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THE wnrn> HOUSE 

W A$1t (PI 0 1'0 ~ 

ACTION 
January !6, !970 

-.. 

TOP SECHET -
MEMORANDUM FOR DR. l<lSSlNGER 

Laurence E. Lynn, J-r.-}\. 
. 

FROM: 

' SUBJEC'l': FY 7 i Safeguo.rd ADM Decision 

Ellcloscd is a m~roorandum for the President which 

describes the DOD proposal on Sa!egua1·d, 

-- .recommends that a NSC meeting be held to review the 

-proposal, 

) -- indicates your tentative concurrence in the DOD proposal, 

-- · discusses the arguments we will xun into and our countei'· 

arguments. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

' 

That you sign the enclosed memorandum for the President (Ta.'o A). ........... .... ... ··-· 

Enclosure 
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ACTION 

TOP SECRET 

M EMORANDUM l>OR THE PIU:SIDENT 

FROM: He.nry A . Ki ssinger 

-. 

S UBJECT: FY 7 J. Safeguard ABM Deployment Decision 
.. 

Proposal 

De puty Secretary of Defense Packard has sent me a memo dated 
Janua ry Z, 1970, a copy of which is at Tab A, in which h e states 
t hat " · •. I believe it is of the utmo• t importance tlH1.t w e do 
authorize the full Safegua•·d Phase 2 system at this t i:nc and fund 
some portion of it in F Y 71 . '' 

The p resent DOD position on specific s t e ps for 'FY 71 is s et forth 
·' in a separ ate memorandum, attached at Ta.b B. lt r ecommends: 

l. Construc tion o £ two m ore sites in FY 71 <>t Whiteman Air 
F orce Base, Missouri, (a Minutema n flcld ) and in the No rthwest; 

Z. Authorization for ~ngineering and site sel ection for thre~ 
additional site s ' in FY 71: Northeast, Michigan/O~io, and Washington, 
D. C .; 

3. Continued d ev elopment o f the Improved Spartan miss ile 
(longer range and lower yield than regula r Spartan) fo r improved 
area defense; 

-
4. Initiation of a. substantial resea rch and developme nt program 

fot· small radars and n1issi les optimb.cd for loca l, or "hard pointJ ' 1 

defens e against the possibilit)' of "an e ven more severe threat to 
Minuteman survival than can be ha.ndled with the basic Safeguard 
sys tem, " to be ready !or deployment about 1977. 
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5. "Plam1ing" the dep\oyrpont of a11 twelve sites of the Phase 
2. syst em ove r the next s even years, with the full sys~em r eachlng 
comt>letion a t the end of 1977. • 

The .JCS, in a memo a ttac hed at Tab C, recommend that: 

- · " prior to any [ u rthcr deci s ion to deploy a d d itional e lements 
of Safeguard beyond those addressed . •. above, full consideration b e 
given t o alternative d e ployments whic h would emplo y systems utilizing 
the advan .. tagcs o! early mid-course inter c e pt." 

- - "the add itio na l pro toction o! Minutem an take advantage o! 
steadily improving technology H fur the r studies confirm that this i s a 
desirable cour s e of acti on . 11 

Gerard Smith bas rocommcnded "that !t·om the point o f view o ! s trategic 
arms c ont r ol, it would be d e s irable to keep Sa.!eguard Phase 2 in R &D 
status du ring FY 7 1. " (His lette r i s at Ta b D.) 

