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Further Thoughts on FOBS 

lo Confidence. In the strategic business "high" confidence 
usually means better than 97%. On this basis 90% is not high. 
Furthermore, this is a prediction not a fact. In September, 
DOD was talking about only 80'3/o confidence. The 13 detections 
of 18 night launches detected by 440L comes out to only 70%. 

2o @perational Readiness. The Feb ruary readiness date for 
the interim detection system is a new target date for initial 
operational capability. As of 1 November we were talking in 
terms of March. Experience on other weapon systems indicates 
that there is usually some time lag between an initial operational 
capability and a dependable capability. Nevertheless, this interim 
detection system should be fully operational by the summer of 
1968 which is probably the earliest time that the Soviets would 
have an operational FOBS. 

3. Pindown Tactics. A postulated Soviet tactic would involve 
launching a FOBS every two minutes for a period of perhaps 35 
minutes. · By that time, ICBMs would take over the pindown job 
for the balance of the 10 hours required for Soviet bombers to 
attack our pindowned missiles. FOBS would also be targeted 
against some SAC alert forces. Since SAC alert forces require 
15 minutes warning and since effective warning times for FOBS 
would be between 11 and 16 minutes some proportion of the alert 
forces would be destroyed on the ground. Remaining SAC forces 
would be struck by ICBMs. SLBMs might also be subjected to 
pindown. But certainly some SLBMs, some aircraft and some 
MINUTEMEN (after riding out pindown and aircraft bombing) would 
be launched. Even though Soviet air and ABM defenses would cause 
further attrition {perhaps fairly high because of smaller numbers 
and ragged coordination) the USSR would, of course, not get off 
scot-free. 

4. The Future. The period after mid-1970 is not currently at 
issue. If our developments work out as planned, we should have 
an improved detection capability and our missiles should be less 
vulnerable to pindown. 
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So FOBS vs SLBMs vs ICBMso The use of FOBS rather than 
SLBMs or ICBMs for p.ndown is a question of tactics rather than 
weapons capabilitieso Initial use of FOBS would provide less 
warning and the warning would be more equivocal than ICBMso 
FOBS would probably provide more warning time than SLBMs, but 
{l) sub deployments run the risk of detection days ahead of time 
and {2) unless the subs had already been pre-positioned, the time 
between a decision to pre-empt and the. launching of an attack 
might involve several days - - or weeks. 

6. Likelihood of Pre-emption. Nevertheless, I agree that under 
normal conditions, pre-emption out of the blue does not seem 
especially attractive for the Soviets. However, it does seem to 
me that FOBS could lower the threshold for a pre-emptive decision. 
Thus I think that the period between now and mid-1970 could be 
more dangerous for us because of FOBS. 

7. The main point I wish to make, however, was that a Soviet 
decision to go the FOBS route was not militarily irrational. Had 
their FOBS development been somewhat faster and our detection 
development somewhat slower, the danger would have been greater 
and lasted for a longer time. 

ROBERT No GINSBURGH 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 15, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. 

Subject: Military Significance of Soviet FOBS 

I have a number of comments on Bob Ginsburgh' s recent memo 
(attached) concerning the pas sible military significance of the Soviet 
FOBS. 

To begin with, I have a fundamental difference with his over-all 

appraisal since I do not agree with his statement that we will not have 

a high confidence FOBS detection capability until the end of 1969. Our 
forward-scatter radar system now has very good detection capability 
over the Soviet missile testing area and some capability in the area 
of SS-9 deployment. By February, 1968, we are scheduled to have 
completed the expansion of our present facilities into a fully operational 

interim system that will give good coverage of all potential FOBS 

launch sites. While it is difficult to associate numbers with such a 
system, DDR&E estimates this system will have 90% confidence 
against single launches and very high confidence against multiple 
launches. The system will be further augmented by mid-1969 with 
additional transmitters at the same sites in order to increase fre­
quency diversity for higher reliability. (With regard to reliability, 

it is interesting to note that the present system has detected 105 out of 
109 launches; and, even more significantly, when operated against 
SS-7 missiles (which would be similar to a FOBS), the system de­
tected on a real time basis 18 out of 20 launches in daytime and 13 

out of 18 at night. Moreover, it has been demonstrated that the system 
can communicate warning to SAC as fast or faster than the existing 
BMEWS system. ) 

In view of the above, I don't believe that the FOBS really contributes 
anything to the "pindown" tactic that en uld not be achieved with SLBMs 
or ICBMs. With regard to the pindown tactic itself, I do not believe 
that the Soviets would possibly conclude that it provided an acceptable 
concept on which to base a pre-emptive military attack. In the first 
place, an enemy could never have much confidence about the effective­

ness of this tactic against a specific missile since the effects involved 
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are dependent upon minor details or defects in design. In the second 
place, since this tactic would require a nuclear detonation every 
minute or so over the United States, the pindown of US missiles for 
up to "ten hours, 11 while awaiting the arrival of Soviet bombers, would 
involve the expenditure of a large portion of the Soviet IC1?M force 
without any direct effect on the US or its military forces. In the mean­
time, all of SAC, not only alert forces, would be on the way to Soviet 
targets; POLARIS could conduct a counter force strike; and MINUTE­
MAN would be undamaged and in a position either to take its chances 
with the pindown or to wait out the pindown and follow-up aircraft 
attack. 

Looking to the future, I would also note that the vulnerability of the 
MINUTEMAN force to a possible pindown attack will be reduced with 
the introduction of various modifications and in particular with the 
introduction of MINUTEMAN III which will be much less vulnerable 
during launch to nuclear bursts than MINUTEMAN I and II. In addi­
tion, beginning in mid-1970, the 949 infrared strategic surveillance 
satellite will independently provide high confidence, real time warning 
of Soviet and Chinese missile launches. 

s~ 
Spur~ ed~ eeny 

Att.: 
TS memo dtd 11/8 

cc: RNGinsburgh 

'P0P--£ECRET 



8 November 1967 

EMOR.ANDUM FOR MR.. ROSTOW 

SUBJECTi Military Significance of Soviet FOBS 

1. In staff meeting the oth r day, the que•tion was raised 
aa to why the Soviets would be intereeted in a fractional orbital 
bomb syatem in view of what aeemed to 'b its limited military 
significance . 

2 . There la one possible uae which could make FOBS 
especially at nUicant . For some time we hav been concerned 
that in a nuclear exchang the Soviet• might uae tactic• to "pin 
down" our IC M• and: prevent effective retaliation . We have apecu­
lat d that the moat effective w y to initiate auch an attack would 
involve the uae of about 40 ubmarlne-launched ballhtic mlaall • 
from auba off our co.aat . These w-ould initially pin down our lCMBa 
until the Soviet lCBMa with longer £light tim-ea would take over th 
job. Pin would continue for about ten hours during whic:h time 
Soviet bo-mber1 could atrlke our miaaUe it •. 

3. Between now and the nd of 1969 (when we expect to hav 
a high contid nee .FOBS d t etion capability), FOBS could be eubati• 
tut d for SLS.M• ln th pln down role . Such eubatitution would 
{l ) decreaa detection time , (2) avoid the possibility that aubmarin 
deployment• miaht put ua on alert, and ( 3) releAae SLBM• for other 
tasks. 

ROBERT N. GINSBURGH 

vc;: Spurge-On Keeny 

DECIASSIFIED / 
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Nov ber 4 , 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONO BLE WALT RO TO 

Subject: FOBS 

l hav not y t e en th actual transcript of Seer ta"ry McNamara's 
pr - •• conf rence in which he i8 r port to have poken at 1 ngth 
reg rding a Sovi .t fractional orbit bombardment •yatem. Howev r, 
from what 1 have r ad in the newep p rand on tbe P tie er, I 
would hav to register disagreement with the interpr tatton regarding 
th pac tr ty. 

The 5 creta.ry is reported. aa having said, "Thi h fractional orbit, 
not a full orbit, and ther fore not a violation of th t agreement. 11 

Arti:cl of the tr aty say nothing .about a "full orbit. n • ather, it 
-xpres ea a prohibition ag inst placin w apon of ma• destruction 
ntn orbit around the e rth ... on eel eti 1 bodi • •.• or in outel" 

11pa.: in any other manner . 

Obviously, if th Soviet ay tem cont ins no warhead, putting th object 
into apae. is not violati.on of the tr ty. Ju .t a. obviou , however, 
if an obj et i& put into space with a w rh ad 0£ mas.a ct truction, it 
i violating the tr ty. 

lt i .1 incorrect to conclud that epace object haa not aB tain d orbit 
until it ha. _ ma.de a complet revolution of the earth. One havin been 
l unched, a • c er ft ts in orbit as oon aa it ,a: ain• an altitude nd 

p ed which would permit it to :rnak compl te i-evolution o.f the rth. 
To bring down uch an obJect befor it ha:8 mad compl te r volution 
does not amend in any r .ard stat m · nt that it waa an object in orbit 
a:round th · earth. 

E . C. W l _h 

https://violati.on
https://creta.ry


November 9, · 1967 

Dear Bill: 

You asked about the applicability of the 
Outer Space Treaty to the Soviet Fractional 
Orbital Bomb rdment System (FOBS). My 
relay of your request was some how inter­
preted a a request for a speech on the sub• 
ject. From the attached dr ft you can extract 
the es s ntials of our argUII1ent that no viola ... 
tion exists. 

Dick Moose 

Mr-. William Miller 
Suite 125 
Old S nate Offie Building 

ashlngtoh, D . C. 



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

Nov. 9, 1967 

NOTE FOR MR. MOOSE 

Dick--

As you requested, I have prepared 
the attached statement on FOBS for 
Senator Cooper. 

I have included some introductory 
material on the significance of FOBS 
(first two paragraphs), which you 
may or may not want to send for­
ward, before turning to the basic 
question of its position under the 
Outer Space Treaty. 

