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Series Editor’s Introductory Note 

Despite the critical significance of policymaking for human destiny, very 

little is known about it. Especially in respect to complex issues on which 

policy evolves over a long time without single and easily identifiable critical 

decision events—our understanding approximates zero. Consequently, 

efforts to improve such policymaking processes lack a reliable empiric basis 

and are of doubtful validity. Thorough study of complex policy-evolution 

processes is, therefore, an essential requisite for significant progress in policy 

sciences. 
The book Ballistic Missile Defense by Benson D. Adams is such a 

study of the most complex weapons decision ever faced by the United States. 

Based on exhaustive study of all available unclassified sources, this book 

presents an in depth case study of policy evolution. Thus, it constitutes an 

important brick in the empiric foundations necessary for policy sciences. 

Policymaking and its improvement are the main subject and mission 

of policy sciences. This implies main concern with metapolicies and 

megapolicies. But direct contributions to better policies on concrete issues 

are also an essential output of policy sciences. By this criterion too, this 

book is a valuable volume in the Policy Sciences Book Series, because of 

its significant saliency to better policymaking. 

YEHEZKEL DROR 
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Preface 

The central subject of this book is the evolution and formulation of 
American missile defense policy, the controversy it has engendered, and 
the factors which have influenced it. Little of the voluminous existing ma- 

terial relating to missile defense deals with policy. 

The labyrinth of technical, strategic, and political considerations sur- 

rounding the missile defense program is bared here, along with the policy 

decisions affecting it. The origin, nature, and issues involved in the 

ballistic-missile defense (BMD) controversy are also delineated. It should 

be remembered that the primary policy issue concerning missile defense, 

once the feasibility of developing a missile defense system was established, 

was whether to deploy it. 

The U.S. missile defense policy is important and significant because it 

is unique. Unlike other post-World War II weapon policy decisions and 

debates—such as, whether an H-bomb could or should be developed, 

whether an air defense system of the United States was desirable or feasible 

(the BMD affair resembles the air defense debate in many respects), or 

the ICBM/IRBM controversy—the BMD affair is unprecedented in its 

openness and duration, the public’s awareness of it, the role of non- 

governmental participants and their influence on the decisionmakers, and 

the role Congress played. This is in direct contrast to the weapons debates 

of the late 1940s and 1950s which were resolved relatively quickly and 

secretly within the Government. 
This book should be useful to those engaged in the study of policy 

analyses and formulation, of the decisionmaking process, and of the 

interaction of science, military affairs, and public policy. As a case study, 

it is a complement to a text for a course in policy analysis, science and 

public policy, or national security affairs. 

The author has relied on primary source material, including con- 

gressional hearings, speeches, and articles. The writings of the military 
editors and correspondents of The New York Times and Washington Post 

were used extensively. 

The author is a firm believer in the strategic defense of the United 

States as a complement to strategic offensive forces and as an alternative to 

a strategic offensive arms race. He defines strategic defense as: 

All the operations, actions, preventive measures, precautions, and 

weapon systems integrated into a system of defense to blunt or reduce 

Xi 



xii Preface 

the consequences of enemy attack or counterattack to the United 

States. 

A system of defense includes: anti-submarine forces; counterforce attacks; 

missile, air, and space defense; early warning, surveillance, and intelligence; 

passive defense; and civil defense. 

While the author has undertaken a critical look at policy, he has tried 
to present the pros and cons of the technical characteristics of the ballistic- 

missile defense (BMD) systems discussed here and the arguments for and 

against deployment. He makes no attempt to judge the merits of either the 
systems or the arguments. 

The views, judgments, and opinions contained in this work are solely 

those of the author and are not to be construed as those of the author’s 
present or past employers. 

BENSON D. ADAMS 

Washington, D. C. 
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Introduction 

Ballistic-missile defense (BMD) involves the most costly, complex, and 
controversial weapon system ever developed by the United States. Pre- 
sented here is certain background information—on deterrence, the technical 
aspects of BMD, and strategic weapons development after World War II— 
which is necessary for understanding how American missile defense policy 
evolved.* 

The policy and subsequent controversy which characterized the 
American BMD effort derived from whether such a system was technically 

and economically feasible. And, if it were, was it politically and strategically 
desirable to deploy it? 

Deterrence—prevention of attack—depends for its success on psycho- 

logical factors such as perception, intentions, and behavior. American 

missile defense policy and the controversy over it stem from differing per- 

ceptions and evaluations of Soviet intentions and behavior by American 

policymakers, their advisers, and the strategic/military community. 

Deterrence and American Nuclear Strategy 

The cornerstone of U.S. national security policy since the late 1940s has 

been deterrence or, more precisely, an invulnerable second-strike deterrent 

strategy. Deterrence is the prevention of action by fear of the consequences. 

It is a state of mind brought about by the existence of a credible threat of 

unacceptable counteraction communicated to the enemy by a variety of 

means—policy statements, statements of intent, diplomatic notes, and 

1A yariety of terms and acronyms is used in conjunction with missile defense, in- 

cluding ABM (anti-ballistic missile), which technically refers only to the missile 

components of a ballistic-missile defense (BMD) system. BMD is used to refer to 

the complete system, the radars, computers, command, control, communications, and 

interceptors. Because of the public nature of the missile defense controversy, ABM 

has become synonymous with BMD and has largely replaced it in public writing. 

In this study the distinction between BMD and ABM is maintained. Other terms and 

acronyms used are: AICBM (anti-intercontinental ballistic missile); anti-missile 

missile; missile defense, meaning against ballistic-missile attack; and the numerous 

names and acronyms given to particular BMD systems like BAMBI, ARPAT, 

SABMIS, or ABMIS. 
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actions. Deterrence is designed to prevent some action inimical to the 

interests of the deterrer. What that action is must be defined clearly and 

communicated to the enemy. While deterrence is concerned with influenc- 

ing the enemy’s behavior, his intentions, and his actions, it also must be 

concerned with the enemy’s military capability. Considerations of enemy 

capability enter into the deterrence equation because a credible threat 

and the means for carrying it out can be affected if the enemy reduces his 

fear of the consequences or threatens the survival of the deterrer’s re- 

taliatory force by developing and deploying certain kinds of military cap- 

ability. Deterrence can fail by design or miscalculation. 

The United States has adopted a strategy of deterrence to prevent the 

launching of a nuclear attack against either the United States or its allies 

by China or the Soviet Union. The means for communicating and carrying 

out, if necessary, the nuclear threat (of wreaking unacceptable damage to 

the attacker’s cities and population) are embodied in the American strategic 

offensive retaliatory forces. These forces consist of a triad of weapons: 

land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched 

ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and Strategic Air Command (SAC) bombers. 

Since the United States is committed to a second strike—i.e., accept- 

ing an attack before retaliating—the deterrent forces must be made in- 

vulnerable to nuclear attack so that under any circumstance a portion will 

survive. Whatever portion survives must be capable of wreaking un- 

acceptable damage to the aggressor’s cities and population (countervalue 

targets). It is this credible threat, to strike against the cities and population 

of a country and to destroy it as a viable society, that makes deterrence 

work and the enemy fear the consequences. For the present, both the 

United States and the Soviet Union have this capability, no matter who 
strikes first (mutual deterrence). 

Mutual deterrence is reasonable, as long as the deterrent equation 

remains symmetrical. The deterrent balance can be altered in a number 

of ways: add more offense, provide the offense with a counterforce cap- 
ability, or add strategic defense. At present, the deterrent equation has 
been altered unfavorably for the United States by the Soviet Union. The 
Soviets possess an extensive air defense system and civil defense program 
and have embarked on the deployment of a missile defense system around 
Moscow. They are increasing the size of their land-based ICBM force and 
adding a counterforce capability in the form of a multiple-warhead ICBM, 
the SS-9. The United States with no missile defense, limited civil and air 
defense, still relies primarily on offensive retaliation to deter the Soviets. 
This asymmetrical alteration to the mutual deterrence equation has had two 
consequences: (1) by deploying and possessing defense, the Soviets may 
come to fear the consequences less; and (2) by providing a counterforce 
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capability, they increase the vulnerability—i.e., reduce the survivability— 
of the U.S. retaliatory force. In the event of an attack, the vulnerability of 
the retaliatory force may preclude sufficient numbers of surviving missiles 
and/or bombers for a credible second strike. In either case, the credibility 
of the U.S. deterrent threat has been reduced by the introduction of Soviet 
defense or by the U.S. need to defend against the Soviet’s counterforce 
capability. Central to the missile defense controversy and missile defense 

policy have been how much and what kind of effect the introduction of 

defense will have on deterrence. For example, some argue that defense 

destabilizes in a deterrent environment; others contend that it depends on 

the enemy’s strategy and on the targets being protected. 

While the question of defense compatibility with deterrence has formed 

one part of the missile defense issue, the question of whether such a system 

could be built and the technical problems solved formed the other. In this 

country, technological developments for BMD policy have been inseparable 

from political, strategic, and economic considerations and have proceeded 

along several lines. To understand the effect of each new technological 

development on missile defense policy, it is important to understand some 

of the technical aspects of missile defense and the countermeasures the 

offense might employ to overcome the defense. 

Ballistic-Missile Defense Systems and Concepts [1] 

A missile defense system is designed to protect a target system from ICBM 

attack by intercepting the reentry vehicle(s) —-RV—of an incoming 

enemy ICBM or a shorter range SLBM. Missile defense’s contribution to 

deterrence is to make a missile attack unattractive to a potential enemy. 

A BMD system consists of: (1) radars to detect, track, and find the 

RV; (2) computers that take the radar data and predict trajectories and 

track objects, distinguish the real RV from decoys, eliminate false targets, 

and allocate and guide the interceptors to the real target; (3) missile inter- 

ceptors that carry the weapons used to destroy the incoming RV; and 

(4) an internetted command, control, and communication system necessary 

for operating the missile defense. 

A BMD system could be ground, air, sea, or space based. Most 

systems have been ground based, although both a sea-based system (Sea- 

borne Anti-Ballistic Missile Intercept System—-SABMIS) and an air-based 

system (Airborne Ballistic-Missile Intercept System—ABMIS) are being 

proposed by the Navy and Air Force, respectively. Space-based BMD 

systems that use satellites have been under consideration intermittently 



4 Ballistic Missile Defense 

Not Drawn to Scale 

Decoys/Penaids 

Released 

Exo-Atmospheric TCEM& 

i 

Terminal ¢ 
Dawaace Midcourse 

ee WN 

e —— FOBS EA Boost 
_FOBS' Soepeigr sa Sar S Phase 

SLBM 

Ll 
ag 

Russia@ OOS 

Endo-Atmospheric 

Hard Point 

FicureE 1. Missile Defense Concepts. 

for at least a decade since the BAMBI (Ballistic-Missile Boost Intercept) 

system was proposed. 
Any ballistic missile passes through three phases during its flight: the 

boost phase, the midcourse phase, and the terminal phase. The time of 

flight, the reentry angle, the altitude reached, and the warning time avail- 

able to the defense will vary according to the type of missile; i.e., ICBM 

or SLBM, the point of launch, and the missile’s trajectory. Accordingly, a 

missile defense system can be classified as a boost-phase, midcourse, or 

terminal defense system. The boost-phase of a ballistic missile lasts between 

3 and 5 minutes, during which time the missile motors boost an ICBM to an 

altitude of 100 miles and an SLBM to 25 miles, and to a speed of about 

5.5 miles per second. A boost-phase BMD, then, would have to be posi- 

tioned near or above the launch site to intercept the offensive missile. This 

is why most boost-phase missile defense systems now contemplated are 

space based. 

The midcourse phase begins after the missile’s motors have cut off and 

the missile is properly aligned on its trajectory to the target. This is the 

longest phase of the flight, lasting about 20 to 25 minutes for an ICBM 

and about 5 to 20 minutes for, an SLBM, depending on the distance at 

which the missile is launched from the target. During this phase, the missile 

may coast upward to an altitude of 800 to 900 miles (around 600 miles or 

less for SLBM) at about 5.5 miles per second; then it starts to fall back 

toward earth on a ballistic trajectory, as gravity slows it down, and it begins 
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its descent into the earth’s atmosphere. During the midcourse phase the 

decoys, chaff, penetration aids (penaids), and multiple independent re- 

entry vehicles (MIRVs) begin to deploy in order to confuse and/or 

saturate the defense. A midcourse defense is designed to intercept RVs 

along the midcourse trajectory phase of flight. A characteristic of a mid- 

course interceptor is its long range; with this capability it is possible to 

build a few defense sites capable of defending a large area. All midcourse 

intercept systems are then, in effect, area defenses. The area covered, 

however, will depend on the flyout time and range of the interceptor and 

the tactics employed by the offense. A long-range intercept system might 

conceivably destroy the enemy RV before the decoys, chaff, and penaids 

deploy. 

A terminal defense system engages the enemy RV during its last stage 

of flight, which lasts about 2 minutes, or less, as the RV is slowing down 

and reentering the earth’s atmosphere (beginning at 400,000 feet down to 

150,000 feet). This wide range is due to the effects the RV and the reentry 
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cloud experience as they enter the atmosphere. At about 400,000 feet, the 

atmosphere spreads and flattens the chaff; at lower altitudes the chaff and 

lighter decoys are stripped away, dispersed, or slowed at a faster rate than 

that of the RV, making discrimination possible. At 150,000 feet, the RV 

has heated up from reentry and its wake is susceptible to radar detection. 

Allowing the RV cloud to enter the atmosphere and have the atmosphere 

filter the debris, chaff, decoys, and penaids so that the RV becomes distin- 

guishable is called atmospheric filtering. A terminal interceptor might 

actually intercept at altitudes of 140,000 feet, or less—the more likely 

altitude being between 25,000 and 75,000 feet. 

A terminal interceptor has a high acceleration rate, a range of tens of 

miles, and uses a small! nuclear warhead to kill the RV. The system requires 

a high acceleration rate to get out to the RV as quickly as possible in order 

to use the largest possible warhead that would not affect the target below. 

Because the system carries a smaller warhead than an exo-atmospheric 

system, its miss distance must be less—i.e., accuracy must be higher— 

than systems using large warheads. There would be little direct radiation, 

fallout, blast, or heat from a terminal interceptor using a small nuclear 

warhead, because the intercept would take place high enough above the 

target (5 to 15 miles) to prevent those effects. The short time of the 

terminal phase and the need to intercept as high as possible to avoid nuclear 

effects compel a terminal defense to have high acceleration interceptors. 

Close-in, hard point missile defense is also a terminal defense system, but 

because the target it is protecting—i.e., an ICBM silo—is hardened, inter- 

cept may take place at altitudes as low as several miles. The systems 

which have forced the U.S. missile defense development effort have been 

terminal urban defense systems. Only recently, with the advent of the 

improved SPARTAN (ABM), has an area intercept system been possible. 

Table 1 outlines the evolution of the NIKE/BMD system. A description 
of the missile defense problem follows. 

Detection—every BMD system must have a detection and surveillance 

sensor system associated with it in order to search, acquire, and track an 

object. Most sensor systems use ground-based radars which are limited to 

line-of-sight detection. Several spaceborne sensor systems using multi- 

sensor surveillance capabilities, such as infrared, optical, and radar, are 

deployed to provide additional warning time in the event of attack. The 
detection and track data are fed into the BMD system’s computer. 
Discrimination—is the process of screening and sorting all the tankage, 
booster debris and fragments, decoys, chaff, and penaids from the MIRVs 
or RVs. The offense could employ electronic jammers or nuclear blackout 
effects on the radars to aid penetration. A variety of means for discrimina- 
tion involves both the sensor and computer. These techniques include: 
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radar imagery of nose-cone ablation due to heating, atmospheric sorting and 

filtering, differences in closing speeds, and differences in radar signatures. 

The computer receives and interprets the sensor data; identifies likely 

targets; discriminates between warheads and decoys by comparing or 

matching speeds, radar cross sections, radar imagery and radar signatures 

produced by various materials, shapes, and masses. In addition, the 

computer keeps track of objects, eliminates false targets, rejects blackout 

signals, predicts trajectories and possible aim points, and allocates and 

guides the interceptors upward toward the RV. 

Destruction—for exo-atmospheric kill, destruction is accomplished by 

X rays and, to a lesser degree, by the electromagnetic pulse (EMP) pro- 

duced by detonation of a nuclear weapon. For endo-atmospheric kill, 

nuclear weapons are used, also, but they must be much smaller if they 

are to avoid destroying the defended target. They depend on neutron kill 

or blast shock to kill or disable the RV. Nonnuclear kill techniques—for 

example, hyper-velocity impact methods for missile defense—have been 

proposed and are being investigated, but they require very high accuracies 

for sure kill and these are not yet obtainable. For the present, sure kill is 

still best obtained with nuclear weapons. 

The offense can employ a variety of means for penetrating defenses. 

By using depressed or lofted trajectories rather than optimum-payload, 

minimum-energy trajectories, the offense can increase the chance of sur- 

prise, reduce warning time and probabilities of detection by the defense. 

The enemy could choose to use SLBMs fired close to the targets, because 

of their shorter flight times, rather than the ICBM with its longer flight time. 
The offense can use other means for defeating the defense, such as saturat- 

ing a target with more RVs than interceptors to exhaust the missile inter- 

ceptors. The MIRV makes this tactic possible and economical, although 

MIRV has other purposes than defense saturation. The offense can neutral- 

ize the defense by attacking or blinding missile defense radars. It can harden 

the RVs against the nuclear effects of the defensive missiles. Radars can 

be deceived by a number of methods. These include dispensing chaff, light 

decoys, balloons, cones, and heat-resistant decoys; using active electronic 

countermeasures; and destroying the RV booster in order to create debris 

and fragments which will return radar echoes. Each of these counter- 

measures will affect or increase the cost to the defense by: reducing warn- 

ing and track time; forcing the employment of radars of several frequencies, 
shifts in radar frequencies, or use of higher power radars; forcing the de- 
fense to wait longer than it would like before firing; deploying more inter- 
ceptors and radars; or developing longer range interceptor systems with 
forward-based radars which would have to be defended. While the defense 
would be forced to pay a price, the offense would also pay. It would pay 
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in the form of reduced payloads, lower accuracies, and higher costs to 
make sure that decoys and penaids were put on credible trajectories, and 
to provide multiple and maneuverable RVs. As in any other period of 
weapon development, the dialectic between offense and defense continues 
in the era of the ballistic missile. 

American Strategic Weapon Development since World War II 

Even with the experience of German and Allied World War II rocket de- 
velopment still fresh in their minds, several prominent American scientists, 

called upon in 1945 to advise the fledgling U.S. Air Force on future techno- 
logical developments, expressed doubt as to the feasibility of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles and recommended, instead, greater emphasis on jet pro- 

pulsion.? As a result, the United States decided to build an intercontinental 

jet bomber fleet as the mainstay of its deterrent force. Similarly, it was 

believed in the United States that the Soviets would also take the bomber 

route to a nuclear delivery force. 

The conclusion in the von Karman report concerning ICBM feasibility 

was reached despite Germany’s success with its A-4 (V-2) missile and 

the additional scientific evidence, gathered during the late stages of the war, 

that Germany had plans for an even longer range A-4; an ICBM to be 

launched both from land and by submarine, the A-10; and a 3-stage rocket 

for space exploration [2]. 

In 1947 a document entitled Operational Requirements for Guided 

Missiles relegated ICBM research to a priority below the development of 

missiles for air defense, jet fighters, and bombers. In 1947, on the 

strength of this report’s recommendations—which were based on the large 

size of the A-bomb at that time, the limited research and development 

2 This emphasis on jet propulsion was the major finding of a committee headed by 

the late Dr. Theodore von Karman in a report published in August 1945 entitled 

Where We Stand. The recommendations of this report were published in December 

1945 under the title Toward New Horizons, the introductory volume of which was 

entitled Science: The Key to Air Supremacy. The von Karman Committee was con- 

vened by the Chief of the Army Air Force, General H. H. Arnold, who in his “Third 

War Report to the Secretary of War” foresaw many of the technological develop- 

ments which were to occur in the 1940s and 1950s. Pages 73-75 of Science: The 

Key to Air Supremacy discussed missile defense. See The War Reports of General 

Marshall, General Arnold and Admiral King, J. B. Lippincott Co., pp. 452-459 and 

462-467. It is interesting to note that the eminent director of the Office of Scientific 

Research and Development, Dr. Vannevar Bush, also doubted the technical feasibility 

of an ICBM; see his Modern Arms and Free Men, Simon and Schuster, 1949, 

Chapter 8, p. 71, and, in particular, pp. 83-87. 
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(R&D) funds available, and the von Karman survey—the ICBM project 

(MX-774), which was later to be revived as the ATLAS, the first U.S: 

ICBM, was canceled [3]. Subsequent research on ICBM development was 

continued privately by the Convair Aircraft Division of General Dynamics, 

on whose initiative the effort was carried forward until it was revived in 

1951 by the Air Force as part of the National Security Council Paper 68 

(NSC 68) recommendations [4]. 

The NSC 68 analysis of American security played a central role in the 

American rearmament program commencing in late 1949 and is relevant 

to the BMD affair. This National Security Council analysis was initiated 

as a result of the fall of China and the Soviet detonation of an atomic bomb. 

The latter raised the question and precipitated a debate over whether an 

H-bomb should be developed and whether it was technically feasible to do 

so. NSC 68 concluded that by 1954 the Soviets would be capable of launch- 

ing a devastating nuclear attack by bomber on the United States. As a 

result of this assessment of the Soviet threat, the analysis recommended that 

certain measures be undertaken to strengthen the size and survivability of 

the U.S. strategic retaliatory forces; i.e., the SAC bomber force. One of 

the recommendations was to build an active air defense to protect the 

bombers, provide warning of an attack, and provide a means for defeating 

a bomber attack without resorting initially to nuclear retaliation. The 

system was to include: a successive line of trans-Canadian radar early 

warning systems, dispersed fighter-interceptor groups, deployment of anti- 

aircraft missile batteries, an airborne alert of a portion of the bomber 

force, and a hardened and sheltered command and control system to ensure 

reliable communications in the event of nuclear war. 

This commitment to strategic defense eventually precipitated a heated 

debate (the forerunner of the BMD controversy of the 1960s) among some 

of the nation’s most eminent physicists and scientists, many of whom not 

only worked on the A-bomb and H-bomb programs but also previously 

participated in the debate over the feasibility and desirability of developing 

the H-bomb. The debate over air defense contained most of the same 

arguments later to be found in the debate over missile defense. The air 
defense controversy was concerned with whether the money spent on 

defense might not be better spent on offense to strengthen the credibility 
of the deterrent, whether a defense was economically and technically 
feasible, whether offensive countervalue retaliation was the best alternative, 
and whether countervalue retaliation was morally and ethically acceptable, 
now that H-bombs existed.* 

8 A discussion with additional references to the air defense controversy can be found 
in Samuel Huntington, The Common Defense, Columbia University Press, 1961, 
pp. 326-41, and in Robert Gilpin, American Scientists and Nuclear Weapons Policy, 
Princeton University Press, 1962, passim. 
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The thinking, then, in the United States after the war was: until 
nuclear weapons were refined and reduced in size, an ICBM would be 
impractical. Although definite progress had been made in the refinement of 
the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombs, a light enough warhead which would 
provide a distinct advantage in destructive capability over aircraft-delivered 
nuclear weapons was not yet available. The solution to this problem, un- 
known then, was the later development of the H-bomb. Besides its being 
relatively inexpensive, the advantage of a thermonuclear weapon was its 
tremendous energy and destructive capability compared to an atomic bomb. 

In November 1952 the “Mike” test at Eniwetok confirmed the fact that a 

thermonuclear device was feasible. The “Shrimp” shot of March 1954 

completely revolutionized ICBM design, for it showed that the warhead 

could be married to the ICBM without the necessity of designing the missile 

and its huge propulsion system around a large unsophisticated warhead.+ 
While additional problems were to be solved—nose-cone reentry, 

propulsion systems, accuracy, and reliability—the breakthrough in warhead 

size and yield radically altered the whole ICBM prospect. The possibility 

of delivering nuclear weapons over intercontinental distances appeared 

feasible from both a technical and an economic standpoint. 

The Air Force accelerated its own program because of these technical 

developments, the reports by German rocket engineers and technicians 

repatriated from Russia that the Soviets were developing ballistic missiles,° 

4 The reverse procedure was followed by the Soviets, who built their missiles around 

their large warheads. Consequently, their huge booster rockets were a distinct 

advantage to them in lofting heavy orbital payloads into space. Additional advantage 

was to accrue from these large boosters in that they could incorporate extremely high- 

yield weapon payloads (20 to 40 megatons) or allocate space to penetration aids or 

decoys in order to fool a BMD system without sacrificing an appreciable proportion 

of their warhead. 
5 Intelligence had been accumulating since the early 1950s about the Soviet strategic 

weapons program. See Charles J. V. Murphy, “Krushchev’s Paper Bear,” Fortune, 

Vol. LXX., No. 6., December 1964, p. 114. According to Marshall Shulman, the 

Soviet Union decided “to concentrate its resources upon research and development of 

nuclear weapons, rocket delivery systems, and jet aircraft. . . . The expectation was 

that this accelerated development of new weapon systems and the continued emphasis 

in the Soviet economy upon heavy industry would yield a shift in the balance of 

power favorable to the Soviet Union.” Marshall D. Shulman, Stalin’s Foreign Policy 

Reappraised, Atheneum Publishing Company, 1965, p. 25. Note that Shulman is 

writing here of conditions in Moscow in the spring of 1949. The decisions taken 

about weapons and delivery systems must have been made some time earlier, given 

lead times. Shulman, Murphy, and other analysts indicate that the Soviets intended 

all along to develop an ICBM force and deliberately tricked the United States into 

intensified production of bombers. Another interpretation is that the Soviets started 

both heavy bomber and ICBM development but thought ICBMs more promising 

and tried to convince the United States they were building bombers when in fact 

their whole program had shifted to ICBMs. 
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and the “certain measures” recommended in NSC 68. In 1953 Trevor 

Gardner was appointed Special Assistant for Research and Development 

to Harold Talbott, then Secretary of the Air Force. Gardner established a 

committee known as the “Teapot Committee”— actually the Strategic 

Missiles Evaluation Committee—headed by Dr. John von Neumann. It 

met for the first time on November 7, 1953. The conclusions of this com- 

mittee were based on a reevaluation of the Millikan Committee’s Report 

of December 1952, which recommended a relaxation of the technical re- 

quirements for an ICBM, although it did not recommend an acceleration 

of the ICBM program. The “Teapot Committee,” taking into considera- 

tion the technical problems that had been solved since the Millikan Com- 

mittee Report, foresaw the practicality of having an ICBM operational 

before 1960. It emphasized that if this nation were to avoid being placed 

in mortal danger, a new ICBM program would have to be instituted im- 

mediately with top national priority (as it was in September 1955 by the 

President), since “only a quantum jump could avoid catastrophe in the 

1959-1960 period.” [5] In December 1957, four months after the Soviet 

test flight, the ATLAS ICBM was successfully fired and met all test 

objectives.® 

Soviet Military-Technological Efforts 

The Soviet acquisition of an A-bomb by 1949, an H-bomb by 1953, their 

test launch of an ICBM in August 1957 (before that of the United States), 

the orbiting of Sputnik in October 1957, and the Soviet testing and deploy- 

ment of a BMD in 1960 (later suspended) cast into doubt the universal be- 

lief that the United States possessed and could hold the technological leader- 

ship of the world.? While the original Soviet ICBM was very inaccurate, 

® Not the lack of economic resources nor the lack of scientific and technological 

knowledge, but the failure of the United States to understand weapon technology’s 

potential for political power caused the United States to lose the ICBM, space 

satellite, and now possibly the missile defense race. The ICBM race revealed a new 

factor in the cold war: The rapidly changing nature and acceleration of weapon 

technology had led to a technological conflict between the two superpowers. The 

cruciality of this conflict is evident when it is realized that any product of military 
technology which makes possible an advantage for one side over the other may alter 
the balance of power between the two nations. 

7The Soviet technological triumphs were the results of espionage; the ruthless 
shortening of lead times; an extremely early commitment (1921) to mass education 
as the basic necessity for building a modern, technologically advanced state; extensive 
pre-World War II basic and applied research on the atomic nuclei and rocketry; a 
large technical manpower base applied to a massive R&D effort to solve the particular 
problem; luck; some shrewd decisions; astute, farsighted observations; and a con- 
centrated, centrally managed R&D establishment. 
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nevertheless it could strike the United States directly. It was predicted that 
in a few years, by 1960-1962, the Soviets would have enough ICBM’s to 

destroy SAC and whatever U.S. ICBMs then existed. Overnight the U.S. 

superiority in manned-bomber deliverable nuclear weapons was challenged 

by a radically new means of delivery. The Soviet development and deploy- 

ment of an ICBM radically altered the strategic balance. The race to de- 

velop and deploy an ICBM force began, with the Soviets ahead—if not 

technically and numerically, then at least psychologically and politically. 

With the successful development of an ICBM, the search for a defense 

started. 
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CHAPTER 1 

The Origin of Missile Defense Efforts 
in America to 1955 

The Precursors of ZEUS 

The search for a defense against missiles began on September 8, 1944, 
when the first German A-4 (V-2) rocket landed in a Paris suburb. In 1945 

the General Electric Company’s Project Thumper studied possible defense 
against the V-2. The report concluded that defense was beyond the scope 

of contemporary technology; the only adequate defense was to prevent 

the launching of the rocket by destroying or capturing the launch site [1]. 
Missile defense science also traces its origins to German efforts begun during 

the war to develop surface-to-air antiaircraft rockets designed to defend 

against the Allied bomber offensive. 

With German wartime work as a basis, an American surface-to-air 

missile (SAM) was developed. From this effort grew the nation’s first BMD 

system [2]. 

In 1944 the Army contracted with the General Electric Company 
for research and development on a long-range surface-to-surface missile 

and a high-altitude antiaircraft missile. The antiaircraft missile program 

was Project Thumper. The surface-to-surface program, Project Hermes, 

began in November 1944 as technical intelligence teams ranged through 

Germany following American infantry, collecting parts, documents, per- 

sonnel, rockets, photographs, blueprints, notes, and correspondence from 

the German rocket program. All this material was shipped to the United 

States. With the aid of the Dornberger-von Braun team of about 130 rocket 

scientists brought to this country from Europe under contract (Project 

Paperclip), 100 V-2 missiles were eventually assembled and fired by 

General Electric [3]. The Hermes project provided a wealth of scientific 
and technical data used later for U.S. ICBM and BMD development 

programs. A consequence of this program was the initiation of high-altitude 

and upper-atmospheric research programs. Such programs are essential 

to missile defense and to the understanding of offensive warhead reentry 

phenomena [4]. 

Another Army project, initiated in 1945 as Project NIKE, which was 

17 
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to have a profound impact on the BMD program, was the result of the 

development contract with the Bell Telephone Laboratories and Western | 

Electric Company. This led to the development and engineering of a whole 

family of antiaircraft missiles from which the ABM eventually emerged [5]. 

Two other missile projects, which later emerged as rivals to the 

Army’s BMD project during the chaotic years following the first Soviet 
space and missile firings, were initiated in early 1945 by the Army Air Force 

(later the U.S. Air Force) and the Navy. The Navy’s project was the 

problem of defending carrier task forces from kamikaze and high speed 

aerial threats. This project, conducted at the Johns Hopkins Applied 

Physics Laboratory, was known as Bumblebee. From this research a 

family of surface-to-air missiles—TALOS, TERRIER, and TARTAR— 

was developed for shipboard use. The Navy recommended TALOS in 

1959 as an ABM rivaling ZEUS. 
The Air Force, like the Army and Navy, gained a great deal of 

knowledge from the Hermes project and the V-2 firings. In 1945 the Air 

Force and Boeing Aircraft Company initiated the GAPA (ground-to-air 

pilotless aircraft) project. GAPA was a supersonic research vehicle using 

both rocket and ramjet propulsion. Later it was merged with G.E.’s 

Thumper program to develop the “collision intercept” method for destroy- 

ing a ballistic missile. These were merged later with the University of 

Michigan’s Aeronautical Research Center WIZARD program [6]. WIZ- 

ARD, like TALOS, was to compete in later years with the Army’s BMD 

system for the missile defense mission. Out of the GAPA project grew the 

Air Force’s BOMARC area air defense missile. The existence of the 
BOMARC program and the Army’s NIKE program triggered a conflict 

later in the 1950s between the two services over responsibility for U.S. air 

defense. The resolution of this conflict had significant bearing on the BMD 

program. 