DOD estimates pr ogr a m outlays in 1969 do llars at $930 million i n 
FY 71, (only a lightly higher thaa for Phas c I alone); ne w obligational 
authoritv of $J . S bilHon in FY 71 (co1npared t o $1 .2 billion for Phas e l 
a lone); and ~1 1 . 7 billion total to complete (excluding AEC costs oC $1.2 
billion and $750 million for r esearch and development of new hard point 
defcns e .radars and miasil cs). (To tal c o s t s for P has e 1 alone are now 
e s timated a t $5. 6 billion. ) 

The DOD progr am -...;ould: 

. . 
-- commit the Administration t o the full Safeguard system, 

including the thin a r e a dc!e nse and Nat ional Command Author i ty 
protection c l ements as well as Minuterr.an defense ; 

- - begin work on specific sites to serve <>.11 three objectives: 
another Minuteman sit e. three "area" sites , and a sile ncar 
Washington , D. C. ; 
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- - conUn\lo to give highest p r iority iu a c tual con s truction to 
Minutema n defense by beginning a third Minuteman s ite neJCt ye;u ·; 

initiate a majo r R &D program !or a. new M inute man d e fen se 
system n ot e mploying Safeguar d comp on e nts; 

c ontinue actual dcp loymeots at a r ate which wi ll kee p the syGtem 
work ing near capacity, t aking into acco unt plausible funding levels. 

T he Defense P rogl'am Revie w Com n,itt e e has di scussed S a.Cccuard at 
£our pre viou s meetings, on Nove mber 13, De cembe r 9, D ecombo r 2.0, 
a nd J a nuary 15. 

·' 

Howc vc1·, though ACDA rc sp .rcsentativcs were pr e sent at most of these 
meetings, G" r ard Smith d oes n ot feel be has h a d su!fic ient oppo r tunit y 
to study t he i ssues a nd p resent h is views. He s tt·ong ly recommends tha t 
a n NSC n• eeting be held t o comple te you r comm it m e nt of la s t Ma r ch 14 
to r e vie w the p ro~:ra.m a nnually before deciding on next steps. 

I believe it wowd be wise to h a ve such an NSC m e e ting so that no one w ill 
feel that he ha s h a d insufficie nt oppo r t = ity to r egi a ter his view s . 

App r ove NSC Meeting Di oapprovo 

. Di s c ussion of P r opo sal 

T he D OD p roposal, by add ing a s ite a t Whitema n Ai r F orce Base , wo wd 
continue to e xpand 'the part of tho Sa feguard s ystem which is primarily 
oriented to d efending the M inuteman force . Ho ,veve r , the DOD position, 
a s set !orth in th<! paper a t T a b Band elsewhere, ra.iscs som e t rouble some 
issue s w ith r e spe c t to the Cuturc rolo of. the S afegua rd component s (Sp rint , 
Mis sile Site Radar) for Minuteman defc:ue: 

T he paper cites a s a "serious technical arg \lffie nt agains t the 
sys to m" that the So vie ts could, a s the pape r puts i t , 11 simply overwhe lm11 

the system by addition al a ttacking missile s. 

T his techn ical p r oblem lies behind the DOD r>r opo s al t o be gin a 
$ 750 million R &D p rogram Cor imp r oved Minute m an d efense component s -
an impr oved Spr int m i ssil e a nd a smalle r a nd cheaper r ada r and c om p ute r 
s ys tem - - which the y be lieve could be dep lo yed by 1977 . 

In h i s pl'e s s state m e n t $, Se c r e t ary Lai r d dis cusse d addit ional 
offens ive we apons as the. answer t o the SS -9 threat. He spoci!ic a. lly 
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mentioned the new bomber, the undersea. lon&- ran.ge missile system, and ~~ 
land-mobile lCBM s, but ·not more Sa.Jcgual'd sites or missile s, 'J 

• • We might !ace a Soviet capability to destroy most o! tl>e Minuteman 
force beginning about 1974, when ncilhor the new hard point de!cnse sys tems 
nor the alternative b.ls.ing arrangements would be availabl e. However, -
and this is perhaps the m ost disturbing point o( all • - l gather it i s the view 
o! many technical people , including those in the Army agency responsible for 
ballistic missile defense, that the Safeguard units we could have ready by 
tbep would not make any appreciable dii!ercnce in the number of Minuteman 
which would survive su:h an attack. For example , having Safeguard Phase 1 
is projected in one A r my analysis a s saving only ZO Minutemen against an. 
all-out' counterforcc attack by both SS -9s and upgraded SS-lll;. 