Att. 



STATEMENT ON FOBS 

I have been very troubled by the many alarmist statements in 

the 1.ast few days concerning the Soviet Fractional Orbit Bombardment 

System (FOBS). Certainly, any Soviot commitment to a major new 

stratcg~c weapons system is a. matter of importance and concern. 

believe, however. that an objective review of the facts relating to 

this development loads to the conclusion that it will not constitute a 

major new factor in the atrategic balance. 

In developing tlle FOBS, the Soviets may have been attempting 

to achieve an element of surprise by unde.rflying or circumventing our 

BMEV& radars. The FOBS, however, involves a m.ajor sacrifice 

in ooth the yield and the accuracy oi delivery that can be obtained with 

a given missile boo·ster as compared with its use as an ICBM. New 

devcl.op:mentn in technology_, howeve~. have deprived the Soviets of 

the advantage 0£ aurprine ·that they might have hoped to achieve with 

thin system. We are already operating new over-the-hori~on ,:ad.a.rs 

which can give us more warning time against a full-scale attack with 

FOBS nu.ssiles than BM.EWS would agalnil't an ICBJ\,i attack. ?v!oreover. 

if the Soviets ahould attack tro...~ the south or put weapons in multiple 

orbits. these new radars (which detect at launch) would give us even 

great,u.· warning 0£ an in-ipending attack. There is a. .real possibility, 

thereiore, that rather than increase their military capabilities, the 

I 
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Soviets ·have actually ·reduced their net capabilitieo by dcployi.ng FOBS 

~atber than ICBMs. 1 believe it important for us to recognize that 

the fact that something is dlife1·ent does not make it good and the £act 
' 

that something has been done by tho Soviets does not dictate that we 

must £o110\v thoir lead. 

I nm also concerned that the charge has been made that the 

Soviet FOBS prog1.•nm constitutes a direct violation of the Outer Space 

Tr-eaty. Wlule I wish to empluudze that I don~ in any wa}:" !ondone or 

excuse tlus unnecessary action on the part of the Soviets that further 

escalates tile n~oar arms race, l do think that we must recogn1$C 

tlk"'\t their action does not constitute a violation of the Outer Spa.ee 

Treaty. 

Article· rv o! the Outer Space Treaty states: 

usta.te·n Parties to the Treaty w1dertake uot 
to B!aca in 02:bit around the earth any objects 
ca~g ii~clea.r weapons or any other kinds of 
weapons o! mass deBb.'11.ction, install such 
weapons on celestial boclles, or station. such 
weapons in cute1· space in any other manner. • •• u 

The wording o! this Article makes it absolutely clear that the T1-eaty 

is intended to prohibit the ucarrying of nuclear weapons. u The Tr-ea.ty 

does not and was not intended to in any ,vay prohibit the development 

or even the testing o! systems capable of carrying nuclear weapons. 

l underotand that there is no evidence of any kind or any reason to 

https://Tr-ea.ty
https://dcployi.ng


beUeve ,that nuclear weapons were associated with any of the Soviet 

tests of the FOB~ 

.Beyond this fundamental consideration that excludes a violation 

o£ the Treaty7 I believe it important to recognize that the intent of 

this Article was to outlaw .µl.iUtary ayatema that would station nuclear· 

weapons in orb-it above the earth as a terror or blackauul threat 

during pencetim.o. To this end, the wording in the Article, "not to 

place-in orbit around the earth," was chosen with the intent of cover­

ing a system.that would circle the earth many times. The wording 

Vta.s not intended to·covet• ICBMs or systems su-eh as the FOBS which 

pre&Ul'l'lably would only be used with nuclear weapo~..s in time of war. 

I believe that the Outer Space Treaty is an hnp,.n:tant intcr­

r.ational obUgati-on to which most of the major countries cf the world 

hav-e solemnly committed themselves. This T:rea.ty can oei-ve a most 

important 1•ole in pr,eventing the· proliferation of nuclear wea:pQns 

to-the new envlronment of outer space. If we wish to develop the 

stature of this Treaty, we must be prepared to insist that its t.tru.e 

obligations a.re honored. At the smne time, we must be careful to 

avoid vague charges vmich cannot be uubstantiated that the Treaty 

.has bef)n vlolatod. Such ba.$ty actions can lead to cou11ter charges 

that we a.re !ntei:ested in employing the Treaty for a tactieal. political 

https://T:rea.ty


advantage when it eo aorvco our purpose. This can only s.erve to 

degrade the Treaty it1 tho cyeo of the wo,:ld. 

Ii IJ {} 



NEWS CONFERENCE 

of 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Robert S. McNamara 

at 

Pentagon 

Friday, November 3, 1967 

* * * 

Mr. Goulding: Gentlemen, this is our normal Thursday backgrounder 
with a couple of exceptions: first, _that we are holding it on Friday instead 
of Thursday, and second, we have a couple of announcements so the entire 
thing will be on the re cord. 

Secretary McNamara: We do have two announcements that I want to 
make. Afterwards I'll be happy to take your questions. The first relates 
to what we call a Fractional Orbital Bombardment System, and in connec­
tion with this I want to discuss with you certain intelligence information we 
have collected on a series of space system flight tests being conducted by 
the Soviet Union. These relate to the possible development by the Soviets 
of something which, as I say, we call a Fractional Orbital Bombardment 
System, that I'll hereafter refer to as FOBS - - a rather inelegant term. 

Let me distinguish the FOBS system from the traditional intercon­
tinental ballistic missile. An ICBM, as you know, normally does not go 
into orbit, but rather follows a ballistic trajectory from launch point to 
impact point. On this trajectory it reaches a peak altitude of about 800 
miles. 

Now, unlike the ICBM and this ballistic trajectory, the vehicle 
launched in a FOBS mode is fired into a very low orbit about 100 miles 
above the earth. At a given point -- generally before the first orbit is 
complete - - a rocket engine is fired which slows down the payload and 
causes it to drop out of orbit. The payload then follows a re-entry path 
similar to the re-entry of a ballistic missile. 

Even now it is impossible to be certain of what these Soviet tests 
represent. It is conceivable that the Soviet Union has been testing space 
vehicles for some re-entry program. But we suspect the Russians are 
pursuing the research and development of a FOBS. If this turns out to 
be true, it's conceivable that they could achieve an initial operational 
capability during the next year, 1968.. 



2. 

Some years ago we ourselves examined the desirability of the FOBS 
system, and there was agreement among civilian and military leaders that 
there was no need for our country to develop a FOBS system. While develop­
ment of it could be initiated at any time for relatively rapid deployment, 
our analyses conclude that it would not improve our strategic offensive 
posture and consequently we have no intention of revising the decision made, 
some years ago. 

Like other possible variations, the FOBS offers some characteristics 
which differ• from traditional ICBMs. In our opinion, the disadvantages of 

':the FOBS system are overriding. 

Be cause of the low altitude of the FOBS I orbits, some of their traje c­
torie s would avoid detection by some early warning radars, including our 
BMEWS. Also, the impact point cannot be determined until ignition of the 
rocket engine that deboosts the payload out of orbit -- and that occurs 
roughly three minutes and some 500 miles from the target. And the flight 
path can be as much as 10 minutes shorter than that of an ICBM. 

For these charact~ristics, severe penalties are paid in two critical 
areas - - accuracy and payload. The accuracy of the Soviet ICBM modified 
to a FOBS weapon would be significantly less, and the payload of the FOBS 
vehicle would be a fraction of the ICBM. 

The FOBS weapon would not be accurate enough for a satisfactory 
attack upon u ·nited States Minutemen missiles, protected in their silos. 
Perhaps the Soviets might feel it could provide a surprise nuclear strike 
against U.S. soft land targets such as bomber bases. 

However, several years ago, anticipating such Soviet capability, 
we initiated the deployment of equipment to deny that capability. For 
example, already we are beginning to use operationally over-the-horizon 
radars which possess a greater capability of detecting FOBS than do the 
BMEWS. These will give us more warning time against a full- scale attack 
using FOBS missiles than BMEWS does against a heavy ICBM launch. 

As you know, our deterrent rests upon our ability to absorb any 
surprise attack and to retaliate with sufficient strength to destroy the 
attacking nation as a viable society. With three-minute warning, a 15-
minute warning or no warning at all, we could still absorb a surp.rise 
attack and strike back with sufficient power to destroy the attacker. We 
have that capability today; and we'll continue to have it in the future. 

Now in the second announcement, I want to tell you that we have 
approved the name SENTINEL for the Chinese-oriented anti-ballistic 
missile system. Moreover, Lieutenant General Alfred D. Starbird, USA, 
has been named as the Army's System Manager fo _r the Sentinel System. 
General Starbird is currently serving as Director of the Defense Commun­
ications Agency as you know. He 111 assume his new position on November 15. 
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The System when deployed will provide a defense against the Chinese 
ICBM force, (assuming they go ahead to deploy such a force), of the mid-
19701s. As System Manager, General Starbird will be responsible for the 
Sentinel's development and deployment. 

His organization will have three main elements. The first will ·be 
the System Office in this area. It will be an el~ment of the Office, Chief 
of Staff of the Army. The second will be the Systems Command at Hunts­
ville, Alabama. They will develop, procure, and install the Sentinel . 
System and the third element will be an Evaluation Agency with headquarters 
at the White Sands Missile Range, responsible for ·.the evaluation, review 
and testing of the system. 

The Sentinel organization will be supported by existing Army agencies 
such as the Corps of Engineers, the Materiel Command, the Army Com­
munications Command, the Continental Army Command, and ·the Air Defense 
Command. 

