate space, or cuter spass. That is one of the reascns why
I am appeariag before you teoday in defense of a large but care-
fully evaluated budget for the National Asremautice and Space
Admisistration. Coutrol of spase, just as coatvel of any part
of our envirenament, derives frem competence and systems which
will put that competencs into effact. Net so incideatally, the
United States has placed appreximately four times as .any space-
crall into near ecarth orbit, as have the Soviets. This is hardly
evidence of neglecting this area or falling te develop a command
and centrol capebility in that area.

10. The military flaver of the Seviet space program caanot
be minimised, but it is curious that the auther of the article
would state that it is exclusively military. The Soviet lunar
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and planstary efferts together are at least on a magnitude

with those of the United States. Siace that is se, either

outer space is impertant militarily, or the Soviet program
contains objectives which are broader thaa these of aggression.

11. The auther of the article suggests a number of stepe
which should be taken ln erder to save this werld from Seviet
space domination. He lists six stepe. Actually, if the writer
had made the effort to filad eut, he would have learned that
mest of these eseential steps are under way. The United States
is net ignoring the develepment corupetence to detect, to inspect,
to place human observers ia space, to disarm or destrey hestile
spacecraft, or to form a tep-level Space Council to examine
prierities and to encourage forwerd-lecking pregrams.

- |
C \C.t . ('*" l.i.r-._/\

—
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July 30, 1963

CONFIDENTHAL

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BUNDY

Mac --

I don't know If you saw this memorandum the President
sent to McNamara and Webb. It Is causing considerable pain
in the intelligence community. McCone got a copy of it and im-
mediately started crankiag his OSI to look into it. Is there any-
thing we can do to get it back on the track?

If you haven't seen the Readers Digest article, itls a
re-hash of the Le MayhSchriever-Fergusia argument for a
large-scale military space program, gif raising questions
as to the desirabllity of beating the Russians to the moon at
the expense of military space.

Charles E. Johnson

3‘,’.:2& _ .i e Fw (dg )



July 11, 1943

SECRETARY NeNAMARA
JIN WEBS

The lead article ia the Reader's
Pigest this moath states that the Seviet
Ueiea is naking a sajer effert te R
doainate spece while we are indiffereat
te this threst., [ womder if yeou couild
have sese peeple snalyse this aad give
80 & Tespoase te it,

/s/ John F. Kennedy

Jov Lf-0
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 25, 1963

MEMORANDUM FOR

Mr. Charles E. Johnsoy
National Security Council

You may be interested in the attached
letter from Ned Trapnell of the Depart-
ment of the Air Force regarding Secre-
tary Zuckert's space speech.

Arthur Schlesinger, jr.
Special Assistant
to the President

Attachment

X



4 ;d/ .
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE " /
WASHINGTON A

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

June 20, 1963

Dear Arthur:

I'm happy to make one of my first items of business
on return from a long sick leave a note of thanks for your
thought ful letter of June 7th on the "Space and the Cold
War' article.

Let me start at the back of your letter and work
forward. We've been trying to speak in full accord with
the two points you made on page 3, that the U. S. would
not be the first to place weapons of mass destruction in
orbit and that our military activities in space are not
aggressive and are therefore peaceful within the meaning
of the U. N. Charter and consistent with U. N. resolutions
on the subject.

Your precise statement of the points will be very
useful to me, even though I've had them generally in mind.

Air Force people are staying away from any reference
to weapons in orbit, and are putting their own interest
in space on the same basis as all other defense preparatioms,
which necessarily meet your second criteria.

We will, from now on, emphasize the point of your first
paragraph, that it is the '"aggressive' exploitation of space
against which the free world must be on guard.

We will also take into account the concern mentioned in
your second numbered paragraph, which we can do without in
any way diluting the integrity of the Air Force position
that the free world must be prepared to defend itself
against hostile action either through or from space.

Your third numbered paragraph is a useful reminder that
even though we must present constructively the current
government organization for space, we should keep in mind
the external twists which can be put on internal explanations
of policy. Since the defense requirement-in space is fully

PRESERVATION coPY ,_\y



acknawledged in other national policy declarations, it
will alwavs be difficult to avoid the type of trap you
foresce.

I should have been more sensitive to the points you
raised. 1 am truly grateful for the guidance, and, if
you don't mind, will feel free to ask for it in advance
next time.

Sincerely,

ecial Assistant for
Public Affairs

Mr. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.

Special Assistant to the President
The White House

=2 PRESERVATION COPY



June 6, 1963

MEMOR ANDUM FOR

MR. McGEORGE BUNDY

Ned Trapunell, who s Gene Zuckert's apecial assistant for public
affairs, sent me some time back an article by Zuckert in the April
Alr Force and requested my comments a8 to its conformity to
government policy. 1 sent i& over te Harlan Cleveland; and sub-
sequently Dick Gardner wrote me & long letter setting forth State's
objections to the Zuckert piece. Jince thea, General Ferguson
has made & spesch aleng similar Unes.

The problem is how te secure & single goverament voice on space
questions. There are twe alternatives: (1) have Defense check
statements with State and, in case of disagreement, make sure that
the matter comes t0 you; or (b) call for White House clearance of

all specches or articles dealing with the military ases of space.

I attach a draft of & letter to Trapnell ia which I mention the problems
raised by Zuckert's articls and suggest alterastive (a) as the way to
handle such matters ia the futare.

Before sending the letter, I would like your own reaction bath te the
substance amd procedure.

Arthur Schlesinger, jr.
cc: Mr, Charles Jolnuon(/



M,. 1963

Dear Ned:

Forgive my delay in responding to your aste of April 10 regarding
Secretary Zackert's article "Space and the Cold War" in Air Feorce
of April 1963. Your action in sendiag the article over indicates
the desire of the Secretary to make sure that the Government is
speaking with & single voice on this matter; snd we very much

appreciate your thoughtfulness im checking the matter here.

The secretary's article == and the subsequent speech om May 24 by
General Ferguson ia Dallas -« do, indeed, ralse some problems.
For example, ia the discussion of the rolo of the /ir Force in outer
space, some of the comments might be iaterpreted to imply that the
United states is developing weapon. systemns for actual ase ia outer
space. This casts doubt on the statements we have made ia the
United Nations and clsewhere that our policy le to avoid the exten-
sion of the arms race to that environment. Prudence, of course,
dictates that, in the interests of ocur natiomal security, we do the
necessary research and planning rogarding military applications of
oater space; and I recognise the difficalty of aveiding public state-
ments on the military's legitismate concern with this area. Wo
would hope, however, that, when such statements are made, the
formulation would be more rigorously consistent with cur declared
policy.

Let me mention a few specific points,

1. The Secretary says, for example, that "there i no such
thing as peaceful space or military space.” FHe then observes that,
when NASA was established, there was "for reasons which seemed
not unreasonable at that time <« & great hullabaloo about peaceful
objectives.” He adds that, while the nation holds to these peaceful



objectives, '‘we know aleo that the military services will have to
do the sawne thing in space that they have always dono ia the media
of the land, sea, and air.” In these comments, the Secretary
seems to lmply thet the opposite of “peaceful” o "military,” and
bis language seems almost 1o deprecate the commitment to peaceful
objectives in the developmaent of outer space. Dat we have con-
sistently emphasized in the UN and eleewhere that the opposite of
“"peaceful” is not "military” but “aggressive,” and we have made
some progress la securing the acceptance of this interpretation.

2. The Secretary writes, "Our second general objective is to
acquire the necessary defense capability for aerospace regions them-
selves. . . . We believe that space can be free to all for peaceful
activity only if somebody keeps it free. We are that somebedy.
The job iavolves mastering the space environment ia order (o deay
to @ bostile power the uninhibited military exploitation of space. Ve
can do this ocanly if we have the ability te detect and counter any
military threat.” The trouble with this e that, while we clearily
want to be in a position to defend against hostile actions from outer
space, we wish to aveld the implication that we will use armed
vehicles to do seo and that we may pat these vehicles in space pre-
emptively. We have said publicly that we do met intend to place
weapons in orbit unless forced to do so by actions of others. Some
might read the Secretary's statement as contradicting eur policy of
peaceiul intentions in spacq. The language seems almost to set up
the United States as a self-appointed policeman $0 decide what s best
for the world., The Soviets could use this line of ressoning as justie
fication for thelr assuming the right to prevent ouwr military ases of
space.

3. The suggestion that NASA has the same rolationship with

the Lefense Lepartment as the ALC might alse play into Soviet hands.
The NASA-DOD agreement on roject Gemini may already have
raised doubts in some minds as to the character of NASA's programs.
Our Lmbasey ia Lagos, for example, has warned us as to the possible
effect of this agreement on the continued use of facilities in Nigeria
contracted for by NASA. [k is to cur international interest to play
down rather tham up amy connections between NAS/. and Defease.



The problem here is the familiar one of making sure that the
Government speaks with a single voice en matiere of international
sensitivity. No one guestiens fer & moment the duty of the mili-
tary to do everything possible to ensure that we are in a position
to defend curselves against any hostile actions in or irom outer
space. Our concern is rather that nething be said publicly which
can be consirued abroad as in conflict with our declared national
policy (a) that we will not be the first to place weapons of mass
destruction ia erbit and (b) that cur military activities ia space
are not aggressive aad are, therefore, peaceful within the mean-
ing of the United Nations Charter and eatirely coasistent with UN
resolutions dealing with this subject.

The remaining question is the best means of making sure thas public
statements by government officials are nat ia contradiction with esach
other or with governmeat policy. I would suggest that, in the future,
such speeches or articles be checked with the Department of State.

K Defense and State cannot irom cut differemces in language, thea I
would suggest that the matter be submitted te Mr. Duandy at the
White House.

Singerely yours,

MM“. ”o
special Assistant
to the President

Mz. Edward R. Trapaell
Special Assistant

for Publi¢ Affairs
Department of the Aly Ferce

'”m ”. D.C.

cc: Mr, Bundy
Mr,. Charles Johnsons
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To: Mr, Charles E, Johnsen
White House Staff

Herewith, for your information, is a
copy of the letter re Alr Force Secretary
Zuckert's article, "Space and the Cold war,"
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DECLASSIFIED
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Dear Arthor)

A veek or 80 ago you were good ancugh to send s¢ a o0 wcf-n
article entitled "Space u;i :;mauu- appearing in the publie
cation Alr Foroe for April 196). The article was an abridgesent of
@ speoch given Gy Air foree Secretary Zuckert at Patrick Atr Foree
Base on March 3, 1 found Secretary Zuckerti's rewmrks intsresting
but, in some respects, disturbing, In his discussion of the rule
of the Air Force in outer space, some of his comments might be
interpreted to imply that the United States 1o developing weaponas
systems for actual use in outer spacs, this casting doudt on ztate=
ments wve have sade in the United Natione and elsewhere that we seek
%o avoid the extension of the arma race t0 that enviromment, Prudence,
of course, dictates that, in our security interests, wdom-mm
research and development of all military applicstions of outer space,
mxnmummxwdmm statements on the
i litary's legitimete concern with outer space, -nmmmu-
ments, however, udm:uhplnhhbdam ale of the
ﬁiury with somswhat greatar circusspection nm-bu:

case,

I an satiing forth below exasples fyom Secretary Zuckert's romrts
which cauee s &ifficulty.

1. Secretary Zuckert likens the relationship with KASA to that
of the Defense Dsgartrnt wdth the AT, The latier relationship, he
says, is a ressuxring precedent, snd ha points to "our own muclear

The Wxite House, GROUP &
. Downgraded at 12 year
. SowEbaVTIAY totiiiny
automatically declassified

ik Wel /'n
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2« Br. Zuciosrd sayo, srwdat odacurely, that "thare 19 no such
thing 23 peacaful smmce or military space," LMMM
wvhen NASA vas estahlished, therv was "for reasols wiich seeved ot
unressogable at the tisme—-a creal hullabeloe aboul peacsful eobjuctives.®
He adds trat, vils the nation bolds @ these poacoful odjectives "we
know also that the military services Will bave %0 do e smw thing

in space that they have alvayn Gane An the modis of the land, oea,

and air,"

Coment: we have conalatectly emphaxized in the UN L2at the
atorgm of “peaceful® 49 mot "military® but “aggressivel and have gone
soce 1ittle wvay in developing ocoesplance of this inteapretation, In
Ve cosments referved to immedlistely above, Secretary Zuckert eppears
o imply that YUm oppoeita of peaceoful 1s military and his language
seoems Lo deprecule U comdtiwnt 10 pesceful edjectives in the
developmnt of outar space,

Je Secretary Zuckert eayst "Our socond general objective 1a to
scquire the necessary defence capalbility for awtvepect regians then-
polved, ¢ « Mo believe thel apece can be fres ta all for peacaful
activity only 1f somebody keeps it froe, we Are that soowbody. The
Job involves maslering the space sovironsent in order to deny 40 8
hostile powver the uninkdbited military mxploitation of space, s ean
only do Urs 1if we heve the ability to deteet and comter any nilitary
threat,”

Coomart: Clearly we will want to be {n & jexition to dufend
aguinst bostlle sctious frow ostor space, Neve omsents, however,
mywwmzuw—amwum-u
sy pat those vatiicles !n ojmce pre-acptively, Ty set W We nited
Nates 15 2 sealf-appointed relicenan to doeide wimt 10 best for the
world, e Sovietz could wsc this line of yeasoning as Juetification
for Ahelr emsadng thoe right W0 prevend owr adlitary wies of space.

