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IV. Issues for TNecision

The nﬁj-}r strategic issues that must be decided are:
-= the level of TU. 5, and the level of Soviet J".E}';-Is permilted andor
an agreement (section A);

~~ whether or not MIRVs should be banned (section B);

-= what measurcs, other than 2 MIRV ban, for insuring against
the vulnerability of our land-based missile forces should be includeg
in an agrecment (section C).

The decisions on lhese issues are interrelated. To show these inter-
relationships, we consider alternative ;ﬂBM!MIFN combinations and
possilile measures related to land-based missile survivability appropriate

10 cach combinatlion {section D). -
: |

There are, in addition, major issues which can be decided
independently of decisions on ABM/MIRV combinations (section E):
-+= the approach to be taken regarding Soviet IR/MRDBMs;

== the U,S, position on limiting strategic bombers systems and air

deflensan,

A. ARMX Systems

r P - B
: We are tentatively planning to deploy the Safeguard area defense:

. Thae JL.5 represenlative noles that all diﬂﬂﬂﬁ!i'ﬂ!’t in thas P.al]{:r isz bascd

i ;}'.;: ﬂ"hlqul.ﬂ-rtt system. The U,S. is Ehlﬂ}ring more advanced systems, such
qt‘tt.ln:. :.'I.I.u‘!'.t'l'.l.l..ld-l dl- !HJII’II. ll:q,*[i.::'ll.'_iq_' anmd seea awmd air-basod i'}*ﬂtﬂmﬂu nmerical
@ : St *','.'f_'l’,"ﬁ‘fﬂj”‘_‘;!“%'f o ﬂ*lli-'i"iﬁr 15{; ossibilitv of one or hoth sidﬁﬁ Jtnu]p‘ln.pin.
il A i o« bbbl Insure Lhat the USS cannol gail advantopge wployin
curly ntercept ALM alung ils borders, ol gain an Ko by dupioying

[
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19 radars deployed nationwide (seven detection radars -- Perimeter
Acquisition Radars [PARs] -- and 12 engagement radars -- Missile
Site Radars [MSRs], 465 long-range Spartan intercepinrs and 168 short-
range Sprint missiles for radar defense. An additional 246 Sprint
missiles are planned for defense of 300 Minuteman silos, fhn ABM
ra.da.r.s, and the National Cormmand Authorities (NSC}), making a lotal
of 879 ABM launchers.

Soviet goals for missile defense are unknown beyond the system of
64 launchers (each with one reload missile) arcund Moscow and a radar
network of 29 Henhouse radars and 2 Doghouse radars (all at & sites),
plus 4 {pc;a ribly 5) Try Add radar complexes, They are continuing a
major R&D program to improve their ABM ::apa-.hi.lities and we believe
that, in the absence of an agreement, they will probably deploy area
missile defenses evenlually in nuombers equal to or greater than Safeguard.
The Hen House early warning and acquisition radars they have deployed or
have under construction for ABM and space purposes will provide almost
complete coverage of their ﬁerimctcr.

The issue¢ of appropriate ABM levels arises in SALT planning
because while there are significant strategicadvantages to the United
States in having at least a Safeguard level A BM defense, therce would also

be advant}:gcu to us if we could by agreement restrict the Soviels Lo a

small or cven zero-level ADBM system,
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1. Possible Roles for U,.5. ADM Defonse

Therc are several possible roles for a U.5. ABM system:

== Protecticon nof the continental Uniled States with area doefense

against the kind of attack Comumunist Clana will probably he able to

mount within the decade, The Safeguard system's design goal is lo

insure that a threat of 10-25 Chinese ICBMs (expocted by the mid to
late 1970s) cannot expect to ﬁnnutrnte the. system, even using first-
generation penciration aids. If and when the number of arriving Chinese
ICEMs exceeds the highest levels of interceptors [easible in Safeguard
(100-200 per s_itn]l or if their penetration technolopgy advances, to
overcome the U.5. counters, the a;l.rstel!m's design goal is to reduce
damage to 20% or less of that to be expected without a dedense and to
maintain a high degree of uncertainty l:lld the success of any such attack.
For this purpese, the area defense portion of this Safeguard system
would use 17 radars (12 MSRs and 5 PARs) deployed nationwide, with 465
leng-range ABM interceptors and 168 short-range interceptors at 12 sites,
Other l:nnf'lhinalinns, using somewhat fewer radars, might also be used
for defense against first generation Chinese missiles.™ For example,
if the Improved Spartan were available, five Bites, with ten radars