The NIKE-X organization will continue .separately from the Sentinel 
organization. .NIKE-X will carry on research and development on systems, 
the objective of which would be to protect population centers against large-­
scale attacks. The NIKE-X program will also de sign equipment to be used 
for tests of the penetration capabilities of our offensive missiles. Lieuten­
ant General Austin W. Betts, who as you know .is Chief of Research and 
Development for the Army, will continue to be responsible for the NIKE-X 
~;,( program. 

Now I will be happy to try to take your questions. 

Question: Of the two possibilities you mentioned in the FOBS 
announcement, either the development of FOBS ·or a new re-entry program 
for space, to which do you give the greater weight at this stage? 

Secretary McNamara: I think it more likely they are working on the 
Fractional Orbital Bombardment System than they are on new re-entry 
vehicles for space systems. It's too early to be absolutely sure, but the 
weight of evidence is in favor of the former. 

Question: Would this stimulate our effort in Bambi type of concepts . 
as interception by satellite? 

Secretary McNamara: No, I think not. 
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Question: Why is that? 

Secretary McNamara: We have other ways of obtaining warning and 
the problem of protecting the population by destruction of the warhead as 
we have said before cannot be met by technology available to us today, 
taking account of the almost certain reaction of the Soviets to any ballistic 
missile defense that we would put up. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, is this the orbital bomb that the Russians 
themselves have referred to and if it is as bad as you say it is, sir, why 
on earth are they considering the thing-? I don't men to be facetious ... 

Secretary McNamara: Let me first say I don't know what they were 
referring to when Khrushchev made the statement. I believe it was Khrushchev 
who made the statement about an orbital bomb. I don't know whether this was 
what he had in mind or not. He didn't tell us, but secondly, why are they 
doing it? I think the most logical explanation is that we have maintained 
a very large bomber force in contrast. to their bomber force, intercontin-
ental bomber force, and as you know, we have plans to continue to maintain 
such a force in the future. They have perhaps thought that this force was 
a problem to them and that they could reduce the effectiveness of the force 
by designing a weapon that would eliminate the warning that the force needs 
to survive. As you know, our bomber force is highly vulnerable to missile 
attadc, and we have protected a percentage of the bomber force against 
missile attack by putting it on an alert status such that it could take off and 
advance into the atmosphere during the period of warning of the missile 
attack. That is the primary advantage of BMEWS. 

What the FOBS does is circumvent BMEWS. So if you were a Soviet 
planner, possibly concerned about the bomber element of our force, this 
might be one action you would take to meet that threat. 

We countered their action with a reaction which is our over-the -
horizon radar to re capture the warning time necessary to pre serve a 
portion of our bomber force. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, some of us met this morning with Senator 
Jackson and he brought up this Fractional Orbital device problem, and he 
is not all as sanguine as you are about our ability to detect. In fact, he 
made that statement it would completely confound our defense and would 
come in by the back door. Do you have any comment on that? 
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Secretary McNamara: He hasn't sai 9- that to me so I don't want to 
try to read what was in his mind, but we do have as I say an over-the­
horizon radar system which we have been working on for some time, which 
we are beginning to use operationally at the present time and which will be 
fully operational early next year. And which does provide warning of pote~­
ti.al attacks of this kind. Whether he is aware of that or remembered it when 
he made the statement he did, I can't say. Perhap·s he can raise the ques­
tion again. Mr. Nitze is appearing in public session before his Committee 
on the subject of ABMs ·on Monday. 

Question: What you have on your hands he re - - I know what the head­
lines are going to be -- that they have a three-minute bomb. It's not going 
to make any difference about whether it's _aimed at a soft target like our 
bombers, as far as the American public is goin.g to be concerned, is pos­
sibly a terror weapon. Is this the kind of irresponsible act that perhaps 
the German scientists did on the V-2 when they were sending these things 
over London? 

Secretary McNamara:· I think any such headline, of course, would 
be a false statement of the characteristics of the weapon and a misleading 
indication to the American people of the character of that weapon. This is 
a less accurate, less efficient weapon than the intercontinental ballistic 
missile. It does have the characteristics of flying, if you call it that, at 
an altitude and in certain areas of space such that it perhaps v.o uld not be 
detected by our Ballistic Missile Early Warning System. In anticipating 
that possibility several years ago, we developed a supplementary warning 
system -- the over-the-horizon radar. I recall speaking of it publicly, 
I believe in 1964, so we 1ve had it under development for a long period of 
time for exactly this purpose. It's becoming operational at the present 
time, it will be fully operational before their FOB system is in effect, 
and therefore the FOB system is just what we indicated - - a system in 
which the disadvantages far outweigh the advantages as far as the attacker 
is concerned. 

Question: There are four parts to this. (a). does this make an attack 
from over the South Pole far more likely? (b). how long have we known 
about their development of the FOBS? (c) where are they testing it? 
(d) what do we think of it as our main defensive weapon against it -- the 
Thor- based system you referred to in '64, anti- satellite, or the NIKE-X? 

Secretary McNamara: Taking the last one first, as we have said 
before, we don't believe that there is a defense today in their hands or ours 
against a large-scale intercontiri:ental ballistic attack on population centers. 
That, of course, is why we decided against deployment of an anti- ballistic 
missile system designed to protect population centers against heavy missile 

attQ.cks. 
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Secondly, it's only been in the past month or two that we've seen 
enough evidence of testing to lead us to believe that it's more likely than 
not that these space shots are associated with a FOB system in contrast 
to a possible re-entry development of the space system. 

Thirdly, where are they testing from? I'd rather not discuss that. 
It exposes some of our intelligence gathering information. 

Fourthly, does this make an attack from the south more likely than 
not? I think not because there are severe penalties, as I have indicated, 
they pay for a FOBS orbit. A FOBS orbit need not come from the south. 
It could come from the north. But in any case, where it's to come from 
the south, it would be far less efficient way of delivering their warhead 
than an intercontinental missile trajectory, and I think that if they were 
to use it, it would be a specialized form of attack against such soft targets 
as, such time-urgent soft targets, as bomber bases. 

Question: Will you go into why you are announcing it at this point? 
Is it in some way an effort to convey something to the Russians? 

Secretary McNamara: No. It's only been in the last month or two 
that we've seen enough tests, enough evidence of tests, to lead us to this 
oonclusion, and it's only been in the matter of the past few days that we've 
finished classified briefings on the subject of Congressional Committees. 
It was quite a·ppropriate, therefore, I think, that we announce it publicly 
at this time. 

Question: Could you describe how far along they are, Mr. Secretary, 
in an advanced stage of experimentation? 

Secretary McNamara: As I indicated to you, we think it could be­
come operational, if they choose to deploy it, sometime in 1968. 

Question: Is this tied in with the 7 Cosmos shots in the past week? 
Are they related? 

Secretary McNamara: I don't think they are related. 

Question: Are these connected with the myste~shots? 

Secretary McNamara: Let me just take this. I'll come to you next. 

Question: I was going to ask that, too. Also, what do you estimate 
the payload is of these things? In terms of megatons? 
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Secretary McNamara: I don't whether to give that out or not. I'd 
say one to three megatons. 

Question: Are they multi-warheads, sir? 

Secretary McNamara: No. 

Question: Is our third stage, the new stage for the .•..... sufficient 
to counteract this? 

Secretary McNamara: The Chinese-oriented ABM system is designed 
1o protect against a Chinese attack in the mid- 70 s and not a Soviet attack. 

Question: We are developing a new third stage against the FOBS 
system? 

Secretary McNamara: The Chinese-oriented ABM system is designed 
to effect against the Chinese and not against the Soviets. Yes? 

Question: I asked earlier whether these recent space shots were 
described as so-called myst&.ryshots that we were not discussing, were those 
so-called FOBS tests, there were about eight or nine;? 

Secretary McNamara: let me ask Phil to check this. I'm not entirely 
sure that I know which shots you're talking about -- the mystery shots. Well 
let me ask Phil to ask the question. I don't think of these shots as mystery 
shots. I hope there aren't any mysteries. 

Question: Talking about over-the-horizon radar and warning. What 
kind of warning will you be able to get if this takes only about a few minutes 
for the warhead to come down? 

Secretary McNamara: We will have warning of the movement to us, 
toward us, of .. objects.o • 

Question: How will we know if it is one of the FOB.S? 

Secretary McNamara: When we see the kind of the FOBS attack that would 
be designed against our model bases, we'll know it's that, it's a FOBS, and 
over-the -horizon radar. 

Question: .... Do you have this over-the-horizon radar deployed , 
all around the city too? 
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Secretary McNamara: The over-the-horizon radar warns of the 
incoming objects whether they be targets against cities or bombers. 
There's no particular reason for them to use a FOBS as opposed to an 
ICBM against the city. The only purpose of using FOBS instead of ICBM's 
would be to avoid the warning, reduce the warning time and this becomes 
important only in relation to time-urgent targets. Cities aren't going 
to move in the next ten minutes, we can't do anything to move them. The 
bombers can move and we can act to move them and its this characteristic 
of the target that lea d.e to this choice of weapon to be used against it and 
we counter that charge as I say by a new type of warning that recaptures 
the warning time. 

Question: But my question sir is do you have enough of this over 
the horizon radar to prate ct the countries residents - -

Secretary McNamara: To warn of attacks on any part of the country 
and the answer is yes. 

Question: Mr. McNamara, is it possible, though. .... I want to get 
one thing straight on this thing, when you speak of an orbit. Is it possible 
for them to put this thing up in orbit and go around and around the earth 
several times before they fire this rocket off? 

Secretary McNamara: The answer it is possible, but there is no 
advantage to it. As a matter of fact, there is a penalty to them for doing 
that. It exposes the weapon to destruction, it's a violation of an- agreement 
they've entered into, it gives additional warning and for all of these reasons 
it's a very unlikely tactic. 