M the end of e summary of Ar, Zuceart's speecn appearing in
Air Forew ars excoyple from his testiaoy before the Louse Comndttee
on the Liwed Services given on February 21, 1963, Tese include Ve

r.nom poiate:r

1. My, Iuckert testified that ¥ Alir Foree has cantinoed to
e lore tocirden)l prodlews nosocisted with a apaee plave cepetdlity,
ax @t {t ervimges such a veidcls as sarned, rating frem SAC~
v “.mupmuaummnmxgomm 74y loeda,

Canpamzyt)

P
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Comment: Does ths rwlerence o payleads mean miclear
davices? Wnile the United States 1s, of course, free %o dovelop
any type of military system for possikle future use, wo hava osald
publicly that we do not intend to placa weapons in orvit unlesy
forcelto do so by the actiona oF othera, Othera might read Mg,
Zackert's statement as contradicting owr peacaful intentions in

dpace,

2¢ Elasswhorw in thio teslimony Secreilary Zuckert sayss "Ths
ALr Forco has developed a solid foundation of apsce en wich militery
Gapabilities can ba builte These efforts have bavught us o a poins
whero algnificant wilitary space peasitilities ars claarly sppareat,
Utilizing the technological baes =o far establiashed, the Asr Force
muat translate these tachnical capabilities into aciual defense
gystems, The time required to move from a davelopment stage to
operational systems 1o measured in years., Yet, it la the ready
military cepabllity, not the technological base, that accomplishes
deterrence. Accordingly, the Air Force pruposes to begin scms of
these conversicns at once.,”

Coments Herwm sgain, although there is no specific
refersnce 10 weapons systems, Wr, Zuckort's rosarke adght bs inter-
prated abroad as implying that the United States plans to use space
in every way which wuld strengthen our ailitary posture, including
weapons in orbit,

I hope all of tho forsgoing doee not suggest to you thal we are
overly sensitive to comments by officials ef the defanse establishe
ment or that we do nol recognize completely the necasgity that the
military do everylhing possible €0 ensuyw that wo are in a position
to dafend ourselves against any hostile actions in, or {rum, cuter
spaca, Our concern 18 rather that, as 1ittla as passible bs snid
publicly which can be conatrued abroad as in confilct with our policy
slaterents that we will not be the first to place weapono of mass
dezmtruction in orbitl and that owr military activities in space are
not eggressive and are, therefore, peaceful within tle meaning of
the United Hations Charter and entliraly consiatont with UN resolutlions
dealing with this sudject, .

Pest regards,
Sircerely,
10:10MP 1CHa £ 1 ttIr/™ionesJriry
5/15/53
1874
IL/UKA « Mr, Neds (4n draft) Richard ¥, Cardner

G/ = ¥r, Garthoff (in draft) Deputy Assistant Seeretary of State
SCI = ¥r, Mllery = (in dmft) fLor Intermationsl Orpanization ~Affuirs

uw~s/ ) o
W Jeme E
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Those portions of the Rostow report which
. stated that our goal was a victory not of the
United States over the Soviet Union, a vic-
tory not of capitalism over socialism, but
. rather a victory of men and nations under
the banner of the United Nations have sow
been officially confirmed. The President fised
the term “Pax Americana” to disavow the
hitherto traditional policy of the United
States to extend liberty and freedom a civil-
ization has known these thrilling cancepu.
This is a milestone.

Of disarmament President Kennédy said,

““Our primary long-range interest 1 Geneva,
however, is general and completd disarma-
ment—designed to take place by ftages, per-
mitting parallel political developments to
build the new Institutions of peace which
would take the place of arms."

This is the official 1963 reaffirmation of that
September 1961 policy paper, State Depart-
ment Document No. 7277. This has been
slyly denled by our officials or rejected as
fantastic by responsible persons in our
soclety.

Our expressed policy hu been to work
toward the dismantling, In three stages, of
national defense establishments and the
creation of an all powerful international
“peace force" controlled by the UN. Under
it we would be allowed only those weapons
needed for internal policing.

On the world order, the President too re-
affirmed what our policy papers have all
recommended, ‘the strengthening of the
United Nations into & world government.
His exact words were: “Meanwhile, we seek
to strengthen the United Natfons, to help
solve its financial problems, make it a
more effective Instrument fof peace, to de-
‘velop it into a genuine woyld security sys-
tem-—a system’capable of lving disputes
on the basis of law, of 1 ing the security
of the large and the smsll, and of creating
conditions under which can finally be
abolished.” f

The treaty we have put on the table at
Geneva even provides ghat all nations would
have to submit to compulsory jurisdic-
tion of the Internatfonal Court of Justice.
An all-powerful intefmatipnal army, with an
all-powerful court udder the same control as
the army is world government. What else
would an internatidnal rule of law imply?
Law would not what we have always
known 1t to be biit the consensus of the
contributions of thé Khrushchevs, the Maos,
the Sukarnos, the Nassers, the Nkrumahs,
and the Adlaf Stevénsons.

In this synthesfs, as U Thant calls this
merger, we would be 1 volce out of 126.,
Necessarily our heritage of religious and
spiritual values, dur common law tradition,
our blll ef rights, our free enterprise system
will be diluted beyond recognition. <

The question is, Do our people want this?
They should have the opportunity of choos-
ing. The threat of nuclear war is the justi-
fication for this surrender. Advocates “of
the plan, now In the saddle df Government,
have been pressing for this very thing long
before the advent of nuclear weapons. They
have used nuclear power, exaggerated it in
Boviet hands, as a pretext for their purpose.

The United Nations was never Intended to
serve this purpose. The whole U.N. charter
belles It. In fact, when the Senate was in-
duced to sign the underlying treaty, Secre-
tary of State Edward R. Stettinius specifi-
cally guaranteed it was not an instrument
of world government. Thus what U Thant.
and the President are proposing 1is even
illegal.

‘What compounds the issue even more Ll
the posture the President adopts for us. We
are courting Khrushchev. Apparently we
cession to draw him Into the consensus.
will continue to make concession after con-
Thus his strength will be enormou: when
he deigns to move in.

No issue on the surface today is more
funddMmental than this. It should be openly
dlscuued = It Involves our very heritage.

“dent to attack

-pear that the at

Most Infuriating to. the sdministration’s
s success and his habit

HON. WILLIAM J.

. OF PENNSYLV. FENPRE i
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRE
Wednesday, June

Mr. GREEN -of
Speaker, it gives me
call to the attention of
the House two splendid
appeared in the Pittsb: Post Gazette
on May 27, 1963, and in the Philadelphia
Daily News on June 7, J963, respectively,
concerning the life business career
of that great sta , my good friend,
Jim Farley: k oy
[From the Pittsburgh.
Farrey, ONCE

(By An

Anyone whose me:

azette, May 27, 1963 ]
Now Is RESPECTED
Bernhard) 0
ory goes back to the
early days of the Ni Deal remembers Big
Jim Farley, who, one of the men sur-
rounding Franklin f Roosevelt, was most
‘often the target at by enemles of the
administration. ) s e T

Big Jim was a
His abiding object to get his man and
his party into offige and keep them there.
He came from New York. He was a Demo-
crat. 8o he wu‘ubbed as . cnamre o!
Tammany.

When it wasn't

dged emvenlent or ‘pru-
velt, the administra-
tion's opponents
portrayed him as the Incarmation of Tam-
many and all of the evils attributed to
Tammany. But being schooled in the rough
politics of New Yark Farley never let it ap-
bothered him. .

enemies was Farley"
of being right, as when, in 1936, he predicted
that Alf Landon would carry only two States.
It's hard for us tp uwsllov the correctne
of an enemy's forecast. % AN S A A
. Then, in 1940, Farley broke with Roosevelt
over the third
night, the man whom the anti-Roosevelt
faction had execrated as the embodiment
of all political evil, became a hero to the
same people. As the Arab proverb has it,
“the enemy of my enemy is my friend.”
Today, by virtue of that break with Roose-
velt and the fact that he Is now to reach
his 75th birthday on Thursday, Farley has
become a respected elder statesman. Not of
the stature of Herbert Hoover, Harry Tru-
man, and Dwight Eisenhower, for there Is
& particular halo around the head of our
ex-Presidents, but still well up in_the }n-
tional pantheon A ’ o it T \.,,L A
The Assoclated Press repau t.hat on,ﬂu

“ave of turning 75, Big Jim s much as he

was when he was a cartoonist's delight, big—

« 6 feet 214 inches and 205 pounds—only & lit-

tle white fringe around his shining pink head.
«The former Democratic National Chairman
and Postmaster General is as active as ever
4and is able, despite his duties as board chair-
man of Coca-Cola Export Corp., to devote
‘much of his energy and time to politics.
He traveled more than 53,000 miles last
year, 46,000 of them by alr. “I spent nearly
106 hours in the air, attended 98 dinners and
78 business luncheons,” he told the Asso-

‘clated Press. He knpn a neord ol cnry

thing. ¢

HOw does he view the pouﬂal dtultlon
today? Nothing he can see, he says, leads
‘him to think that President Kennedy won't
be reelected. *“I think he has handled the
situation well. I can visualize him golnc
down as one Of our greatest Prosldengl

Farley belleves that at this vmung the

itician to his fingertips,

k out after Farley and

issue. ' Almost ovc;'-

An history as America’s grea

| The accomplishments of his fifst two terms |

"~ were the greatest ever made b
. President.”
 PFarley blames Roosevelt's tAird and fourth
terms for many of the besetting the
world today. “Those terms brought a great
mind, but one worn by thd welght of years
.and cares of state, to the important con-
ferences of Tehran and Yalta. We had a
worn leader dividing the 1d in a serles of
concessions embodled secret agreements
which * * * are plaguin t.he world’s children
with blood, death, and f
Farley clearly has
boss. ;

an American

ot !orglvcn his old

ers, and members of
n telling us, time and
times, maybe—that truth

“ Philosophers,
the clergy have
- again—a millio

is a great tool keep polished.

« For one thing, if you pile one lle awp an-
‘other, it's pre hard to keep them In proper
order in your/memory file.

ley, the man who was cam-
for President Franklin D.
2-term victories, was known
kable memory. -~

e reason why lomet.hlng couldn't be
Truth saves a lot of embarrassing
ions, if you don't remember what you

IN THE BENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

" Wednesday, June 19, 1963 °

4 Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
the first Member of this body to call the
“attention of the American people to our
‘woeful inadequacies in military space
‘was the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Can-
“ NoN]. The axiom that “he who controls
the air controls the world” can be moved
“up a few hundred miles and changed to
*he who controls aerospace controls t.he
world.” ;
# Oursisa peaceful mission in space ac-
cording to the administration but our
‘enemy’s mission is military. ~The Sena-
tor from Nevada in a recent issue of the
Saturday Evening Post has written a
very forceful and penetrating article
*“‘Are We Being Too Peaceful in Space?”
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Appendix of the Recorbp.
_ There being no objection, the article
‘was ordered to be printed ln the chonn
as follows:
¢ An Wk Bring Too Pncxrm. IN SPACE?
« (By Senator Howarp W. CANNON)
A perilous notlon grips Washington—that
, through some sort of gentleman’s agreement
with Russia we can quarantine space, can
keep it from becoming a theater of war.
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Wishfully the Nation gears ‘Its space pro-
gram to peaceful purposes, blind to the fact
that the Russians have no such Inhibitions,
While we dream, the Russians bend every
effort to develop military space systems.
Quite openly the are striving for a declsive
advantage in that newly penetrated reglon.

*Peaceful purposes,” the administration
admits, means “keeping the peace” as well as
engaging In sclentific exploration and In
commercial activities in space. President
Kennedy has sald we must insure that no
other nation galns a position in space that
would threaten our security. And we &re
orbiting numserous unmanned space vehicles
which could have significant military pur-
poses. But the disturbing fact Is that we
continue to put overwhelming emphasis on
nonmililtary space programs and Umit
military efforts to & small Ust of defensive
possibilties,

Elaborate reasons have been advanced for
pursuing this policy. Onse used frequently is
that we might somehow be able to keep space
out of bounds for active warfare. The theory
is that, by unilaterally avolding development
programs that could make space a combat
theater In any war, we might induce the
Russians to follow sult. This kind of think-
ing flles in the face of history. We have gen-
erally been able to discourage the Russians
from a course of actlon only by confronting
ihem with impressive deterrent power.

I see a discomf parallel between our
"space is for peace” attitude and our attempt
from 1058 to 1961, to end campetition in
nuclear weapons by woluntary halting our
nuclear test program.

While cobwebs gathered on our fest !.n-
stallations in the Nevada desert and the
Pacific, the Russians blithely went ahead
with preparations for what was to be the
most concentrated series of nuclear tests
that has been held to date. Buddenly, after
8 years of nalve inactivity on our part, the
Russians broke the gentleman's agreement
and wiped out much of this Nation's v‘!ta.l
lead In nuclear technology.

