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SECRET 
UNITED STATES PERMANENT REPRE SENTATIVE 

~576 

The Honorable 
Foy D. Kohler 

ON THE 

NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL 

Paris, France 

Deputy Under Secretary of State 
for Political Affairs 

Wa.snington, D. C. 

Dear Foy: 

Marett 9, 1967 

On the theory that alrgrams someti mes"get lost in the 
1\) 

shuffle, I would l ike to draw your attention to our ~ 
NATIO A-263 of llarch 8 which enclosed a copy of my )• 
presentation to the Council March 7 on anti-ballistic -1 
missiles, An extra copy of this statement is attached, () 

This was the first time a full-sca le discussion of ABW's 
and especially their political implications, ha• been 
brought into the NATO Council, Prom the ensuing dis­
cuss ion (reported in Paris 13617), i t was c lear that the 
policy i.,.pl1cations for the Al;liance will be an i.llportant 
item on t he docket of most aliied governments for some 
time to come . 

For this reason, I thought you might like to see, in 
detail, bow we tackled this problem i n the Council, I · 
have also made the text available to our A•bassadors in 
all the NATO capitals and to Tommy Thompson in Moscow 
for background. 

Wi th warmest regards, 
Sincerely, 

J .. -A ..... . 

llarlan Cleveland 

Attacbment 
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STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR CLEVELAND 
!T SPECI AL MEETING OF THE COUNCIL, 

I!ARCH 7 1 1967 

Mr. Chairman : 

At the meeting of t he Disarmament Experts last :fall, 

US experts, a t the request of o ther membere of the Alliance, 

made quite a comprehensive report on the :fundamentals of 

an t i - ball i s t i c missile systems, on what · they can and cannot 

be expected to do, on the general state of the art, and on 

the status ot US planning and thinking about this 

problem at that time. 
.. 

Since that time, the subject of ABM ' s has moved to the 

center of tbe stage. 
. . . . .,., . 

As we have informed t his ·council, our 

deve l opment o f ABH's bas advanced to the poin t ··;there •• must 
. ' . . . ' ~ . 

take a decision whether to proceed with· deployment, · ~ud 

before taking that dec i sion, we have proposed .:;.!. and the 

Soviet 'Un ion bas agreed -- to explore possi bilities o:t an 
. . 

agr ee me lit to curb deployment of ABil' s .~.a ·well aii strat egic 

offe nsive weapons. 
·. . .. . 

We made this proposal because our intensive 

examination of the present and foreseeab l e ~trategic nuclear 

balance persuaded us that recours e on both sides to deployment 

of major ABM systems predictably .. ·ould end at stale11at e on a 
. . 

higher, costlier, and perhaps more dangerous level of nuclear 

stand-off - - with nothing to show for it but tile expenditure 

of tens of bill ions ot dollars and rubles. 

'· -
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•Tbts oorniDg 1 will try to outline tor you how we bave 

caa. to t his judgment. Hopefully the state.ent which I 

shall make ~nd d i s t r;!J>ute will be a useful point of refereJ>Ce 

as the NATO Oisermaaent exper t s embark on the i r discussions 

o o t his and related problems , as ~ATO c onsultati o ns continue 
. 

regarding the talks which wil l begin shor t l y with the Sovie t 
... • It 

Union, and as the NPG meets in Wa~hington next aontb with 

Anti- Ball i stic Missiles as the first topic oo 'ita age nda . 
. -

This is the first t1ae that the subj ect ot ABK's bas 

' been· before t he North Atlantic Counci l as such; aDd I 
. . 

suppose, therefore , that it would be appropriate to s tart our 
. 

proceedings today with a very brief co~U>eot on the natur e of 

t he aoical tbat we •~ considering. 