{5 M5Rs, 5 PARa) would provide area r.n-.ret'a;g: of the entire country,

less Aluska and Hawali. Interceptor levels could also be varied, with

. 2 O5D does not considor siich a ewebnm tacthaio. 10 =
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corresponding effect on the effectivencss of the defense provided and
the level of threat for which the system could significantly reduce damape.,

-- Protection apainst aceidental or small, unauthorized atbncles,

Proteclion against accidental or small unauthorized .ICBM attacks is
likely to be within the capabilities of the Safepguard aera defense.
Prf:ntucl:it.:-r{ apgainst accidental or small unauthorized SLEM attacks,
however, would require the addition of two seaward-locking radars to

the "anti-China" system.

~-- Protection of strategic bomber bases. * The Safeguard arca

* "The OSD represcentative notes that besides the primary functions
described for the Safeguard area defense in the text, several important
gsecondary functions are:

~-= To provide for damage-denial against missile attack [rom any Nth
country besides China.

-= To provide for defense of strategic sitee other than missiles and

bombers, such as Pelaris communications sites and bases and other
command and control. :

-= To make certain the Soviets could not consider a small disarming
attack on the basis of any presumed vulnerability such as on the U.5. comman
and control system.

== To limit urban/indusirial damage by a small but not ingignificant
amount in a nuclear war with the Soviet Union.

== To provide an accurate and highly credible system of warning,
intended targets, launch location, and damage assessment for the national
command in the event of a missile attack.

-= To provide 4 means (o track and destroy most space vehicles sich
as post-attack reconnaissance satellites and FOBS or MODS and te defend

key sirategic targots apainst deorbited FOBS.

TOP SECRET
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defense system, which includes 168 .Sprint missiles for radar deflcnse,
is also designed to intercept the first waves of a rapid rate, depressed-
trajectory SLBM attack on the strategic bomber /tanker force to permit
time for safe escape of the alert bombers and tankers.

. == Mimileman Defense. The full Safeguard system calls for

246 Sprint missiles and four MSIRis dedicated to defense of Minuteman.,
'i:'wu of the four projected Minuteman defense sites of the Safeguard
system have been approved by Congress. Authorization for a third is
being sought this year. (2 PARs, 3 MSRe, 212 Sprints, and 90 Spartans
are programmed for thesec three sitﬁu‘.}

-= NCA Defense. We would receive little or no warning of a single

FOEBES or SLEM attack on Washington as a precursor to an all-out attack by
SLBMs (a large FD]?S atlack could be detecled at launch, providing at

least 30 minutes warning). A local deflense of the NCA at Washington, D.C.
cﬁuld make a light attack on our key command authorities unsuccessful

and give additional time against a large attack for decision on a U.8.
response or dispersal of the NCA to a survivable command post. Such a
defense could be accomplished with one or two radars and about 100
interceptors apart from the Safepuard arca defense components, but is |

not included in U.S. plans at this time.

TOP SECRET
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Z. Principal ABM Issues

Our problem is to delermine what ABM agreements
satisfactorily balance cur objectives of l.imil.ing dEl.'I'I:'.I.EI.EE fo ourselves
from certain types of attacks and ensuring that our missiles will be
able to penetrale Sovict defenses in a broad range of circumstances,
even if the Soviets cheat by deploving ABM launchers in excess of
agreed levels and/or upgrading current or future SAMs to an ABM
capability.