What makes our wishful thinking in space
all the more dangerous ls that we do not
enjoy the lead in space that we held In the
nuclear fleld. Rather, we are still far behind
the Boviet In some areas with
enormous military potential. We are still
handicapped by the inferior thrust of our
largest rockets. The Russians pan hurl
much larger payloads Into orbit, including
thelr 50-megaton and 100-megaton bombs,
We are stlll nowhere near matching the
Boviet accomplishment of last summer In
orbiting two manned Vostok spacecraft with-
in a very short distance of one another. The
date for our first rendegvous of two Gemini
capsules, i1t would appear, has Just been put
back to 1965. It will greatly surprise me if
the Russians have not sctually jolned two
spacecraft In flight befars this year ia out
and perhaps even transferred the cosmonauts
Nying them. %

The logic of history should be enough to
convince this Nation that, without an en-
forceable treaty limiting space activities—an
unlikely eventuality—the BRussians will do
everything posaihle to exploit the military
uses of space. But we need not ocontant our-
selves with the logic of histary. Boviet lead-
ers, starting with Nikita Khrushchev, have
given repeated Indications that the BSoviet
space program is aimed squarely at attaining
military dominance In space.

In a speech dellvered In December 1061,
the Soviet Premler sald: “When the im-

declde the question of whether or
not they should unleash war, the 50- and
100-megaton Soviet bombs will hang over
their heads like the sword of Damocles.”
Later, in the same speech, he sald: “If I
could send up CGagarin and Titov, we could,
of course, re G and Titov with
other freight, and land it where we would
like to land It.”

ﬂ.“ en

| A second argument for Hmiting U8, mill-

tary space efforts has to do with the type of
space threat we tend to think of first: bombs

_in orbit. The nub of this argument Is that
bombe

there is no point in anyone putting

in orbit, or on the moon, because such
space-based nuclear systems would inevita-
blybecmtuw.lummdlm accu-
rate than earth-based

systema.
A big flaw In this reasoning llt.hntlttand.l y
Tmages

to view the Russians as mirror of
ourselves. I admit 1 see no immediate need
for thils country to push development aof
orbital bombers, although I do not rule out
wuch s need at a later date. But just because
&pace-based bombers might not it our strate-
gic needs for the moment, it does not follow
that they would not it SBoviet ambitions.
Boviet strategists may well have daclded to
capitalize on thelr advantages In rocket
thrust and 100-megaton bombs.  «.

A limlited force of lupu'u.temt- carrying
100-megaton bombs might not be able to
dellver nuclear blows as discriminatingly or
efclently as & bomber-Minuteman-Polaris
force. BStill, for a nation that has shown
littie hesitancy to employ blackmall, a satel-
lite force might represent a declsive psy-
chological weapon. You do not, after all,
have to shoot something at someone to weak-
‘em him. Think what a psychological advan-
tage the Russians would have galned had
they got away with stationing offensive mis-
alles In Cuba. What If they now turned
around and placed comparable nuclear power
in orbite not much farther vertically from
D 8. targets than Cuba is from Milam! hori-
gontally?

To counter such s move, nmlghtnotm
—any gain in orbiting bomb-carrylng satellites
of our own. What we might urgently want
would be satellites able to rendesvous with
suspicious Soviet craft, detect whether they
hu:edwaapomonboudmﬁnudh.dm

m . . 4 all. W =

There are officials who, while granting such
& possibllity, put forward still another argu-
mant for deemphasizing military space pro-
grams. They are expohents of the so-called
fallout theory, which runs this way: The
Mational Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration (NASA) plans to spend $20 billion
putting a two-man expedition on the moon
by 1970. In doing so, the civillan space
agency will Investigate almost every techni-
cal aspect of space operations. The De-
fense Department needs only to adapt the
technical “fallout” of this and other NASA
programs to its own requirements if a So~
viet military threat in space materializes,

“This pat theory will not withstand close
examination. While many fequirements for
space flight apply equally to civillan and
military operations, there are some unique
military requirements no amount uf civillan
oriented effort will satlsfy.

‘Military vehicles must react Instantane-
ously to enemy thrusts. The launching of
a sclentific vehicle, by contrast, can ordi- |
narily be delayed to awalt improvement in
the weather or to permit a last-minute {tem-
by-item checkout of the rocket. Military

vehicles must operate from places dictated’

‘by military needs, not from a limited num-
ber of well-established launch pads at Cape
Canaveral and other research centars, They
must be able to return to base and fly an-
other day, since military operations are likely
to be Tepetitive, and the cost of launching
one-shot vehicles would be unbearable.

‘There is another decisive difference. A
military operation—in tanks, subs, planes or
space vehiocles—Is not just a matter of hav-
ing the right hardware. The best hardware
is useless In war without crews tralned for
their mission, a well-ollsad maintenance’ and
supply system and an operational doctrine
worked out not simply in a “think
but through fleld trials, the fleld In t.hh caso
being space.

It takes time to bulld a rudy-lo-go mnl-

, “June 19

capabflity. Right now it may look as
though earth-based systems constitute a force
ﬂaqnshtndﬂermymwslcm But
advancing so swiftly it is pos-
sible Mlden mtghtmmyment
accomplish another " as sig-
mificant as the perfection of the H-bomb.
they do, the capability to conduct mill-

ons In space may suddenly be-
dectsive. T 0

same wobjections hold, only more
, far the contention that the Dnited
oan taks out adequate space Insur-
by developing a storehouse of “bulld-
ing blocks.” The Titan III workhorse rocket
booster; various infrared, optical and other
‘apparatus for detecting what is aboard other
‘nations’ satellites; and an exotic line of
winged space vehicles are examples of "bulld-
blocks” mow being worked on. The

tary

E

‘gﬂ

it

together in short order. But what about
mission training, supply and operational doo-
Arine? ‘There are months, more likely years,
between the production of military equip-

ding new environment.

‘There have been recent signs t.hn highly
placed officials are beginning to recognise
the reality of the Soviet space threat. But
in the past there have been similar ripples
of Interest that soon dissipated. Whatever
new Interest there is has not yet been h-nnnm-
. Mor

Mngm;rl I would like to see the De-
Tense Department coms to the Gang'rul with

A program calling for: s+ P

Pirst. Speedy development of orb'lttng ve-

hicles able to rendezvous with, inspect and,

1f necessary, disable potentially hostile space-

Becond. An sarly opportunity for the Alr
to conduct complete space missions
own 80 as to acquire vital across-the-
experience in space operations. "The
Dbest course is for the Alr Force to be author-
as agent of the Defense Department, to
its own versions of the wingless, bal-
two-man Gemini capsules NASA 15
llamunz as & Mp in its man-on-the-moon

'E .

8
¥

!n'tird. NASA- Derenu Departmant joint
pl:.nnlns for development of an orbiting space
station large enough for 20 to 80 crewmen.
¢ Provislon would be made for erews to rotate
every 2 to 4 weeks through use of space
taxis. “The permanent space station could
& command post for controlling
terceptors, orbital antimissile sys-
d other components of a military
ce. Eventually we might want to
tegic space stations able to carry
yloads. When it becomes possible to
many as 100 weapons, .pr several
hnndred on a single space platform, the
space bomber might for the first time be-
«<come economically competitive with earth-
based strategic systems. ~ A

" (4) Stepped-up work on rocket boosters
that could be recovered after launch and
used again, An alternative is the ambitious
concept of an “aerospace™ plane that could
takeoff conventionally from a runway, propel
1tself into orbit and emtunlly return to
“the takeoff runway.

TOO MUCH BUCK ROGERS?

'The above proposals, prior to SBputnik I,
would have sounded Illke the notlons of
who had read too much Buck

{!
LT

They should. But wil they? There are
nl.l -meaning sclemrtists, some in high“places,

PﬁESEﬂVAT KON Cury
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space-based
- accomplish anything not better accomplished

impact on {ndustry.
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who doubt that weapons could
from nearer the earth, History indicates
they are wrong, that Molmm‘h te the
speed of advancing technology any case,
we cannot afford to gamble. II we dismiss
the military potential in space, Wws may be
startled one day—Ilike the day Sputnik I
was orbited—to discover, from the accam-
plishments of potential enemies, how wrong
we have been. And by then, becauss tech-
nology is advancing in ever longer quantum
Jumps, it may be too late to do anyihing
sbout it.

mclmeutumuym P
mm-multaot‘wuwhﬂ d

companies establishing here 5, 1D or 20 years
ago. The increase has strong
the increase of many at comp

Secret of New Hampshire's Industrial
Growth

EXTENSION OF

HON. THOMAS J. M- IN{'YRE
AR ) B
Wednesday, June ”I 1963

ment made a dozen years fg
steadily increasing dividends
jobs 18 found in Nashua. B
Associntes established [tsell
1950's with some 100 employefs.
Bteady and rapld growth 8 now made
Banders one of the State's rst employers,
with more than 2,000 on its payroll at plants
in Nashua and Manchester jand
\t}lnnll plants in Iluuc
An early start and a co|
-have not, however, all b

Mr, McINTYRE. Mr. esident, the responsible for New Haghpshire’s dynamic
industrial director of the [: ision of Eco- ;00!10@;1!"- _:3‘1_. Bl'ﬂﬂ:;d portance t:'rg
nomic Development in the State of New ampshire’s “good g climate,
Hampshire, Mr. Winfred U. Foss, recently ¥hich labor attitudes ibe uador ‘u-

wrote a splendid article sétting forth the
basis for New HampsHire's industrial
progress. As he points dut, the approach
of our industries and, the cooperating
agencies of the Sta l'g(werm'rwnl: has
been remarkably fre¢ from the gim-
mickry that so of besets industrial
expansion schemes. § His message is a
distillation of Ya wisdom on this
subject and descri New Hampshire's

New Hampshire is n
wholly by Yankees any)}
since the last centu
French Canadians mofed
ers and spinners in

Nexos No GIMMICES
ew Hampshire's industrial
growth is that “there is mo -cret" .

New Hampshire hss no “get industry
quick” schemes. It cannot, under its constl-
tution, give concessions to Ind

Its tax structure rates only average ln its
It hes no enabling law
permitting ita Sowns and cities to bond them-

his own grlevacuu-hownb;ﬁnwmmeut
of one manufscturer:
“Idonthaanumnnlnmplmtmd
don’t expect th have one, so long as I leave
my office doof open to anybody who wants
duu:wlthml." "

selves for industrial construction. : g&{:rnx‘: pcen;l::::n.htaian on n‘:‘ur of the
In ;?"4’ of these um;h“":;'- ‘:’ t:l?:m— Keene plant of Miniature Precision

ades New pahire has been bullding an y., o Hirace Glibert, president, made

industrial economy which one out-of-State this obeervadion: 4 s O

observer recently characterized as “a bright " o dot over the numbw‘ol workers

spot in the Nation’s economy. who addre: the pruldnnt d t‘ha company
Btatistics tell the story: by his first fiame ™ fe JA®

New Hampshire ranks second among the
States in the percentage of population em-
ployed in manufacturing.

Manufacturing employment continues to
Erow, reversing a national trend. The galn
over the past decade approximated 5,000.

Nonmanufacturing employment is grow-
ing even faster, topping the rate of all other
New England States.

New Hampshire's unemployment rate 1a
usually the lowest in New England and con-

The ﬂm{-name rtluticmstﬂp wrh both
ways. Thé typlcal Industrial worker llkes
to be kn A5 A person—not as & num-
ber—to his employer. Perhaps this wish
to be an Individual Is the reason for his
relative flucumu to merge himself into
a unlion pnd let a blrgum.ng lgent du hls
talking fdr him

These Worker attitudes add up to one of
New Hathpshire's key attractions for indus-

sistently below the national average. In ry—Its low Incldence of strikes and work
August 1962, it dropped to a phenomenal Stoppageés. Conslstently, New Hampshire has
2.8 percent. one of the best records In the Nation In

number of man-days lost through work
ltoppagha Labor turnover ia gimilarly low.
Along with cooperative and productive
labor, New Hampshire offers the industriallst
a tax structure which bears less heavily on
the manufacturer than t.hlt d many ot.her
States. ey &

Population growth (12.7 percent in the last
decade) is the second most rapid in New
England,

How come this record of growth and prog-
ress, in a State which confessea to having
some handicaps and lays no clalm to a pet

formula? 4

expected that New
* and economic elima

hmotthnmahm
with. pelther a corporate Income tax nor &
. males tax. For revenue, ltl-mhonui‘ou ;

v--

" taxes on parimutuel betting, alcoh

erages, and tobacco. the nt ses-
slon of the leglslature, it took an itlonal
“ step In this direction by creating & State-

~ additional $4 ‘million or more per

These so-called voluntary
because its citivens and guests d
pay them unless they choose to drink, smoke

or gamble—are supplemented the local
level by a property tax levied on d, bulld-
ings and inventory.

New Hampshiremen freely nfess that

this tax structure has faults.® Thers was
strong opposition to the sweepltakes bill by
people who thought that the Btate was de-

pending too heavily on volun taxes. The
property tax 1s generally arded ns too
high and there has been a Pontinulng de-
‘mand that the tax on inven be repealed

Bs Inequitable,

“.« But there s no Immedia
important change in tax Btructure, mostly
because the present one wgrks. Partlcularly,
in thia Industry-conscioud State, there have
been few complaints 1 industry that the
burden of taxation is exc#ssive.