Although a technical description of the JiiU X systea 

and its c oaponents will be furnished you with the t ext of ay 

' presentation, I believe just a few words cover i ng what an 

. " ABI system io•olves would be useful a s part of my introducti on. . " 
·· '"::!'t· ~ • t 
·:aasically, what tbe syst em must do is de t ect, identify , 
., 

intercept, and destroy incoming ballistic ai~~es prior to 
, .. , '"'-(" . . 

their arrival on t•rget . All o f t hi s aust take place i n a 

••tter ot cJnutes, and the system must be able ' \o . deal with 

var i ous complicat ing ~~ctors s uch as multiple ' mlas i les, 
• ~ '! '('I 

onultiple warhe ads, decoys and other peaetration· de,ic ea , 

Our NlKE X system i s designed to accomplish t hese t asks using 

several d ifferent types of powerful new r adar s and two types 
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3' .. 
of i nter ceptor mi s s iles. One missile (SPARTAN} is designed 

t o destr oy incoming missiles i n t he exoat111osphere (up to 280 N• 

altitude) and at range s of several hun dred miles from its 

launc h s ite, Because of i ts r ange t hi s miss i le can defend 

a large are a . The sec ond t ype miss i le (SPRINT) is designed 

to destr oy any incoming miss iles which have survived the area 

defense. It interc ep ts ~t alt i tudes up to 100,000 teet and 
. 

at r anges up to 25 miles . Its r o le then is point, or , local, 

defense . ' . ' Bot h mis siles would e mploy nuc lear war heads. The 

more techn ical expl ana tion which wi l l be f urnis hed you will 
' . 

also provide i nformat i on on the current developmen t status 

of the s ystem an<! t he t>lans for test ina it ~ :· 

I think we sho uld a lso keep in mind t hat 'ABM defense, 
. 

i n addition to i ts t ec hnica l complexit i es , i s a very costly 

system. 
., < 

We have studied various levels o f deployment with 
• II 

original investment costs r ang ing from a mini mum of about 

4 up to 40 billion dollar s. 
.. 

Further, to be fully effective an ABM s ystem yould r e quire 

i mpr oveme nt an~ expans ion in air defense progra~s and i n 

civil defens e shel t e r progr ams,. both of which would also be 

nos t ly. . ' 

. I •• 
1 am sure that none of this comes as startiing news to 

my colleagues; but that, in layman' s language, i s a tbumbnail 

description of t he weapons syste~ and cos t s we .re discussi ng 

here t bis mor ning . 
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Now, we have been Qware f or several years .that the Soviets 

have been Wl.'rkl.ng on an an t l.- b_t. llistic missile defense 

system, just as we have been. The Soviets are also now 

deploying s u•>h a system around lloscow, which uses the so-called 

"GALOSH" II\1S!i1le, which they d isplayed publicl y 1n a lloscow 

parllde i n 1964, a.nd whic h i s a rough counterpart ot our 

SPARTAN, though less advanced, 

They are also deploying another type of de f e nsive system 

at a number o f locations in the Soviet Union, but the weight 

of the evidence at this time suggeste tha t this·· system is 

not intended pri marily for anti-ballistic miss ile defense , 

but for anti-aircraf t defense . 

The Soviets know !roJI their own expe-rie nce that AIDI 's 

are very expensive. The irregular pace of the Soviet ABK 

program in the past suggests tbat they lli!IY a t o·ne point have 
. 

.,ade a fa~s.e.' start, run into technical d'l:Uicultieil ,. be.cked 

oft and done 11ore r esearch, and started again. 

These are t he- very sorts o.f probloLlls thn t run up t he 

coste of major research sod deve l opment programs - - and ot 

operationa l progra11s s tarted at too early a ~tage o f r esearch 

and d.,velopraent. Tbe Soviets do no t. bo.~·evE<r , ' seem to b.eve 

been discouraged by past experience. 

Meanwhile, r esource alloca tlon do bates i n the Soviet 

Union leave no doub t t hat .!-..!!!. large ne .. military prop·am 

could only be financ ed at the cost ot solll&th ing e l se . Yet 
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it seems clear that cost considerations bave not precluded a 

decision to pr oceed with a t least • limited dl!ployment. 

l:f t he s o .. iets feel the pinc h, and depending on wbat 

priority they have assigned ABti dep l oyment , the y might hold 

annual costs ~own by s tretc hing deployment out over a period 

of years, or by l io•iting the l!xtent of the depl oy•ent program. 