Question: But if this thing is capable of orbit, how-are you ·going to 
know when they put this thing up and it starts orbiting that they are not 
simply orbiting some sort of satellite and that they are actually orbiting 
a FOBS. Couldn't they orbit this thing, let it go around once, and then 

fire the damn thing off. And you only have 3 minutes warning. 

Secretary McNamara: And of course it isn't one you are thinking 
about. One is of no value to them. We have roughly 40 SAC bomber bases. 
It would take a very substantial number of warheads targeted on those 
bases to destroy them and quite clearly they are not going to put that sub­
stantial number X into orbit. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, you said they were destroyable? What 
would you destroy them with? 
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Secretary McNamara: We have systems that are capable of destroying 
them -- Satellites. We can put objects in orbit if that becomes desirable 
or necessary. 

Question: Sir . . . 

Secretary McNamara: Let me take someone else, yes . . 
Question: On the over-the-horizon radar, I understand this is one 

of the first developments in which we were actually using it as we were 
developing it. What I want to get clear is whether this is what you mean 
by saying it has become operational and also is it still confined to the test 
area -- whether it be Florida or wherever? 

Secretary McNamara: No. The over-the-horizon radar has been 
in development for several years. In a test made, we have been actually 
using it to - -

Question: Where is that? 

Secretary McNamara: We don't disclose the sites of it. 

Question: Is this airborne radar? 

Secretary McNamara: No. Ground-based radar. A ground-based 
system. I'm not going to discuss any more than I have. It has been in 
development for a number of years. It's been in use as a test system for 
~ number of years, measuring and obtaining flight information on Soviet 
launches for that period of time, and within the last 60 days - - am I right 
on that - - within the last 60 days we 1ve put it in the operational status. I'ts 
not yet fully operational. It won't be fully operational until February of next• 
year. 

Question: Can I ask you a question of .. 

Secretary McNamara: I'll take this one. 

Question: What kind of warning time does it give us on the FOBS? 

Secretary McNamara: Roughly the same as the BMEWS. Slightly 
more, but roughly the same. 

Question: Fifteen minutes? 
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Secretary McNamara: Roughly fifteen minutes. 

Question: On the warhead itself, just to get it into perspective, 
you say that the payload of the FOBS would be a fraction of the ICBM 
and you put •the actual as between one and three megaton. Isn't ,that 
about equivalent to Polaris or Minuteman? 

Secretary McNamara: They have to ase a very large laun ch vehicle, 
and the large launch vehicle would carry lar.ger warhead on an inter­
contine,ntal ballistic ·missile flight. But you degrade .the capability in order 
to use it for this purpose, and .you degr~de it in two re.spects, One, as 
in reducing the payload, and the · other, and far more important, degrada­
tion, is in reducing the accuracy. · 

Question: Well, actually the warheads would be· equal to our own 
warheads? 

Secretary McNamara: Yes, roughly so. The accuracy, of course, 
is far, far less than our warheads and therefore the destruction capability 
which is a function of accuracy and payload is far, far less. 

Question: As a follow-up on that, would they be capable of using 
MIRV in these bombs to get really messed up, multiple warheads in the 
bombs? And why couldn't they increase the accuracy? 

Secretary McNamara: They have a number of inaccurate objects, 
possibly. 

Question: Can't they increase · -- · just like eve.rything else is per­
fected, just increases accuracy where it would. be. 

Secretary McNamara: The length of the flight and the characteristic 
of the orbit - - they will never be able to get the accuracy in this kind of a 
system that they could get, applying the same technology to an intercon­
tinental ballistic missile system. The object, therefore, is to reduce 
warning time. That's w:ay you sacr'ifice payload,. why yo'u sacrifice 
accuracy, and our counter to that, as I say, is to develop a new warning 
system. I am correct in saying, Phil, Dan, and I announced this i n 1964, 
am I not? 

Mr. Goulding: It was before I was on boa.rd, sir. 

Que·stion: How do they get them in orbit? . Doesn't that imply 
improved accuracy? 
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Secretary McNamara: No. Low orbit is one of the things that takes 
additional power. 

Question: Isn't that a new re-entry vehicle? 

Question: There are so many important questions asked about this 
today, won't you please give us a little more time and a few more ques­
tions? 

Secretary McNamara: No. I have a terribly busy day. Let me 
just take this question here. I can't answer the question of yours about 
the new re-entry vehicle, but Phil, will you get the answer to that? 

Question: Will your satellite observation station network at Hawaii 
and ........ , will they be able to identify those objects? 

Secretary McNamara: These objects are identified by the over-the­
horiz on radar system, the sites of which a_;re classified, and I just don 1t 
want to get into a discussion that throws any light at all on where these 
sites are, or the character of the over-the-horizon system. 

Question: Your whole presentation here seems to be based on the 
assumption that the Russians don't think much of our over-the-horizon 
radar. If this thing works, then it knocks the hell out of their reason 
for using it. 

Secretary McNamara: It negates the advantage that they may have 
hoped to get from it. It's exactly the reason why we decided not to go 
ahead with it. On the other hand, they are faced with the bomber threat 
that is very substantial and they are quite clearly taking action to counter 
that bomber threat. There's no question but what if you are sitting in the 
Soviet shoes and you look at our bomber force as it has been, and as it 
is, and as it will be, it's a much larger bomber force than they have. 

Question: We' re not developing a new bomber? 

Secretary McNamara: We have today how many bombers? 

Voice: 600. 

Secretary McNamara: 500 to 600? How many are we going to have 
tomorrow? 

Question: We're phasing out the B-5Zs. 
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Secretary McNamara: Oh, no, we 're going to have hundreds of bombers 
as far in the future as any of you can look.... If you are looking at this 
problem from a Soviet point of view, you are going to be concerned about 
it. Particularly you would have been concerned about it 4 or 5 years ago. 
I don't think there is any doubt but that is what is behind the Tallinn system. 
For our planning, we must assume the Tallinn system has an ABM capa­
bility. There's an uncertainty whether it does or doesn't. But its' very 
clear indeed that it is an advanced air defense system. It was desirgned 
to take account of the stated plans of the United States to maintain a large 
bomber force for a number of years. So it's very dear that our decision 
to maintain a bomber force has led to their reaction. 

There I s no argument about that. This is simply another illustration 
of the theme I tried to advance in San Francisco, that in strategic force 
planning, action leads to reaction. It's absolutely fundamental to each 
party that they maintain a deterrent, so long as technology and financial 
capability permits, and technology and financial capability both the Soviets 
and the U.S. make possible the reaction. of one to the action of the other. 
So this is - - you are seeing it every day. You see it in our action, Our · 
Posiedon is in part a reaction to their potential ABM force, we said so at 
the time we introduced the Posiedon into the re search and development 
program two or three years ago; we said it again when we introduced it 
into the deployment schedule this past year. 

You can continue to expect that, and this is the reason why this 
government so strongly believes that it is in our national interest to engage 
in discussions of this subject with the Soviets. 

Question: Did we have an agreement with them -- I've forgotten 
the status of the agreements - - did we have an agreement with the Soviets 
that we wouldn't get into using weapons in space? 

Secretary McNamara: No. They have agreed not to place warheads 
in full orbit. That is why this is a fractional orbit, not a full orbit, and 
therefore not a violation of that agreement. 

Question: You said a moment ago, it could go around the earth. 

Secretary McNamara: I said they could, but they haven't. 

Question: Well now, maybe they willo 

Secretary McNamara: Maybe they will violate and if they will we 
will observe it, but the point is that this Fractional Orbit Bombardment 
System is not a violation of that agreement. 
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Question: You are going to- say this is not a violation of that 
agreement? 

Secretary McNamara: Read the agreement and you will see why 
it isn't. I will be happy to give you a copy of the texto 

Question: You say we have systems which are capable of destroying 
satellites of this nature. I take that to mean, the very limited installations 
we have out in the Pacific. 

Secretary McNamara: Yes, that is righto 

Question: This doesn't provide very much coverage, does it? 

Secretary McNamara: Idon't want to imply that we can defend 
population centers of this country against heavy Soviet attacks. We can't. 

Question: Is your position now that we are still relying on deterrent 
as your basic defense against it? 

Secretary McNamara: Yes, very, very, definitely so. We are still 
relying on the deterrent and that is what they are relying on. There is no 
other basis on which to rely at the present time and no technology, either 
ours nor theirs, would permit any other basis. One more question. 

Question: We would like to have you characterize your concern, 
whether this means a new round in the arms race. . . . 

Secretary McNamara: I'm not concerned for the reasons I have 
outlined to you. 

Question: Should our European allies be concerned, Mr. Secretary, 
who don't have over-the-horizon radar? 

Secretary McNamara: The European allies face different problems. 
They face the medium-range ballistic missiles and the intermediate­
range ballistic missiles and they did not have and cannot obtain the period 
of warning that we have. Theirs is quite a different problem. 

Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT ON FOBS 

I have been very troubled by the many alarmist statements in 

the last few days concerning the Soviet Fractional Orbit Bombardment 

System (FOBS). Certainly, any Soviet commitment to a major new 

strategic weapons system is a matter of importance and concern. 

believe, however, that an objective review of the facts relating to 

this development leads to the conclusion that it will not constitute a 

major new factor in the s~rategic balance. 

In developing the FOBS, the Soviets may have been attempting 

to achieve an element of surprise by underflying or circumventing our 

BME'WS- radars. The FOBS, however, involves a major sacrifice 

in both the yield and the accuracy of delivery that can be obtained with 

a given missile booster as compared with its use as an ICBM. New 

developments in technology, however, have deprived the Soviets of 

the advantage of surprise that they might have hoped to achieve with 

~-
this system. We are already operating new over-the-horizon radars 

which can give us more warning time against a full-scale attack with 

FOBS missiles than BMEWS would against an ICBM attack. Moreover, 

if the Soviets should attack from the south or put weapons in multiple 

orbits, these new radars (which detect at launch) would give us even 

greater warning of an impending attack. There is a real possibility, 

therefore, that rather than increase their military capabilities, the 
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woulcl 1'f -1-~ey Je"Je to 
Soviets ,ft&¥Q actually reduce~ their net capabilities wy.l\deployifi.g FOBS 

rather than ICBMs. I believe it important for us to recognize that 

the fact that something is different does not make it good and the fact 

that something has been done by the Soviets does not dictate that we 

must follow their lead. 

