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Introduction 

The Panel has reviewed the current Army-BTL. proposal to }:Iepley 
: . . -:· 

a. balli$tiC missile defense system capable o! defending the United States 

against unsophisticated or light ba)..listic missile attacks. The P anel 

understands that the system, which consist" of a high altitude, area 

defense for the entire country and a limited deployment of terminal 

Nike- X defense fo r high value targets, is primarily directed aga inst a. 

future Chinese nuclear capability and is intended to insure that the 
" 

United States will be essentially invulnerabl e to Chinese nuclear attack 

for.a considerable period o£ time, At the same time , the sys tem is 

,specifically d esigned to pel'mit growth to meet more massive and m ore 

sophisticated forms of ballistic missile threat £rom any quarte r. 
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I! the decision to deploy is m4de in FY~1967, the A:rmy estimates 

'·~ tllat the proposed system wouW have a n IO C in 1970 and would be com-
. :::·... .. 

pletely deployed by 1973 at a cost o! from $8 to $1Z billion, dep ending 

on the number of lo cations delended by te r minal defens e • .. 
In its delib e rations, the P anel wao deeply conscious of the fact 

that deploying a ballistic missile defense system is one of the most 

important mi litary systems decisions that the United .3tates has eve-r had 
• 

to f ace. Thero is full agreement that the threat to hmerican and world 

secur i ty posed b y th e emerging Chinese nuclear ca pability will be 

e.xtremely serious . 

There would clearly bo considerable military and political ad~ 

vanta ges in a de!ense. system that could i r\eure that this countl' y would 

not be subject to Chinese blackmail threats and, m ore important, that 

would gi ve the goverru:nent gr eater fle.x ibility in ito dealings wit!> the 

Olinese Communists by denying them ev en a minimal nucle ar deterrent 

ior .a great m any years to come~ 

V!ith regard t o the magnitude of the commitment, the con cept of 

a secure defensive shield agains t Chinese strategic a ttack could in the 

lone run involve rnuch gre ate r expenditures !or continental defenoe than 

those required oirnply for the proposed limited deployment. Future ex-

tenoive deployment of Nike-X terminal defense (particularly since 

"growth potential" i a a design requi r.,ment) would p robab ly follow. 

<. ~oreover, to achieve a tight defense, aubatantial additiot~al expenditures 
.. 
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:;;;, .• if.: .. the p roposed Arm y-BTL s ystem, 
.. -....:~ :~ . 

Fina lly, if as a consequence of 

'dep loyment of the Army- BTL syst em we become interested in the 

possibility of defense against more mass ive thr eats, a. substanti a l ex· 

j)ansion of our civil defense program wou ld sur ely h a ve to be considered, 

The :;c·anel has examined on tech nical and militar y grounds wltether 

the proposed A.rmy-BTL system is des igned co rrec tly to match th e 

e volution of the Chinese strategic nuclear threat. 

At the sa.Jne time, the:re appear to be tar-r eaching mi litary, 

econo mic and po litical consequences of the decision to deploy ballistic 
,. 

·/:);~ misaile defense that may be to the long-term net disadvantage of the 
_ .... . · · ........ 

· .. : United State a. The proposed sys tem wou ld have considerable capability 
... 

against the Soviet ICBM force in its present configuration. The Soviets 

m uat therefore react to U. S. dep loyment of such a system in order to 

m aintain their deter rent (or their capacity for assured destructio n) 

at the present level. Thi s reaction would most lo gi cally involve the 

developme nt and deployment o! pene hation aids in the :5ovie t ICBM !orce 

but might well also in the ion~ or 'term push the ~viets to highe r levels 

of strategic l otce deployment, to which we, in tur n, might well react. 