Under th" c i rcumstanc es, it might ~ supposed tha t the 

So,..iets would be parti cularly sensitive to t he:· ·rg~U~ent tbat .. 
ABM deployment mi gh t provoke a "new round in the arii!S rae•." 

They have had the exper ience of g•nerating a so: c al led 

"missile gap", which served primarily to cause • US build-up 

whic h l eft them in u worse r elative strategic position than 

before. Nonetheless , they have continued to ma ke exaggerated 

c laims about the status of advanced teobnic~i developments, 

including t he def ensive ~eapons field. 
. . . 

Soviet offic ia l s and scholars, through s uch forums os 

tbe Pugwash mee tings, have t o r some years been exposed to 

arguments froa the West about the possible destabilizing 

eff • cts ot ABH's. An d tbey have understood these arguments 

well e nough to publ i sh rebuttals. 

As :for as t he public rec ord is concerned, they have 

thus reJec ted the proposition that ABII ' s would. be destab111:z.ing, 

and ha ve ins isted instead on the legitimac y of ABU's as 
.. 

defensive ~~apons systems. This view is cons istent wi th past 

emphasis on the defense in Soviet mi litary t hinking. 
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Taking all of \.his slO"fll.y accumula t ing e vidence into 

account , .... e must. for the time being, plan our forces on the 

assomptioJJ. that they wi ll depl.oy s ome sort o! an Allll system 

around their major cities by the e arly 1970's. Whe ther made 

up o! GALOSH only , or a combination o! GALOSH a nd other types 

of ~ssiles , a full scale deploy~nt would cost the Soviet 

Onion at l east as much as a co~arahle deploy.ent would us 

$20 billion or more , ' 
The question for os is, and has bee n, what the US r e action 

. 
should be to this c lear pa t tern of ADM de ve lop.ent aad deployment 

in the Sovie t Union which thr eat ens t o proj ect the nucle~r 

arms race into a new costly spiral, 

We have for some years been de ve loping pene trat i on aids 

against the contingency of Sovie t ,ABil deployaent , Ye bnve 
. ' . 

available penetrat ion aids against s uch defenses . We h~ve 

a broadly based RI<D progr a., to i111.prove further our c.apability 

to red~ce the offensi ve effort needed to penetrat e tbe defense . 

At tbe same t ime, 'l'e bave, as the Council is aware,. 

pur sued actively the research and development stages of a 

potential US ABM system, but have withheld a policy decision 

to proceed with production and deployment . 

- . 
Meanwhile , we have been conduct ing a good many studies 

. , . . .. 
taking into accouot NATO work on ~elated satters - - on the 

strategic a nd pcl1tica1 i~~tpact of mutuo l deploy-.ient of ABIII 
: ::-

syetems on the present ba lance of ar~s , on the s e curity of 

both the Atlantic end the Pacific , on East-Wes t re lations 

-. 

• 
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on the prospects tor general and specitic progress toward 

an arDIS lJ.mitation 'With the Soviet Union, to " hi eh 'D'e have 

bee n <levo t1ng gx·eat ef forts and significant resources for the 

past decad"· 

In any event, i n these studies .. ,., have a ttea>pted to 

weigh this issue very c areful l y 11'011 as many points of vie.,. 

" ' as we could imagine to be r e levant. I n some ease s, t he 

conclus ions app~nr fairly clear to us , at least tentatively ; 

in others the factors are so finely balanc~d ~- or so unpredictable 

that no clear judgment s eems feasible or wise at this time. 

Our hope i s that this ~Meting might serve' to stimulate 

th ink ing in c apitals about these and re l ated aspec ts of this 

immensely eoa>pl icated ABM i s sue . In the ~eantime, we throw 

out for your consid4!ration soll\e of the t entative co11clus1ons ... 
or judgments which are e11erging f r om t he analytical mills 

in Washington. Very brietly, these include: 
. 

First; If the US , in response to Soviet ABK deploy~ent, 

installed a US ABM systen, the Soviets would in turn react 

to maintain the ir deterrent. They could increase the number 

of their offensive ~issiles; they could introduce more 

sophisticate d penetra t ion aids; they could put new e11phasi s 

on other types of delivery vehicles; they could decrease the 

vulnerability of t he ir offensive aisaile forces; the y could 

e~t~nd their own ABM effort. All t hese responses are within 

their technologica l capabilities. Which response or 

NATO SECRET 
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c ombination of responses the y would e l ect wou ld de pend upoc 

co s t, on t heir judgments about mi l itar y e f fecti venes s , a nd , 

no doubt , on the phyc hology of t he dec ision-ma ke r s concerned. 

