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IV. Js~ues for Decision 

Tho major · strntegic i s l:i uC s that mus t be docidcd \l rc: 

- - the l eve l ol U. S . o.~td. the le,•cl o! Sovic t ii.BM& pcnnitted under 

an agrccm~nt (section A); 

whcth<' r or not M IRVs s hould be banned (sectio n B); 

what nlcasnrcs . other tha n a Ml RV ban. !or i nsuring "'gainst 

the vulnerabilit y o f our Ja nd-ba$ecl m iss iic force s should be include\ 

in an ayrccJn cnt (sec tion C) . 

T he dech ions o n lhcse issues are interre lated. To show those inter .. 

r e latio n• hips, · we cons ide •· alternative "A BM/MIRV com binations and 
' . 
I 

possi i.Jl c mc:osHrcs r <!I.Ucd to la nd -ba.scd missile s<>rviva.bi.lity app ropriate 

to each co~'binntion Cscction D) . 

. T h..:rc ilrc , in. addition , major iseues which can be dceided 

ind~pchdu ntly o( dcds iuns on A BM/MIRV combinations (sec tion E ): .. 
·- • the appro~eh t o be tal<cn rega rding Soviet IR/M.RI3Ms; 

• • th<: U.S. pos ition on· limiting strategi c bombers systems a nd a.ir 

A . Al\:.1 Sv10tem• 

- * We"'" tent.~li vc ly planning to d eploy the Safeguard a rea d<:!c nso: 

' Th<• .ICS r.·;.r«~c ntillh•c nol c s that all discussion in thi s pape r is base d 
, ,. ;h.: S.H·,..~",~ ' rd ~Y.".tt'. n\. Tho U, S. is s tuclyi ng: more ad va nced ays t<: m e_, suc h 
~ .. . ~>•,·:~ 1- ~ -.·o ·'"• ••<I tmlnl d (•r•~:l .eoc nnd sea and air-bas ed systems. Nnnteru~al 
1' !•!:~ "."~:t:s ·.o.. ~tl !~ :''."<"to cClns idcr t h,~ _I'):_t::)Ssi bility of one ur bolh side $ (tnvc lo,p in: 
:ot~ .. u h ) :-. •·•n .. . ·l.t,f.l l tt!iure t h:'\L tilt: USSlt c annol gain an n.dvanln~c by \Ju(>loyutg 
c~ rli' n .t .. n:•: pf 1\ B:'.' aluUJ; il5 borilt:t's. 
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19 radar• deployed nationwide (&ovon d etection radars -- Perime t e r 

Acquioitio n R~dar s (PARs] ·-and 12 engagement radars --Missile 
i 

23 

Site Radars [MSRs ], 465 l ong-range Spartan interceptors a nd 168 s h o r t-

range Sprint mi05ilc• for radar dc£cns c . An additional 246 Spl'int 

missiles are planned J:or deJ:ense of 300 Mi nuteman silos, the A BM 

radars, and the National Command Authorities (NSC), making a to tal 

of 879 ABM launchers . 

. 
Soviet coal s fo r misoile deiense are unknown 'beyond the system of 

64 launchers (oach with one reload mis sile ).aroLlnd Moscow and a radar 

network of 29 H onhouoe radars and 2 Doghouse radars (all at 6 sites), 

plus 4 (pos•ibly 5 ) Try. Add radar complexes. They are continuing a 

major· R&D program to improve their ABM capabilities and we believe 

that, in the a bsence o! an a_greemc nt, they will probably deplo y area 

missile defenses eventually in nu.mber s equal to or greater tban Safeguard. 

The Hen House early warning and acquisition radars they have deployed or 

have under constru c tion !or ,ABM and space purposes will provide almos t 

complete cove rage o£ their perimeter. 

Tbe i • suc oC a.pprop riate AllM level• a r ises in SALT planning 

because while> there arc significant strategic"advantages to the Uni ted 

States in having at least a SaJ:cguard leve l ADM defense, there would also 

• 
be advantages to us if we could by agroomont restrict the Soviets to· & 

small or even ,.oro-level ADM system. 
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I. Possible RQles for U.S. ABM Dcfc n&<' 

Then> arc S(lveral possible _roles !or a U.S. ADM system.: 

-- Prolf!ction of tltc continentn. t Un il.e cl Sta te s with Area ch.:!cnse 

a.ga'inljt the l<ind of attnck Coonmut>ist Cl•ina will probably ho able to 

mount '~ithi.n th<' dccac!c. The S:~!cgu;>rd system's design gonl is lo 

insure that a threat of 10-ZS Chinese ICBMB (expected by the mid to 

late 1970s) cannot expect to penetrate the. sy~tem, even using first-

generation penetration a ids . If and when the number ot arriving Chinese 

ICBMs exceeds the highest levels ·o£ interceptors feasible in Safeguard 

(l00-200 per site) or if their pene tration t eclmology advaaccs , to 

I 
\ over con1c the U4 5. counters, the $yste'm•s design goal is to reduc e 

' 
dam;>.ge t o 20% or less of that to be expected without a ddense and to 

I 
maintain a high degree of uncertainty o£ the success of any such attack. 