These developments ,; at lhc very least, provide ammw'\ition to those who 
will argue that the Minuteman defense e le m ents ol Safe guard may be 
obsolete by the time they a.re operational and that ever. the Defense Depart 
ment no longer bas confidence in Safeguard a s a significant protection of 
the deterrent. 

1 beli~vc, however-,. that e ven i! these technical argun:ents arc accepted a.t 
their full face vAlue, it i s not necessary to consider changes in the deploy
ment plan outlined by DOD. We can ha r dly stop Phase I' s two Minuteman 

' sites. The Minuteman site planned for cons truction in FY 71 is Whiteman. 
. Air For ce Base in Missouri. That s ite , more than the othf! r Minuteman 
sites, provides signilicant area c ovel-age . . M oreover , prel i.tninary site 
survey work bc.s bocn dono on it, so construction ca.n st.:..rt sooner than 
ori an a rea s tte on which no similar wor k has a l ready taken place. 

. . 
In de,eloping the rationale £or the decision, we can cover these teclmiea.r 
i ssues thorouglll y. · ----

RECOMMENDATION: 

1 believe it i s likely that we Will have 'another bloody litlht on the .Hill. 
Whereas 11\st year we took the oppoaition by surpr ise , this )'ear they will 
be well p r epared. · 

Neverthe less , at this point I tend to believe that we should approve the DOD 
proposal of the NSC meeting and concentr ate on developing a sound 
rationale and plan o/ action. 

Following is a m o re detailed discus s ion o f t)\e p roblem we will encounter 
and proposo.ls for how to. implement your decision . 
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Whatc\•c r deployment pla11 you endol"sc, we must be prepared to deal 
with a variety of criticisms, some of which we did not face las t year 

,in s o sharp a. !orm. 

F i rst, wi th r espect to tl1c Minuteman defense t'nis s iolt, we may well 
be damned if we d o and damned if we don't: 

. 
-- li we continue to emphasize Min utema.n defense, and if the 

' technica l a rguments discus sed abov e a 1·c valid, we wi ll be denounced 
for proceeding with a. vir tually wo rtl>.les s s ys tem, 

. ~- li wo don't add a furthe r Minutem a n site, a nd emphasize the 
a r ea defense ratio ~>a le , we will be criticized !or inconsistency with 
DOD' s a r gument s las t year . 

Second, Gerard Smith's argument t hat more Sa.!cguard deployments should 
be d efer r ed for the sake of SALT will be repeated by many. 

Third, und er eit her the DOD deployment proposal or a n a lte rnative with 
no new Minuteman s ite, an i mportant pa r t o[ the sys tem's obj e ctives· 
will be a r ea defense, whi ch p res ent s s pecia l problems of understandi»g 

. and e xposi tion: 

-· The OSD pa pe r makes the po int that maintainin g expected 
l evels of area d efen s e with the Sa feguard s yste m would be " ver y diificult" 
after t h" Chinese d"ploy sophioticat ed penetration a ids. F o r the Chinese, 
such d e ployment is now thought to b e som" time away, but Soviet deploy
~cnt o[ such penetra tion aids , which must be r e ga r d ed &s i m rpinent, 
would pres umably a lso m ake defens e a sainst a ccidental or unauthorized 
Soviet attacks "ve1·y difficult." 

-- We can no longe r prcocnt the sys tem a s intended only to protec t 
our dctu·r ent forces, which is the most ea sily unders tood pa r t oC o ur 
rationale • 
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-- C r itics ca n be expected t o emt>ha size that the system a£fo1·ds 
essentially no p r otec tion a gainst a determined a ttack ,_ and only limit~ 
pl'otection·aga inst even v ery sJn.• ll, acc.i<lcntal, o r una u thorized attac ks 
with sophi sticated n>issile s . 

-- Too much ha mmering on the Chine s e threat as the rationale 
for the a rea component, when t h e Chine s e h a v e not even t est ed a n ICBM 
a n d when we a rc tr yin g to o pe n a dia lo gu e with them without c r catir.g 
panic in Asia, could ha v e t r ollblesome r epe rcus sion s for ou;r r ela tions 
n ot only with Chi na , but with ou r As ian allies. 