A decisio n to deploy cou ld also h a.ve a signi!ica.nt effect o n our 

allies i n Europe and Asia. It is not clear whether it would increase 

their confidence i n ou r resolve to defend them or their fear that we were 

abandoning them while constructing a Fortress Ame rica. The question 
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~'?'•ld probably have to be fa.eed as to whether we wer e prepaud to 

siat our a lli e s in obtaining a simi lar defense. Fina.lly, a dec ision 

to spen~ $8 to $1~ billiol\ to defend ourselves against a Chinese 

. ~( strategic threat wou ld orobably enhance China's military stature. in the .... ~ ·• . 
··-.. ~: 

·.: ··eyes o! the world year s before Chi na. could a ctually have a real 
·.: ·.: 

···~~··nuclear strategic capability, and at a time when we have. been attempting 
··• 

to minimize the significance of the. Chinese thr eat. vlhat e!fect this 

would have on the actions of ouT allies and n eutr als in .t .. sia r~quires 

· carefu l examinati on. 

r:"inally . the question ar ises why we should consider u ndertaking a 
... :.:-.: 

,, ~ ,•l • • 

. ~X~i~a.5aivc expans io n of Our strategic defensive foTces in the face of a .... ~-· ..... ,'.: '_5::. 
:.,~~~ela.tively weak Chine se threat when we hav4! not chosen to do so 
~:·1-{;· . 
··~ ... : 
·· ~ ·~~ga.inst our m u ch s tronge r Soviet opponent. Ou r intent would pre&umab ly 

be to maintain a defe-nsive military postur e against the Chinese capable 

of denying them any deter r ent capability whatever (o r at le ast a limi t ed 

period of time . We never a.chie ved this po sture with r espect to tho 

~viet Union; however, it may be possible to achi ev<t i t againat the 

Ch inese because of our great techno lc..glcal adva ntage. 

In i ts deliberations, the ?anel ha.s attempted to fo cus on the 

technical aspects of the problem. The P anEl recogniJ:.e5, howe ver, 

tl\at some of the b roader issues noted above must weigh heavily i n any 

·: f inal decision on deployment o f a halli aUe missile defense sys tem. . : . ' 
;:. : . 
, - . ' 
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Chinese Thr eat 

At present, the Chinese c~ea~ly ha.ve no ICBMs a nd, l or practical 

purp•o••• s . no intcrcontincn tal aircra1t. They do have £1ssion bombs; 

.. · ·~ Chinese copy of a Soviet ballistic m issile tYl)e subma rine (a lthough 

it may not have any missiles}; short-ra.nge cru ise missiles; and an 
., 

active ballistic missile development program. which includes a 

mia aile test range o£ about Qne thou sand na.utic:al mile range, static 

{i ring s tands , and p robab ly Chinese copi.u of the :;ovi..,t SS-4/MRBM. 

: They also h&ve. a very strong motiva tion both to expand their ballistic 

mieoile submarine for ce a nd t o develop a.n ICBM capability • 
. i~··. 

'J~\/:. Th" general thinking in the inte lligence commu nity is that the 
·' ' \. · "";.~··'· . 

-~4t~t-Chinese m ay have a lirnHed ballistic missile submarine capability it\ .. -~. ~ ......... .-~ . -~ •.. 
' ! 1-..;=-· -~ 

--:<;"?'the latter part of this decade and that an initial O.inese ICB M c apability 
, . 

·' might appear as early as in the 1970- 1975 time period. However, there 

is also agreement tha.t it is not possible to e stima.te with any a.ceuraey at 

thi s time the evolution of the Chinese nuclear et rategic threat dur ing the 

. next decade. 

m. Capabilitie s of the Army-BTL Syatem aaainst Chinese Threat 

The p~oposed A"my- BTL aystcm, whicn basically consists of 

compooents origi nally desi gned to provide a full-scal e d efense a gainst 

the Soviet ICBM threat, appears, on the one hand, inadequate to cope 

_ .. with an initial Chinese capability compo•ed of submarine-launched 
.. ; +>!!~···.~: 

. . ;).~/~. 
•' "~.' ·: 
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.:·.~ The concept of the ;>reposed systcl'n is that the hlgh altitude a~ea 

'\ , I 

· :· defens e would c sser.tia lly de fend the entire <:our.try agains t unso?histicated 

'small a ttack• and that terminal Nlke-X <!efense, deployed only a t "high 

vah.:.e" targets, \\.•ould co-ver ~.ny ler1kag6 and would a!so prOvide addi-

tional dc!e:r;.sc: a gainst. sub:nar ine ... launched ballistic m issiles in the case 

c! coa.s:a.l dties. 