For this purpose, the area de!cnse portion of this Safeguard syotem 

would use 17 r ada rs (12 MSRs a11d S PARs) deployed nationwide, with 465 

long-r<~nge ABM interceptors and 1D8 short-ra n ge interceptor s at 12 sites. 

Other cotnbinations, udng sornowhat !ewer radars, might also be used 

!or dc{cnsc against first generation Chinese missiles. • For e .xample, 

H the Improved Spartan were availahl o, five l:it.cs, w ith ten radars 
' 

(S MSRs, 5 PARa) would provide area coverage of the entire coun try, 

less Alt~ska. and Hawaii. Interceptor leval s could also b e varied, with 

• 
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corresponding effect on \be cifectiveness of the defense provided a nd 

the leve"l of thnat for which the syo tem could significantly reduce d amage. 

-- P rotection against "S: e identnl or sm a. ll , unauthoriz~d attncl<s. 

Protec tion aga ins t uccidental or small u nauthor i zed ICBM atta cks is 

likely to be within t he capubilities of the Safeguard a rea defense • 

. 
Protcc llon a jfainst acddento.l or small u na uthor ized SLBM attacks, 

however , would r equi re tho a d dition of two s eawa r d- lo o.k ing rada·rs to 

the ''anti-China 11 s y s tem . 

Protectio n of strategi c bomber bases." The Safeguard a rea 

*"The OSD represe ntative notes that bes ides the prima ry func tions 
·- desc r ibed for t he Safe guard a rea defense in the text, several important 

secondary func..tion6 a re: 

·- To provide !or dam age-denial against missile attack (rom any Nth 
country besid es Ch ina . 

-· To provide f.o r defense o! s trategic sitc11 other than miuilcs and 
bombers, s uch a.s Pola r is communi eatione sites and bases and other 
comma nd and control . 

...... T o make cer tain the Soviets could not eonsider a small disarnling 
a.ttack on the basis o f a:ny pr~·sum~d vulnerability such as on th~ tT.S . c omman 
and c onttol sy s~cn1. 

-- To lim it ur b:\n / indu slria l damage by a s mall but not i!'si gn ificant 
amourit in a n\1<: lcar war \Vlth the Soviet Union. 

-- To provide an accurate and highly cr<l,diblc sys tem oi warning, 
intended tarf.;uts, launch l ocation . and dnn1agc assessment for the nat.iona l 
command in the event of a missile attnck. 

- - To provide a n1ca.ns to track a nd des tro y most space vehicle s snch 
as po~t-altack 1·econnaissanc c satellite s and F OBS or MO DS and to defend 

key &tratcsic ta rgut. again•t dcorbited FOBS." 

TO I' SECHF;T ·---·- ·· 
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defense syst em, which i ncludes 168 Sprint mis.ile s l ot· radar defense , 

i s also des igned to inte rcept the .firs t ''"'aves of a rapid ro.tc, do prcssed -
• 

trajectory SLBM attack on the strate gic bomber/tanker force to permil 

time for safe escape of the alert bombe r. ancl tanl<ers . 

. -- M inuteman Defcn ~!!.:_ The full Sa!cg ua.rd • ystem call s for 

Z46 Sp rint missiles and four MS!ts dedicated to defense of Minuteman. 

Two of the fo\\r projected Minute man d e fense sites of the Safeguard 

system have been approved by Congr ess . A uthorization !or a thi rd is 

being s ought thi s yca1·. (2 PARs, 3 M SRs , ·21 2. Spr in ts, and 90 Spartans 

are p rogrammed fo r t hose three sites:) 

•• NCA Dcfe11s c . We would receive little or no warning of a single 

F OES or SLDM attack on Washi ngton a s a. precursor to a n all -out attack by 

SI&Ms (a large F OBS atta ck cou.Jd be detec ted at launch, providing at 

least 3 0 minutes warning ). A lo cal defense of the NCA at Wa s hington, D. C. 

could m ake a li &;ht a ttack o n our key conunand auUtorilies unsuccess fuJ 

and give nddit..iona l time agains t a large attack !or-d e cision on a U.S. 

response o r di spersal o! the NCA to a ou rvivablc c ommand post. Such a 

de!e11se c ould IJo a ccomplished with OJ\O or two radars 11-nd about 100 

interceptors apn rt from tho Safeg,o.ard area de fe nse component•, but Ia 

not included in IJ. S. plans a.t th.is time. 