. Industrialists generally find that they can
live with this tax strufture. One, a recent
transplant $o New Haffipshire from another

State. even went so fAr as to state that he
pshire’s tax structure

; would result in a sav-
Ing of 850,000 over c tlnhinpreﬂounlocn
tion.

Although New Ha pnhlre has no Industris)
development gimmicks, it has its share of
what might be calléd alds to Industry, some
of which are uniq
‘““The New nampl‘nlre Industrial Park Au-
thority 1s an agdncy of State government
with broad powérs. Originally, 1t was an
~agency to finanoé the development of raw
“land Into iInduftrial sites In cooperation
with local agendles. It was also authorized
t0 finance the, construction of industrial
< plants. Two ydhrs ago, its powers were {n-
creased to enable it to guarantee loans to the
extent necessafy to make possible 100 per-
‘cent financing of new industrial plants.

prospect of any,

+-The New Business Develop-
ment Carp., # private agency, makes both
eonstruction d working capital loans to
Andustry, usudlly in second position. It, also,

had Its power# broadened two years ago when
the hgm.amx]i revised its charter to permit it

“to guarantee Joans to ) Industry.

“In additioh to these State-wide agencies,
‘there are 30-odd local Industrial develop-
‘ment corporfitions, sume.of which have been
highly effecflve. One of these, Concord Re-
glonal Development Corp., was singled out by

 Donald R. QMimore, reglonal economist, Fed~
eral Reserve Bank of Boston, as outstanding
’lmung all skch organizations Iathe Nation,
| UPRISING, BARNEGIE HALL, NEW YORK CTTY
All of thefle agencles have been exceedingly
eﬂectlva Tt is significant to note, however,
‘shat theld effectiveness has not been
‘achleved af the expense of departures from
sound busthess practice. ‘There have been
no special interest rates offered, and loans
have had stand up under rigid scrutiny.
= Further all industrial financing has been

«.in cooperdtion with established banks and
Jdending titutions. All of which Is not
surprising, since bankers have consistently

been lepders in New Hampshire's Industrial
‘developndent effort, and fill many of the
‘offices In these financing organizations,

Equally significantly, New Hampshire
swould still acquire industry even if it didn't
have these alds. For example, the two larg-
est industries locating in New Hampshire
during the past 12 months drew on nelther
Btate nor local communities for financing
assistance.
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These were Bylnma Klectrlc Produch
which picked Exeter as the site for a new
600-employee plant (Sylvania's third in the
State), and Tampax, Inc., which is bullding
& 500-employee plant in Claremont.

What are New Bnmpsmre‘n prospects for
the future?

We will continue to attract new Industry.
However, we will probably find that the
State stands to gain as much from assisting
established Industry as from attracting new
industry.

In two areas of activity we can do much
%0 promote the growth o! tbnt which we
already have:

We can seek broader powers for the In-
dustrial Park Authority In financing new
plant facilities for New Hampshire manu-
facturers. And we cadl adopt a vigorous
program af seeking to attract to New Hamp-
shire the skilled labor and techniclans
necessary for future industrial growth.

~

Effectiveness of Research Sponsored by
National Institutes of Health

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
y e oF

"~ HON. MAURINE B. NEUBERGER

0? qmon
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Wednesday, June 19, 1963

Mrs. NEUBERGER. - Mr. President,
the ultimate value of funds invested in
medical research cannot be measured
because no one can foretell at what
point work in the laboratory may unlock

_the mysteries of illnesses like cancer

and heart diseast. Yet, criticism is di-
rected occasionally at the National In-
stitutes of Health for sponsorship of
extensive research in various nelds qt
medicine.

Dr. Howard A. Rusk, an assistant
editor of the New York Times and inter-
nationally known chairman of the De-
partment of Rehabilitation and Phys-
ical Medicine at New York University
College of Medicine, has analyzed
charges made against NTH. In an article

~4n the Times of June 16, 1963, Dr. Rusk

comments on the claim that Congress
allocates to the Institutes more funds
than can be used effectively. Study of
testimony presented to House and Sen-
ate Appropriations Committees, he as-
‘serts, actually shows that our Nation's
cdpacity for conducting medical re-
search is still not being fully used, de-
spite the annual increases in NIH funds
for research.

Dr. Rusk, who has received numerous
honors from public and private organi-
zations for his achievements in medi-
ecine, concludes from his study of the
record that the research program of the
National Institutes of Health has dem-
onstrated its soundness. I ask unani-
mous consent to have the text of his
‘article printed jn the Recorb.

* There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: v
Taz INSTITUTES OF HEALTH: RISING us Am

ror MrpicAl REsEarcH Is Causx ror Priox,

Nor Crrriciss

+(By Howard A. Rusk, M.D.)
Within the last year there has been mount-

.lng criticlsm of the National Institutes of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD =

June 19

[ A,..o‘

Health trom a relntlvdy.
people. . oo bedug g

‘This criticism has been centered largely
on the charge that the Enstitutes are grant-

July 1 for which funds

e year beginning
fﬁ‘lviww..er;!mnnosh.wmﬂnbeuommmn-

Bom., o ain v Wi .
“/The current and est.lmnted bu:klog ot a-p-

ed more funds by the Congress than they can ' proved grants for which funds are not avail-
use effectively. The criticisms are usually - able are for but one division of the National
sweeping generalizations Jacking m docu- - Institutes of Health. The same situation
mentation and evidence. .~ . | . [ exists in most of the other divisions.
After a careful analysis of the uluuauve «.Critics of the National Institutes of Health
material gathered through extensive hear- have charged that unnecessary and unim-

‘ “DCO

.under rigidly controlled conditions.

ings each year by both the House and Senate
Appropriations Committees, one cannot help
but conclude that u:uo cha.rgea m . not |
true. IR N
I¢ 15 ooereck that Pedaend aupponi ” oy
cal research has grown rapidly since World
War II. This, however, should be a cause
for pride rather than  for concern. . The
growths of research In defense, space, and
industrial technology have ' been even more
rapid. o

Whlch is most important—to get. & man
on the moon before the Russians or to eradi-

cate many of the diseases that kill and dis-

able millions of Americans each year? |

o

As Mike Gorman, executive director of the

National Committee Against Mental Illness,
pointed out recently, “the true yardstick by
which these programs should be judged 15
how well they are succeeding in controlling
or eradicating those major diseases which
cost the American economy billlons of dol-
lars each year in medical outlays lost wages
and lost income taxes.” .. .. R g
. The truth of the matter {s that despite
lncnuea in the budgets of the National In-
stitutes of Health each year, our Nation's
‘medical research capacity is still ~under-
utilized. TRt e g ot dliee
wmodiach year -n of the xnmmu. have far
more applications approved by their advisory
councils than t.hey can nmnee within cur-
~sent budgets. . ,4“‘, T
© " PROJECTS REVIEWED % ' 4,
The advisory councils, consisting otxém‘l-
nent sclentists and lendlng citizens, review
each individual project from the l'u.ndpolnt
Bf sclentific valldlty nnd .clentme lmpot

Vsl

. "w_,p

¥ rhe National Instltutca or Health Mve

initiate a series of programs for the con-
struction and equipping of health research
facilities. This program provides matching
funds up to 50 percent of the cost of an en-
tire research building or a section of {t. * '*
“"Bo great has been the demand for health
research facility funds that the $50 million
authorized by Congress for the current flscal
year, ending this monu: hu ure.dy been
-awarded. =

Outstanding against the 850 milion ex-
‘pected to be available for the fiscal year
beginning July 1 are awards approved by the
advisory council totaling $61,963,291. ; -

CENTERS ARE LINK M;* s
Another extensive prognm is the lupport
of general clinical research centers in hos-
pitals and other research institutions. These
centers provide the link between basic medl-
cal research and its application. ta patients
Y s
There are 42 general clinical research cen-
ters In operation, and 22 others in yarious
stages of development, o
.. Based on experience, It h euumated um
in the fiscal year beginning July 1 there will
be a backlog of 87,100,000 in approved appli-
catlons for which funds will not be avallable.
Another

and services for many departments and dis-
ciplines in one or more institutions. =7

.This program supports 19 large oompuur

_centers, six LINC computer evaluation stud-

jes and one blomedical engineering center.

onmwrrnou'rmm'..,

/It is estimated that the backlog of ap-

proved special research resources grants for

QUESTIONS OF IMPORTANCE .+
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t research 1is supported in order to
use up funds. Again an analysis of Lbo facts
nhown this I1s not the case

TREASURY GETS “0 MILLION -

‘At the end of this month, which con-

cludes the current flscal year, the Natlonal
Institutes of Health will return to the Treas-
ury about $40 mlllion out of a total of about
$700 million appropriated by Congress for

- extramural research grants.

This results from the fact t.hat the ap-
propriations are made categorically and
funds cannot be transferred from one pro-

to another, ' -

It is difficult to u.ndersumd why a pro-
gram as important as that of the National
Institutes of Health, which has had the
full support of the American people and
which has demonstrated its soundness,
should be singled out for mch unjustlned
criticlsm.

i b 2 MDY
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l-por_tuce of Amencn Principles and
,_ 53 * Ideals
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~HON. STROM THURMOND

? 0’ BOUTH CAROLINA

53
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SHE Wednuday, June 19, 1963 . -~

“"'Mr THURMOND. Mr. President, one
“of the victims of the drive to establish a
world government has been the great
“~ American ideal of patriotism, a strong

'been authorized during the past 7 years to=~ SPirit of dedication to our national herit-

‘age and the principles which have made
our country the greatest the world has
ever known. Mr. John Brock, vice presi-

“dent and general manager of Lowrance

‘Newspapers in North Carolina, has writ-
ten an important and interesting article
‘on the subject of patriotism and its de-
“cline in America.

4+ This article was published on March

13, 1963, in the Belmont Banner of Bel-

mont, N.C., and has just come to my at-

~tention. I commend Mr. Brock for this

‘and a number of other columns that he
‘has written In an effort to increase

'American principles and ideals that must

‘be promoted rather than forgotten.

+ I ask unanimous consent that his arti-
cle be printed in the Appendix of the
Rxconn %

There being no objectlon the article
vas ordered to be prtnt,ed in the RECORD,
‘as follows.

[l"mm the Belmont (N.C.) Banner,
R Mar, 18, 1963)

i ‘an WHAT HAPPENED TO PATRIOTISM ?
'{; ‘1. S~ (By John Brock)

o 1s pﬂnotlm udlng from the Amencsn
lcene? "

‘Remember the days of—and prlot Lo——
Wm‘ld War II when the sight of “Old Glory"
.lutod ‘the hearts of Americans to emphatic

- shouting or clapping? Times have changed.

7 Recently, an elderly gentleman stood on
~the downtown streets of a nearby city awalt-

“Ing the passing of a parade. When the color
guard came into sight, the old man raised
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my own impression is that the
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this is a year or so away -~ but

planning might being promptly
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SEGRET LK,
MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BROMLEY SMITH S 2, g ‘?-..,
7 & % 4
Brom-- c(,_‘
2. %‘uk
Senator Gore's speech on U.S. space policy and the subsequen t‘c.{t
rejoinder by the Soviets prompted me to look at our old OCB paper et

‘on Reconnaissance Satellites, dated May 4, 1960. The U.S. Policy “¢ _
on Outer Space provided for two equal and major courses of action,

as follows: z(*a?& “7 a,,

"39. As soon as reasonably practicable, subject to A - “
limitations imposed by the President, use reconnaissance "'\; *‘4.
satellites to enhance the U. S. intelligence effort. ¥ & e ,\‘

"40. Consider the extent to which information obtained ‘d(_. “

. through the military use of space, as in the case of recon- (//,._J
naissance satellites, can be applied to civil purposes. " < /
&

You will remember that the working group, after extensive dis- %
cussions that agitated the intelligence community, finally compromised "--\‘ &
on the conclusion that no decision could be reached on the application A
of information obtained from reconnaissance satellites for civil purposes ¥
until decisions had been reached concerning the uses to be made of the 4 - 5\}
photographic data resulting from the SAMOS Project. The working ‘b?"‘-
group noted, for example, a question of whether the photographs were 2,.:
going to be limited to or exploited for political and psychological

purposes. %

You will also recall that the working group recommended, and the
Board concurred, that State and Defense, in consultation with other
agencies as appropriate, should consider on an urgent basis the extent
to which information obtained through the use of reconnaissance satellites
should be applied to civil purposes. This was done and the view of the
intelligence community prevailed at that time, and the whole subject has
been under deepest security ever since.

I think that we are now again in a situation where the question
should be reviewed. I cannot see how there could be any compromise
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of intelligence sources in the appropriate use of satellite photography
for political and psychological purposes. Our potential enemies must
assume for planning and policy making purposes that we have this
capability even if they are not too sure of the details of the technology.
I believe that our scientific community would grant the Soviets a
similar if not equal capability.

I realize the delicacy of the relationships that exist in this par-
ticular field and hesitate to make a firm personal recommendation on
the basis of incomplete knowledge. I should like to suggest, however,
that you give this matter some thought and perhaps bring this to Mac's
attention as a subject meriting some additional staff study.