The area. <!efense compor.ent o( the system co\l!(f provide a very 

effec tive defense ag<dnst the i:-.itial Chinese ICBM capability which 
. 

:-'~~ -: probab ly would not be equipycd with adeq·Jate penetration aids. It is 

' 
.:.:-. designed to a cq·..tire targets at 1600 n.m. ·and to launch i~terceptors 

· whe!l\ the t a rget is lGOO n. m. aw ay eo that inte rception takes pla ce at 

ranges up to about 3 00 n. m . from. the dG{Qn.sive 1nissile launching sites 

and at altitudes of 300, OCO feet or Maher. There is little or r.o dis-

crimi.nation in the area C.~f'enee .. and the proposed defense doctri:te 

would be to fire a 

This shouid give relatively high conlidence o~ ~i ll agaL:1st individuaL 

·warheads with limited penetration. aids. 

The area defense c o:anponent o C the propo :;ed s~tstem can be e x-

·. pected' t o c ope with son1e 15 to 30 individual warheads directed againee 
•' .. 

a. given contiguous target are a before exhaustion of i ts interceptors:. 
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although the defense can always be o verwhelmed in any one area 

. <··· by a large attack, the area component could provide a very high con-. . ~~·.p .. ,. 

f idence defense against an initial small Chineae ICBM force with limited 
• 

penetration aids. However. since ther e is no discrimination in the 

area componen t of the system, it can probably be exhausted by the use 

of light relatively unsophisticat ed, unhardened, exo -atmospheric decoys. 

Although there ia considerable debate as to exactly how simple i t is to 

develop such decoys , it seems ~ely that the earliest Chil>ese lCBMs 

would be so equipped. However, this would be the natural path o.f Chinese 

development to COWlter an area defenoe , and one pro bably could not 

.,. count on a very extended eUective life o! such a system . .... 
The terminal defense component, which. uses atmospheric dis-

.. ~-
crimination and rapid response Sprint missiles, also would have no 

difficu lty at de!cnded locatlon.a in handling the initial Chinese ICBM threat 

since i t was originally designed to deal wi!h relatively sophisticated 

miasiles. However, against the initial Chinese ICBM threat, the 

. terminal defense component apPears somewhat redun<lallt, when coupled 

with the area defense system. With !he development of exo-atm.oepherlc 

decoys, widely dispersed. the •erminal defense component would become 

essential for the sys tem to b~ effective. 1n that situa tion, it seems 

clear that the constraints imposed on the offense to penetrate both area 

.. and terminal de!ense would exact a h eavy price in payload on' target, 
.... -· 

,:' .. . a.nii it would probably take the .Chinese many years to acquire th.is 
'•,; ' . 

. ·. . . 
- . . .. 
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It should b8 noted, howe v¢r, that initi a lly the Ar my-BTL 

te rn pro"lid<>s terminal defe nse for o nly a l!mlted number of U. S . 

. cit ies. Thu s i t must b8 recognized that, if th e Chinese. a re able t o 

·.: penetrate our area de!ense, they can a lways damage us b}~ atta cking 
{ 

the 11n + 1•: city in any s ystem de signe d to defend " rl' c ities.. There-

,·, Core, o nly a dep loyrn~nt oC terminal defense batteries m uch m ore ex ... 

ten s ive tha n tha t c ontempla ted in the Army- BTL p ro posal can in the 

long term hope to accomplish the original objective of a n essentia lly 

invulnerable defense ol u,e u . S. against the Chinese; e ve n such a de-

rense can eventually be penetrate d. Consequently, at some point in 

. ·, th e £\lture it would presumably be n-e c e ssa ry to a.ccept a 11Camage -

;~/{:limiting'' and na.s s urcd· destruction01 postu:.·e with r espec t to the Chinese • . · .. ·~ 
j\l~~;;,.' • ..... .. Considering the submarine threa t, the f" ane l be lieves tha t both 

' .. 
the a.rea and the termi nal components of the system are vulnerable 

to sueh attacks. Neither compon ent b as any capabilit y a gainst air 

breathing cr u i s e missile..; flying at low altitudes . T he area system 

wou ld als o be ineffective a gainst su bmarine - based ballis tic missilea 

la unched on minim u m e nergy trajectories of leas tha n 100 n, m. More 

important is the fa ct that a 350 n. m , missile, whi ch is the no:rmal 

armame nt of the ~viet G - c las s · submarine of which the Chi nese have 

p r oduced one copy, woul d be invis ib le to th.e &rea defense whe.n launchtd 

·· at 100 -n . m . The defense would t hu s have to re ly on the t erminal com-

... ~~~~,~~· :· 
'\I , . • ' ' 

.· ; ,. ponent, whicb in "tu r n could not cope wi th missiles 
'
. . . . ....... . "'{),'' t·!''' ' . . 