TOP SF.CRF:T 
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2. Principal A Ul\.t Issues 

Our problem is to determine what ADM asrecments 

satisfactorily balance out· objectives oi lintHing datnagc to our selves 

£rom certain t.yp<!$ or atta.ckS and cnsurin~; that our missilas wilt be 

able to penetrate Soviet defenses in a broad range of circumstanc~s , 

even if the Soviets chca t by deploying ABM launchers in excess o! 

a.gree<llcvelo and/or upgrading current or future SAMs .to an ABM 

capability. 

We cannot' discuss this problem adequately until we have 

considered lhc MIRV issue and the issue of insuring against land-based 

! 
missile vulnerability. However, there arc four specific ABM issues 

' 

that can and should be faced before we c.onsider the broader problem 

' 
because they rnay have a decisive bearing on how the b•·oadcr problem 

should be resolved and in particular on the desirability of a MIRV ban and 

oi measures --such as hard point defense and deployment o£ land and 

sea mobile ICBMs -- to preserve the survivability of our deterrent. 

-- whether a rea defense against China should be considered 

essential !or U.S. strategic sufticicncy and lhere!ore non-nccotiablc; 

·- whether ABM defense of our alert bombers should he 

considered essential !or strategic suflicicncy and therefore non - ncgotiablci 

TOP SECR.!:f.L 



.. J i . ~ : 
. OECLASS\FIEO u---.....,.._'""1..,..,,,.,.,..,"., ""' .;.,.,,.,," "'"''""' ··*· --- --- ------ - -....., 

A•Jrt.olitf MJb17iS/f • 
By t-IP NAAA.Dala 10 
. .... _ 

-

-· 

-· 

I'> • ' • 
~!._ - -· - - · .. • :._ .- - - .. _/ 

T OP SECRET 28 

-- wh ethe r or not d efense o£ W& 3hington, D . C . (tho Nationnl 

Command Autltoritics) should bo con s idered essential to suffici e ncy and 

the refore n on-nc gotia blc; 

whethc•· o ur unilate ral capal.>ility to \'C rlfy com p liance with 

& limit on ABM launche r and radar deployments is adequate . 

Tho desi .... bility of ABM defense o( Minuteman is discussed 

in Section IV C on land based nus s ile' s urvivability. 

Defense Against China 

There nre differenc es within the Cove rntncnt ove r many of the 

critical fac to rs which affect whether we ·ohould i nsist tha t any SALT 

a g reement permit us to deploy tltc Safegua r d Phase 2 area sys tem £or 

d efense agai nst the Chinese ICB M t hrea t. 

The Te<:hnical C•pability of Safeguard A~"inst the Chinese Threat. 

As d is cussed above, the Safegua rd syst.cm's design goal i & lo deny 

damage from a threa t of 10-25 Chinese ICBMs, even i! they have fir st 

generation penetration aids. U the Chine•e thr <>a.t contitlucs t o gro,,;, 

the syste>m ' s goal is to reduce damage to ZO% or less of that expected 

with no de!onsc4 Proponents ol the system assert. t:hat the se design goals 

will be m.,t. 

Some a rgue, however, tha t the Chinese cou ld e f!cetivo ly prevc11t 

Sdcgua r d from meeting its design goal by buHding some I 00 IC BM• nnd 

T O PSEC EH;T 
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concentrating the ir li r e on an aroa of th e t).S . defended by a single 

Z9 

ABM s ite. The y a rgue tha t even before the threa t reaches this level, 
. I 

tl>e Chinese could negat e the system by ,developing a n d deplo}'ing eimple 

pcnelr'llion ai<ls, which tho}' believe could defeat ~he syst<o:m, dcspil.c 

it• design goals. Moreo ,•o. r, the probabllit)• Chat some weapons would 

leak through our de{onso s (a probability whic h increases as the number 

o( 3ltacking rnissilos per site increases) would reduc e still further our 

confidence in the capability of Safegua rd. 

They note \hat the fi r st incremento! da'7'age above zero which might 

:-ri•c from a failul'e of the system to give full damage- denial could be a 

vt.: q~ t-Jr~c on~. For example# one U1.:re c moga.ton weapon. detonating 

o ver one of our .six la rgest cities could kill at least one million peopl e 

in~t., ntly, in addilion to cau6ing sub s tantial s econdary casualties and 

<'Sl<nsiv~ industrial damage. Even if a Sa!e.gua 1·d-level ABM •ystem 

<lid ha·:~ a dama l,!e-d onial capabilit-y initially, further expansion or 

n~'.;u·w.···~n,c-nt or tho Chinca;e ~CBM (orce, they assert, would soon Grode 

rh!• "·'l·~bilily \o the point where i t would not provide credible ouppor t 

ff• r diplunl.lC)' OlVOwcdly based on damage denia l w ith ABMs . 