Charles £ Johnson
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR, BROMLEY SMITH
Brom--

Senator Gore's speech on U. 8. space policy and the subsequent
rejoinder by the Soviets prompted me to look at our old OCBE paper
on Reconnaissance Satellites, dated May 4, 1960. The U.8. Policy
on Quter Space provided for two equal and major courses of action,
as follows:

"39. As soon as reasonably practicable, subject to
limitations imposed by the President, use reconnaissance
satellites to enhance the U. 8. intelligence effort.

'"40. Consider the extent to which information obtained
through the military use of space, as in the case of recon-
naissance satellites, can be applied to civil purposes. "

You will remember that the working group, after extensive dis-
cussions that agitated the intelligence ¢cornmunity, finally compromised
on the conclusion that no decision could be reached on the application
of information obtained from reconnaissance satellites for civil purposes
until decisions had been reached concerning the uses to be made of the
photographic data resulting from the SAMOS Project. The working
group noted, for example, a question of whether the photographs were
going to bs limited to or exploited for political and psychological
purposes.

You will also recall that the working group recommended, and the
Board concurred, that State and Defense, in consultation with other
agencies as appropriate, should consider on an urgent basis the extent
to which information obtained through the use of reconnaissance satellites
should be applied to civil purposes. This was done and the view of the
intelligence community prevailed at that time, and the whole subject has
been under deepest security ever since.

1 think that we are now again in a situation where the question
should be reviewed. [ cannot see how there could be any compromise
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of intelligence sources in the appropriate use of satellite photography
for political and psyehological purposes. Our potential enemies must
assume for planning and policy making purposes that we have this
capability even if they are not too sure of the details of the technology.
I believe that our scientific community would grant the Soviets a
similar if not equal capability.

I realize the delicagy of the relationships that exist in this par-
ticular field and hesitate to make a firm personal recommendation on
the basis of ingomplete knowledge. I should like to suggest, however,
that you give this matter some thought and perhaps bring this to Mae's
attention as a subject meriting some additional staff study.

Charles E. Johnson
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An Appeal to the Presiden

E ARE IN a strategic space race with the Rus-

sians and we have been losing. The first man-
made satellite to orbit the Earth was named Sputnik.
The first living creature in space was Laika. The
first rocket to the Moon carried a Red flag. The first
photograph of the far side of the Moon was made
with a Soviet camera. . . .

Control of space will be decided in the next
decade. If the Soviets control space they can control
Earth, as in past centuries the nation that controlled
thc scas dominated the continents. This does not
mcan that the United States desires more rights in
spacc than any other nation. But we cannot run
second in this vital race. To insure peace and free-
dom, we must be first. .

The target dates for a manned space platform,
U.S. citizen on the Moon, nuclear power for space
exploration, and a true manned spaceship should
be elastic. All these things and more we should
accomplish as swiftly as possible. This is the new
age of exploration; space is our great New Frontier.

HE WORDS ABOVE were not written by the edi-

tor of MissiLEs AND ROCKETS. They were written
by President of the United States John F. Kennedy.
They appeared in an article he wrote for the Oct. 10,
1960 issuc of M/R—Iless than a month before his
election.

We appcal to the President to carefully consider
once again what he said at that time:

“If the Soviets control space, they can control
Earth. . . . )

Mr. Kennedy's article was written in response
to a ninc-point proposal by this magazine for an
effective national defense and space policy. These
points included recognition that “space for peaceful
purposes” is possible only if “freedom of space” is
ensured by giving the U.S. military a predominant
role in developing and carrying out the projects
necessary to guarantee freedom of space.

This is what Mr. Kennedy said in his response:

“The space and defense proposals of MissILES
AND ROCKETS parallel, although in somewhat more
detail, those of the Democratic Party platform. They
are in line with my own thinking: our goals are
identical.™

WE MUST ASK. Mr. President, what has hap-
pencd to your thinking? Why are our goals,
in a little more than two years, now so far apart?

In agreeing to our proposal for an effective U.S.
military space program, you called it “an umbrella
under which we can explore and develop space for
the benefit of all mankind.”

There is no such umbrella, Mr. President, and
the events of the past two months have made it
exceedingly clear that there is no prospect of one.

The coursc upon which you are embarked is
endangering the future security of the United States
as no other President has done. We do not make
this charge lightly. There are serious reasons for
making it at this time.

Foremost is the fact that the Russians themselves
have taken your words of October, 1960, at their
face value. Marshal Vasiliy Danilovich Sokolovskiy,
First Deputy Minister of the Soviet Armed Forces,
recently has published what an Air Force official
calls the first comprehensive treatment of Soviet
doctrine and strategy since 1926, a book entitled
Military Strategy.

In that book, Marshal Sokolovskiy cités your
statement of October, 1960, in MISSILES AND ROCK~
ETs that the country which controls space can control
the Earth. He says the Soviet Union “cannot dis-
regard” what he calls U.S. plans to use space explora-
tion for military purposes.

Sokolovskiy states that the Soviet Union cannot
allow the U.S. to become superior in this field “in
any way.” He says the Sovict Union must oppose
the U.S. with “more effective means and methods
by the use of space for defensive purposes.”

The implication is plain that the Soviet Union is
embarked on a military space program.

What, meanwhile, is the status of the U.S. mili-
tary space program which the Russians are using
as an excuse for embarking on military space projects
of their own?

® The exclusive reports in this magazine that
the Dyna-Soar (X-20) project was to be given the
axe now have been confirmed. No less an authority
than your Secretary of Defense made that clear in
his statement to Congress on Dyna-Soar: “It will
cost to complete, in total, including funds spent to
date, something in the order of $800 million to $1
billion. The question is, do we meet a rather ill-
defined military requirement by proceeding down
that track, or do we meet it better by modifying
Gemini in some joint project with NASA? . . . 1
think we can cut back very substantially while better
meeting both of our requirements, and that is our
objective.”

® The Rover program for development of a

nuclear rocket for space, which you said in October.

1960, should be accomplished as swiftly as possible,
has slipped 14 to 16 months behind schedule.

® The MIDAS program, for development of an
early-warning satellite system, has been cut back to
a study effort.

® SAINT, the program to develop a capability

for inspecting possibly hostile satellites, has been cut

back in favor of a more distant goal.

® Blue Gemini, the Air Force program for de-
veloping its own space flight capabilities, has been
abandoned in favor of the joint project with NASA.

Where, Mr. President, is the cffective and pre-
dominant military space program which you agreed
is so vital to our national security? It does not exist—
and current dev;lop'ments are pushing any prospect
of its implementation into the far distant future.

We charge you with neglect of our national
security in your own words, Mr. President: “If the
Soviet control space, they can control Earth.”

William J. Coughlin

2

missiles and rockets, March 18, 1963
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INTRODUCTION

My talk today is concerned with the space program supported by the Defense
Department. This program is often spoken and thought of as the "military space
program", particularly by its critics, who may use the adjective either to argue
that it is too big or too small. I propose to demonstrate that the program is
as close to the optimum size as we can meke it in the light of all the uncertain-
ties that must accompany such a program, and, in fact, that we probably err on
the side of allowing too generous a margin of safety for the effects of these
uncertainties.

Actually, of course, 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. In this sense, then, the totality
of our "military" space efforts, assessed from a national rather than a Depart-
mental viewpoint greatly exceeds the efforts supported by the Defense Department
alone.

I will make four principal points in this talk as follows:

First, in discussing the mission and objectives of the Defense Department
I point out that this is not the Department of Space, but the Department respon-
sible for national defense and that any undertakings that are supported by the
Defense Department, whether or not they are space projects, must further that
basic mission and those objectives.

Second, I discuss the requirements for space programs and projects. The
principal point here is that our expenditures on space developments have been
remarkably high in relation to viable concepts for military applications in
space. In fact, despite extraordinary efforts we have not evolved any very new
ideas for military applications in space during the past several years. This is
especially true of manned military applications. Nevertheless, we have tripled
our hardware efforts just in the last three years. I note that about half of our
efforts are directed at clear, identifiable military needs but that half of them
are not, and comprise a very extensive program of technological insurance against
an uncertain future. MORE



My third principal point, which concérns the scope of the DoD space program,
is simply that it is a very large, not a very small, program.

Fourth, I point out that decisions are not made about the scope of a space
program as such. They are based principally on the value of particular ideas
and program .proposals.

Lastly, I note that space 1s a new frontier, although certainly not the only
new frontier in the world today, and that we in the Defense Department are
determined to be out on that frontier.’ '

I should like to begin this discussion, then, by outlining the principal
objectives of the Defense Department.

MISSION AND OBJECTIVES OF THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT

Basically the Department of Defense is charged with military preparations
essential for the protection of ocur vital interests. To do that effectively
and well is a foremost objective. Our efforts with respect to space undertakings
supported by the Defense Department are, therefore, aimed at enhancing as neces-
sary our military power and effectiveness. There are, of course, a multitude of
fascinating and potentially useful projects that one might underteke in this new
field, but unless we can satisfy ourselves that these efforts contribute to our
military mission, or are likely to, we are not justified in supporting them.
This is not the only criterion, but it is a minimum criterion.

In a world where thermonuclear war is always a possibility, we have a
special obligation to be able to meet any level of aggression with the appropriate
level of force. That is why the Defense Department particularly during this Ad-
ministration, has placed great emphasis upon the preparation of a flexible
military capability. Naturally, space efforts, which are often very costly and
which may not contribute heavily or directly to such objectives must compete
for support with others that do.

MILITARY REQﬁIREMENTS IN SPACE

The first step in determining what our program ought to be is to identify
military needs and requirements so that plans may be set to meet them. Space
developments, of course, are close to the forefront of modern technological ad-
vances. We must plan not only on the basis of our present knowledge, but knowing
that discoveries that suggest new applications might occur in a wholly unplanned
and unplannable way. Naturally, therefore, we are always engaged in reviewing
our plans and assessing and re-assessing propsals and concepts.

This process is not a new one. We have devoted great efforts over a long
period of time to studies of space in general and to military applications of
space systems in particular. The Air Force assigned a series of space studies
to-the RAND Corporation as early as 1946. These were followed by a dozen more
completed and assessed in 1947, and those were the basis for many more. The
"study requirement" program, started in 1956, sponsored numerous industry studies.
Some of these were paid for by the Govermment, but many were performed "gratis"
by interested contractors who were granted a "need-to-know." This study program
concentrated heavily on space missions and applications. The Air Force estab-
lished additional permanent study groups and activities including the Anser
Corporation in 1958 and more recently, the Aerospace Corporation which performs

-2- MORE



such studies as well as other tasks. Numerous ad hoc efforts have been undertaken
in recent years by in-house and consulting bodies, including some sponsored by the
Air Force Scientific Advisory Board and others by the Navy Department. No listing
here could be more than a partial one. Many tens of millions of dollars have been
spent--representing many thousands of man-years of effort--either directly or in-
directly in studying military applications for space in the past five years, ex-
clusive of normal preliminary design efforts needed in pursuit of authorized
projects.

One of the most interesting aspects of this effort is that no really new
ideas for the military utilization of space have been evolved as a result of these
efforts. New techniques have been evolved or postulated, of course, but the list
of system proposals under active consideration shortly after Sputnik I is remark-
ably similar to today's list. Many of these are being heavily supported, but
others are not. This does not prove, of course, that new ideas will not be forth-
coming. It does not prove that all the decisions to proceed or not to proceed
have been correct. Nor does it prove that we have studied the problem suffici-
ently; we are still studying. But it does suggest that our development efforts
are not lagging behind the good ideas. In fact, during the past three years we
have increased the score of our hardware development efforts by a factor of more
than three. These efforts may be classed under two principal headings.

PROJECTS AIMED AT MILITARY REQUIREMENTS

First are those projects which are directed at clear, identifiable military
needs and requirements. About half of our total effort falls under this heading.
We have been working on many of these for sometime and most still appear promis-
ing today. Examples include the development of communications satellite systems.
We have already expended nearly $200 million on such developments and we are
planning to spend $100 million in this fiscal year. We are continuing to support
the development of navigational satellites. We have already spent nearly $100
million on this and we will spend nearly $50 million in this fiscal year. Despite
great technical difficulties and disappointments, we continue to support the de-
velopment of a satellite system for ballistic missile warning. We have already
spent nearly $3b0 million on that development and we will spend up to $100 million
more in this fiscal year.

These and a few others are examples are examples of promising applications
of space technology for military purposes. The decision to pursue such projects,
to expand them, tc cut them back or otherwise to modify them as problems arise
are made precisely as decisions must be made with respect to any other complex
system under development to meet military needs. Here the chief problem is how
best to meet needs and requirements. The factors to be weighed include feasibil-
ity, cost and the applicability of new technologies and devices. The decisions
contern technical choices among competing approaches. These decisions are chiefly
concerned not with why one ought to proceed but with whether and how to do so.