· ... :.:.-:.>fr& o! Jess than about 50 n. m. 
•:'_ .. · . -. '., ~ 

. s -

launched at distanc~ s 



lf our ASW is as in,efiec tive as some people f~ar, this n1ea.ns 

.that there is a loophole to the proposed system that could probably be 
. ··.:rq:g:: .. :- , 

. ·exploited by the Chinese wiLl:\ what might be their initial capability. 

If, on the other hand., our ASW forces are more able and can be made 

more e-ffective to handle the Chinese submarine threat than is now 

apparent, then the ne ed fo :r a defense aga.ir..st submarine-launched 

missiles is decr.ea.sed. However, even if ASW beco:nes l'elalive.ly 

effective, it would appear that some form. of advanced '1air defen.$e'" 

such as SAM· D will ;>robably also be required to plug the loophole in 

·the proposed Army-BTL system posed by submarine-launched ballistic 

·.•;\i .. 
::~··{3.nd air breathing missiles. This raises the question as to whether a 

: ~ ~.:: .... :·~:~ 
. . :'}~i>M-D-type syseern alone or in combination with· an improved ASW 

·Y~~ . ...., •.... . ;.;".:.\;.;_.:.. .... 
· ····~~".i'posture is not the correct answer to the submarine threat, 

. · IV. .f!-_pabilities of Army-BTL System against <.<>viet Threat 

The proposed Army- BTL system elearly also has considerable 

< 

capability against the prec:ent Soviet threat. No matter how much we 

advertise the facf that the defense is directed at the Chinese, the Soviet 
.. , . 

Union and the rest of the world will probably consider that the p rincipal 

significa11ce of the ·system relates to its impa-.:t on th~ U.S. -Soviet 

str ategi e nuc tear confror.tation .. 

At the present time, the area defense component of the proposed 

, . Army- BTL system would be quite effective against Soviet re-entry 

.·::·~:·~./~ 
. ''·' "vehicles since the Soviet Union has apparently ·not yet decided to deploy 

. ~~~r;:;: . 
. ··:·~~~·.:~ : .. . . .... ,, .. . 
·:-r;=L_;· . . . 
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Ra pid U. S. deployment of an area 

defense (in p,att.icula r, the simplified system discus5ed bdow) might 

lead the Soviet · deployment of penetTation aids by a year or two if the 

Soviets were .a low to react, and it might buy us a short but possibly 

significant strategic advant-a.ge. However, it see.me extremely im-

probable that the Soviets would not soon be able to equip their force 

with the penetration aids required to overcome a.n area defense. 

There do r.ot appear to be any development£ implicit in the pro-

posed system t hat would in any way change t_he unfavorable exchange 

ratio with Soviet oflensive forces previously estimate d £or the Ni.kc-X 

terminal defe nse system although analysis of the combined area and 

teiminal defense has not been carried out. 

V. Impcact of Ballistic Missile IJefen-s e Deployment 
on the U. ~ - S:oviet Strat egic Confrontation 

A decision . to deploy the proposed Army- BTJ..; system would probably 

not initially result in a major polltical r eaction on the part of the Soviets 

since they seem to accept defensive systems as natural xriilitarily. How-

ever, if t hey have either not decided to d eploy a ballistic missile 

defense system of their own or have declded on only a limited deployment 

for the general Moscow-Leningrad area, our decision to deploy m.ieht 

well illiluence them to underta ke a full~ scale ballia tic m; ssile defense. 