I am also concerned that the charge has been made that the 

Soviet FOBS program constitutes a direct violation of the Outer Space 

Treaty. While I wish to emphasize that I do not in any way condone or 

excuse this unnecessary action o:ri the part·of the Soviets that further 

escalates the nuclear arms race, I do think that we must recognize 

that their action does not constitute a violation of the Outer Space 

Treaty. 

Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty states: 

"States Parties to the Tr~aty undertake not 
to place in orbit around the earth any objects 
carrying nuclear weapons or any oth~r kinds of 
weapons of mass destruction, install such 
weapons on celestial bodies, or station such 
weapons in outer space in any other manner. II 

The wording of this Article makes it absolutely clear that the Treaty 

is intended to prohibit the "carrying of nuclear weapons. " The Treaty 

does not and was not intended to in any way prohibit the development 

or even the testing of systems capable of carrying nuclear weapons. 

I understand that there is no evidence of any kind or any reason to 
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believe that nuclear weapons were associated with any of the Soviet 

tests of the FOBS. 

Beyond this fundamental consideration that excludes a violation 

of the Treaty, I believe it important to recognize that the intent of 

this Article was to outlaw military systems that would station nuclear 

weapons in orbit above the earth as a terror or blackinail threat 

during peacetime. To this end, the wording in the Article, "not to 

place in orbit around the earth, " was chosen with the intent of cover­

ing a system that would circle the earth many times. The wording 

was not intended to cover ICBMs or systems such as the FOBS which 

preswnably would only be used with nuclear weapons in time of war. 

I believe that the Outer Space Treaty is an important inter­

national obligation to which most of the major countries of the world 

have solemnly committed themselves. _ This Treaty can serve a most 

important role in preventing the proliferation of ~uclear weapons 

to the new environment of outer space. If we wish to develop the 

stature of this Treaty, we must be prepared to insist that its true 

obligations are honored. At the same time, we must be careful to 

avoid vague charges which cannot be substantiated that the Treaty 

has been violated. Such hasty actions can lead to counter charges 

that we are interested in employing the Treaty for a tactical, political 
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advantage when it so serves our purpose. This can only serve to 

degrade the Treaty in the eyes of the world. 

# # # 

11-9-67 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. R~ 

SUBJECT: Military Significance of Soviet FOBS 

1. In staff meeting the other day, the question was raised 
as to why the Soviets would be interested in a fractional orbital 
bomb system in view of what seemed to be its limited military 
significance. 

2. There is one possible use which could make FOBS 
especially significant. For some time we have been concerned 
that in a nuclear exchange the. Soviets might use tactics to "pin 
down" our ICBMs and prevent effective retaliation. We have specu­
lated that the most effective way to initiate such an attack would 
involve the use of about 40 submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
from subs off our coast. These would initially pin down our ICMBs 
until the Soviet ICBMs with longer flight times would take over the 
job. Pind.o.wn would continue for about ten hours during which time 
S oviet bombers could strike our missile sites. 

3. Between now and the end of 1969 (when we expect to have 
a high confidence FOBS detection capability), FOBS could be substi­
tuted for SLBMs in the pin down role. Such substitution would 
(1) decrease detection time, (2) avoid the possibility that submarine 
deployments might put us on alert, and (3) release SLBMs for other 
tasks . 

ROBERT N. GINSBURGH 

cc: Spurgeon Keeny 

DECLASSIFIED 
Authority. N L.J tJ 1 pl1.1 

By, s AJ-.. • NARA, Date~.Qct 
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l 
S.ecretfi:ry of Defen,e Robe1·t S. McNamara today made the following 

i 

statement': · 
0 

I ,,,ould· like . today to discus·s· with you certain intelligence i11fo1·m.ation w~ - . ~ .. . 

itt~!tiH tM·:f-have collected on a series of spa.ce system. flight test-s he-ing conducted by the ; . ·.. , ... ·. · . 

t;t.;HW~:It~ {I~:' !; 
Sovlet Unio1t. These rela.te to the possible development by the Soviet of some r ll7f•1'~·~-.i·,· ·s,·;" '·l ' q~ : :•_~: .l /::,'·.
thing we have called a Fractional Orbital Bc1nbardt·>:1ent System, or FOBS, . I·f' \t~it ~ .-t,,:· •X1 ·t.H· 

;IF t~Jj;i::·:·j:, 
:~ ·-,\~b\-r '.?: v.

Let me. distinguish such a system from the traditional intercontinental 
1 ·'lt:I~·!{) :,i-:,<J

ballistic missile. An ICBM 1101·1nally does not go into orbit, bl.\t rather follow'.s 
·t1itVt £W<:1.'­a balli.stic trajectory· from launch point to impact point, On this tra.ject.oi·y it ; 
'l1~ft;(:,:~:: l"'.'.-!-:reaches a peak altitude of pe rha.ps 800 miles. · 

;t1t:t:![i%j
Unlike the lC'BM and its ballistic trajectory, the vehicle launch.ed in a. , 

:i11wv~{ -::J f ·.\1 

FOBS mode is fired into a very low orbit about I 00 miles above the earth. At; 
·11~HF!~?\?t: a. given point - - g·enerally before the first oi-bit is co1nplete - - a rocket en.gin~ 

is fired which slows down the payload and causes it to drop out of orbi.t. 'I'he 
1 

I
payload then follows a re-entry pa.th simila.r to the re-en.try r,f a ba.llisti.c · 
missile. 

Even now it is impossible to be certain of what these tests represent. 
1 

It is conceivable that the Soviet Unio11 has been testi11g space vehicles for som.:e 
re-en.try program.. But we suspect that the Ru.ssia11s are pursuin.g the :resear~.h 
and development of a FOBS. If this turns out to be h·ue, it is conceivable tha.{ 
they could achieve an initial opera.tion.al capa.bi.lity du1·ing 1968. 1 

i 
Some yea.rs a.go we ourselves examined the desirability of the FOBS a.nd 

I 

there wa.s ag1·eement among civilian and military leaders that there was no n.e:ed 
for the United State.~ to develop such a. system. While developmf!nt o! it could'. 
be initiated at any time for 1·elatively r.a.pid deployment, our analyses c onclud~ 
that. it would not iluprove out· st1·ategk o!fenslve postm:e aitd c.ons~.que1\tly we : 
hav~ no intention. of revising the decision. made yea.rs ago. : 

Like other possible varia.tions, the FOBS offen some charactel'istks 
which differ from traditional ICBMs. lri ou1· opinion, the disadvantages are 
over.rldi11g. 

MORE 

https://opera.tion.al
https://launch.ed


·

.....--.................................. ,.. . ................... eu ~• • • ••- • ...,.....:...•••• • ....,..,..,. 

·' Bccauee ot the low altl.tudo ot thelr orbhe, some ~raJticto.r!ee or a FOBS 
;wo\1ld avoid detecUon by eomo ~"rly warning l'l\d0.1''9, including o,.u• BMEWS• 
..A~•o• the impact point r.annot be determined \\ntll tanttlon ot tho roclcet en3tne 
that debooets the payload out ot o.rblt .... roughly three minute• and 500 nlflea 

,lrom the ta1·got.. .And the lllght tlmc ·cftn be aa much ae 10 m'lnl1tc1 1horter than 
!an .ICBM• . 

For_thuo chai·a~tcrhtlc,,, severe pe_nalUe• a,·e paid Cn. two crltl~at.area,: _. 
accuracy and payload, · The accuracy ot thn Soviet 1CBM modiC1od to " FOBS 

. w~apon would be elgnl!tca.ntly lea, and the pa·yload of the FOBS vt.hl.cle wol,ld be 

.a ·traction of the ICDM. 

Tho FOBS weapon wo\1ld not be accurate enough tor a e4t,.let1ct~1·y attack 
u1>011 United State" M1nutcmc.n mlesllee, protcete\\ in thoh· el101. Pe-rha1,a the• ·Soviets might leol it could 1>tovlde a •urprb~ U\lclea,• ab•lke agalnat United 
8tate1 • 10ft J.and t.argcta, arnc1, Al bon,btr bau,,• 

., . . . 
However, several yeau ago, antl.clpa.tlng auch a capablllt_y, we lnltl~t-,d 

· tlle deploymrm~ or cquipmftnt to deny thle Cl\pabtUty, For oxa,nple, al-ready we 
.aye beginning tu u,e ope.rationally ove,·•tho-horlzon. radat•IJ wh:lch poueu " 
gr•ater capablllt;y or dritectlng FOBS t.ha,1). rloa1 BMEWS. Thoee w1U gfvfJ u• 

:mor~ wa,·nlna tlme agalnet n tun ..,cal~ ntt~ck ualng FOBS miealleat than 
BMEWS a,lv,st agaln1t. a hon.vy IC8M la\lnc:h. : 

Our dete1·1·ent rest, upon our ,ablU.ty to nbaorb any eurprh~ nuclear. a.ttack 
,and to retaliate. wltl\ eu!lictont eh·ength to de1troy the attacking nation '" " 
viable eoclety, WUh tbree ..mtnutet wnrnlng, 15,.mln.ito warnln1 or no wal'nlng 

·at ull, we could etlll ab,orb a. t\\rpdee altack and atrike bacl< with aufff cl'tnt 
:power to de,ti·oy tho a:tta.cke1•, We have that ,:apablllty today; we wUl col)tinue 
to have U In th~ ll1ture, 

END 

• I 

• 
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MEMORANDUM ,v
1/ 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 8, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. 

