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FOREWORD

The Quest for an Advanced Manned Strategic Bomber: USAF
Plans and Policies 1961-1966, is an account of the USAF effort to
find & replacement for the B-52 and, though with lesser urgency,
the B-58. Although three successive Chiefs of Staff, Generals
Thomas D. White, Curtis E. LeMay and John P. McConnell, have
given top priority to this effort, the Air Force has not yet ob-
tained permission to develop an advanced manned bomber. Instead,
it has received approval for a bomber version of the F-111 to
replace the older model B-52's.

This study examines the principal manned bomber programs in
progress between 1961 and 1966. One section, therefore, is devoted
to each of three undertakings: the B-70, & supersonic, high-
altitude bomber that was completed as an experimental type; the
advanced manned strategic aircraft, judged technologically less
ambitious than the B-70 but better able to penetrate enemy defenses;

“and the FB-111, which the Air Force considers an interim bomber,
adequate to replace the B-52C through B-52F. The last section

also treats the planned phase out of the older B-52's and the B-58's
end recounts Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara's views on the
role of the manned bomber.

Those interested in the B-70 program will find information
on its origin, as well as on the high hopes once entertained for
this type of aircraft, in The Search for New USAF Weapons, 1958-

1959 (S-RD), by Arthur K. Marmor of the Air Force Historical
Division Liaison Office.

MAX ROSENBERG

Chief

USAT Historical Division
Liaison Office
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I. THE B-70 PROGRAM

(®) After 1935, according to an official Air Force history of World
War 1I, the Army airman "was, above all else, an advocate of the big bom-
ber, and around the potentialities of that type of plane he built his most
cherished hopes." 1 Three decades later, the world scene had changed dras-
tically and the coming of intercontinental missiles and nuclear weapons had

revolutionized warfare, but many USAF leaders still insisted on the vital

importance of the manned bomber, although now as part of a bomber-missile
i J

"mix." In January 1965, on the eve of his retirement as Air Force Chief of
Staff, Gen. Curtis E. LeMay was asked how serious a gamble the nation was
taking if it did not develop a new bomber, and he replied:zy

. » o if we don't have a war, it won't matter. If we do, and
we don't have a new bomber, we are apt to lose.  For a consid-
erable future, we need a manned system. There are certain
things a manned system can do better; other things an unmanned
system can do better., The next war will be different than the
last, and the side with the most flexibility will have the ad-
vantage. The side that has the mixed force and can react with
missiles and bombers is apt to beat the side that has only mis~
siles. So we must have a manned system for the foreseeable
future to exercise judgment and to react to surprises.

@) The new bomber upon which the Air Force originally set its hopes

for the 1960ts was the B-?O.* After more than three years of study, it

signed contracts early in 1958 for development of this aircraft. North

#The Air Force also hoped that its nuclear-powered aircraft program would
eventually culminate in a military useful bomber, but the Kennedy adminis-
tration terminated the program in March 1961. For a detailed history of
this program, see Robert D, Little, Nuclear Propulsion for Manned Aircraft:
The End of the Program, 1959-1961 (AFCHO, 1963). '

&l




American Aviation, winner of the design competition, undertook to develop,
as a replacement for the B-52, a high-altitude bomber capable of flying
three times the speed of sound. The craft was to be powered by six General
Electric Jet engines buried side by side in a wide-mouthed nacelié ;ocated
parallel to the fuselage and beneath the bomber's delta wing. Plans also
calleq for twin rudders, one on either side of the row of engine exhausts,
folding wingtips to insure stability at all speeds, and a longitudinal
control surface on each side of the fuselage just to the rear of the crew
compartment.3

@) The B-70 program was barely under way when the Air Force proposed
accelerating development, but it was slowed instead. Development of high~
energy fuel suitable for the B-70 was cancelled in the sumer of 1959, as
was the F-108 interceptor program which had financed the development of
escape capsules and other equipment that could be adapted to the B-70.
Finally, on 1 December 1959 the Department of Defense (DOD) drastically
curtailed the bomber program, cancelling contracts for essential military
subsystems. All that remained was a commitment to manufacture two proto-
type B-70's that were mere shells of the complex weapon system sought by the
Air Force.h |

iy

(U) Thomas S. Gates, Secretary of Defense during the last two years of

the administration of President Dwight D. Eisenhower, told Congress in
January 1960 that technical as well as tactical considerations had persuaded

krhim to cut back the B~70 program. The technical problems stemmed from the

- "use of metals and components . . . still in the research stage,™ but the

tactical objections focused on the basic question of the need for a manned

. 3




UNCLASSIFIED

bomber in the missile age. The program, Secretary Gates explained, was geared
to produce in 1965 a manned system "designed for massive retaliation as part
of our strategic deterreni." But Minuteman, Titan, and Atlas--three highly
regarded missiles--would be fully operational at about the same time, and he
questioned whether the B~70's, at a cost of $5.5 billion, could do more than
add "diversification™ to the retaliatory force. Since the Eisenhower admin-
istration was not convinced that the B-70 "would really be as effective . . .
as missile systems are anticipated to be," it had elected to build two
demonstration aircraft rather than plunge ahead with system development.

(U) During the Presidential campaign of 1960, which saw considerable
debate over American military policy, the B-70 unexpectedly assumed new
importance. A week before election day, Secretary Gates released some $155
million appropriated by Congress but previously withheld by the executive
branch, bringing to $265 million the amount that could be spent on the B-70
during fiscal year 1961. In releasing this money, the administration changed
the program objective from the fabrication of prototype aircraft to demon-
stration of a full-fledged B-70 weapon system.6

(U) This decision, according to the Wall Street Journal, had obvious

political implications, for it served to counter Democratic charges that the
Eisenhower administration--and by association the Republican candidate, Vice
President Richard M. Nixon--had placed balancing the federal budget before
providing an adequate national defense. Besides helping refute Democratic
arguments, the decision heralded additional employment for aircraft workers
in California, where the vote promised to be close.7

(U) Campaigning at the time in California, Senator John F. Kennedy,

the Democratic candidate, took note of the Republican administration's

UNCLASSIFIED
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sudden change of heart, inquiring of a San Diego audience "why they did it
this week." The senator then hailed efforts by members of his own party who
had increased the amount appropriated for the B-70 beyond what President
Eisenhower had asked. "I wholeheartedly endorse the B-70 manned aircraft,”

Mr. Kennedy declared.8

A New Setback

(u) Prospects for the B-70 seemed excellent as 1961 began. Senator
Kennedy, who had declared in favof of the B-70 during his unsuccessful bid
for California's electoral votes, defeated Vice President Nixon in the
November election, In his last budget which was subject to change by the
incoming administration, Président Eisenhower accepted a $2.7 billion B-70
program that would produce as many as a dozen experimental craft and, if
the system demonstrated its worth, permit the deployment of an operational
force in 1968. To begin this greatly expanded undertaking, he specifically
réquested $358 million for fiscal year 1962.9

(U) Eugene M. Zuckert, President Kennedy's choice as Secretary of the
Air Force, recommended that the new administration retain the $358 million
in its budget request. Shortly after his appointment as Chief of Staff,
USAF in July 1961, General Curtis E. LeMay presented arguments in support
of this recommendation before a Senate subcommittee. He paid tribute to the
B-70's flexibility, which he broadly defined as the ability to locate and
attack targets not precisely identified, to report the results of attacks by
other weapons, to attack from any direction, to carry out shows of force

impossible with missiles, and to respond to recall after being launched,

General LeMay declared that the worst stumbling blocks to development were

UNCLASSIFIED
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past. "All the inventing has been done,"™ he said. "There are no major
technical problems facing us in the B-70 program." 10

(U) Despite President Kennedy's earlier endorsement, his administra-
tion exercised caution in pursuing B-70 development. Instead of the $358
million sought by the Air Force, Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara
asked Congress for only $220 million. President Kennedy and his asgisers
desired to limit expenditures to $1.3 billion which would restrict develop~
ment to only the airframe, engines, and bomb-navigation system and cancel
work on other components vital to an integrated weapon system, The program
would be reduced to about what it was before the 1960 election cam.paign.ll

(U) The reasons for this cautious approach were similar to those given
by Secretary Gates during the 1959 cutback. The Kennedy administration‘
objected to beginning development of an integrated B-70 weapon system in
1961 because it either might not be needed or prove to be only a marginal
weapon. The new bomber, Secretary McNamara argued, could riot become
operational until well after 1965, At that time a large number of reliable
intercontinental missiles would already have been deployed. Houseg.in under-
ground launchers, these new weapons would be far less vulnerable to surprise
attack than B-70's based at airfields., Soviet progress in antiaircraft
missiles, moreover, would make it increasingly difficult for the B-70 to
penetrate at the altitudes for which it had been designed. To operate at
lower altitudes, where Russian m%§siles would be less effective, it would
have to fly at subsonic speed. Nor was the B-70 designed to carry,pissiles

that would enable it to remain outside the range of defensive weapons and

still destroy the targets these weapons protected. Secretary McNamara

SRR
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therefore opposed an expanded B-70 effort but he assured Congress that the
administration's program would preserve the option to develop and deploy an
integrated weapon system by the end of 1969, should this be necessary for
national security.

@) Although the administration desired only $220 million, Congress
appropriated $400 million. Secretary McNamara, as his predecessor had done
in similar cifcumstances, released only the amount he had reguested. Congres-
sional opinion therefore had no direct effect on the fiscal 1962 program.13

(U) Facing a $1.3 billion ceiling, the Air Force set about determining
Just what could be done for that amount. On 20 April 1961 Secretary Zuckert
advised Secretary McNamara that three aircraft could be completed, The first
experimental craft would be followed in nine months by the second; the third,
completed nine months after the second, would contain a prototype bombing-

navigation system. Target date for the first B-70 flight was December 19629A

From B-70 to RS-70

@ . This financial limitation, together with the administration's
lack of enthusiasm for the B-70, compelled a reassessment of the whole sub-
Ject of manned bombers., At Secretary McNamara's request of 2 June 1961, the
Air Force scrutinized possible alternatives to the B~70, among them the
B-58, an improved version of the B-58, a long-endurance aircraft designed
to launch missiles, and a nuclear-powered aircraft.15

@ More important, the Air Force revised the B-70 concept to meet
the objections raised by two successive Secretaries of Defense. During the

summer and fall of 1961, it shifted emphasis from bombardment to

o e
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reconnaissance-strike. The B-70 sired the RS-70, a proposed aircraft in-
tended to provide (1) timely, accurate, and selective reconnaissance; (2)
positive control, in that after taking to the air it would be subject to
recall or diversion to an alternate target; (3) flexibility in the direc-
tion and, since it carried missiles as well as bombs, in the manner of
attack; and finally the ability to destroy all sorts of targets, inﬁ}uding
missile sites,

@) In order to begin development of the RS-70, on 12 January 1962
the Air Force requeéted the immediate release of $80 million of the impounded
fiscal year 1962 funds for development and procurement of sensors and other
components and for modification of the third prototype B-70 to accommodate
this equipment. The Air Force estimated that it would need at least $320
million to continue development through fiscal year 1963.17

@) The RS-70 proposal met a prompt rebuff. On 19 January Secretary
McNamara said that a great deal more study was required to determine whether
a reconnaissance-strike system was worth the high cost of development and
production. He limited the B-70 program in fiscal year 1963 to $171 million,
to be drawn from the balance of the 400 million appropriated the previous
year.18 Shortly after this announcement, the Director of Defense Research
and Engineering (DDR&E), Dr. Harold Brown, informed the Air Force that its
request for RS-70 funds had been denied. He observed that "development of
a reconnaissance-strike system for manned strategic aircraft is coqsidered
desirable" but questioned whether nthe present state of the art is suffi-
cient to support system development at this time." 19 In March Dr. Brown

obtained Secretary McNamara's approval for the Air Force to submit a
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development plan for the sort of radars required by a reconnaissance-strike
system., One such radar, a prototype side-looking set, could be tested in the
third B-70 or in another suitable aircraft. No such plan was submitted, how-

20
ever, because of an unexpected renewal of interest in the RS-70.