But - f eel vi r tua lly cer ta in tl>a t some s uch re11c t1on on the 

Soviet s i de "'ould f oll ow t he dep t oy11ent o f a 115 AFAI sys t e .. . 

Sec ond ; Mutual ABM de ployment s should not provide any 

temp t a t ion t o str ike first. Neither present no r f ore s ee•bl e 

ABtl technol ogy offer t he pr ospect of a " per! ectM def ense. 

Neither side could a s sune t ha t i t coul d e scape a ll or nearly 

al l da•age by r ely i ng on def e nsive s ys t ems. 

The Defense Depa rt.ent has made many c a l culations o! 

strat egic nucl ear e~ohanges with var i ous offens ive • nd 

defensive fo1•ce s pos tula t ed f or t he US and Soviet Union. 

I n none o f thes e cases hns t here been a s i t uati<m i n "'h i c ll 

e i t her country coul d be conf i dent of pr even ting s !gnificnn t 

casualties even i f t hey s pent large sums on ABM ' s . In ~»o~ 

calc ul ations , c asualties woul d be subs t ant i al l y reduc e d by 

. ;..· ·- -

ABW defenses , but s i g ni f i cant casua l ties would sti~l be incurre d 
. 

even by t he s ide strik1.ng first . It i s hard to see bow the 

Soviets c ould reac h a different c oncl us ion. 

A combi na t i on of de f enses plus a f irs t s t r i ke woul d 

r educe casua lties t o lower levels than either of tbe se a l c.ne . 

Nevertheless , t he technology we a l ready have in hand and our 
. 

planned offens i ve f or c es are 1110re t han adequa te t o 1n:Uic t 

enti re l y unacceptable dunge on t he Sovi e t Onion, .,ven a GSua ing 

t hey s truc k fir st a f t.,r having deployed an ABM syste• a~ound 

NATO SECIUn' 
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their najor c ities . With or .. •i t bout ABII ' e • therefore, there 

seetns to be no particular .~.ncentive for either side to 

strike first. 

Third~ Mutual deploy~nt of ABM systems probably would 

not increase t he risk of nuclear war by miscalculation . 

The 1nt roduct1on of ABM's, on t he one hand, and a dvanced 

pene trat ion aids on the other, would mak., for a more complex 

str a t .. gic situation. Decisions 'O'Ould rest even 1110re than now 

on the assumptions e ach country mad., about t he r elative 

effectiveness of such capabil ities. It might appear that 

greater conplex1ty a nd great er dependence on tedbn1cal 

assumptions could, in a broad s e nse , open the W.y to grea ter 

risk of miscalcula tion. 

Al though this cannot be c ompletely ruled out, expe r ience 

suggests that as the strategic si tuat ion has grown mo~e 

complex, caution has not diminished, . . ' The awa~eness t hat 
. . . 

tbe~e are major unce~~a in ties has a soberi ng e ffect t hat lessens 

any incentive for hasty judgments. 
... 

The fact tbat calculations 

would rest ve r y large l y on unproven assumptions would not 

. ' necessar ily mean any over-eage rness to put such assumptions 

to the test . 

We recogni~e tha t t here are ' many intangibles 1nvolve4 

.tn questions of this c haracter . Perhaps the m~in consideration 
,, . 

is that both couot~ies now seem aware of the problem and dange r 

of nuclear war. This aware ness should continue to work against 

recklessness. 

• 

. L. 
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Fourth : Tile chances for an effective ABil system to defend 

the US against Chinese nuc l ear missile capabi l ity for some 

years appear very good, ~ut no decision needs to be made 

about this at the present time , The prospect at this time 

1s that the lead time for deployment of a signitic ant 

Chinese offensive c apability is longer than that needed 

for US ABM deployment. 8'e already bave a formidable range of 

capabi l i t ies and opt ions to meet various proble~s in the 
. . 