Antimissile design technology grew out of (1) the antiaircraft missile 

projects; (2) the high-altitude rocket research carried out at White Sands; 

and (3) the Teak, Orange, Starfish, Bluegill Triple Prime, and three Argus 

upper-atmosphere U.S. nuclear tests carried out between August 1958 and 

September 1962. Even before actual development of a BMD began in 

1956,* scientists and far-sighted individuals pondered the problem of 

1 There is some interesting evidence that missile defense work and development were 
occurring before 1956. For example, it was revealed in 1953 that Sylvania Electric 
Company had begun work on a mobile field army BMD system called PLATO, 
which was once considered for use with the NIKE-ZEUS. The project, at first a 
competitive study between Sylvania and Cornell Aeronautical Laboratories, came 
under the purview of Sylvania when the Cornell study was terminated in September 
1957. The entire project was canceled in 1958. (See Anti-Missile Defense, published 
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defending against long-range ballistic missiles. Much of this conceptualiza- 
tion showed considerable clarity, technical sophistication, and remarkable 
foresight into the problems later encountered in BMD development. 

In 1945 a report entitled Atomic Explosives for Defensive and Offen- 
sive Purposes, by R. G. Sachs, discussed the problems of defense against 
bomber formations and missiles of the V-2 type carrying nuclear bombs 
and/or dummy warheads (decoys) [7]. He wrote of the advantage of using 

defensive weapons equipped with nuclear bombs to destroy large forma- 

tions of delivery vehicles. Sachs elaborated on the problem of protecting 

both the offensive and defensive warhead from radiation effects and the 

problem of civilian exposure to the atmospheric blasts of defensive nuclear 
weapons. He concluded: 

. It is necessary to recognize that if even a very small percentage of 
the attacking missiles get through, they will do tremendous damage 

unless cities and industries have been greatly decentralized. The defense 

will probably be carried out, in part, with guided AA missiles. It is very 

likely that at least some of these guided missiles should be provided with 

atomic warheads from the point of view of economy and of efficiency in 

action. [8] 

This report, though speculative, was highly accurate in predicting the shape 

of things to come for ballistic-missile defense. In his last war report, also 

written in 1945, General of the Army H. H. Arnold Commanding General 

of the U.S. Army Air Forces in World War II predicted the need for an 

ABM: 

. . although there now appear to be insurmountable difficulties in an 

active defense against future atomic projectiles similar to the V-2 but 

armed with atomic explosives, this condition should only intensify our 
efforts to discover an effective means of defense. [9] 

Bernard Brodie, in The Absolute Weapon, published in 1946, discussed the 

possibility of long-range intercontinental missiles that would carry nuclear 

weapons. Brodie thought that there was no immediate defense against such 

by Government Data Publications, Washington, D. C., 1965, p. 59). It was reported 

that Columbia University in 1951 had set up an electronics research laboratory 

largely for anti-ballistic-missile studies. Peter Binzen, “Colleges and War: Can Secret 

Research Be Justified in the National Interest?” Philadelphia Sunday Bulletin, May 28, 

1967, Sections 2, p. 1. The New York Times of November 20, 1957, reported a con- 

versation in which David Greenglass, convicted atomic spy, said that he remembered 

Julius Rosenberg’s telling of passing antimissile secrets to the Soviet Union before his 

(Rosenberg’s) arrest in 1950. 
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weapons as the V-2.? In 1952 Kenneth Gatland, a noted rocket expert, 

published a book describing among other things a possible missile inter- 

ceptor rocket, a missile defense system, and the ICBM-ABM duel [10]. 

Speculation as to what configuration a BMD system might assume was 

altered drastically in 1953 to 1955, as evidence of major Soviet activity in 

ICBM development accelerated the U.S. ICBM program and led to the 

initiation of a BMD program. In November 1955 serious efforts at develop- 

ing a missile defense system began when the Bell Telephone Laboratories 

(BTL) undertook a feasibility study for the Army (even before the first 

ICBM ever flew) on the problems and practicality of missile defense * [11]. 

The Western Electric Company and the Douglas Aircraft Company sup- 

ported BTL in this effort. 
In 1956 the Bell Telephone study was completed under the direction 

of the Army Rocket and Guided Missile Agency (ARGMA). During the 

same year, ARGMA issued R&D contracts to Bell Telephone, Western 

Electric, and Douglas for basic research on a BMD system. In 1957 the 

NIKE-ZEUS Guided Missile Defense System Project was established by the 

Ordnance Technical Committee, Headquarters U.S. Army. In 1958 the 

Committee authorized ZEUS as a full-scale development program. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Nike-Zeus—1956 to 1958 

Conflict and Organization 

Before research on ZEUS began, a political conflict arose between the Army 

and Air Force. The dispute concerned jurisdiction over (1) tactical air 

support, (2) continental air defense, (3) intermediate and intercontinental 

ballistic-missile development, and (4) military airlift. To help ease the 

confusion and controversy associated with the decade-old American missile 

program, Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson issued a directive on Novem- 
ber 26, 1956, to the members of the Armed Forces Policy Council, entitled 

Clarification of Roles and Missions to Improve the Effectiveness of Opera- 

tion of the Department of Defense. This directive attempted to clarify the 

responsibilities of and limitations on each service with regard to several 

matters, including guided missiles. 
This directive gave the Army responsibility for developing, procuring, 

and manning land-based, surface-to-air missiles for point defense. The Air 

Force was assigned responsibility and control over land-based, surface-to- 

air missiles for area defense.” 
Unfortunately, this directive did not specify the threat—i.e., air or 

missile threat—to which each type of defense was to be addressed. More- 
over, until the systems were ready for development and testing, it was not 

known whether area or point defenses would be more effective. The 

directive did not indicate which service was to have operational control 

over a defense system, once it was developed and deployed. Despite the 

directive, the conflict over the air and missile defense systems of the Army 

1 The text of the directive can be found in U.S. Guided Missile Programs, p. 114. 

2 The directive delineated the point from area defense as follows: “Area and point 

defense systems cannot be defined with precision. Area defense involves the concept 

of locating defense units . . . remote from and without reference to vital installa- 

tions, industrial complexes, or population centers.” Several paragraphs later, the 

directive states: “One distinguishing feature of point defense missiles is that their 

guidance information is received from radars located near the launching sites. The 

present state of the art justifies development of point defense surface-to-air missile 

systems for use against air targets at expected altitudes out to a horizontal range 

of 100 nautical miles.” 

22 



Nike-Zeus—1956 to 1958 v3 

(NIKE-HERCULES and ZEUS) and those of the Air Force (BOMARC 
and WIZARD) continued. 

Early in 1956, with missiles assuming a greater role in U.S. defense 
policy, Secretary Wilson reestablished the Office of the Director of Guided 
Missiles (it had been dissolved in 1953), but renamed it Office of the 
Special Assistant for Guided Missiles. By 1957 the BMD program was a 
joint Army—Air Force effort which was monitored by the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Committee of the Department of Defense. Each service was work- 

ing On its own solution to the problem. Despite additional reorganizations 
and reconstituted advisory and coordinating committees between 1956 and 

1958, it was never clear whether coordination and ultimate responsibility 
for BMD were to be with the Defense Department or with a particular 

military service, and whether this military service would be given respon- 

sibility for coordinating all R&D projects of a joint or interdepartmental 
nature [1]. 

On November 15, 1957, Secretary Wilson’s successor, Neil H. 

McElroy, changed the name of the Office of the Special Assistant for 

Guided Missiles to the Director of Guided Missiles. The function of the 

director, unlike the special assistant, was to guide “all activities in the 

Department of Defense relating to research, development, engineering, 

production, and procurement of guided missiles.” * [2] More confusion 

resulted when the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 

created the post of Director of Defense Research and Engineering 

(DDR&E). Dr. Herbert York, Chief Scientist for the Advanced Research 

Projects Agency (ARPA), was appointed Director of DDR&E. Early in 

December 1957 it was reported that the Air Force was to establish the 

Directorate of Astronautics to deal with BMD, satellites, and futuristic 

weapons. The directive was suspended two weeks later, when it was learned 

that the President was to announce the creation of ARPA in his State of 

the Union Address in January 1958. ARPA, a part of DDR&E, was 

created to direct all BMD and satellite development efforts. Until recently, 

ARPA exerted considerable influence on the BMD development program 

through its Project Defender.* Project Defender was transferred to the 

3 The Director’s Office was dissolved again in 1959. 

4 The Project’s formal task called for research, experimentation, and systems feasibility 

studies to determine the technological possibilities of advanced defenses against exo- 

atmospheric offensive vehicles (i.e., to find something better than ZEUS). Its aim was 

to explore fundamental phenomena, develop new concepts, and apply new techniques. 

Project Defender was divided into five working parts: (1) general research and de- 

velopment (lasers, atomic and nuclear physics), (2) techniques and devices (radar, 

optical, infrared), (3) missile phenomenology (launch, midcourse, terminal), (4) 

systems and concepts (BAMBI, GLIPAR, ARPAT), and (5) penetration aids. 
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Army in March 1968 and is now known as the Advanced Ballistic Missile 

Defense Agency. 

ARPA had a mandate to issue instructions to the military; to eliminate 

duplicate or unpromising programs; and to approve, modify, or sane teaeN ty 

programs and projects in the military. 

As one of its functions, ARPA was delegated to oversee the BMD 

program and to investigate all possible defenses against space vehicles 

and ballistic missiles. ARPA was a new kind of agency—a small manage- 

ment team concerned with advanced research in weaponry projects of 

potential military significance. Having its own budget and being adminis- 

tratively above the three services, the Agency could concentrate on advanced 

research without involvement in immediate service requirements and inter- 

service rivalries. 

The ZEUS Program Begins 

The NIKE-ZEUS feasibility study, completed in October 1956 by Bell 

Telephone Laboratories, looked promising enough to warrant spending an 

additional $30 million for additional studies and initiating a development 

program [3]. 

The principal system elements of NIKE-ZEUS consisted of various 

radars and the ZEUS rocket. Radar components were the forward acquisi- 

tion (FAR) and local acquisition (LAR) radars. The former was designed 

as a surveillance radar capable of scanning the entire visible sky within a 

1,000-mile range. The system was designed to operate as follows: The 

FAR would acquire the ICBM and maintain continuous surveillance at a 

range of about 600 miles; then it would give information on the incoming 

target to the LAR. LAR would track the target, acquire trajectory data, 

and assign these data to target track radars (TTR). TTR would then take 

over automatically from LAR and furnish continuous and precise trajectory 

information to the computers, which would determine the intercept point. 

ZEUS was a command guidance system like all the NIKE missiles (i.e., it 

required two radars: one for target acquisition and one to track, guide, 

and command the missile to intercept). In NIKE-ZEUS, the latter function 

was performed by the missile track radar (MTR). 

Coordinating the flow of information from all these detection devices 

and directing it to the ZEUS was the Target Intercept Computer (TIC). 

Its role was to solve guidance and control problems by integrating TTR and 

MTR data as soon as possible. The entire TIC operation had to be auto- 

matic and continuous to cope with the high speed of the RV and the 
short time available for missile flyout and intercept. 
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The NIKE-ZEUS rocket was originally designed as a third-generation 
SAM to counter supersonic bomber threats. The Bell Laboratories feasibil- 
ity study indicated its potential as a missile interceptor. However, in keeping 
with the arbitrarily assigned range limitation of Secretary Wilson’s Novem- 
ber 1956 memorandum assigning point defense to the Army, the ZEUS 
originally had only a 100-mile range[4]. This would not be the first time 
that arbitrarily set range limitations would hinder ABM interceptors. ZEUS 
consisted of a booster and two stages. The first missile interceptor version 
of ZEUS was designed to counter only the single warhead RV of an ICBM. 

This version could not discriminate decoys and penaids from RVs.° But 
decoys and penaids then were only a concept; in fact the United States was 

only beginning to understand reentry phenomena.* Decoys and other aids 

were not yet available to U.S. ICBMs in the late 1950s and certainly not 

to the Soviets. Yet the fact that ZEUS could not discriminate figured 

heavily in the arguments not to deploy it, even though the need for dis- 

crimination in the late 1950s was virtually nonexistent. Even if the booster 
and tankage were deliberately fragmented to hide the RV, there would have 

been time for atmospheric filtering of the debris because of the limited 
range of the ZEUS interceptor. In the late 1950s, RV technology—shapes 
and materials—was in its infancy and the RVs were big blunt objects with 
large radar images, not the slim conical systems of today. 

By September 1957, the ZEUS program was moving into the com- 

ponent development stage after a year’s experimental work. Component 

development was a necessary preliminary to full-system development, 

according to the testimony of Secretary of the Army Wilber M. Brucker 

before the Senate Subcommittee on Preparedness in December 1957 [5]. 

At this time an intensive interservice fight was shaping up over the feasibility 

of BMD and its operational jurisdiction. The Air Force’s area defense BMD 

(WIZARD), while still being designed, was promoted by the Air Force as 
this country’s chief BMD system (even though ZEUS was two years ahead 

of it). The Army appeared very optimistic about ZEUS. Testifying before 

5 Jt should be noted that the U.S. penaid/decoy program did not start until 1961. 

6In July 1958, Dr. Ernest Stuhlinger, Director of the Research Laboratory at the 

Army Ballistic Missile Agency, said during an interview concerning the results of 

Operation Gaslight: “One of the most important things we learned during Operation 

Gaslight was how to discern a warhead from a missile body as it reenters the 

atmosphere. This is extremely important from an anti-missile standpoint.” In light 

of this statement and the absence of any decoys or penaids deployed on U.S. missiles 

in 1958, the argument offered by ZEUS opponents that ZEUS could not discriminate 

seems ill-founded. Operation Gaslight was a series of photographic, spectrographic, 

and radiometric studies made of the U.S. JUPITER intermediate-range ballistic missile 

(IRBM) reentry on May 18, 1958. See “Operation Gaslight: Anti-Missile Break- 

through,” Missiles and Rockets, July 14, 1958, p. 14. 
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the same Senate committee as Brucker, Army Chief of Staff General 

Maxwell Taylor stated: “. . . I am quite confident of our ability to move 

forward into the anti-missile-missiles field. . . .” [6] Earlier, Taylor had 

said that the United States could not only have a missile defense but it 

could have it at a reasonable cost [7]. Others in the Defense Department 

did not share the Army’s enthusiasm; usually they felt the weapon to be 

prohibitively costly or technically infeasible. 

When asked about ZEUS by Senator Stuart Symington (D-Mo.), De- 

fense Secretary McElroy said: “The problem is not a fiscal problem, but 

is a technical problem,” and although there might have been a fiscal con- 

straint placed on the ZEUS program, it was not the “limiting factor in the 

progress of the anti-missile-missile program.” [8] 

On November 7, 1957, the Gaither Committee submitted its report 

to President Dwight Eisenhower. The report of this committee has never 

been released or made public, but over the years participants, or those with 

access to participants, have revealed various aspects of the committee’s 

report. Among the several assignments given this committee was “to study 

the deterrent value of our retaliatory forces and the economic and political 

consequences of any significant shift of emphasis or direction in defense 

programs.” ’ As a result of this charge the committee undertook an exami- 

nation of active and passive defenses as they contributed to deterrence and 

what protection they afforded the country in the event deterrence failed.® 

One of the recommendations of this committee, to be given the highest 

priority, was BMD protection of SAC bases against a possible future 

Russian missile attack. 

While the Air Force was engaged in developing an area BMD system 

(WIZARD) of its own and vying for operational control of the BMD 

program if and when it were deployed, it opposed the Army’s BMD con- 

cept, arguing that offensive retaliation (an Air Force mission) was the best 

defense. The Air Force was also urging the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) 

not to deploy the Army’s ZEUS because: (1) it could be deceived; (2) 

the Air Force would lose some of its area defense responsibilities; (3) it 

7 This section is based on the testimony of Dr. Robert C. Sprague before the Senate 

Armed Services Committee, June 23, 1969. Sprague came to head the Gaither 

Committee upon the illness of Rowan Gaither, its original head. See U.S. Congres- 

sional Record, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., June 25, 1969, pp. S7166-7169. The quotation 

is found on p. S7167; the BMD recommendation on p. $7168. 

8 It is interesting to note that another member of the Gaither Committee, Dr. Jerome 
Wiesner, later President Kennedy’s science advisor and a leading BMD opponent, 
wrote in his book, Where Science and Politics Meet, McGraw-Hill, 1965, pp. 44-45, 
that the Gaither Report stressed the futility of trying to provide security through a 
combination of active and passive defense. 
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was good only against an unsophisticated RV; (4) it would cost as much 
as the whole ICBM program; (5) a deterrent to war must be based on 
offensive capability; (6) the Army’s missile was technically infeasible; (7) 
it could not be deployed before 1961, the period of the anticipated “missile 
gap”; (8) it would lead to the creation of a Maginot Line complex; ° and 
(9) the Soviets would probably not remain idle in creating offensive 
capabilities if a defense against the ICBM were found [9]. With few excep- 
tions, any time BMD deployment seemed likely, these same arguments 
would reappear. In fact, many of these same decade-old arguments were 
used in the great BMD debate of 1969, despite the tremendous improve- 
ments in missile defense since ZEUS. 

On January 16, 1958, as a result of this interservice rivalry, Secretary 

McElroy sent directives to the Army and Air Force delineating responsibil- 

ities for continuing the development of an anti-missile system. The Air 
Force was told: 

. to continue as a matter of urgency that portion of its current 

development effort in the WIZARD program that pertains to early 

warning radars, tracking and acquisition radars, communication links 
between early warning radars and the active defense system, SAGE 

[semi-automatic ground environment, an air defense control center], and 

the data processing components required to form an integrated system. 

These above elements are to be compatible with a missile system having 

design and performance characteristics as described for the NIKE-ZEUS 
weapon system. The Air Force program will be limited at this time to the 

work in the above areas. 

To the Army went orders: 

. to continue development effort in the NIKE-ZEUS program as a 

matter of urgency, concentrating on system development, that will 

9 The Maginot Line was not an ill-conceived concept. The concept envisioned a 

heavily fortified line designed to halt a German offense between Montmedy and 

Switzerland. Its size and strength gave it an aura of impenetrability. A fatal weakness 

of the Line was that it could be turned and enveloped from the rear. To compensate 

for this weakness several farsighted proponents of armor warfare suggested that the 

Line be backed by numerous highly mobile and independent French armored task 

forces to fill any breech in the Line. Unfortunately, the conservative, cautious, and 

defense-minded French High Command, supported by the Defense Ministry, never 

understood how armor might be employed except in direct support of the infantry. 

Consequently, despite the superiority of their armor compared to Germany’s, their 

inability to comprehend the use of armor as an independent striking force doomed 

the Line. People not understanding this came to see in the Line’s failure a monument 

to the stupidity of the military and its ill-conceived expensive ideas. In the author’s 

opinion, the real significance of the Maginot Line is the failure of those in power 

to heed new ideas. 
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demonstrate the feasibility of achieving an effective, active AICBM 

system in an electronic counter-measure and decoy environment. 

The program will be limited at this time to work on the missile and 

launch system, and those acquisition, tracking, and computer components 

required for an integrated missile system [10]. 

This directive failed to specify which service was to have operational 

control of the system except that the Army was to develop it.1? At House 

hearings on the matter of operational control of the BMD, Deputy Secretary 

of Defense Donald Quarles indicated that no decision had been made. The 

Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, Carl Vinson, was not 

satisfied by this answer, fearing a repetition of the earlier U.S. Army-Air 

Force feud over THOR-JUPITER IRBM development and control, wrote 

a letter to Secretary of Defense McElroy stating that total responsibility for 

developing and operating the BMD should be assigned to the Army. 

Several months later, in Senate Defense Appropriations hearings, Quarles 
said that the Army was in complete charge of BMD development and 

operation. The directive also appeared to be giving ARPA overall authority 

and control for developing both the missile defense and the detection system 

network. The Army was directed to transfer $57 million of its budget to 
ARPA for work on ZEUS. However, because of the urgent need for missile 

defense, both services were to continue without any unwarranted duplica- 

tion but under ARPA’s direction. The rapid progress made by the Army 

resulted in the $57 million’s being restored. Until the dissolution of the 

Office of the Director of Guided Missiles in 1959, the BMD program was 

left under that office’s direct supervision, while ARPA was responsible for 

advanced research in the field. 

Secretary McElroy, resuming his testimony before the Senate Prepared- 
ness Subcommittee on January 22, 1958, reported that the BMD project 

was given top priority and that $195 million was earmarked for the 
program: 

. these funds will accelerate development of this system’s readiness 
for production, and will be devoted primarily to research and engineering 

aspects instead of actual. production and development which, in our 

judgment, would at this time be premature. Funds will be used for a 

variety of associated purposes including test sites, range instrumentation, 

facilities, etc. This project also includes a broad approach to fundamental 

problems involved in the advancement of the state of the art in radar, 

guidance, radiation phenomena, etc. [11]. 

10In 1970 no decision had been made as to who would control SAFEGUARD, 
except that the Army would develop it. 
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This was the first of the eight successive and almost identical pronounce- 
ments by Secretaries of Defense which, while development activities would 
continue, would consider production and deployment of an ABM as being 
premature. 

Later hearings by the subcommittee revealed the Air Force’s unhappi- 
ness with the split jurisdiction between area and point defense; also, doubt 
as to the feasibility of shooting down an ICBM. 

Two months after McElroy’s January 1958 directive halting the 
WIZARD program, the Air Force appealed the Defense Secretary’s deci- 
sion, claiming that the Army’s ZEUS did not have the growth potential 

to handle possible enemy evasion, decoy, and countermeasure tactics. In 

addition, the Air Force agreed with the Senate Preparedness Committee’s 

resolution to “put more effort into developing anti-missile missiles.” [12] 

The Air Force, therefore, urged that it be allowed to continue the WIZARD 

program. It reasoned that WIZARD would be a competitive and back-up 

BMD system to the ZEUS. 

Dr. Richard C. Raymond of General Electric TEMPO (Technical 

Military Planning Operation), speaking at the Third Annual Air Power 

Symposium in Salt Lake City in March 1958, predicted that both a long- 

range area defense ABM and a short-range system, the latter correspond- 

ing to the Army’s ZEUS, would be developed. Dr. Raymond argued that 

the present ZEUS system would become obsolete before it became opera- 

tional because of ICBM improvements ™ and new detection methods. His 

dual concept of anti-missile defense included the Air Force WIZARD pro- 

gram. Dr. Raymond agreed that for point defense of hard targets using 

the atmosphere to filter warheads was adequate, especially if the protected 

points were missile sites where the defended missile could be launched 

before the attacking warheads detonated. With soft targets, such as cities, 

an area defense was absolutely necessary. An area defense would require 

the ability to discriminate warheads from decoys beyond the atmo- 

sphere [13]. Dr. Raymond’s speech was highly prophetic of the NIKE-X 

BMD system of 1963-1967 and the present SAFEGUARD system. 

As a result of Secretary McElroy’s earlier testimony regarding the 

prematurity of producing ZEUS, the Defense Department cut $507 million 

from the Army’s request for production funds. The Army felt the system 

should be deployed immediately because the risk in not doing so was be- 

11 In 1958 the Office of the Secretary of Defense convened a committee to investigate 

the hypothetical penaids which could be available to the offense. The committee re- 

ported on the feasibility of the offense’s employing decoys, chaff, tank fragments, 

reduced radar reflectivity, nuclear blackout, and multiple warheads. See Herbert F. 

York, “ABM, MIRV, and the Arms Race,” Science, 3942[1970]257, July 17, 1970, 

pp. 257-260. 
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coming greater. Because of delay in the appropriations, ZEUS production 

would be delayed at least a year. Secretary McElroy, relying on his 

advisers (principally those at ARPA), favored postponing the decision until 

the missile system was more fully developed. ARPA scientists advised 

the Secretary that too many unknowns were associated with intercepting 

an ICBM. In particular, ARPA’s Chief Scientist, Dr. Herbert York, 

wanted to investigate the various phenomena associated with reentry before 

making any commitment to deployment [14]. 

In November 1958, Dr. Richard Holbrook, a scientist in ARPA’s 

missile defense group, said during a speech at the Atlanta Chapter of Sigma 

Delta Chi (the honorary journalistic fraternity) that the then currently 

envisaged version of ZEUS would not provide an effective defense against 

multiple RVs, decoys, penaids, and radar jammers unless many interceptors 

were bought [15]. Holbrook’s speech prophesied the offensive situation at 

the end of the 1960s rather than at the end of the 1950s. 

At the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference 1* convened in November 

1958, Western arms control experts drafted a proposal for deploying a 

BMD system with its attendant sensors to warn and cope with a surprise 

ICBM attack. The conference ended in December 1958 as the Soviets and 

Western Allies could not agree on an agenda and differed over whether 

the conference was to be technical or political [16]. 

At year’s end there was every indication, too, that the Army-Air Force 

feud about roles and missions would be revived over BMD development and 
control. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Nike-Zeus—1959 to the Kennedy Administration 

As a result of (1) Secretary McElroy’s January 1958 directive giving the 

Army responsibility for ZEUS development and the Air Force responsibility 

for the BMD surveillance system, and halting the WIZARD program of 

the Air Force; (2) the creation of ARPA to direct all other BMD research; 

and (3) a major reorganization of the Department of Defense; the earlier 

Army-Air Force conflict over BMD development appeared to be resolved. 

However, a new controversy was developing between the proponents of 

ZEUS (i.e., the Army) and its opponents in ARPA, the Air Force, and the 

Department of Defense. This controversy revolved around BMD’s technical 

feasibility. 

In 1959 Army-Air Force competition for missile defense funds got 

under way at its usual brisk pace. The Air Force was engaged in develop- 

ing the Ballistic-Missile Early Warning Systems (BMEWS) and doing 

additional BMD work under ARPA. The Army, continuing its work on 

ZEUS, requested additional production funds (there was sufficient R&D 

money) to speed the program toward a 1962 operational date. General 

Taylor, Chief of Staff, stated the Army’s position in congressional 

testimony: 

My reservation in this area arises from the unopposed ICBM 

threat and my conviction that the importance of obtaining this unique 

anti-missile weapon at the earliest possible date out-weighs the possible 

financial risks inherent in initiating selective production [1]. 

The Air Force and Navy contended, however, that additional funds 

for production were premature, claiming that some of the new approaches 

to missile defense would make ZEUS obsolete. Roy W. Johnson, Director 

of ARPA, presented that agency’s program for advanced studies in missile 

defense. One of the primary areas of exploration was the flight dynamics 

of missiles and their reentry into the atmosphere. Johnson said that a 

BMD system should be: (1) technically feasible, (2) capable of reacting 

to all missile threats in all types of environments, (3) economical, and (4) 

operational at the earliest possible date. The criteria, as stated, did not 
apply to ZEUS; whether this was deliberate, because of ARPA’s opposi- 

5 
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_ tion to ZEUS, or whether a better approach to BMD appeared feasible, is 
unknown. However, Johnson said that present advanced BMD efforts 
were designed to “leapfrog” the weaknesses of ZEUS, which were the in- 
ability to identify the enemy warhead from other objects and decoys and 
lack of a satisfactory positive mechanism for destroying the RV [2]. 

By 1959 the Air Force clarified its position on missile defense. Air 
Force Assistant Secretary of Defense for R&D Richard E. Horner told the 
House Appropriations Committee that a careful analysis of the WIZARD 

system had demonstrated that it would cost more than it was worth. The 

Air Force, Horner said, also felt this way about ZEUS, arguing that ZEUS 

could easily be overwhelmed by attacking RVs. The Air Force believed 

that missile defense money might better be spent for increased offensive 

capability [3]. This is an important point and is elaborated in the following 

paragraphs. 

Emphasis on offensive capabilities has been the dominant theme of the 

Air Force in the post-World War II period when it was given the mission 

of delivering nuclear weapons. The creation of the Strategic Air Command 

(SAC) to deliver these weapons, the pervasive influence of SAC in the Air 

Force, and its fascination with bombers have been obstacles to deploying 

and maintaining strategic defense forces, both air and missile defense. The 
Air Force’s position is based on a belief in the supremacy of the offense, 

the guarding of its roles and missions, and a belief once held that only it 

should possess the bomb and its means of delivery, subordinating everything 

else to that mission. The nuclear weapon and its means of delivery were 

the penultimate for carrying out Douhet’s theory of strategic air warfare— 

destroy the enemy’s will to resist by destroying his cities and population. 

At the heart of the nuclear deterrent strategy of the United States 

is the ability to destroy an aggressor’s cities and population. Once the 

Soviet Union achieved this capability, vis-a-vis the United States, it was 

felt that a certain amount of security would prevail in the world because 

of mutual deterrence. If the only purpose of the U.S. nuclear war forces, 

as most Americans believe, is to deter war, then any change by the Soviets 

in the deterrent equation can be met by increasing the number or type of 

U.S. offensive deterrent forces. Defense, then, is viewed as a waste of 

money which could best be spent on offensive retaliatory forces to main- 

tain a credible deterrent. While this strategic argument has been used by 

opponents of BMD, it also supports the Air Force view which favors 

emphasis on offensive weapons. 

While the Army wanted to continue the ZEUS development program, 

it also wanted to produce and deploy it, but the Administration was against 

producing ZEUS. For fiscal 1960, beginning July 1, 1959, the Army recom- 

mended $1.3 billion for the ZEUS program. This figure included $300 
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million for research and development and $700 million for tooling, produc- 

tion facilities, and some ZEUS bases. Later this figure was reduced to 

$620 million. By the time it reached Congress, the budget-minded Ad- 

ministration had pared the total request to $300 million. In the end, the 

$300 million was approved and Congress voted an additional $137 million 

to begin production of ZEUS [4]. However, the Administration refused to 

allow the Army to spend the $137 million, feeling that the system was not 

ready for deployment and questioning whether a workable defense was 

possible. A committee (the Skifter Committee) was appointed to evaluate 

the technical feasibility of ZEUS by February 1960 in order to determine 

whether it should be produced. 

The policy of funding missile defense research and development, but 

not approving deployment and production, was a consistent pattern of U.S. 

missile defense policy until September 1967. This “dual” policy points up 

the policymaker’s dilemma. 

Given the Soviet “believed” ICBM threat: Should money be spent 

to procure a weapon whose ability to destroy ICBM RVs is questioned? 

With this dual policy—money for R&D and none for production—the 

threat is of secondary importance to the budgetary considerations. For, 

if the system proves workable, then its operational deployment probably 

would be delayed beyond the time it was required. Conversely, if the 

system proves unworkable, then significant amounts of money will have 

been saved by not producing it. In either case, a calculated risk had to 

be taken, since no defense would exist when it was needed. 

These attacks on the ZEUS compelled the Army to defend its posi- 

tion. The Army contended that ZEUS could provide adequate point de- 

fense of vital targets and prevent US. retaliatory forces from being de- 

stroyed on the ground. The existence of ZEUS would increase the cost of a 

Soviet attack and raise doubt whether the attack would even succeed. Its 

real advantage was in the system’s growth potential and capability to 

counter Soviet decoys, which, it was asserted, the system was then capable 

of detecting in limited numbers. The system’s greatest weaknesses were 

that it could be easily saturated; 1 it was less than perfect, and the detonation 

of a defensive warhead at too low an altitude could just as effectively 

destroy the target ZEUS was protecting as it could an enemy warhead. 

While the arguments for and the limitations of ZEUS which the Army 

advanced were concurred in by many other experts trying to view the 

problem objectively, the Army asked: If ZEUS were canceled and the 

money put into more offensive missiles as the Air Force argued, how much 

1 This was at the time of the supposed “missile gap.” 
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better off would the United States be as the Soviet ICBM threat continued 
or it developed a BMD of its own? Over the next several years, these 
arguments were to become crucial in the BMD controversy. 

Aside from the Administration’s doubt about the weapon’s technical 
feasibility, the projected and anticipated cost of ZEUS was a prime con- 
sideration in ruling against the system’s deployment. With a presidential 
election year approaching, the Administration was preoccupied with balanc- 
ing the budget and maintaining defense spending at no more than $40 
billion. Given these circumstances, it would be difficult to expect the Ad- 
ministration to go along with the Army’s estimated $2 billion fiscal 1961 

budget request for ZEUS deployment. Because any money for production 
would have to come from the $40 billion defense budget, any decision to 

produce and deploy ZEUS around American cities had to be made by the 
White House. 