The Rejection of the RS-70

@» On 8 March 1962, after hearing USAF and 0SD views on the RS-70,
Representative Carl Vinson, Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee,
challenged both Secretary McNamara's opinion of the RS-70 weapon system and
the tactic, employed by Secretaries Gates and McNamara, of impounding money
appropriated by Congress for the B-70 program, "I for one," said Representa-
tive Vinson, "do not believe that all the experts are in the Department of
Defense," and he warned that his committee was "going to use my knowledge
and not act as a rubber stamp to programs furnished ready-made by the
Department of Defense." The committee thereupon produced a reportwghat
directed Secretary McNamara to spend $491 million on RS-70 development
during fiscal year 1963. This amount was the minimum that the Air Force
believed necessary and took into account delays caused by Secretary
McNamara's earlier rejection of the less ambitious pfoposal. #If this
language constitutes a test as to whether Congress has the powef to so man-
date,'” said Mr. Vinson referring to the directive to Mr. McNamara, "let this
test be made, and let this important weapon system be the field of trial."21

&) Wary of a clash with Representative Vinson, President Kennedy
succeeded in working out a compromise that avoided debate on the constitu-
tional authority of Congress to compel the executive branch to épend

appropriated funds., In return for Secretary McNamara's promise to begin




at once a new study of the RS-70 proposal, Representative Vinson agreed to
withdraw his constitutional challenge. Instead of directing the Secretary
of Defense to spend at least $491 million, the House appropriation bill
merely authorized him to do so. A Senate-House conference then reguced the
amount to $362.6 million, which Congress finally appropriated.22

@) As this compromise was being reached, an ad hoc committee of the
Scientific Advisory Board submitted its views on the proposed RS-70. Gen.
James H. Doolittle, Retired, committee chairman, told General LeMay that,
although the members favored the development effort, a minority felt that
technical obstacles would prevent the system from performing as the Air
Force desired. General LeMay accepted the recommendation to go ahead and
pointed cut that some persons had entertained misgivings about every success—
ful development program.23

* Secretary McNamara directed Dr. Joseph Charyk, Under. gecretary
of the Air Force, to undertake the promised study. Dre Charyk supervised
the preparation of documents that, to the Air Force, justified both the
technical feasibility and strategic value of the RS-70., Secretary Zuckert
therefore proposed a program. intended to produce an operational wing in
1968.%% |

) The Joint Chiefs of Staff, after a lengthy review of thg;program
change proposal that embodied the basic RS-70 request, agreed on 28 Septem-
ber 1962 to ; memorandum for ﬁhe Secretary of Defense that recommended

granting the Air Force sufficient funds to mdemonstrate the feasibility of

the aircraft and associated subsystems in a timely manner." On the follow-

ing day, the Chairman, Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer, whose term ended on

e
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30 September, signed the memorandum. As this recommendation was being dis-
patched, the JCS received from the Secretary of Defense a memorandum, dated
28 September, that indicated a tentative decision against the RS-70.%°

) On 1 October Secretary McNamara conferred with the JCS, now headed
by Gen. Maxwell D, Taylor, and suggested that they reconsider their earlier
endorsement of the RS-70 and, if their position remained the samey provide
more detailed reasons for their views. On 2 November, after the Cuban
missile crisis, the JCS recommended construction of at least five experi-
mental craft to determine the feasibility of the RS-70. When General Taylor
forwarded this recommendation on 6 November he expressed personal agreement
with Secretary McNamara that the program shouid not be undertaken but did
recommend "directing maximum effort toward the development of an advanced
reconnaissance aircraft . ., . 6f high reliability and great range," 26

@ later in November the administration added $50 mﬁkﬁ the
B-70 program for the development of sensors suitable for a reconnajssance-
strike system, Secretary Zuckert interpreted this action as reaffimmation
of Secretary McNamara's opposition to the RS~70 proposal and a decision to
restrict development to work on sensors beginning with the completion of the
third B—?O.27

@) This interpretation was justified. The Secretary of Defense did
not retreat from the position he had set forth to the JCS and which General
Taylor had supported. Instead of the $491 million sought for fiscal year

1963 or the $362.6 million actually appropriated, the Air Force would be

allowed to spend about $207 million on the three experimental B-70's rather
8

than on the proposed RS-?O.2
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B-70 Technical Probiems

(U) while the RS-70 proposal was being studied and finally rejected,
the. B-70 was encountering severe technical problems that caused the date
for the fiist flight, set for December 1962, to recede well into 196#. These
difficulties involved the air induction control system, secondary power
generating subsystem, corrosion of honeycomb metal panels, a mismatch of
wing stub and wing, and leaks in the fuel tanks.29

(U) Developing a fully automatic system for regulating the flow of air
to the jet engines proved too much for the original subcontractor, and North
American had to take over the work. To avoid losing more time, North
American installed in the first B-70 a type of manual air induction control
system that had originally been planned as backup for the automatic device.
While this was being done, work went ahead on an automatic version for the
second and %hifd aircraft.3

(U) The secondary power generating subsystem, which provided current
té the pumps that maintained hydraulic pressure, also proved unsatisfactory.
Excessive vibration caused failures in the generator gear boxes, and the
hydraulic pumps frequently broke down. ‘Additional braces steadied the gear
boxes, but the pumps had to be rebuilt using metals atle to withstand the
intense heat of supersonic operations as well as the extreme pressure
generated within the hydraulic lines.31

(U) A nickel plating solution, used to seal gas tanks, leaked into
the honeycomb panels that formed both the outer wall of the tanks and the
skin of the aircraft. These panels were steel sandwiches which were formed

by using intense heat to fuse into an integral unit a sheet of stainless

| il
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12
steel honeycomb placed between two thin sheets of stainless steel, When
corrosion appeared, the affected area had to be cleaned, examined for struc-
tural damage, and replaced if necessary.32

(®) North American had anticipated that wing and wing stub would not
match exactly but was confident that the error could be held to within one-
tenth of an inch and compensated for quite easily. When the time came to
Join the two sections, however, the mismatch turned out to be as much as
three-quarters of an inch. As a result, the company had to use jacks to
get the parts into closer Juxtaposition, insert an H-beam between wing'stub
and wing, and smooth and strengthen the joint by adding panels and internal

33

braces,

(U) The most difficult problem was finding a suitable sealant for the
fuel tanks. As General LeMay described the task for a House subcommittee:Bh

We have not been able to manufacture these things to
keep them from having little pinholes in the welds. Some of
the pinholes . . . would hold fuel all right, but this air-
plane is going to ogerate at Mach 3 which means the structure
will heat up to 500° or 600°. This means the fuel is going
to get hot. Having hot fuel, the fumes above it, if it mixes
with air you have an explosive mixture.

In order to reduce the hazard of the explosive mix-
ture, you do not allow air in the_tanks. Nitrogen is added
under ten pounds pressure ., . , [ang7 is much harder to hold
than fuel . . . .

(U) To solve the problem, North American engineers tried grinding the
welds and brazing the seam. This failed, and because none of the available
sealants could withstand temperatures of 500° or above, new synthetics had
to be developed for the job. This, more than any other technical difficulty,

delayed the first flight until 1964.35

gy
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The Program Continued

(U) Correcting the various technical failings disrupted schedules and
cost money. In February 1963 John L. Atwood, president of North American
Aviation, after pointing out that "no action of the Air Force during the
past 22 months has impaired completion of the XB-70 airplane," admitted
that his firm was ™unable to program the completion of the three airplanes
within the funds allocated." He suggested that Secretary Zuckert obtain the
release of an additional §25 million so that North American could begin
fabricating the second and third aircraft. In this way the firm could
avoid falling farther behind schedule and incurring greater deficits trying
to catch up. Additional amounts, however, would have to be released during
fiscal year 1964 if the three-plane program was to be completed.36

(@) At the recommendation of the Air Force, Secretary McNamara elec-
ted to keep the three-aircraft program alive but at the expense of sensor
development, which had been approved only three months earlier. Of the
450 million earmarked for the development of sensors, he reassigned §35.8
million to sustain the B~70 effort and stated that disposition of the remainder
would await a decision on the fiscal 1964 program. During fiscal year 1963,
the B-70 program thus exceeded by $35.8 million the 4171 million that qiihad
released originally. The total of $206,.8 million fell far short, however,
of the $362.6 million appropriated for that year by Congress.37

(U) For fiscal year 1964 the Air Force requested $156 million to con-
tinue work on three prototype aircraft, and Secretary McNamara accepted this
estimate. He told Congress that he intended to provide this amount by

releasing $81 million originally appropriated for fiscal year 1963 but
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deferred for later use, adding $61 million of fiscal year 1963 funds that
had been kept in reserve for emergencies, and turning over the $14.2 million
remaining from the original sensor fund of $50 million. For fiscal year
1965 the Secretan& of Defense anticipated a $92 million program, $55 million
to come from the cancelled Dyna~Soar and the remainder from the fiscal year
1963 appropriation. The expenditure of another $25 million during fiscal
year 1966 would complete the program. Predicted B-70 development costs were

now $1.5 billion, $200 million above the original ceiling imposed by the

Kennedy administration in 1961.38

(U) Despite the difficulties in assembling the first B-70 and the
rising costs of development, General LeMay continued to advocate reviving
the defunct RS-70 proposal. In April 1963 he told a Senate subcommittee
that "the RS-70 is the one we should go full blast on now to replace the
B-52.g If not the RS-70, he continued, "some other system has to be brought
forwa?d," such as one of those currently under study by the Air Force.
Theselpossibilities ihcluded "a long-range, missile launching airplane, an
airplane designed specifically for low altitude penetration, and . . . one
using the advanced state of the art for a high altitude airplane.m 39

#®) The Air Force was primarily concerned at this time, however, with
keeping the B-70 program within the $1.5 billion limitation than with breath-
ing new lifé into the RS-70 proposal. To keep work going on the three
prototypes, it decided upon a cost-plus-incentive-fee contract for the
remainder of the program that would reward North American for saving money.
In May 1963 the company signed the agreement and it went into effect in

July. The new contract established a target cost of $576.7 million. The

TN
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company would receive, besides a basic fee, 20 percent of the first three
percent trimmed from this amount and 10 percent of all savings in excess of
three percent. This scale was adopted because savings beyond three percent
seemed all but impossible, Similarly, the basic fee would be reduced if

North American exceeded the target amoun‘l;.l‘o

.
A Final Cutback

@ Despite the close watch kept on the program, B-70 costs continued
to rise during 1963, largely because of the'time-consuming task of finding
an adequate sealant for the fuel tanks. A study team appointed'by the B-70
program director, Brig. Gen. Fred J. Ascani, recommended continuing the
three-plane effort which, it claimed, could be finished well within the
current limitation of $1.5 bill:lvon."+l

@) But Secretary 7uckert held that since the development of a B-70
weapon system was out of the question, the program could best serve the
nation by demonstrating the feasibility of Mach 3 flight, thus proving the
technical innovations incorporated in the plane's design and construction.
Seconded by the Chief of Staff, on 20 February the Secretary maintained that
the program would make a greater contribution if the third aircsaft were
abandoned and some of the $60 million required for its completion were
reserved "o accommodate those contingencies that are bound to arise." In
this way, two B-70's could be subjected to a M"significant number of flight
test hours" without exceeding the limit of $l;5 billion. In March 1964
Secretary McNamara approved ending work on the third pla.ne.l“2

#% The B-70 program, as a result of this cutback, called for the

fabrication of two aircraft followed by a total of 180 hours of flight
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testing with the final test flight before 30 November 1965. Both aircraft
were builts the first flew in September 19643 the second in July of the
following year. The goal of completing 180 hours of flight testing by the
end of November 1965 proved unattainable, however, and on that date the Air
Force was planning to finish in March or April 1966.43

@) As the B-70 program neared its conclusion, the Air Force, with
concurrence in November 1965, negotiated an agreement with National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration (NASA), whereby the latter agenc;‘would
share in the costs of flight testing beyond the current terminal date of
April 1966. NASA would receive information applicable to its supersonic
transport program while the Air Force would obtain general data on super-
sonic flight. The Air Force and NASA would each pay half the cost of a
flight test program of 162 hours that was scheduled over 18 months and
involved the use of both B-70's. The estimated cost to the Air ﬁ:rce was
$27.2 miliion, which would raise the total program cost to $1.489 billion,

just under the £1.5 billion ceiling.“*

What Went Wrong

#) The XB-70 was now wholly an experimental aircraft. Built of
steel and titanium and powered by six YJ-93 General Electric engines, it was
designed to have an operating range of 4,000 nautical miles, a ceiling of
77,000 feet, and a maximum speed of 1,720 knots above 65,000 feet., Its pri-
mary purpose was to "demonstrate airworthiness in a sustained Mach 3 test
environment,t 42

(U) whatever its contributions to future supersonic aircraft, military
£ J

or commercial, the B-70 program failed to provide a replacement for the R-52.