1ot eri• -- though s ubsequent growtb and increased sophistication 

of a Chi nese I CBll force could i n time lead us to want to bave 

sucb a defense system. 
• Inc identally,. we have attempted t o puzzle out the probable 

r eaction to ABll developments in specific c ountr i es -- notably 

Indi a a nd Japan; the impact on the triangular Chi nese-Indian­

Soviet r elationship ; the s ig nificance of ABM ' s. f or US-Chin~se 

and Soviet-Chinese relations; ana otber such e~igmas 

wi thout pret ending to be able t o see our way through the 
. . 

1111ponderables. 'fhe co11pute'fil<. are helpful only to a point, 

We also have attempted to evaluate the effect of a mutual 

deployment of ABII's on a country's decision to "go nuclear" 

' and, al though there are arguments o o both sides, we do not 

believe this would be • decisive factor. 

In addition, we have thought hard about t tie implications 

ot competit ive ABK deployment on East-West relations and here 
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I come to the last o! tile judgments we submit to you with such 

cautlo~ts rescrv~tiOtlS today. 

Fi!th: lf at this tir~e t he maj or nuclear powers seem --
to be launched on aoot hcr upw3rd spiral of the nuclear ar .. s 

race, East-West tensious would almost certainly be increased, 

Certa inly such a deve l opncnt would not augur well for 

near-tero• progress towerd t ha t reconci liation be tween East 

and West which is the high polic y of IllY government, "'hlc h is 

the a im of all our governments, nod which is one of the 

ce ntral preoccupations of this very 

time . 

. - ' ~ . . 
Council at t he .pre s ent . .. ~ . . . .. . .. . 

~ 'J.. - - ·, ~ • 

So while we do not take an apocalypt ic vi ew of the possibility 

of mutual deployment of ABIII weapons syste11s , we ·have found, 

f or some of t he re•sons I have just r e viewed, good .and 

suff icient cause for doing our utmost to preve~t this froto 

happening. 

Our conviction has been, and still is, that i n so very 

dangerous a business as nuclea r we aponry, the major nuclear 

powers share, or should share , a s pecially vi tal interest in 

arms control a nd <lisArmament. That is why we have pressed 

tbe Soviets t o consider wi th us the irr ationality o1 procee ding 

up tile escalator to o more costly form of mutual deterre nce . 

We tried once to interna tiona lize the atom; we have been 

trying without interruption for ten years to find with t he 

Soviet Un i on mutual l y acceptabl e ways oi l1m1t~g, control ling, 
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a nd diminishing the accumula t i on of nee dless nuclea r power: 

"'e ha ve sweated <•ut a limite d nuclear t e st ban treaty; a nd 

we bave ~ork$d out a treaty not to ar m t he unarmed envi ronment 

of outer s pace . 

Now, it we can agree 1 we have a chanc e to f o rego a new 

weapons system befor e 1 t has been •ide ly deploye d. 

Let me say at once t hat the Sovi et Union 'tias shown no 

i nterest at a ll i n a mo r a torium on ABM deployment as s uch 

a s uggestion vhicb bas drawn wide at tention in t he US and 

els e• he re. That argume nt that ABM's r epresent "the ne xt 

' round of the arms race'' does not s ee!ll s o tar to ba ve s t r uc k 

bODie witb the Soviet leaders . 

But we Ctnnot r ule out t he possibility that the Sovi e t 
· \ Union might consider a curb on ASK' s as part o f a wi der agreeaent. 

And so ay governrAnt ba s c ome t o this th~ee-point decision 

on the ABK i s s ue ' 

One : We have decided to cont inue to pursue vigorou5ly -
the de ve l opment, test ~nd evalua tion ot the MIKE X syste~ but 

.. 
to take no action now to depl oy t he syete~. The President has 

included abou t $440 ~il lion i n bis proposed 1967-68 budce t 

f or t bis purpose. 

Two; - As 1 info~ed the Counci l on J a nuary 19 we have 

decided to sta rt negotiations with t be So qi e t Union to 

a tteapt t o deve l op a ba sis tor a n agreement to limit the 

deployment of anti-bal l i stic aissile systecs. 

