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CHART 1

PERCENTAGE OF NIKE U,NIT FIRINGS
EVALUATED AS UNSATISFACTORY IN

SHORT-NOTICE ANNUAL PRACTICE (SNAP)
BY HQ ARADCOM, FY 1962-1961

(WITH NUMBERS OF FIRINGS)
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Source: ARADCOM Forms 1153,
Service Practice Score
Sheet, FY 1962-1967,
on File in Directorate
of Evaluations, DCSOPS,
Hq ARADCOM.



program from Ajax to Hercules, measured from the first

deployment in December 1962, was not completed until April

1965. However, it is also true that with the exception of

the missile-assembly phase, SNAP requirements and proce-

dures varied very little as between Ajax and Hercules sys-
I

terns, and to this day as many as 75 percent of the missiles

actually fired in SNAP are, in the interests of optimizing

economy and realism, Ajax missi1es.
9

In any event, the

thrust of ARNG performa~ce in SNAP did not sharply deviate

after 1965, by which time both components were on an identi-

cal footing with respect to weapon systems.

Chart 1 shows the percentage of Nike unit firings eva1-

uated as unsatisfactory in SNAP from FY 1962 to FY 1967 .

. Obviously, a low position on this graph, which includes the

re-firings of units initially evaluated as unsatisfactory,

is desirable. Equally obvious is the fact th\t the ARNG

has consistently occupied this enviable position. Statis-

tically significant differences, all of which favor the

ARNG and reflect true differences in quality, can be noted

in the case of all but one of the six fiscal years for which

records exist. The year in which the difference was sta-

tistically insignificant was FY 1967.

Chart 2 shows the.average scores of Nike unit firings

for the same period. Again, the scores of re-firings of
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CHART 2

AVERAGE SCORES OF
ARADCOM NIKE UNIT FIRINGS IN

SHORT - NOTICE ANNUAL PRACTICE (SNAP)
FY 1962-1967

(WITH NUMBERS OF FIRINGS)
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units initially evaluated as unsatisfactory are included.

Here, a high position on the graph is desirable. Although

the ARNG consistently occupies this favored position, the

differences between means are relatively narrow, and only

in the case of FY 1966 is there a statistically significant

difference.

In the light of these two graphs, the overall conclusion

with respect to ARNG and active Army performance in SNAP can

only be that the statistically significant differences noted

invariably show that the ARNG is qualitatively superior to

the ~ctive Army in this important regard.

ORE (Operational Readiness Evaluation)

Of all the yardsticks applied to ARADCOM units, the

Operational Readiness Evaluation (ORE) is. th1! most un-

remitting in application. All ARADCOM fire units, regardless

of component, are subject to recurring OREs at four higher

levels of command: by the unit's parent battalion, at a

frequency determined by the battalion commander; by the
(

unit's Defense headquarters, a minimum of onceevery three
/

months; by Region, a minimum of once every six months; and

by Hq ARADCOM "as necessary," in part, "to provide the

commander with an indicator of fire-unit capabilities. II10

It is this last category which has provided the statistical

basis for the graphs used in this study.
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CHART 3

PERCENTAGE OF NONOPERATIONAL EVALUATIONS
IN OPERATIONAL READINESS EVALUATIONS (ORE)

OF NIKE FIRE UNITS BY HQ ARADCOM
CY 1959-1967 (WITH NUMBERS OF EVALUATIONS)
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Source: ARADCOM Forms 123, Nike Fire Unit
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The ARADCOM ORE, which normally takes a field-grade

.officer and two warrant officers about 3~ hours to com­

plete, is a detailed evaluationll of unit personnel and

equipment readiness to engage a target successfully with-

in the time limits prescribed by the unit's state of alert,

short of actual firing of a live missile. The use of

sophisticated simulation equipment provides an economical

substitute for live firings, and adherence to time limits

is rigid. For example, a unit on three-hour alert status

is given no more than two hours and forty minutes in which

to attain 20-minute alert status, the common point of de-

parturefur all OREs. The unit which fails to reach this

point within the presc~ibed time limits is summarily

anathematized as "nonoperational."

Charts 3 through 6 reflect four salient aspects of
~

ARADCOM OREs, each of which offers an equitable basis for

comparison of ARNG and active Army performance in this area.

Although existing ORE records go back as far as CY 1957,.
only the years from 1959 on are reflected in the charts.

This is because only the experimental 720th Missile Battalion

of the Guard's Ajax units received an ORE prior to that year,

and because Hq ARADCOM was disinclined to add to the burdens

of ARNG units during 1958, the first year of the Guard's

conversion from guns to Ajax missiles.