] h<- i'~llilic:d/Oiplumntic Use!ulncss of the Syst~m Against China. In 

~~:~~ ... o ::1(:;xt, the princip:ll purpose of the area de{ensc systeln would be to 

., or> scc:;u~·r 

.. 
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d eny qr to r educe to a m inimal le vel U.S. fatalities from a Chinese 

nuclea r atl4tck, a.nd to r oin.fo rco the erodibility of our diploma cy in 

A sia and our commi tments to A s ian nations i n the !nee o f a. Chinese 
. 

n uclear capa\Jilit)'• T he ques tion i s whe ther a light area A DM dclense 

of U.S . citie s would perm it t he U.S. to take ac tions aga inst a nuclea r -armed 

China which we wou ld d o e m too r isl<y i" the a bscnc e o( such a defense. 

Noting tbnt P resident Nixon has a~sured our A•ian allies that our 

nuclea r shield extends t o them, some argue t hat the credibility of that 

shield would be c n.hanced i i our Asian allies know that becau&c o f a 

Safeguard area defense, the p ros pec ts of China blackm a iling the Uni ted 

' • State" by threatening American c itie s ha d b e en c rcatly r educed. In · 
i 

their judgment, e ven a snult Chinese n~clea r threat aga inst unpro tected 

U.S. cities could make a m a jor dif£e renc c in the eC!ective ness o{ U . S. 

diplomacy in A sia. Therefore, the credibility of the nuclear shield and the 

maintenance of a satisfac to ry Asian bala nce of power could be cnhancod 

by a Safeguard area defense. The certain capability o f the CPR .to infli~ t 

severa-l n1illion !atalities coUld e xert enorn~ous i nfluenc e on U~S . policies 

a.JHJ actions in A s ia, or on the co nfidence A d an nations could have in those. 

A Chiue•e ability to hold U. s:· cities· ho s tage_agn ins t U.S . .Intervention 

on tha b" ha!C of U, S. and allied Interests in Asia c'ou1d increase Chinese 

inCht .. ·nce ol .culvcnturi s n1 in Asia , pr ori\otin.g insb.bilit-y or nuclear 

p rollCcra tion. 

TO:> SF:GRF:T 
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In this view, it is unlikely tha t wl,.,t som e ha ve r o sarued a s 

11 t.r-7ldition~l caution11 ln C hina 's fo r cig,, policy can be c ounted \l.pon to 

r es train a Chinese th r~.at to it,s neighbo r s, U .S. intcru:;ts in Asia, or 

the U. S . its c tr. Given tho mi litan c y of the Communist Chin ese 

Government, the s tated a ims o! the CPR, the p r obably differen t 

Chine6c v h)w of populo. tion loss es, and tho U. S . re luctance to u~c 

nuclcitr w eapons, a nd the £act tha t the Chinese m a y e xpec t to take 

a dvantage o£ thes e !actor s, it i s no t de eme d prude nt to base \J. S. poli cy 

on the s.angvin a ·J>rOJlOSition o{ 'Chinese sel f .. r e stra inl in fo reign po licy. 

To the: contra r y. the possess ion of n uc lear weapons co.uld m a ke th e 

Chinese n1o rc 11civc ntu ro us, c s pccin.lly H they {~1 that a. nuc lear th r eat 

aga ins t untlcf<ll>dcd U.S . cities w ill r educe the like lihood of U.S . mili ta ry 

countcrm cnsurcs i n A $ia. 

C?iv(;n our intc rcs b; and o bli ga tions in Asia and the Weste rn Pa c ific:, 

we have, acc oJ·di ng t o this vie w, two bnsic alte r native s: 

(I) \\'c can r<'Ly on ou r St-r ntogic oflcnsive fo'rccs tor dete rrence 

ol Ch~t\~ S '-' nu clea r a ttack on the U.S. o r i ts allies. 1£, no nct.hch:s s , we 

3rc pr c: ~H·nh:d ' ': it.h n C hi ne se. utt.inta hlm. to l e t the n1 h~ve their way in 

AA i a. (Jr •·i sk" nucl(l-ar all.<l cl<. c>n a U.S . c ity, U.u: P r ef::idl:nt ""uuld b.! 

c on{n•!ih:d •.vilh the choice of ba.cJdns .down,in Atd n or 6t3 ndin~ iiTn), 

T O !' : ; J.:Cit FT . . ·-··- .. -
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risking the d estr uction o! U.S. cities and loss of Ame1·kan lives 01· 

i nHiating n stl·ikc against Chinese lCB!IIs be!orc they arc launch<>d. 
' l 

(2) \Ve can til.lpplcmcnt and e: u .e tnin the dete rrent value of our 

o!fen oive fo rces a nd reduce subst,.ntially the risks entailed by standing 

firm in the !ace o f ChiJ>csc nuc lear threo.t s by deployment o£ a ba llil tic 

rniuile defense s y otem d e.,ig ned to p r otect o ur cities and populalion 

a~a.inut the Chinese Communist I CBM threat. 