We cannot discuss this problem adeqguately until we have
considered the MIRV issue and the issue of insuring against land-based
missile vulnﬂr.abilit‘-,’. Howewer, thergi: are four specific ABM issues
that can and should be faced before we consider the broader problem
because they mnay have a decisive heatl'ing on how the broader problem
should be resolved and in particular on the desirability of a MIRV ban and
of measures -- such as hard point defense and deployment of land and
sea fﬂﬂhile ICEMs -- to preserve the survivatbility of our deferrent,

- - whether area defense against China should be considered
essential for U. 5. stralegic sufficiency and therelore non-negotiable;

-~ whether ABM defense of our alert bombers should he

considered cssenlial for strategic sufficiency and therefore non-negotiable;

TOP SECRET



il

[ (IR —

i 1m;wm¢-u: AT TIRE H-I'-‘I'mt AR VS ‘f I
1‘{_‘“ _"-_‘- i o ﬂ‘:'—-‘.". §
TOP SECRET ' . T

-= whether or not defensc of Washington, D.C. (the National
Command ﬁ.uﬂ’:pril‘lun} ghculd be considered essential to sulficiency nr;d
therefore non-negotiable;

-~ whether our unilateral capability to verify cormpliance with
a limit on ABM launcher and radar deployments is adequate.

The desirability of ABM defense of Minuternan is :.lii.u_:usserl
in Section IV C on land based missile survivability.

Pffense Apainst China

There are differences within the Governiment over many of the
critical factors which affect whether we should insist that any SALT
agreement permit us to deploy the Safeguard Phase 2 area system for

defense against the Chinese ICBM threat.

The Technical Capability of Saferuard Azainst the Chinese Threat,
As discussed above, the Safeguard system's design goal is to deny |
damage from a threat of 10-25 Chinese ICBMsz, even if they have first
generation penctration aids. If the Chinese threat continues to grow,
the system's goal is to reduce damage to 20% or ]'.qns of that expected
with nn; defense. Proponents of the s-_l,.rul:ulm assert that these design goals
will be met. - |

Some argue, however, that the Chincse could effectively prevent

Safeguard {rom mecting its design goal by building some 100 ICBMs and

TOP SECRLT
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concentrating their fire on an area of the U.5. defended by a single

ADM siic, They arguc that even belore the threat reaches this level,
[

the Chinese could negale the system by developing and deploying simple
penetration aids, which they believe could defeat the system, despite
its design poals. Moreover, the prabability that some weapons would
leak through our delenses (a probabilily which increases as the number
of attacking missiles per site increases) would reduce still further our
confidence in the capability l:ri' Safeguard.

They note that the first increment of damape above zero which might
wrise from a failure of the system to give full damage-denial could be a
very larpe one, For exarnple, one ﬂu-.ea megaton weanon detonating
over one of our six largest cities could kill at least one million people
inslantly, in addition to causing substantial secondary casualties and
vxiensive industrial damage. Even if a Safeguard-level ABM system
did bave a damage -denial capability initially, further expancion or
imiprovement of the Chincse ICBM force, they assert, v;'nulcl soon erode
this eapability Lo the point where it would not provide credible support
for diplumaey avowedly based on damage denial with ABMs,

2be Polilical/Diplomatic Usefulness of the System Against China, In

Was comtext, the principal purpose of the arca defense system would be to

1O SECRET
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deny or to reduce to a minimal level U.S, fatalities from a Chinesc
nuclear attack, and to reinforce the credibility of our diplomacy in
Asia and 1:.:|rur commitments to Asian natin;ns in the face of a Chinese
nuclear capability, The ciueétiﬂn is whether a light arca ADM defense
of U,5. ciies would permit the U.5, to take actions apgainst a nuclear-armed
China which we would deem too risky in the absence of such a defense.
- Noting that Pregident Nixon hae assured our Asian allies that our
nuclear shicld extends to them, some argue ﬁmt the credibility of that

shield would be enhanced if our Asian allies knew that because of a

il

Safeguard arca defense, the prospects of China blackmailing the United
Staies by threatening American cities I:-md Lbeen greatly reduced. In

their judgment, even a2 simall Chinese nuclear threat against unprotected
U.S5. cities could make a major difference in the effectiveness of U, S,
diplomacy in Asia. Thereiore, the credibility of the nuclear shield and the
maintenance of a salisfactory Asian balance of power could be enhanced

by a Safeguard arca defense. The certain capability of the CPR to inflict
geveral million fatalities could exert enormous influence on U, 8. policies
and actions in Asia, or on the confidence Asilan nations could have in these.

A Chinese ability to hold U. 8, cities hostage_apainst U, S, intervention

an the behalfl of 1.5, and allied interests in Asia could increase Chinese

influcnce of adventurism in Asia, promoting instability er nuclear

proliferation.