· Mo re important, for the long term, it would appear that s uch a decision 

' · .. 
. · .. ~ 10 -
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ou:r part might well push the Soviets ·to higher $trategic Iozce l"vels, 

qualitatively and quantitatively. Such an increase in Soviet force 

levels would probably again put pressure on the U. S. to expand its 

strategic force s. 

The r,>ossibllity that the Soviets may anne>unce during the coming year 

that they =~ act\a lly deploying a ba lli s ti c missile defe nse system is 

an added problem that must be weighed in deciding whether or not to 

deploy a system of our own. Despite the a ccumulation of information 

that may relate to this activity, it is still uncertain as to wh at the 

.eovie t s are actually doing. The :Joviets may already actually be en-

"·~,gaged i n a limit.ed deployment of a ba.lllatic missile defens~ oystem • 
... ~,,- ~. 
£..-.,_...;_ . ...... ~. . ' . . 
:,; .;~ In any event, it io clear that the Soviet .. ctivities that may b e r elated 
· i./~xt~-· · · · . 
:-.r.;;,,;fto· ballistic misoile defense and, in particular. to· deployment ba ve been 

.. . _sub stantially expanded throughout the lagt year. 

If the Soviet Union were to announce to the wo r ld the deployment 

of a ballistic missile defense, which it c laimed was very effectiv<>, the 

domestic political pressure• for a. similar a<:tion .,)n our part would 

· certainly be increased. J\.~oreover 1 if such announcement by the ::-..oviets 

we re to occur during a major con!ro=atation w-ith this countr y, H might 

have a significant impact on world opinion. On the other hand, the Soviet 

Union has freque ntly claimed aucces siul devel~pment, if not deploy

-~- ment , o£ an effective ballistic minile def e nse and ha s , in fact, 
.I. . . .. .. .. ·~" 
~t;•l · . 

. ;;·<.;.intensified tbre>ugh recent pronouncements and a m uch-publicized 
.. ' ' ., . 

:;::·~~-?: . . . . . 
',• •¥ .;•. 
·;;,:.~_._· . 
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tha t they have ·a Lallietic missile defense capability. World re-

ction to all these claims has been minimal . 

. There is little question but that the proper military counter to 

.~.~ . 
.... :.-; a Soviet ballistic missile defense system would be to improve the 

. . .. ! 
capability of the 1.}. S. strategic forces to penetrate, in particular by the 

in.corporation o! improved p~nctration aids i n OUl' existing missile force . 

• 
This would have the effect of assuring that we maintain tb·e same basic 

deterrence posture relative to the 5oviet Union that exist s at present . . ,. 
.,·; · The Panel believes the probability is sufficiently great that either 

~ the Soviets will announce, or we will discover, the existence of a cle-
• t . ... 

··.~-...'~::·: .. 
~.·:.~ ,.;_ . 

::>:\ei·Ployed Soviet ballistic missile defense system in the ni>Xt year or two 
... f:; .. -A- • ' 

.·· .. ~.n.:""" . 
:.t~gf.~O· that there shou ld be a g reatly lnc.reased effort to assure that we 
=s'#..-?f·.; ·. . . 
·~N·~:are in'a. position to incorporate appropria:te penetration aids in our . 

·. . . -· .. ii •. strategic missile system• as rapidly as necessary. In the past, the 

Services, particularly the Air Fo rce, have been slow in developing 

progTamB for the incorporation of l'enetratio n aids despite continued . . 
pressur« from OSD. Prograxns for penetration aids, specifically aimed 

· at countering potential Soviet ballisti c rniuile defense systems have ·now 

been evolved by the Zervices and we hope that rapid progreu will be made. 

. VI. What Is the Proper Response to the Chinese Threat? 

•, . There is considerable uncertainty a bout the time schedule of the 
. ...... ~. 

One m ay imagine that it . . ,::~f..r~~merging Chinese strategi~ nuclear threat. 
. . -:-;.·,l1~~· . · l'i~~~~l appear late (i, e.., af~er 197 3, the time of complete deployment 
· ..... ir· . 
•)"( ; l'...t&V! I .. ~:;:-;r·,;;··; .. 
. :*r::.t,~·:· ... 
; ·.:.~ ~:Yl ... ; .. . . :4~.·, 
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l'rmy-B·l'L system, were the go-&bead given now) o" it might 

appe·a r early, sa.y in 1970. This uncertainty in the threat raises serious 

- ·~ questions regarding the dep loyment of the Army-BTL system., a.nd we 
.. . ~" . 