On the other hand, others arll'U<l that Safeguard- level ABM would at 

best make only a limited contribution to increasing the credibility of 

our policy_.in Asia and lha.t, on balance , we would gain m ore by keeping 

Soviet ABM levels very low. They argue: 

-- China is probably d eve loping nuclear forces to underline its claw 

to g r eat power sta tus and to provid e a dete rre n t to possible U. S. or Sovi et 

nuclea r a ttack rathe r than for blackmail purposes. Despite i ts r e volutionary 

rhetori c and support !or subversion, i tc basic military po s-ition :remains 

defensive. 

-- So long as the Chines·e st r11tegic !orcc remains relatively small, a 

condition w hich is lik<.; ly to pe r si•t lor many yea rs, the Chinese will a lmos t 

certainly recognize that the actu01l usc o f U\ci!" nuclear weapons agains t 

nc i c;hbors or the superpowers would in vol v e sub~tantial risks of a 

deva stating counterblow to China. ·rhcre arc n o lndi=tions they a re 

prep:tred to take s uch risks . 
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, 
To be signi£ic<uttly more useful than our general rclaliatory · 

power in deterring Chinese nuclear attacks or threat. in Asia or against 

. . 
us d i rectly, a defense would have to be able to ensure that casualties 

in th~ U.S. cou ld be held to '.'da mage de nial" levels (les s than about ore 

million~ wors t ).. In their opinion, tllc te chnical limitations o{ the . 

system· are such that it would be e!!ective for damage denial only as part 

of a U.S. first-strike capability. T hey further aq;uc that no system which 

requires a U.S. f irst "trike to -be u s cCul is a · realistic or sensible one 

!or the U. S. 

- - Eve n H the system was believe d to work well in defending the 

continental U.S., the Chinese could bypass i t by attacking Alaska, Hawaii, 
' . 
I 

U.S. £orces overseas, or nujor Asia~ c itie s and by .using other delivery 

systcn\& (bombers, submarines, clandestine introduction). Extension of 
I 

ABM cove rase beyond the c ontinental U.S. would be possible only if ABM 

levels greater than the area defense of Safegua r d Phas¢ -Z were permitted. "' 

.-- Publicly-relying on such a defense a.s the basis of the credibi lity 

of our Asian diploma cy could also have· detrimental effec ts on our Asian 

and European rclat ions: . 

;-The JQi reprc senl<ltivc notes that ABM co~.<e"ro.gc collld be extended to 
Hawaii and Alaska, if warranted by the threat and permitted by the 
agrec1ncnt. l 'his would be particularly true if 1;ea ot ail• -n1obilc Al3!v1 
systems were permittetl. In this ease, coverage could be extended to 
ineluclc deployccl. U.S. forces and the citiQs of our ·ailies • 
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... - Asian countries might: b\! n'ad e more fea r ful of Ch ina 1s 

nuch::lr ca]).'\.bility, i n rc<J.ction to our show o { concern a nd i n the bc lic1 

that the U.S . was divcrli~>g the Chinc•c nu d ca r threat awa y f r om the 

U.S . b. nd to,...-a r d them; 

• • Do ubt s a l>out the c f(eetivonc66 o f the system , followin g 

earlier i ns i stenc e that. lacl.-. o£ an anti .. Chincsc d efens e wou ld leave ue 

in \}lOtcnt in the fac e of Chi oc&c nuclc3r blackmail, might m ake ~sian 

nations unwi lling to rely on U.S. nUcle!&r gua r antee s in th e fa<=e of 

Chinc:Bc th r c .:tts ; 

-- 0\\r NATO a llico would interpret claim s tha t t he U.S. 

n eeds an anti - Chino. ABM to m ake i t a dete rrent umbrella effective in 

Ae:io. ns rais it;g qltc stion s a bout w h<!thor U .S. dete r renee a lone is 

a uflicicnL in Europe a ga ins t th e ia r greater Sovie t threa t, agains t which 

the U. S . ndmitt edly d oes not have d!cctive AI!M protection. Some 

r cpreacntativcs of NATO allies have indicat ed objections to a SALT 

asr ccmcnt which would a.Uow A BM de!en ocs a gainst thir d - c ountry 

a U:nck • · 

• - Ins i sting on s u ch a s yotcm lf the Soviets insist on low Al\M 

•cv c ls could jeopardize th e chances o! roa c hi ng an agrccn"'lcnt which wou ld 

i mpose n)caning ful eonstra inl:~ o n thu U . S . .. soviet stra tc &ic .:trms 

1"01' S F.CR'"T 
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Dcf t: llSC of n. s. Bomber• 

' Some bdicvc U.S. bomb~r forces as c urrently deployed will become 

v ulne rable to a Soviet Sl..BJ\'f. a.tta.cl< in the ncar future as Sovie t SLBMa 

a.re deployed o n patro l within r ange of U.S. bomber bases . 

-- Some m aintain that p r eserving the option to dc!cnd alert bombers 

with ADM should not receive high priority s ince there are a lternative 

protective measures (im provem ents in warning-to-take-ore tim es "'nd 

further dispersal to many new bases in the in terior of the U.S.) which 

present substantially !ewer problems for an a.rms control agt'eement. 