Subject: FOBS and the Outer Space Treaty 

I agree with Ed Welsh' s basic point in the attached memo that the 
fundamental reason FOBS is not in violation of the Outer Space Treaty 
is that there is no evidence that it was carrying a nuclear warhead. I 
do not, however, agree with his additional technical point that a FOBS 
is in orbit within the meaning of the Treaty. 

Incidentally, the confusion on this issue appears to have been created 
in part by the fact that McNamara was quoted (as reported by Ed Welsh) 
out of context. While McNamara's statement was still not very clear, 
what he actually said, in answer to a question as to whether this was 
a violation of the Outer Space Treaty, was: 

"No. They have agreed not to place warheads in 
full orbit. That is why this is a fractional orbit, not 
a full orbit, and therefore not a violation of that agree­
ment.'' 

Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty states: 

"States Parties to the Treaty undertake not to 
place in orbit around the earth any objects carrying 
nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass 
destruction, install such weapons on celestial bodies, 
or station such weapons in outer space in any other 

IImanner. 

It is completely clear from the wording of the Article that it is meant 
to prohibit "carrying nuclear weapons. " It does not in any way pro­
hibit the development or even the testing of systems capable of carry­
ing nuclear weapons. It is certainly implicit from the wording, "place 
in orbit around the earth, " that the Article was meant to cover systems 
that would orbit the earth at least once and presumably many times. 
Considering the legislative history of the Treaty, the threat that it 



-2-

sought to outlaw was clearly that of stationing of nuclear weapons in 
space as a terror or blackmail threat during peacetime. The Treaty 
specifically avoided dealing with the question of military delivery 
systems such as ICBMs which might go into space. 

Ed Welsh makes an interesting technical point that a FOBS has in fact 
been placed in an orbit (as its name indicates). However, ! ' believe 
that it is clear that it was not the meaning or intent of Article IV 
to cover this case. For Treaty purposes FOBS should be considered 
as an extension of the ICBM problem. At the same time, I think 
McNamara and his interpretors have confused the issue and possibly 
created a problem for us by making such a sharp distinction between 
a FOBS and a MOBS since the Soviet system is clearly capable of 
multiple orbits. A MOBS would also clearly not be in violation of the 
Treaty unless it contained a nuclear weapon. However, in making a 
major point of the distinction between FOBS and MOBS, we are at 
least suggesting that a MOBS woul_d be a Treaty violation. I do not 
believe we have really thought through how we would deal with a future 
Soviet MOBS firing in the absence of any evidence that it contains a 
nuclear warhead. I would therefore recommend soft pedalling this 
point until we know where we are going. 

I have discussed the problem with Len Meeker, Ray Garthoff, and Mort 
Halperin, and I believe all would agree with my interpretation of the 
Treaty. I have asked ISA and G/PM to prepare a cable of instructions 
to the field on this subject. I believe that the preparation and clearance 
of this cable will help clear up the policy issue on this question. Al­
though I have not yet seen the transcript, I understand that Nitze' s 
testimony on Monday before the Joint Committee has helped clear up 
the confusion on the relation of FOBS to the Outer Space Treaty. 

Spurgeon Keeny 

Attachment: 
Returned - Welsh memo dtd 11 / 4 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON 20502 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

November 4, 1967 1 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE WALT ROSTOW' 

Subject: FOBS 

I have not yet seen the actual transcript of Secretary McNamara's 
press conference in which he is reported to have spoken at length 
regarding a Soviet fractional orbit bombardment system. However, 
from what I have read in the newspaper and on the AP ticker, I 
would have to re gister disagreement with the interpretation regarding 
the space treaty. 

The Secretary is reported as having said, "This is a fractional orbit, 
not a full orbit, and therefore not a violation of that agreement. " 

Article 4 of the treaty says nothing about a "full orbit." Rather, it 
expresses a prohibition against placing weapons of mass destruction 
"in orbit around the earth ... on celestial bodies ..• or in outer 
space in any other manner. " 

Obviously, if the Soviet system contains no warhead, putting the object 
into space is not a violation of the treaty. Just as obvious, however, 
if an object is put into space with a warhead of mass destruction, it 
is violating the treaty. 

It is incorrect to conclude that a space object has not a · tained orbit 
until it has made a complete revolution of the earth. Once having been 
launched, a spacecraft is in orbit as soon as it a b tains an altitude and 
speed which would permit it to make a complete revolution of the earth. 
To bring down such an object befor e it has made a complete revolution 
does not amend in any regard a statement that it was an object in orbit 
around the earth. 

, ~1-U aJ • 9--
E. C. Welsh 
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October 17, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. E. C. WELSH 

Subject~ Soviet One-Orbit Space Operations 

The October 16, 1967, TIMES article by Evert Clark, concerning 
the possible significance of the recent flurry of Soviet one -orbit space 
operations, may mislead the readers. 

The orbits used in these tests have an apogee of about 115 n. miles, 
a perigee of 73 n. miles, an inclination of 49. 6°, and a period of about 
87. 8 minutes. The launch is con~ucted from Tyuratam in a due east 
direction. The Recovery takes place just prior to completing one orbit 
at Kapustin Yar. The following discussion identifies a variety of 
possible test objectives for these operations. 

Possibility I - {Fractional) Orbital Bombardment System 
Such a system could approach every target on the surface of the 
earth from any direction. While the information available on 
these tests is not necessarily in conflict with this objective, the 
SL-11 launch vehicle, as modified for these tests, does not have 
the payload carrying capability to carry this payload in a weapon 
system. With a launch due east, this vehicle thrusts until fuel 
exhaustion. In order to strike targets i n the United States, a 
launch to the north or south is needed. This reduces the earth 
rotation advantage inherent in an easterly launch. Therefore, 
an upgraded or new launch vehicle will be needed to make this 
system operational. Such a change requires a major launch 
vehicle-payload integration task. 

Contra ry Arguments -
1. In the absence of a northward viewing U. S. ABM system, no 

plausible void exists in the Soviet weapon spectrum which could 
be filled by a FOBS. 

2. The need to substitute a new or modified launch vehicle for 
operational deployment raises a serious question of why the 
recent flurry of tests. 

DECLASSIFIED 
Authority LJ O1- 1 I 

By..-.__, NARA, Date 3 Oct 



Possibility II - Low Altitude Ballistic Missile System 
Such a system would use an orbital or near-orbital velocity, 
low 100 n. mile altitude trajectory and then de-orbit as the 
warhead approaches the target area from the usual minimum­
distance trajectory direction. A weapon of this type could 
evade early detection by BMEWS and thereby reduce the warning 
time available to the U. S. to launch its counter strike. This 
would presumably increase the probability of destroying the 

U. S. missiles while still in their silos. 

Contrary Arguments - The need to retro-thrust during the 
re-entry phase increases the complexity of the vehicle system 
and the operation, thereby degrading its accuracy, and increasing 
the probability of mis sing the target. 

Possibility III - A Penetration-Aids Development or Other Warhead 
Re-entry Development Program 
The United States has been conducting an extensive Penetration 
Aids and Warhead Re-entry Development Programs by launching 
re-entry test payloads into the highly instrumented Kwajalein complex. 
The Soviets have no long range test target complex with equivalent 
instrumentation. Therefore, in order to conduct tests of this type, 
it may be necessary to bring the test re-entry body all the way 
around the globe and conduct the actual experimental measurements 
near the highly instrumented Kapustin Yar launch complex. 

Contrary Arguments - Intelligence sources, to my knowledge, 
have not detected signals which support this possibility. The low 
altitude of the final phase of the re-entry operation may preclude 
this detection. 

Possibility IV - Earth Re -entry System Development for Lunar 
Operations 
Because of the high northern latitude of the Soviet mainland and 
the primary lunar tracking and control station in Crimea, the 
Soviets have an exceedingly difficult problem in their prospective 
lunar return operation. Because of the particular moon-earth 
geometry, a ballistic re-entry to earth favors landing in the 
lower latitudes. A landing in the Soviet Union requires shooting 
for a very narrow re-entry window. If the window is "over-shot, 11 
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a retro -fire can save the operation. If the window is "under- shot, 11 

the landing will fall short. The footprint of this probable landing 
area includes the Western Indian Ocean, the Arabian Sea, and the 
Soviet mainland to the north. Recent representations by the Soviets 
to the U. K. and Malagasy Republic indicate that they ct re concerned 
with the possibility of an emergency operation in this part of the 
Indian Ocean. 

Contrary Arguments - The signals intercepted during these one­
orbit operations indicate that the terminal phase uses instruments 
similar to or are the same as are being used during the warhead 
re-entry tests of the conventional ballistic missile systems. 

Conclusion - In order for the Soviets to conduct lunar return operations 
within the constraints imposed OJ?- them by geography, the earth-moon 
geometry, their desire for land recovery in the Soviet mainland, and 
their restricted access to a global tracking system, I conclude that the 
most likely possibility is Possibility IV, the development of Earth 
Re-entry System for Lunar Operations. 