TOP SECRET
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In this view, il is unlilkely that what socme have regarded as
"raditional cautian' in China's forcign pelicy can be counted upon {o
restrain a Chincse threat lo its neighbors, U.5. interests in Asia, or
the U.5. itself. Given the militancy of the Communist Chinese
Governmoent, the stated aims of the CPR, the probably different
Chinese view of population losses, and the U,5. reluctance to use
nuclear weapons, and the fact that the Chincse may expect {o take

advantage of these factors, it is notl deemed prudent to base U5, policy

.r.m the sanpuine proposition of Chinese self-restraint in [oveipn palicy,

To the contrary, the possession of nuclear weapons could make the
Chincse more adventurous, especially if they {eel that a nuclear threat
against undefonded U, S, cities will reduce the likelihood of U,5. military
counlcrmensures in Asia,

Given our intercsts and obligations in Asia and the Western Pacific,
we have, according to this view, two basic allernatives:

(}) We can rely on our strategic offensive forces for deterrence
of Chincvse nuclear aitack on the U, 5. or its.allieu. If, nonctheless, we
are presented with a Chinese ultimatum to lot them have their way in

Asia or visk a nuelear allack on a U,5, city, the President would be

confronted with the cholce of backing down in Asia or standing firm,
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rigking the destruction of U.S. cities and loss of Amevrican lives or
iniliating a strike against Chincse ICBMs belore they are launched,

(2) We can supplerncnt and sustain _the detlﬂrrcnl value of our
offensive forces and reduce substantially the risks entailed by standing
firm in the face of Chicese nuclear threats by dﬂylﬂyﬁlenl: of a ballistic
missile defense system designed to protect our cities and population
lglinuf the Chinese Communist ICBM threat.

On the other hand, others argue that Safeguard-level ABM would at
best make only a limited contribution te increasing the credibility of
our policy in Asia and that, on balance, we 'u;muld gain more by kecping
IE»uviut ABM levels very low. Tﬁa*,r argue:

-- China is probably developing nuclear forces to underline its claim
to great power stafus and to provide a deterrent to possible U.S, or Soviet
nuclear attack rather than for blackmail purposes. Despite its revolutionary
rhetoric and support for subversion, its basic military position remains
defensive. -

-- 5o long as the Chinese strategic force mmai.ns relatively small, a
condition which iz likely to persist for many years, the Chincse will almost
certuinly recognize that the actual use of their nuclear weapons against
neighbors or the superpowers would involve substantial risks of a

devastating counterblow to China. There are no indications they are

prepared to take such risks.
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=~ Teo be sipnificantly more eseful than cur general retaliatory
power in detcrring Chinese nuclear attacks or threats in Asia or against
u;n dir-‘:ctl‘:,*,. & defense would kave to be able to ensure that casualiies
in the U, 5, could be held to "damage denial™ levels .{luss than about cme
millioa af worst]), In their opinion, the teclinical limitations of the .
system are such that it would be effective for damage denial only as part
of a U.5. first-strike .cap&hil.'i.l'.j.r. They further argue fl:hat ne system which
requires a U,5, first strike to be useful is a realistic or sensible one

for the 1. 5.

1

=~ Even if the system was believed to work well in defending the

continental] U.5,, the Chinese could bypass it by atlacking Alaska, Hawaii,

|
U.5. forces overseas, or major Asian cities and by using other delivery

systems (bombers, submarines, clandestine introduction). Exftcansion of
: |

ABM coverage beyond the continental U.S, would be possible only if ABM

levels greater than the area defense of Safeguard Phase 2 were pe rmitted, ™

-- Publicly-relying on such a defenee as the basis of the credilbility
of our Asian diplomacy could also have detrimental effects on our Asian

and Eurepean relations:

#The JCS representative notes that ABM coverage could be extended to
Flawaii and Alaska, if warranted by the threat and permitted by the
agrecment. This would Le particularly true if sea or air-mobile ABRM
syslems were permitted. In this case, coverage could be extended to
include deployed U.S, forces and the cities of our allies,

TOP SECRET
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.- Asgian countries might he made more fearful of China's
auclear capability, in reactlion to our show of concern and in the belief
that the 1,5, was diverting the Chincue nuclear threat away from the
U.5. and toward them;