They argue that: 
. ' . \ , . 

these .a.ltcrnativo nu3a.suros may be required as early as 

l97Z to counter the SL I3M tb1•eat, wh ile full ABM coverage of the 

bomber bases will not be available mtti l 1978; 

-· Sovie t countermeasures, such as more depressed SLBM. 

trajectories o r faster SLBM launch rates, VA'ich would also make ABM 

de!cnsc less effective; 

-- the AnM reac tion time to an SLBM attack would be s o shor•. 

(5 minutes or less) as to roqu iro tha t local commanders be given nuc lear 

l'clcasc authol'ity, a procedure which may be politically unaccoptnhlo; 

- - the S"vic t face !~l'mida.hlc problems in attacking bolh bombors 

and 1nis:siles without ~h .. ing one U.S . sys tem or the other ~dcqunto warning 

' \... 

T OP SF:CR~.L 
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Cor launch. H.ccOGnizi l1;) lbat tlus is a. problem for the Soviets only 

if they judge tha t we al'C lil<cly to launch our Minuteman missiles dudng 

the 15 minu~cs between the fi1·st d<tonation of S LJ3Ms on our bomber 

. 
bases and the 3rr iva. l o ( So.vie·t ICn~t s a nd i£ the Soviets do not us e 

high alti. h.•de nuclcn.r bursts to pin d 0 \'-11 the Minu tcn1an force, the y 

as scrt that, in plannil\({ such. a n atta c k, the Soviets would proba bly hav e 

to assume that we would launch our mieeHcs . Moreover, witho?-t very 

detailed knowlcd~:e of the degree t o whi c h Minuteman i~ hardened a gainst 

the eifects ol hi gh altitude nudear bursts , it is dou btful that the Soviet s 

would base a firs; t ctrike on a pindow:1 tactic . 

-- Others argue that protection agains t this threat is an inlportant 

goal of the U. S. Al3M system. In the context o£ an a rms control 

agreement linliting U.S. offensive missile sys ten\s, protection o! our 

' 
bomber force may be even mor e important. They argue that: 

-- other measures to prote c t bom b c: r (improvements in 

warning-to-takc - o.!C times and !urtho r dispersal to man) .. new bas.oe in 

!he interior of tht U.S.) will incrca•e bomber survivability to nn oxlcnt 

dcj><mdcnt upon tllc: firing rate and (unount of depression of a trajcctot'y 

l\f prc!Jcnt. atld !utu ro Soviet SLEM s, cha l"&c tc ri stic s o! whi ch ''-'C cannot 

' I . t •• . • • rnunc: 

·;' ~~· ..;::.·c·J• t:-T • - . ~·.:.._ • • . • ... • .!,___ 
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the Sa!cgua.rd syste t'l'\ i5 not ne.J.rly as scnnitive to tho se 

SLBM ch~iactcrit'-tics a s ru·e the other means to increas e. bombe r 

s urvi val ; 

airborne a.le1·t is not: a l ong- tcrtn s olution becaus e it i s very 

cos tly ($3. 0 billion per y ~<~. r to kee p 30~ o! the bombe rs a nd tankers on 

continuous a h·borne a lert) and we probably could not keep much m ore 

t.."tan 30o/o of the forc e airborne ; 

-- a coordinated attack on U. S . bombers and ICDMs could 

a lso incl ude a pindown tactic on Minutem an whic h wou ld prec lude early 

launc h and, eve>\ i ! it did not, i t would present the P resident with the 

dif!icult choice dur ing the 15 minutes bet\•:eet> the !iut detonations on 

the bomber bases and tho a rrival of tbe Soviet ICBMs of launching 

the Minu teman at Soviet cities or risl<ing destruction o ( the Minuteman 

force . 

Defense of National Comn\a.nd A uthoritie s 

Without NGA defens e , little o r no warning would exis t against"-. 

sinGle FOBS o r SLOM launch on Washingt.on a s a precursor to an all-out 

attac k, ""d wo. rning would be a matter o C only 4- C> minutes in a n all- out 

attac k by SLDMs a nd FODS. Some believe that a delibera te sing le attack 

a.gains:l Wn shington '-vould not be n plausible scenario, even as ~ precursor 

to a n <Ill-nut Mtllcl<. • 
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Even tho rnod e• t a dditional ti me which ABM (a bout l 00 i ntcrG cplors ) 

de ic nsc of the ca)l it:\l 'voutd give {or decis ion on t·he U . S . r esponse to a 
' . ! . 

nucle a r attac k wou l<.l obviously bo dcsi ~a ble and c ould be significant. 

Even i! no l\dditiona. l tin1c we r e s:a.incc! Cor dec-ision , the NCA defense 

'\vould irtcreasc the re sources r ectuircd fo r a C<!rtainly succes sflll a ttack 

on \Vo.shington. 