-SEGRET·- · 



NEW YORK TIMES - October 17, 1967 

9 Soviet One-Orbit Shots Hint 
Testing for Warhead Re-Entry. 

By EVERT CLARK 
Special to The New York Time~ 

WASHINGTON, Oct. 16- not prohibit the engineering 
The mystery of what the Soviet tests necessary to learn how 
Union is trying to achieve with to sta tion weapons in orbit and 
a series of one-orbit space call them down at will on 
shots has deepened since the specific targe ts. 
first flight 13 months ago. Nor docs the treaty prohibit 

Most analysts here now be- the explosion of conventional 
lieve the flights are exploring weapons in orbit. While the 
the techniques of bringing Russians have not done this in 
down a nuclear warhead from the series of nine single-orbit 
an orbiting platform. shots, they might eventually 

Until recently there had want to do so, to stimulate 
been considerable di sagreement destruction patterns of a nu­
about the purpose of the shots'. clear weapon, some observers 
But the analysts believe they here beli ve. 
have narrowed down the pos- The treaty docs not define 
sible explanations. "outer space." This task was 

Nine shots have been fired left to later negotiations. But 
in the series since Sept. 17, the treaty is clear on the·point 
1966. that an object is not considered 

At first, Western experts to be in outer space unless 
thought the Soviet Union was it · remains in orbit. 
attempting to disguise the fact Thus the paykads sent aloft 
of the flights as well as their in the nine So\ :ct shots, which 
purpose. Now, however, they hav.e been r·e1·1rn1Jd to earth i -- - . 
believe the Soviet wants the before they ccr,:- 'c ted one cir­ 22. The Soviet Union announcec 
United States to be aware of each of them, disgu ising th rr. 

cuit of the earth, would not as Cosmos scientific satellite~the flights, but they do not 
be suhjrct to limitations of the but using an announcement for­know why. 
treaty, even if they were live mat different_ cncmgh from thatIronically, the Soviet tests nuclear weapon s. us~d for ordm_ary Cosmos sat­

would not violate the· space There is no indication that elhtes to conv11:1ce Western ~x­
treaty put _into effect in a livc wrr1nons, either nuclear or perts that the d1ffcren_ce was m­
White House ceremony last convrn t ional. have heen used in tended to call attention to the 
week, even if they are military the Soviet tests. Experts here shots. 

point out that it would not be _The experts h_c re say theytests of warhead re-entry tech-
necessa ry to use live weapons, will .not be. certain of _the pur:-

niques. since dummy warheads could pose of this _test series un_t1l 
The treaty, signed by test methods for sending weap- S_?me new f~1~ht charactens- , 

84 nations, prohibits the sta- ons into almost complete orbits ttcs are exh1b1ted-p~rhaps a 
tioning in orbit of weapons of and guiding them down to pre- greater number of orbits before 
mass destruction. But it does lcise targets. . re-entry or th~ use of a larger 

, : The Soviet fli ghts began with launching vehicle._ 
! unannounced shots on Sept. 17 
·and Nov. 2, 1966. Both launch-
ing vehicles apparently explod-
ed in orbit, accidentally or on 
command from the ground. 

Since then .there have been 
seven shots, the last on Sept. 
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' BULLETIN'''' 

MCNAMARA 

· WASHINGTON, NOV. 3 CREUTERS)--DEFENSE SECRETARY ROBERT 

MCNAMARA TODAY SAID RUSSIA WAS DEVELOPING WHAT APPEARED 

TO BE A POWERrUL NE~ SPACE BOMB, BUT HE DESCRIBED IT AS AN 

INACCURATE WEAPON EASILY DETECTED AND DESTROYED. 

<MORE) · IM/AG 4: 12P 

K 
URGENT' ' ' ' ' 

FIRST . ADD WASHINGTON MCNAMARA XX X DESTROYED 

{MAY BE BYLINED BY RALPH HARRIS) 

HE TOLD A PRESS CONFERENCE THE WEAPON, WHICH SEEMED TO BE 

U»OER TESTS BY THE RUSSIANS, COULD BE FIRED INTO A VERY LOW 

O.RBIT AND PERHAPS WOULD THREATEN THE U.S. STRATEGIC BOMBER 

FORCE. 

(MORE) IM/AG 4: 15P 

I 
I 

- -/SECOND ADD WASHINGTON MCNAMARA XX X FORCE. 
BUT HE SAID HE · WAS NOT CONCERNED ABOUT THE RUSSIAN tESTS, 

AND THE . WEAPON--KNOWN HERE AS A FRACTIONAL ORBITAL BOMBARDMENT 
SYSTEM (FOBS)--WAS NOT 'THE· SO-CALLED ORBITING TERROR BOMB 
WHICH FORMER RUSSIAN PREMIER NIKITA KHRUSCHEV SPOKE OF 
SEVERAL YEARS AGO. 
<MORE) IM/AG 4:17VP 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON 

'28 CT· 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

For some time we have observed Soviet tests consistent with the 
development of a Fractional Orbital Bombardment System {FOBS). 
The most recent tests seem to confirm intelligence evidence that 
the Soviet is moving in that direction. 

The Committees of Congress have asked for briefings from the 
Defense Intelligence Agency; we have provided those briefings. 
We anticipated that there would be leaks to the press and some of 
those leaks are beginning to appear. 

We think, therefore, that we should initiate a statement on the 
Soviet tests rather than waiting to have the information dragged 
from us. Attached is the statement we propose to release. I 
wanted you to have a copy before it is put out. 

4!fs/[/;J_ ✓~ 
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DRAFT PRESS RELEASE 

Soviet Fractional Orbital Bombardment System 

In order to protect our intelligence-gathering methods, we have acted 
with great care over the last seven years in discussing information col­
lected by the intelligence community. However, we have not hesitated to 
release intelligence data when we have thought that it was in the best 
interests of the nation to do so. 

One example of this is the information on the Soviet Union strategic 
nuclear force. Through my annual posture statements to Congress, and at 
various other times, we have declassified information on the Soviet strate­
gic force in order to help explain nuclear issues of major importance to 
our people and our allies. 

Similarly, we have publicized unprecedented amounts of information on 
U.S. strategic forces. Of course this gives information of value to the 
potential enemy. But our deterrence rests not only on our capability to 
destroy any attacker but also on the enemy's knowledge that we have that 
capability and that we have the will to use it. 

I would like today to discuss with you certain intelligence information 
which we have collected on a series of space system flight tests being con­
ducted by the Soviet Union. 

As you know, an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) normally 
does not go into orbit but rather follows a ballistic trajectory from 
launch point to impact point. It reaches a peak altitude of perhaps 800 
miles on this trajectory. 

As long as two years ago, we observed that the Soviets had initiated 
tests involving a different type of trajectory of much lower altitude. 

Information we now have causes us to accept the likelihood that in 
those lower altitude tests the Soviets were working on something we have 
called a Fractional Orbital Bombardment System (FOBS). 

Unlike the ICBM which follows a ballistic trajectory, the vehicle 
launched in a Fractional Orbital Bombardment mode is fired into a very low 
orbit about 100 miles above the earth's atmosphere. At a given point -­
generally before the first orbit is complete -- a rocket engine is fired 
which slows down the payload and causes it to drop out of orbit. The pay­
load then follows a re-entry path similar to the re-entry of a ballistic 
missile. 

Even now it is impossible to be certain of what these tests represent. 
It is conceivable that the Soviet Union has been testing space vehicles for 
some re-entry program. It is also possible that the Russians are conducting 



tests of some sort of post-strike reconnaissance system. But we suspect 
that the Russians are pursuing the research and development of a FOBS . 
If this turns out to be true, it is conceivable that they could achieve 
an initial operational capability during 1968. 

Some years ago we ourselves examined the desirability of the FOBS 
and there was agreement among civilian and military leaders that the 
system offered no advantages to the United States . While development 
of it could be initiated at any time for relatively rapid deployment, our 
analyses conclude it would not improve our strategic offensive posture 
and consequently we have no intention of revising the decision made years 
ago. 

Like any other weapons system, the FOBS offers both advantages and 
disadvantages over traditional ICBMS . In our opinion , the disadvantages 
far outweigh the advantages . 

The main advantage is that some trajectories of a FOBS would, because 
of the low alti-ttude of their orbits , avoid detection by some early warning 
radars, including our BMEWS. A secpnd is that the impact point cannot 
be determined until ignition of the rocket engine that deboosts the payload 
out of orbit - - roughly three minutes and 500 miles from the target. While 
the vehicle is in orbit, it may be difficult to determine whether it is a 
weapon or a satellite . Also , the flight time is as much as 10 minutes 
shorter than an ICBM . 

For these possible advantages, severe penalties are paid in two critical 
areas - - accuracy and payload . The accuracy of the Soviet ICBM modified to 
a FOBS weapon would be significantly less and the payload of the FOBS vehicle 
would be a fraction of the ICBM. 

The FOBS weapon would not be accurate enough for a satisfactory attack 
upon United States Minutemen missiles , protected in their silos . Perhaps 
the Soviets might feel it could provide a surprise nuclear strike against 
United States ' soft land targets such as bomber bases . 

However , several years ago , anticipating such a capability, we initiated 
the deployment of equipments to deny this capability. For example, we have 
Over-The-Horizon Radar , possessing a greater capability of detecting FOBS 
than does BMEWS, and giving us more warning time against a full- scale attack 
using FOBS missiles than BMEWS gives against a heavy ICBM launch . 

Our "deterrent" rests upon our ability to absorb any surprise nuclear 
attack and to retaliate with sufficient strength to destroy the attacking 
nation as a viable society . With three- minute warning, 15-minute warning 
or no warning at all , we can still absorb a surprise attack and strike back 
with sufficient power to destroy the attacker . We have that capability 
today; we will continue to have it in the future . 

2 
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FROM SECRETARY MCNAMARA 
TO THE PRESIDENT 
INFO GEORGE CHRISTIAN 
CI Ti CAP67899 

-C---0--N- P l B [ N T 1,,-A-J.. 

OCTOBER 28, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDiNT 

FOR SOME TIMi Wi HAVE OBSERVED SOVIET TiST CONSISTENT WITH THE 
· DEVELOPMENT OF A FRACTIONAL ORBITAL BOMBARDMENT SYSTu~ (FOBS).

THE MOST RECENT TESIS SEEM lU CONFIRM INTELLIGENCi: EVIDENCE THAT 
THE SOVIET IS MOVING IN THAT DIRECTION. 