-- Daubts aboul the effectiveness of the system, follawing
ecarlier insistence that lack of an anti-Chinese defense would leave us
impotent in the face of Chinese nuclear blackmail, might make Asian
nations unwilling to rely on U.S. nuclear guara;nte-ea in the face of
Chinesc threats;

e~ Our NATO allies would interpret claims that the U. 5.
necds an anti-China ABM to make its detnri‘.ent umbrella efiective in
Aria as ralsing gquestions about whether U.S5. deterrence alone is
sufficient in Europe against the far greater Soviet threat, against which
the U, S. .ndnﬁttcdlr does not have cf_ffec tive ARM protection. Some
representatives of NATO allics have indicated l:ijE-EﬁﬂEE to a SALT
agreement which would allow ABM defenses against third-country
attacks.

-- Insisling on such a system if th.:: Soviets insist on low ADM
levels could jeopardize the chances of reaching an agrcement which would

impose meaningful constrainls on the U.S, -Soviet strafegic arms

compelition,

TOP SECRIET
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Delvcnse of 11,5, Bombers

Some _'mzlieua U.S. bomber [orces as ::urr.t:ntl*,r deployed will become
vulnerable to a Soviet SL.BM altack in t];l.ﬂ near fulure as Soviet SLEMs=
are deployed on patrel within range of U, 5, bomber bases.

~-- Some maintain that prescerving the option to defend alert bombers
with ABM should not receive high priority since there are alternative
prolective measures (improvements in warning-to-take -off times and
further dispersal to many new bases in the interior of the U.5. ) which
present substantially fewer problems for an-a.rms control agreement.
They argue that:

-~ these alternative measures may be reguired as carly as
1972 to counter the SLLBM threat, while full ABM coverage of the
bomber bases will not be available until 1978;

-=- Soviet countermecasures, such as more depressed SLEM
trajectories or faster SLBM launch rates, viich would alse make ABM
defense less effective;

-~ the ABM reaction time to an SLBM attack would be so shor!
{5 rinutes or less) as to require that local commanders be given nueclear
release authority, a procadure which may be polilically unaccoptable;

-~ the Soviet face formidable problems in attacking both bombers

and missiles without piving one U.S, system or the other adequate warning

TOP SECRET
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for launch, Recopnizing that this is a problem for the Soviets anly

if they judge that we are likely Lo launch our Minwteman missiles during

the 15 minutes between the first detonation of SLEMs on our bomber

bases and the arrival of Sovict ICDBMs and if the Soviets do not use

high altitude nuclear bursts to pin down the Minuleman force, they

assert that, in planning such an altack, the Sovicls wc-u_ld probably have
. . to assume thal we would launch our missiles, Moreover, withaoul very

delailed knowledge of the degree to which Mi];.uf.ﬂma.'ﬂ is hardenecd against

the effects of high altitude nuclear bursts, it is doubtful that the Soviets

would base a first strike on 2 pindown tactic.

-~ Others argue that protection ag:ainst this threat is an important

goal of the U,5. ADM sgystern. In the context of an arms control
agrecment limiting U, 5, offensive missile B'g"':“_ll.ﬁl'fl'hﬂ, protection of our
bomber foree may be even more important. They argae that:

-= other measures to protect bomber (improvements in
warning-to-take-off times and further dispersal to many new bases in
the interior of the U.8.) Will- increase bomber survivabilily to an extent

dependent upon the firing rate and amount of depression of a trajectory

of presont and future Sovicet SLEMs, characleristics of which we cannot

wete rmine:
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== the Safeguard Isfstum iz not nearly as sensitive to theso
SLBM characterisiics as are the other means to increase bomber
survival;
== airborne aleyt iz nol a long-term solation because it is very
~ costly (§3.0 billion per year to keep 30% of the bombers and tankers on
conlinucus airborne alert) and we probably could not keep much more

than 30% of the force airborne;

i -- a coordinated attack on U.S. bormmbers and ICBMs could

] also include a pindown tactic on Minuteman which would preclude eaxly
launch and, eveun if it did not, it would present the President with the
difficult choice during the 15 minutes betveen the first detonations on
the bomber bases and the arrival of the Soviet ICBMs of launching