A major difficulty of ZEUS deployment was its great cost. Since the 

services had no additional funds, the Administration would have to raise 

the defense budget. While this would upset the budget and the plans 

for a tax cut, a decision not to deploy ZEUS could provide a real campaign 

issue. By 1959 it was apparent that the BMD issue was far “more involved 

with dollars, strategy, and politics than with technology.” [5] 

Phillip J. Klass, a senior editor of Aviation Week and Space Tech- 

nology, reported that the Skifter Committee, headed by President Eisen- 

hower’s scientific advisors, Dr. George Kistiakowsky and Dr. H. R. Skifter, 

recommended continuing the ZEUS project at least through the scheduled 

1962 full-scale Pacific tests [6]. 

Klass argued that it was militarily and psychologically unsound for a 

country not having a first-strike strategy to depend solely on offensive 

deterrence without providing some defense. Since ZEUS is the only ABM 

available, why not take a calculated risk and deploy it? The critics argued 

that the huge Soviet ICBM boosters allowed the Soviets to carry a variety of 

decoys and warhead packages. And it is in this very capability to sort de- 

coys from warheads that ZEUS is ineffective. There was no evidence, how- 

ever, that the Soviets had any decoys. Moreover, the Army contended that 

by the time the Soviets had acquired them, ZEUS would have a discrimina- 

tion capability. Until the discrimination problem was solved, contended the 

ZEUS opponents, the practicality of missile defense was limited. As ARPA 

scientists on the Down-range Anti-missile Measurement Project (DAMP)? 

pointed out, it was the inability to discriminate warheads from tankage, 

2 The Army and ARPA had earlier begun the DAMP Project to gain data on missile 

detection and tracking phenomena during the terminal phase of all U.S. missile tests. 
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boosters, ionization, and whatever else showed upon radar signal returns 

(and not what an ABM could or could not protect) which affected the 

feasibility and desirability of ZEUS. 
By the end of 1959, the ABM was no nearer deployment than it was 

in 1957-58. However, considerable research and development funds had 

been and were being expended on missile defense, both by the Army and 

ARPA. The continued reluctance of the Administration to deploy and 

produce the system appeared to be based more on political and economic 

than technical considerations. Yet, according to official testimony, it was 

the technical uncertainties which determined whether ZEUS would be 

produced, not the political or economic (see below). The Army stood 

alone in its insistence that ZEUS was effective and had growth potential, 

but the reservations and doubts of higher authorities prevented the Army 

from going ahead with production. As 1960 began, the controversy over 

the missile defense program focused on whether to produce and deploy the 

system before results of the research and development tests were known. 

Secretary of Defense Gates, responding to questions by Chairman 

George Mahon (D-Tex.) of the House Appropriations Committee, said 

that only time would tell if a credible solution to ballistic-missile defense 

were possible. - 

Secretary Gates said that the program: 

. Was given an enormous amount of consideration by the President’s 

Scientific Advisory Committee, by our Director of Research, by the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. It was a very important decision from the stand- 

point of the defense of the United States and, second, financially. The 

first one is much more important than the financial because an anti- 

missile defense is vital—if it can be successfully developed. [7] 

He said that the ZEUS program was being pushed as a developmental effort 

and that ARPA was spending more than $100 million annually for missile 
defense exploratory efforts. 

The Army’s position was best expressed by General Arthur G. 

Trudeau, Chief of Army Research and Development: 

Since my last appearance before this committee there have been 

continuing demonstrations of the growth potential of the NIKE-ZEUS 

system. Design changes, resulting in significant improvement in system 
performance, have already included increases in power, sensitivity of 
radars, and improvements in the design and effectiveness of the missile 
itself. On the basis of progress to date, I am confident that the ZEUS 
system will achieve its design objective, that its growth potential is dy- 
namic, and that it can and will be successfully developed to meet and 
master the ballistic missile threat of the Soviet Union... . [8] 
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| Dr. Herbert F. York, Director of DDR&E, said in his presentation 
before the committee: 

After the most painstaking review it was decided to press forward as 
rapidly as practicable with the research, development, test, and evalua- 
tion of this system, but not to place it into production. The funds re- 
quired for fiscal 1961 will provide the necessary radars, computers, 
target missiles, defense missiles, test range facilities, and other equip- 
ment required to carry out a full scale realistic test program to deter- 

mine the operational feasibility of the complete NIKE-ZEUS system. 

It is expected that these tests will provide the basis for a final de- 

CIO ems (9 

Dr. York, in testimony at times vague and contradictory, argued that the 

objectives of BMD were: (1) to protect the deterrent force and (2) to 

protect the population. Both of these objectives, he suggested, could be 

accomplished by means other than ZEUS, which was vulnerable to satura- 

tion and was unable to discriminate. These means included: passive de- 

fense; air and ground alerts; hardening, mobility, and dispersing the deter- 

rent force; and building shelters for the population. While it was necessary 

to create an effective missile defense, and he urged continued efforts to 

develop an ABM, Dr. York thought ZEUS was not the answer because of its 

susceptibility to saturation and vulnerability to attack [10]. But Dr. York 

did not believe that the money being spent on ZEUS was being wasted. 

Since “the area of ballistic missile defense is probably the most important 

research and development area in which the Department of Defense is 

operating,” he felt the expenditures for ZEUS were providing the knowledge 

and experience on which some future BMD system might be based [11]. 

Dr. J. P. Ruina, Assistant Director for Air Defense in DDR&E, said that 

the Joint Chiefs concurred in fiscal 1961 with the decision not to deploy 

LEUSs 

According to General Austin Betts, Director of ARPA, the heart of 

the problem was whether or not decoys could downgrade the system. 

Another question, he said, was whether the Soviets would ever waste 

rockets just to carry decoys (this testimony was given before the advent 

of multiple warheads) and whether decoys were practical and efficient. 

Betts also asked whether, given lead-time considerations, the defense de- 

ployed then (1960) or in 4 or 10 years was going to match the offensive 

threat. While advocates of ZEUS claimed the system had growth potential 

and would be able to discriminate decoys effectively, this did not change 

the fact that “our knowledge today of the over-all re-entry physics and 

3 Both Dr. York and Dr. Ruina were to oppose SAFEGUARD. 
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related decoy problem is inadequate.” The technical uncertainties and high 

cost of this questionable system pervaded the entire issue, Betts felt, and 

had to be resolved in order to meet the arguments of those opposed to 

missile defense [12].* 

By March 1960, it was clear that a decision to produce and deploy 

ZEUS would not be forthcoming because of political and economic con- 

siderations. A temporary freeze on fiscal 1961 spending for ZEUS was 

announced in February while the Administration reexamined the program’s 

research and development requirements. 

The likelihood for deploying ZEUS was set back in early 1960 by 

the results of Project Defender’s GLIPAR program. GLIPAR involved 

the investigation and testing of all novel and extreme ideas for missile 

defense. Some of the suggested schemes included: fields, plasmas, “death 

ray” beams, solid material impact, cold gases, use of H-bombs to release 

X rays, and use of large nuclear weapons outside the atmosphere to destroy 

everything (warheads, tankage, decoys, etc.). While several ideas were 

proved infeasible, many could not be tested at all. Therefore, the GLIPAR 

program concluded that no promising solution to the ICBM defense prob- 

lem within the bounds of available scientific knowledge appeared possible 

in the 1970-80 period [13]. 
By August the Army indicated that ZEUS was now ahead of schedule 

because (1) the radar range had been increased to 1,000 miles, (2) radar 

power had been doubled, and (3) an increased ability to discriminate and 

track reentry vehicles now existed. It was also revealed that full-scale test 

firings at Kwajalein atoll in the Pacific would start in early 1962. 

In October The New York Times reported that the Soviets were 

working on an ABM similar to ZEUS. This was the start of the aborted 
(1962) Leningrad BMD deployment [14]. 

ARPA revealed during the same month that, under the aegis of Project 

Defender, a series of feasibility studies had been initiated with Boeing, 

Convair, TRW (Thompson-Ramo-Woolridge, Inc.), and the Lockheed 

Aircraft Company to investigate a satellite-borne anti-ICBM defense sys- 

tem. This project was designed to kill ICBMs in the boost phase of their 

flight. Earlier, TRW completed a study called RBS (Random Barrage 

System) which projected the employment of a multitude of armed satellites 

to detect and destroy ICBMs before burnout. Convair worked on a com- 

peting design called SPAD (Satellite Protection for Area Defense), which 

# Betts pointed out, for a nonaggressor nation (i.e., one committed to a second strike) , 
a strong active defense is the best hope of destroying the enemy’s offensive capability. 
In effect, an active defense is a counterforce capability. It suggests the intention of 
restraint and nonaggressiveness. Later, as Chief of Army Research and Development, 
Betts was to become a staunch supporter of the Army’s BMD program. 
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used a polar orbit pattern rather than the TRW random orbit approach 
[15]. These systems had a number of drawbacks, tremendous cost to main- 
tain large numbers of satellites in orbit, international political objections 
to having armed satellites in orbit, and the long development time associated 
with obtaining an operational capability (probably not before 1975). 

In November 1960, after the Democrats had won the Presidential elec- 
tion, the Army began a major campaign to accelerate the ZEUS program 
in the upcoming legislative battles of 1961.° The Army’s strategy was to 
argue that it had made such rapid developmental progress and technical 
advances that ZEUS was six months ahead of schedule. The Army decided 

to ask for enough money to begin full-scale production (which would com- 

mit the Defense Department to spend between $5 billion and $15 billion 
over the next 9 years). In an attempt to win its campaign, the Army formed 

a committee headed by Richard S. Morse, Assistant Secretary of the Army 

for Research and Development, to survey the ZEUS program to see if it 

was far enough along to warrant committing funds for production and site 

development. The committee consisted of Defense and White House 

representatives. Additional support for the Army’s position came from 

Representative Overton Brooks (D-La.), Chairman of the House Com- 

mittee on Science and Astronautics, who wanted the Defense Department 
to release the extra $137 million voted by Congress the year before. 

As in the previous six years, the Army stood alone in its convictions 

that the system would work. It continued to oppose Air Force allega- 

tions that ZEUS was ineffective and that BAMBI was better—although 

BAMBI would not be ready until 1975. It had to answer the Administra- 

tion’s technical questions if it were to forestall the political decision not to 

produce the system. 

By 1960 NIKE-ZEUS entered its second phase. The major difference 

between the revised NIKE-ZEUS system and its predecessor was in the 

combining of the FAR and LAR acquisition radars into a single ZEUS 

Acquisition Radar (ZAR). The ZAR was composed of two units: a 

transmitter with a huge triangular antenna and a receiver. Under operating 

conditions, the ZAR was to pinpoint an incoming target and place it under 

5 When (in 1961) it was decided to postpone deployment of NIKE-ZEUS, Army 

Magazine (the official magazine of the Association of the United States Army) for 

February 1961 appeared with a special issue promoting ZEUS. In it there were 

several advertisements by the prime contractors and their subcontractors depicting 

the role of each in the ZEUS program. Most fascinating was a two-page map showing 

the distribution and allocation of the $410 million ZEUS contracts in each of 

37 states, with California and New Jersey getting the largest shares. Within two weeks 

after this issue appeared, a number of representatives and senators urged the im- 

mediate production of ZEUS. 
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the surveillance of a Decoy Discrimination Radar (DDR), an addition to 

the original ZEUS system. The Army, feeling that earlier criticism directed 

against the discrimination capability of ZEUS was valid, added the DDR to 

the missile system. The DDR supplied the information required to separate 

the real warhead from the decoys and penaids. Once the target was identi- 

fied, the TTR (Target Tracking Radar) took over, as in the original system. 

In the first six years of its development, the BMD system had re- 

mained on schedule throughout its various research, development, testing, 

and evaluation phases. At the same time, components were added in order 

to counter the more sophisticated threats which seemed to be developing. 

Yet the story of these first six years is one of technical advancement and 

political frustration; on two occasions during the Eisenhower Administra- 

tion the decision was made to withhold production and deployment of 

ZEUS. In 1960 the Army predicted that it could begin deploying ABMs 

around key cities by 1963 if it were given funds to initiate production. 

Again, despite continuing congressional support, the Administration with- 

held permission for production, ordering instead that all tests be com- 

pleted and evaluated before a decision on production was made. The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff supported the Administration’s position, and recom- 

mended that research and development on the NIKE-ZEUS system con- 

tinue, thus delaying still further the earliest date of deployment. Under 

different circumstances, this would not necessarily have been important 

but, with evidence being gathered of a Soviet effort to develop and deploy 

a BMD, time became crucial, and the effort to develop and deploy a BMD 

became a technological, political, and military race between the Soviet 
Union and the United States. 

Opposition to BMD 

Within the American scientific community, opposition to ZEUS was mount- 

ing. Dr. Edward Teller, one of the key developers of the U.S. H-bomb 

skeptical of ZEUS’s ability to shoot down an ICBM, felt that, while one 

missile might be able to shoot down another, the enemy’s means of 

baffling a BMD were relatively cheap compared to the cost of shooting 
down the ICBM [16]. 

In December 1960 one of the first clear-cut statements against deploy- 
ing even an effective missile defense system was made by Dr. Jerome 
Wiesner, soon to be President Kennedy’s science advisor and a prominent 
figure in the opposition to missile defense. At the Sixth Pugwash * [17] 

® Pugwash is an informal meeting of East-West scientists to deal with a variety 
of scientific problems affecting international relations, especially the question of 
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Conference held in Moscow at the end of 1960, Dr. Wiesner presented a 
number of specific proposals aimed at achieving mutual deterrence and 
maintaining strategic parity between the United States and the Soviet Union. 
He said: 

It is important to note that a missile deterent system would be un- 
balanced by the development of a highly effective anti-missile defense 
system and if it appears possible to develop one, the agreements should 
explicitly prohibit the development and deployment of such a system. [18] 

As early as 1960, the impact of advancing weapons technology was 
making it clear to some individuals that economic and technical resources 
were being expended on weapons but that no additional security was being 

attained for either the Soviet Union or the United States. At the same 

time, technology was not yet capable, so it was thought, of developing a 

defense against the ICBM. ICBMs (made invulnerable) properly deployed 

by both sides, it was believed, could bring about a stable international 

environment. The most important task confronting the world was to slow 

down the arms race, allow both sides to acquire equalized invulnerable 
strategic deterrents based primarily on hardened or submarine-launched 

ballistic missiles and then eliminate the danger of nuclear war by de- 

emphasizing advanced technology which might upset the stable situation 

no}: 
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CHAPTER 4 

The Death of Zeus—1961 to 1963 

The inauguration of a Democratic President in January 1961 gave impetus 

to a thorough-going examination of U.S. defense policies. NIKE-ZEUS, a 

center of controversy from its inception, was one of the items considered. 

The Kennedy Administration had two major questions about ZEUS: (1) 

was it technologically feasible and (2) would its costs be commensurate 

with its capabilities? 

The New York Times of February 18, 1961, carried an interview with 

the chiefs of Army research and development (military and civilian) [1]. 

The chiefs felt that a large-scale Soviet BMD and other strategic missile 

efforts would lead to an alteration in the balance of power. Richard Morse, 

Assistant Secretary of the Army (R&D), asserted that Soviet efforts had 

been going on for a long time and that the NIKE-ZEUS should be com- 

mitted to production if the United States was to avoid losing the BMD 

race. The Joint Chiefs, in a reversal of their 1960 position against ZEUS 

production, agreed with this assessment. For the first time, the military 

publicly confirmed the existence of a Soviet BMD effort. Until then de- 

tailed reports of the Soviet effort had been almost nonexistent, although 

The New York Times had reported it in October 1960. 

The Army renewed its efforts for beginning long leadtime component 

production for ZEUS, arguing that a BMD system was necessary for enforc- 

ing a disarmament agreement (it would provide security against cheating) 

and for hedging against the accidental firing of an ICBM. However, re- 

sistance was building up in DDR&E against any production decision until 

questions about the system’s technical feasibility were answered. 

Meanwhile, the Air Force in conjunction with the Aerospace Corpora- 

tion was pursuing its boost intercept (BAMBI) program and various con- 

cepts for intercepting ICBMs using satellites. BAMBI was still years from 

completion. Unlike previous Army-Air Force differences over air and 

missile defense jurisdiction and responsibility, the Army had no objection 

to the Air Force program which was funded by ARPA, except to argue 

that ZEUS could be in operation long before BAMBI at considerably less 

cost than the likely $10 billion for BAMBI. 

44 
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| On April 4, 1961, while outlining the need for a defense against 
ICBMs to the Senate Armed Services Committee, Defense Secretary 
Robert $. McNamara ! discussed ZEUS progress: 

. tests of components, ground radar and the first and second stages 
of the missile are now in progress at the White Sands and Point Mugu 
missile ranges. Late this year the complete missile will be fired, and 
next year the first tests against single ATLAS-boosted target missiles 
will begin. Formal system demonstration is scheduled to begin in the 
summer of 1962. [2] 

The advantages of ZEUS, he said, mean that: 

Successful development may force an aggressor to expend additional 

resources to increase his ICBM force. It would also make accurate esti- 

mates of our defensive capabilities more difficult for a potential enemy 

and complicate the achievement of a successful attack. Furthermore, the 

protection that it would provide, even if for only a portion of our popula- 

tion, would be better than none at all. [3] 

These points, McNamara said, are used by proponents of the system 

to justify production of certain long leadtime ZEUS components. He 

questioned the validity of beginning production, since: 

There is still considerable uncertainty as to its technical feasibility and, 

even if successfully developed, there are many serious operating prob- 

lems yet to be solved. The system, itself, is vulnerable to ballistic-missile 

attack, and its effectiveness could be degraded by the use of more 

sophisticated ICBM’s screened by multiple decoys. Saturation of the 

target is another possibility, as ICBM’s become easier and cheaper to 

produce in coming years. Finally, it is a very expensive system in relation 

to the degree of protection that it can furnish. [4] 

Therefore, he and the President recommended: 

. that we not undertake ZEUS production at this time, but that we 

proceed to develop ZEUS as rapidly as money will permit it to be de- 

veloped and we are recommending, as you have seen, $270 million for 

that purpose in fiscal year 1962. [5] 

1 Considerable insight about the direction, goals, and assumptions of U.S. defense 

policy can be gained from a study of the BMD issue as discussed in the Annual 

Posture Statements of Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara. McNamara was 

the chief architect of the nation’s BMD policy for over seven years. It was during 

this period that U.S. missile defense policy shifted from a technical issue and military 

problem to a political issue. 
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In the congressional testimony which followed, McNamara revealed 

how he made his decision. McNamara said he listened “to proponents and 

opponents, both of whom were advancing the national interest, both of 

whom were specialized in certain aspects of the problem.” [6] Furthermore: 

In the case of ZEUS, I asked the five senior Bell Laboratory executives 

working on the problems to come down to my office and meet with me 

and the Deputy Secretary for 2 or 3 hours to discuss the ZEUS system 

in great detail. [7] 

He discussed ZEUS with the JCS, Service Secretaries, and the scientific 

community. The scientific community, McNamara pointed out, did not act 

with one mind when dealing with highly controversial matters. On the 

question of ZEUS, many of its members had opposing views. McNamara 

said: 

The decisions were made by the President, based on recommendations 

which I made, based on long and exhaustive personal analysis and discus- 

sions with the parties concerned. [8] 

In his decision not to order deployment as the Army wanted before 

ZEUS was fully developed, McNamara pointed out that the expenditure of 

funds for the procurement of facilities and production of materials would 

be wasted if subsequent changes were made in later stages of design and 

development. To hedge against the technical-military uncertainty asso- 

ciated with ZEUS, including its vulnerability to attack, ARPA, in Project 

Defender, was studying other BMD systems [9].? 

Congressman Phil Weaver (R-Neb.) asked McNamara whether evi- 

dence of the Soviet deployment of BMD would affect his decision. Mc- 
Namara replied: 

I do not believe it would affect my recommendations in any way because 

I have assumed that we must take account of the possibility that they 
will have such a system. [10] 

Secretary of the Army Elvis Stahr, testifying on the Army budget, 

advocated limited production for ZEUS, since it was the free world’s only 
BMD and therefore worth the investment. An additional reason for be- 

2 One such system was called ARPA Terminal Defense (ARPAT), ARPAT was 
automatically to detect and identify hostile ICBMs after their launching, then guide 
a dart-shaped platform into the atmosphere (20,000 to 100,000 feet) where it would 
dispense a multiplicity of hypersonic projectiles in random patterns against incoming 
warheads, The ARPAT concept was a step beyond ZEUS because of its ability to fire 
large numbers of defensive missiles from one launch vehicle, whereas ZEUS required 
one launch vehicle for each defensive warhead launched. 
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ginning production, said Stahr, was the evidence of Soviet BMD activity. 
Stahr felt the investment in BMD would not be wasted, since the scientific 
fallout in the form of new radar and propellant technology and reentry 
information for ICBM development would present returns equally as 
valuable as the original investment in ZEUS. Stahr voiced confidence in 
the system and in its ability to discriminate decoys from warheads, although 
he had no proof that it could discriminate. In keeping with Secretary 
McNamara’s decision, Stahr suggested a continuing review of the entire 
BMD program [11]. 

The effect of these decisions was once again to deny ZEUS production 

funds, although the system continued to meet all technical deadlines. 

Indicative of the controversy over ZEUS, General Lyman Lemnitzer, 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, pointed out: 

There are differences of opinion in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but in my 

own experience, the differences are not nearly as great on the military 

aspects of NIKE-ZEUS as they are within the scientific community on 

the technical aspects of the NIKE-ZEUS. I do not see why there should 

be a great hue and cry made about differences of military opinion on 

NIKE-ZEUS, and no reference whatsoever made to the wide variety of 

differences in scientific and technical circles on the same weapon 

systems.* [12] 

Chief of Staff for the Army, General George Decker, testified: 

. . . due to the serious military, political, and psychological disad- 

vantages which would ensue if the Soviets were to deploy an anti-missile 

system before we do—the Army will continue to press forward with the 

NIKE-ZEUS development, in order to ensure its earliest possible avail- 

ability. [13] 

Several members of Congress in 1961 were quite active in promoting the 

NIKE-ZEUS. The leading spokesman in the Senate for deploying BMD 

has been and still is Strom Thurmond (R-S.C.) who has since been joined 

by several others, including Senator Henry Jackson (D-Wash.). As early 

as 1961 Thurmond (then a Democrat) argued the Army’s case for going 

into production of NIKE-ZEUS because this system “can provide the de- 

fense this Nation needs to meet and master the intercontinental ballistic 

missile threat.” The early deployment of ZEUS, he said, will “reduce lead 

3 It was later brought out that the Joint Chiefs did recommend beginning limited 

production on NIKE-ZEUS, but the decision was not unanimous. Lemnitzer ex- 

plained that even though a majority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred on a given 

issue, this did not always become the view of the corporate body. The dissenters 

have a right to carry their views to the Secretary or even the President. 
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time to an irreducible minimum; keep the Army-industry team and facilities 

together, and reduce the time the United States is without adequate de- 

fense.” [14] Senators Everett Jordan (D-N.C.), Frank Carlson (R-Kan.), 

and later, Karl Mundt (R-S.D.) associated themselves with Thurmond’s 

position. 
Later, Representative George P. Miller (D-Calif.) urged: 

. . . the time has come for the Administration, Congress, the press, 

and our people to face the fact that the United States will struggle in a 

straitjacket if it does not parallel its retaliatory ICBM with an anti- 

missile-missile defensive weapon system against the ballistic blackmail 

of the Soviet Union.* 

. . . Unless we have such a defense in being within the next 2 or 3 years, 

the United States will be wide open for another Pearl Harbor disaster— 

a disaster indescribable in terms of liberty, lives, and treasure. [15] 

On February 13 Representative Daniel Flood (D-Pa.) argued for 

producing NIKE-ZEUS: “. . . a defensive capability assumes the same 

importance as the ability to retaliate, if we are to survive.’*® Flood 

continued: 

The nation that first develops and deploys an adequate defense against 

intercontinental or submarine-launched ballistic missiles will enjoy a 

strategic advantage. If such a defense is first developed by Russia, we 

can expect extensive offensive military action or ballistic blackmail. 

The Soviets will no longer depend upon economic, political, psycho- 

logical, or limited war offensives to attain their goals. [16] 

On March 13, 1961, Representative Flood read the reply he received 

from the White House acknowledging receipt of his letter to President 

Kennedy. The reply said: “The Secretary of Defense is fully aware of the 

urgency attached to this matter and is taking every reasonable action to 

develop and deploy an effective anti-ballistic missile weapons system at 

the earliest practical date.” [17] 

4 Miller had read into the Congressional Record the lead editorial of the February 

1961 Army, which was devoted entirely to the NIKE-ZEUS. 

5 Flood sent his statement and a copy of the January 31, 1961, issue of Missiles and 

Rockets (a special series of articles devoted to NIKE-ZEUS) to President Kennedy. 

Flood thought so much of this issue that he sent a copy to each member of the 

House with the comment, “this series, in my experience, represents the most 

thorough and comprehensive analysis of a major weapons system presented in public 

print during these recent years of revolutional [sic] progress in science and tech- 
nology.” Senator Thurmond sent a copy of the same issue to every member of 
the Senate. 
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While the question whether the United States should deploy NIKE- 
ZEUS was being debated, the United States, by virtue of its Declaration to 
the United Nations General Assembly on a Program for General and Com- 
plete Disarmament, committed itself on September 25, 1961, to a reduction 
in the number and levels of strategic vehicles, including BMD. This pro- 
posal for general and complete disarmament (GCD) based the reduction of 
arms on a number of stages, each of which involved inspection and verifica- 
tion [18]. 

The Soviets shattered the 34-month-old unofficial nuclear test mora- 
torium on September 1, 1961, by testing a nuclear weapon in the atmo- 
sphere. This Soviet program continued through October 30, 1961. 

On November 2, 1961, President Kennedy ordered preparations made 

for resuming U.S. atmospheric testing, pending an evaluation of the Soviet 

tests. 

There were conflicting opinions as to the purpose of the 1961 Soviet 

test series. Some of the Soviet tests involved large-yield weapons (5 mega- 

tons or over) which were thought to be much too big for defensive missile 

warheads. However, the authoritative British technical journal The Aero- 

plane and Astronautics described in detail a method for destroying ICBMs 

using electromagnetic pulse and particle radiation; both are emitted during 

the explosion of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons [19].° Part of the 

purpose of the Soviet test series then could have been devoted to develop- 

ing a kill mechanism for a missile defense system. Hanson Baldwin, former 

military editor of The New York Times, reported a number of years later 

that two Soviet ICBMs simultaneously were destroyed in 1961-62 during 

one of the Soviet atmospheric nuclear tests [20]. 

The implications of the Soviet tests for the perfection of BMD, more 

than anything else, compelled the United States to resume its own atmo- 

spheric nuclear testing program in order not to fall behind the Soviets in 

BMD [21].’ There were indications that the Soviets had been developing 

6 These methods were known in theory, but determination of whether they would 

work demanded test data. Publicly, little was revealed about how an ABM might 

kill an ICBM, although methods had been alluded to in the press. L. Kraar writing 

in the March 20, 1959, Wall Street Journal (“Missile Defenses,” p. 13) reported 

that nuclear blasts in space could cause defensive radar blackouts and present the 

possibility of using some form of radiation effect to destroy ICBM warheads. Prob- 

ably Kraar was basing his statement on some of the upper atmosphere tests of the 

previous year (1958) carried out in the South Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. 

7 As a result of the Soviet test and announcements about their gains in missile de- 

fense, ARPA announced the HELMET Project. Designed to avoid saturation and 

discrimination problems, HELMET destroyed everything that was reentering the 

atmosphere in front of, behind, under, above, or alongside the warhead reentry 

vehicle. HELMET was eventually terminated because the nonnuclear kill mechanism 
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missile defenses as far back as the the late 1940s. In October 1961, 

Marshal R. Malinovskii Soviet Minister of Defense stated, at the 22nd 

Party Congress, “The problem of destroying rockets in flight has been 

successfully solved.” [22] Not only was there a race between the Soviet 

Union and the United States to find a defense against ICBMs, but there 

was arace to deploy it first. 

At his November 8, 1961, news conference, before the analysis of data 

about the Soviet tests, President Kennedy said that the United States must 

maintain its lead and superiority in nuclear weapon development. Should 

the data reveal that the Soviets had made advances in their knowledge of 

high-altitude nuclear phenomena, then commensurate action to ensure U.S. 

security must be taken [23]. 

In the meantime, President Kennedy had appointed a panel to evaluate 

the Soviet tests and make recommendations concerning resumption of the 

US. testing program. The Chairman, Dr. Hans Bethe, a Nobel Prize winner 

in physics, professor of physics at Cornell and director of the theoretical 

physics division at Los Almos during World War II, became a spokesman 

against resumption of testing, arguing that the low yield of the Soviet 

weapon tests (1- to 5 megatons) indicated that the Soviets were actually 

developing a MINUTEMAN type of missile (i.e., a hardened US. solid- 

fuel ICBM with small warheads for counterforce attacks rather than the 

large warheads then on Soviet missiles) for “city busting.” Dr. Bethe be- 

lieved that Soviet testing lessened the danger of war, because it indicated a 

Soviet intention to build an invulnerable deterrent which, when complete, 

and in conjunction with the U.S. invulnerable deterrent, would lead to 

stability. This argument for each side’s possessing an invulnerable deter- 

rent was the forerunner of the mutual-deterrence concept. Dr. Bethe dis- 

missed the contention that a Soviet BMD would upset the balance of power, 

because a BMD is “virtually impossible” to develop [24]. This was in 

sharp contrast to President Kennedy’s position both before and after 

March 2, 1962, when he announced the resumption of U.S. atmospheric 

nuclear testing. 

On February 7, 1962, President Kennedy stated that a new situation 

had been created by the Soviet testing. First, the preparations had been 

conducted in secret, while the United States was negotiating a test-ban 

treaty. Second, it had ended the unofficial nuclear test moratorium. This 

presented grave questions “as to the long-range safety of avoiding all 

and low cost rocket booster, both of which were essential for the feasibility and 
practicality of the project, were unavailable and could not be developed at the time. 
See J. Holahan, “What Have We Got to Counter the ICBM Threat,” Space Aero- 

nautics, November 1961, p. 1. 
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atmospheric tests, while the U.S.S.R. remained able to prepare in secret, 
and then test at will.” Regarding the Soviet tests he said: 

They have been in preparation for many months, and we could see a 
period go by, possibly of another year or year and a half, of secret 
preparations being made, and suddenly a new series of tests, with extra- 
polations from those tests, particularly on matters involving, maybe, an 
antimissile missile. [25] 

When the decision to resume nuclear testing was made, the President 

announced on national television specifically why this resumption was 
necessary: 

The fact of the matter is that we cannot make similar studies without 

testing in the atmosphere as well as underground. For in many areas of 

nuclear weapons research we have reached the point where our progress 

is stifled without experiments in every environment. The information 

from our last series of atmospheric tests in 1958 has all been analyzed 

and re-analyzed. It cannot tell us more without new data, and it is in 

these very areas of research—missiles penetration and missile defense, 

for example—that further major Soviet tests, in the absence of further 

Western tests, might endanger our deterrent. [26] 

Such tests were the only way of gaining knowledge about BMD warhead 

design and kill radius, of exploring high-altitude effects, and of redressing 

the advantage the Soviets may have gained from their test series for BMD 

development. 

Despite several successful ZEUS tests, two of which were simulated 

(i.e., programming an actual ICBM flight on computer tape and allowing 

ZEUS computers to carry out radar and fire control intercept), and the 

Soviet BMD program, the Defense Department’s policy on producing ZEUS 

did not change. The Army’s unequivocal faith in the system with its po- 

tential antisatellite capability, its investment of over $1 billion in the 

project, and the existence of two ZEUS prototype testing installations at 

White Sands, New Mexico, and Kwajalein Island did not change the De- 

fense Department’s opinion that too many technical problems remained 

to be solved before the system could become operational. 