. : discues, the se questions below • . . . . : . . 
·. --· Beca.Use of the pos s:ible early threat, the Pane l is concerned . ' 

· with the length of time required for deployment of the proposed syst em . 

' .. In £ac t, the time to achieve the pe rform a.oce as pl'edic te d in the proposed 

Arrny-5TL sys tem may be consicie rably longer than assumed, considering 

.. the advanced technology involved. 

... .. "; . The r:anel believes that it may be technically £easible to obtain 

useful =ea defense against tlie plausible in itial Chinese ICB M 

~cap;obility with shor ter d eployment time and at m uch lower cost than tha t 

'the proposed Army- BTL s yotem. The high co st of !he Army- BTL 

_::;· system is largely a consequen ce of overdeoign in t he a ttempt _to b uild ... 
a gr owth capabiUt y into the system by means of a terminal component 

.• 

that is not really requir e<! initially. For example, the u se of the ver y 

. . expensive !v~SR.o at the Zeus miss ile fa.rrns i s clo8ely coupled to the ,. 

" requi rements for terminal defense, 
,:~. 

Tbe P a n el consider ed a Bimpl'.!ied area defenee in which the 

Minimar and MSR radat s wer e omit ted f rom the syat em. Acquisition 

could be a chieved by VHF (-v 150 m egacycles ) or UHF (_..400 m e gacycles) 

\-·_;;. :· r &c:lars such as those used in Sl-'ADATS; and the defensive Zeus missiles 
~~tj.{¥~·f ' < 

'"'"' ·!~.)'-'/·. . • . ' 
~'~'.·~·-· 

1 . ··:.;;~;:': c;puld be contro lled by "MT~a, or by.inertlal _guidance, The effe cts of 
.. ~ .<:(/;...~~· 

_ ..... ~~· 

·"":~·· 
~~ . 

;;,~<.:..~ 
~+"'·· ::·-;•;:,, . 
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including self blackout, particularly on the VHF radars, as 

:_~.ell as the feasibility of using light decoys to pe,;etrate the defense, 

. ···.·.:.system of this variety would cost substo.ntially less than the p~oposed 
: ... :·· .. ·. 
~· . 

· .': AJ'my-BTL system, perhaps as little as $1 billion, and could involve 

. ' . only " o1i-the-shel£" hardware . It could auzely be deploye d mor e 

. ·,• 

quickly than the proposed Army- BTL d efense. 

Although the ove r-all capabilities of such a simplified system 

w ould clearly b e less than tho Army-BTL syotem, it would probably 

.. . 
.. :b e as effective as the Army-BTL system in dealing with the early 

,; . . . 
. ~ :.'cl:~·,·. "" ... 

·~·oiiOUnese ICBM thr eat . The Panel believes that more detailed study 
;: ... ·-~ 
.:~~~11 probably show that s~ch a simplified system .is feasible .and that 
• -,.<;~~:-r(: . 

·:Yl:it"~an in fact b e rapidly deployed. The ability to deploy such a 
··$ .:. .- . 

. , ;;::t system would provide a n effective hedge against an early a.ineae 
.. , :}j.7(l . ...... . 
... < ' ICBM deployme nt . With th!s hedge, w e would have more ·tim e to . ' -. . .. 
. •.· .. · 

r esolve the uncertaint!e ~ in our i ntelligence on the Chinese nuclear 

,,,:-1; strategic threat and in the t echnology of ballistic mis sile defen~e. 
·.>::.•;r 
.. . ,,· 

. · , 'h . . . . It is also important to recognhe that our ma.ssiv.! strategic 

.. o££ensi ve forces provide additional .:;afegu>.rds against the early Chine se 

.: . .' ICBM threat. In the' face of these u.s. forces, a few unhardened and ... 



J 

. . . ·%)· :· '::";. . 