the Minuteman at Soviet cilies or risking destruction of the Minutemnan
force. |

- Defense of National Command Aunthorities

Without NCA defense, little or no warning would exdist against a
single FOBS or SLOM launch on Washington as a precursor to an all-cut
attacl;, and warning weould be a matter of only 4-6 minutes inan all-out
attack by SLBMs and FODBS. Some believe ﬂ‘:a.t a deliberate single attack
against Washingten would not be a plausiblc scenario, even as a precursor

to an all-out attacl, *
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Even the modest additional time which ABM [about 100 interceplors)
defensce of the capital would gi.vc: fﬂr_df:c.i.sinn on the U.5. response to a
nuclear attael rwoum abviously bo desirable and could be significant.
Even if no additionzl time werc gaincd for decision, the NCA defensc
would increase the resources required for a certainly succeseful attack

~on Washinglon,

I;‘rnp-:lnunts take the view that:

-= even the modest additional timye which ABM defense of the capital
would give for decision on the U.,5. response to a nuclear attack would
be desirable and could be significant;

~= an ABM defense of the NCA c-lzsuld he ugeful in handling accidental
launches, provocative attacks, or Chinesec attacks by assuring the
survival of the necessary command and control links to permit responces
short of an all-out nuclear exchange.

Others believe that:

-- a deliberate single attack against Washington is not a plausible
scenario, even as a precursor Lo an all-out attaclk;

-= for massive coordinated Soviet attacks (60-120 simultancously
arriving RLVs), an ABM defense of Washingion may well provide no

additional lime at all;

. TOF SECRET
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-~ with an NCA delense, there is still some poszibility of the
Soviels covertly expanding Moscow defense to cever large populated
arcas, especially if distant ﬂﬁl'vl—éapa-.blu radars could be made |
available;

== there would Le clear verification advantages to a total ban on

ABMs as opposed to a low limit adequate for NCS defense.

Veorificalion

Verification of ABSM Launcher Limits

In our verification studies of the deployment of ABM launchers
{as opposed to upgraded SAMs) there iE! digsagrecment about the level
of Soviet cheating we could confidently I?del:cr:t.'

-= ACDA, State,and CIA believe that the Sovietz might have 100-150
mobile ADM launchers and fixed ABM -la.unclmrﬁ before the cheating was
detected, and moreover, that cleating probably would be detected before
a significant change in U.S,. re¢taliatory capability had been effacied.

-= OSD and JCS helievu. that the number of undetected mobile or
fixed intcrceptors under a t:arefui.. concealment program could be
suhsta.ntial.lly higher than 150 if the Sovicts emiplace mobile or moveable
interceptors in an operational status within buildings as much as 10 to 50

miles {rom the controlling ABM radar site, using the kind of remote

launch techniques to be used in the U.S, Safeguard system.

TOP SECORET
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Verificalion of ATDM Racdar Limits

For clandesiine increasc in ABM capability, either using SAMs or
covertly-built ADM inlerceptors, the eriliecal factor is whethor the
radars arc available to support the added interceptors.

If radars were unlimited or the permitted level of radars were high
(Safeguard level), we would face the poesibility of a Soviet elandestine
program to st;urpasﬁ the agreed level of ABM launchers by daplu}-ri.ng
cancealed fixed or mobile ABM launchers or by upgrading their SAM -
launchers to an ABM capa hi!ihf and tying them into the allowed ABM
control netwerk.

Building new ABM radars with current methods takes 2-5 years and
would be detecled within six months to 2 year of iniHation unless concealment
altempls were made. It is conceivable that the Soviets could clandestinely
conslruct advanced phased array acquisition radars and bring them to IOC
before we del'::ctéd the elfort.