SO Rauy
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Secretary Zuckert held that technological risks had played a major part in
the failure of the RS-70 and B~-70. "I think what was attempted here," he
told a House subcommittee in the spring of 1964, "was a combination of
changes, of advances in the art . . » and when you put these together, you
do not get just the sum of the uncertainties, you get the product of the
uncertainties." L6

(U) After his retirement in September 1965, Mr. Zuckert wrote that
the "dialogue" concerning the B-70 disclosed a need for "hetter homework by
the Air Staff before we came in with a position.” It had to present infor-
mation more precisely than was customary and examine the consequences of
possible courses of action more closely. He absolved the Air Staff, however,
from guilt in the death of the B-70, attributing it to a "question of « « »
vulnerability" that '*could not be satisfactorily answered." Because of the
capabilities of Russian antiaircraft missiles, he doubted that the B-70
could ever have filled a genuine requirement for a manned bomber to replace
the B—52's.h7

(U) Gen. Thomas S. Power, Commander in Chief of the Strategic Air
Command (CINCSAC), was thoroughly familiar with the troubles that had plagued
the program. "What really tkilled! this airplane, in my opinion," he wrote,
tyas the fact that it was designed for flight at very high altitudes which
was very desirable at the time it was conceived. But this became a serious A
deficiency when the Soviets developed their extensive system of high altitude
antiaircraft missiles." L8

(U) Secretary McNamara, testifying before a House subcommittee, took

the position that failure was the inevitable result of pressing existing
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technology to the limit in an effort to produce something for which there
was no real need. "I think, with hindsight," he said, "we can say very
clearly that the requirement is still not proven. The technology is still
to be fully proven out." He added that, to the best of his knowledge,
"there isn't a single senior civilian or military official in the Department
of Defense who, today, would recommend the B-70 . . o " 49

(U) This statement was made after the departure of General LeMay, who
retained an abiding enthusiasm for the RS-70. He placed the blame for
failure on the erratic fashion in which the Department of Defense-—presumably
under Mr. Gates as well as Mr. McNamara--had supported the development effort.
The program, General LeMay contended, had suffered fram a sugcession of go-
aheads, reappraisals, reversals, and budgetary ceilings that made the B-70
a "dead end program" without possibility of expansion. Thus, "when . . .
you run into a technical problem . . . you go out to industry all over the
country to try to get someone to help you solve it," but because of the
limited funds available, ™o one is interested and you don*t get the proper
talent." This lack of interest, he maintained, was the fault of the
Department of Defense and was the reason that technical problems had dragged
on for so many months before being solved.5o

(U) The kind of crash development program desired by General LeMay
had, in fact, been ruled out shortly after work began. As early as 1959,
the Department of Defense had doubted that the B-70, already beset by tech-
nical problems, was’a necessary addition to the strategic force. Political
considerations during the 1960 Presidential campaign caused both parties to

show an interest in the bomber, but once the ballots were counted, the new
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administration, like the old, began doubting its operational value. Nor did
these doubts diminish when the Air Force proposed taking a B-70 airframe,
with which the manufacturer was having serious difficulties, loading it with
electronic sensors that the‘Secretary of Defense considered experimenfél,
and calling the result an RS-70.

(U) The ultimate cause of the failure was the disbelief, shared by
two administrations, that the B-70 could do a useful job. The Air Force
could find no argument to refute objections based on the probable effective~
ness of Soviet antiaircraft missiles against high flying bombers. If a new
manned strategic aircraft was to be developed, the administration would have
to be convinced that the plane could penetrate Soviet defenses and perform

some essential mission better than it could be done by ballistic missiles.

tp
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II. THE ADVANCED MANNED STRATEGIC AIRCRAFT

(8) By 1963 the RS-70 proposal was dead and the B-70 had become exclu-
sively a research vehicle. Neither would replace the B-52, the last of which
came off the assembly line the year before. The Air Force now undertook
various studies to devise a manned bomber that would weather the sort of
criticism that had been directed against the B-70 and its reconnaissance-
strike variant. At the end of June, a Manned Aircraft Studies Steering Group
(MASSG), headed by the office of Deputy Chief of Staff, Research and Develop-
ment, was examining three likely possibilities: a low-~altitude manned penetrator,
a long-endurance aircraft, and a supersonic reconnaissance craft. MASSG
eventually agreed that the low-altitude manned penetrator was most promising.
In the meantime, Project Forecast, a major Air Force effort to calculate its
future needs, also recommended development of an advanced manned system. The
recommendations of the two groups served as the basis fof an advanced manned
strategic aircraft (AMSA) concept.l

(® The planners sought high performance at every altitude while
emphasizing operations at extremely low altitudes to frustrate radar-directed
antiaircraft missiles. The new AMSA craft was expected to attain bursts of
speed up to Mach 2.5 at high altitudes, Mach 1.2 when 200 feet above flat
terrain, and about Mach .9 at low altitudes over rolling terrain, This versa-
tility would stem from its variable wing and its radar. The wing would rotate
into almost a delta shape for supersonic flight or extend at nearly right
angles to the fuselage for takeoffs and subsonic operations. The radar would

guide the plane over natural obstacles. AMSA was to possess an unrefueled
4 *
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range of 5,000 miles, of which 2,000 was to be flown.at Mach .85 at sea level,
be able to take off from a 6,000-foot runway, and carry both bombs and mis-
siles.2

@) The missile envisioned for the proposed aircraft was the short,;
range attack missile (SRAM). The Air Force had begun preliﬁinary work on
it in January 1963,.following cancellation of the Skybolt air-launched bal-
listic missile., Preliminary studies indicated that SRAM would enhance the
striking power of the B-52 and aléo be adaptable to the F-111 tactical
fighter. Project Forecast concluded that this missile was the weapon bg:}
suited to a manned penetrator. When the AMSA concept emerged, SRAM was
among the weapons the plane would carry.3

(U) Gen. Bernard A. Schriever, Commander of Air Force Systems Command
(AFSC) and director of Project Forecast also urged a far more ambitious AMSA
which would permit hypersonic flight by incorporating untested advances in
aerodynamics, propulsion, and metallurgy. Its engines would be hydrogen
fueled, its wings would retract rather than fold, and it would carry "hitting
missiles" that would be launched from the bomb-bay. The Air Force, howe;:},

continued to advocate a less revolutionary design based on characteristics

derived from MASSG and Forecast.h

The Request for a New Manned Bomber

(U) Before MASSG had reached a conclusion whether to recommend develop-
ing a manned penetrator, a long-endurance type capable of launching missiles,
or a supersonic reconnaissance plane, the Air Force on 3 July 1963 made a
routine request for the inclusion of $25 million in the fiscal year l965w~

budget in order to begin development of whichever weapon system might be

selected. For this amount, the Air Force could undertake project definition,
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that is, produce data on probable costs, time needed for development; and
technical risks, If the results were satisfactory, it would be in a poéition
to contract for further work.5

@ on 3 September the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)*
announced a tentative decision to make $15 million available for project
definition of a "penetrating strategic aircraft capable of operating from
Z1 bases." The plane would "complement the ballistic missile force in a
post attack environment," 6

- Influenced by these instructions, MASSG set aside the reconnais-~
Sance and long-endurance aircraft projects to concentrate on an advanced
manned penetrator capable of supérsonic speeds at high or low altitude.
Studies showed that such an aircraft would be preferable to improved versions
of the B-47, B-52, and B~58. Tt would also be preferable to both bomber
designs of the F-111A; one with the original shape and the other with an
elongated fuselage to provide more room for fuel and electronic equipment.7

@) Late in October, the Deputy Chiefs of Staff, Plans and Operations,
Programs and Requirements, and Research and Development--Lt. Gens. William H.
Blanchard, David A. Burchinal, and James Ferguson, respectively--conferred
with General Schriever at Forecast's West Coast headquarters. They com-
- pared MASSG's penetrator with the advanced precision strike system recommended
by Forecast and discovered that the proposals were easily reconciled. The
Air Force thus establisheq the characteristics desired for its advanced
manned bomber.8 .

@) In the meantime, Secretary McNamara had changed his mind about

beginning project definition for the advanced strategic aircraft. The
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tentative fiscal year 1965 budget for research and development provided only
Higy

$5 million for the undertaking, too little to finance more than preliminary

studies.”’
¢ The Air Force tried to persuade Secretary McNamara to restore

enough money to permit beginning the definition phase as quickly as possible.

General LeMay was especially eager because he doubted that the B-52's and

B-58ts would last into the mid-1970's as Secretary McNamara maintained. The

Chief of Staff advocated an immediate authorization to reprogram $5 million

of fiscal year 1964 funds in order to begin immediately on projéct definition.

To continue development through fiscal year 1965, he urged the appropria-

tion of $78 million for engines, avionics, and the airframe itself. Secretary

iy
Zuckert supported General LeMay and on 4 November 1963 made essentially the

same recommendation to the Secretary of Defense.10
(¥ In his reply on 19 November, Secretary McNamara stated that Minute-
man was more likely to survive enemy attack than was a manned bomber. He
made it clear that he would not commit the Department of Defense to so
expensive a program unless he received more valid justification for develop-
ing a manned system and a clearer picture of what the proposed aircraft was

supposed to do.ll

The LeMay Proposal

¢ Despite this initial setback, General LeMay listed the proposed
manned strategic aircraft as the Air Force!s most important project. &yring
a JCS meeting in late December 1963 at the Texas ranch of President Lyndon B.
Johnson, the Chief of Staff advocated pushing ahead with the penetrator,

which he called the improved manned strategic aircraft.;2

24 L 3 m—
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@ In describing the aircraft, General LeMay stressed its capability

for foiling enemy radar and antiaircraft missiles by hugging the earth's

surface, its flexibility in comparison with ballistic missiles, its super-
sonic speed, and its capacity to strike with either bombs or SRAM's. Ege
plane, he noted, would be large enough to accommodate sizeable fuel tanks
as well as elaborate radar, infrared, and photographic gear., During his
conversation with the President, General LeMay indicated he would again ask
for authority to reprogram $5 million in fiscal year 1964 funds in order to
begin project definition. He would also seek a fiscal year 1965 bﬁdget of
about $50 million, mainly for the development of engines and avionics.13
- Following this meeting the JCS reviewed General LeMay's proposal
and on 20 January 196, recommended proceeding with both project definition
and "design work . . . on long-lead-time items." But the Chairman, ngeral

.

Taylor, stated that he wanted further information on what the aircraft was

eipectgg‘to do, how many would be produced, and why the service chiefs
 favored a commitment beyond project definition. He supported beginning
project definition but wanted to have the results of this phase before pro-
ceeding with the development of engines or other components, The data
provided by the service chiefs in answer to these questions did not cause
General Taylor to change his mind. In March the JCS, less the Chairman,
recommended that Secretary McNamara endorse the LeMay proposal.lh sy
&) The Air Force, meanwhile, had drawn up a financial request for

$52 million in fiscal year 1965: $15 million for project definition; $26 mil-
lion for advanced development of engines; and $11 million for advanced

development of an avionics system. Over the objections of Secretary McNamara,
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Congress acc¢epted this estimate in full and appropriated the requested funds.

On 21 August 1964 President Johnson signed the appropriation bill.15

The Program Begins

&) Although the Air Force had persuaded Congress to appropriate
enough money for project definition, it remained to be seen whether the
executive branch would release the funds or impound them, as it frequently
had done with the B-70. Throughout the discussion of the USAF request for
AMSA funds, Secretary McNamara had been reluctant to go ahead with the
definition phase. In his opinion the Air Force had not yet produced a pre-
liminary study that justified embarking on so expensive an undertaking. Nor
did he accept the USAF argument that work had to start at once because the
fleet of B-52's and B-58's would wear out in the early 1970'5.16 g

@ On 29 August Secretary Zuckert submitted a program change proposal
that set forth the fiscal year 1965 AMSA effort and outlined what was con-
sidered necessary for the following fiscal year. He called for OSD to
approve the beginning of project definition, release for that purpose $15
million from the fiscal year 1965 appropriation, and provide %77 million in
fiscal year 1966 to continue development if the definition phase proved
successful. He requested release of $26 million for work on a propulsion
system and assurance that $30 million would be available the followinéﬁ§ear.
Besides the release of $11 million to begin avionics development, he desired
$14 million in the 1966 budget request to continue this development.17
@) Secretary McNamara's reaction showed that he remained skeptical

toward AMSA. On 21 October 1964 DDRZE approved release of ¢3 million for

analysis and definition of a propulsion system and 2 million for similar

eERE
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work on én avionics system. Late the following month, however, the Secretary
of Defense limited the fiscal year 1965 effort to $28 million, including the
$5 million already released. Of the year's total, §$5 million was earmarked
for what he called "weapon system studies,” $7 million for avionics, andﬁ?lé
million for engines. The Secretary deferred the $24 million balance of the
%52 million appropriation until fiscal year 1966, and indicated he would ask
Congress for an additional $15 million for that year to bring its total to
%39 million. His request for fiscal year 1967 was tentatively set at $11
million. The Air Force acquiesced, with the understanding that project defi-
nition could be started if the weapon system studies justified such an
undertaking.18