146



11-

.~~

"~"

CHART 4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF POINTS LOST BY
OPERATIONAL ARADCOM NIKE FIRE UNITS

IN OREs BY HQ ARADCOM 1959 -1961
(WITH NUMBERS OF OPERATIONAL EVALUATIONS)
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As in the case of SNAP, a lack of absolute congruity

in weapon systems underlies the annual statistics shown

for all years prior to 1965. But here again, the numerous

similarities in procedure and materiel between the Ajax and

Hercules systems, as well as the thrust of ARNG performance

after completion of the Hercules conversion program in 1965,

combine to diminish the apparent danger of statistical in-

compatability.

Chart 3 reflects the percentage of nonoperational

evaluations in ARADCOM ORE's of Nike fire units from

calendar years 1959 through 1967, including re-evaluations

of units initially rated nonoper~tional.12 The picture

here is much less mixed than might at first appear. In

five of the nine years shown, ther"e is a statistically

significant difference between ARNG and active Army per­
~

formance: 1959, 1961, 1962, 1963, and 1967. In three of

these five cases--1961, 1962, and 1967--the difference is

favorable to the ARNG.

In interpreting the average ORE scores shown in Ch~rt

4, it must be borne in mind that ORE scores are like golf

scores :- the lower the better. The average figures shown

thus reflect assessments rather than awards, an~ a low

position on the graph is desirable. Here again, the seem-

ingly mixed picture is deceptive. Statistically significant
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CHART 5

PERCENTAGE OF UNSATISFACTORY NIKE
FIRE CONTROL AREA CREW PERFORMANCES

IN OREs BY HQ ARADCOM 1959....1967
(WITH NUMBERS OF EVALUATIONS)

NO. OF EVAlUATIONS

CA~~:~AR 159160161162163164165166167
,A:Rllt:;;§:;J:,13 fs' 'ie '24 '4362 2'2 ,9'
',,; '.' ';•• ~'-:1'~ ~:o;..;:;\.1·';-. j,.,,.;t ~:'." :'. > ,. -.. -"'" .': ..",,"

A~a~E 149119 12(130 120 87 90 28 II

---ARN'G ACTIVE ARMY

5
I I I I .,.

o~:b , Jg 9lL:r~ I \t::J~
1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1961

C A- L E til D A- ft y E A ft

0/0

20

G··7
I-J

15
16.0

H::-
W

10



Source: ARADCOM Forms 123, Nike Fire Unit
Score and Status, CY 1959-1967, on
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differences between component means exist in only two of

the nine years from 1959 to 1967; 1962 and 1964. 13 The

comparison is unfavorable to the Guard in the case of 1964.

Differences between component crew performances in

the fire control and launcher control areas, shown in Charts

5 and 6 respectively, present a clear picture of ARNG

superiority. In the fire control area, OREs for four of the

nine years from 1959 through 1967 yielded statistically

significant differences: 1960, 1961, 1962, and 1966. All

of these differences markedly favor the Guard. The picture

in the area of launcher crew p~rformance (Chart 6) is

similarly favorable to the ARNG. Statistically significant

differences exist in six of the nine years from 1959 through

1967: 1959, 1961, 1962, 1963, 1966, and 1967. In four of

these six cases--1959, 1961, 1962, and 1963--the ARNG has a

significant margin of superiority over active Army launcher

crew performance.

Taken together, these four graphs support an overall
•

conclusion that ARNG performance in OREs conducted by ~q

'ARADCOM, over the nine-year period from 1959 through 1967,

has on balance been superior to that of ARADCOM's active

Army units.
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CHART 6

PERCENTAGE OF UNSATISFACTORY NIKE
LAUNCHER CONTROL AREA CREW PERFORMANCES

IN OREs BY HQ ARADCOM 1959-1967
(WITH NUMBERS OF EVALUATIONS)
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AGI (Annual General Inspection)

Of the ARADCOM yardsticks used here for comparative

component measurement, the Annual General Inspection (AGI)

by the Inspector General of ARADCOM most unequivocally

shows, at first glance, marked ARNG superiority, especially

when it is recalled that the wide and statistically signifi-

cant lead in percentage of "Superior" ratings achieved by

ARNG Hercules missile batteries and battalion headquarters

and headquarters batteries is based upon a disproportionate

ARNG troop list which amounts to less than half that of

counterpart units of the active Army.

In the ARADCOM AGls of these types of units, which

alone offer fair basis for comparison of components, in­

quiry is made "into all functional areas of inspected units

to appraise mission performance and to determ~ne the state

of discipline, efficiency, and economy.,,14 Although this

objective holds for AGIs of both components, there are

appreciable differences in the scope as welt as the c9nduct
.

of these inspections. Because Guard" units by design lack

many of the facilities found on active Army sites, such as

dispensaries, clubs, theaters, and craft shops, their po-

tential gig list for inspection of such facilities is non~

existent. On the other hand, ARNG units are inspected for
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