. 
, ·~.~ agau>o< the Chinese submarine missile threat a.re effective, the U, S, 

taking preemptive action ~uld be protected with a high level of 

confidence against the lnlt:iil,l Chinese ICBM force. The level of con-

' fidence in such a preemptive disarming attack would of course decreaae 

as the level of the Chinese ICBM force increaees. 

In this context and with a rapidly-deployable simplified system as 

a hedge, the Panel believes that we will have su.f.ficient 'time to react 

to the Chinese ICBM threa t as it becomes more apparent, In addition, 

the re is an actual danger that a premature decision to deploy a defensi ve 

• 

'M:rea•dy firmly cornnqitted to their future strategic systems,' They might, 

example, give a dditional emphasis to subma rine or · ship~ launched 

· :, ·,missiles instead of ut>dertaking an ICBM prog ram. Moreover, the 
... .. 

· .. ... . . 
I 

aooner the Otinese a r e c learly faced with the problem of hayjng to penetra te 

a high altitude area defense the sooner we can expect them to introduce 

exo-atmospheric penetration aids into thei r evolving ICBM !o:rce, 

For all of the reasons dis c:Ussed above , the Panel does not believe 

that ·there ·should be a decision this year t o deploy the propose<! Army- BTL . 

system. 

VII. Possible Alternative Courses of Action 

.... .'·;,i The Panel ia awa:re that a number of alternatives to an actual decis ion . . ' . . . . 
.... . •j'' ••••• • . ·;\:f. in connection with the FY-.1967 budget to deploy the Army-BTL syotem are ...• . 

' . \ . . ·. r: ·~·1~ : . . J1.,'k being considered in DOD. 
. ., . -. 



One such proj,osal ia to ml\ke ' a firm decision to deploy the 

·Q1inese strategic nuclear threat, On this basis the actual funding o£ 

.. the deployment decision would be delayed for at least one year. Thi s 

proposal is presumably based on the idea tlat the announcement of 
.. 
such a decision ,.vould be of some domestic value in alla.ying c riticism 

. . . 
tlat the Admin! stration was not rea c ting to the Chinese threat and to 

undercu t the Lmp a.ct of any t oviet announcement that they were deploying 

. ~uch a aystem. The Panel believe e that this proposal would present us 

. ·. 
' ,. .. with all o£ the problems inherent in the decision to deploy a ba llistic 

.. '· .. 
;:.('{'!'/f"jJ-•• "AA •••• 

. ;:;J.{*l=,·. · ssile system without doing anything to. advance the day when a 
• • • 

.-.::::..;. ·;~-:::~.· . . 
·.'::. ~~~~i~~~e£ensive system would be avaiia.ble . ltlor eo ver, it would te nd to tie us 

)f.l~lk.eces sarily to a specific system at a time when technology Is changing 
.... .. 

· ..• :·,:'very rapidly. The P a1>el finds ve ry little to r ecomme nd this proposal. . . . . 
A second proposal that is being conside r e d is to postpone the 

.. 
formal deployment decision but to opend some $~00 million in F Y -19 1!>7 

for long le ad.time items, lt is argued tr.at this ·a..:tion would, in 

· .. ~esence, save ooe year in both the lOG and full deployment times if it ··.·. 
is ouboe quently 4ec1ded to deploy th" Army-BTL sys te=. On exarnina-

tion, it a ppears tbat the $ZOO million in que s tion is essentially e quivalent 

to the full fi'rst-y<!a.r expenditures for the deployment of the system . 
• 

~ . 
. .. This expendit\u.· e really amounts to building up in FY- 1967 the organi JO&• 
.-~ :.w·;\ . . 

···. ~~ ~- . . 
. · -l~-~on that would be necessary in F Y-1968 to spend $1. Z bi!lion. This · 

. -~ !'.~: . ,. '' . ' . • "·'<'li:..,~:- · 
• • ,.o•!J' .... (" 

: , .... ,~';'-:-, . . . .. .. . ~_, . 

- tl. -

' . 
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;: . . . 

, . ' .. ;, >· . . ~- ;l~ .::;·> 

tvl>o·e·oC ·~!'eratiOn WOUl<f.~ake it. in~•re di:lfi·Cu.lt nexty'ear to decide .: .· 
' . ' ··.· ; ', ,\ t.· ·. '.-. 