By the end of 1961 the future of ZEUS was very much in doubt. For 

the second consecutive year over $120 million intended for production 

was held back. It seemed inevitable in the upcoming Authorization and 

Appropriations Hearings a conflict would develop between the Army and 

the Defense Department over ZEUS. Meanwhile, most of the research 

studies sponsored by ARPA indicated no possibility of a breakthrough in 

missile defense in the near future. The research activities centered around 
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plasmas and little-understood electromagnetic phenomena, areas in which 

intelligence information indicated the Soviets were also interested. These 

efforts in BMD research, collectively known as “x-weapons,” indicated that 

any new solution to the missile defense problem was 5 to 10 years away. On 

December 21, 1961, the Army disclosed that ZEUS for the first time had 

intercepted another missile in flight [27]. 

In 1962 Secretary of Defense McNamara identified the ABM problem 

in the broader context of strategic defense. Of the six defense tasks he 

foresaw, four required top priority and were related to missile defense. 

They were: (1) improve the certainty and timeliness of the ICBM attack 

warning system; (2) provide an active defense against ICBMs; (3) improve 

defenses against submarine-launched missiles; and (4) provide, to the 

extent possible, fallout protection for U.S. population [28]. 

Here for the first time McNamara identified the civil defense program 

(fallout shelters) with BMD. In the 1961 Posture Statement no mention 

of shelters in relation to ZEUS had been made; now, deployment of ZEUS 

was made contingent on a shelter program. 

In his 1962 House budget testimony, Defense Secretary McNamara 

reiterated his earlier position: 

. we must also do whatever is possible to develop, produce, and 

deploy an effective system of active defense against ICBM attack. We 

have extensive development programs on NIKE-ZEUS and on more 

advanced versions of terminal defense systems, as well as on other ideas 

involving underdeveloped technology. [29] 

According to Secretary McNamara, providing a defense is paramount, but 

there are significant and serious questions as to the practicality of the 

NIKE-ZEUS system: 

. . we are not recommending funds for its procurement and deploy- 

ment at this time, but we are requesting the maximum amount of funds 

which can be effectively used in 1963 in the research and development 

program to continue development and testing on a top priority basis. [30] 

In his testimony to the Senate, McNamara pointed out: 

A 100-percent-effective system of military defense against ICBM’s and 

submarine launched missiles is technically impossible. At least during 

the period 1963 through 1967 we will have to rely for our survival on a 

combination of military and civil defense measures. [31] 

In 1962 testimony revealed that a difference of opinion existed be- 
tween the Defense Department and the Army over ZEUS capabilities and 
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feasibility and t he Army’s desire to begin procurement [32]. Illustrative 
of this continuing difference of opinion was the Army’s request for $401.2 
million for ZEUS in fiscal 1963, while the Defense Department requested 
only $235 million. The final figure was for $272.1 million [33]. 

When Representative Gerald Ford (R-Mich.) attempted to find out 
how the upcoming tests would affect a possible production date decision 
for NIKE-ZEUS, Secretary McNamara said “. . . the tests by themselves 

will have little effect on the decision as to whether we will or will not pro- 

ceed into production.” [34] His rationale for this statement was based on 

certain (off the record) technical problems which the upcoming test would 

not solve and the fact that the long-awaited ZEUS tests would not be 

carried out under combat conditions (no degraded environment, decoys, or 

use of a defensive nuclear warhead to kill the RV). The Secretary pointed 

out there were still gaps in our knowledge about missile defense kill mecha- 

nisms. Answers to these questions would not be revealed until the upcoming 

atmospheric nuclear test data were analyzed.* 

The prohibitive cost of a ZEUS deployment around 25 cities (about 

$10 billion to $14 billion) along with these other considerations combined 
to make ZEUS deployment farther from reality. 

Dr. Harold Brown, Director of DDR&E, shed additional technical 

light on the decision not to produce ZEUS. Congressman Robert Sikes 

(D-Fla.) asked Brown how DDR&E evaluated ZEUS. Brown replied that 

testing was proceeding satisfactorily, but there were many questions about 

the ultimate value of ZEUS as a weapon system. However, he stated that 

once one is in the BMD business, one does not get out of it, even if it is 

difficult to find a satisfactory solution. In fact, “. . . even if we think it 

will never be satisfactory we should continue. We have to go ahead with 

such a program.” The logic of developing one system, testing it, and in- 

corporating the new improvements gives “. . . us data, whether or not 

NIKE-ZEUS is ever used, as to possible deployment and possible deploy- 

ments of other systems.” The major obstacle to the NIKE—ZEUS, Brown 

said, was the decoy discrimination problem [35]. 

Major General Dwight Beach, Army Deputy Chief of Research and 

Development, told the House Appropriations Committee ZEUS had passed 

the point of hitting “one bullet with another bullet” and was capable of 

selecting out of “debris, garbage, and decoys . . . the warhead.” [36] On 

the basis of this statement, ZEUS had fulfilled its original objective set forth 

8 These questions would still not be answered completely as no attempt to intercept 

a live ICBM with a live ABM was being made. The suggestion for such tests had 

been turned down earlier by President Kennedy. 
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in 1956 when the program was initiated. As in the previous year, the 

Army’s position on production was: ° 

.. . that certain items take . . . to develop on a production basis; 

and if we ever wanted to reduce the time and start to deploy, we could 

make progress at this time by allocating certain money to preproduction 

efforts which would then reduce the ...... lead time which exists at 

this time before ZEUS could go into production. [37] 

General Decker said, before this same Committee, that any kind of 

defense can be saturated if enough means are applied against it. The prob- 

lem with this argument, he felt, was that “. . . the opponents of ZEUS 

were giving a lot more credit to the . . . .” [38] Elaborating, General 

Trudeau said: 

. . the obvious deterrent effect of forcing them to multiply by a factor 

OL testes. the number of missiles they need to do a job is a very, very 

important aspect of this ...... the cost, the diversion of effort from 

other things where they are trying to compete with us economically. [39] 

By April 1962, even before tests began in the Pacific, it was quite 

evident that ZEUS was finished as a weapon system, although R&D on it 

would likely continue. Its major function in the test series was to gather 

data on warhead and decoy signatures and to produce information that 

would be valuable to future anti-missile systems. The Army did not fight 

this decision. Instead, it decided to look at the missile defense problem 

with the goal in mind of developing a weapon system rather than merely 

providing a test bed for missile defense research, a function which it now 
felt was ARPA’s responsibility. 

Although the Army remained relatively silent over the Administra- 

tion’s decision regarding ZEUS, General Arthur Trudeau, the Army’s Chief 

of Research and Development, did not. General Trudeau expressed con- 

siderable confidence in the system and continued arguing for its production. 

He revealed that the Army was working on several improvements to the 

present system [40]. One involved a high-acceleration, quick-reaction 

missile; the other, a multifaced phased-array radar. Both these improve- 

ments were to result in a new BMD system in the 1963-1964 period. Both 

components, he said, were adequately funded for fiscal 1963, but the 

Army’s request for $133.7 million for pre-production funds again was 
turned down [41]. 

On April 18, 1962, the United States submitted an outline of Basic 

® Deletions in this and following excerpts are due to censoring in the orginal congres- 
sional document. 
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Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful 
World to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC). Again, 
this draft treaty provided for three stages of arms reduction, but unlike 
the General Assembly proposal, it specifically mentioned in Stage I “anti- 
missile missile systems, together with related fixed launching pads. (The 
parties would declare their armaments by types within the category,)” [42] 

One of the earliest opponents of BMD, Dr. Hans Bethe, felt it was a 

good thing BMD was infeasible, since a BMD system deployed by either 

the Soviet Union or the United States would precipitate an arms race and 

destabilize the existing nuclear balance. The Army maintained that no 

deterrent had ever remained stable, nor had any weapon ever remained 
ascendant over a counter weapon. Dr. Bethe’s argument was part of the 

reason for his opposition to the resumption of nuclear testing and was 

echoed by the Federation of American Scientists statement, which said, 

“.. . in the present advanced state of nuclear weapons, no step com- 

parable in terms of weapon yield to the thermonuclear breakthrough is 

feasible.” These arguments against BMD—the existence of a weapon 

plateau and the destabilizing effect of BMD—were to appear more fre- 

quently as BMD feasibility increased [43]. 

On July 20, 1962, a ZEUS missile at Kwajalein Island intercepted an 

ATLAS ICBM fired from Vandenberg Air Force Base, California [44]. 

The United States continued its ABM tests independently of the nuclear 

tests (a new series was begun in October 1962) and intercepted two more 

ICBMs (including one with decoys) before the end of 1962. 

Still there remained many skeptical and unconvinced people, including 

Defense Secretary McNamara, who predicted such successes but still would 

not sanction production and deployment. Commenting on this test, Secre- 

tary McNamara said that U.S. ICBMs could still penetrate any ABM de- 

fense, but the test did show the extensive and continuing interest the 

United States had in missile defense. These tests also did not convince 

Administration officials that the configured system could cope with the ad- 

vanced ICBM threats expected in the late 1960s. These officials concluded 

that four major improvements were needed in the ZEUS system: (1) de- 

velop a new radar simultaneously to acquire, evaluate, and track large 

numbers of targets; (2) increase the altitude at which interception could 

take place; (3) develop a high-acceleration missile; and (4) “use the 

discrimination radar as a target track radar [45]. Since the effort to de- 

velop a BMD was not being abandoned, the problem was to determine 

which of several alternatives was most feasible. Three were considered: 

1. Continued development and testing of the present NIKE-ZEUS 

system, and the separate development of an advanced radar 
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2. Development of the four major improvements listed above and de- 

ployment of a system which would initially incorporate part of the 

proposed improvements 

3. Development of a more advanced system, to be known as NIKE-X, 

incorporating the SPRINT missile and advanced radars; and a 

deferred decision as to ABM deployment [46] 

The alternative chosen was to reorient the ZEUS program, to ask for $450 

million for NIKE-X development, and meanwhile to continue ZEUS testing 

and Project Defender. 

The fact that an alternative approach to ZEUS looked feasible and 

was being considered indicated the shift in thinking in the Defense Depart- 

ment regarding missile defense. In no small way did the Defender program 

and the 1962 Pacific tests contribute to this change, since both these pro- 

grams helped to clarify the missile defense problem to the extent that a new 

operational BMD concept emerged. This new concept—an urban defense 

system (UDS)*° combined with a hard point defense system (HPDS) for 

the protection of ICBM sites and command control posts—was to influ- 

ence greatly the technical direction, appearance, and configuration of the 

missile defense systems which emerged from the NIKE-X program in the 

late 1960s as SENTINEL and later as SAFEGUARD. 

Any decision to deploy BMD involves a number of political, technical, 

and economic considerations. A prime consideration is the economic and 

10 The only missile defense systems this country has ever carried far enough along 

to produce prototypes for testing have been for city protection. Component research 

has been carried out for other types of defenses but rarely beyond the conceptual or 

developmental engineering stage. At present several schemes for close-in hard point 

terminal missile defense are being studied. A hard point defense system (HPDS) 

is less costly and complex than an urban defense system because the target is smaller 

and is protected by hardening. Fewer defensive missiles are needed, since the attack- 

ing missile must eventually be channeled into a “threat tube.” This reduces the 

HPDS discrimination and acquisition problems and allows a simpler and cheaper 

radar. It also reduces the data-processing requirements. Since the target is hardened, 

defensive warhead detonation lower in the atmosphere is possible, allowing the 

close-in ABM to wait longer before launching, while the atmosphere filters the decoys. 

The HPDS is less provocative than an urban defense system, because the former is 

protecting the retaliatory forces while the latter protects the population. However, 

the logic of the argument that protecting the population is provocative is quite tenuous, 

in the author’s mind. 

The UDS concept presents a more difficult problem, in that a single missile, once 

through the defense, will do as much damage as if there had been no defense at all. 

Any solution to this problem hinges on the development of a system which cannot 

be countered cheaply by using decoys or penetration aids and a comprehensive civil 
defense program. 
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technical capability of the Soviet Union to build and deploy its own BMD 
and the effect an American BMD deployment would have on Soviet 
strategic and political thinking. Writing on “Urban Defense and Hard 
Point Defense Concepts,” James Trainor in Missiles and Rockets said: 

Basically, leaders in the Administration feel that past U.S. weapons 
system developments have actually aggravated the arms race and con- 
tributed to the instability of the deterrent concept. Past U.S. actions, 
they claim, have actually forced the Soviet Union into weapons develop- 
ment they probably would not have undertaken otherwise. 

Therefore, several potentially unstabilizing weapons will not be de- 

veloped and deployed because of the conviction that such action will be 

met by similar restraint in the Soviet Union. An Urban Defense System 

almost falls into this category but, depending on the nature of the Soviet 

missile threat in terms of both warhead yield and guidance accuracy, the 

Hard Point system may or may not fall into the “Not-to-be-developed- 

and-deployed” class. [47] 

This passage, remarkable for 1962, was prophetic.of the SENTINEL/ 

SAFEGUARD debate in the late 1960s. Almost four years later the John- 

son Administration publicly revealed such a policy in its attempt to halt 

an unwanted and unwarranted BMD race [48]. Yet to hedge against the 

failure of such a policy the Administration pursued a vigorous missile de- 

fense research program. The dual policy dating back to 1958 was to fund 

R&D but withhold deployment. 

By year’s end, the Army was hoping for BMD production approval 

from the Defense Department. Within the Defense Department con- 

siderable optimism prevailed that some form of missile defense was now 

feasible, even though ZEUS was three to four years from operational status. 

Studies on the SPRINT missile, a high-acceleration rocket system, were 

due for completion in February 1963. With this missile the Army hoped 

to supplement ZEUS with a system capable of close-in intercept, using the 

atmosphere to strip away the decoys and reveal the warhead. Using two 

missiles, the Army began to evolve an operational missile defense system 

consisting of both area and terminal defense. The range of ZEUS would 

have to be extended before an area defense would be possible. 

In 1962 Senator Thurmond continued the campaign in the Congress 

to get NIKE-ZEUS into production. Thurmond insisted that nothing was 

more vital in the cold war than to maintain the balance of power. 

Without question, the side which first develops a defense, even a partial 

defense, against ballistic missile attack will win a tremendous psycho- 

logical and military advantage in the cold war. This is important, not 
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so much because we would capitalize on any advantage we may have, 

but rather because the enemy will, as he always has, push any advantage 

to the maximum, whether it be to effect nuclear blackmail or nuclear 

holocaust, in order to attain his goal of world domination. 

He continued: 

If we continue to delay production of ZEUS parts until the development 

phase is completed—and the Secretary of Defense recently indicated 

we might not even go into production then—we may not have any missile 

defense capability until 1970 or later because of the production lead-time 

required. On the other hand, it is within the realm of possibility that 

the Soviets may have their system in operation within the next few 

years. [49] 
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CHAPTER 5 

Zeus Plus Sprint Equals X—1963 

In seven short years missile defense had evolved from a dream to a reality, 
albeit only an unsophisticated threat could be handled by ZEUS. In 

anticipation of the emergence of a more sophisticated threat in the late 

1960s, the Defense Department in 1963 decided to skip alternatives which 

presented only marginal improvements in missile defense and concentrate: 

. . ON an urgent basis with the development of the more advanced 

system (NIKE-X), incorporating SPRINT missile and advanced radars 

and deferring the decision to deploy the system. [1] 

In his 1963 testimony before the House Armed Services Committee, 

Defense Secretary McNamara explained the reasons for not producing 

ZEUS: 

We still have a great deal to learn about re-entry phenomena and 

techniques for discriminating between warheads and decoys. We also 

have a great deal to learn about the effects of a nuclear detonation from 

one of our intercepting missiles on other elements of the defensive system. 

On balance, therefore, we believe that it is premature at this time to 

commit ourselves to the production of any system and certainly not to 

an interim system with admittedly limited capabilities. Instead, we pro- 

pose to proceed with the greatest urgency in the development of the 

NIKE-X system, retaining the option to move ahead with actual pro- 

duction and deployment of such a system, if the capabilities of the system 

and the circumstances should warrant such a decision at some later 

time. [2] 

With this pronouncement, NIKE-X was born. 

NIKE-X involved a vastly improved radar system and a mix of missiles 

designed to overcome the weaknesses of the ZEUS system. The technical 

decisions which led to the development of NIKE-X were a result of exten- 

sive reentry body tests, which indicated atmospheric filtering was the most 

effective means for discriminating warheads from decoys. NIKE-X in- 

corporated the ZEUS missile for intercepting targets at altitudes of 70 to 

63 
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100 miles, while SPRINT was designed to kill at 20 to 30 miles after the 

atmosphere had filtered the decoys. 

The principal system elements which differentiated NIKE-X from 

its predecessor were the multifaced phased-array radar (MAR); SPRINT, 

the high-acceleration missile; and a smaller phased-array radar called the 

missile site radar (MSR), which combined the functions of the target 

tracking radar (TTR) and the discrimination radar (DDR). 

Because low-altitude nuclear detonations made the NIKE-ZEUS 
radars vulnerable, a means to protect them had to be found. Several years 

earlier the Army initiated development of a phased-array radar which 

combined many of the functions of the existent ZEUS radars. Developed 

at Sylvania, the system required no large moving parts such as mechanically 

slewed radars, because the radar beams were shifted electrically through 

360 degrees. With the exception of the exposed flat faces (which could 

be made moderately blast resistant), the radars could be housed almost 

completely in hardened concrete structures. MAR could handle multiple 
ZEUS and SPRINT launchings. Compared with earlier radars, MAR 

made possible superior discrimination of reentry object size, shape, and 

mass. Also, it could acquire and track far larger numbers of incoming 

warheads and objects than could the earlier ZEUS radar systems. 

Late in 1962 Bell Telephone Laboratories awarded contracts to North 

American Aviation, Lockheed Aircraft, Douglas Aircraft, and the Martin- 

Marietta Company for SPRINT system studies. Early in 1963 the SPRINT 

program was awarded to Martin. SPRINT was housed in an underground 

silo and, when launched, would pop out, ignite, and simultaneously be 

pitched in the direction of the incoming target. SPRINT was designed to 

operate against a sophisticated missile attack employing penaids. With 

its high rate of acceleration, SPRINT could wait until atmospheric filtering 

had taken place [3]. SPRINT was developed because of the disadvantages 

of ZEUS, with its large-yield warhead and too slow acceleration rate. The 

need for atmospheric filtering resulted in too low a commitment altitude for 

practical use. With the development of SPRINT and the multifaced phased- 

array radars, the acquisition of a complete—area and terminal—missile 
defense was being attained. 

More and more, strategic weapons requirements, as discussed in 

Secretary McNamara’s Annual Posture Statements, reflected an attempt to 

reconcile forces with the missions and overall defense policy of the United 
States [4]. 

With his decision to proceed with NIKE-X already made, McNamara 

explained his teasoning for delaying the production and deployment of a 

BMD. A BMD deployed now, he said, might reduce US. casualties in the 

case of a “small” or “medium” Soviet attack on our urban areas. Further, 
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it would complicate the design of and tactics for the attacker’s offensive 
weapons. But there are even better reasons why we should not proceed 
with actual deployment of a system: (1) we still have a great deal to learn 
about reentry phenomena and techniques for discriminating between real 
warheads and decoys; and (2) we also have a great deal to learn about the 
effects of a nuclear detonation from one of our intercepting missiles on 
other elements of the defensive system [5]. Given these considerations, 

McNamara emphasized: 

. . the effectiveness of an active ballistic missile defense system in 

saving lives depends in large part upon the existence of an adequate civil 

defense system. Indeed, in the absence of adequate fallout shelters, an 

active defense (ABM) might not significantly increase the proportion of 

the population surviving an all-out nuclear attack. For this reason, the 

very austere civil defense program recommended by the President .. . 

should be given priority over any major additions to the active defense. [6] 

In describing the relation of BMD to civil defense, McNamara said: 

. . . because there will be such a huge amount of fallout generated by 

our own anti-ICBM system and the incoming warheads of the strike 

that it would be foolhardy to spend funds of this magnitude without 

accompanying it with a civil defense program. [7] 

I personally will never recommend an anti-ICBM program unless a 

fallout program does accompany it. I believe that even if we do not 

have an anti-ICBM program, we nonetheless should proceed with the 

fallout shelter program. [8] 

McNamara reassured the committee that the Administration’s policy 

was to continue further development of an ABM even though the decision 

was not to deploy it. 

Dr. Brown elaborated upon the need for fallout shelters in these same 

hearings (Part 6, pp. 8-9) by emphasizing that an enemy could detonate 

weapons outside or upwind of the defended target and allow the wind to 

carry fallout over the defended site. Shelters were also necessary to protect 

the defended population from the detonation of both the offensive and 

defensive warheads. If interception could be made to take place at higher 

altitudes, then there would be less danger from nuclear effects. Conversely, 

if missile defense guidance were improved so that accuracy increased, 

smaller defensive warheads could be used. In any event, the real fallout 

danger would come from the exploding ICBM warhead. 

The decision to deploy NIKE-X appeared to rest squarely on the 
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acceptance of a Civil Defense (CD) program by the American public. Yet 

the public had no way of making its feelings about civil defense known, 

while Congress believed that the American people wanted no part of CD. 

Responding to a question by Representative Flood concerning ZEUS, 

McNamara claimed that if the Administration had pushed ahead with ZEUS 

in 1960 or 1961, a system would have been deployed which would not 

have granted adequate protection against the Soviet threat the Defense 

Department saw developing in the 1964-1968 period. Explaining why 

NIKE-X was not revealed publicly in 1962, he said the program was under 

consideration during 1962 among Bell Laboratories, Western Electric, and 

himself, but the decision to begin work on NIKE-X was not made until 

late in the year [9]. 

As in the past, McNamara was forced to justify his decision not to 

deploy NIKE-ZEUS to members of the Appropriations Committee. Argu- 

ing from his assumptions and his hypothetical alternatives, he was able to 

rationalize his favored choice; i.e., to continue with development of NIKE-X 

but not to produce it. While the committee considered the system’s growth 

potential, McNamara summed up his argument, saying the committee 

should address itself to the degree of protection that either the NIKE-X or 

NIKE-ZEUS would give. By postulating a variety of Soviet missile threat 

levels and making certain assumptions about decoys and Soviet targeting 

doctrine, his examples provided sufficient doubt as to the attractiveness of 

NIKE-X under the particular circumstances he postulated [10]. 

As in previous years, much of the questioning revolved around the 

degree of protection ZEUS would have provided had it been deployed 

when the Army wanted to deploy it several years earlier. McNamara 

claimed it would have offered little or no protection beyond 1964. 

General Taylor, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, agreed with 

McNamara’s contention that if ZEUS were not deployed, there was a 

greater likelihood a better system would become available—thus making 

ZEUS obsolete. However, as Taylor saw it, the problem was to go into 

production immediately so at least some weapon system would be opera- 

tional. Taylor recognized the advantages of working for a better system, 

contending that if ZEUS had been deployed two things would have 
happened: 

One, we would now be learning by doing; and . . . we would have had 

a technological triumph over the Soviets. Some day there will be a great 

ballyhoo that the Soviets have an anti-ballistic missile and we do not. 
The claim may be largely sham and propaganda, but we face that 
possibility of a cold war defeat. [11] 

Dr. Finn Larsen, Army Secretary for R&D, believed NIKE-X would 
be deployed ultimately for two reasons: (1) it would have the capability 
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of locating warheads at altitudes where discrimination was possible and 
destruction feasible, and (2) whereas the Army was arguing in opposition 
to the Office of the Secretary of Defense on NIKE-ZEUS, both were in 
agreement on NIKE-X [12]. 

General Earle Wheeler, the new Army Chief of Staff, was a strong 
proponent of NIKE-ZEUS and carried his recommendation for its deploy- 
ment not only through the JCS and Department of Defense but to the 
President [13]. 

General Wheeler suggested that NIKE-ZEUS be deployed as soon as 
possible with whatever feasibility the state of the art would permit, and then 
move into NIKE-X. Even at the cost of $2.8 billion it was worth something 

to protect a large number of people and a large segment of the economy. 

On the possibility of a Soviet BMD, Wheeler felt that it would certainly 

cause us to perceive a change in the balance of power. If it were good, it 

might result in the inability of our missiles to penetrate Soviet defenses, 

thereby reducing the credibility of the deterrent and weakening our overall 

military posture. The gap caused by the Soviets’ obtaining a BMD while 

we did not could be disastrous and have a powerful psychological effect on 

the world. Since we have a lot of other “military things,” Wheeler believed, 

we should also have a BMD because there was nothing now in our arsenal 

to defend against ICBMs [14]. 

On April 11, 1963, Senator Strom Thurmond requested and received 

permission to hold a closed session of the Senate, the first since World War 

II. The closed session was held in an effort to try to retain $196 million 

in the military procurement bill to begin production of NIKE-ZEUS. While 

the authorization had been favorably reported out of the Armed Services 

Committee (9 to 8), Chairman Richard Russell (D-Ga.) found himself 

in disagreement with the majority of his Committee. He offered an amend- 

ment to reduce the authorization for Army missiles by eliminating the $196 

million for the production of component parts of NIKE-ZEUS. The pro- 

ponents of the Russell amendment were not against BMD per se, as were 

later Senate votes and debates, but rather against the deployment of this 

particular (NIKE-ZEUS) missile defense system which they believed was 

obsolete and uneconomical compared to NIKE-X, whose deployment they 

favored. Furthermore, they contended, since the Defense Department was 

not in favor of deploying ZEUS and requested, instead, $335 million for 

research on SPRINT and the array radars, the cost of retrofitting these 

improvements into the ZEUS system installations would cost $2.8 billion. 

Supporting Senator Thurmond’s position was the testimony, given earlier 

in the year, of Army Chief of Staff General Earle G. Wheeler, who felt 

the advantage of deploying NIKE-ZEUS to protect our population was 

well worth the cost now. General Maxwell Taylor likewise supported the 

Army’s position and contended that ZEUS should go into production im- 
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mediately because an effective missile defense could tip the balance of 

power in favor of the United States. The reason for calling an executive 

session was Senator Thurmond’s desire to introduce classified material in 
his argument against the amendment. The vote (58 to 16) resulted in the 

adoption of the amendment, eliminating funds for production [15].* 

In June 1963 Senator Thurmond described his position on missile 
defense in an article which more than likely contained some of the informa- 

tion he presented in defense of his position during the closed session in 

April. This article at the time represented the best and only reasoned 

argument for missile defense. 

Thurmond argued: 

The capability of causing mutual destruction is not an acceptable basis 

of deterrence. A deterrence depends for its effectiveness not only on 

existing power, but on the belief by the one sought to be deterred that 

upon some level of provocation, the deterrent power will be unleashed. 

The range of provocations against which one can make the threat of 

unleashing mutual destruction believable is unacceptably limited. 

A deterrence consisting of the power of mutual destruction is the 

necessary result of a relative parity of strategic striking power. An 

acceptable deterrence, consisting of the power of unilateral destruction 

of the one sought to be deterred, can only be founded on a superiority 

of strategic force. [16] 

Furthermore: 

The road to continued superiority can also be in the development and 

deployment of an effective ballistic missile defense system. Indeed, either 

side which achieves such a defense capability first will gain superiority 
for at least a temporary period of time. [17] 

He said: 

The acquisition of an effective operational defense against ballistic 

missiles is the most immediate and vital requirement of U.S. military 

security today. The degree of success and speed with which we must meet 

this requirement might well be the crucial factor which determines 
whether general war can be deterred and prevented in the next 
decade. [18] 

Thurmond indicated that two Administrations resisted recommenda- 
tions for the production of ZEUS in 1958, 1961, and 1963, because they 
felt that the system was not perfected. While the system is limited against 

1 See Table 2 for a breakdown of this vote. 
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penaids and decoys and has a four-year lead time, no effort has been made 
to deploy it, despite its crucial urgency. He added that the Soviets were 
apparently deploying a system around Leningrad, while the earliest any U.S. 
system could be deployed was 1967 for ZEUS or 1969 for NIKE-X. 

Indeed, in the absence of a much greater sense of urgency in the US. 
program, the Soviets may well accomplish for a period their frantically 
sought goal of strategic superiority by this means. [19] 

Thurmond agreed that for the return on the investment, the cost 
of this weapon system—as is the case with any other—is high but certainly 

not excessive. Concerning the system’s vulnerability to decoys and penaids, 
he said: 

Such arguments discount the fact that penetration aids, decoys and 

multiple warheads are still very much in the planning stages, and the 

U.S. has no such devices operational. If the Soviets have made develop- 

mental progress on such devices, they have at least not yet equipped their 

operational missiles with such devices. From our own research, we know 

that a program to refit or replace existing ballistic missiles with such 

modifications would be a major undertaking for either the U.S. or the 

Soviets, in resources, scientific and engineering manpower and time. [20] 

Thurmond discounted the argument that deployment would freeze the 

system because, during the four years it would take to deploy it, R&D could 

go on and improvements could be incorporated. If deployment were to 

wait until perfection had been achieved, the system would never be de- 

ployed. The argument that a massive Soviet attack could saturate the ZEUS 

system was spurious, since it was not believed the Soviets had sufficient 

numbers of missiles “. . . to permit a massive attack on each of a large 

numbers of first priority targets.” [21] 

One of the problems associated with BMD development, however, is 

“what effect the detonation of a warhead on the intercepting missile would 

have on the total defense system, and we have not ascertained an answer 

because we have declined to engage in nuclear tests in the atmosphere.” [22] 

The failure to begin deployment of an ABM by the spring of 1964 would 

preclude strategic superiority for the United States in the coming years. 

Those who desired the NIKE-ZEUS deployment as an interim measure felt 

that “it is a lot safer and, in the long run, cheaper to build weapons and 

not use them than it is to need weapons and not have them.” [23] 

As 1963 ended, a number of articles told of the United States’ im- 

proved offensive capability and reported that Secretary McNamara would 

not authorize any BMD production and deployment unless Congress 

authorized a full-scale $2.5 billion shelter program. All indications were, 
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however, that the Defense Secretary would not authorize the missile’s 

production, since it was not far enough along in development. The cost of 

a BMD was compounded by the fact that if it were successfully deployed, 

other means of penetration might be found by the enemy. Consequently, 

into the total cost of a BMD must be figured the cost for new improved 

air defenses to prevent the Soviets from avoiding the missile defense by 

employing aircraft. 
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CHAPTER 6 

Missile Defense and the Partial Nuclear 

Test Ban Treaty 

The signing of the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in August 1963 was a 

landmark in the cold war, and a culmination of 17 years of effort at arms 

control beginning in 1946 with the Baruch Plan. In addition to its obvious 

political content, the treaty bore heavily on military and technical questions, 

especially missile defense development and the risks involved in the U.S. 

acceptance of such a treaty. Two Senate committees held hearings on the 

treaty: the Foreign Relations Committee and the Preparedness Investigating 

Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee. The witnesses 

called by the former included not only high-ranking government civilian 

and military personnel, but scientists, political scientists, private citizens, 

union officials, and peace and disarmament advocates; whereas the Pre- 

paredness Committee called witnesses only from the military, the Atomic 

Energy Commission (AEC), and Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 

(ACDA). In addition, Dr. John Foster, then Director of Lawrence Radi- 

ation Laboratory of the University of California at Livermore and now 

Director of DDR&E, and Dr. Edward Teller of the University of California 

were called as witnesses. Although the testimony of the key individuals 

who appeared before both committees is the same, the conclusions reached 

by the committees were remarkably different. The Preparedness Sub- 

committee concluded: 

From the extensive evidence presented to us, we have come to the 

conclusion that the proposed treaty banning nuclear testing in the atmo- 

sphere, underwater, and in space will affect adversely the future quality 

of this Nation’s arms and that it will result in serious, and perhaps 

formidable, military and technical disadvantages. These disadvantages, 

in our judgment, are not outweighed or counterbalanced by the claimed 

military advantages. At the same time, we are not convinced that com- 

parable military disadvantages will accrue to the nuclear weapon pro- 
grams of the U.S.S.R. [1] 

The Foreign Relations Committee concluded: 
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ee: the treaty represents a net advantage to the United States; that the 
risks it contains are acceptable . . . . [2] 

Both Committees dealt with the missile defense question. The Preparedness 
Subcommittee concluded: 

The United States will be unable to determine with confidence the 
performance and reliability of any ABM system developed without 
benefit of atmospheric operational system tests. [3] 

The Foreign Relations Committee concluded: 

. . that the treaty should not restrict—not to any appreciable degree— 

the development of such a system, if, indeed, an anti-ballistic-missile 

system can be developed with sufficient effectiveness to justify the enor- 
mous cost of deploying it. [4] 

In the following, the reader should keep in mind that there are at 

least three areas of knowledge necessary for missile defense development 

which depend on atmospheric nuclear testing: (1) the effect of nuclear 

explosions on radar (blackout problems), (2) warhead development and 

design, and (3) warhead lethality. 