P r oponents take the vi ew that: 

- - e ven the m o dest additional lime w hich A BM d ofe ns" of th e capital 

would give Cor decigion on the U .. S . response to a nuc le a r a tta ck would 

b~ desirabl e and could be s ignificant: 

- - an ABM d e fense o! the NCA c ould be useful in handling accidental 

launches, provocative a ttacl<:s, or Chinese a tta c ks by a&s uring the 

survival of the necessary com mand and contr ol litlks to pe rmit respo nses 

short of an a U-out nuclea r e xchange. 

Others believe that: 

- - a de!l iberat<> single attack against Washing ton is not a p lausibl e 

seenn.rio, oven as a procut·sor to an all· out attack; 

- - !or nlas sive c oo rdinated Zovict attacks (60 - 120 simultaneously 

a r riving RVs), a n AUM doie nsC! of Washingt on may w e ll provide n o 

additioMI limo at nll; 

• TOP SF:CIU:T 
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with 311 NCA dcfcns.,, Lhcre is still some possibility of the 

Soviets covertly Cxp.:ln<ling M oscow ddcn•e to covc1· l~rge popul<>tcd -

areas , especially if dis t~nt ABM-capablc zadars could be made 

ava ilable; 

-- there would l>e clear verification '-dvantages to a tot.'\l ban on 

ABMs as opposed to a low limit adequate (or NCS defense. 

Vo ririeAlion 

Vcriticntion of A3M l..:>~Ancher Limits 

. 
[n our verification stud ies of tl1e deployment of ABM launchers 

(as opposed to upgraded SAMs) there is disanrcement about the leva! 
' • 

of Sovie t cheating we co\l ld confidently !detect : 

• 

.. · .. · .. ·. 

-- ACDA, State, a n d CIA believe that the Soviets might luvc 100- 150 

mobile ABM launcher s and fixed ABM ·launchers beiore the che<iting was 

detected, and moreover, that cheating probably wo uld be d e tected be(ore 

a significan t change in U. S . retal iatory capabili ty had bee n ef!ec:ted . 

-- OSD and JCS believe that the number of und~ teeted mobile or 

. 
fixed interceptors under a careful concealment program could be 

sul>stantlally higher ti>an ! 50 if the Sovids e mplace mobile or moveable 

interce ptors in a n operational status \Yi tbi n buildings as m uch as 10 to 50 

miles (rom the control ling ABM r ada r &i te, using the kind o{ remote 

laun~h l"r:chniqucs to he u•ed i n the U.S. Sa.Cc~rua rd system. 



-- - -

T 0 P S E \. /l.l': 'l' 40 

Vcrificati o" of ADJ,I Rn<l:\r L imits 

FoT e lan<lc:st:ino in.:: rca so in ~BJ\:i capability, either us ing SAMs or 

covertly-built ADM interceptors, the critical !actor is whcthc1· the 

radar• arc available to suppor t the nddc d interceptors. 

lC radars were unlimited o r U>c permi tted level of rada r a were high 

(Sa£ogu:>rd level), we would !ace the possibility c! a Soviet clande stine 

prograan to surpas• the agreed level o f ABM l>.tmchers by de ploying 

concealed fixed or mobile i•BM launchers cr. by upgrading thei r SAM · 

la\lnche r s to a n ABM co.p:>bllity and tying them into the allowed ABM 

control ne twork. 

' I I 
I 

Building llCW ABM radars with curre n t m ethods takes Z-S years and 

I would lJe de tected within six months to a yo3r of initiation unless concea lment 

a ttempts were made. It is conceivable that the Sovie ts coul<l clandestinely 

construct advanced phased array acq\\isi tion radars and bring them to IOC 

before wo detected the cf.!ort. 

. 
-- CIA, State, and ACDA believe that the com p lexit y o f building as 

many a. a 5-l 0 such radars, coupled with the need to test the rada~s, w ould 

eventua lly lend to their detec tion almost certa inly before !OC. 

OSD and JCS boliovo such a buildup c<.mlcl go unde tected until the 

Soviets eho:o;c to stop trying to c onceal their cx:fstencc, 

With respect to the !caoihilily of a limit on ABM ndau: 

' TOP SI·:GR U:T_ 
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-- · JCS and OSD argue that such radars would be hard to define, 

that equivalence bclwccn U.S. a11d Soviet radars would be difficult to 

define, that the limit (which the U.S. WO\lld obey, whether the Soviets 

could verily compHa.nce or not) would interfere with radars needed 

' 
for other civilian and non-ABM military purpos~s, and that the utility 

of a radar limit in verifying an ABM launcl>el· limit may disappear with 

the development of radar technology which would allow use of simpler, 

quicker methods to build radars !or ABM • 

. -- The other agencies (CIA, State, and ACDA) arg11e that ABM-

capable radars can be defined and verified adequately for purposes of 

an ABM radar limit<>.tion, that U.S. radars intended !or non-ABM 

purpo•c • need not be affected, and that the Soviets would be pinched 

far more than we by a Iindt because they would neecl1Ytorc !or comparable 

: . ·. 

coverage and because they lag behind us in the number of ABM interceptors 

which can be served by a single radar. 