T h,i a action would also ti~ us' ver~' clo~ely ~ the . . . . . . . 
specifics of tbe proposed A.rmy-BTL syste;;.. ~nd would make it much 

• 
.. more difficult to continue ob jective stud}• of the problem since efforts 

would of ne cessity be focused o n the very difficult management proble m 
. . .. ~:··· 

· ~· of buildinc &n organization CA!Jable of directing the o!ngle most complex 
I 

military system ever undertaken. Although it is a rgued that tbis 

action would defer the political •·cpercuu ions that may be involved in 

a formal deployment decision, the wor ld a t large would probably inter -

• 
pret this action a.;o ·a decisi<.>n on our par t to deploy the i\.rmy•BTL system. 

· ·'f-.. c. .' ' •, \' , ,.• • .. ~:,,, 
/~' • ... • ' • h· .. . · . . ...... -.:::. . . ~ 

...:.."':::iv , Ou.. balanee. the Pane l· does not believe it would be wise to :. 
'.: ... '!; ' .-,:~ .• ·";., .·: . .. ·; .. ~:. :. ... . · · •· __ ;·.;;.·. 
~ ·:-:~· "•':, ~ ' ·. ,.,:: . ' ·; · .. -.~,;.·;. ·. ' •, .... .... ·: _.: · .. :_:". . ·: ; ::·.~· 

'. ' .. --: . . 
~ .... 

. ;, . . . .. 
; : .!~ . . 

· :· :-;- ibiliate· tho program for the procurement' o f · long: lead time items in·. 
~-::~.~· '" ', !~~ f.:_-·-•. ;,:.,;• •,• , -.I , · ,o.A ' , , : .. · ,. ·~.::'>:. ·~. • ·'· ·. :~};·:··.~~·~:'• :i~'~.· ... ~·:;:· ··~·. 
- ' tbe absence of a dec! sion to deploy. ·. ' · ·' ''· · ·· -. · 

... 

. ,· 
::-: . 
' :· 

' '· '' ' ·.:; 
•, ':: . 

. ' .. 

V1U. Recommendations 

On the basis oC the above eonsfderations, the Panel recomme:zl.ds 

that: 

1. A decision should not be m a.do this year to deploy the pro-- . 

posed i\.rmy-BTL sy•tern. 

z. A commitment should not be made this year to deploy the 
. 

pr oposed A.rrny-BTL system &t a fumre date to be determin<>d by the 

evolution of the Cllinese strategic nuclea r tbreat. 

3. T h e proposed .$200 'million in p re-produ ction fund a for the p r o-
. .· . . :· . ... . . ..~· :~_.. . 

posed i\.rmy·BTL system should not be spent~" FY:1967, - ~ ' 

·~ -
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' ... 

•J -'.~:· . . . :- ... 
... .._...., . •.._'· ~ . . 

·\ ;,~.:.:.. , . . ...: . .. . ... . , . . . •, 
._...~ .... , . ' ' .:·.:. ~·-:. 

"""' .,,., ·) 
.~· . 

I •tO:" .. ' 
: I.;' • ',:' •· 

4 . The DOD shoul!l intensify its study of the problem of CO'..Intor-

. 
i ng' short- range, submarine- launched, ballistic a nd air-breathing . . . 
missiles which rnay well be the i nitial Chinese nucl ear strate gi c threat. 

5. Th e DOD should design and evaluat e a "implified area defenoe 

system whi ch would be re latively in expensive, use off- the-shelf com-

ponente, and be r a pidly deployable. 

6. The DOD shou ld continue the R& D program in support of the 

p r oposed Army - BTL'program and shou ld carry out a ny necessa r y test 

and' evaluation of components for a sirnpli1ied are a defense· system. The 

DOD should a lso continue suppo r t of general technology relating to ballistic 
' ' .. . 

. :· ... ·. P'lieoilo defense, in particular in the fi e ld o£ re-entry pheno'mena. 
· ·:. ·:·· ·.:.:· . . . . . . . . . •'" .... · . . 

7. The DOD should vigorously continue ita efforts on penetration 
l o ... '' ." ' .. .. ' ' ' . . ' 
a ids against either a potential Soviet area or tern'Unal defense system • 
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