EVOLUTION OF ESSENTTIAL "BUILDING BLOCKS"

Though about half our efforts in space are undertaken to meet well-defined
military needs and requirements, the other half are not. This other half com-
prises the second major class of efforts we are supporting in this field, and it
is a very important one. The first is aimed at developing systems to meet needs:
the second is aimed at evolving new opportunities, at creating a vigorous and
broad base of new technology and even of devices and systems for possible future
application, even though the requirements for these are incomplete or altogether
absent. These undertakings represent insurance against an uncertain future, a
resolve to be prepared even though we often must be uncertain about how to
prepare, or what to prepare for. -3- MORE




An important example is TITAN III, the development of which was recently
approved. We plan to expend more than $250 million in this fiscal year and a
total of nearly $1 billion in developing TITAN III as a part of the National
Launch Vehicle Program. It will be a standardized workhorse launch vehicle
useful for the better part of a decade. TITAN III, however, is not being de-
veloped to fill a specific military mission requirement that adequately justified
its development. No such requirement presently exists. We are supporting its
development nevertheless because we are confident that it will be an important
"building block" upon which future military space missions and operations,
should they materialize, will be heavily dependent.

TITAN III is not the only major "building block" currently being supported
by the DoD, although it is by far the largest system development in this category.
We are also supporting exploratory and advanced developments aimed specifically
at the evolution of "technological building blocks" for space to the extent of
more than $300 million in fiscal year 1963. These developments include a great
variety of efforts in bioastronautics, the development of advanced sensors, the
evolution of advanced propulsion systems and power supplies, developments in
materials, and a multitude of exploration and research efforts aimed at learning
more sbout space flight and the space environment.

These "building block" programs and projects are conceived and supported
on a broad base cumplementing NASA efforts to insure the availability of space
technology for application to new military systems as their characteristics and
the need for them are clearly established.

Many of the applications that have been contemplated seem to us today to be
unlikely, if not infeasible. Most manned military missions in space still, after
years of study, seem little or no more viable than they ever did. The same may
be said of many urmanned systems, especially systems employing offensive weapons
in space. Nevertheless, we are anxious to build a base on which future systems
could, if needed, be constructed. We are not yet ready to design the building,
but we want the building blocks at hand.

SCOPE OF DoD SPACE PROCRAM

Now let's put together the two parts of our space program--the "application"
and the "insurance" parts--and examine the scope of the total effort.

Until recently research and development played a comparatively minor role
in the evolution of our military posture and in the operations of the Department
of Defense. 1In fact, the budgetary category known as Research, Development,

Test and Evaluation was not established until Fiscal Year 1960. Today our total
RDT&E program amounts to $7.1 billion (FY 1963). It equals nearly half of the
expenditures for the procurement of all weapons systems and supporting systems

for use in combat and in support of combat operations. Stated somewhat differently,
for every dollar that we spend to furnish a weapon for the fighting man to use

we spend nearly fifty cents to develop & new one or to improve an existing one.

The impact of this historically unprecedented effort on the character of our
military weapons and the development of new military capabilities, is, of course,
one of the dramatic facts of life in the modern world.

Between 20% and 25% of this effort is currently devoted to our military
space program. We know that because we have made extensive and special studies
of our total research and engineering effort and have identified space program
and projects separately. It is the aggregate of these that comprise what I have
been referring to as the Department of Defense '"space program'.

) MORE



This program exceeds $1.5 billion this year and is likely to be even
larger next year.

It is greater than the entire Army budget for RDT&E.
It is greater than the entire Navy budget for RDT&E.

It is not a small effort, but a very large effort. As I have already
mentioned, at least half of this effort is devoted to the evolution of new
technologies and devices not aimed at implementing clear military require-
ments. It is very large in relation to the funds and the efforts we are ex-
pending in research and development aimed at the creation or improvement of
new systems and new capabilities of demonstrable military value and effective-
ness. It competes with these, and as it grows, becomes a correspondingly
larger and more important factor in decisions affecting the total Defense re-
search and development program.

POLICIES AND DECISION-MAKING

I would like to turn now to the policies that govern decisions affecting
the size and scope of our Defense space program. Basically, decisions on any
segment of our research and engineering program are governed by four principal
considerations.

First, systems for operational use, or developed as candidates for deploy-
ment, must meet clear cut military requirements.

Second, although the establishment of requirements is bound to be affected
by technical opportunities and change, requirements for military equipment must
be fully consistent with the basic objectives of the Defense Department as I
outlined them earlier. In other words, decisions must be governed by what we
ought to do, not just what we can do, although new development often affect both.

Third, developments must be feasible and worth the expenditure of funds
and effort in relation to urgency and effectiveness. Those of us with respon-
sibilities in the field of research and engineering are particularly concerned
with the effective utilization of our precious scientific and engineering manpower
resources, for the bulk of the funds for research and development measure and
determine the areas toward which their efforts and talents will be directed.

And, finally, we are governed in our R&D decisions by the need to insure
continued technological growth in all fields of military interest and concern,
especially in advanced fields requiring heavy support by the DoD.

Needless to say, technical and policy decisions concerning the development
of systems for military use are not made on general or philosophical grounds.
We do not simply decide to spend more or to spend less on a system or a group
of systems. Each major decision is and must be made on its merits in the con-
text of the objectives we are trying to attain.

Needless to say, too, system decisions are not made in response to or in
furtherance of abstract doctrinal concepts. POLARIS does not augment America's
"sea power" in the Mahan sense, nor was it started and supported because anyone
thought it would. MINUTEMAN does not augment America's "air power" in the
conventional sense any more or any less than POLARIS does, nor is it either
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supported or cpposed because it is essentially a "land" system, owing its
survival to dispersal and hardening under ground. Doctrinal ebstractions such
as "sea power" or "air power" or "aerospace power" are often useful for analysis
and discussion of the patterns of power as history reveals them. But these
doctrinal abstractions do not translate well into new programs and projects.
Here technology takes over, and technology, as we have noted, tends to obsolete
such concepts and abstractions rather than the reverse.

SPACE - A NEW FRONTIER

Our national interest in and our pre-occupation with space is without
historical precedent. We in the Defense Department share, of course, in this
excitement, so much of which stems from projects for which we are responsible.

Few other social issues and undertakings, short of war, have so fired the im-
agination and captured the interest and harnessed the talents and energies of
men and women on a national scale. At least a third of all American scientists
engaged in research and development, among whom must be counted many of our most
brilliant minds, are devoting their efforts to the evolution of new knowledge
and new technologies in space. The last decade has seen the growth of many new
professional societies and groups, new Jjournals, new books, new companies, new
schools--all concerned with space. Naturally, a host of new concepts and per-
ceptions serve as foci for and as expressions of the loyalties, the energies and
the talents that are increasingly applied to this new field. Many of these
notions have by now become familiar to nearly everyone. I will mention only a
few.

Sometimes it is asserted that space will represent the next great stride
in man's control over the external world, corresponding somewhat to his
emergence from the state of a land-bound creature to one who today masters
much of the sea and most of the air.

Sometimes it is said that space will be the battle ground of the future
where decisive battles will be fought to decide the fate of the earth-bound
people below.

Sometimes it is asserted, although none of these assertions can be proved,
that not only the space around the earth but the moon and other celestial bodies
will be of great improtance to our welfare and our safety. Whichever nation can
get to the moon first with the capability of returning to any spot on the earth
will, it is said, possess an overwhelming military and psychological advantage
over have-not nations who cannot.

And it is asserted that space, after all, is merely an extension of the air
with which it blends imperceptibly. It is said that "The aerospace is an
operationally indivisible medium consisting of the total expanse beyond the
earth's surface". Often it is asserted that the weapons that will operate and
the missions that will be performed in space will, therefore, be extensions
of those with which we are familiar. The statement that this is so is a
doctrinal abstraction, but the belief that it is so comprises an important
element in that larger set of notions that might be called the "mystique" of space.

Sometimes, in fact, it is asserted further that these weapons and these
missions will be involved in the "control of space", and that space will be
"controlled" in somewhat the sense that air space is. This concept of "control"
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is sometimes expanded to include the extension of national sovereignty into
space, although international law, of course, does not recognize this extension
of national sovereignty beyond national air space to outer space or celestial
bodies.

Regardless of the merits of such ideas or whether any one of them or none,
comes true, all are founded upon the common feeling and assumption that space
will prove to be, as other great technological developments of our age, a new
and revolutionary force.

We would not be behaving as Americans if we did not respond to the challenge
of the space frontier. The Department of Defense is responding actively and
vigorously to that challenge, both by exploiting the use of space for military
purposes wherever that is technically and economically indicated, and by sup-
porting the rapid development of a technological base and major system building
blocks for the creation of military systems to operate in space. If such sys-
tems are needed, we shall have them.

There is an old saying that used to symbolize ambition and motivation in
America. "Hitch your wagon to a star," they used to say -- and that is what we
are doing these days more literally than ever before. But let's not forget
another dictum that is certainly valid in the Space Age: if you are going around
with your head in the clouds, you'd better keep your feet on the ground.

END
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INTRODUCTION

My talk today is concerned with the space program supported by the Defense
Department. This program is often spoken and thought of as the "military space
program", particularly by its critics, who may use the adjective either to argue
that it is too big or too small. I propose to demonstrate that the program is
as close to the optimum size as we can make it in the light of all the uncertain-
ties that must accompany such a program, and, in fact, that we probably err on
the side of allowing too generous a margin of safety for the effects of these
uncertainties.

Actually, of course, 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. In this sense, then, the totality
of our "military" space efforts, assessed from a national rather than a Depart-
mental viewpoint greatly exceeds the efforts supported by the Defense Department
alone.

I will make four principal points in this talk as follows:

First, in discussing the mission and objectives of the Defense Department
I point out that this is not the Department of Space, but the Department respon-
sible for national defense and that any undertakings that are supported by the
Defense Department, whether or not they are space projects, must further that
basic mission and those objectives.

Second, I discuss the requirements for space programs and proJjects. The
principal point here is that our expenditures on space developments have been
remarkably high in relation to viable concepts for military applications in
space. In fact, despite extraordinary efforts we have not evolved any very new
ideas for military applications in space during the past several years. This is
especially true of manned military applications. Nevertheless, we have tripled
our hardware efforts Just in the last three years. I note that about half of our
efforts are directed at clear, identifiable military needs but that half of them
are not, and comprise a very extensive program of technological insurance against
an uncertain future. MORE



My third principal point, which concérns the scope of the DoD space progream,
is simply that it is a very large, not a very small, program.

Fourth, I point out that decisions are not made about the scope of a space
program as such. They are based principally on the value of particular ideas
and program proposals.

Lastly, I note that space is a new frontier, although certainly not the only

new frontier in the world today, and that we in the Defense Department are
determined to be out on that frontier. :

I should like to begin this discussion, then, by outlining the principal
obJjectives of the Defense Department.

MISSION AND OBJECTIVES OF THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT

Basically the Department of Defense is charged with military preparations
essential for the protection of our vital interests. To do that effectively
and well is a foremost objective. Our efforts with respect to space undertakings
supported by the Defense Department are, therefore, aimed at enhancing as neces-
sary our military power and effectiveness. There are, of course, a multitude of
fascinating and potentially useful projects that one might undertake in this new
field, but unless we can satisfy ourselves that these efforts contribute to our
military mission, or are likely to, we are not justified in supporting them.
This is not the only criterion, but it is a minimum criterion.

In a world where thermonuclear war is always a possibility, we have a
special obligation to be able to meet any level of aggression with the appropriate
level of force. That is why the Defense Department particularly during this Ad-
ministration, has placed great emphasis upon the preparation of a flexible
military capability. Naturally, space efforts, which are often very costly and
which may not contribute heavily or directly to such objectives must compete
for support with others that do.

MILITARY REQUIREMENTS IN SPACE

The first step in determining what our program ought to be is to identify
military needs and requirements so that plans may be set to meet them. Space
developments, of course, are close to the forefront of modern technological ad-
vances. We must plan not only on the basis of our present knowledge, but knowing
that discoveries that suggest new applications might occur in a wholly unplanned
and unplannable way. Naturally, therefore, we are always engaged in reviewing
our plans and assessing and re-assessing propsals and concepts.

This process is not a new one. We have devoted great efforts over a long
period of time to studies of space in general and to military applications of
space systems in particular. The Air Force assigned a series of space studies
to the RAND Corporation as early as 1946. These were followed by a dozen more
completed and assessed in 1947, and those were the basis for many more. The
"study requirement" program, started in 1956, sponsored numerous industry studies.
Some of these were paid for by the Govermment, but many were performed "gratis"
by interested contractors who were granted a "need-to-know." This study program
concentrated heavily on space missions and applications. The Air Force estab-
lished additional permanent study groups and activities including the Anser
Corporation in 1958 and more recently, the Aerospace Corporation which performs
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such studies as well as other tasks. Numerous ad hoc efforts have been undertaken
in recent years by in-house and consulting bodies, including some sponsored by the
Air Force Scientific Advisory Board and others by the Navy Department. No listing
here could be more than a partial one. Many tens of millions of dollars have been
spent--representing many thousands of man-years of effort--either directly or in-
directly in studying military applications for space in the past five years, ex-
clusive of normal preliminary design efforts needed in pursuit of authorized
projects.

One of the most interesting aspects of this effort is that no really new
ideas for the military utilization of space have been evolved as a result of these
efforts. New techniques have been evolved or postulated, of course, but the list
of system proposals under active consideration shortly after Sputnik I is remark-
ably similar to today's list. Many of these are being heavily supported, but
others are not. This does not prove, of course, that new ideas will not be forth-
coming. It does not prcve that all the decisions to proceed or not to proceed
have been correct. Nor does it prove that we have studied the problem suffici-
ently; we are still studying. But it does suggest that our development efforts
are not lagging behind the good ideas. In fact, during the past three years we
have increased the scope of our hardware development efforts by a factor of more
than three. These efforts may be classed under two principal headings.