All agencies except JCS also argue that, even if not !ully verifiable, 

an ABrv! radar limit would be·;, our interest for its inhibitory e!Cc c·t. 

Moreover, even iC there were no radar limit, we would n~t build lnore 

ABM radars than needed for permitted ABM systems, but th:e Soviets could 

freely add radar" to support later upgrading or system expansion without 

even bot he ring to conceal the e!lort. 

TOP SF.CRET 
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All agree that t•hc need t.o lirnit. i~dars is o! !ar greater 

eigniClea nct~ ~t relatively h)W A[)M. lc\.·cls.. All a.lso are agreed~ 

hQwovcr. thi\t i! levels are sot at lh e Sa lcguard ~;L rca dcfen~> c # su(Ciclon.t . . 

rnd(l.rs wo1Jld proba.hly ha,•c to bo porn.,iHed on both sides to r~duco 

substa.nli:dly Lhc significance o! ra.da.1· ca;Jability as a limit on ABM 

interceptor buildup. ~,: 

Supplcrnc!lt.;). ry Mcasu res 

ABM verification measures s upplClll.ental to nationa l means could 

perhaps sul>stantially aid in the Soviet .1\.BM launcher/radar limit 

vct'iCicaHon p.roblem. Such meD.iHircs, cooperative in nature, could 

include agreed. pre -anncunce m en\ o 6 to deployment of new launchers o£ 

either mobile or fixed conusuration. Deployment of new Soviet ABM 

radars could also be trco.t.ed in t.his manner . 
i 
' Upgrading o( Cnncnt Soviet SAM Systems to an ABM C:tpa bility 

Ther e a rc differing view• <>bout the present ABM capability of tho 

SA-5. and our ability to d e tect Soviet att empts to up~;:rade this system, 

i! il docs not a l ready have an ABM capability. 

-- State, CIA, and ACDA support the majority position taken in 

the most recent NlE, viz., that it Is hi~;hly unlike lY' that the SA-S ha• a ny 

. -. 
*State and ACDII. believe that even at Safeguard Phase Z permitte d ADM 
l e vels, a limit on additior>al ra dars could still reduce the risk of lar~c
scalc Sovicl radar deployment !or a major damage-limitins capability . 
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presen t Al3M ca pabi).ity. T hey fur ther s tate lhat 1\ny aLlcmpt to 

upg:r a.<lc th i s syst.c1n to provicl o 1ncanin~ ful AJ.~M dc!ona c wuuld bo 

of •11ch a magnitude tha t i t w ould run a high ris k o ! d etection. 

- - OSl> and JCS support lhc minority position Ulkcn in the san1e 

N lE, viz. , that the sta le o f ava ilable evide nce i• s uc h tha t an ABM role 

c annot be cxclu<lod lor th e SA -5 system, that it is highly p robable O>at 

the oystcm wa s d e veloped to provide an intcrccpt·eapability a ga inst 

a irc r aft, MR BM's, and S LBM'a, and tha t i t is pos sible. tha t the s ys te m 

also was ·dcsigned to operate in conjunction with other fa c ilitie s to 

int erc ept lCJ3M 's. They fu rther belie ve tha t Ute clements nece ssary lor 

the SA -S to have a n ABM role n'ight no t be dc lectabl.c by na tiona l m ea"" 

a nd could exist witho"t U. S . kno~ledgc. They a l so point 011t tha t th e m os t 

r e cent NlE specifica lly assumes no majo r arms c ontrol a g r ee m e n t and 

m akes n o estima te of wh!\t the situation might be i f t here we r e a n 

a g reement. 

Ther o is g ene r a l agreement that , o f t he o ther Soviet SAM,s C\lrrcntly 

d e p loye d, on ly the SA - Z c ou ld be a possible candidate for u s c in ballistic 

missile deCcnsc. Thcro i s considerable evidence to indicate tha t the 

SA- Z <itc s a re "o t now pre pared lor th i s r ole. While we could not re ly 

on ntttioual n1cans f.or detec t ing n'li nox- modif.ica lions to the SA-2, 

. . 
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install~t.tion O{ comn1and and COntrol links. 01' provisiOn Of nuclear W.lrheculs. 

l 
an SA-2. upgraUing cffol.'t i.nvolvin~ la rg~:~ scalC hardware changes and ~ 

. ·' 
1 
' ' ~ 

troop training would run a high ri•l< o£ detection.'" 

Fut,uc ~oviet SAM Systems. (To be. provided.) 

. ·.._ 

~ OSD believes that detection of upg1·:1ding would not be confident since 

large-scale troop training cannot always be detected in tintc as in the 

case of the ·sA-5 • 
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