‘i» ‘Once established, the program inched forward, with limited work
done in engine development, avionics, and weapon system étudies. In ngruany
1965 DDR&E released the remaining $13 million of propulsion funds, but ::ionics
development was slower in getting started. Work statements covering the §2
million released in October 1964 were not approved until the following May,
ahd not until June was the remaining $5 million released to the Air Force.
The $5 million set aside for weapon system studies became available in May
1965, when DDR&E approved the approach proposed by the Air Force.19

@) In the meantime, development had started on SRAM, tentatively
planned for use with the F-111A and B-52 as well as with AMSA. Some confusion
arose in February 1965 when DDR&E reversed his earlier decision to incorporate
a radar homing device in the missile, but the delay proved slight, and the
following month Secretary McNamara approved a development program. Foiizwa

ing completion of the project definition phase, he would decide whether to
20

let contracts for full-scale development.
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Progress Remains Slow

(U) 1In planning for fiscal year 1966, Secretary McNamara concentrated
his attention on avionics and propulsion, and postponed a decision on AMSA
as a weapon system, His program for fiscal year 1965 remained what he had
outlined in the fall of 1964: $39 million, of which $3 million was for con-
tinuation of system studies; $12 million for avionics; and $24 million for
propulsion. Avionics and propulsion development could produce systems appli-
cable to several tactical or strategic aircraft whereas system studies had
but one purpose--to fix AMSA characteristics and specifications. Explaining
his emphasis on electronics and engines rather than the integrated system,
the Secretary said that he was primarily interested in retaining the option
to build AMSA rather than in rushing the plane into service. He favored
missiles over bombers for assured destruction but recognized that some uhfore-
seen. change might restore the manned bomber to strategic prominence and |
wanted ™o retain the option to maintain indefinitely bomber units in our
strategic offensive forces," 21

@) As far as the Air Force was concerned, AMSA was essential. Gen.
John P. McConnell, who succeeded General LeMay as Chief of Staff on lZEEbruary
1965, shared the view of his predecessor that AMSA enjoyed first prioe;ty
within the service. Nevertheless, reductions in the previous year's pro-
gram and Secretary McNamara's skepticism as to the value of AMSA were
indications of further trouble to come.22

(U) Although Congress once again seemed willing to appropriate more
money for AMSA than Secretary McNamara requested, this placed the Air Force

in an awkward position, for the added funds might prove to be more than it

could spend to good advantage. General McConnell pointed out that the Air

]
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Force had sought $52 million in fiscal year 1965 and $121 million in fiscal

28

year 1966, but Secretary McNamara had cut the first sum by almost one-half
and had waited until late in the year before releasing the last of this
reduced amount. As a result, the Chief of Staff stated that "we could not
spend all of the $121 million if it is given to us in the 1966 budget..”
General Ferguson, Deputy Chief of Staff, Research and Development, added that,
because of the previous year's cutbacks and delays, the $39 million--only $15
million of it new obligating authority--in the President's budget would
suffice.23
(U) The 0SD program would not permit beginning project definition

during fiscal year 1966, GCeneral McConnell was willing to accept a year's
delay in order to develop an engine thét wouid improve the craft's perform-
ance., Sufficient funds, he said, were inclﬁded in the budget to support
propulsion development through fiscal year 1966. The Chief of Staff warned,
however, that a decision on project definition could'not be delayed beyond
July 1966 if AMSA was to be available in time to replace the most modern of
the B—52's.2h *

| (@ Despite USAF willingness to accept OSD funding plans, the Senate
Armed Services Committee advocated an authorization of $82 million for fiscal
year 1966. Deputy Secretary of Defense Cyrus R. Vance advised both the Senate
and House Armed Services Committees that an additional $7 million might prove
useful but $82 million was too much for the program to absorb. A conference

committee accepted the OSD recommendation and added only $7 million to the

$15 million requested. This sum, plus the $2/4 million carried over from the

previous year, made $46 million available for further studies of the overall

System and continued development of its engines and avionics.25
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&¥) The entire $46 million was released to the Air Force by the end of
January 1966. First to be made available was the $10 million allotted for
aircraft system studie5. Both the #24 million for advanced development of
engines and the $12 million for avionics remained temporarily in reserve.
In December, however, DDR&E honored the USAF request for $7 million in
avionics funds, and it released the remainder in January 1966. Also in
January, DDR&E made available the $24 million for propulsion.26

&) In the meantime, Secretary Zuckert had been trying to persusge 0SD
to expand the fiscal year 1967 program in order to permit contract
defiﬁition, that part of the acquisition cycle that followed concept formula-
tion.” 1In May he requested the addition of $11.8 million--$8.5 million for
the aircraft and §2.3 million for propulsion--to the $11 million effort out-
lined by the Secretary of Defense. The JCS, though they did not endorse the
view of the Air Force Chief of Staff that full-scale development ought to
begin, also recommended adding this money. But Secretary McNamara did not
approve the request, taking the position that éontract definition amounted
to a commitment to production. He remained unwilling to burden himself with
27

a program about which he had serious doubts. g

The Task Ahead

@» Secretary Zuckert's successor, Dr. Harold Brown, formerly DDR&E,
took office on 1 October 1965. Although the new secretary considered that ‘

funds for contract definition were inappropriate without a "decision to

*At this time Secretary McNamara's new terms for the acquisition cycle were
concept formulation, contract definition, and production. Since the Air
Force, and segments of 0SD as well, continued to substitute project defi-
nition for concept formulation and engineering development for contract
definition, descriptions of AMSA and other programs were somewhat confused.
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proceed with full-scale development," on 10 October he recommended an.,
increase in AMSA funds for the coming fiscal year. Secretary Brown believed
that "additional funds can most profitably be used for engine development™
since this could be applicable to other aircraft as well as AMSA, and he
recommended that "some $10,.0 million be added . . . for this purpose."
Secretary McNamara did not accept this proposal, which would have increased
the fiscal year 1967 program to $21 million.28

@ Secretary Brown next reviewed the way in which the Air Forée had
tried to Jjustify AMSA, and he concluded that the job had not been done well.;29
No one in OSD would support acquisition of a weapon system costing perhaps
$1.5 billion to develop and $10 billion over the first decade of its opera-
tional life unless he was absolutely convinced that "all other weapon systems
have been measured against it in terms of versatility and cost, as well as
capability, and found wanting." A reasoned exposition of this sort would
have to be made quickly, Secretary Brown continued, if OSD was to reach a
favorable decision in time to permit development of a successor to the newest
of the B—52's.30

@ As civilian head of the Department of the Air Force, Dr. Brown,
like his predecessor, became an advocate of a manned strategic aircraft,
though not necessarily of AMSA. He told the Chief of Staff that, wh%%e the
"advent of long range ballistic missiles has clearly changed——and reduced--
the role of the strategic bomber in thermonuclear war," he nevertheless
believed that "the strategic bomber is needed as part of a balanced missile/

bomber force for the foreseeable future." 31 What sort of bomber would ful-

fill this need he was not yet sure. Later, in the spring of 1966, he suggested
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that two distinct types might be necessary, one for nuclear énd the other
for conventional war.32

- Secretary McNamara saw no urgent need for AMSA, He noted the JCS
recommendation for increasing the fiscal year 1967 program but insisted
that the service chiefs, save for the USAF Chief of Staff, shared his view
that "commitment to full-scale development of the advanced manned strategic
aircraft! should not be made at this time. Instead of doubling the amount
requested, as Secretary Zuckert and the JCS had recommended, or adding the
$10 million sought by Secretary Brown, Mr. McNamara asked Congress for no
more than the $11 million in his original program..33

(U) Adopting a course of action that he judged ™more sensible" than
spending large sums on AMSA, the Secretary'of Defense approved procurement
of a bomber version of the F-111A tactical fighter. The Air Force had
requested this craft, dubbed the FB-111, as a replacement for the B-52C's
through B-52F's, the older models in the Stratofortress series., But it saw
'AMSA, not the FB-111, as the eventual replacement for the newer B-52G's
and B-52H's and the modified fighter as an interim solution to the problem
of finding a new manned strategic a.ircraft.34

(U) Secretary McNamara insisted that the FB-111 was as full-fledged a
strategic system as the B-52 or the proposed AMSA. Although the converted
tacti;al fighter would rely to a greater extent than AMSA on aerial tankers,
he maintained that the FB-11l1 could fly far enough and carry enough weapons
to threaten "a very large share of an aggressor'!s urban/industrial complex,™
The Secretary appeared to believe that modification of a plane already in

production would provide an adequate manned bomber without spending the far

larger sums required for AMSA,>”
&
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(U) Therefore the task of convincing Secretary McNamara that AMSA was
a necessary addition to the strategic force promised to be even far more
difficult. During House hearings held in the spring of 1966 the Secretitry
observed that the design for the advanced strategic aircraft had not yet
been decided upon and again raised the possibility of a long-endurance air-
craft, possibly a version of the mammoth C-5 transport that was under
development, armed with long-range missiles. The Secretary showed no en-
thusiasm for AMSA and very little interest in the manned bomber, which he
considered supplementary to the ballistic missile.36

(U) As in earlier years, the Air Force found support for AMSA within
Congress. A subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee, headed by
Representative F. Edward Hebert, recommended adding $11.8 million--the amount
that Secretary Zuckert had requested to permit contract definition--to the
$11 million fiscal year 1967 program. The subcommittee also admonished the
Department of Defense to pursue AMSA development with "interest and vigor."37
The parent committee accepted this recommendation and voted to incorporate the
additional funds in the House version of the annual authorization bill.38

(U) This subcommittee also released testimony by General McConnell
indicating that the JCS had unanimously recommended full-scale development
of AMSA, something that Secretary McNamara had previously denied. The
Secretary then pointed out that the JCS had made this recommendation in con-
nection with the joint strategic objectives plan being prepared for fiscal
year 1968, not the fiscal year 1967 budget, in order to preserve the option
of developing AMSA with an initial operational capability in fiscal year 1974.

He declared that they erroneously believed that they had to choose at the time

between all-out development and no further development, and they had chosen
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the former in order to have a design available in case a manned bomber should
be needed. The Secretary maintained, however, that a decision to pursue
development could wait until September 1966 without Jeopardizing this target
date, or even later if a postponement was acceptable. He stated that the

erroneous belief of the JCS was attributable to a poorly written OSD direc-
39

tive,
(U) After this explanation Representative Hebert told the press that

the Secretary had shown not only a "willingness to admit he was wrong" but

also "an open mind on the manned bomber." Mr, Hebert expressed confidence

that Secretary McNamara would permit work on AMSA to proceed and that Congress

-y
would approve for fiscal yéar 1967 the $22.8 million program recommended by

the Air Force, the JCS, and his own subcommit:’t,ee.l‘O

(U) Mr. McNamara's explanation was not a commitment to develop AMSA.
His final decision would probably accompany presentation of the fiscal year .
1968 budget request. Proponents of AMSA had roughly until the fall of 1966
to persuade Secretary Brown that this particular design suited USAF needs
and Secretary McNamara that AMSA was the best replacement for the B-52 and

eventually for the FB-111.
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III. THE FB-1ll

(U) The sluggish course of the AMSA program, together with a possibility
that the older B-52's would give way to structural strain earlier than expec-
ted, started the Air Force looking for an interim manned bomber. As early
as the sﬁring of 1963, DDR&E showed an interest in the F-111A for this role,
but the Air Force debated for almost a year before recommending its use to
fill the gap that otherwise would occur between phase out of the older B-52ts
and procurement of AMSA,

@ The F-111 (TFX--Tactical Fighter Experimental: the name used during
the design competition) was an attempt to meet the tactical fighter require~
ments of both the Air Force and the Navy with a single aircraft. In June
1961 Secretary McNamara directed the Air Force to proceed with an air superi-
ority fighter for both the Air Force and the Navy. He hoped to save over
$1 billion by standardizing on one plane. More than a year later the Secre-
tary decided that the USAF version, the F-111A, would have an air-to-ground
mission as well, The Navy F-111B would be used as a long-range fleet air -
superiority weapon.l

@) The most advanced feature of the F-111A was the variable geometry
wing, which could be held forward for takeoff and landing at low speeds and
swept back for high speeds in flight. This aeronautical development, plus
improved engines, made possible the developmeht of a fighter that could
operate effectively at high or low speeds from carriers as well as from

shorter and cruder runways. This two-engine, two-pilot plane would have a

. 8
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combat operating radius of 800 nautical miles, a combat ceiling of 62,600
feet, a maximum speed of 1,434 knots, and be able to dash 165 nautical miles
to a target at a speed of Mach 1.2, The F-111A made its first flight on