• i 
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Three : We 'O'ill reconsider the deployment question in the 

event these discussions prove unsuccessful, We have included 

$375 million in the 1967~68 budget request to provide for such 

action as ma l' be necessary a t that time - - tor e:~~aJOI)le the pro-

duct ion of NlKE X for the defense of our offensive weapons syste~e. 

You wi ll have not i ced that i n speaking of our studie s 

and our tentative conclusions, I have hardly' mentioned the 

implications for NATO , and especially for the European members 
. 

of the Alliance , of this new and costly defensive technology • 
• 

Of course we have sone preliminary thoughts about al l thia 

but both we and you, our allies, need to tbialt longer and 

harder about it and think about it together. The NATO and 

European ang l es t o the unfolding ABM s tory caliitot , and should 

not , be tackled by the United Sta t e e alo.,. - - and this is a 
., 

prime reason for th i s consul t a tion a nd those t o follow • 
. ·-And be yond these consul tations and the discussions this 

week among our c1is armament experts , we expect': a f ull discuseion 

of ABM' s, including our own preli•inary technical e valuations, 

at the first meeting of the NATO Nuclear Plann i ng Group, which is 

to be held in Washington just one month from today, We would 
' : .. 

bope thus to wor k with allhs in t hinking through the policy 
. . . ' . . ' . ; . 

issues whic h will lac e us i n MATO whether the Soviets slow 

down or speed up the ir anti-missile dep loyment : 

Let me now bring you up to date on the status ot our 

efforts to ge t discuss ions going with the Sovi.t Union on this 

question. The scenarios so far goes l i k e this: 

-
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On January 10, in his State of the Union address, Preside nt 

J ohnson noted that the Soviets were e np laciog ABM's around 

Moscow and spoke once again ot the urgent need for controlling 

t he arms race . To th ls end Ambassador Dobrynin had been 

sounded out as to whethe r the Sovlets would be interes t ed ln 

exploring means to pre vent a new round of escalation in; the 
• 

strategic arms race, especially in vlew of Sovi~t deployment 

of A~'s around Moscow. 

On January 18, Ambassndor Dobrynin reported orally to 

Sec re tary Rusk that the Soviet governmen t 'woui~ be prepared 

'• to hea r any s uggestions that the US governnent wished to 
., 

advanc e on t he question of curb ing the arms race so long as 
• • • ~ I 

s trategic offensive systens as well as defensive systems are 

covered. As you wi l l recall, I r eported this to the Counci l 

on the fol l owing day. 
,. 

On January 24, in his Budget Message to the Congress the 

President provided contingency funding for initiating ABI .. 
production in the event a decision is made later this year to 

. . ., 
go ahead but pointed out that the whole question would b~ 

reconsider~d io the l ight of discussions then ~ing initiat~d 

with the Soviet Union. 
. 

On January 27, Ambassador Thompson transmitted, t hrough 

Mr. Gromyko, a message from the President .to Mr : Iosygio, 

noting our readiness t o cons i der offensive stra~eg1c 11issiles 

as well as ABM' s. 
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On Fe bruary 18, Ambassador Thompson s aw Mr . Kosygin af ter 

Ute latter• s r eturn tro01 London , and Kosygin indicated that a 

rep ly to tbe l'N!&:ldont 's lett.e r wou ld be 11ade soon, 

On Febru~ry 2U , a h .t ter from Kosygin to President Johnson 

was given A.mbassad<>r Thnmpsoo b)' ldl'. Gr omyko . 

On Marc.h 2 the P.res ·t deot a ouw uncod t ha t the Kosygin letter 

~onfirmed the willingnes~; of t he Soviet tlovernment t o discuss 

means of Limiting the arms r ace i n o f tenslve a nd de f ensive 

nuclear missiles .. 

I t is c h ar t lln t the Sovi ets now l ook t o us to Dla ke the 

next mo ve , and we are a c ti "" ly engl\ged in lfaah t ngton in pre par i11g 

a posi tion to put to the Soviet Union. 

That , Mr . Chair~:~an, is the curre·n t state ot play in 

t hiS affair. 