Many times during the hearings, interception and penetration were 

observed to be opposite sides of the same coin, and, consequently, that 

missile defense turned ‘“‘on the great disparity between offensive and de- 

fensive capabilities in the nuclear art.” [5] For example, Dr. Herbert York 

testified that despite defensive ingenuity, offensive weapons would invariably 

beat any and all defensive systems. He compared this race to one between 

a tortoise and a hare, which the former would only win if the latter went 

to sleep. 

Secretary McNamara pointed out: 

. in designing an anti-ballistic-missile system the major factors are 

reaction, speed, missile performance, traffic handling capacity, capacity 

for decoy discrimination, resistance to blackout effects, and warhead 

technology. The last two of these items, resistance to blackout effects 

and warhead technology, depend on nuclear testing. [6] 

After testifying: (1) the United States had the capability to produce a 

BMD warhead without further testing, (2) we knew enough about the 

blackout problem to design around the remaining uncertainties, and (3) 

Soviet ABM efforts were no better than ZEUS, he said: 

One important point stands out in connection with the anti-ballistic 

missile: The ABM problem is dominated by factors unrelated to the 

threat. . . . A fuller understanding of the blackout phenomenon, which 
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would result from tests prohibited by the treaty, might at most permit 

some reduction in the number of ABM radars required per ABM site [7]. 

The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Dr. Glenn Seaborg, 

when asked whether a BMD could be perfected without resorting to atmo- 

spheric testing,’ replied that: 

. . . quite clearly that kind of test cannot be carried out under the terms 

of the treaty. But neither is that kind of test necessary to reach a rea- 

soned conclusion that we should or should not deploy such a system. [8] 

The chief critics of the treaty, Dr. Edward Teller and Dr. John Foster, 

were both concerned with the blackout effect on BMD defensive radars, 

especially the blackout caused by defensive missiles. Dr. Teller pointed out: 

if an ideal BMD (one designed to neutralize an ICBM in space) were to 

be developed, it could not be tested under the treaty’s provisions.” 

Dr. George Kistiakowsky, President Eisenhower’s Science Advisor, 

felt offensive weapons technology had a commanding lead over the defense. 

He suggested the committee seriously consider the views of Dr. Harold 

Brown, Director of DDR&E, whose assessment of the Soviet and American 

BMD efforts was “we are about equal . . . .” [9] 

In conclusion: 

. . . the Committee [the Foreign Relations Committee] is doubtful that 

either the United States or the Soviet Union will develop an ABM system 

capable of protecting major population centers and military targets in a 

general nuclear exchange. Yet the importance of the program is such 

that the Committee can only urge that the research and development 

funds regarded as necessary for this program should be made avail- 

able. [10] 

The test ban hearings provided an extremely valuable source of tech- 

nical information and insight into BMD, especially blackout and high- 

altitude weapon effects. Secretary McNamara’s testimony during these 

hearings revealed the peculiar political nature of the BMD affair and some 

1 Atmospheric testing is considered to be within the altitude at which aircraft can 

fly—up to about 90,000 to 100,000 feet. High-altitude testing is above this range. 

2 Teller’s position on missile defense had changed considerably from his 1959-60 

belief that such a system could not be developed because it was too difficult. See 

U.S. Senate, Hearings Before the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee on 

Armed Services, Military Aspects and Implications of Nuclear Test Ban Proposals 

and Related Matters, Part 2, 88th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1964, pp. 579-580, hereafter 

referred to as Military Implications. The change in Teller’s position was the result of 

a gruelling 13 hour symposium (the Teller Symposium) in late 1961 held at the 

Stanford Research Institute and conducted by the Director of its Strategic Studies 
Center, Mr. Richard Foster. See Marc Geneste, “La Bataille des Anti-Missiles Aux 
U.S.A.” Revue de Defense Nationale, March 1967, pp 420-430. 
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of the motivation behind his later decisions not to deploy NIKE-X. Six 
months earlier before the House Appropriations Committee and, later, the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, McNamara had stated that a great 
amount of knowledge was needed about the effect of nuclear detonations in 
the atmosphere; indeed, this knowledge could only be obtained by high- 
altitude testing and such testing could only aid the development of a missile 
defense [11]. But, testifying on behalf of the treaty, McNamara said that 
we had gained sufficient knowledge and data from prior atmospheric nuclear 
tests to allow us to design a BMD around the blackout problem.* Any 
additional BMD problems associated with nuclear testing could be solved 
by testing under ground. To make his position stronger, McNamara cited 

the Army’s insistence as far back as 1958 that NIKE-ZEUS would work. 

Yet when the Army wanted to deploy the system, McNamara claimed that 

there were too many technical problems to be solved and that it would be a 

mistake to follow the Army’s advice [12]. 

In answer to a question asked by Senator John Stennis (D-Miss.), 

McNamara admitted that such a treaty, prohibiting atmospheric testing, 

would not allow an entire BMD system to be tested to determine if it 

would work. While insisting BMD could be developed effectively with the 

present state of knowledge, he admitted the Soviets had gained considerable 

knowledge about BMD development in their 1961—62 tests and they might 

be able to deploy a better system than NIKE-ZEUS. McNamara found 

himself confronted by Senator Thurmond with the fact that in the fall of 

1962 he had admitted before the Senate Armed Services Committee that 

the Soviets had deployed an ABM; in the test ban hearings he denied it 

[13].¢ Also, during the test ban hearings he asked for $450 million to 

continue development work on NIKE-X in fiscal 1964—a request in direct 

contrast to the President’s statement that a BMD could not be developed 

and was beyond U.S. capability [14]. McNamara’s insistence that the 

treaty would not affect BMD development was in substantial disagreement 

3Jt should be remembered only a few U.S. atmospheric nuclear tests were relevant 

to the U.S. BMD program—the three Argus shots of 1958, the Teak and Orange shots 

of 1958, and the 1962 Starfish, Bluegill Triple Prime, and Kingfish shots. No 

atmospheric nuclear tests were carried out after the 28 atmospheric tests in the 

1962 Pacific series, and none was carried out in 1963. McNamara believed sufficient 

knowledge had been gained from all these tests to develop a BMD. See Military 

Implications, p. 5. 

4 There is no public record of McNamara’s admitting the Soviets deployed an ABM; 

obviously the system being referred to is the Leningrad deployment, which several 

Department of Defense (DOD) officials and others had discussed in the two test ban 

hearings and reports cited here. The author called the Senate Armed Services Com- 

mittee and was told that in the fall of 1962 a top secret briefing on the international 

situation had been held before a joint meeting of the Senate Armed Services and 

Foreign Relations Committees. Apparently, this is what Thurmond had reference to. 
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with the views of a number of scientists, including Dr. Teller and Dr. Foster. 

Not unexpectedly, other Administration witnesses echoed Secretary 

McNamara’s position that the central difficulties of BMD development were 

generally outside the warhead problem and involved either radars, reaction 

speed, missile speed, traffic handling capacity, or capacity for decoy dis- 

crimination. The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Dr. Glenn 

Seaborg, stated that the AEC could develop the necessary BMD warheads 

through underground testing. In fact, he said, a number of warheads was 

already available for BMD. Elaborating further, Seaborg felt that both the 

United States and the Soviet Union were at about the same point in 

developing BMD. Therefore, he supported the treaty because of its other 

advantages and: 

. in recognition of the fact that we are not in a disadvantageous 

position with respect to the ABM—and that we will not get into a more 

disadvantageous position with respect to the ABM as a result of the 

treaty. [15] 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Maxwell Taylor, 

who favored deploying BMD as early as 1958 (now acting as spokesman 

for the JCS) said: 

In the anti-ballistic missile field, development of the U.S. system does 

not depend on atmospheric testing and hence this treaty will not signif- 
icantly influence any imbalance that may exist. [16] 

Taylor, like Rusk, McNamara, and Seaborg, used exactly the same 

argument and almost the same language to state that a prohibition on 

atmospheric testing would not retard BMD development because the prob- 

lem with BMD was not in the warhead. While this is partly true, the 

warhead, the blackout problem, and the effects of high-altitude weapon 

detonations on other nuclear warheads and defensive systems are irrevoc- 

ably linked to BMD development. U.S. developments in subsequent years 

have come to substantiate the fact that insufficient data existed from which 

to draw positive statements on the effect of nuclear weapons on other 
weapons in the atmosphere. 

These hearings demonstrated a great deal of inconsistency between 

the Administration’s position on the treaty and BMD development. While 

everyone, even those favoring such a ban, stated that the missile defense 

problem was inseparable from atmospheric nuclear testing, there were 

ways of overcoming such a ban if BMD had to be developed. Despite 

these facts, it was concluded that the treaty would not affect BMD, even 
if the Soviets gained more knowledge from their 1961-62 tests about high- 
altitude phenomena than we did. In fact, General Taylor said, “both sides 
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could achieve an anti-ballistic missile, but one with less desirable char- 
acteristics than would be the case if additional atmospheric tests were 
conducted.” [17] Finally, he said, 

. under this treaty, both sides could make about the same technical 
progress in the ABM field, although the Soviets may possess some in- 
formation not available to the United States. [18] 

The Joint Chiefs approved the treaty with the proviso that certain 
safeguards be carried out. Their joint conclusion was “on balance, the 
political and foreign policy advantages to be derived from the treaty out- 
weighed the limitations which the treaty would impose on the Nation’s 
weapon systems programs.” [19] The Joint Chiefs unanimously testified 

that no political pressure was put on them to accept this treaty, although as 

General Curtis LeMay, Commander of The Strategic Air Command said, 

“I think we were all caught a little bit by surprise at the seriousness of the 

Administration trying to get a treaty signed.” [20] 

It appears reasonable to conclude that despite the Administration’s 

stated need and priority for developing a missile defense which does depend 

on atmospheric testing, when the test ban appeared possible, it became more 

politically attractive than solving certain missile defense problems. To be 

sure, not all the problems were insurmountable even with a partial test ban. 

While certain members of Congress and the Army favored deploying 

the system because they felt it would do the job assigned it, since 1958 the 

Eisenhower and Kennedy Administrations had consistently deferred the 

issue of deployment because a number of technical questions and problems 

remained to be answered about the feasibility of ZEUS or of using any 

BMD to cope with a sophisticated attack. Yet, when the possibility of 

reaching an accord with the Soviet Union on nuclear testing appeared, the 

Administration was the first to declare BMD could be developed, even 

though the technical questions raised earlier about its feasibility would 

remain unanswered to the degree that atmospheric and high-altitude 

testing might have permitted the technical questions to be answered. For- 

gotten in these proceedings was the fact that the U.S. resumption of 

atmospheric nuclear testing in 1962 was caused by the fear, testified to 

by many during these hearings, that the Soviets had gained considerable 

knowledge (which the testimony likewise confirmed) about BMD develop- 

ment * in their own tests, and may have surpassed the United States in 

such knowledge. 

5In the early 1960s the Soviets actually did deploy a defensive system around 

Leningrad designed to stop ICBMs. They used an advanced model of a surface-to-air 

missile called the GRIFFON. The Soviets appeared to lose faith in the system 
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The test ban treaty was the major arms control accomplishment of 

1963, and while it was being negotiated, William Foster, Director of the 

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), made several 

interesting speeches concerning the treaty and BMD. On March 11, 1963, 

he told the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy that a test ban would slow 

down the development of missile defense systems on both sides. [22] 

At the Southwest Conference on Arms Control, in October 1963, after 

the test ban treaty had been signed, Foster twice repeated the statement 

that an adequate missile defense did not appear feasible, especially against 

sophisticated attack. “Moreover, in the foreseeable future technology offers 

no great hope that an effective over-all defense can be devised.” He sug- 

gested that these basic facts pointed up the need for diplomats and 

strategists “to provide for the security of the free world, in the absence of a 

classic defense situation.” As a result of this condition, he said, “the present 

technical infeasibility of a real defense has led us to rely on a strategy of 

deterrence.” [23] 

The holding of hearings in 1963 on the test ban treaty by both the 

Senate Armed Services and Foreign Relations Committees portended 

the beginning of an ideological and jurisdictional dispute between these two 

committees which reached epic proportions in the 1966—70 period not only 

over BMD but over Vietnam. The congressional lines of battle between 

these two committees were drawn not only because of political and 

ideological differences among the members of the committees but because 

of the growing difficulty of separating the impact of weapon technology 

on foreign affairs and the implications of foreign policy on weapon 

technology. 
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CHAPTER 7 

Nike-X and Damage Limitation—1964 

With NIKE-X, the American missile defense effort entered its fourth phase 

(see Table 1). The third phase saw the introduction of SPRINT and 

phased-array radars added to overcome ZEUS’s weaknesses in discrimina- 

tion, susceptibility to saturation, radar vulnerability, and limited traffic 

handling capacity. While NIKE-X still was a terminal defense system, its 

development illustrates the dynamics of military technology. 

ZEUS’s ability to intercept an ICBM, which made it a success, and 

the Soviet BMD program spurred a major effort by both sides to develop 

penetration aids and decoys. The successful development of these devices 

meant that the once “‘simple” defense problem—to shoot down an ICBM— 

was now complicating by the requirement to find the warhead among the 

mass of other objects. However, the offense paid a penalty to overcome the 

first-generation missile defense. This penalty is called virtual attrition— 

the reduction in explosive payload to make room for penaids and chaff. 

NIKE-X was necessitated by advancing offensive developments, develop- 

ments in part foisted upon the offense by the first missile defenses. 

President Johnson, in his budget message to Congress in January 1964, 

said that the Soviet strategic threat to the United States was shifting from 

bombers to ICBMs. 

Accordingly, the 1965 program provides for continued development 

work on a priority basis for the NIKE-X anti-missile system along with 

continued exploration of advanced anti-ballistic missile defense con- 
cepts. [1] 

In his 1964 testimony, McNamara described various strategic alterna- 

tives open to the United States, from finite deterrence to counterforce. With 

any force level the United States built and under the most favorable circum- 

stances, McNamara reasoned, a nuclear exchange between the Soviet 

Union and the United States would do enormous damage to both sides. 

He concluded that the strategic forces required by the United States should 

be large enough to ensure the destruction of the national societies and war- 

making capabilities of the Soviet Union and China; i.e., to deter them while 

limiting, to the extent possible, damage to the United States [2]. By 

84 
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postulating a strategy of assured destruction and a damage limitation mis- 
sion for US. strategic retaliatory forces, Secretary McNamara attempted 
to provide a rational framework for viewing the types, numbers, cost, 
effectiveness, and contributions that strategic offensive and defensive 
weapons made to U.S. national security. 

Before the House Armed Services Committee on January 29, 1964, 
McNamara discussed the NIKE-X system: 

. the continued testing of the NIKE-ZEUS and preliminary studies 
of the NIKE-X system’s characteristics and effectiveness provide grounds 
for believing that the technical problems of at least a partial defense 

against a ballistic missile attack may be solved within the next several 
years. [3] 

The Defense Secretary tempered his optimism, saying: 

. Major problems have yet to be solved before we will have suffi- 

cient data upon which to consider a decision to produce and deploy the 

system. . . . By next year considerably more information will be avail- 

able to make a judgment about the system’s feasibility. A large number 

of technical, strategic, and economic problems must be solved, such as 

components withstanding high acceleration and temperatures, devising 

mass production techniques for complex components, etc. While none 

of these problems are insuperable, they could result in delays and 

increased costs. [4] 

If these problems and the discrimination problem were surmounted, the 

system could be deployed starting in late 1964. The estimated cost of a 

BMD deployment could be as high as $16 billion; consequently, the po- 

tential effectiveness of the system had to be determined to justify the cost 

of deployment. Until these problems were resolved by testing, a decision 

to deploy the system would be premature, resulting in delays and increased 

costs. Contending that the effectiveness of the system would have to be 

demontsrated because of its high cost, McNamara argued that other de- 

fensive measures were needed with a BMD deployment to limit damage. 

He noted: NIKE-X would be relatively effective against a small-to-moderate 

missile attack, but against a large, sophisticated Soviet attack the system 

required expansion at considerable cost compared to the cost to the Soviets 

to ensure penetration of that defense. Secretary McNamara repeated his 

argument that a fallout shelter program must accompany any BMD deploy- 

ment and must be given top priority over BMD. 

The relation between shelters and ABMs was described by McNamara: 

The effectiveness of the NIKE-X system against attacks employing decoys 

would vary with the altitude at which the incoming warheads must be 
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engaged. The lower the altitude, the better the chance of discrimination, 

but the greater the chance that the weapon might be detonated before 

it is intercepted. But, the lower the altitude at which the weapon is 

detonated, the higher the blast and thermal effects on the ground for any 

given yield. Thus, to the extent that we can protect the population against 

the blast and heat of a nuclear explosion, we can wait longer before 

engaging an enemy missile and can thus be surer that we engage the 

warhead, not a decoy. [5] 

General William Dick, Chief of Army Research and Development, 

testified on January 20, 1964, that no real production decision could be 

made until at least 1966, since test results of MAR, the most critical aspect 

of the system, would not be available until late 1964, which would be too 

late for consideration in the fiscal 1966 budget. Therefore, barring any 

unforeseen developments, a deployment decision was at least one to two 

years away [6]. 

For the first time, there appeared to be no disagreement between the 

Army and Secretary McNamara on this decision. Interestingly, neither 

General Wheeler, Army Chief of Staff, nor Secretary of the Army Stephen 

Ailes commented on the BMD effort during the hearings, at least not in 

publicly released testimony. 

Dr. Brown, Director of DDR&E, who had much to do with the re- 

orientation of NIKE-ZEUS to NIKE-X, said during hearings: 

. . the decision on NIKE-X will not be made, or should not be made 

merely on the basis of technical capability. That is, even though the 

system does what we say it will do, that does not mean necessarily that 

we should deploy the system. [7] 

This appears to be the first public and official governmental statement 

indicating that considerations other than technical-military ones might 

affect the decision to deploy a BMD. These considerations included: 

(1) what types of targets were to be defended, (2) enactment of a civil 

defense program, (3) what effect deployment would have on an adversary 

(would it be provocative?), and (4) was the nuclear threat sufficient to 

warrant the cost of deployment? As U.S. missile defense policy evolved in 

the middle and late 1960s, items (3) and (4) played a predominant role in 

any BMD deployment decision. This is clear from the following statement 
of Secretary McNamara: 

As the arms race continues and the weapons multiply and become more 
swift and deadly, the possibility of a global catastrophe, either by mis- 
calculation or design, becomes ever more real. More armaments, whether 
offensive or defensive, cannot solve this dilemma. We are approaching 
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an era when it will become increasingly improbable that either side 
could destroy a sufficiently large portion of the other’s strategic nuclear 
force, either by surprise or otherwise, to preclude a devastating retaliatory 
blow. This may result in mutual deterrence, but it is still a grim prospect. 
It underscores the need for a renewed effort to find some way, if not 
to eliminate these deadly weapons completely, then at least to slow down 
or halt their further accumulation, and to create institutional arrange- 
ments which would reduce the need for either side to resort to their 
immediate use in moments of acute international tension. [8] 

In February Hanson Baldwin asserted the Soviets were deploying a 

BMD not only around Leningrad but around Moscow. Although American 

experts thought the Soviet system no further advanced technically than 

the U.S. system, the Soviet deployment gained them precious lead time, 

since the U.S. system could not be deployed before 1969 and only if a 

decision were made by January 1965 [9]. 

On May 18, 1964, the first of a two-part series on the NIKE-X pro- 

gram appeared in Missiles and Rockets. The article discussed the existence 

of a massive, comprehensive Threat Analysis Study on missile defense, 

begun for the Defense Department in July 1963 and headed by Major 

General Austin W. Betts, former head of ARPA. The object of this study, 

subsequently known as the Betts Report, was to provide the broadest pos- 

sible base of information on which to make a decision to produce and 

deploy the NIKE-X system. The study covered every aspect of the BMD 

problem, including the strategic implications of deployment, the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Soviet ICBM threat, and Soviet 

BMD progress. It contained 23 volumes when completed and is still 

classified. War game scenarios were postulated to see how nuclear wars 

might begin and to demonstrate contributions ballistic-missile defense 

could make in combination with other strategic forces and various levels 

of civil defense to a war’s outcome. 

The study also considered whether NIKE-X should be deployed and 

if it were destabilizing. (Those who held this view contended BMD de- 

creases, not increases, national security by adding another weapon to the 

inventory of both sides: a weapon which has the potential for altering 

the balance of power by altering the state of mutual deterrence.) During 

the 1963 test ban treaty hearings, Dr. Harold Brown, Director of DDR&E, 

expressed the view that arms development offers no permanent security 

and that the test ban treaty might be the first step in slowing down the arms 

race, thereby improving the security of the United States.* In fact, 

1 This theme is discussed in Chapter 8. 
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Dr. Brown said: 

I don’t consider arms limitation and arms development opposites. I think 

they are opposites of the same coin. They are both roads that I think 

we have to pursue to improve our security. [10] 

Dr. Brown stated that in spite of all the technical developments and im- 

provements in weaponry initiated by the Defense Department, these had 

not resulted in any greater security for the United States. The Betts Report 

considered the issue of deploying NIKE-X because it was expected to 

weigh heavily on the arms race and the balance of power. 

Another issue addressed in the Betts Report was the value of BMD 

for arms control and as a hedge against the Nth-country threat. In an 

arms limitation agreement, NIKE-X could provide protection against cheat- 

ing and provide a defensive nuclear umbrella while the number of ICBMs 

was being reduced. 
The Report suggested deploying BMD to protect Western Europe 

against Soviet IRBM-MRBMs. A BMD system, if deployed in the United 

States, could contribute to the credibility of the extended deterrent which 

the United States provides for Europe [11]. 

In 1964 the Army began improving NIKE-X to counter the blackout 

problem. This led to another phase of BMD evolution—the modular ap- 

proach. The internetting of MAR and MSR, but placing the MSR far 

enough from MAR so that the MAR-MSR combination would be able to 

“see” around the ionized blackout caused by a nuclear blast, would reduce 

the blackout effect on BMD. This modification led eventually to develop- 
ment of the TACMAR unit. A new long-range surveillance radar, PAR 

(perimeter acquisition radar), was developed to take over the surveillance 

function of MAR. 

SPRINT design work was not expected to be completed until early 

1965, making any NIKE-X deployment decision unlikely before 1966. 

ZEUS was aerodynamically modified for its role as the high-altitude, long- 

range, exo-atmospheric interceptor. A new first-stage propellant was in- 

corporated, and the repackaging and refinement of third-stage components 

were initiated [12]. 

At a news conference on July 15, 1964, Secretary McNamara sug- 
gested the possibility of deploying NIKE-X could be decided in late 1964 

if certain development milestones were met. The major question affecting 

deployment was whether the system’s effectiveness justified its cost. Mc- 
Namara estimated that protecting “some 20-odd cities containing about 
30 percent of the population of the country,” would cost about $15 billion 
to $17 billion, with an annual operating cost of $1 billion to $2 billion 
thereafter. 
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In October the Chinese detonated their first atomic bomb. Information 
and discussion pertaining to NIKE-X for the last half of 1964 were rather 
scarce, except for two reports, one in Ordnance, the other in the De- 
cember 24, 1964, Wall Street Journal. According to Ordnance, the cost 
of a BMD, not its technical feasibility, was the key to its development. 
Unlike the debate over ZEUS, the decision on NIKE-X hinged on the 
number of lives saved in conjunction with a shelter program, how much the 

United States was willing to spend to achieve this program, and whether 
there might be better ways to achieve damage limitation [13]. 

William Beecher reported in the Wall Street Journal that the 4,000- 

page Betts Report was delivered to Secretary McNamara with a $30-billion 

price tag. Like the article in Ordnance, Beecher’s article suggested that 

any BMD decision would be a function of cost. However, if a decision 

to deploy NIKE-X were made, money would be no object. Beecher 

cautioned that there were many ways to defeat BMD but the cost of doing 

so continued to be much less than the cost of the BMD. He said Secretary 

McNamara considered deploying NIKE-X early in 1964 but apparently 

decided to refine the system to make it a better weapon [14]. Beecher’s 

report about a better system was confirmed by Secretary McNamara in a 

statement before the Democratic Platform Committee in August 1964: 

The new NIKE-X, which will give us the option to deploy—if the 

national security requires it—is the most advanced anti-ballistic missile 

yet conceived by any nation. [15] 

This statement suggests doubt that U.S. security would warrant de- 

ployment of a missile defense. Such a suggestion was not new, however, as 

several scientists, and ex-government and academic officials earlier had 

expressed opposition to deployment of BMD on the grounds it was de- 

stabilizing and provocative, would lead to a new arms race, not enhance 

US. security, and was technically ineffective.” 
When the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) tre- 

convened on January 21, 1964, President Johnson sent a message proposing 

a five-point arms control program. Point Two of this arms control program 

referred to BMD. 

While we continue our efforts to achieve general and complete disarma- 

ment under effective control, we must first endeavor to halt further 

increases in strategic armaments now. The United States, the Soviet 

Union, and the respective allies should agree to explore a verified freeze 

21f the latter were true, why was the United States spending hundreds of millions 

of dollars for devices to penetrate Soviet defenses? Was Soviet missile defense de- 

velopment ahead of ours? 
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of the number and characteristics of strategic nuclear offensive and 

defensive vehicles. For our part, we are convinced that the security of 

all nations can be safeguarded within the scope of such an agreement 

and that this initial measure preventing the further expansion of the 

deadly and costly arms race will open the path to reductions in all 

types of forces from present levels. [16] 

Had such a freeze been adopted, the United States would have then 

remained strategically superior in offensive weapons while neither side 

would have deployed a defensive system. The justification for the freeze 

was provided by William Foster on January 31, 1964, before the ENDC: 

We have singled them (strategic nuclear vehicles) out for three reasons. 

We believe, first, attention should be directed to the long-range weapons 

of greatest destructiveness. We believe a freeze on these weapons can 

be achieved with effective inspection requirements [the bane of all 

previous (General and Complete Disarmament) (GCD) proposals] 

which would be less than those required for a general and complete 

disarmament programme limiting all major armament across the board. 

Finally, we believe we should focus on these weapons because they are 

among the most expensive to develop and produce. [17] 

The reason the BMD should be included, said Foster, was that a 

freeze on strategic delivery systems without one on BMDs would be de- 

stabilizing and therefore unacceptable. Among other advantages the freeze 

would: (1) curb a key area of the arms race; (2) inhibit development of 

costly, new, and more destructive weapon systems; (3) reduce any fears 

which might exist that either side could achieve a first-strike capability; 

and (4) help reduce tensions and accelerate the forward movement toward 

general disarmament. Except for Deputy Director of ACDA Adrian 

Fisher’s statement: “. . . further technical discussions will be required 

in order to formulate a workable and acceptable definition of ‘anti-missile 

missile system,” [18] little more was said publicly by the Government 
during 1964 about BMD limitation or the NIKE-X program. 
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CHAPTER 8 

Opposition to Missile Defense Begins—1964 

The first signs of opposition to missile defense appeared in late 1963 and 

1964. Until then, opposition to missile defense, civil defense, or defense 

by other strategic weapons appeared only in specialized journals such as 

the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists or the arms control literature of the 

late 1950s and early 1960s. Dr. Wiesner, shortly before assuming the posi- 

tion as President Kennedy’s scientific advisor, in a paper presented at the 

Sixth Pugwash Conference in Moscow, urged that missile defenses not be 

deployed or developed. The 1960 Summer Study on Arms Control, spon- 

sored by the American Academy of Arts and Sciences at Brookline, Massa- 

chusetts, contained similar urgings. It is interesting to note that these efforts 

urging nondeployment were evident in 1960, almost 2 years before actual 

tests were carried out with ZEUS to determine if missile defense was 

possible. 
The arguments to limit BMD deployment were stated or pressed at 

arms control conferences, East-West scientific meetings, in arms control 

literature, in the corridors of power, and in the halls of universities and 

laboratories by officials, government consultants, advisors, and ex-govern- 

ment officials. What had appeared only in specialized and limited circles 

and writings before 1964 now appeared in several large-circulation, select, 

science, and foreign policy journals. 

Opposition to BMD stems from a belief that the consequences of its 

deployment, or even existence, would lead to an escalation of the arms 

race; that it represents a frightful waste of money, which could be spent 

more appropriately on domestic needs; and that its presence would provide 

no more security than is now available with offensive weapons. In addition, 

it would heighten international tension, jeopardize the détente and Soviet- 

American relations, and accelerate weapon technology. To BMD op- 

ponents, this weapon represents a destabilizing and provocative threat. 
Why? 

The attempt to prevent development and production of an ABM had 

been organized and led, among others, by a number of prominent, indi- 

viduals who were to serve, were already serving, or had served in the 

Government. Several significant articles appeared in 1963 and 1964 

o2 
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presenting the rationale and arguments opposing deployment of BMD. 
The authors of these articles had been high-ranking members of the Ken- 
nedy Administration or advisors and consultants to that Administration. 
The underlying theme of the BMD opponents was best stated in a report 
by a group of independent specialists in April 1963: 

Offensive capabilities have become so varied and deadly that there is no 
basis for assuming the feasibility of constructing reliable defensive 

systems against all possible warhead delivery methods. Defensive 

methods of every conceivable sort can be saturated and overwhelmed by 

the variety and quantity of offensive weapons. 

On the offensive side, destructive capability, having already gone far 

beyond the overkill mark, calls for no further improvement on military 

grounds. [1] 

The authors suggested that a massive civil defense program could be 

construed by a potential enemy as an intent to initiate a first strike. An 

ideal method for protecting the nation, they felt, was to maintain a finite 

deterrent ICBM force which would be so emplaced as to be reasonably 

secure against attack. A limited number of these powerful nuclear weapon 

delivery systems would be sufficient to threaten an aggressor with the 

destruction of his country as predictable punishment for an act of aggression 

against the United States. 

In 1964 Roswell T. Gilpatric, former Deputy Secretary of Defense 

(1960-1964), argued: 

We cannot afford a policy which, in effect, deliberately avoids seeking 

a reduction of tensions in order to keep the public alert to dangers. Nor 

can we afford a policy which deliberately seeks to lull the public, and 

ignore dangers where they exist, in order to make it easier to build 

support for a policy of peaceful accommodations. [2] 

Gilpatric suggested the kind of strategic policy which might be appropriate 

for the United States in the event East-West tensions continued to ease. 

If the détente continued, Gilpatric said, the military forces of the United 

States could be reduced by 1970 to a finite deterrent level where, among 

other things, 

. . . there would be no production or deployment of anti-ballistic-missile 

systems in the absence of Soviet moves to proceed beyond experimental 

installations of such systems. [3] 

Gilpatric questioned the effect BMD would have if it were deployed, 

given limitations on the effectiveness of any such system capable of de- 
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velopment in the foreseeable future. He suggested that the best way to 

maintain the security of the United States was to maintain the capability 

to meet aggression while seeking a détente. 

Gilpatric suggested missile defense might wisely be limited not only to 

produce some confidence-building measures between the United States and 

the Soviet Union but to provide the impetus for slowing down the arms race. 

According to Gilpatric, from the start of the arms race, certain fundamental 

differences began to appear, such as a Soviet propensity for defense and the 

U.S. investment of resources in offensive delivery vehicles. Development 

and incorporation of ICBMs into the inventories of both sides led to BMD 

development on both sides, too. The Soviets eventually deployed BMD, 

while the United States kept its system in the engineering/development 

stage, relying instead on increased offensive capability to ensure penetration 

of the Soviet BMD and to maintain a credible deterrent. 