21 December 1964 and first moved its wings in flight on 6 January 1965.2

Getting Off the Ground

g
(u) Among the first to consider using the F-111A as a strategic bomber

was Dr. Brown, then DDR&E. 1In May 1963 he suggested to a House subcommi ttee
that, with aerial refueling, the plane could provide Ma limited bombing
capability particularly because the airplane can go in fast and low, which
would make it relatively invulnerable to surface to air missiles." He was
careful to point out that "SAC people and General LeMay would not consider
this a genuine strategic bombing capability, and I am not offering it as a
full-scale replacement for any of our present strategic bombers."'3 In 1963
General Power, CINCSAC, requested an interim bomber that could serve until
some advanced aircraft Joined SAC's bomber force. At this time he favored
resuning B-58 production, which had ended late in 1962, and procuring 250
of these supersonic bombers. This suggestion led to USAF consideration,
along with the B-58 and several other craft, of two possible bombers based
on the F-111A design. One of these retained the size and shape of the
F-~111A; the other had an elongated fuselage to accommodate additional fuel
tanks as well as electronic equipment not normally found in a fighter,
According to the Manned Aircraft Studies Steering Group,* which used data
provided by General Dynamics, neither modification of the F-111A--nor, for
that matter, an improved B-58--was as well suited to strategic operations

as a low-altitude penetrator especially designed for the purpose.h

*See p 20,
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@) Meanwhile, General Dynamics was at work on a strategic version of
the F-111A. In November 1963 the corporation offered for USAF consideration
two models that were basically those stﬁdied by MASSG. Either could carry
10,495 pounds of ordnance but one had two sections totaling 10l inches
inserted in the fuselage to increase fuel capacity and thus extend range.s

(@ After examining the proposal, Dr. Alexander H, Flax, Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force (Research and Development) concluded that,
although the technical assumptions seemed reasonable if somewhat optimistic,
"the nature of the effort to convert the F-111A to a . . . SAC airplane is
underplayed and the estimates of costs are undoubtedly too low."™ He recom-
mended, however, a series of wind tunnel tests, which the Air Force undertook,
funding it separately from F-111A development.6

(U) Opinion varied widely on the likely value of an F-111A bomber.
General LeMay, while still Chief of Staff, felt that the plane would prove
inadequate for strategic missions. In the spring of 1964 he told a Senate
subcommittee that its main trouble was "that it is a small airplane and will

not carry the things you need to penetrate modern defenses and still have

7

enough range « » « "
(U) Dr. Brown, as DDR&E, was more hopeful; On the strength of studies

then in progress, he felt that the plane could be modified to carry out satis-

factorily those strategic tasks that did not require an eﬁormous payload.

"If you are talking about a low-level reconnaissance job," he explained, 'or

a mop up job, you may be able to do it with a lengthened TFX." He conceded

that a tactical fighter "was not perhaps of intercontinental range," but he

held that a lengthened F-111A could nevertheless be used as a strategic

bomber "since with one refueling it gets in the intercontinental class.”
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o) As time passed, the Air Force tended to accept Dr. Brown's. yiew.
Early in 1964, Maj. Gen. Jack Catton, Air Staff Director of Operational
Requirements, urged General Power to direct a study of the F-111A as a
strategic aircraft. In time, SAC planners concluded that a modified fighter
would be superior to the B-58, General Power, concerned because the AMSA
program was moving so slowly, came to advocate F-111t's for SAC in order to
keep a trained organization intact as a nucleus of a bomber force that could
be expanded as necessary to meet any future emergency.9 He sought G#neral
LeMay's approval for procurement of a modified F-111A as an interim strategic
bomber. The Chief of Staff rejected the recommendation, probably because of
his concern lest an F-111 bomber program divert interest from AMSA--an under-
taking he considered vital.lO

(U) Although the Air Force did not request development of a bomber
version of the F-111A, it continued-~along with 0SD and General Dynamics--to
examine the feasibility of such a step. Roger Lewis, president of General
Dynamics, tried unsuccessfully to interest the Air Force in taking an F-111A
that was currently being assembled, stretching the fuselage, adding a fuel
tank that would increase capacity by 69 percent, and strengthening the land-
ing gear to support the added weight. He claimed that this modified F-111A
would fly 2,000 miles without refueling at a sustained speed of Mach .9 at
sea level.ll _ -

@ The Office of Secretary of Defense finished its study early in
January 1965 but made no recommendation whether to build the plane. The
study merely offered additional data on the comparative costs and perform-

ance of the F-111A, B-58, and B-52 and on the cost and effectiveness of a

force of 200 F-111A bombers.12
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@ In the meantime, an ad hoc group, headed by General Catton arhk
made up of representatives of the Air Staff and SAC, had investigated whether
a modified F-111A could replace the B-52, The group concluded that the F~1llA .
could provide the basis for a plane that could take the place of the B-52C's
through B-52Ft's. The aircraft that they recommended would have a stretched
fuselage to accommodate additional fuel tanks, more complex avionics, and a

13

crew of three or four.

@ In March 1965 General Schriever, AFSC Commander, called for caution
in charting the course of F-111A modification. He warned that ™it is highly
unlikely that we can obtain authority to pursue both a B-111 development and
an AMSA development at the same time," although the Air Force could probably
buy an F-111A with minimum modification without endangering AMSA. He con-
cluded that, despite the peril to AMSA, '"we might do best" to seek a "full
growth version . « . of the B~-111 which would incorporate the AMSA engine
technology and avionics" and would serve as a "valid aircraft for the stra-
tegic fleet" from 1972 until the development of a "manned hypersonic vehicle
in the 80's." What General Schriever feared was that the Air Force might
try to "go for a B-111 with an IOC [ihitial Operational Capability7 of 1970"
and saddle itself with "the worst possible compromise," an aircraft that was
"neither . . » a tactical fighter nor a satisfactory bomber."

@) But the procurement of a minimum modification version also had
attractive advantages. According to the judgment of the command thatg§wuld
be using it, the F-111A "could perform the SAC mission in its present con-
figuration.” With minimum modifications, this would "provide the earliest
available aircraft system.!" Some alterations, however, were "strongly

desired," such as an improved bombing-navigation system, a "quick reaction
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launch capability," and a homing beacon to help the bomber and its tanker
rendezvous for refueling.15

(U) Time and money also were key considerations in deciding which
version of the F-111A would best serve SAC's requirement for an interim bomber.
AFSC revealed that an enlarged model with three or four crewmen would require
costly and time-consuming revisions in the basic design. Stretching the
fuselage would set in motion a chain reaction of modifications that wbuld
include, among other things, a new crew escape module, a new engine and fuel
system, and extensive changes to the Mglove" into which the variable wing
rotated.16

@ These factors influenced the deliberations of an Air Staff stra-
tegic study group, upon which both AFSC and SAC were represented. This group
recommended that the Air Force replace the B-52C's through B-52F's with a
minimum modification F-111A, and General McConnell, now Chief of Staff,
approved the preparation of plans to this effect. The deputy chiefs of staff
involved in this planning counseled against making a formal request to
replace the older B-52's with F-111A's until B-52 life expectancy had been
reassessed. For the time being, no formal request was made.17

® The results of this reassessment of B-52 structural soundness were
far from heartening. The Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) advised SAC
that studies, based on data provided by the manufacturer of the B-52, indi-
cated that life expectancy of the C through F models could be as much as
three-and-one-half years shorter than previously believed., This disclosure
gave added urgency to the acquisition of an interim bomber, for the cost of

shoring up the structural members of these older planes-appeared prohibitive.
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The Designated Systems Management Group (DSMG) of(the Air Force
recommended an emergency program costing #117 million for major
modification of the wing and fuselage of these older B-52's.
Secretary McNamara subsequently placed the cost of keeping the entire
current bomber fleet--all types of B-52's and the B-58's--in the

operational inventory through 1975 at approximately $17 billion.18

The FB-1ll Program

(U) The FB-111 program began taking shape in April 1965 when
General McConnell informally suggested to Secretary McNamara the

replacement of 345 B-52C's through B-52F's with 210 FB-111fs. Sub®

secuently, the Chief of Staff testified before a House subcommittee

that the proposal to substitute FB-111's at a two-for-three ratio
was his own, not Secretary McNamara's, and had resulted from consul-~
tations with the Air Staff. He had never considered substituting
FB-111's on a one-for-one basis, even though General John D. Ryan,
General Power's successor as CINCSAC, had desired a far larger num-
ber of FB-111's than the 345 B-52's he was giving up.1’

(U) General McConnell explained that the program was "based oh
cost to start with." He apparently based the size of the proposed
force on his belief that 0SD would insist that the cost of FB-1ll
development and procurement be offset as far as possible by money
made available because of the retirement of the aged B-52's. The
Chief of Staff estimated that $510 million could in this fashion be

applied to the FB-111 effort. Aside from cost, other factors were
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the greater flexibility of the FB-~111l, its ability to carry 50 Zg0-pound

bombs and its "higher performance characteristics,' as well as a need

to "get some people out of the B-52 force, to put them into the rest of
the forces that were being expanded."” These men could, for example,
serve in the Tactical Air Command (TAC) or in the Military Airlift Command
(Mac).20

@) The Air Force formally presented its FB-111 program on 2 June
1965. The objective according to Secretary Zuckert, was to devise Ma
satisfactory hedge against catastrophic structural failure of the B-52."
For this purpose the Air Force had selected a minimum modification
version of the F-111A, "principally because of its early availability."
The first of the 210 new bombers would become operational during fiscal
1959. Secretary Zuckert acknowledged that the Air Force preferred the
"increased capability™ of an enlarged aircraft but not at the higher
cost in time and money. The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Research and Development) estimated that each stretched model would
cost at least $5.4 nillion, some 15 percent more than one with mini-
mum modificaiions.‘?1

@» The Air Force proposed to obtain FB-11l's by increasing the
number of aircraft produced each month and at the same time reducing the
number destined for TAC. Instead of 18 tactical aircraft per month,
General Dynamics would turn out 21 aircraft of which 9 would be bombers.
TAC would surrender 3 wings so that SAC could receive a total of 263,

including spares and other aircraft.22
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@) The FB-111 program also had to mesh with plans for retiring
the B-52. The Air Force selected fiscal year 1969 for introducing the
first of the new bombers into the operational inventory. It planned
to begin phasing out the older planes in fiscal year 1968 by eliminating
3 of the 23 squadrons that year, and to finish the job in fiscal year
1971 by scrapping the last 4 squadrons. In contrast, Secretary McNamara
favored beginning the phase out in fiscal year 1966, a course of, action
that the Air Force opposed.23

@) The Secretary of Defense soon inclined somewhat toward the
USAF view., He devised a timepable that delayed the beginning of the

phase out until fiscal year 13%7, when eight squadrons would be dis-

carded, The Air Force counseled against retiring any B-52's during that

period because of the fighting in Vietnam, but the Secretary of Defense
persisted in his plan. In November 1965, however, he decided for tech-
nical reasons to delay the FB-11l program by some six months. The Air
Force as a result recommended postponing the maximum impact of the B-52
phase out, and the Secretary agreed to adjust the schedule.zh

(U) While the program of B-52 retirements was being worked out,
Secretary McNamara decided to retire the entire B-58 force of 8Q bombers
by the end of fiscal year 1971. The Air Force had not recommended this
reduction, but General McConnell indicated he was not particularly
troubled by it. He maintained, and the JCS agreed, that time enough
remained before the planned retirement date to review the decision and

25

either accept it or argue against it.
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?@IO As a result of these exchanges of views among his office, the Air
Force, and the JCS, Secretary McNamara in December 1965 decided upon the
following program:26

Unit Equipment
Weapon End of Fiscal Year

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

B-52G-H sevvecccceseessl55 (Unchanged through 1973-197L.)

B;-5ZC-F '..'.0....‘....3[‘-5....3%.‘...255.0.'..180......75....."00 Q

%75800“0000000.'..'....80..‘..78‘...'.76...000.71‘«00000072...'....0

FB—lllooooooooocoocooooooccaooooooooooooooo00000150000010500000.210(Planned maxi-

) mum.)

KC"1350000000000000000.620 (mchanged through 1973-1971&0)

Homd Dogoooooco.acooo051&00oo0514-00...0520000000520¢0-'052000.‘0'350

SRAM & B-52 (None planned.)

SRAM &FB-lll....’..O..'...............................150000000h50 (Planned ma'Xi-
mum of 525 at
end of fiscal
year 1972.)

Compared with the most recent USAF proposal, this program reflected a reduc-

tion in the number of SRAM!s--the Air Force had wanted 900 for the newer B-52%s

and a maximum of 988 for the FB-lll--and a sizeable cutback in the number of

FB-111's from the 60 recommended by the Air Force for fiscal year 1969 and

the 150 sought for the following year.