It 1& not poss i ble at t his poi n t; to forecast tbe cour se 

or t he duration of ne gotlatlons onc e the y ge t do~n to 

substantive detail, D<ot "-" Px-es ideot Johnson a t r endy has 

11ade cle a r , we intend to dis cuss this raat t er fully wi th our 

a l l ies , s o we unticl.pat<l cc-ming bac k to the Counc U with this · 

s ubject before starting substan t ive talks in Moscow. 

Meanwhile , t he OJ.sermamen t ExJI"r ts begin their sem1-aDnua l 

11leeting t oday and "'ill be discussing. amon& other thi ngs, 

Allll' s i n the con t ext of the stra t e g tc ax-m·s noc e . I know 

we ·shall all be follo wing thei'l' delibera ti.ons an<l lcokillg 

for ward t o the excel l ent wo r k we have come t o expect from 

< . . 
• 
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t~is valua ble and increasi ngl y important a djunc t of t~e 

Council. 

' . ·~ . .... 

An<l as I mentioned ear lier, t he Nuclear Planning Group 

will be going deeply into the subjec t of ABM's on our bebalf . 
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TRI'l Nli(E.-X SYSTEtl ·-
The s yst:om woul.d ,,unsist of a nu01ber o:t d ifferent types of 
phase({ .... arral' r ndn.'!'S and t.wo typ•.:-s C>f i.ut ct·oept.or missiles, 
whieh could oo d ,.p .loyed tn a variety of c.on:C igura.ttonJ!: 

.. Tb.c 'Mnl t).-ful1c t ion Arr·a y Radar ( ll!AR) l s a very power ­
ful phased-ar ray rada r des i gned t o per form a ll the d e:tense 
functio ns i nvolv P.d tu <>n~;~:ng:t.ng- a J,nrge , s oplli!;t ioate d a.tta ck : 
centra-l control an<l batt1~> "anageme nt, long--range selllre h, 
a cquisition o f tbe t :u'get, disc riml.nation o f -n.rhellds f ro111 
decoys or "spoo fi~" device s, pr ccis j.on t racking o f t h e t arget , 
and c.o ntr C>l of the rlof en t<e i ntorr.::;, ptor missiles . 

·- The TACWAR Rada r is a sca led do:wn, sligb.tly l ess c om­
plex and les s povre ·r.ful version of t he MAR, whicll is des igned 
to perform a ll tbc ~asic d e fense func tions in a s maller, l ess 
sophls t icnted n~t a~ k. 

- The Peri.Jneter AoquJ.sit.l.or. Rtula r { PAR) i s a· r ellltiVl!lY 
low f r eque ncy , pha~=:cd--arnty raclar ~squ i:r cd for t h e very l o ng­
rang e" search and acquisitio.n f.unctions i nvo l ved in are a defense . 
To a c hieve t.hfo full polent i.al o f t he extended-range SPARTAN, 
the t arg et: mu~t !><> p;.ok~<l up at mul'b grea ter distances in 
order t o " ompute its trnjccto1· y be1'ore tbe SPAR'l'JI.N is f ired . 

- The Missile 8 1 t e Radar (b!S!l) i s a much s 01aller , phased­
array radar needed t o CGntr<,>.l. t,be S PI!INT and SPAR'r AN inter ­
cep t or missiles durin g :tn e ngage,.ent . It i s also designed to 
perfGrm the funct iollS o f t he 'tACMIIR but on n cons i de rllbly 
reduced soale . A number of d~ f'ferent sizes llre being s tudied. 
The "mod ular " a ppt·oacb. would per mit tailoring the capacity 
of the radar to t:he part.icu lar neetls of each area to be 
defended . 