Gilpatric described certain arms control efforts which would suffer 

if a BMD were deployed. These efforts would include: (1) a nuclear non- 

proliferation treaty, (2) a strategic delivery weapon freeze, (3) a compre- 

hensive test ban treaty, (4) establishment of nuclear free zones, and (5) a 

cutoff in the production of nuclear materials. Additionally, a BMD could 

disrupt an already weakened NATO alliance and upset the minimal progress 

being made at the ENDC in Geneva. Gilpatric, like others desirous of 

halting an American BMD deployment, felt the Soviet deployment of BMD 

could be the result of internal pressures, especially in the armed forces; a 

historic need for defense; and fear of the Chinese threat. While the price 

tag of another arms race is not prohibitive to the United States, the real 

problem for the United States is whether to: 

. re-engage in an armament contest with the Soviet Union, or should 

it strive for more progress toward arms control and the substitution of 

political, economic and sociological measures for military force as means 
for insuring world peace? [4] 

As early as 1964, the Federation of American Scientists (FAS), a 

nationwide organization of approximately 2,500 scientists and engineers 

concerned with the impact of science on national and international affairs, 
opposed any BMD deployment: 

It is the view of the FAS that there is today no known way to construct 

a satisfactory defense against ICBM’s. Indeed, in the foreseeable future 

there is not going to be any satisfactory defense. This does not mean 

that single nuclear missiles cannot be knocked down or rendered harm- 

less by anti-missile missiles, or that several nuclear missiles cannot be 

knocked out. Rather, it means that any foreseeable defense system can 
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be annulled by means that are technically feasible and economically 
practicable. [5] 

Since the offense can use penaids, saturation, and decoys, it was 
“the firm belief of the FAS that these factors render any missile defense 
unfeasible at present and for the foreseeable future.” [6] Additional reasons 
mustered by the FAS include: (1) the high cost, (2) the system’s un- 
reliability against an ICBM buildup, (3) its leading to an increase in inter- 

national tensions, and (4) the need for shelters and a civil defense program: 

Our civilian population would have to be trained, to some extent regi- 

mented, and taught unquestioning obedience to authority. This would 

mean a hardening of our society, a striking change in our American 

attitudes, and a weakening of our democratic institutions. [7] 

The statement concluded that no matter what the Soviets do about BMD, 

the United States should not deploy its own system. 

Two years later in 1966 the FAS, supporting McNamara’s contention 

that a BMD would not add to anyone’s security, released another statement 

against deployment. Reiterating the argument that an increase in the tempo 

of the arms race would occur if BMD were deployed, the Federation said: 

Neither the technical implications of a decision to deploy nor the political 

ones, internal or external, are likely in any important way to further our 

domestic progress or our aspirations for control of the arms race abroad. 

Instead such a decision will, if it does anything, be disruptive and divisive 

in its impact upon us and upon those relations with the Soviets from 

which eventual control of arms can spring. Finally, other nations con- 

sider our progress toward arms limitations relevant to their decision to 

acquire nuclear weapons; thus a new round of arms race will make the 

achievement of a non-proliferation treaty more difficult. [8] 

In June 1964 Dr. Freeman J. Dyson of the Institute for Advanced 

Study, a former consultant to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 

Atomic Energy Commission, and Department of Defense, and national 

chairman of the Federation of American Scientists, suggested that a limited 

defense against missiles was possible. The major consideration of any de- 

fensive system was not its feasibility, Dr. Dyson said, but the effect the 

deployment of an American BMD would have on the Soviets. 

1 This has become a classic statement of those opposed to BMD and is cited by 

those in favor as indicative of the thinking of mutual deterrence supporters. Dyson, 

though, has since changed his mind and favors a limited BMD deployment. See 

Freeman Dyson, “A Case for Missile Defense,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 

April 1969, p. 31. 
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The military issues concerned the incompatibility of deterrence and 

defense and the difference between the long and short war doctrines of 

nuclear war.? Developing the logic of these two points, Dyson concluded 

“the consensus among American civilian strategists is against the deploy- 

ment of BMD.” He suggested the deployment of BMD threatens the 

stability of the deterrent: 

A country which deploys BMD is expressing a serious intention to make 

itself invulnerable, and is thus automatically threatening to upset stability. 

This reasoning has led the majority of American civilian experts to 

oppose violently the deployment of BMD by either side. [9] 

The political issues of deployment, Dyson considered, were internal 

to the countries concerned. In the United States a limited deployment was 

politically impossible, since certain cities were likely to be left unprotected. 

Dyson argued that interservice rivalry played a part in the deployment 

decision because of the Army’s preoccupation with defense and the Air 

Force’s emphasis on offense. He pointed out that a great deal of inter- 

service rivalry existed in the Soviet Union between the air and space de- 

fense forces and long-range rocket forces, which would affect BMD, but 

the Soviets have a propensity to defense and BMD would be compatible 

with such behavior. In addition, with their decision-making process, as 
contrasted to ours, they could deploy BMD gradually, “as any rational 

military man would wish to do without committing himself at once to a 

countrywide program.” For Dyson, a pattern emerged from his analysis: 

For many and diverse reasons, the Soviet military and political leaders 

find the deployment of an ABM system convenient and reassuring to their 

feelings of security. For equally diverse reasons, deployment of ABM 

in the U.S. would be neither convenient nor reassuring to us. It is there- 

fore logical to expect that, as time goes on, a Soviet ABM system will 

be deployed, whereas an American ABM system will not. Such a course 

of events would answer to the objective needs of both countries. Ameri- 

can security would be assured by an invulnerable retaliatory missile force 

equipped with the most modern pentration aids, and Soviet security 

would be assured by the possession of the most modern defensive 
weapons combined with modest offensive forces. [10] 

Unfortunately, Dyson said, this objectively tolerable situation is upset by 
“the intense political pressure that exists in both countries to duplicate 

2 For an understanding of the long and short war doctrines, consult Thomas W. 
Wolfe, Soviet Strategy at the Crossroads, Harvard University Press, 1964, pp. 17-18, 
46, and 305. 
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whatever the other side does.” Dyson concluded, “there is no reason why 
we should consider the Soviet ABM deployment to be threatening to us.” 

The crucial problem that remains is to convince the American Congress 
and public that Soviet ABM systems are not necessarily a deadly threat. 
The American people must become accustomed to the idea that they 
may be better off without an ABM system, even if the Soviet people 
believe they are better off with one. [11] 

Opposition to BMD is also prevalent among both civilian strategists 

and scientists. Dr. Jeremy Stone, now Director of the Federation of Ameri- 

can Scientists organization and formerly of the Hudson Institute, Pomona 

College, and the Council on Foreign Relations, is an advocate of BMD 

limitation and arms control. 

In 1964 he wrote that any decision by either the Soviet Union or the 

United States to reallocate missile resources and increase expenditures for 

BMD was made more difficult by the limited value of such a system. While 

missile defense systems appear ineffective now: 

. they alone show any prospect, even in concept of neutralizing 

offenses, and the possibility that they will be effective in 15 or 20 years 

- cannot be discounted. [12] 

Hence, they represent a new round in the arms race. 

Because costs are so high, and the strategic motives for procurement 

fairly marginal, a U.S. or a Soviet decision to embark on a program of 

large scale procurement of defenses would indicate in psychological 

terms a decision to push ahead in the arms race. [13] 

Stone, seeing reasons for both sides to acquire BMD, asked what both 

sides were likely to do about its deployment, especially as the United States 

may want BMD to protect its retaliatory forces. Using the arguments al- 

ready presented, Stone concluded each power was more likely to gain addi- 

tional security by persuading the other to forgo strategic defensive weapons 

and not buy additional offensive ones. He suggested while this is obvious, 

neither side is going to show restraint, and herein lies the weakness in 

Soviet-American arms competition, for neither side would rest content with 

just BMD. 

As the defense achieved more than token efficiency, it would quickly 

become evident that a race to achieve both deterrence and defense is 

unlike a race to achieve deterrence only, one in which both sides can- 

not be successful simultaneously. At the end of an arms race that 

neglects defense lies some kind of strategic nuclear stalemate; but at the 
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end of a race involving large expenditures for defensive weapons systems 

lies great waste or great instability. [14] 

Based on his assessment, Stone felt that the United States should 

make known its intentions to procure a BMD if the Soviets do, but if the 

Soviets do procure BMD, it would be a misallocation of resources on their 

part, and the United States should then not carry out its stated intention. 

In a later article Stone reiterated his contention BMD does not 

constrain competition but encourages it. Adopting the Schelling thesis of 

the communicative value of weapons, Stone maintained that the spiraling 

arms race would decrease in intensity if neither side bought BMD. Given 

the choice of buying more offense or defense—the choice now confronting 

both sides—he felt the political, strategic, and technological pressures which 

favored the offense would continue to prevail. To oppose the forces of the 

offense meant to engage in a continuing technological struggle which could 

only upset stability and make for a new arms race. To support the forces 

of the offense provided the greatest hope for relative tranquility [15]. 

The October 1964 Scientific American featured an article by Dr. 

Jerome Wiesner, former scientific advisor to President Kennedy, and Dr. 

Herbert F. York, head of ARPA during the Eisenhower Administration 

and later Director of DDR&E during the Kennedy Administration. The 

authors’ theme was that, while both sides had increased their military power, 

they had not increased their security, because military technology could 

no longer enhance the nation’s security. One of the major potential de- 

stabilizing elements in the present confrontation, Wiesner and York believed, 

was the possibility one side or the other might develop and deploy BMD, 

thereby nullifying the deterrent force of the other. However, the authors 

believed defense against thermonuclear attack was impossible and even 

hopeless. Using the ZEUS and NIKE-X systems as illustrations of how 

offensive technology made defensive weapons obsolete, they concluded: 

there was nothing on the horizon to indicate a solution to the missile de- 

fense problem. Indeed, “the practical fact is that work on defensive systems 

turns out to be the best way to promote invention of the penetration aids 
that nullify them.” [16] 

While it was not an official statement of U.S. policy, the Report of 

the Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament of the National Citizens’ 

Commission on International Cooperation in 1966 did contain the efforts 

of many ex-government officials, including Wiesner and Gilpatric. Basing 
their hopes and recommendations on the fact that arms limitations agree- 
ments had been reached in 1963-64, they believed the climate was then ripe 
to continue the process of reducing the costs and dangers of military and 
political competition. “Two imperatives are uppermost,” the report stated: 



Opposition to Missile Defense Begins—1964 99 

. . . first, to halt the spread of nuclear weapons beyond the present five 
atomic powers; second, to curb and then reduce the arms build-up 
taking place among and within these same five countries, a spiral driven 
upward by new technological possibilities and by the uncertainties result- 
ing from nuclear proliferation. [17] 

One of their several recommendations urged: 

. . the United States and the Soviet Union to agree—explicitly or 
tacitly—to a moratorium of at least three years on new deployment (but 
not on the unverifiable research and development) of systems for 
ballistic missile defense. [18] 

Conclusions of the Arms Committee report were that the initial American 

BMD deployment might be against the growing Chinese threat, but 

eventually a Soviet or American BMD deployment 

. would almost certainly induce both Superpowers to step up their 

strategic weapon program in an effort to ensure their respective ‘deterrent’ 

capabilities. [19] 

It was their opinion that the time was inappropriate to make a decision to 

deploy BMD. Beyond the technical, military, and economic problems still 

facing BMD, the Committee believed that sufficient thought had not been 

given to the political consequences of BMD deployment. No attempt had 

been given to ascertain the manner in which the United States and the 

U.S.S.R. could avoid the unintended effects of BMD on the other’s deter- 

rent force. The Committee’s panel report raised a number of important 

questions concerning BMD and international relations: 

Shall the systems be emplaced in Europe? Will they be sold to allies by 

ourselves or by the Soviets? Can we and the Soviet Union devise ways 

by which we acquiesce in reduced, but still enormous deterrent capabili- 

ties? Will our action simply play into the hands of the Communist 

Chinese effort to disrupt U.S.-Soviet relations in general, and arms 

limitation efforts in particular? Does the Chinese threat really require 

immediate action on the part of the U.S. and the Soviets? And how far 

are we and the Soviets planning to go in building active defenses? The 

costs involved in the systems under discussion are measured in tens of 

billions of dollars; their strategic implications are enormous and long- 

lasting, and their political impact may be the most startling of all— 

especially in Europe. The matter deserves the closest and most intense 

discussion and thought; a three-year moratorium would produce it. [20] 

A number of other organizations had in previous years (1964-67) 
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come out strongly against deploying BMD. On January 30, 1967, the 

Council for Christian Social Action of the United Church of Christ adopted 

a resolution at its convention in Cleveland urging the United States “to 

seek Soviet agreement upon an indefinite moratorium on the deployment 

of major anti-ballistic missile systems.” The impetus for this declaration, 

the Council said, stemmed from the Administration’s need to decide 

whether to deploy BMD in view of the Soviet deployment. The Council 

felt while it might be true the Soviets were deploying BMD, this did not 

indicate they had any intention of launching an attack against the United 

States: 

We welcome recent statements by President Johnson and other Ad- 

ministration spokesmen, which indicate that the Administration is ex- 

tremely reluctant to commence and deploy a multi-billion dollar Ameri- 

can anti-ballistic missile system. We believe that such a decision would 

be a tragic waste of American resources which could be better used to 

overcome massive human suffering at home and abroad. It would, more- 

over, increase United States responsibility for a serious escalation of the 

arms race. While an anti-ballistic missile system and the civil defense 

effort which would almost certainly accompany it might be defensive in 

our own intentions, they would probably raise the level of threat and 

insecurity to an intolerable pitch. We acknowledge that there are risks 

in any conceivable United States response to this new crisis in military 

technology. However, we believe that the risks of escalation are im- 

measurably more difficult to justify in this instance than the risks of 
restraint. [21] 

In 1966 an unsigned article in Commonweal, entitled “Containing 

ABM,” ridiculed the idea of deploying BMD, saying such a step would 

only compound the madness of an irrational world where hundreds of 

millions of fatalities were part of the normal political discourse. Citing 

the Arms Control Panel Report of the White House Conference on Inter- 

national Cooperation, the author said, even though efforts at reaching an 

agreement with the Soviets on a BMD moratorium have proved fruitless, 

“much of the Committee’s argument remains as relevant for unilateral 
American restraint.” [22] 

The arguments against missile defense have included at one time or 

another: (1) its cost is high; (2) the money spent on BMD could be used 

to buy more offensive deterrent weapons; (3) buying BMD is a waste of 
money as the money might be better used for domestic and civilian needs; 
(4) the offense can overcome any defense for less money than the defense 
costs; (5) civil defense must accompany missile defense; (6) missile de- 
fense cannot discriminate decoys from warheads; (7) chaff can jam the 
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BMD radars; (8) BMD radars are vulnerable to attack; (9) BMD can 
be saturated; (10) damage limitation can be purchased in much less ex- 
pensive ways; (11) the system is unreliable; (12) the computer software 
and hardware provide insurmountable problems; (13) the system is not 
perfect; (14) it will escalate the arms race by introducing a new weapon; 
(15) it will provoke the Soviets into finding a counter to it or launching a 
preemptive attack; (16) BMD is not feasible; and (17) it is destabilizing, 
since it upsets the deterrent balance and does not allow for a stabilization 
of strategic weapons. By 1967 every one of these arguments had been put 

forth. In the great debate of 1969 and the “mini debate” in 1970, not a 

single new argument was made against missile defense, except that it would 

upset the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), SAFEGUARD was 

not designed for hard point defense, and the Soviet SS-9 ICBM was con- 
figured for a first strike. 

It is important for the reader to know the rationale for not deploying 

a missile defense if the developments in missile defense policy in the sub- 

sequent years are to be understood. 

The BMD concept and its technology evolved duting a period (1955 

to early 1960) of technological innovation and invention—the period of 

the revolution in strategic weaponry. The practicality and utility of BMD 

became apparent during a time (mid-1962 to 1966) when the technology 

which had created it was being reappraised in view of its effect on the inter- 

national system. Decisionmakers were faced with a dilemma: the accelerat- 

ing exploitation of technology for military purposes might be a threat to 

the very existence of the political system the technology was designed to 

preserve. During this period (separating the 1955 to earlv-1960 and the 

mid-1962 to 1966 phases in BMD development) voluminous literature on 

military strategy (both analytic and prescriptive) began to appear, evaluat- 

ing the deterrent’s balance, its elements, its stability, and its effects on world 

politics. This was followed by arms control and disarmament studies, and, 

finally, by the recognition that a strategy of deterrence had to be discussed 

in terms of the particular effect any one weapon might have on the nuclear 

equation. After 1960, when an invulnerable strategic deterrent force com- 

posed of ICBMs became possible, mutual deterrence appeared as a practical 

means for halting or slowing down the spiraling arms race. 

By 1962 it became apparent: 

. in addition to weapons systems, other elements not of a military 

dimension were necessary for deterrence in the broader modern sense 

[that any kind of armaments for any purpose, limited war or conventional 

or nuclear war, contribute to deterrence]. Diplomacy, signals given to 

the other side, proposals for arms control, statements of policy, doing or 
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not doing, disclosure of secrets to the other side, and penetration into 

the secrets of the potential enemy had to be understood as being quite 

as important as weapons. Weapons could, in fact, be considered as a 

deterrent only in the context of a much wider set of measures which, 

taken together, amount to a strategy [23]. 

BMD is and was revolutionary. During the first period, it was revolu- 

tionary per se, like all of the strategic weapons that technology has made 

possible. In the second period, when the decisionmaker had acquired the 

means to carry out any strategy he considered appropriate, BMD was 

revolutionary because it could upset the strategic status quo—in the context 

of mutual deterrence. By this time technology and its military by-products 

were identified with instability, since they could be viewed as capable of 

accelerating the arms race and thereby upsetting the strategic balance. 

Since the goal of mutual deterrence was to halt the arms race, stabilize the 

nuclear equation, and improve Soviet-American relations, the two develop- 

ments, advancing military technology and mutual deterrence, were in- 

compatible. This is why the technological-plateau thesis was introduced, 

to provide a “scientific” rationale for not pursuing further strategic weapon 

development. The existence of BMD was a threat to the technological- 

plateau thesis and to mutual deterrence and its hoped-for political goals. 

The strategy of mutual deterrence is premised on a number of peculiar 

assumptions deriving from historical experiences of the last quarter- 

century. The experience of Pearl Harbor and then the use of the atomic 

bomb against Japan led the creators of the atomic bomb to believe the next 

war would open with a surprise nuclear strike, which would result in the 

utter destruction of civilization. This placed nuclear weapons in a class 

by themselves. Fear of their use led to demands that they be placed under 

international control. This fear was exacerbated by the failure of the Soviets 

to accept the Baruch Plan for such control. The scientists who created 

the bomb, shocked at their achievements and the prospect of the further 

use to which these weapons might be put, determined to make people 

realize the peril of atomic arms. A feeling of guilt ® for having developed 

these weapons, plus technical understanding of the consequences if these 

weapons were used, in no small way contributed to the politicization and 

polarization of the scientists and scientific community as participants in 

’ The “guilt feeling for having participated in the development of nuclear weapons” 

theme was part of the major post-World War II Soviet peace and disarmament 
campaigns, This theme was a recurring one at the early Pugwash Conferences. See 
USS. Senate, Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security 
Laws of the Committee on the Judiciary, The Pugwash Conference, 87th Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1961, p. 26. 
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defense policy formation and at arms control and disarmament efforts 
agreements.* 

Hanson Baldwin, former military editor for The New York Times, has 
written of the scientists’ guilt feelings. 

This kind of thinking stems from the collective guilt complex felt by 
many atomic scientists who worked in the Manhattan Project in the 
Second World War and by their proteges. It reflects, too, the scientists’ 

occupational distaste for secrecy and for what many of them feel to be 
the prostitution of their science to destructive purposes. But in a larger 

sense, as some of the wiser of them admit, it also displays the physical 
scientists’ naivete about political science. [24] 

Eugene Rabinowitch, editor of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, which 

was founded along with the Federation of American Scientists in 1945 to 

lobby on the perils of nuclear arms, has written that scientists who de- 

veloped nuclear weapons have a responsibility to prevent their use. In the 

February 1967 Bulletin, he stated that the equilibrium of mutual deterrence 

would be destroyed by either side’s deploying BMD, an argument pro- 

pounded by some American scientists a decade ago. Therefore, “American 

scientists must do all in their power to prevent the U.S. government from 

unthinking commitment to ‘winning’ this new arms race, which would only 

cause further deterioration of world security, and wasteful use of American 

resources.” [25] 

This differentiation between nuclear arms and all other arms has given 

to the concept of deterrence its unique 20th century connotation, although 

deterrence as a military strategy is as old as man. Fear that these weapons 

might be used led to the evolution and development of a strategy designed 

to prevent war by deterring it. Deterrence was to be achieved by threaten- 

ing and if need be using strategic retaliatory forces capable, under any 

circumstances, of attacking and destroying an attacker’s society. From 

this emerged the idea that any deterrent strategy which sought a quantita- 

tive and qualitative balance between antagonists would be defeated if either 

side sought unilaterally to redress the balance by introducing new or more 

advanced weapons. 

In such a concept, weapons, whether they were offensive or defensive, 

were not considered provocative. It was the intention of the user that de- 

termined whether a weapon was for aggression or deterrence. Therefore, 

4 See Robert Gilpin’s American Scientists and Nuclear Weapons Policy for a discus- 

sion of the scientists’ role in defense policy formulation and in arms control and dis- 

armament efforts. 
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weapons for deterrence could be strategic offensive weapons such as an 

ICBM, or defensive weapons such as interceptors or BMD. Aggressive 

weapons could be bombers, BMD, or missiles. It all depended on the kind 

of strategy—deterrent, war-waging, or war-winning—which the possessor 

had, and how the weapons would be used within that strategy. 

The most desirable form of deterrence to those opposed to BMD 

deployment was mutual deterrence, which was not measured by equality 

or symmetry of forces, deliverable megatonnage, or numbers of weapons, 

but by the stability of the balance. The balance is only stable when neither 

side by striking first can destroy the other side’s ability to retaliate and 

destroy the attacker.® The only acceptable measure is the number of surviv- 

able deliverable warheads. Implicit in this concept was that retaliatory 

forces should be made as secure and invulnerable as possible. Therefore, 

any measure for increasing or bringing about stability should be directed 

to the protection of weapons, not people. Stabilization in mutual deterrence 

is accomplished by enhancing the integrity of a particular, already deployed 

weapon system, not by introducing new ones. Such a situation, thought 

Wiesner, would be made possible by creating offensive weapon systems suf- 

ficiently invulnerable to prevent their destruction by any practicably achiev- 

able force in a surprise attack. If this situation were to prevail for both 

sides, then neither side would have the incentive to build a counterforce 

capability. Wiesner continued: 

. it is important to note that a missile deterrent system would be 

unbalanced by the development of a highly effective anti-missile defense 

system, and if it appears possible to develop one, the agreement should 

explicitly prohibit the development and deployment of such systems. [26] 

From Wiesner’s viewpoint, as long as security could be ensured by 

the ability of the two adversaries to destroy each other’s society under all 

circumstances (i.e., mutual or stable deterrence), BMD could only upset 

this equilibrium by causing one side to gain an advantage. 

The weapons most crucial to a mutual deterrent situation, the ones 

5 A corollary of this strategy is: one side alone should not have the capability to 

render ineffective a retaliatory force or to limit damage to itself in face of retaliation 

or surprise attack. The occurrence and acceptance of a mutual deterrent situation 

was dependent on both sides’ desiring it and communicating their intention to the 

other. Mutual deterrence by its very definition cannot occur with one side espousing 

it and the other not. Nor can it tolerate asymmetrical differences in offense or defense 

on both sides. The danger of mutual deterrence is the assumption: first, one’s adver- 

sary desires it, when he does not; and, second, he is complying with and understanding 

one’s suggestions and signals to achieve a mutual deterrent situation, when in fact he 
is not. 
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which must be protected and made survivable, are those most destructive 
of people; the ones designed to retaliate, to punish, not to fight with or 
disarm the enemy. “A weapon that can hurt only people, and cannot pos- 
sibly damage the other side’s striking force, is profoundly defensive; it 
provides its possessor no incentive to strike first.” [27] Conversely, weapons 
capable of destroying strategic weapons are destabilizing and provocative. 

The theme—to acquire and then maintain a stabilized deterrent com- 
posed of an invulnerable second-strike ICBM or SLBM retaliatory force— 

pervades every discussion for slowing down the arms race. The belief is: 

any measures, including defensive ones, which enable one nation to acquire 

protection for itself or gain an advantage over its adversary will enhance 

the feasibility and probability of war by upsetting the stability of the en- 

vironment created by the vulnerability of cities. Obviously BMD and 

mutual deterrence are incompatible. Unfortunately, the opponents of BMD 

never point out that the Soviets deployed a BMD first or that they should 

refrain from deploying BMD as they urge their own country to do. 

A variety of political problems is associated with formal arms con- 

trol arrangements; e.g., inspection, safeguards, and controls. Arms control 

agreements unless formally enacted cannot halt the tempo of the arms race 

or slow down weapon technology development. In informal agreements, 

where mutual goals and benefits exist for both sides, unilateral actions, 

freezes, and self-imposed constraints and restraints may be the forerunners 

for building the mutual confidence between parties so necessary for more 

formal measures. 
Underlying informal measures of arms control is the belief, despite 

past Soviet-American behavior, that now, during a period of great instability 

caused by the arms race and rapidly accelerating weapons technology 

and its attendant costs, there are compelling reasons why both sides should 

reach a common understanding, an interdependence, with each other. The 

argument runs: To create mutual trust between the Soviet Union and the 

United States, so the Soviets will have a common interest and desire to 

adopt informal arms control policies, the United States should communicate, 

by some concrete unilateral action, its willingness to enter into an informal 

restraining agreement. Simultaneously with this psychopolitical strategy to 

develop mutual confidence, in the absence of successful disarmament agree- 

ments, both sides should rely on a military strategy which recognizes the 

commonality of interests between them, the reality of the world situation, 

and the need to halt the arms race. One solution may be to ensure each 

side’s security by permitting mutual vulnerability of cities and populations 

and the retention of invulnerable offensive forces designed to survive a first 

strike and then retaliate against the aggressor’s society. This is stable or 

mutual deterrence. No attempt to upset this situation, such as deploying 
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BMD or building shelters, would be permitted. The mutual fear of having 

one’s society destroyed is the deterrent; to protect the society is de- 

stabilizing, since it makes war possible. A great similarity between this 

theory and the Johnson Administration’s national security policy of 1965— 

1967 is evident. 
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CHAPTER 9 

Missile Defense—The Modular Approach—1965 

On January 19, 1965, President Johnson delivered his Budget Message to 

Congress, in which he said: 

Our investment has effected an enormous improvement in the design of 

antiballistic missile systems. We will pursue our program for the de- 

velopment of the NIKE-X antimissile system, to permit deployment of 

this anti-ballistic missile should the national security require. Research 

will continue on even more advanced antimissile components and 

concepts. [1] 

However, before spending large sums of money on the NIKE-X sys- 

tem, the President wanted to be certain the system would provide adequate 

protection against attack. Such protection, he pointed out, would lose 

all effectiveness if it were not accompanied with a fallout shelter program. 

He added: 

. we will continue our existing programs and start a program to 

increase the total inventory of shelters through survey of private homes 

and other small structures. We shall continue the research and de- 

velopment which retains the options to deploy an antiballistic missile 

System cn Lz] 

A year earlier, McNamara introduced the concept of assured destruc- 

tion/damage limitation. He now suggested if the United States and the 

Soviet Union had the same general strategic objectives—i.e., deterrence of 

the other—then the U.S. assured destruction problem was the Soviet’s 

damage limiting problem. Since the BMD question was but one aspect of 

the U.S. strategic retaliatory force structure, understanding the BMD issue 

in 1965-1966 depended on comprehending the ever more complex strategic 

issues. In his 1965 Posture Statement McNamara discussed U.S. strategic 
nuclear war forces and issues. 

Certain basic qualifications apply to damage-limiting forces, Mc- 

Namara said, because it is virtually impossible to provide anything ap- 

proaching perfect protection for the U.S. population. For any given level 

of enemy offensive capability, successive additions to each of the various 

108 
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USS. strategic systems would have a diminishing marginal value. No matter 
how large general nuclear war forces might be, strategic offensive forces 
and their targeting doctrine would affect the damage and population losses 
of the United States; i.e., were U.S. forces targeted countervalue or counter- 
force? The Soviets have within their technical and economic means the 
capability to prevent the United States from keeping its own fatalities below 
a tolerable level, even if it were to deploy an active defense. 

Since the Soviets could inflict severe damage on the United States with 

bombers, submarine-launched missiles, and ICBMs, a very good defense 

against only one form of attack would have limited value: 

A meaningful capability to limit the damage of a determined enemy 

attack, therefore, requires an integrated, balanced combination of 

strategic defensive forces, area defense forces, terminal defense forces 

and passive defenses. [3] 

In effect, these principles meant every weapon system competed with 

every other weapon system to see which combination of systems would 

optimally ensure an adequate assured destruction/damage limitation force. 

In practical terms the defensive NIKE-X must compete against the ICBM 

on a cost-effectiveness basis to determine whether the high cost of NIKE-X 

warrants its deployment or whether its mission can be accomplished more 

cheaply by the counterforce targeted ICBM. Moreover, if the NIKE-X 

should be deployed, to its actual cost must be added the cost of strengthen- 

ing bomber defenses and antisubmarine-warfare (ASW) forces, in order 

to prevent the enemy from circumventing the defense and gaining a “free 

ride.” 

Secretary McNamara’s testimony before the Senate Armed Services 

and Appropriations Committees shed additional light on his own reasoning 

and the President’s decision. For the first time, all strategic forces—offen- 

sive and defensive—were considered together. Going into unprecedented 

detail about the complexities and economics of nuclear war, the Defense 
Secretary described the problems involved in finding a combination of 

weapons which would save the most lives per dollar invested. His 33-page 

analysis concluded that “there is no defense program within this general 

range of expenditures which would reduce fatalities to a level much below 

80 million. . . .” [4] While the argument is not conclusive, Secretary 

McNamara said: 

. it does underscore the fact that beyond a certain level of defense, 

the cost advantage lies increasingly with the offense, and this fact must 

be taken into account in any decision to commit ourselves to large out- 

lays for additional defensive measures. [5] 
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In light of his analysis, the Secretary announced that six major issues 

were involved in the fiscal 1966-1970 general nuclear war programs. Two 

of these were questions as to whether NIKE-X should be produced and 

deployed and whether fallout shelters should be constructed for the entire 

population. 
Secretary McNamara said that in the past year United States missile 

defense systems had improved greatly with respect to cost and effectiveness 

and to alternate forms of deployment. While system development had pro- 

gressed satisfactorily, however, many technical problems still remained 

to be solved. Therefore, he suggested that it was premature to make any 

commitment to production and deployment: 

Over and above the technical problems there are even greater un- 

certainties concerning the preferred concept of deployment, the relation- 

ship of the NIKE-X system to other elements of a balanced Damage 

Limiting effort, the timing of the attainment of an effective nationwide 

fallout shelter system and the nature and effect of an opponent’s possible 

reaction to our NIKE-X deployment. [6] 

The Army again recommended production of NIKE-X, using already 

appropriated funds, but McNamara said it would be very unwise to follow 

the Army’s advice because: 

. . the development work has not progressed to the point where the 

system has been fully tested, and if we begin to lay out the production 

process and long lead time tooling before development is completed, al- 

most surely we will have to go back and revise the production process 

and redesign the tooling as the design changes are introduced into the 

system. I think it would be unwise to initiate production with fiscal 1966 

funds even if we had already decided to deploy it. We are not really 

in a position to decide that at the present time. I think that decision 

could be better made in fiscal 1967, and therefore, for both reasons I 

think it would be unwise to include procurement funds for that system in 

the fiscal 1966 budget. For example, we would require quite a different 

system for the expected less sophisticated Chinese threat than we would 

for the Soviet threat. For the Soviet threat we need a much higher 

capability at a given point and therefore would deploy this system at 
fewer points. [7] 

Accordingly, NIKE-X was provided with $400 million for development, 
and the issue of deployment was deferred for another year. 

Since the BMD concept was closely tied to the civil defense program, 
Secretary McNamara proposed to spend $23 million to continue the efforts 
to identify, stock, and determine the exact nature of the residual shelter 
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requirements. The chief problem of the civil defense program was the 
reluctance of Congress to approve a fallout shelter program. Much of the 
fiscal 1966 Appropriations testimony was concerned with civil defense. 

Under questioning by Representative Mahon, Secretary McNamara 
said he thought that if the United States deployed the present system, it 
would still suffer 80 million casualties in a nuclear attack. If a much 
more effective system than the present NIKE-X was deployed, McNamara 
said, he would expect the Soviets to construe this as an aggressive move and 
increase their expenditures (for ICBMs and probably for an ABM). While 
discussing the cost of NIKE-X and what it would provide, he illustrated its 
relation to civil defense. 

Since one cannot be sure of destroying all the attacking warheads, 

McNamara noted, fallout shelters are necessary to supplement the NIKE-X. 