Fourth, we st ill will ha ve with us the s pecter s o f " Will it work ? " and 
"What will it cost?" We hav e received no detailed r eports on e ither 
the tec hnical s tatus o f the progra m , i ncl\ld ing potentia l pr oblems, or 
costs. 

- · N o i mpor t a nt t e chnical dilficultics have c ropped up yet, but 

' 

it is equally tru e that we have not y e t r e a c hed the te s ts in wh ich the syste m 
must op o1·atc a s a whole . Critic s will emphasize that we a r c procccding 
wit h fur ther de pl oyment befo r e t e c hnical qu es tion s have been r e solved 
in pra cti c e . Mo r e over, DOD's bac k pe da llinc on the sy•t cm's Minuteman 
defense capability - . which will p r oba b l y l eak may give critics an . 
~portant ne w technic al a r gument . · 

• • During t he pas t year, the r e have been s ome increase s i n the 
cost estimate s. Al>fn)' estimates fo r P hase I have gone !rom $4. ~ 

, billi on on March 13, 1969, t o $5. l billion on Nov e m b e r Z6; {or Phas e Z 
fro m $10 . 0 bill i'on to $11.7 billion . 1'b e s e increase s a r c not y et 
ter ribly substantial a n d t o some ext ent they o nly refiec t inflati on . H ow
ev er, th e y p t·ovide am munit ion fo r thos e wh o claim that tbe costs of 
tbc s ystem are both exceo s i vc a nd unk no wn . 

- - Oppcn en ts m ay sci oe on the R &:P p r oposa ls ancl th e adrni Ucd 
limita ti on s o f the system a s a s ign that more de ployment m eans m o t· e 
inves t ment in an already obsolescent s ys tem, o r that DOD is build ing 
the ba s e !o r futur e r equests which go far b e yo nd Sa£cgua1·d in both concept 
and cost . 
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Counterargwncnts 

Nonc.o! these arguments is un;>nswerablc ; none in my mind outweighs 
the need for furthe r deployments in FY 7 I : 

It is of no g r eat s ignificance (i!, indeed, it is true) that the two 
Pha se I sites, a c ting alone , would not be an effective defense o! the 
Minuteman force. They wer" never i.'>t ended to a ct as a separate system. 
The whole point of Phase 2. i s that the syslcm, including two additional 
Minuteman dcfcn$e sites, would operate as an ir.teg!'atcd whole; e nhancing 
the e Hectivcncs s of each part. 

We should press the Defense Department on what they think 
of the technic a l capability of the S afeguard compon.,nts to defend Minute. 
ma.n. H owever, unless the technical objections outlined above arc iully 
borne out, the Minuteman defense c omponent of the So.fcguard system as 
a whole will be at least a useful interim measure, and, fo r the longer 
term, a valuable complement t o othe r s teps to protect \he deterrent. 

The SALT argument implies that tho cha.ncee of an asreement 
o.re reduced by announc ing addi tional deployments. l think the opposite 
i s .true . ABM is the U.S. weapons s ystem t he S oviets seem most anxious 
to s top . Foregoing additional deployment s this year would mean ~bey 
would ha.ve much less incentive. to·negoliatc serio usly. . . 

The area defense issue is complicated because the ca p a bilit y 
of the system depends so much o n the s i7..e , s ophis tication , and delibent e 
ness of the attack. H owever, the twelve-s ite Safe~Td s ystem would 
give significant protection a gainst accide n t s, uo" utho r i:ocd So.viet a ttacks 
by a few missiles, and d eliberate attacks by the "first ge ne ration'' Chinese 
I CBM force. This is no t perfect , it would n ot la s t fo r ever, and it 
probably does not prot ect against any deliberate S oviet attacks beyond a 
few missiles. Nonetheless, having such a srstcm would give ·important 
p rotection to the countr y an d !lexibHit y to ou:r Asian polic y. 