- The SP.\RTAN·· ·-SUCOeeding t he Ol"ig1.nal ZBUS- - i s a l ong­
range thr eo-s tnge m·l ssile wi t h n nucl<~t<r warb.ead o.apable o f 
intercepting itmomi ng ol.ojo<·t s a t 8. range ot o ver 400 nautic a l 
miles a nd a t a l ti t u de s of u p to 280 nau't lca l 11ilos . . - - --

- l 'he SPRiNT i s a higtl··Rcce J.-.n·ation short-range inter­
c eptor miss l.lo •1hich =n o l imh t o 80 , 0 00 t e et in 10 seoonds . 
It is ded gned t.)'"~'iiil<e'!iitei-"i;i~ys,<; oetW(len-5_, 000 IUld J.O() I OQQ 
TI"e'"£ at i'r-'iioge-ol'"upto 25 'iiil es :---· ·-·-· 
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Tho le~'IUli<lll l prin<:'.i pl<'& involved in t he radars are now 
f air l.v "'<' tJ <M'< t «l.l lished . One R&D IUlll- type radar has been 
comn.~u.:; ·r.P.rJ $..t t h~ \~hltc Sands Mi ss:lle R:1nge . A contract bas 
been let f,,.,_. L!Jo vcwre plar. t of a second Ko\R - type radar, which 
ic; Lo b e ,.,o .. str V<:"lP.d on Kwa,ia lein Atoll. The Missile Site 
Radlll' i s we U al.<.tnP. i n <ie velQpment and tlte eonst\'uction of one 
of thes<> r a c!n ,·s " '' K'••a.h'l"'J.n A troll ltas also begun. 

Te$iill~ cot the .S!>l\fll'1' llll.ssile was started a t Wb1te Sa!lds 
i n Novenrher 196 5 with .~ne.5.'!'"Plet_!_success , two par t ial 
$UCCCSS <ll~ and thr ee f aiTi:ire s. ---nie ra ilures are R.ttr !outed 
¥"osiTi.:3§:!~~iln:~(,-~~]!f.-T~~~~~ r~>itro1 but some of tbe mts-' 
!iTie'"S c:om1•o nents "'"¥. Jl"vc t.o D'! r edesigned. The t empo of the 
t «s ring li'ilTStiii<anr~:;·iCleii&e au·.rliig-.onecurrent fi.scal year 
a nd ""' an' actvis" d h\' our lechn1cal people that t he missile 
'WTII ";;;:;;rr;:ii\Il)"Tcaclil.Tiia esTgn goals. The nuclear warhead 
Is o\Tho weiTaTong' in deve1oPinenl. anadoes not appear t o 
Eestrnt-,\Df .~·]:~§~.lir:fE_obl e~ :-

Tho SPART,\N is a ti J.l on the draw i ng boards. It r epresent 
a very substnntir, l r edesign l)f tile original ZHUS and we wil.l 
not kno1" un t tl it Is !11r,~.t t ested a year a nd a hal f hence how 
we l l l t will pt>>·fo•.'l•l, 

F·aoJ.lit.~cc, h1· test l ng both tile SPRINT an d the SPARTAN 
will be constnwted (><> Kwajalein Atoll. Thes e, t ogether with 
the TACMI\R nnd MSH and Lhc pr ograms f or the computers will 
givfl us all o f thn ma jOJ' elements of the NIKE-X 1;ystem which 
are P.ssen t inl to test iLS ovora ll performance a gainst re-entr~ 
vellic los fire d !'t.·c,m Vandcmbe•·g Ai r Force, Base in California . 
('lfe f eel we know P.»OU!(h about tho PAR te'chnology to be able t c 
use the mcchanlcn lly sto<H'ed radars all·Pady on Kwa j alein as 
s imulato"rs.) The s yo:;tco• will l'e tested i n st11gea , start i ng 
with t he JISI! ancl SPllllfT t ests t n Ja.nuu 1969, tllen-the SPARTI 
iiiTssile tn Tu!).: t o\! "nc 1: te . r a nr e ween u y an 
Uecomlier-T!l'rn . -up:;a.ras-<>'1 Iotr 1esf s hots will he launche d frc 

· Vandenool·g-to 1(wj(Ja.ll.nn during Lhe periOd Hl69-72 to test the 
s}'STeiiltliOi'ciUiiii11-5ii"a·wo!e"~ The most Impor tan t obj ective o: 
t his effot·t is to de~el'rll.lne · Pl·oper syste111 integration and 
computer l>l'oJlnunm1ng, s tncc th"· ind 1 v idurt l componen ts of the 
r; ys tem will havo all'"l\dy been tested ahead ot time. 
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