He used the following examples: a Soviet attack in 1970 would result in 

100 million to 150 million fatalities if nothing had been done to protect 

or defend the population. If $5 billion had been spent on defense, 20 million 

people could be saved, although 80 million to 100 million would still perish. 

If an additional $20 billion were spent for a full NIKE-X deployment, an 

additional 10 million people would be saved. The question he asked was, 

does it pay to invest $20 billion to save 10 million people when upwards 

of 75 million are still going to perish? As he pointed out, if spending 

$20 billion meant the difference between zero fatalities and 10 million, 

then the cost would be justified. While a BMD deployment against a 

Soviet threat was ruled out, despite the growing Soviet threat, McNamara 

hinted at the possibility of considering deploying NIKE-X against a 

primitive Chinese threat [8]. 

Departing from their position of the previous year, the Joint Chiefs 

unanimously recommended that $200 million be put into the budget for 

pre-production of NIKE-X components [9]. Once again, the JCS and 

the Administration were at odds over the immediate necessity for deploy- 

ing NIKE-X.? According to General William Dick, the major reasons for 

1On p. 355 of the Senate Appropriations Hearings the amount to be allocated for 

NIKE-X pre-production is deleted for security. 

2 An interesting aspect is found on p. 890 of the House Defense Appropriations 

FY 1966, in which it is reported Air Force Chief of Staff General McConnell believed, 

until NIKE-X became more acceptable, it should not be deployed. He also believed 

this was the opinion of the JCS. Yet on p. 397 it is reported General Wheeler, as 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, recommended the deployment of the NIKE-X to DOD, 

but a contrary decision was made. This may indicate that within the Joint Chiefs 

there was not a unanimous position on the question of BMD deployment. In fact, 

the decision within the JCS for deployment was not unanimous, nor was there a 

consensus. Two years later Wheeler revealed that the lack of consensus at the 

time was over the speed of deployment rather than disagreement as to whether 
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disagreement were NIKE-X’s vulnerability to saturation and the lack of a 

fallout shelter program. 

The Betts Report of 1964 contained a number of interesting factors 

bearing directly on the decision to deploy NIKE-X. First, the report refuted 

the idea that offensive technology had an insurmountable lead over defen- 

sive technology; rather, it suggested that the two were closer to a standoff. 

Second, ballistic-missile defense was considered a useful contribution to a 

damage-limiting strategy. Not unexpectedly, the report said, the utility 

and value of BMD varied with the war game scenario used. For example, 

in the event of a surprise attack, the system would have great value; in a 

gradually worsening international crisis, however, it might not.* The report 

concluded that the period of mutual deterrence would continue whether 

a BMD system were deployed or not. The threat of destabilization was not 

considered as serious as at first thought. The report made no recommenda- 

tion for deployment, but provided an arithmetic underpinning to any future 

decision regarding the system [10]. 

Dr. Harold Brown described in his testimony the new approach 

NIKE-X was taking toward tailoring a deployment to a specific threat: 

Because of the future uncertainties of the level and sophistication of 

the possible attacks which we may face, we have been working very 

hard in the NIKE-X program on a design concept representing the 

maximum flexibility in our choice of capability and the corresponding 

cost. We propose in fiscal year 1966 to concentrate on the “building 

block” concept of NIKE-X to permit maximum flexibility in deployment 

options against various threats, including those less than a massive all-out 

attack by a sophisticated opponent. [11] 

Brown explained the basic nature of the cost-effectiveness argument 

presented by McNamara: 

At low U.S. casualty levels the exchange ratio—number of dollars 

expended by the defense per dollar expended by the offense—is un- 

favorable to the defense—for example, the ratio is approximately 4 to 1 

at a [deleted] U.S. casualty level. That is, to maintain the capability 

to limit U.S. casualties to less than [deleted] with NIKE-X, the United 

States would have to spend about four times as much on defense to limit 

damage as the Soviets would have to spend on ICBM’s to create damage. 

NIKE-X should be deployed. See U.S. Senate, Hearings Before the Subcommittee 
on Disarmament of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Armament 
and Disarmament Problems, 90th Cong., 1st Sess., 1967, p. 92. 

3 The author believes the opposite of this might be true. 
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At higher casualty levels, the exchange ratio shifts toward the defense 
[deleted]. [12] 

Asked by Senator Levett Saltonstall (R-Mass.) whether he was giv- 
ing more emphasis this year than in years past to defense forces, McNamara 
replied: 

. without question, offensive capability or what I will call the 
capability for assuring the destruction of the Soviet Union is far and 
away the most important requirements we have to meet. [13] 

In fact, McNamara was not sure what action the United States should 

ultimately take regarding defensive systems, once the offense was pro- 

vided for. He appeared to have relegated defense to a subordinate role 

compared to offense. Consequently, as long as he remained at the Defense 

Department, U.S. nuclear strategy could be assumed to rely primarily on 

offensive retaliatory power to deter the Soviet Union and perhaps a mix 

of offensive and defensive forces to deter the Chinese. 

In the search for a credible deterrent, would the solution be more apt 

to be found in a combination of offensive and defensive systems? Or would 

it be found in an assured destruction capability which rests on some 

number of offensive vehicles certain to survive a nuclear attack and 

then retaliate? So long as evidence existed that the Soviets were developing 

BMD, the United States would have to assume they will have some cap- 

ability to intercept the U.S. assured destruction forces threatening them. 

If, as McNamara says, assured destruction and damage limitation are the 

opposite sides of the coin for the United States and the Soviet Union, 

respectively, then compared to the Soviet Union the United States would 

have less damage-limiting potential. To the author, this reveals a weakness 

in logic and politics; as the credibility of the U.S. deterrent would be less, 

so conceivably the United States could not take as much punishment as 

the Soviets in a nuclear attack. Such an asymmetrical condition in the 

deterrent equation is not favorable to a mutual deterrence condition. 

By March 1965 several things were apparent about the possible de- 

ployment of BMD. Despite its high cost, this country could decide then to 

begin deployment of NIKE-X, or some modular form of BMD based on 

NIKE-X, to protect against an unsophisticated attack or to protect hardened 

missile sites. Both forms of deployment, hard point defense and limited 

city deployment, were gaining considerable attention in ARPA and the 

Defense Department.‘ Either system’s cost would be in the neighborhood 

4In January 1965, Douglas Missile and Space Systems Division delivered a report to 

ARPA entitled Characteristics of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems Optimized for 

Defense Against Small Attacks. The contents of this report indicated that ARPA 
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of $5 billion to $8 billion, and a comprehensive fallout shelter program 

would not be required. A BMD deployment against a lesser threat than 

the Soviet Union posed was consistent with the Betts Report, which con- 

cluded that the Nth-country problem, although serious, could be made 

less critical by deploying a limited city missile defense. 

The Defense Department felt, without shelters and in the face of a 

determined attack, the utility of a BMD system was not such as to warrant 

the cost of its deployment. The Army contended shelters and BMD were 

really not dependent on each other, although it would be advantageous to 

have both, especially if Secretary McNamara’s damage limitation assump- 

tions were not shared.° 
Intelligence reports pointed to the existence of second- and _ third- 

generation Soviet ICBMs by 1970-1971. If BMD defense were to be de- 

ployed against this threat, a decision to deploy NIKE-X had to be made 

during the fiscal 1967 budget review (i.e., by early 1966). [14] 

In 1965 the United States appeared to be increasingly concerned with 

the effect a BMD might have on the Soviet Union. Would the Soviets 

view it as tipping the balance of strategic power in favor of the United 

States? Would they accept it as a normal increment to U.S. security? 

Would they make plans to increase their own penetration capabilities? 

Would they deploy a new BMD of their own? Would the Soviets worry 

about the effect of their deployment on the United States as the United 

States worried about the effect of deployment on the Soviets? Should the 

United States voluntarily withhold its system from deployment because of 

these doubts and hope the Soviets might do the same? 

Meanwhile, NIKE-X continued its technical progress. The system 

had two phased-array radars (MAR and MSR) for guiding the SPRINT 

and ZEUS missiles. By early 1965, NIKE-X could have provided a high 

quality terminal defense. But because of ZEUS’s range (the only carry-over 

from the NIKE-ZEUS system), the area defended in a single-site terminal 

deployment was about 20 miles. Hence, the cost per defended city was so 

great that only a few cities could be defended. During the 1963-1965 

period, missile defense came to be viewed as an integral part of the U.S. 
strategic weapons inventory. The damage-limitation studies made during 

was interested in limited missile defense concepts using the modular or building 

block approach. See “Douglas Delivers A-ICBM Study,” Missiles and Rockets, 

January 25, 1965, p. 7. 
5 Ironically, on the subject of shelters, the reaction of Congress is the opposite of 

that of the Defense Department (i.e., Congress did not want shelters but wanted 

BMD, while the Defense Department felt it absolutely necessary to have shelters 

before BMD could be deployed). 
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this period clearly showed that the presence of missile defense required a 
diversion of enemy warhead payloads to provide for penaids. A diversion 
in warhead payload resulted in smaller warheads. This meant, if the enemy 
adopted a city targeting doctrine, etiher fewer casualties would result or the 
enemy would have to put more ICBM boosters on each target (this was 
before MRV and MIRV). These same damage-limitation studies showed 
the higher the percentage of population survival the defender tried to guar- 
antee, the more the cost ratio between offense and defense favored the 
offense by a wide margin. At lower percentage levels of survival the cost 

ratio between offense and defense approached unity. In short, a city defense 

required the defense to protect all its population in order to deny the 

enemy the ability to destroy any percentage of it, and each defense site had 

to be capable of handling the total number of missiles the enemy could 

allocate to the target. ZEUS’s range and payload capability were extended 

to 400 miles, and a new missile evolved from ZEUS called DM15X2. 

This interceptor came to be known as SPARTAN. 
Howard Margolis of the Washington Post reported in April 1965 that, 

as a result of its intensive efforts to learn how to stop a sophisticated ICBM 

attack, the United States might inadevertently have found a solution. By 

combining ZEUS with NIKE-X radars, a better system could be developed 

(than if ZEUS were deployed with its own radars) at a cost of $1 billion 

to $2 billion. Hence, for a relatively modest cost, a wide area defense 

might be possible. In fact, with a modular BMD, NIKE-X, combined with 

a massive fallout shelter program, could be effective against a sophisticated 

attack; while ZEUS alone, combined with MAR, might constitute a light 

area defense [15]. A month later both The New York Times and the 

Washington Post reported that any U.S. decision to deploy BMD would be 

based on the rapidity with which the Chinese threat emerged [16]. The 

cost of the “Chinese” ABM was reported to be between $6 billion and 

$10 billion. The following week, Missiles and Rockets carried a short 

article confirming the Times and Post reports, adding that the Defense De- 

partment felt even a minimum deployment would have growth potential 

beyond a light defense, since SPRINT and more advanced radars could 

be added [17]. 

Even the most pessimistic proponents of BMD, those who had lived 

through the successive rejections of the systems by the Eisenhower, 

Kennedy, and Johnson Administrations, now foresaw the likelihood a BMD 

system would be deployed, most likely against a presumed Chinese threat. 

Still to be solved were some technical problems and the answer to “the cost 

for what it will buy” question of the Defense Department. However, a 

greater sense of urgency was added to the decision as evidence appeared 
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the Soviets were deploying a BMD system across northwestern Russia and 

in other areas southwest and east of the Urals [18].° 

By this time, most of the concepts essential to the operation of 

NIKE-X were proved, and the remaining technical problems were of an 

engineering nature. A number of questions and problems about deploy- 

ment, however, did need answering. These included: (1) deciding on the 

deployment configuration (i.e., the proper mixture of ZEUS and SPRINT 

missiles with their accompanying radars), (2) estimating the number of 

shelters needed in conjunction with a particular BMD deployment for any 

given level of damage limitation, and (3) assessing the impact of an 

American BMD on Soviet strategic policy and ICBM force structure. Es- 

sential to the deployment question, too, as it would affect the size of the de- 

ployment and consequently the cost, were: (1) the likely number of nations 

possessing a deliverable nuclear arsenal and (2) the extent of damage 

limitation as a function of other strategic system mixes. 

For example, if NIKE-X were deployed to guard against a possible 

Chinese threat, the most likely configuration would be (1) an area defense 

employing ZEUS and (2) a limited number of SPRINT missiles defending 

selected cities. Because of possible enemy targeting strategies, it would be 

economically inefficient to deploy SPRINT alone as a point defense system 

around some or all major cities. The Chinese would then have the option 

of launching terror attacks against the undefended targets, an option that 
makes an area defense more attractive. 

The complexity of the deployment problem is illustrated further. For 

example, the cost of deployment is affected by the possibility that the ABM 

site itself, or any target protected by an ABM, may be subject to non- 

ballistic attack in the form of aircraft or air-breathing missiles. A NIKE-X 

deployment costing about $8.5 billion might therefore have to include an 

additional expenditure of $15 billion for an air defense system. 

Still another issue affecting the deployment configuration stemmed 

from BMD kill mechanisms. ICBM RV destruction can be accomplished by 

heat, blast, EMP, X ray, neutron, and other forms of radiation. Each of 

8 This was the so-called Tallinn Line which for several years was to be the 

subject of much debate in the American intelligence community as to whether it was 

an advanced air defense system or a missile defense system. Most now agree it is an 

air defense system, but it might have the potential for upgrading to a missile defense 

system. The upgrading argument can be found in John W. Finney, “Dispute on 

Soviet Missiles Hampers U.S. Arms Stand,” The New York Times, January 1, 1970, 

p. 1, and in Dr. John Foster’s testimony to the House Subcommittee on National 

Security Policy and Scientific Developments of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

Diplomatic and Strategic Impact of Multiple Warhead Missiles, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 

1969, pp. 276-278. 
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these effects varies with altitude of detonation, time of day, and warhead 
design.” Nuclear effects not only affect the design and deployment of a 
BMD system, but affect the kinds and numbers of fallout shelters required. 
Together, the type of BMD deployment, its operational capabilities, and the 
passive defense accompanying it affect both the enemy’s targeting strategy 
and the damage-limiting capabilities of the United States. 

Another problem is public awareness. The results of a public opinion 
survey on missile defense (called here the General Electric (G.E.) Report) 
carried out during 1965 by the National Opinion Research Center of the 

University of Chicago for General Electric TEMPO and for ARPA are 

rather startling [19]. The purpose of this study was to assess public atti- 

tudes about BMD in the event a decision to deploy or withhold deployment 
were made. The survey pointed up an apparent contradiction between U.S. 

arms control policy (wherein the United States has indicated a willingness 
to forgo, under certain conditions, BMD deployment) and the popular con- 

ception of missile-age defense, which views BMD deployment as being 

beneficial to the nation’s security. This lack of accurate information about 
the status of BMD is typical of the communications gap between the Gov- 

ernment and the public, and the public’s lack of interest in defense matters. 

One of the major findings was that two-thirds of those interviewed 

believed this country was already protected by BMD. 

The G.E. Report also dealt with shelters and their relation to BMD. 

The G.E. TEMPO Report indicated a basic public acceptability and desire 

for shelters, too. Clearly, the opinion of Congress concerning the shelter 

program was unrealistic, was based on mistaken information, and did not 

derive from public opinion. Had Congress been willing to enact civil de- 

fense legislation based on accurate knowledge of public feeling and to 

comport with the Defense Department’s view that shelters were a basic 

prerequisite for a ballistic missile defense program, then a BMD might have 

been deployed years earlier. 

As early as the fall of 1965, evidence was accumulating that the 

development and deployment of NIKE-X would be competing with the 

cost of the Vietnam war. The Administration’s efforts to meet the financial 

burden of the war without increasing taxes, while holding defense spending 

down in the coming election year, meant the Defense Department might 

reject the Army’s proposal to initiate production of long leadtime items 

for NIKE-X. This decision would not be so critical to U.S. security if 

the only threat in the coming decade were the Chinese. However, evidence 

7 The reason for resumption of nuclear testing in 1961 (and the cause for opposition 

to the test ban treaty of 1963) was the need to know more about these nuclear phe- 

nomena and their effects on BMD warhead design and ICBM Kill. 
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was accumulating that the Soviets were deploying a BMD and their ICBM 

force was being increased. BMD proponents felt that, aside from these 

threats, technical progress was being made at such a rate operational de- 

ployment of NIKE-X could not but help to spur further BMD developments 

and breakthroughs. 

In November 1965, Dr. Charles M. Herzfeld, Deputy Director of 

ARPA, in a paper delivered to the New York Academy of Sciences, re- 

vealed that the Defense Department was actively studying the feasibility of 

developing a relatively low-cost, less sophisticated missile defense system 

for cities. Its purpose would be to provide urban area protection from an 

accidental or Nth-power ICBM firing, but not from a deliberate and 

sophisticated nuclear attack. 
He described ARPA’s role in missile defense, especially in terminal 

defense measures, and held that atmospheric sorting was the only feasible 

discrimination technique. Dr. Herzfeld said both nuclear and nonnuclear 

kill mechanisms should be looked into because of the blackout problem 

with the use of the former and the need for exact guidance intercept with 

the use of the latter. He agreed with the Betts Report: no target could be 

completely protected from a determined attacker; but he argued that a 

BMD system, coupled with fallout shelters, would save lives and “up” the 

price of attack. Dr. Herzfeld explained there are many reasons other than 

cost-effectiveness for deploying even a less than perfect defense. One reason 

was to gain operational experience which might lead to new developments 

in missile defense. Second, BMD would raise the price of entry for an 

aggressor determined to saturate a target, causing him to buy more missiles. 
Third, enough ABMs might be deployed in such a manner: 

. . . that the larger defended targets would be as unattractive to the 

attacker as the undefended smaller ones, so that he would not be able 

to do more damage to the country as a whole by ignoring the defended 

cities and concentrating on the undefended ones. [20] 

Fourth, the existence of BMD could force changes in an enemy’s 

targeting doctrine. He would have to choose whether to attack cities only, 

a mixture of cities and strategic offensive force bases, or the latter only. 

It would be necessary for him to calculate whether he had enough offen- 

sive capability to carry out such an attack in face of the defender’s in- 
vulnerable second-strike force and BMD. 

Fifth, even a poor defense, Herzfeld said, would make a significant 
difference, depending on the kind of target being protected. If the target 
were an ICBM silo, a less than perfect defense would still increase the 
number of survivable missiles. With such a BMD it would be irrelevant 
which silos were hit, since some fraction would be successfully defended: 
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This would enable one to increase the survivability of one’s own missile 
forces without increasing the number of missiles which one has, and 
would therefore be a relatively non-threatening way to strengthen one’s 
retaliatory force; in other words, it would be a stabilizing factor. [21] 

Sixth, Herzfeld argued “only in a few situations does defense produce 
an obviously stabilizing or destabilizing influence.” [22] 

By December 1965 no decision had been announced to deploy 
NIKE-X. However, William Beecher, writing in the journal of the AIAA 
(American Institute of Astronautics and Aeronautics), Astronautics and 

Aeronautics, reported Secretary McNamara had not changed his position 

on deployment; some of his aides had. At the December news conference 

the Defense Secretary said the Russian anti-missile missile: 

. . is not as advanced as ours and . . . neither one (either the U-S. 

or Soviet ABM) is an effective defense against the strategic nuclear 

forces which we have available to us today and which we will have 

available in the future. [23] 

In the end, President Johnson would be the final arbiter of the de- 

cision to deploy BMD. However, despite the development of a new ZEUS 

missile (DM15X2) with a longer range, which provided a reasonable basis 

for developing an area defense, capable of destroying and intercepting 

intercontinental and submarine-launched missile, no decision was expected 

in 1966 to deploy NIKE-X.* 

On December 1, 1965, The New York Times reported that a further 

postponement of the NIKE-X decision was likely, although research and 

development activities would continue at a high level during 1966 [24]. 

A major conflict appeared to be shaping up in 1966 between the 

Defense Department and the Army (which had JCS and congressional 

support) over the advisability of continuing to withhold production and 

deployment authorization in the face of the growing Soviet and Chinese 

strategic threats. The Army felt any further delay would place the United 

States in a dangerous position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union in the post-1970 

military environment. The Administration’s intransigence against a BMD 

was based on cost, the Vietnam war, the continuing East-West détente, 

and Soviet interpretation of such a deployment. Pressure not to deploy 

the system was gaining momentum outside the Government; and failure to 

get a shelter program through Congress upset the Administration’s rationale 

for damage limitation. 

8 Since the new missile could intercept ICBMs farther out in space, it could use a 

larger nuclear warhead than would be the case if interception were closer to earth, 

thereby maximizing the radiation emission effect and increasing the kill probability. 
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The BMD issue remained relatively muted, at least in Congress, during 

1964-1965 as the NIKE-X program moved ahead. Contributing to this 

situation was the belief by BMD proponents that after the first and second 

Chinese nuclear weapon tests some form of BMD would surely be deployed 

against a future Chinese missile threat. When such action was not forth- 

coming, despite the JCS recommendations and additional congressional 

authorizations for NIKE-X production, proponents of the BMD began anew 

their fight to have the system deployed. 

Because the controversy over whether to deploy NIKE-X increased 

both within and outside the Government, it is important for the reader to 

understand the arguments used for deploying missile defense. Until General 

Wheeler’s 1967 statement arguing for deployment of BMD, the single best 

statement favoring BMD was made by the late Major General Nicolai 

Talensky, a Soviet military historian and strategic analyst: ° 

. . the long development of the means of warfare has revealed one 

characteristic law: there is a kind of struggle between the means of attack 

and the means of defense. Sooner or later every new means of attack 

leads to the emergence of a means of defense. The latter did not always 

have a specific form in its initial stage, and was frequently the same 

means of attack, but improved and used in greater numbers. But in the 

subsequent stages of the competition between the means of attack and 

of defense, specific means of defense gradually become the rule. [25] 

Furthermore: 

. it frequently turned out that a new type of weapon was more 

effective at its initial stages than later. This happened because, as the 

new means of attack was developed and accepted, new means of com- 

bating it were also developed. Every rationally designed arms system 

tends to be a harmonious combination of the means of attack and the 

means of defense against it, of offensive and defensive armaments. [27] 

Talensky considered the possibilities that science and technology 

would eventually counterbalance the absolute weapons of attack with 

absolute weapons of defense. He pointed out that BMD is strictly 
defensive: 

The advantage of antimissile systems in the political and international 

law context is that their use is caused by an act of aggression, and they 

® Talensky reached the conclusion a BMD was only provocative if it was deployed 

by an “aggressive” nation. In fact, only an “aggressive” nation desired a BMD 

freeze. The only solution to the arms race, he said, is general and complete disarma- 

ment. Despite the cold war semantics and the Aesopian language, it is easy to see 

how his logic lent itself to the peculiarities of Soviet-American relations [26]. 
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will simply not work unless an aggressor’s rocket makes its appearance 
in flight over a given area. [28] 

He continued: 

An effective antimissile defense merely seems to build up the security 
of the peaceable, nonaggressive state; the fact that it is in possession of a 
combination of antimissile means and effective nuclear-rocket forces 
serves to promote the task of deterring a potential aggressor, insuring 
its own security, and maintaining the stability of world peace. [29] 

Thus: 

. in such conditions, the creation of an effective antimissile system 

enables the state to make its defenses dependent chiefly on its own pos- 

sibilities, and not only on mutual deterrence, that is, on the goodwill of 
the other side. [30] 

In addition, strategic offensive and defensive forces when taken together 

“substantially increase the stability of mutual deterrence, for any partial 

shifts in the qualitative and quantitative balance of these two component 

elements of mutual deterrence tend to be correspondingly compensated and 

equalized: [3.1] 

In the context of the assured destruction/damage-limitation strategy, 

Talensky said a deterrent strategy which relies solely on offensive forces to 

destroy the fabric of the enemy’s society will cause instability because the 

incentive to strike first is always present. Accordingly, stability was in- 

creased by maintaining a deterrent strategy which included both offensive 

and defensive forces. This was the antithesis of the argument propounded 

by opponents of BMD who saw stability as a function of mutually deterring 

offensive forces. The underlying assumption of those favoring deployment 

of BMD ran counter to the mutual-deterrence thesis in recognizing the 

possibility that national security may be better obtained through a combina- 

tion of strategic offensive and defensive forces. BMD proponents believed 

a mix of strategic forces would provide more security against a deliberate 

strike or a technological breakthrough in either the offense or defense than 

would a single force; i.e., offense only or defense only. 

In April 1965 Major General Austin W. Betts, Deputy Chief of Re- 

search and Development (now Lieutenant General and Army Chief of 

R&D), spoke at Purdue University to the Student Branch of the American 

Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics about NIKE-X. One reason for 

10 The remainder of his discourse was designed to refute the major arguments of 

Western arms control specialists who were against BMD deployment. This was done 

by equating Western arguments against BMD to the designs of an “aggressive” state. 
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deploying a BMD, he said, was the uncertain nature and direction of the 

strategic offensive and defensive Soviet threat. He averred that every year 

since 1960 the Army had been able to improve the NIKE system to meet 

each of the objections raised by its detractors “and is in a better position to- 

day to talk about an effective ballistic missile defense than we were in 1960.” 

For example, he referred to the limited traffic-handling capacity of NIKE- 

ZEUS as a fundamental weakness, and gave the fact that ZEUS’s radars 

could not be hardened and the presence of decoys as additional reasons for 

not committing NIKE-ZEUS to production. NIKE-X, Betts pointed out, 

was designed from the very beginning to overcome these weaknesses. In 

addition, he said, “the old assessment that the offense would overwhelm the 

defense with a trivial additional effort is just no longer true.” While a 

100-percent-effective defense was not likely, there was substantial cost in 

preparing the offense to penertate the defense. The Soviets, who do have 

limited resources, would find such costs relatively high. This reasoning is 

an additional argument for BMD, as it forces the enemy to allocate 

resources from other areas. However, he continued: 

. we can demonstrate that the system will have a wide range of 

effectiveness against the wide range of targets that might be brought 

against it. Just how effective it could be now becomes a matter of 

estimating the cost of possible deployment, and assessing the protection 

that might be afforded by each of those deployments against all reason- 

ably possible threats. These results must then be compared with other 

ways of spending the defense dollars—for example, civil defense, anti- 

submarine warfare, or strategic attack forces. [32] 

Betts attempted to refute Dyson’s contention that the high cost of a 

BMD precludes its deployment, arguing instead that expenditures for missile 

defense could provide significant levels of protection. On the question of 

upsetting stability, he said Dyson’s argument fails to be convincing for 

several reasons, one of which is there is no way to guarantee a 100-percent- 
effective defense: 

Therefore, even with a considerable commitment to defense on both 

sides, nuclear attack forces are so powerful that mutual deterrence will 

continue to exist. The contribution defense can make is not to seek 

illusive invulnerability, but rather to save lives and property in the event 
that deterrence fails.‘ [33] 

The critical question for Betts was not, “should we have insurance?” 
but, “how much?” [34] 

11 Putting it another way, he said, “buying seat belts doesn’t mean that you intend 
to smash into the car of someone you don’t like.” 
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The emergence of the Chinese nuclear threat, coupled with the techno- 
logical breakthrough in missile defense during 1965, led George Boehm, 
in an article in Fortune, to introduce a new argument for deploying a BMD: 

NIKE-X promises extremely good protection at relatively modest cost 
against a nuclear adversary of the Chinese magnitude. In fact, the system 
should be so successful in thwarting relatively feeble ICBM attacks that 
its very existence might discourage other nations hostile to the U.S. from 

even trying to develop long-range nuclear weapons for the rest of this 
century. [35] 

In addition, NIKE-X would provide a defense from the accidental 

firing of an ICBM. Boehm noted additional reasons for deploying BMD 

now. If it proved necessary to deploy one against the Soviet Union, it 

would be easier to do it from the existing Chinese version than “to start 

from scratch”; and if a nuclear war were to involve the controlled exchange 

of ICBM’s, then BMD would be a distinct advantage to its possessor. 
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CHAPTER 10 

The Year of Surprises—1966 

In his Posture Statement to the House Armed Services Committee in 1966, 
Secretary McNamara discussed the role of damage-limiting forces. From 
this analysis, he reached several conclusions relevant to missile defense: 

1. Against likely Soviet postures for the 1970s, appropriate mixes of 

Damage Limiting measures could effect substantial reductions in the 

maximum damage the Soviets could inflict, but only at substantial addi- 

tional cost to the U.S. over and above that required for Assured Destruc- 

tion. Even so, against a massive and sophisticated Soviet surprise attack 

on civil targets, there would be little hope of reducing fatalities below 

50 or more millions. 

2. An efficient Damage Limiting effort against the kinds of postures 

which the Soviets could achieve in the 1970s would require a mix of 

measures, including a full Civil Defense Fallout Shelter Program, ballistic 

missile defenses, anti-submarine (SLBM) defense, and improved bomber 

defenses. Against a very rapid buildup of Soviet missile forces based 

in hard silos, additional U.S. missile payload might have to be added. 

5. An ABM system employing long range exoatmospheric interceptors 

in addition to lower altitude interceptors could complicate even a 

sophisticated attacker’s ballistic missile penetration problem. It could 

also improve overall system performance compared to an equal cost 

system employing lower altitude interceptors only. However, this con- 

clusion is based on a preliminary analysis and there are still many 

unresolved questions about the design and performance of a system 

employing both exoatmospheric and low altitude interceptors. 

6. The entire problem of the extent and kind of efforts we should make 

to limit damage is dominated by the great uncertainties about Soviet re- 

sponses to those efforts. How far we should go in hedging against these 

uncertainties is one of the most difficult judgments which have to be 

made. Analytical techniques can focus the issue but no mechanical rule 

can substitute for such judgments. Accordingly, we should not now com- 

mit ourselves to a particular level of Damage Limitation against the 
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Soviet threat—first, because our deterrent makes general nuclear war 

unlikely, and second, because attempting to assure with confidence 

against all reasonably likely levels and types of attack is very costly, and 

even then the results are uncertain. Our choices should be responsive 

to prejections based upon the observed development of the Soviet threat 

and our evolving knowledge of the technical capabilities of our own 

forces. [1] 

Besides the Soviet threat, the Nth-country threat must be considered, 

a threat McNamara claimed was real, especially from China. Against the 

Chinese threat a moderately priced defense appeared promising. Of the 

Chinese, he said: 

. the development and deployment of even a small force of ICBM’s 
might seem attractive to them as a token, but still highly visible, threat 

to the U.S., designed to undermine our military prestige and credibility 

of any guarantee which we might offer to friendly countries. The prospect 

of an effective U.S. defense against such a force might not only be able 

to negate that threat, but might possibly weaken the incentives to produce 

and deploy such weapons altogether. [2] 

There appeared to be a high degree of confidence that not just a few 

cities, but the entire nation, might be protected by deploying some form of 

NIKE-X against the type of ICBM attack the Chinese might launch in the 

1970s. Such a deployment could be the basis for augmenting its effective- 

ness against larger or more sophisticated threats by adding more long-range 

ZEUS interceptor missiles, by improving the radars, or by increasing the 

number of cities with terminal defenses. Consequently: 

. . on the basis of our present knowledge of Chinese Communist 

nuclear progress, no deployment decision need be made now. However, 

the development of the essential components should be pressed forward 
vigorously. [3] 

On the basis of this rationale, the Defense Secretary did not recommend 

deployment. Instead, he requested $447 million for research, development, 

testing, and evaluation programs. This was in addition to the $119 million 

asked for by ARPA to continue: (1) missile defense studies, particularly 

Defender, which included the HIBEX, an extremely high-acceleration 

missile, and HAPDAR, a complementary hard point defense phased-array 
radar; (2) reentry measurements; (3) penetration aids; and (4) satellite 
defense. Elaborating, he said: 

Considering all of the uncertainties involved, including the nature and 
consequences of the Soviet reaction, the technical problems yet to be 
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solved, and the great cost of such deployment, I do not believe that a 
decision should be made now to undertake ‘an all-out Damage Limiting 
effort against the Soviet threat. [4] 

To support this decision, McNamara reminded the committee that in 
three of the last five years he had asked for a full fallout shelter program 
but was turned down each time. 