Having a nati onwide a re a defe nse ten ds to reduc e Soviet flex · 
ibility in launching less than aU -out attacks !>Y raising the minimum si:<e 
of attack which they ca.n be confident will s uccee d . 1'hcir a. s s e s sment o! 
the strength of our area defense is li~cly to be far more conservative than 
oura. Our own ve r y cautious estimates make u s c orlccrnod that p roblems 
of radar blackout and o th e r p e netra tion tactics might allow a _p r operly 
aimed attack by as few a s 3-5 soph isticated missiles to penet rate the area 
defenses. Tllcy, h owever, p robably wo uld bo unwilling to rely on such 
tactics whe r e successful penetration was e s sential, but would instead 

'''-• ~ Mtttek tlle defenses before attacking the t arge ts or use enough 
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mi:;silc:; to cxh;~ ust the inte rceptor~ ~vailablc at· a site , 

tactics, t hey would be for c ed to muc h larger a ttacks 
ot 100 mis oilc s. 

Us ing these 
on the o1·cle r 

• 

-- Decis ion on addition:>.! sites this yea r will keep the production 
a.11d consh·uction f~ cilit'ics n'\()Ving fo rwat·d at full t pecd. However, w e 
are not going so fast, nor have we yet gone so far, that we couJcl not 
change ou r pl :>.ns if that seemed adv isable , e ilhcr becaus e or d evelo pments 
in SALT or technical cha nges . · 

Need {or Rationale 

Howeve r ,'the poss ibilit y that a r gu ments s uch a s those I have outlined 
will b e ra ised means that, whatev er d e ployment s c hedule is adopted, a 
coherent :rationale, uniformly und et·atood and a dhered t o thro ughout the· 
Govcrn.n'.cnt , i s e ven n1o rc in1portant this yca1· tha-n last: 

-- It will n o longer be possibl e to <>rgue tha t the deployments 
de finitely plaJ_1ne d a.xo only 11 R &D a t a n o pera tional s it,c, 11 with tho ultimate 
purpose the one most congenia l to the speaker and his a udi ence. F u rther 
de pl oyments _, e $pecially those r eta tlng to area de fenSe,. mean we a rc 
building a particular operational s y s tem with particular ca pabilities 
a nd pl..l.l" posc s . 'We must b e a.bte to de!end th a t. s ys tem in s pecific ~erme 4 

·- T he p lausibilit y of the charge tha t Safeguard is only a way 
·.o! keepi ng the door open t o later D OD proposal s of untold dim ension 
wi ll depe nd ve ry m u ch on how DOD presents its proposal< . 

-- The a rguments tha t a limited area defense is diplomatically 
and st rategically uso!ul a r e eas ily m iss tated i n d angerous way s . 

-- 'l'he bargaining value fo r SA LT of ann ouncing additional 
Sa.legua rd deploymen t site s c ould be d i s sipatcd by appearing , in our 
dom estic defense of the ABM budget , e ithe r too intransigent or too 
!lexible . 

I believe th e Dden s c Program Revie w Committee is t he app r opriate 
fo rum thr ough whi ch to develop a j o intly agreed r a tionale lor furthe r 
Safe guard deployme nts. H you a pprove, I wHI have the Committee se t 
up a task force to preparo the~rationalc. 

App l'O'-'c _ _ _ ___ _ Disapprove, ___ ___ _ _ 
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Form of. Announccn'lent -To avoid too early a commitment of your l'ersonal p~estige and to 
emphasi:t.c that furtbc~ deployments arc a natural development of a 
continuing p-ro gran,, 1 believe it would be bcst·to have the decision, when 

•made, announced not by you perso11ally or through the White House, 

but by the S•:cTctary of Defens e. Disapprove _______ ~ 

.. 

Attachlnents 
Tab A • !)avid Packard Memo 
Tab B - pOD Memo 
Tab C - J CS Memo 
Tab P Gerard Srnith J..,etter 
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