@ Vhile the Air Force was estimating detailed program costs, it asked

on 28 September 1965 for the release of $25.2 million of fiscal year 1966

funds for FB-1ll research, development, test, and engineering (RDT&E). Of

this amount, $11.5 million would be used for items--airframe engineering,

tooling, and others--that required long lead time. Dr. John S. Foster, Jr.,

i 8
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who became DDR&E on 1 October, replied that the year'!s emergency funds“could
providg $8.7 million for what was ™most urgently needed within the $ll;§
million requested." He said that the Air Force would have to reprogram from
its own resources to locate the remaining $16.5 million of its estimated
RDT&E‘needs for the fiscal year. The Air Force then subtmitted to Dr. Foster
an analysis of where the money would come from, and he approved it late in
November.

@) The proposed system package for fiscal year 1967, submitted by the
Air Force late in October 1965, called for the expenditure/of $44 .6 million
for FB-111 development and $39.7 million for SRAM, or a total of 484,36 mil-
lion. Dr. Foster wanted to cut the FB-111 request to §21.6 million so that
the aircraft and missile would become operational at nearer the same time.
Still another delay was unacceptable to the Air Force. Secretary Brown
argued that the squadron or so of FB-111's that would enter service before
SRAM could serve a useful purpose without the attack missile. Moreover, when
SRAM did appear, the planes would require only a minor modification, the
installation of a computer, to accommodate the weapon. Secretary Brown there-
fore recommended keeping the program on schedule. Secretary McNamara accepted
the USAF argument and increased Dr. Foster's sum to $£71.7 million, $40.9 mil-
lion for the FB-1l1l and the rest for SRAM. The total request by Mr. McNamara

for FB-111 development and procurement during fiscal year 1967 was $202 million,

excluding SRAM RDTRE,.28 e

Early Problems

(U) Scarcely had the FB-111 program started when the first problems

appeared. Some were purely technical and centered upon substitution of more
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advanced avionic equipment for that specified originally. Others stemmed
from conflicting USAF and OSD views concerning the capabilities of the new
craft,

@ The principal technical cuestion that had to be resolved wag,
whether it was worthwhile to retard the rate of FB-111l production in order
to incorporate the versatile and highly a&;omated Mark II avionics system.
The system was equally suited to aerial warfare, close air support, or
interdiction. It featured such capabilities as all-weather navigation,
automatic terrain following, automatic visual or all-weather weapons delivery,
and electromic countermeasures. O0SD favored delay; the Air Force opposed itfa9

@ In November 1965 Dr., Foster maintained that the delay, which would
be about six months, was worthwhile since it would result in a more effective
weapon system at slight technological risk. The Air Force, however, %Pposed
any delay unless the scheduled retirement of the B-52 fleet was adjusted to
compensate for it. Secretary McNamara accepted the USAF objection, slowed
the pace of B-52 retirements, and approved a reduction of from 33 to 10 in
the number of FB-111's to be procured during fiscal year 1967. The schedule
continued, however, to call for the attainment of an initial operational
capability--one FB-111 squadron~-during fiscal year 1959.30

@ CINCSAC's objection to delay could not be satisfied so easily,
for it involved the basic purpose of the program. On 16 January 1966 General
Ryan challenged the recent decision by pointing out that holding up produc-

tion to accommodate improved avionics,was out of harmony with the intent

underlying the program, which was to provide an interim bomber as quickly
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and with as little modification as possible. He recommended going ahead
on schedule; when Mark II was ready, it could be incorporated in aircraft
that were being assembled and retrofitted in those already in service.31

) The Secretary of Defense did not rescind his decision to deI®y the
program. In December he had charged the Air Force "o coordinate and direct
the FB-111A, Mark II, and SRAM programs so that the FB-111A will be produced
with a modified Mark II avionics system . . . , the maximum commonality
/will exist/ between the Mark II for the F-111A and the Mark II for the
FB-111A, /and/ the SRAM program /will/ be compatible with the new FB-111A
avionics system." In February 1966 the Air Force contracted for definition
and cost identification of a single avionics package, Mark II, for botk the
tactical and strategic versions of the F-lllA.32

@) Another possible modification under discussion during the spring
of 1966 was the use of an engine~afterburner combination being developed by
the Navy for possible use in an improved F-111B, This power plant could pro-
vide improved takeoff characteristics, faster acceleration to Mach 2, and
other features of benefit to a strategic bomber. It was not as far along in
its tests, however, as the engine that powered the F-111A and was slated to
power the bomber version. At this time, a change seemed unlikely.33

(U) Far more serious than these technical questions was the conflict
between Secretary McNamara and the Air Force concerning the capabilities of
the FB-111, In outlining the plane's characteristics, Secretary McNamara
said that the "range of the FB-111A, on a typical nuclear mission," would

exceed that of the B-58, SAC's only operational supersonic bomber, as well
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as that of the early model B-52's. "I believe from this comparison alone,"
he concluded, "that the FB-11ll is not a stop-gap aircraft but is, indeed, a
truly effective strategic bomber." 34

(U) The USAF position on the FB-111 contradicted fhis view. General
McConnell acknowledged that the plane "could serve usefully in the Strategic
Air Command for a period of time to replace the C through F series B-521s,"
But he declared that the plane was too f'range limited" and therefore too
dependent on oversea bases. And it was unable to carry enough ordnance to
."do the job we have in mind for the Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft,m
which would be a "total replacement" for the entire B-52 fleet. Secretary
Brown stated in February 1966 that the FB-111, although superior in speed
and avionics to the older B-52's, was "too small to replace the G's and H's.™
To General Ferguson, Air Staff chief of research and development, the FB-111
was a "stopgap airplane" that could "do some of . . . the manned strategic
aircraft job." 35

(U) Secretary McNamara also differed with USAF leaders over the value
of manned bombers and the number of them that should be assigned to the
nation's strategic retaliatory force, On 14 February 1966 he toid a House
subcommittee that, according to OSD calculations, bombers had a poorer cost-
effectiveness ratio than intercontinental missiles when employed for the
assured destruction of priority targets. This statistical judgment, the
Secretary maintained, would hold true unless missile reliability skidded to
half what DOD analysts expected it to be. Should Soviet bomber defenses
improve, he estimated that missile reliability would have to decline to 30
percent of the assigned figure before manned aircraft could contribute enough

to the strategic force to justify using them against targets formerly covered
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by missiles. Since estimates of missile reliability seemed unlikely to go
so far astray, he did not consider manned bombers as good a form of strategic
‘insurance as additional missiles would be.36
(U) Secretary McNamara therefore intended to retain only a few hundred
bombers, enough to supplement the intercontinental ballistic missiles. In
this supplementary role,he noted, bombers f'can force the enemy to provide
defense against aircraft as well as missiles," an undertaking "particularly
costly in the case of terminal defenses.!" Since missile defenses were unable
to cope with aircraft and antiaircraft weapons were useless against ballistic
missiles, Mr. McNamara believed that the United States, by postponing until
the moment of the retaliatory strike the decision whether to destroy a par—b
ticular target with bombs or missile warheads, could force the enemy "to
'waste! a large part of his resources" on defenses that he could not use.37
(U) The Air Force, in contrast, looked upon manned aircraft as an
integral and important part of the retaliatory force. As the Chief of Staff
stated in the spring of 1966, "balanced mix of ballistic missiles and bombers"
was necessary to Mmaintain high confidence in our nuclear deterrent posture
and provide a source of long range, all weather capabilities useful at any
level of conflict to support our national military objectives.'" Whether
this view could be reconciled with those held by Mr. McNamara remained to be

38

seen.

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

49

Notes to pages 1 - 6.

10.

ll.

12.

13.

NOTES

Chgpter 1

W.F. Craven and J.L. Cate, eds., The Army Air Forces in World War II
(Chicago, 1948) (U), I, p 67.

Interviews (S), AFCHO with Cen. Curtis E. LeMay, 12, 26, and 27 Jan 65
in AFCHO files.

Hist (S), ARDC, Jan-Jun 59, vol 2, pp 30-35.

Ibid., pp 21-23.

Stmt (U) by SECDEF in House Hearings before Appropriations Subcmte,
15 Jan 60, reproduced in Research and Analysis Div, OSAF, Selected
Quotations...on the B-70, pt 2, p 24, in AFCHO.

DOD News Release (U), 31 Oct 60, reproduced in Selected Quotations...
on the B-70, pt 1, p 58.

Wall Street Journal (U), 1 Nov 60, reproduced in Selected Quotations...
on the B-70, pt 1, p 59; Theodore C. Sorensen, Kennedy (U), (New York,
1965), p 208. v

Speech (U) by Senator John F. Kennedy, 2 Nov 60, at San Diego, quoted
in Selected Quotations...on the B-70, pt 2, p 45.

Stmt (U) by SECDEF in Senate Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
8Tth Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1962, p 18; New York Times
(U), 17 Jan 61, reproduced in OSAF Current News, 17 Jan 61, in AFCHO.

Stmt (U) by SAF in Senate Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
87th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1962, pp 271=272; Stmt (U)
by CSAF in Senate Hearings before Appropriations Subcmte, reproduced
in Selected Quotations...on the B-70, pt 2, pp 52-53.

Stmt (U) by SECDEF in Senate Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
8Tth Cong, 1lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1962, pp 17-18.

Ibid.; Excerpt (U) from President Kennedy's Budget Msg, in Selected
Quotations...on the B-70, pt 2, p 4k.

Ofc of Legislative Liaison, Resume (S) of the Legislative Hist of the
B-70, n.d., in OSAF 253-63.

UNCLASSIFIED




50

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

2L.

25.

26.

__llN_CLASSIFIED

Notes to pages 6 - 10

Memo (U), SAF for SECDEF, 20 Apr 61, subj: Reorientation--B-70 Program,
in OSAF 62-61; Stmt (U) by CSAF in Senate Hearings before Appropria-
tions Subcmte, reproduced in Selected Quotations... on the B-70, pt 2,
p 59.

Memo (S), SAF for SECDEF, 2 Jun 61, subj: Project 40 of 92 Projects in
OSAF 800-61.

Memo (S), with incls, SAF for SECDEF, 1 Nov 61, subj: B-70 Weapon System
Approval, in OSAF 62-61; Memo (S), CSAF for Comdr AFSC, 20 Mar 62, no
subj, in OSAF 193-62.

Memo (S), Asst SAF (R&D) for DDRXE, 12 Jan 62, subj: Alternative RS-70
(Reconnaissance Strike) Development Program, in OSAF 193-62.

Excerpts (U) from Stmt by SECDEF in Senate Hearings before Cmte on Armed
Services, 19 Jan 62, reproduced in Selected Quotations... on the B-70,
pt 2, pp 70-7h.

Memo (C), DDR&E for Asst SAF (R&D), 16 Feb 62, subj: Reconnaissance/
Strike Program, in OSAF 193-62.

Memos (C), DDR&E for Asst SAF (R&D), 8 Mar 62, subj: RS-70; Dep Asst
SAF (R&D) for DDR&E, 19 Mar 62, subj: Reconnaissance/Strike Presentation,
in OSAF 193-62.

Ofc of Legislative Liaison, OSAF, Resume (S) of Legislative Hist of the
B-70, n.d., in OSAF 253-63; Sorensen, Kennedy, pp 347-348; Stmt (U) vy

Dep Chief, Strategic Div, Dir/Ops, in House Hearings before Subcmte on

Appropriations, 87th Cong, 2d Session, DOD Appropriations, 1963, pt 5,

p 380.

Ofc of legislative Liaison, OSAF, Resume of legislative Hist of the B-70,
n.d., in OSAF 253-63; Sorensen, Kennedy, pp 3,7-348; Ltr (U), SECDEF to
Honorable Carl Vinson, 20 Mar 62, no subj, in OSAF 193-62.

Ltr (U), without atch, James H. Doolittle to CSAF, 9 Mar 62, no subj;
Ltr (C), CSAF to SAF, subj: Rprt of an SAB Strategic Concept ad hoc
Cormittee on the B-70/RS-70 Weapon System and the Minuteman Program, in
OSAF 193-62.

Tab C (S), to RS-70 Questions and Answers for Congressional Hearings,
1963, in OSAF 253-63; RS-70 Development Plan Analysis (S-RD), n.d., in
OSAF 193-62, vol 5.

Tab E (S), to RS-70 Questions and Answers for Congressional Hearings,
1963, in OSAF 253-63.

Ibid.

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

Notes to pages 10 - 16 5]

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

3k,

35.
36.

37.

38.

Lo.

b1,

Lo,

L3,

Memos (C), SECDEF for SAF, 23 Nov 62, no subj; SAF for CSAF,
2k Nov 62, in OSAF 193-62.

Stmt (U) by Asst SECDEF (Compt) in Senate Hearings before Subcmte on
Appropriations, 88th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1964, p 225.