PROJECTS AIMED AT MILITARY REQUIREMENTS

First are those projects which are directed at clear, identifiable military
needs and requirements. About half of our total effort falls under this heading.
We have been working on many of these for sometime and most still appear promis-
ing today. Examples include the development of communications satellite systems.
We have already expended nearly $200 million on such developments and we are
Planning to spend $100 million in this fiscal year. We are continuing to support
the development of navigational satellites. We have already spent nearly $100
million on this and we will spend nearly $50 million in this fiscal year. Despite
great technical difficulties and disappointments, we continue to support the de-
velopment of a satellite system for ballistic missile warning. We have already
spent nearly $300 million on that development and we will spend up to $100 million
more in this fiscal year.

These and a few others are examples are examples of promising applications
of space technology for military purposes. The decision to pursue such projects,
to expand them, tc cut them back or otherwise to modify them as problems arise
are made precisely as decisions must be made with respect to any other complex
system under development to meet military needs. Here the chief problem is how
best to meet neede =nd requirements. The factors to be weighed include feasibil-
ity, cost and the applicability of new technologies and devices. The decisions
concern technical choices among competing spproaches. These decisions are chiefly
concerned not with why one ought to proceed but with whether and how to do =o.

EVOLUTION OF ESSENTIAL "BUILDING BLOCKS"

Though about half our efforts in space are undertaken to meet well-defined
military needs and requirements, the other half are not. This other half com-
prises the second major class of efforts we are supporting in this field, and it
is a very important one. The first is aimed at developing systems to meet needs:
the second is aimed at evolving new opportunities, at creating a vigorous and
broad base of new technology and even of devices and systems for possible future
application, even though the requirements for these are incoamplete or altogether
absent. These undertakings represent insurance against an uncertain future, a
resolve to be prepared even though we often must be uncertain about how to
prepare, or what to prepare for. -3- MORE




An important example is TITAN III, the development of which was recently
approved. We plan to expend more than $250 million in this fiscal year and a
total of nearly $1 biliion in developing TITAN III as a part of the National
Launch Vehicle Program. It will be a standardized workhorse launch vehicle
useful for the better part of a decade. TITAN III, however, is not being de-
veloped to fill a specific military mission requirement that adequately justified
its development. Nc such requirement presently exists. We are supporting its
development nevertheless because we are confident that it will be an important
"building block™ upon which future military space missions and operations,
should they materialize, will be heavily dependent.

TITAN IIT is not the only major "building block" currently being supported
by the DoD, although it is by far the largest system development in this category.
We are also supporting exploratory and advanced developments aimed specifically
at the evolution of "technological building blocks" for space to the extent of
more than $300 million in fiscal year 1963. These developments include a great
variety of efforts in biocastronautics, the development of advanced sensors, the
evolution of advanced propulsion systems and power supplies, developments in
materials, and a multitude of exploration and research efforts aimed at learning
more about space flight and the space enviromment.

These '"building block" programs and projects are conceived and supported
on a broad base coumplementing NASA efforts to insure the availability of space
technology for application to new military systems as their characteristics and
the need for them are clearly established.

Many of the applications that have been contemplated seem to us today to be
unlikely, if not infeasible. Most manned military missions in space still, after
years of study, seem little or no more viable than they ever did. The same may
be said of many urmanned systems, especially systems employing offensive weapons
in space. Nevertheless, we are anxious to build a base on which future systems
could, if needed, be constructed. We are not yet ready to design the building,
but we want the building blocks at hand.

SCOPE OF DoD SPACE PROCRAM

Now let's put together the two parts of our space program--the "application"
and the "insurance" parts--and examine the scope of the total effort.

Until recently research and development played a comparatively minor role
in the evolution of our military posture and in the operations of the Department
of Defense. 1In fact, the budgetary category known as Research, Development,

Test and Evalustion was not established until Fiscal Year 1960. Today our total
RDT&E program amounts to $7.1 billion (FY 1963). It equals nearly half of the
expenditures for the procurement of all weapons systems and supporting systems

for use in combat and in support of combat operations. Stated somewhat differently,
for every dollar that we spend to furnish a weapon for the fighting man to use

we spend nearly fifty cents to develop & new one or to improve an existing one.

The impact of this historically unprecedented effort on the character of our
military weapons and the development of new military capabilities, is, of course,
one of the dramatic facts of life in the modern world.

Between 20% and 25% of this effort is currently devoted to our military
space program. We know that because we have made extensive and special studies
of our total research and engineering effort and have identified space program
and projects separately. It is the aggregate of these that comprise what I have
been referring to as the Department of Defense '"space program".
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This program exceeds $1.5 billion this year and is likely to be even
larger next year.

It is greater than the entire Army budget for RDT&E.
It is greater than the entire Navy budget for RDT&E.

It is not a small effort, but a very large effort. As I have already
mentioned, at least nhalf of this effort is devoted to the evolution of new
technologies and devices not aimed at implementing clear military require-
ments. It is very large in relation to the funds and the efforts we are ex-
pending in research and development aimed at the creation or improvement of
new systems and new capabilities of demonstrable military value and effective-
ness. It competes with these, and as it grows, becomes a correspondingly
larger and more important factor in decisions affecting the total Defense re-
search and development program.

POLICIES AND DECISION-MAKING

I would like to turn now to the policies that govern decisions affecting
the size and scope of our Defense space program. Basically, decisions on any
segment of our research and engineering program are governed by four principal
considerations.

First, systems for operational use, or developed as candidates for deploy-
ment, must meet clear cut military requirements.

Second, although the establishment of requirements is bound to be affected
by technical opportunities and change, requirements for military equipment must
be fully consistent with the basic objectives of the Defense Department as I
outlined them earlier. In other words, decisions must be governed by what we
ought to do, not just what we can do, although new development often affect both.

Third, developments must be feasible and worth the expenditure of funds
and effort in relation to urgency and effectiveness. Those of us with respon-
sibilities in the field of research and engineering are particularly concerned
with the effective utilization of our precious scientific and engineering manpower
resources, for the bulk of the funds for research and development measure and
determine the areas toward which their efforts and talents will be directed.

And, finally, we are governed in our R&D decisions by the need to insure
continued technological growth in all fields of military interest and concern,
especially in advanced fields requiring heavy support by the DoD.

Needless to say, technical and policy decisions concerning the development
of systems for military use are not made on general or philosophical grounds.
We do not simply decide to spend more or to spend less on a system or a group
of systems. Each major decision is and must be made on its merits in the con-
text of the objectives we are trying to attain.

Needless to say, too, system decisions are not made in response to or in
furtherance of abstract doctrinal concepts. POLARIS does not augment America's
"sea power" in the Mshan sense, nor was it started and supported because anyone
thought it would. MINUTEMAN does not augment America's "air power" in the
conventional sense any more or any less than POLARIS does, nor is it either
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supported or cpposed because it is essentially a "land" system, owing its
survival to dispersal and hardening under ground. Doctrinal abstractions such

as "sea power" or "air power" or "aerospace power" are often useful for analysis
and discussion of the patterns of power as history reveals them. But these
doctrinal abstractions do not translate well into new programs and projects.
Here technology takes over, and technology, as we have noted, tends to obsolete
such concepts and abstractions rather than the reverse.

SPACE - A NEW FRONTIER

Our national interest in and our pre-occupation with space is without
historical precedent. We in the Defense Department share, of course, in this
excitement, so much of which stems from projects for which we are responsible.

Few other social issues and undertakings, short of war, have so fired the im-
agination and captured the interest and harnessed the talents and energies of
men and women on a national scale. At least a third of all American scientists
engaged in research and development, among whom must be counted many of our most
brilliant minds, are devoting their efforts to the evolution of new knowledge
and new technologies in space. The last decade has seen the growth of many new
professional societies and groups, new journals, new books, new companies, new
schools--all concerned with space. Naturally, a host of new concepts and per-
ceptions serve as foci for and as expressions of the loyalties, the energies and
the talents that are increasingly applied to this new field. Many of these
notions have by now become familiar to nearly everyone. I will mention only a
few.

Sometimes it is asserted that space will represent the next great stride
in man's control over the external world, corresponding somewhat to his
emergence from the state of a land-bound creature to one who today masters
much of the sea and most of the air.

Sometimes it is said that space will be the battle ground of the future
where decisive battles will be fought to decide the fate of the earth-bound
people below.

Sometimes it is asserted, although none of these assertions can be proved,
that not only the space around the earth but the moon and other celestial bodies
will be of great improtance to our welfare and our safety. Whichever nation can
get to the moon first with the capaebility of returning to any spot on the earth
will, it is said, possess an overwhelming military and psychological advantage
over have-not nations who cannot.

And it is asserted that space, after all, is merely an extension of the air
with which it blends imperceptibly. It is said that "The aerospace is an
operationally indivisible medium consisting of the total expanse beyond the
earth's surface'". Often it is asserted that the weapons that will operate and
the missions that will be performed in space will, therefore, be extensions
of those with which we are familiar. The statement that this is so is a
doctrinal abstraction, but the belief that it is so comprises an important
element in that larger set of notions that might be called the "mystique'" of space.

Sometimes, in fact, it is asserted further that these weapons and these
missions will be involved in the "control of space', and that space will be
"econtrolled" in somewhat the sense that air space is. This concept of "control"

-6- MORE



is sometimes expanded to include the extension of national sovereignty into
space, although international law, of course, does not recognize this extension
of national sovereignty beyond national air space to outer space or celestial
bodies.

Regardless of the merits of such ideas or whether any one of them or none,
comes true, all are founded upon the common feeling and assumption that space
will prove to be, as other great technological developments of our age, a new
and revolutionary force.

We would not be behaving as Americans if we did not respond to the challenge
of the space frontier. The Department of Defense is responding actively and
vigorously to that challenge, both by exploiting the use of space for military
purposes wherever that is technically and economically indicated, and by sup-
porting the rapid development of a technological base and major system building
blocks for the creation of military systems to operate in space. If such sys-
tems are needed, we shall have them.

There is an old saying that used to symbolize ambition and motivation in
America. "Hitch your wagon to a star," they used to say -- and that is what we
are doing these days more literally than ever before. But let's not forget
another dictum that is certainly valid in the Space Age: if you are going around
with your head in the clouds, you'd better keep your feet on the ground.

END
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Speak Up Mr. Secretary

E THINK an explanation of what i
inside the Pentagon in regard to

space program should be given by Secretary of De-

fense Robert McNamara just as

From all outward indications, the situation is a

shambles.

Let's Iﬁ a look at what is known.

Barly year, the Air Force began a strength-
ened and renewed drive for an expanded military
space role based on a document called the Air Force
Space Plan—distributed with an endorsing lstter
from Chief of Staff Gen. Curtis LeMay.

This met immediate opposition in the Department
of Defense.

“We cannot visualize or define now a military
mission for a man-in-space,” Assistant Secretary
John Rubel told MissiLes AND ROCKETS.

This has not been a unanimous DOD view. In
fact, quite a schism has developed in this regard.
The Air Force demand for a bigger role in space,
including man-in-space, had met opposition from
politicians of both the Eisenhower and Kennedy Ad-
ministrations who insisted on empbasizing what they
like to call the “peaceful use of space.”

But in recent weeks, a change has been evident
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Deputy Secretary Roswell Gilpatric, speaking
from personal notes with no advance text, in a May
2 speech admitted that the military space posture
had been neglected and added: “Within the next
six months, we will get about our business in this
area.” (M/R, May 14, p. 38).

On May 16, Gilpatric followed this with a public
statement that “the Defense Department has decided
to develop the technology of manned orbital sye-
tems able to rendezvous with satellites and then land
at preset locations on Earth.” These systems would
be capable of “neutralizing™ hostile satellites, be said.

Late in May, the Space Systems Division of the
Air Force opened negotiations with a number of
industry firms on three-month study contracts for
the manned satellite inspector system, known offi-
cially as 621B and unofficially as Sainr II (M/R,
March 26, p. 43).

The group included such firms as Lockheed,
Boeing, McDonnell, North ‘American, Haghes and
Raytheon.

Last Monday, June 11, due note of all this activity
was taken in the lead story of the New York Times,
which reported that the Defense Department wes
embarking upon a man-in-space program.

The day it appeared, the report was vebemently
denied by Arthur Sylvester, Assistant Secretary .of

'T SEEMS a fair question to ask: WHAT IS
GOING ON?

more proparly, over the lack of an ICBM program.
There are people on the White House staff and
in DOD who are ecither such idealistic dreamers or

%

bostile Soviet ites are overhead.
thess babes in the woods, any talk of mili-
tary spece programs would prejudice negotiations
with the Russians at the disarmament table. Shades
Can anyone hooestly belicve that the best
ich to talk disarmament with the
ussians is a position of weakness? Obviously, some-

and to destroy hostile satellites. It is a follow-on to
the well-advanced 621A program. First step in 621A
is the scheduled launch from Cape Canaveral of a
Satellite Inspecior satellite aboard an Atlas D-Agena
B. Target satellites are to be launched by Blue Scout.
s feasibility of satellite in-
by means of television relay.
of

if

|

what purpose is it to inspect a bostile

R cannot be destroyed? The follow-on

Samlilre Intercepior program is intended to provide
capability.