THE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS HAVE ASKED FOR BRIEFINGS FROM THK 
DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY; WE HAVi PROVIDiD THOSE BRIEFINGS. 
WE ANTICIPATED THAT THKR WOULD BE LEAKS TO THE PRESS AND SOME 
OF THOSi LEAKS ARE BEGINNING TO APPERAR. 

WE THINK,. THEREFORE, THAT WE SHOULD INITIATE A STATz:MENT ON 
THE SOVIET TiSTS RATHER THAN WAITING TO HAVE TH£ INFORMATION 
DRAGGED FROM US. ATTACHED IS THE STATEMENT WE PROPOSE TO RELEASE. 
I WANTED YOU TO HAVE A COPY BEFORE IT IS PUT OUT. 

SIGNED: ROBiRT s. MCNAMARA 

DRAFT PRESS RELEASi 

SOVIET FRACTIONAL ORBITAL BOMBARDMENT SYSTEM 

IN ORDER TO PROTECT OUR INTELLIGENCE-GATHERING METHODS, WE 
HAVE ACTED WITH GREAT CARE OVER THE LAST S£ViN YEARS IN DISCUSSING 
t NF ORMATION COLLECTED BY THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. HOWEVER, 
WE HAVE NOT HESITATED TO RiLiASE INELLIGNCE DATA WHEN WE · 
HAVE THOUGHT THAT IT WAS IN TH[ BEST INTERESTS OF THE NATION 
TO DO SO. 

ONE EXAPLE OF THIS IS THi INFORMATION ON THK SOVIET UNION 
STRAT[GIC NUCLEAR FORCE. THROUGH MY ANNUAL POSTURE STATEMENTS TO 
CONGRESS, AND AT VARIOUS OTHER TIMES, Wi HAV DECLASSIFIED 
INFORMATION ON THE SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCi IN ORDER TO HELP 
EXPLAIN NUCLEAR ISSUES OF MAJOR IMPORTANCE TO OUR PEOPLi 
AND OUR ALLI ES. 

·-~tmox FF.OM ().UICK COPY 



SIMILARLY, WE HAVE PUBLICIZED UNPRECEDENTED AMOUNTS OF 
INFORMATION ON U.S. STRATfGIC FORCiS. OF COURSE THIS GIVES 
INFORMATION OF VALUE TO THE POTENTIAL ENEMY. BUT OUR DETERRENCE 
RESTS NOT ONLY ON OUR CAPABILITY TO DESTROY ANY ATTACKER BUT 
ALSO ON TH£ EN£MY'S KNOWLEDGE THAT Wi HAVE THAT CAPABILITY 
AND THAT Wi HAVE H WILL TO USE IT. 

I WOULD LIKE TODAY TO DISCUSS WITH YOU CERAIN INTELLIGENCE 
INFORMATION WHICH WE HAVE COLLECTED ON A SERIES OF SPACE SYSTEM 
FLIGHT TESTS BEING CONDUCTED BY THE SOVIET UNION. 

AS YOU KNOW, AN INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE CICBM) 
NORMALLY DOES NOT GO INTO ORBIT BUT RATHER FOLLOWS A BALLISTIC 
TRAJ[CTORY FROM LAUNCH POINT TO IMPACT POINT. IT REACHES A 
PEAK ALTITUDE OF PERHAPS 800 MILES ON THIS TRAJECTORY. 

AS LONG AS TWO YEARS AGO, WE OBSERVED HAT THE SOVIETS HAD 
INITIATED TESTS INVOLVING A DIFFERENT TYPE OF TRAJECTORY OF 
MUCH LOWER ALTITUDE• 

.INFORMATION WE NOW HAVE CAUSES US TO ACCEPT THE LIKELIHOOD THA 
IN THOSE LOWER ALTITUDE TESS THE SOVIETS WERE WORKING ON 
SOMEHING WE HAVE CALLED A FRACTIONAL ORBITAL BOMBARDMENT 
SYSTEM (FOBS). 

, UNLIKE THE ICBM WHICH FOLLOWS A BALLISTIC TRAJECTORY, THE 
VEHICLE LAUNCHED IN A FRACTIONAL ORBITAL BOMBARDMENT MODE IS 
FIRED INTO A VERY LOW ORBIT ABOUT 100 MILES ABOVE THE EARTH'S 
ATMOSPHERE. AT A GIVEN POINT•- GENiRALLY BEFORE THE FIRST ORBIT 
IS COMPLETE•• A ROCKET ENGINE IS FIRED WHICH SLOWS DOWN 
THE PAYLOAD AND CAUSES IT TO DROP OUT OF ORBIT. THi PAYLOAD 
THEN FOLLOWS A RE-ENTRY PATH SIMILAR TO TH£ RE-ENTRY OF A 
BALLISTIC MISSILE. 

EVEN NOW IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO BE CERTAIN ·OF WHAT THESE TESS 
REPRESENT. IT IS CONCEIVABLE THAT THE SOVIET UNION HAS BEEN 
T·ESTING SPACE VEHICLES FOR SOME RE-ENTRY PROGRAM. IT IS ALSO 

· POSSIBLE THAT THE RUSSIANS ARE CONDUCTING TESTS OF SOME SORT 
OF POST~STRIKE RECONNAISSANCE SYSTEM. BUT WE SUSPECT THAT 
THE RUSSIANS ARE PURSUING THE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT OF A 
FOBS. IF THIS TURNS OUT TO BK TRUE, IT IS CO NCEIVABLE THAT 
THEY COULD ACHIEVE AN INITIAL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY DURING 
-1968. 

SOME YEARS AGO WE OURSELVES EXAMINED THE DESIRABILITY OF THE 
FOBS AN-D THERE WAS AGREEMENT AMONG CIV ILi AN AND Ml LI TARY LEADERS 
THAT THE SYSTEM OFFERED NO ADVANTAGES TO THE UNITED STATES. 
WHILE DEVELOPMNT OF IT COULD BE INITIATED AT ANY TIME FOR 
RELATIVELY RAPID DEPLOYM ENT, OUR ANALYSES CONCLUDE IT WOULD 
NOT IMPROVE OUR STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE POSTURE AND CONSiQUENTLY 
WE HAVE NO INTENTION OF REVISISNG THE DECISION MADE YEARS AGO. 

i . 
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LIKE ANY OTHER WEAPONS SYSTEM, THE FOBS OFFERS BOTH ADVANTAGES 
I • 

AND DISADVANTAGES OVER TRADITIONAL ICBMS. IN OUR OPINION, THE 
DISADVANTAG£S FAR OUTWEIGH THE ADVANTAGES. 

THE MAIN ADVANTAGE IS THAT SOME TRAJECTORIES OF A FOBS WOULD, 
BECAUSE OF THE LOW ALTITUDE OF THEIR ORBITS, AVIOD DETECTION 
BY SOME EARLY WARNING RADARS, INCLUDING OUR BMiWS. A SECOND 
IS THAT THi IMPACT POINT CANNOT BE DETERMINED UNTIL IGNITION 
OF THE ROCKET ENGINE THAT DEBOOSTS THE PAYLOAD OUT OF ORBIT -­
ROUGHLY THREE MINUTES AND 500 MILES FROM THE TARGET. WHILE 
THE VEHICLE IS IN ORBIT, IT MAY BE DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE WHETHER 
IT IS A WEAPON OR A SATELLITE. ALSO, THE FLIGHT TIME IS AS 
MUCH AS 10 MINUTES SHORTER THAN AN ICBM. 

FOR THESE POSSIBLE , ADVANTAGES, SEVERE PENALTI£S ARE PAID 
IN TWO CRITICAL AREAS -- ACCURACY AND PAYLOAD. THE ACCURACY OF THE 
SOVIET ICBM MODIFIED TO A FOBS WEAPON WOULD BE SIGNIFICANTLY 
LESS AND THE PAYLOAD OF THE FOBS VEHICLE WOULD BE A FRACTION 
OF THi: ICBM. 

THE FOBS WEAPON WOULD NOT BE ACCURATE ENOUGH FOR A SATISFACTORY 
ATTACK UPON UNITED STATES MINUTEMEN MISSILES, PROTECTED IN 
THEIR SILOS. PERHAPS THE SOVIETS MIGHT FEEL IT COULD PROVIDE 
A SURPRISE NUCLEAR STRIKE AGAINST UNITED STATES• SOFT LAND TARGETS 
SUCH AS BOMBER BASES. 

HOWEVER, SEVERAL YEARS AGO, ANTICIPATING SUCH A CAPABILITY, 
WE INITIATED THE DEPLOYMENT OF EQUIPMENTS TO DENY THIS 
CAPABILITY. FOR EXAMPLE, Wi HAVE OVE:R-THE-HORIZON RADAR, 
POSSESSING A GREATER CAPABILITY OF DETECTING FOBS THAN DOES 
BMEWS, AND GIVING US MORE WARNING TIME AGAINST A FULL-SCALE 
·ATTACK USING FOBS MISSILES THAN BMEWS GIVES AGAINST A HEAVY 
ICBM LAUNCH. 

OUR "DETERRENT" RESTS UPON OUR ABILITY TO ABSORB ANY SURPRISE 
NUCLEAR ATTACK AND TO RETALIATE WITH SUFFICIENT STRENGTH TO 
DESTROY THE ATTACKING NAllUN AS A VIABLE SOCIEIY. WITH THREE-

. MINUTE WARNING, 15-MINUTE WARNING OR NO WARNING AT ALL, WE 
CAN STILL ABSORB A SURPRISE ATTACK AND STRIKE BACK WITH 
SUFFICIENT POWER TO DESTROY THE ATTACKER. WE HAVE THAT CAPABILITY 
TODAY; WE WILL CONTINUE TO HAVE IT IN THE FUTURE. 

DTG 2819262 OCT 67 
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