Msg (0UO), ASD to AFSC, 9 Nov 62, atch to ltr, Comdr AFSC to CSAF,
13 Nov 62, subj: XB-T70, in OSAF 193-62.

Summary (U) of XB-70 Development Experience through Jan 63, n.d.,
in OSAF 253-63.

Ibid. -
Ibid.; Stmt (U) by CSAF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropri-

ations, 88th Cong, 24 Session, DOD Appropriations, 1965, pt 4,
pp W77-478.,

Hist (TS-RD-NOFORN), SAC, Jul 62-Jun 63, vol 2, p 316.

Stmt (ﬂ) by CSAF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
88th Cong, 24 Session, DOD Appropriations, 1965, pt 4, pp 477-478.

Ibid.

Ltr (U), President, North American Aviation to SAF, 5 Feb 63, no
subj, in OSAF 253-63.

Memo (C), SECDEF for SAF, 22 Feb 63, subj: XB-70 Reoriented Program,
in OSAF 253-63.

Stmt (U) by SECDEF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
88th Cong, 24 Session, DOD Appropriations, 1965, pt 4, p 247.

Stmt (U) by CSAF in Senate Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriatious,
88th Cong, 1lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1964, p 355.

Memos (C), Asst SAF for SAF, 20 Feb 63, subj: XB-70; SAF for SECDEF,
2 Jul 63, no subj, in OSAF 253-63.

Hist (8), Dir/Production, Jul-Dec 63, n.d.; Memo (S), Under SAF for
Asst SAFs (Financial Mgt) and (R&D), 14 Jan 64, no subj; Memo (S)
SAF for SECDEF, 20 Feb 64, no subj, in OSAF 151-6h4, ‘

Memos (S) SAF for SECDEF,42O Feb 64, no subj; SECDEF for SAF, 21 Feb 6k,
no subj; Memo (C) SECDEF for SAF, 5 Mar 64, subj: XB-70 Program, in
OSAF 151-64.

XB-T0 Flight Test Program Options (C), 1 Dec 6L, in OSAF U459-64; Ltr
(c), with atchs, Exec Secy DSMG to DDR&E, 15 Sep 65, subj: XB-T0; SAF
Program Review (U), XB-70: Laboratory for Progress, 15 Sep 65, in
OSAF 566-65.

UNCLASSIFIED




52

Lie

L5.
L6.

L8,
49,

50.

1.

2.

3e

Le

5e

Te
8.

9.

UNCLASSIFIED

Notes to pages 16 - 23

Memos (C), SAF for SECDEF, 14 Oct 65, subj: XB-70 Program; SECDEF for
SAF, 19 Nov 65, same subj, in OSAF 566-65.

USAF Aircraft Characteristics Summary ™Black Book" (C) XB-70.

Stmt (U) by SAF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
88th Cong, 2d Session, DOD Appropriations, 1965, pb6 4, p 477.

Eugene M. Zuckert, "The Service Secretary: Has He a Useful Role,"
Foreign Affairs, vol 44, no 3, Apr 66, pp AL70-473.

Gen Thomas S. Power, Design for Survival (U) (New York, 1965), p 174.

Stmt (U) by SECDEF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
89th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1966, pt 3, p 133.

Stmt (U) by CSAF in Senate Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
88th Cong, 2d Session, DOD Appropriations, 1965, pt 1, p 736.

Chapter II
Hist (S-RD), Dir/Op Ramts, Jul-Dec 63, pp 25-28.
Summary Rprt (S) Analys of Mission and Performance Characteristics for
an AMSA, Apr 65, in Plans RL(65)4; System Mgt Directive (S), 2 Feb 66,
in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.
Hist (S), Dir/Op Rqmts, Jul-Dec 64, pp 67-68.

nSchriever Urges Bold Approach to Future," (U), Armed Forces Management,
vol 11, no 8, May 1965, p 39.

Stmt (U), by CSAF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
88th Cong, 2d Session, DOD Appropriations, 1965, pt 4, p 535.

OSP Format B (S), issued 3 Sep 63, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op
Rgmts and Dev Plans,

Rprt (S), No. 1, MASSG, 15 Oct 63, in OSAF 337-63.

Hist (S), Dir/Op Ramts, Jul-Dec 63, p 28.

Subj/Issue (S) AMSA Aircraft, Atch to Memo (S), Asst SAF (Financial
Mgt) for Asst SECDEF (Compt), 4 Dec 63, subj: Tentative Decision on

FY 1965 Budget Estimate, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev
Plans.

UNCLASSIFIED




Notes to pages 23 - 26 UNCLASSIHED 53

10.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

Ltr, with atchs (S), CSAF to SAF, 7 Nov 63, subj: Manned Strategic
Weapon System; Atch to Memo (S), Acting SAF for SECDEF, 13 Nov 63,
same subj, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev Plans; Memo
(S), SAF for SECDEF, L Nov 63, same subj, in OSAF 337-63.

Memo for the Record (S), Under SAF, 19 Nov 63, subj: Proposed New
Strategic Aircraft, in OSAF 337-63.

Hist (S-RD), Dir/Op Ramts, Jan~Jun 64, p 39; James Atwater, "The Last
Stand of the Big Bomber," Saturday Evening Post, 27 Jun 64, pp 14-15.

Memo (S), CSAF for JCS, CSAFM-6-64, L Jan 64, subj: Improved Manned
Strategic Aircraft, atch to JCS 1478/104, in Plans RL(64)4.

Stmt (U), by CSAF in House Hearings before Appropriations Subemte,
88th Cong, 2d Session, DOD Appropriations, 1965, pt 4, pp 536-537;

Memo (S), less atch B, CSAF for JCS, CSAFM-143-64, 15 Feb 64, subj:
Improved Manned Strategic Aircraft, in Plans RL(64)4; Hist (S), Dir/
Op Rgmts, Jul-Dec 64, pp 34-35.

Memo (S), SECDEF for CJCS, 6 Feb 64, subj: Improved Manned Strategic
Aircraft, atch to JCS 1478/104-4, in Plans RL(64)L.

AF PCP (S) 64-72, 29 Aug 643 64-92, 29 Aug 64; AF PCP (C) 64-93,
29 Aug 64, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev Plans.

Memo (C), DDR&E for SAF, 21 Oct 64, subj: Approval of USAF FY 1965
RDT&E Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft (AMSA) Program; Msg (S),
CSAF to Comdr AFSC, 88826, 10 Nov 64, subj: AMSA Program Funding
Status; Memo (S), Acting SAF for SECDEF, 10 Dec 64, subj: Format B
on AMSA; Memo (S), SECDEF for CJCS, 17 Dec 64, subj: The Strategic
Aircraft Program, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans;
SECDEF Format B (S) signed 25 Nov 64, in OSAF 56-64, vol 1lh.

Hist (S-RD), Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans, Mar-Jun 65, pp 124-125; Memo
(S), DDR&E for SAF, 11 Feb 65, subj: Approval of USAF FY 1965 Advanced
Manned Strategic Aircraft (AMSA) Program; Memo (U), DDRXE for Asst
SAF (R&D), 9 Apr 65, subj: Approval of Avionics Subsystem for Strategic
Bombers; Memo (C), DDR&E for SAF, 11 Jun 65, subj: Approval of USAF
FY 1965 AMSA Program; Question and Answer Sheet (S), AMSA, 27 Oct 65,
in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev Plans; Memo (S), Asst SAF
(R&D) for DDR&E, 14 Jan 65, subj: Approval of AMSA Propulsion and
Avionics Work Stmts; Memo (C), with atchs, Asst SAF (R&D) for DDRSE,
15 May 65, subj: Request for Approval of Advanced Avionics Development
Program; Memo (U), Asst DDR&E for Asst SAF (R&D), n.d., subj: Approval
of Avionics Subsystem for Strategic Bombers, in OSAF 224-65.

Hist (S), Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev Plans, Mar-Jun 65, pp 145-146; Dir/Op
Ramts, Jan-Feb 65, pp 21-22.

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

Notes to pages 27 - 30

Stmt (U) by SECDEF in Senate Hearings before Subemte on Appropriations,
89th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1966, pt 1, pp 50, 56-59.

Msg (S), CSAF for Comdrs AFSC and SAC, 85383, 29 Jun 65, subj: Advenced
Menned Strategic Aircraft (AMSA) Priority, in Acft Br, Strat Div,
Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.

Stmts (U) by CSAF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
89th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1966, pt 3, Dp 877-878;
by DCS, R&D, in House Hearings...DOD Appropriations, 1966, pt 5,

pp 11k, 186. -

Stmts (U) by CSAF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
89th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1966, pt 3, pp 876-877; in
Senate Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations...DOD Appropriations,
1966, pt 1, p 984. ’

Draft (OUO) Stmt of SECDEF in House Hearings before the Subcmte on
Appropriations, 1967, n.d., pp 61-62; Supplement (S) to Staff Digest
no 27, 14 May 65, in AFCHO.

Hist (S-RD), Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans, Jul-Dec 65, pp 136-137; Memo
(s), Asst SAF (R&D) for DDR&E, 25 Sep 65, subj: Request for Approval
of the Advanced Strategic Avionics Development Program; Memo (C), DDR&E
for Asst SAF (R&D), 4 Dec 65, subj: Approval of USAF FY 1966 RDT&E
Advenced Manned Strategic Aireraft (AMSA) Program; Memo (S), Dep Asst
SAF (R&D) for DDR&E, 18 Dec 65, subj: Request for Approval of the
Advanced Strategic Avionics Program; Memo (C), DDR&E for SAF, 17 Jan 66,
subj: Approval of USAF FY 66 RDT&E Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft
(AMSA) Funding; Msg (U) Comdr AFSC to CSAF, AF IN 39329 (13 Jen 66);
Memo (C), DDR&E for SAF, 28 Jan 66, subj: Approval of USAF FY 1966
RDT&E Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft Program, in Acft Br, Strat Div,
Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans; Memo (C) Dep Asst SAF (R&D) for DDR&E,

2 Nov 65, subj: Request for Approval of Advanced Avionics Development
Program, in OSAF 224-65.

AF PCP (S), 65-61, Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft, 29 May 65;
Rationale Sheet (S) for Action on PCP, Advanced Manned Strategic Air-
craft, 16 Jul 65, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Ramts and Dev Plans;
DOD Press Release (U), 25 Apr 66, in AFCHO.

Memo (S), SAF for SECDEF, 10 Oct 65, subj: Air Force Budget for FY 1967;
List (C) of Subject/Issue Considerations On Which SECDEF Has Made Tenta-
tive Decisions, FY 67 Budget, n.d., in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts
and Dev Plans.

Memo for Record (U), Chief Op Analys, Ofc of VCS, 23 Nov 65, subj:
Dr. Brown Visit to AFGOA, in OSAF L42-65, vol 2.

Memo (C), SAF for CSAF, 25 Oct 65, no subj, in OSAF 257-65.

UNCLASSIFIED




Notes to pages 30 - 36 UNCLASSIFIED 2>

31.

32,

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

1.

2.

Le

5.

Ibid.

Aviation Daily (U), 28 Mar 66.

Memo (S), SECDEF for SA, SECNAV, and SAF, subj: FY 1966 Supplemental
and FY 1967 Defense Budget Recommendations, in Acft Br, Strat Div,
Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.

Aviation Daily (U), 28 Mar 66.

Stmt (U) by SECDEF in Senate Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
89th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1966, pt 1, pp 57-58.

Aviation Week and Space Technology (U), vol 84, no 18, 2 May 66, pp
R22-25,

Rprt (U) of Subcmte No. 2, House Cmte on Armmed Services, The DOD
Dezlslon to Reduce the Number and Types of Manned Bombers in in SAC,
p 6588,

Staff Digest (C), no 87, 5 May 66, in AFCHO.

New York Times (U), 13 May 66.

Washington Evening Star, 13 May 66, and Sunday Star, 15 May 66 (U).

Chapter III

George F. lLemmer, Strengthening USAF General Purpose Forces, 1961—196h
(TS), (AFCHO, 1966) pp 63-6L.

Ibid., USAF Aircraft Characteristics Summary "Black Book," (S) F—lllA

Aviation Week and Space Technology (U), vol 81, no 16, 19 Oct 64, pp
26“28.

Stmt (U) by DDRZE in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
88th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1964, pt 6, pp 84~85.

Hist (S-RD), Dir/Op Rgmts, Jul-Dec 63, pp. 26-27; Rprt (S) No. 1,
MASSG, 15 Oct 63, in OSAF 337-63.

General Dynamics, F-111/SAC Configuration (S), 3 Nov 63; Memo (S),
with atchs, SAF for SECDEF, 13 Feb 64, subj: F-1l1 Consideration as
a Strategic Aircraft, in OSAF 626-64.