This is a must. But the churlish actions which
have resulted in cancellation of plans for the study
comstracts are endasgering the nation's security.

been hopelessly confused by Mr. Sylvester’s coatra-
and by the contract cancellations.

Uniess, of course, the White House staff is run-
ping the Pentagon these days? This posaibility sug-
danger than that spectre of a

own

hmm by its crvilians, which is haunting
apD of military men these days.
William J. Coughlin

winlles and rockets, June 18, 1942
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—

Today we, like all Americans, pause in owr daily concerns to pay tridute to
our Amed Forces. The men and wvamen vho comprise these Forces are stationed all
around the world, defending our freedom and way of life by their dedicated ser-
vice. Many are stationed in isolated outposts, remote from home and the conven-
iences to vhich other Americans have became accustomed. Others patrol the high
seas, separated from their families and friends. Still others endure the strain
of a day fn-day out alert vith aircraft and missiles whose destructive power 1is -
alnost unimaginable, To all of these men apd women we give our thanks and our
support. It is such as they vho have made our country free and great. ’

Ko state contridbutes more than does California to our national defense
effort. Herg in your state there are 370,000 men and women, in uniform and
civilian, 6f the Department of Defense, or 10% of the total persocnnel in
the U.S. military establishment. Last year (FY 61) more prime defense foutnctn
including R&D were awvarded to California plants than in any other state. These
contracts represented in dollar value some $5.3 billion, or almost 24§ of total
U.S. domestic procurement. Of icular significance is the fact that, of this
total, research, deve nt, test and evaluation contracts going to California
firms amounted to same $2.5 billions, or over 1% of the national total.

This major share of defenge work would not have gome to Califormia had it
not been for your superd resources, in professional and technically trained
manpover, and in dynamic management -- not to mention your climate. It is
hardly surprising in viev of this important defense comtridution that almost
every Californian thinks of himself as & lay expert in military and aerospace
technology -- and vith good reason, as evidenced by same of the more important
programs conducted in whole or in part right here in this state, such as the
Atlas, Titan, Minuteman, Polaris and Skybolt projects that I will mention later.

It is to the space fisld that I should like to address myeelf here today,.
particularly the coantridution which the: Defense Department is making to the
National Space Program. I put the matter in this way rether than ar "The Military
Space Progrea” because there is only one unified natiomal program, not two or
three or four, and the Defense Department contridbutes to it in a significant way.
I would like to tell you how this is done and hov it happened to de this way.
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The first point to be made concerns the feature of space activity wvhich
3 stinguirhes it from cther military or civilian operations. I refer to the
estent of our ignorance of spece enviromment. The atundance of fundamental
Jrknowns sets the limits on any activity in space today. We muct, in conse-
quence, do a signiricant amount of basic research and exploration before we
c'n hope to be Yeasonably confident that man and machines can cperate safely
rai sucéessfully in space enviromment. Scientific reconnaissance is a must.
Ine Naticnal Space Program, thérefore, puts heavy emphasis on colle:tiag data
of all kinds in order better to define sphce enviroraent. The te-ter knowledge
we have of that envirommemt, the better we’cam prepare our astronsuts and
design owr vehicles to withstand its rigors.

: Our ignorance of space environment is compounded by cur inability to

ask the right questions of nature. We heve, of course, sent measuring in-
struments into space, instruments wvhich revca' the presence of phenogens not
previously ‘suspected, such as the Van Allen radiation belts. But it would not
be surprising if equally significant pheaomena bave not been overlooked.de-
cause the appropriate measuring \nstruments were not sent up. The reason
would be that oo one thought of wvhy they should be. Even our most imaginative
scientists do not come up with all of the right Jquestions today.

Before getting down to the particulars of Defense space activaties, I
shoild )ike to give you a thumbnail historical sketch of spa~e exploration. What
we do and hov we do it is not éntirely the result of a rational. calculated, policy;
10 a significant extent it is a product of history.

Although the first really serious writ.ngs about space exploration date
from the begimning of this ceatwry, moe: of the requisite techmo! for initial
space flight was not developed until the Germans begam work in 1934 on what wvas
to beccme the V-2 rocket. This wac the first big rocke: vork irn the vorld.
Neither the Russians nor ourselves had anything comparable. Indeed, all of the
iarge liquid chemical rocket t.echnoloa in exis“eance today has 1ts roots in the
wvork of the German Army at Peeneminde. The Soviet Union end the United States
vere therefore in a rdughly camparsble position with respect to liquid rocket
tezhnology at the close o World War II. Both sides had access *c German
rockets, facilities and personnel. For several reasons, however, 1t was the
Soviet Union that first pressed forward wiith the develomment of _arge liquid
rockets.

For one thing, the Soviets aczepted the reality of the Cold Wer before we
did. This is bardly swyprising; after all, they started it. The Soviet Union
never demobilized as fully as we did, nor did they .slow the pace of their milie
tary research and development. We never ful.y accepted the reality of the Cold
War and the basic hostility of Coaamnism until after the fall of Cz-choslovakia,
when wve reacted by rearming and by Joining in the establislment of RATO.

Secondly, the Soviets realized that they could not, in any reasonable time
period, match the technical proficiency of our strategic sirnower, either in
equipnent or in crewvs. Indeed, the great technical proficiency of the United
States in strategic boabing still exceeds that of the Soviet, and they kmow it.
The Soviets, therefore, loocked with the greatest interest on early German ICBM
designs as an altermative to the aircraft deuvery systems in wvhich they were
outclassed.
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, as I nced not remind you, the Soviet Union lagged behind the United
Stetgs in nuclear technology. This lag meant .that the Sovietc necded 2 heavier
devic2 to achieve the same explosive power than was available 1o us with a much
lighter device. This consideration imposed on their rocket engineers.a very sig-
nificant design parameter: their ICRis had to be able to carry very heavy payloads.

Thus, ironically enough, it was the 8Boviet Uaion's technmological inferiority
in strategic airpower and nuclear weapons that inspired them to begin laying the
fwndations of what was later to hecone a space capabiiity. At the time, neither

. United States nor the Soviet Union was seriously planning for space explora-
.on as such. Rocket development was for military purvoses on the earth's surface.
;och side had its problems which it went about sclvin; in what seemed to it the

Lest way. \_'

The United States began worX in earnest om 4t3 ownr ICEM program After the 1954
report of the Von Neumann Committee, which first pointed up to us the feasibility
of delivering nuclear explosives in reasonably compect peyloads. Until then, the
delivery of nuclcar exrlosives by long-renge rocket had not looked attractive. A
factor in this judgment was the unquesticriable Auericer superiority in strategic
airpower. Ve were, in a sense, inhibited by our owm cuccesses.

Once we (ic press ahead with ICEM development, we did remarkably well. We
first built two large liquid-fueled ICHMs, the Atlas and the TMtan, and two liquid
IRBMs, the Jupiter end the Thor, and then developed the military pocsibilities of
solid=fuel technology with a submarine-based missile, the.Polaris, and a land-
based system, the iiinutemen. INow we are readying for production an air-launched
missile, the Skybolt, and proceeding with the developnent of very large solid
rocke$ propulsion units. The Saviets, on the other hand, concentrating largely
on their successful liquid-fueled rockets, are behind us in solid rocket techno-- ‘

logy.

All of thgs is ctill in the regime of strictly military objectives. Space
exploration ag: such had not yet cntered into the picture. '

The heightening of cur interest in space exploration followed the October,
1957, launching of the Russien Sputnik I by a large Soviet ICHI. We followed
suit in 1958 with smaller satellites launched also by military booster rockets.
At that time, neither our boosters nor the ‘Soviets' -ere specially designed for
spece exploration missions. They were meant for bomberdment missions. -But when
the problem of orbiting satellites arose, the Soviets found themselves at an
acvantage because their rockets had been designed,as I have said, to carry
heavier payloads than ours. It is ironic that currunt Soviet boasts of "techno-
logical superiority” in space are based on the results of an assessment, made
many years ago, of Soviet technological inferiority in two critical military
areas.

The United States was stung into further action by the Soviet space suc-
cesses. In 1959 there was established a new agency, the National Aeromautics
and Space Administration, with the avowed intent 02 regaining for the United
States the lead in 2ll forms of space technology and exploration. Many new
space projects have since been initiated by NASA which has also carried on the

old ones transferred to it by the Defense Department.
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NASA has a difficwlt and demanding mission of the greatest importance to
our country in vhich the Department of Defensc has given, and will continue to

give, the st support and assistance. Both agencies are active participants
in the Rat Space Program which, I repeat, is one unified progran for very
gqod reasons.

The humen and materinl resources required to carry out research and develop-
ment in space technology are by no means unlimited. These resources include the
dollars eppropriated by Congress, trained tochnical manpower, and the laboratory,

“,iuction, and test facilities needed to do the job. The space progrem is the

sgest of its kind ever undertaken in this country, larger than the World War IX
wnhattan Project and larger than the more recent ICBM programs.. Wealthy as this
aation 1s, it cannot afford two campletely independent space programs. The deci-
cion == in my view, the only reasonable one -- was therefore made to pool all
available national resowrces into one program so that togather RASA and the De-
fense Department could do more than each could individually.

How do we in pwractice divide up the many jobs to be done between Defense

7 ond dSAT 1 would say that the division of labo: is based pertly in logic, partly
in pregratic assesmient. Missions that are fundamentally exploratory and scien-
tific - such as the investigation of the moon and the solar system -- are done
by HABA. Those vhich support & clear nilitary requirement -- such as satellite
Mmspoection or early warning of & hostile ballistjic missile attack -- are Qeipg
dope by the Defense Department. Beyond such logical parceling out of missions
thore are activities which could be assigned to eitber agency.

Last year, for example, it was agreed that NASA should develop large liquid
rocket engines and that Defence should develop large solid boosters. The assign-
ments might have been reversed, but the point is that such engines are techno-
logical develomments and by themselves are neither "military” nor "civilian."

A rocket engine will 1lift anything; it is the type of payload that makes it a
nilitary or eivilian yehicle. In another case, since the Defense Department al-
ready had in existence two large oceanic test renges, it was decided to mmke
cormon use of them. The same is trus of Defense biocastronautics and space medi-
cine facilities.

i — . ————
e ———————— .y ®

In describing how wve in Defense support HASA, I must remind you that
Colonel John Glenn is a Maripe test pilot and that the other six astronauts are
also military test « They are only sane of the Defense Department's people
wvorking for RASA; ,000 other Defense personnel took part in the Mercury pro-
gram to ensure its success. The Defanse Department is proud of all of them.

More needs to be said about specific military activities in space Decause

we must be ready to take on potentisl threats from hostile space vehicles. We

" cannot afford a Soviet teclmological swrprise in the military space area, re-

gardless of what its military significance might actually de. As a result, we

are developing the componsmts, subsystems and technologies of a mumber of pos-
.8ible space systems.

me give you en examplq. The Defense Department bas decided to develop
the technology of manned orbital systems able to rendeswous with satsllites and
\ih.nhndct preset locations on the earth. As these requirements are much
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stringest than the NASA s for Mercury, we eannot reascoally expect
programs to solve owr aad landing problems for us. Therefore,
making full use of NASA's experience, we shall develop a satellite rendes- .
vehicle ourselves. A fimm military requirement for such a system may not
exist, but wve believe that we should anticipate the possidliity of hostile use
the spece enviromment by taking steps to protect ouwr coumtry fram such dangers.

52%5%

]

Let me be clear, however, on one cardinal point about the Defense Depart-
mtlwticiptimutblctimlmm Ve are mindful of the stated
U.8. .national objective of using space for peaceful purposes only, and we support
this policy complately and vholehsartedly. Nothing yould suit us detter than for
the Soviet Union to agree that warfare should be prohibited from space and that
this literally infinite medium de left to the peaceful exploitation of all mankind.
As the President said last year in his address to the United Nations Generul As-
sadly,

"As we extend the ruls of law on earth, so mmst we also extend
it to man's nev domain - outer space . . . The new horizons of outer
Wmtmthdrimhthddbimrcmmotmruu-
and sowvereign claims. fh-eoumchooftheninmmtmu-
coms the nev arena of an evem colder wsz."”

Ve must recognisze, however, the possidbility that the Canmunists will not
eoaponuvithminmttumtoftmm In viewv of the Soviet record
| in nuclear test ban negotiations, we are well ndinbwnu technological
Womﬂﬂnmnt):bpﬁutht:mvﬂlh only for pesceful
purpou-. With this insurance, we shall de able’to inspect and werify that wun-
1Mtuudlmuh1ehnmhhctmm. If they are proved dostile, they

L
4nuum-uuamtmm¢omu mankind.
ne

The Department of Defemse will never relax its vigilance in any amuf-
| fecting mational security, including space environmeat. In cloung, ask you
.to Join with me in saluting the devoted men and women in our Armed Forces who.

vide that vigilance. They deserwe and will receive oyr continuing gratitud
respech.

END
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