== CIA, State, and ACDA believe that the complexity of building as
many as 5-10 such radars, zoupled with the need to test the radavrs, would
eventually lead to their detlection almost cortainly l:r-:a:fliﬂre 10C,

== QSD and JC3 believe such a buildup could go undetected until the
Sovicts chosc to stop trying to conceal their existence,

With respect to the feasibilily of a limit on ABM radars:

TOP SECRET
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©ae JCS and OSD argue that such radars would be hard to deline,
that egquivalence belween U, 5, and Soviet radars would be difficult tao
define, that the limit {(which the ULS. weralcd n-hf;:-r, whether the Soviets
could verify compliance ot not) would iﬁter{ere. with radars needed
for other ciwilian and non-ABN military P'.ll"pﬂﬁl.l‘ﬁ, and that the ulilify
of & radar limit in verifying an ABM launcher limit may disappear with
the development of radar technology which would allow use of simpler,
quicker methods to build radars for ABM,

. == The other agencies {CLA, State, and ACDA) argue that ABM-
capable radars can be defined and verified adequately for purposes of
an ABM radar linﬁtatinn, that 17,3, r::;dars intended for non-ABM
purpases need not he affected, and that the Eﬂvie;:s would be pinched
far more than we by a limit because they would need more for comparalle
cﬂvérage and because they lag behind ue in the number of ABM interceptors
which can be served by a single radar,

All apencics except JCS also argae that, even if net fully verifiakle,
an ABM radar limit would be'in our ir;terf:st for its inhibitory effe ct.
Moreover, even if there were no radar limit, we would not build more
ABM radars than necded for permitted AEM systems, butl the Soviets could

freely add radars to support later upgrading or system expansion without

even bothoring to conceal the effort.

TOP SECRET
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b All agree that the need to limit radars is of far greater

significance at relatively low ABM levels. All also are agreed,
howaver, that if levels are sot at Lthe Safeguard area defense, sufficient
radars would probably have l.'l_: be permitled on both sides to reduce
substantially the significance of radar capability as a limil on ABM
inlerceptor buildup. wt

Supplementary Measures

ABM verification measures supplemental €0 nationa] means ;:l:luld
perhaps substantially aid in the Soviet ABM launcher/radar limit
verification preblem. Such measures, cooperative in nature, could
include apreed pre-anncuncement as to depleyment of new launchers of
either molile or fixed ::-::t';figura,tinn. Deployment of new Soviet ABM
radars could also be treated in this manner,

Upgradine ¢f Current Soviet SAM IS]I'EiI:ﬁIE to an ABM Capability

There are differing views about the present ABM capability of the
SA-5 and our ability to detect Soviet attempts to upgrade this system,
if it doecs not already have an ABM capability.

-= State, CIA, and ACDA suppotrt the majority position taken in

the most recent NIE, viz,, that it is highly unlikely that the SA -5 has any

' # State and ACDA believe that even at Safeguard Phase 2 permitted ADM
lavels, a limit on additional radars could still reduce the risk of large-
scale Suvict radar deployment for a major damage-limiting capability.

TOI SECRET
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present ADBM capability, They further sitate that any atiempt to
upgr-‘.l.r]c. this system to provide meaninglul ARM defense would be
of such a magnitude that it would run a hipgh risk of detection.

== QS0 and JCS support the minorikty position taken in the same
NIE, wiz,, that the state of available ¢vidence is such that an ABM rolce
cannot be excluded for the SA-5 system, that it is highly probable that
the system was developed to provide an intercept capability against
aircralt, MEBM's, and SLBM's, and that it is p::}ssibl&.ﬂw.t the system
also was designed to operate in conjunciion with other facilities to
intercept ICBM's. They further believe that the clements necessary for
the 5A-5 to have an ABM role mighi not be detectable by national means
and could cxist without U.5. knowledge. They also point out that the most
recent NIE specifically assumes no major arms control agreement and
rnakes no estimate of what the situation might be if there were an
agreement.

There is general arl.grc:en_mn‘: that, of the athr:_r Soviet SAMs currently
deployed, only the SA-2 could be a possible candidate for use in ballistic
missile defense, There is considerable evidence to indicate that the
SA-2 sites are not now prepared for this role. While we could not rely

on national mecans for delecting minor meodificalions to the SA-2,

TOP SECRET
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installation of command and control links, or provision ol nuclear warheads,
an SA-2 upgrading cffort involving large scale bardware changes and

traop training would run a high risk of detection, ©

Futare Soviet SAM Systems. [To be provided. }

-

% OSD believes that detection of upgrading would nol be confident since
large-scale troop training cannot always be detected in time as in Lhe
casc of the SA-5,
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