UNCLASSIFIED




56

7e
8.

9.

10.
11.
12,
13,
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

_21.

UNCLASSIFIED Notes to pages 36 - 41

Memo (S), Asst SAF (R&D) for Under SAF, 20 Jan 64, no subj; Memo (S),
with atchs, SAF for SECDEF, 13 Feb 64, subj: F-111 Consideration as a
Strategic Aircraft, in OSAF 626-6i.

stmt (U), by CSAF in OSAF Policy Ltr for Ccmdré, vol 18, no 9, 1 May 64.

Stmt (U) by DDR&E in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
88th Cong, 2d Session, DOD Appropriations, 1965, pt 5, p 52.

Hist (TS-RD-NOFORN), SAC, Jul-Dec é4, vol 2, p 299; Power, Design for
Survival, pp 175-176.

Hist (TS-RD-NOFORN), SAC, Jul-Dec 64, vol 2, pp 299-300.

Ltr (U), Roger Lewis to SAF, 8 Dec 64, no subj, in OSAF 626-6i.
Hist (S), Dir/Op Romts, Jan-Feb 65, pp 15-16.

Ibid,.; Hist (S), Dir/Op Rgmts, Jul-Dec 64, p 4l.

Ltr (S), Comdr AFSC to CINCSAC, 10 Mar 65, subj: Follow-on Manned
Strategic Aircraft, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.

Ltr (S), Dir/Plans, SAC, to Dir/Op Raqmts, Dec 64, subj: Qualities
Desired to Make the F-111 a SAC Weapon System, in Acft Br, Strat Div,
Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev Plans.

Msg (U), AFSC to CSAF, AF IN 42333 (12 Mar 65), in Acft Br, Strat Div,
Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.

Hist (S), Dir/Op Ramts, Jan-Feb 65, pp 15-16; Memo for the Record (C),
Dep Dir/Op Rgmts, 29 Mar 65, subj: F-111 Briefing, in Acft Br, Strat
Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.

Hist (TS-RD-NOFORN), SAC, Jan-Jun 65, vol 1, p 62; Ltr (S), CINCSAC to
CSAF, 13 Apr 65, no subj, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev
Plans; Minutes (S), DSMG Meetings, 65-4, 26 Feb 65, and 65-15, 28 May
65, in OSAF 257-65; Exec Session (TS) House Committee on Armed Services,
Subcommittee No 2, 25 Jan 66, p 69, in OSAF 3-66.

Stmts (U) by CSAF and CINCSAC in House Hearings before Subcmte No 2,
Cmte on Armed Services, 89th Cong, 2d Session, DOD Decision to Reduce
the Number and Types of Manned Bombers in SAC, pp 6113, 6201.

Stmt (U) by CSAF ...DOD Decision to Reduce the Number and Iypes of
Manned Bombers in SAC, pp 6105, 6113.

Memo (S), SAF for SECDEF, 2 Jun 65, subj: Strategic Version of the F~1llj;
Ltr (S), CSAF to SAF, n.d., subj: F-111*s for SAC, in OSAF L2-65; Memo
(s), with atch, Asst SAF (R&D) for CSAF, 8 Jul 65, subj: SAC F-1ll's, in
Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.

UNCLASSIFIED




b J
Notes to pages 41 - L6 UNCLASSIFIED 57

22, Ltr (S), CSAF to SAF, n.d., subj: F-111's for SAC; Memo (S), SAF for
SECDEF, 2 Jun 65, subj: Strategic Version of tne F-111l, in OSAF 42-63;
Air Staff Summary Sheet (S), with atchs, Dir/Op Rgmts, 24 May 65, subj:
F-111ts for SAC, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Raqmts and Dev Plans.

23. Msg (S), CSAF to SAC and'AFLC, 87466, 1 Jul 65, subj: Air Force B-52
C~F Replacement Proposal, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev
Plans; Hist (S-RD-NOFORN), Dir/Aerospace Programs, Jul-Dec 65, p 1.

24. Hist (S-RD-NOFORN), Dir/Aerospace Programs, Jul-Dec 65, pp 1-2.
25. Stmt (U), by CSAF in ... DOD Decision to Reduce the Number and Types

of Manned Bombers in SAC, p 6133; DOD Press Release (U), 25 Apr 66, in
AFCHO. :

26. Program Change, SECDEF Decision (S), Strategic Bomber Forces, 11 Dec 65,
in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.

27. Memo (S), Asst SAF (R&D) for DDR&E, 28 Sep 65, subj: Request for Approval
to Commence FB-111A Development Program; Air Staff Summary Sheet (C),
Asst for R&D Programming, DCS, R&D, 20 Oct 65, subj: Recommended Sources
of Funds; Memo (C), Asst SAF (R&D), 26 Oct 65, same subj, in OSAF 42-65;
Memos (C) DDR&E for SAF, 9 Nov 65, subj: Approval of USAF FY 1966 RDTXE;
FB-111A Program, 13 Nov 65, subj: FB-111A Development Program, in Acft
Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev Plans.

28. Reclama (C) to Tentative DDR&E Position, FB-111/SRAM, n.d.; Ltr (S),
H.B. [SAE7 for SECDEF, 9 Nov 65, no subj; Memo (S), SAF for SECDEF,
10 Nov 65, subj: B-111A Program, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rqmts
and Dev Plans; Draft (0OUO), Stmt by SECDEF in House Hearings before
Appropriations Subcmte, 1967, p 63, in AFCHO; Telecon (U) with Lt Col
Robert E. Whiting, Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans.

29, Final Rprt (S), F-111A Mark II Avionics Subsystem Design, 5 Jul 65,
in OSAF 42-65.

30. Ltr (S) Dir/Op Rgmts and Dev Plans to DCS, R&D, 12 Nov 65, subj: B-111A
Program Change Schedule; Memo (S), Acting SAF for SECDEF, 19 Nov 65,
subj: Strategic Bomber Programs; Incl (S) to Memo, SECDEF for SA, SECNAV,
SAF, 24 Nov 65, subj: FY 1966 Supplemental and FY 1967 Defense Budget
Recommendation, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev Plans.

31. Ltr (S) CINCSAC to VCS, 15 Jan 66, subj: FB-111 Development and Produc-
tion, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev Plans.

32. Memo (S), Dep SECDEF for SAF, 20 Dec 65, subj: Mark II Avionics for
the F-111A and FB-111A/SRAM; Daily Staff Digest (C), 23 Mar 66.

33. Air Staff Summary Sheet (U), Dir/Production, 8 Mar 66, subj: FB-111
Aircraft Configuration, in Acft Br, Strat Div, Dir/Op Rqmts and Dev
Plans.

UNCLASSIFIED




58

3be

35.

36.

37.
38.

UNCLASSIFIED

Notes to pages 47 — 48

Draft (OUO), Stmt of SECDEF in House Hearings before Appropriations

" Subcmte, 1967, pp 60-61, in AFCHO.

Stmt (U) by CSAF in Senate Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
89th Cong, 1lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1966, pt 1, p 975; Stmt
(u), by DCS, R&D, in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
89th Cong, lst Session, DOD Appropriations, 1966, pt 5, p 187; Stmt
(U), by SAF in OSAF Policy Ltr for Comdrs (U), 15 Feb 66, in OSAF
Research and Analysis Div,

Stmt (U), SECDEF in House Hearings before Subcmte on Appropriations,
DOD Appropriations, 1967, 89th Cong, 2d Sess, pt 1, p 45.

Ibid., pp 45-46.

Stmt (U) by CSAF in... DOD Decision to Reduce the Number and Types of
Manned Bombers in SAC, p. 610l.

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED »

GLOSSARY
Acft Aircraft
AFCHO Air Force Historical Division Liaison
Office
AFLC Air Force logistics Command
AFSC Air Force Systems Command
AMSA Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft
Analys Analysis
ARDC Air Research and Development Command
ASD Aeronautical Systems Division
Asst Assistant
Atch Attachment
Br Branch
CINCSAC Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command
CJcs Chairman, Joint Chlefs of Staff
Comdr Commander
Compt Comptroller
Cong Congress
CSAF Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force
CSAFM Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force, memorandum
DCS Deputy Chief of Staff
DDR&E Director of Defense Research and Engineering
Dep "~ Deputy
Dev Development
Dir Director
Div ‘ Division
DOD Department of Defense
DSMG Designated Systems Management Group
Exec Executive
FY ~ Fiscal Year
Gen General
Hist History
Incl Inclosure
I0C Initial Operational Capability
Jcs Joint Chiefs of Staff

UNCLASSIFIED




60 UNCLASSIFIED

GLOSSARY (Cont'd)

Ltr Letter

MAC Military Airlift Command
MASSG Manned Aircraft Studies Steering Group
Memo Memorandum

Mgt Management

Msg Message

n.d. No Date

No Number

Ofc Office

Op Operation, Operational

OSAF Office of Secretary of the Air Force
0SD Office of Secretary of Defense
PCP Program Change Proposal

Pt Part

R&D | Research and Development
RDT&E Research, Development, Test, and Evaluatjion
Rprt Report

Ramts Requirements

SA Secretary of the Army

SAC Strategic Air Command

SAF Secretary of the Air Force
SECDEF Secretary of Defense

SECNAV Secretary of the Navy

Secy Secretary

SRAM Short Range Attack Missile
Strat Strategic

Subj Subject

TAC Tactical Air Command

Telecon Telephone conversation

VCs Vice Chief of Staff

Vol Volume

UNCLASSIFIED




-

UNCLASSIFIED

DISTRIBUTION

61

HQ USAF MAJOR COMMANDS
l. SAF-0S 27. AFOCC 54-55. ADC
2. SAF-US 28, AFoCCC 56-57., AFCS
3. SAF-GC -29. AFOCCO 58-59, AFLC
Lo SAF-AA 30. AFOCCP 60-63. AFSC
5.. SAF-LL 31. AFOCE 6L. ATC
6. SAF-0I 32. AFRDC 65. AAC
7. SAF-FM 33. AFRDC-D 66. CONAC
8., SAF-RD 34, AFRDD 67. MAC
9. SAF-IL 35, AFRDDD 68. OAR
10. AFCVC 36, AFRDQ 69. PACAF
11, AFCCSSA 37. AFRDQPC 70-71. SAC
12, AFCVS 38. AFRDQRF 72-73. TAC
13. AFBSA 39. AFRST 74. USAFA
14. AFESS 40. AFSDC 75. USAFE
15, AFGOA 41. AFSLP 76. USAFSS
16. AFIIS L2, AFSPDE
17. AFJAG 43, AFXDC
18, AFNIN L. AFXOP
19, AFAAC 45. AFXOPX
20, AFABF L6. AFXOPXS
21, AFADA L7. AFXPD
22, AFADS 48, AFXPDG
23. AFAMA 4L9. AFXPDP OTHER
24, AFODC 50, AFXPDS
25, AFOAP 51, AFXPDX 77-78. RAND
26, AFOAPF 52, AFXSA 79-81, ASI (HA)
53, AFXSASS3 82-100, AFCHO (Stock)

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

AFCHO PUBLICATIONS

62

Below is a selected list of AFCHO historical morographs which may be

obtained on loan or for permanent retention. Copies may be obtained by
calling Oxford 6-6565 or by forwarding a written request.

The Threshold of Space, 1945-1959. (S)

An Air Force History of Space Activities, 1945-1959. (c) ’

The Air Force in Space, 1959-1960. (S)

The Air Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1961. (S-RD)

The Air Force in Space, Fiscal Year 1962. (S)

USAF Counterinsurgency Doctrines and Capabilities, 1961-1962. (S-Noforn)

USAF Special Air Warfare Doctrines and Capabilities, 1963. (S-Noforn)

USAF Plans and Policies in South Vietnam, 1961-1963. (TS-Noforn)

USAF Plans and Policies in South Vietnam and laos, 1964. (TS-Noforn)

Strengthening USAF General Purpose Forces, 1961-1964. (TS-Noforn)

Strengthening USAF Airlift Forces, 1961-1964. (S-Noform)

Plans and Policies for the Ballistic Missile Initial Operational Capability
Program. (S-RD)

USAF Ballistic Missiles, 1958-1959. (S-RD)

USAF Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles, Fiscal Years 1960-1961. (5-Noforn)

USAF Ballistic Missile Programs, 1962-1964. (TS-RD-Noforn)

USAF Command and Control Problems, 1958-1961. (S)

USAF Strategic Command and Control Systems, 1958-1963. (s-Noforn)

Command and Control for North American Air Defense, 1959-1963. (S-Noforn)

The Air Force and the Worldwide Military Command and Control System,
1961-1965. (S)

UNCLASSIFIED