The tenor of the questions asked during these hearings indicated that 
Congress believed—as in past yearr—McNamara had unilaterally made 

the decision about NIKE-X. In 1965 General Wheeler testified that the 
Secretary of Defense: 

. not only seeks but listens to and heeds the views of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff on every occasion. He is always most careful to indicate in his 

various memoranda to the President or in his appearances here, for 

example, before the Congress, wherein he has disagreed with the Chiefs 

on a particular item. There is certainly no inclination on Secretary 

McNamara’s part to avoid getting the counsel of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

fully and completely. [5] 

Wheeler pointed out that McNamara has his own views, and is a 

man of: 

. strong opinions and views . . . while receptive to the views of 

others, and he certainly listens to the views of others, he is the man who 

makes the final decision. This is the role of the Secretary of Defense 

according to law, as compared with that of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. [6] 

The Secretary provided additional information on the decisionmaking 

process. First, the subject had been discussed thoroughly with the Army. 

Second, the prime and major subcontractors aided him with his decision. 

McNamara also asked that certain additional studies be carried out. In 

addition, offices within the Defense Department participated in these 

studies; for example, the Director of Defense Research and Engineering and 

the Army Staff. The efforts of all these groups were brought together at 

the quarterly meetings attended by the Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of the 

Army, and the primary contractors [7]. 

Despite all the recommendations and programs, McNamara insisted he 

would never sanction a BMD deployment against the Soviet threat because: 

(1) the Soviets can offset the defenses at a lower cost than the U.S. deploy- 

ment, (2) it would cost $25 billion to $30 billion to deploy, and (3) the 

United States would still suffer upwards of 50 million fatalities. The BMD 

effort would continue to be funded at the $500 million to $600 million 
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level because of the knowledge it provided for developing penetration aids 

and advancing the state of the art in defensive systems: 

It is possible that we will discover some technology or achieve the per- 

formance characteristics in some system that will so protect us as to 

warrant deployment, or the situation may change in some presently 

unforeseen way so as to make its deployment desirable. [8] 

Secretary McNamara revealed that NIKE-X underwent another 

change in 1965. See Table 1. The earliest NIKE-X (incorporating ZEUS, 

SPRINT, MAR, and MSR) had been designed to meet a multiple-object 

threat and had relied on atmospheric separation to discriminate decoys 

from real warheads: 

Initially, the deployment concept for NIKE-X contemplated the point 

defense of only a relatively small number of the larger cities against a 

heavy Soviet attack. [Then] . . . it became possible to consider extend- 

ing protection to smaller cities by modifying certain NIKE-X subsystems 

and using less extensive and sophisticated deployments. [9] 

The new system; the Defense Secretary said, would include a number of 

different types of radars: MAR, MSR, and perhaps VHF radars for long- 

range search. 

Dr. John Foster, who had recently replaced Dr. Harold Brown as 

Director of Defense Research and Engineering, discussed the major change 

which now made an area defense possible. This capability had been 

achieved by the addition of a new long-range interceptor (DM15X2) which 

increased the system’s effectiveness against an unsophisticated attack. This 

missile, Dr. Foster said, supplemented the terminal defense components 

of NIKE-X. He said the United States had pushed: 

. the modular (building bloc) design concept for NIKE-X still 

further in the direction of being able to provide a family of radars whose 

mix and quantity can be made to match various threat and required 

defense levels. In this connection, the MAR radar is being designed so 
that the version originally installed at operational sites will be consider- 

ably cheaper, with the capability to be upgraded as the threat becomes 
more sophisticated. [10] 

All of these components, Dr. Foster said, had a potential for hard point 

defense. The modified MAR was described by General Dick, Chief of 

Army R&D, as having resulted from varying the electronic components 

in MAR to develop a tactical MAR (TACMAR) which could be tailored 
to a specific deployment requirement. 

Again, as in 1965, the Joint Chiefs recommended the beginning of 
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production on long leadtime items for NIKE-X. The Army asked for 
$188 million for pre-production funds, which was turned down by the 
Defense Department. The Army did not believe that BMD (the modular 
concept), air defense, and fallout shelters were as irrevocably linked as 
McNamara and the JCS believed they were, arguing that a start on defense 
had to be made at some point [11]. 

There was some disagreement among the Chiefs over the question 
of shelters. Wheeler felt the nation would have a better chance of survival 

‘if there were 40, 60, or 70 million fewer fatalities, as would be the case if 
the United States had both a shelter program and BMD. Notwithstanding 

the costs, he believed BMD should be funded “in- an effort to save as 

much of our population as possible and to pose to the Soviets an additional 

complicating factor in their offensive actions.” [12] Wheeler’s statement 
is even more striking because he indicated an awareness of the central 
argument of BMD deployment: 

The first charge on the resources of this country, from a military point 

of view, is our strategic striking force. However, I try to look at this 

on both sides, and I believe that an additional damage limiting force, 

as well as an assured destruction force, is needed. [13] 

General Harold Donnelly, Director of the Defense Atomic Support 

Agency, argued that the NIKE-X could not be satisfactorily tested without 

violating the test ban treaty. Nevertheless, General Donnelly felt a BMD 

should be deployed in order to protect the country from the Soviets and 

to test the system to determine if it was effective [14]. 

Dr. Harold Brown, Secretary of the Air Force in 1965, said that while 

it is worth quite a lot to reduce casualties from 120 million to 60 million, it 

is not necessarily true that BMD will help deterrence [15]. 

During April it was revealed that a large-scale effort was under way 

to improve U.S. offensive capabilities in order to ensure that under the 

worst circumstances the United States possessed the capability to penetrate 

Soviet defenses. The decision to ensure penetration rather than provide 

the United States with a defensive system reflected part of the reasoning 

behind the Administration’s decision not to deploy NIKE-X. According 

to the decisionmakers, it was cheaper, more efficient, and more effective 

to ensure penetration than it was to build an uncertain defense for protec- 

tion of targets which could probably be destroyed in an all-out attack. This 

reasoning did not apply in the case of the Chinese (since their threat was 

not considered sophisticated) nor to the hard point defense missile sites 

which would contribute to the survivability of the assured destruction 

retaliatory forces. 

Indicative of the differences of opinion between Congress and the 
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Administration over NIKE-X, the Senate Armed Forces Committee during 

April took the initiative and recommended the appropriation of $167.9 

million in order to buy long leadtime items to shorten the date to initial 

operational capability (IOC) and to spur the Administration into deploy- 

ment of the NIKE-X [16]. However, the committee could not compel the 

Administration to spend the money. Congress’ action in recommending 

these additional funds for production showed its growing concern over the 

Soviet strategic threat—in particular the BMD program—and the Adminis- 

tration’s refusal to deploy NIKE-X despite the advice and urging of the 

JCS. 
Because McNamara had decided to override the JCS recommendation 

on NIKE-X deployment, the Senate hoped to force a reopening of the 

deployment issue and other, more fundamental, defense policy issues, 

especially those related to the possibility of a Soviet technical coup in 

strategic offensive and defensive missile systems. Early in May the House 

Armed Services Committee announced unanimous support for the Senate 

committee’s NIKE-X appropriation recommendation [17]. This prompted 

Secretary McNamara to reiterate his position that (1) the cost of an ABM 

compared to other forms of damage-limitation protection was high; (2) 

there was uncertainty as to Soviet reaction to an American BMD deploy- 

ment; (3) the Chinese threat was not yet well enough advanced to warrant 

deployment of NIKE-X; and (4) without the inclusion of a meaningful fall- 

out shelter program, the lowered potential of this system to save lives did 

not warrant its production. In May 1966 the Chinese exploded their first 

hydrogen device. 

Opposition to BMD deployment was not confined to the Executive 

Branch, its advisors, and certain civilian strategists and scientists. In 

1966, a vociferous minority had developed in the Congress against BMD. 

This group was enlarged considerably in both houses by 1968. Aside from 

the Annual Defense Appropriations and Authorizations Hearings in which 

the BMD program was discussed, in three instances before 1968 the deploy- 

ment issue was the subject of debate and vote. Each of the debates had 

transpired as a result of an amendment to delete funds for BMD production 

and deployment. Of the three instances before 1968, only two were subject 

to a roll-call vote; both in the Senate, one in 1963. 

1JIn early 1966 it appeared that a heightening feud was taking place between the 

Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The areas of controversy included 

not only missile defense but the gravity of the Soviet technological threat and the 
ability of the United States to maintain its military superiority. Moreover, members of 
Congress were lining up with the JCS on these matters and conduct of the Vietnam 
war. See Robert Hotz, “A Vital Probe,” Aviation Week and Space Technology, 
February 28, 1966, p. 11, and George C. Wilson, “Joint Chiefs Fear Soviet Technical 
Coup,” Aviation Week and Space Technology, February 28, 1966, p. 16. 
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The House Armed Services Committee authorized the additional 
$153.3 million for NIKE-X procurement because: 

We have long felt that the Department of Defense did not have a proper 
sense of urgency in the field of the anti-ballistic missile defense system. 
This added authority could save about 1 year in the time required be- 
tween a deployment decision and achievement of the first operational 
capability. [18] 

Representative Melvin Price (D-IIl.) presented the case for providing 

money toward NIKE-X production. First, the threat from Russia and 

China was changing and growing in sophistication and complexity; so long 

as the nation depended on deterrence alone for its security, tens of millions 

of casualties would result from a nuclear attack. Second, deployment of a 

Soviet BMD would certainly upset the favorable balance of military power 

for the United States. Third, the cost and complexity of NIKE-X would 

demand the earliest possible start [19]. 

In July 1966, during the House Appropriations Committee meeting, 

Representative Jeffrey Cohelan (D-Calif.) offered an amendment to an 

Appropriations Bill then before the Committee to strike $163.3 million 

for pre-production of the NIKE-X. Cohelan said: 

We are taking the first step ... in the procurement of this costly 

weapons system, without adequate public debate, without adequate con- 

sideration of the system’s effectiveness or reflection on its conse- 

quences. [20] 

He felt there was no evidence to warrant an expenditure of this nature, when 

there was still evidence that the system could be saturated in a massive 

attack using sophisticated decoys and penetration aids. Also, the NIKE-X 

system had a fallout shelter prerequisite, the decision for which neither 

“the Congress nor the country has been asked to make.” In addition, this 
system would not be the best one available; therefore, since neither the 

President nor DOD wanted this money, and probably would not spend it 

even if it were appropriated, why appropriate it? To appropriate this money 

would be to force a deployment decision prematurely, according to what 

Cohelan had gathered in discussions with scientists at the University of 

California, in Washington, and in other places. If money were to be spent 

on defense, it should be spent on increasing the capabilities of U.S. offensive 

weapons by adding to their penetration effectiveness, not spent to procure 

a BMD. Cohelan, like others opposed to deploying BMD, pointed out the 

international effects of an American BMD deployment on the arms race, 

arms control negotiations, and Soviet-American relations. Additional 

arguments were put forth by Representative Weston Vivian (D-Mich.). 
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He argued that any defense would be weak and ineffective; it would upset 

the balance of power; and now was not the time to make the decision, 

especially since the President, who must make the decision, had not yet said 

we need BMD [21]. 

Representative Mahon thought it wise to vote for the authorization, 

since it would contribute to progress and be a further down payment on the 

eventual deployment of BMD. Representative Sikes said: 

We cannot wait until there is a missile attack before we start building a 

defense against missiles. It takes years. I do not want to expose the 

American people unnecessarily to the possibility of attack. [22] 

Commenting on the objection that our deploying BMD might provoke 

the Soviets to a greater effort and precipitate an arms race, Sikes said it 

would be silly even to approve the bill being considered if we are going to 

operate on the premise that we cannot undertake the defense of this 

country because it may make the Russians unhappy, angry, cause them to 

build more weapons, or cause them to attack us: 

No, we do not provoke the enemy to attack by defending ourselves. We 

deter attack. The only real security the free world has is in our military 

strength and defense capability, in the invulnerability of this Nation 

to attack; not in hopeful pronouncements by diplomats, and even less in 

the wishful thinking of those who believe that all problems can be settled 
through negotiation. [23] 

The whole reason for the appropriation was to buy a little time, since 

the Soviets were already ahead of the United States. The cost was small 

compared to the lives that could be saved and the war it might prevent; if 

the Soviets could afford it, declared Sikes, I think the United States can, too. 

The late Representative Glenard Lipscomb (R-Calif.) explained 

that the whole purpose of including the NIKE-X production funds was to 

make it possible for the President to save one year between a decision to 

deploy and an operational capability, and that the failure of Congress to act 

would delay an Executive Branch decision. 

The decision as to whether or not to produce and deploy an anti- 

ballistic missile system in this country is one of major significance. Such 

a decision involves consideration of an almost indescribably complex 

combination of factors including psychological, political, financial, 

technological and strategic ones. It is a decision in which military 
departments, our State Department, the President, and the Congress 

must participate. The final decision, under our form of government, 

rests with the President in his capacity as Commander in Chief. 
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Congress has the responsibility to act in a responsible fashion and 
in a cooperative manner so as to make available to the President the 
legal authority and funds necessary to complement the decision to deploy 
such a system. [24] 

Cohelan’s amendment was not voted on in committee or reported 
out, and the House approved the bill (392 to 1) as reported out of com- 
mittee [25]. 

A similar debate took place in the Senate in August 1966 when the 
Senate was considering an additional appropriation of $153 million for 

procuring long leadtime items for the NIKE-X. Senator Joseph Clark 

(D-Pa.) offered an amendment to delete this item. “There are three com- 

pelling reasons for refusing to appropriate funds for the deployment of an 
anti-ballistic missile at this time,” said Clark. 

First, we do not now have the know-how to build an anti-missile defense 

that would give us any reasonable assurance of security. [26] 

He thought the Administration should be commended for its decision not 

“to plunge ahead with the premature deployment of a relatively primitive 

anti-ballistic missile which would not materially enhance our security from 

an attack by our most powerful adversary.” 

Second, at a time when domestic programs, such as education, mass 

transit, health, housing, and the war on poverty are being cut back 

or held back for lack of funds, we certainly should not appropriate funds 

for a vastly expensive weapons system of such dubious value, which 

the administration had not requested and does not want. [27] 

Citing the Arms Control Panel Report’s recommendation for a three-year 

BMD moratorium, Clark concluded: 

A decision to proceed with a huge new weapons system might very well 

provoke a similar move by the Russians, escalating the arms race and 

increasing world tensions.” [28] 

Senator Stephen Young (D-O.) supported the Clark amendment 

and stated that no nuclear power is threatening the peace of the world now; 

the Soviet Union has changed in the last 15 years and is evincing coopera- 

tion toward us and hoping for coexistence. “It is inconceivable that while 

Adrian Fisher at the ENDC in Geneva is urging the United States and the 

2Clark read into the record: James Reston, “McNamara and the Anti-Ballistic 

Missile,” The New York Times, July 20, 1966, p. 20, which pointed out that the 

United States may be slipping into a commitment to deploy against the will and 

intentions of the Administration. 
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Soviet Union to renounce the building of ABM systems, Congress wants 

to appropriate $153 million for pre-production of such a system,” said 

Young. In addition, since BMD requires shelters to make it effective, more 

money will be added to the “civil defense boondoggle which has to date 

cost taxpayers more than $1.5 billion.” [29] 
Those in opposition to this amendment did not attack Clark on his 

reasoning, but as Senator Saltonstall pointed out: 

We cannot control expenditures of the Executive Branch, but we can— 

where there is a difference of opinion between men in uniform who have 

the ultimate responsibility for our defenses and the civilians who have 

the ultimate responsibility for cost—but the money in and they need 

not spend it. That is the whole purpose of putting in money for the 

NIKE-X where, I repeat, the development has been extraordinarily ad- 

vanced over the past 2 years. [30] 

Senator Richard Russell, who until 1966 was vigorously opposed to 

BMD production, stated why he had changed his opinion: 

. . . because_I do not think we had reached the stage of development 

that justified embarking upon the expenditure of such large amounts of 

money. We have expended about $2 billion on research and develop- 

ment. But now we have advanced to the stage where we believe we can 

defend at least some of our cities. [31] 

Russell also pointed out: 

The time has come when Congress should share the responsibility for 

developing an anti-missile system with the President. We cannot do 

it without this provision ($153 billion appropriation). If the Executive 

department does not spend the money, it will not be the first time. . . . 

The Administration has taken that responsibility (not spending funds 

for other projects), but Congress, in measuring up to its responsibility, 
provided the funds. [32] 

Senator Symington said: 

With all due respect to military authorities, or to scientific minds who 

for years have preached a doctrine of “If we will only be peaceful, they 

will be peaceful,” I believe this request is needed and therefore worth- 
while, and this despite my becoming increasingly worried about the money 

now being asked from Congress, and appropriated by the Congress. [33] 

Senator Russell Long (D-La.) felt this issue was “a matter of being first 
with the best in defense,” because “there is no advantage in being second 
best in defense.” [34] Senator Thurmond made a major speech on behalf 
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of the appropriation, pointing out that for the last 9 years he had been 
working toward the creation of BMD. He urged the defeat of this amend- 
ment especially in view of the fact that for the last two years the JCS had 
urged the Secretary of Defense to begin pre-production engineering on 
NIKE-X [35]. 

Senator Stennis emphasized the fact that if the Soviets should get BMD 
first, the “game would be up,” and therefore we must move ahead. More 
importantly, he said: 

It is high time that the legislative branch of this Government shares the 

responsibility of what could be the most momentous decision we have 
to make this year on our future military program. [36] 

Sympathizing with Clark’s efforts toward disarmament, Senator John 

Sherman Cooper (R-Ky.) felt that while millions would die if nuclear 

weapons were ever used, there was another factor to be considered. 

. until some enforceable agreements can be made, the possession 

is a deterrent to war, a deterrent to this destruction. And if this weapon, 

awful as it is, but necessary as it is, could be developed and in the 

possession of the United States, certainly so if the Russians should de- 

velop it, that fact is a deterrent which we hope may help avoid war until 

these agreements could occur. [37] 

The amendment was defeated 14-43. (See Table 2). 

Late in May, the Army announced the start of a very-high-frequency 

(VHF) radar project, designed to increase the search range and the 

acquisition capabilities of NIKE-X. This was the beginning of the perimeter 

acquisition radar (PAR) which was later developed into an ultra-high- 

frequency (UHF) radar in order to reduce the effects of ionization phe- 

nomena on its performance. This new radar, the fourth (MAR, MSR, 

and TACMAR) incorporated in the NIKE-X system, was expected to 

play a key role in any NIKE-X configuration deployed against the Chinese 

or Nth-power nations. 

In the summer of 1966 the United States apparently was preparing to 

deploy a limited NIKE-X system against the Chinese. The system then 

being discussed would cost between $8 billion and $12 billion and would 

employ a dozen ZEUS batteries, associated MSRs, and a small number of 

VHF acquisition radars. The proposed system would provide a thin area 

defense using the DM15X2 missile and was tailored to the Chinese threat, 

differing in deployment concept from anything discussed in connection 

with NIKE-X. It would have limited growth potential so as not to influence 

or provoke a Soviet reaction. 

Congressional testimony revealed a preponderance of negative 
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opinions within ARPA and the higher echelons of the Defense Department 

regarding BMD deployment against the Soviets. It was felt that a light 

area defense could be useful if a nuclear war were long and initial Soviet 

attacks were directed away from cities. Differences of opinion continued 

to reflect concern over the warhead kill problem. Improved guidance- 

intercept technology might lead to smaller warheads’ being used to destroy 

incoming missiles with the same assurance as with the large-yield warhead. 

This improvement would reduce further the need for shelters, since the 

damage wrought by a large warhead exploded at 100,000 to 150,000 feet 

was enough to wreck a modern city, whereas the level of damage was 

considerably less from a smaller warhead. 

Additional research to advance ballistic-missile-defense concepts and 

technology farther was part of the instructions the Army received from 

the Defense Department. This order was designed to ensure continued ad- 

vances in BMD technology, pending an Executive decision to deploy. Any 

deployment decision was contingent on the findings of three key investiga- 

tions then in progress. The Army, DDR&E, and a special group of the 

Defense Department’s Defense Science Board (headed by Dr. Richard 

Latter of The RAND Corporation and Dr. Eugene Fubini, the former 

Deputy Director of DDR&E) carried out these studies [38]. 

Despite apparent optimism, similar to that which existed during the 

summer of 1965, evidence began to appear that a decision to deploy a 

BMD against the Chinese might be deferred for another year. Three 

articles in The New York Times described the growing Soviet strategic 

threat [39]. The authors pointed out the American effort to offset Soviet 

strategic offensive and defensive advantages by developing and deploying 

more advanced and sophisticated offensive weapons wtih numerous penetra- 

tion aids rather than deploying a defense of its own. This commitment to 

increase security through improvements in offensive weapon systems, rather 

than attempting to create a balanced deterrent using a mix of offensive 

and defensive forces, pointed up the direction and thinking of the Adminis- 

tration’s defense policy. The rationale for not deploying continued to be 

based on economic and political, rather than technical and military, con- 

siderations. [40] 

Even with the successful firing of a Chinese nuclear armed missile in 

late 1966, the Administration held that there was still considerable time 

to deploy before the Chinese ICBM threat became real, and said it had 

no intention of spending the additional funds appropriated in 1966 by 

Congress for BMD. 

On November 11, 1966, Secretary McNamara revealed that a Soviet 
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_ BMD was being deployed,’ but that no decision had been made to produce 
and deploy the NIKE-X system or any component of it in response to this 
new event [41]. Rather, the Secretary said he would recommend the 
production and deployment of an advanced POLARIS-type missile 
(POSEIDON) both of which are launched underwater by submarine which 
could effectively penetrate any Soviet defense. This was thought to be 
cheaper than deploying NIKE-X [42]. 

The announcement that Soviet offensive and defensive missile deploy- 
ments and improvements would still not result in a NIKE-X deployment 
sparked a renewed congressional effort to get a missile defense system 

deployed. The opponents of the BMD were expected to continue their 

opposition to its deployment because of their fear that this would accelerate 
the arms race. Many of these opponents, recognizing the potential effect 

of the increased Soviet offensive and defensive capabilities, argued that 

the United States should develop and deploy a massive new ICBM force, 

much as it did in response to the “missile gap” fear of the early 1960s. 

This, they suggested, would maintain U.S. nuclear superiority and security 

while precluding the need for a BMD. 

In fact, a new round in the arms race had begun long before 1966. 

Yet opponents of BMD saw in the Soviet deployment of second-generation, 

hardened, solid-fueled ICBMs, the prospect of a new era of stability, an 

era which would be upset by the U.S. deployment of BMD, but not by a 

Soviet missile defense. 

Two questions affecting NIKE-X now faced the United States: (1) 

how good was the Soviet defense and (2) what guarantee was there that 

the Chinese would adhere to the weapons development timetable Washing- 

ton had predicted? It was expected that these questions would precipitate 

a new round of debate concerning deployment of a U.S. missile defense. 

In any event, the Chinese and Soviet technical and military developments 

did not appear at the time to alter the White House decision not to deploy 

NIKE-X. In fact, by late 1966 there were more cogent political and 

financial reasons (the escalating cost of Vietnam, for one) not to deploy 

than there were military ones to deploy. 

In late November The New York Times reported that preliminary 

discussions had been held with some NATO members concerning the 

3 McNamara had long thought the Soviet deployment of BMD was an error and 

carry-over from its rationale to deploy an air defense system which reflected a 

philosophy about strategic defense different from the one existing in the United States. 

See Michael Getler, “McNamara Says Soviets Err on ABM,” Missiles and Rockets, 

May 2, 1966, p. 12. 
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feasibility of a U.S. BMD deployment in Europe.* Concurrently, a similar 

technical study was under way in this country concerning the deployment 

in Japan of a U.S. BMD (although there had not been any discussions with 

Japanese officials) [43]. 

The most startling development in the period following the announce- 

ment of the Soviet BMD deployment was a report that the United States 

was considering asking the Soviet Union for a moratorium on BMD deploy- 

ment; a recommendation suggested a year earlier by the Arms Control and 

Disarmament Committee, chaired by Wiesner and Gilpatric of the Na- 

tional Citizens Commission of the White House Conference on Interna- 

tional Cooperation. Believing the Soviet BMD effort was not an all-out 

one and that a costly upward spiral of the arms race would be touched off 

if either side deployed a BMD system, the Administration hoped to delay 

or even prevent such a race by seeking the moratorium. While a decision 

on the possibility of making this request was not expected until January 

or February, the Administration was said to favor delaying its own BMD 

decision for at least another year. The decision to wait for a Soviet answer 

to the proposal was expected to forestall increasing Congressional pressure 

to deploy NIKE-X [44]. 

On December 22, 1966, Secretary of State Rusk confirmed for the 

first time that discussions were taking place within the Administration to 

find a means to halt the arms race. Secretary Rusk said he hoped both sides 

would find a means to limit the arms race and thus avoid the “wholly new 

major levels of expenditure” that would be required by deployment of 

anti-missile defense systems by the two major powers [45]. This plea 

reflected the Administration’s reluctance to deploy BMD which, in the end, 

would cost both the United States and the Soviet Union a great deal of 

money and would not provide any more security than that which already 

existed. 

The year ended with no positive decision taken to deploy the NIKE-X 

system. However, during 1966 a sense of urgency, communicated by the 

stepped-up tempo of the arms race, renewed underground nuclear testing,® 

and new developments in the NIKE-X system, indicated that a sharp dis- 

agreement (if not a full-scale investigation of the U.S. BMD program and 

the Administration’s position on it) might be upcoming. 

The question of missile defense deployment came to figure increasingly 

4 A move advocated earlier in the year in the February 1966 issue of Interavia, p. 185. 

5 John W. Finney asserted that the accelerating race to develop a missile defense 
system set off the new round of underground nuclear testing in 1966-1967. See “U.S. 
and Soviet Begin a New Atomic Test Race,” The New York Times, December 21, 
1966, p. 26. 
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in international arms control discussions as part of U.S. arms control 
policy. On August 2, 1966, ACDA Deputy Director Adrian Fisher discussed 
before the ENDC a freeze on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. This 
freeze was the sixth part of a six-part nuclear disarmament program pre- 
sented by President Johnson on January 27, 1965, to the ENDC.* This 
freeze proposal had been before the ENDC for some time, and in September 
1966 U.S. United Nations Ambassador Arthur Goldberg suggested that not 
only a freeze, but a reduction, in the number of strategic nuclear offensive 
and defensive vehicles should be explored [46]. 

Lester Pearson of Canada advocated an agreement between the super- 

powers not to deploy anti-ballistic missiles, and the British Disarmament 

Minister Lord Chalfont on June 16, 1966, had said that the deployment of 

BMD would lead the arms race into a new and irreversible phase and, 

“furthermore, that a serious threat will be posed to whatever stability is 

provided by the present balance of power.” [47] 

On August 16, 1966, Fisher presented the rationale for including 

BMD in any strategic nuclear weapons freeze. He argued that the basis for 

stability existed because both sides, with their offensive forces, could inflict 

unacceptable damage on the other. One side, in the face of the other’s 

BMD deployment, might be concerned with its ability to inflict unacceptable 

damage to the defender. Such a situation, said Fisher, “would create un- 

desirable tensions and uncertainties and would threaten to destroy the 

existing stability.” [48] 

Any nation confronted with the possibility of another’s deploying 

BMD when only an agreement to limit offensive forces existed would have 

two alternatives: (1) abrogate the agreement and build new offensive forces 

or (2) build a BMD of its own. “Neither of these choices would be de- 

sirable.” Fisher concluded: 

If one power displays an anti-missile system in addition to existing of- 

fensive systems, other nations might fear that their relative strategic 

capability was being eroded and therefore undertake one or more 

counteractions, such as the parallel deployment of an anti-ballistic missile 

system, increased offensive deployment, or the introduction of new or 

improved types of weapons capable of penetrating or by-passing ballistic- 

missile defenses. The resulting arms race would be self-defeating. [49] 

6 The other five parts were: (1) nonproliferation, (2) international safeguards over 

relevant peaceful nuclear activities, (3) strengthening of the U.N. and other inter- 

national security arrangements so that those nations which forswore nuclear weapons 

could do so without fear, (4) extension of the limited nuclear test ban treaty to 

cover underground testing as well, and (5) halting or slowing down of the production 

of fissionable material for weapons. 
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These points were reiterated in the letter of transmittal of ACDA’s 

Sixth Annual Report to President Johnson on January 23, 1967. The 

President, in his transmittal letter to Congress on ACDA’s annual report, 

warned that despite the hope that a nonproliferation treaty would be con- 

cluded, missile defenses held the key to any further escalation in the arms 

race. Any such deployment, he felt, would be a futile step in the nuclear 

race [SO]. 
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CHAPTER 11 

Sentinel—The Chinese Defense System Decision 

In his State of the Union Message in January 1967, President Johnson an- 
nounced a decision to seek an accord with the Soviets to halt BMD deploy- 
ment. He said: 

We have the solemn duty to slow down the arms race between us, if that 

is at all possible, in both conventional and nuclear weapons and defenses. 

And I thought we were making some progress in that direction the first 

few months I was in office. And I realize that any additional race would 

impose on our peoples, and on all mankind, for that matter, additional 

waste of resources with no gain in security to either side. [1] 

The President in his message implied that the United States would 

defer any missile defense deployment decision, hoping the Soviets would 

slow down or halt their deployment and engage in BMD limitation talks.* 

Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson carried a special message to the Soviet 

leaders regarding a BMD moratorium [2]. In addition, the United States 

continued to undertake measures to ensure the continued penetrability of 

Soviet missile defenses by the U.S. ICBM force. 

By 1967, NIKE-X entered another phase. It now consisted of a 

new, long-range interceptor, called SPARTAN (DMI15X2), capable of 

exo-atmospheric intercept, which replaced ZEUS and a long-range surveil- 

lance radar, PAR. Together these developments constituted a substantial 

base for an area defense system. 
A Senate Disarmament Subcommittee favored the idea of a BMD 

moratorium and was concerned that the President was not showing enough 

1Jt should be remembered that up until the beginning of 1967 the members of the 

Administration responsible for BMD policy, in particular Secretary McNamara, 

believed that any form of deployment was against the long-run interests of the 

United States. The failure of some of the strongest opponents of BMD to realize 

that certain forms of deployment might be more desirable than none at all 

complicated the President’s decision. It appears rather odd, too, that the United 

States would take the initiative to talk about limiting missile defenses when it 

had none deployed and the Soviets did. Any talks would certainly be undertaken by 

the United States from a position of weakness, since it lacked a BMD. 
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urgency in the matter. The subcommittee agreed to support the deferment 

of BMD deployment in return for a Soviet commitment to do likewise. Ap- 

parently the President had expected considerable pressure from Congress 

to deploy NIKE-X after events in 1966 made it likely the deployment issue 

would reach a climax in 1967. Instead, he was greeted by favorable re- 

action. Senator Albert Gore (D-Tenn.) indicated that joint hearings would 

be held between his Disarmament Subcommittee and his Subcommittee on 

International Agreements of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee. He also 

suggested to the Administration that it should determine if the Soviets 

were willing to enter into an agreement before Congress adjourned so 

Congress could authorize a missile defense deployment if the Soviets 

declined [3]. 

Several days later the Administration announced that the Soviets 

might be interested in a BMD freeze and talks between Rusk and Soviet 

Ambassador to the United States Anatoliy Dobrynin had taken place 

several weeks before the President’s announcement to seek an accord [4]. 

In his Budget Message, the President said: 

In [FY] 1968 we will: continue intensive development of NIKE-X but 

take no action now to deploy an antiballistic missile (ABM) defense; 

initiate discussions with the Soviet Union on the limitation of ABM de- 

ployments; in the event these discussions prove unsuccessful, we will 

reconsider our deployment decision. To provide for actions that may be 

required at that time, approximately $375 million has been included in 

the 1968 budget for the production of NIKE-X for such purposes as 

defense of our offensive weapons systems [{author’s italics]. [5] 

The deployment rationale appeared to have shifted from the Chinese toward 

the Soviets. 

Secretary of Defense McNamara, in his Annual Posture Statement, 

went into greater detail about missile defense. In light of the Soviet strategic 

buildup, in particular in its deployment of BMD, the Secretary indicated 

that the United States would produce and deploy POSEIDON SLBMs 

and improved penaids, increase the proportion of MINUTEMAN III 

ICBMs and provide them with an improved third stage, and initiate the 

development of new RVs specifically designed to penetrate BMD-defended 

targets [6].7_ McNamara reasoned that if the Soviet deployment were less 

than his worst case assumption and the United States proceeded to improve 

2 This was MIRV, which was not officially reported until December 1967 by 

Dr. Foster. However, William Beecher broke the story about MIRVs on POSEIDON 

and MINUTEMAN III in his article in The New York Times, “Missile to Carry 
Warhead Cluster,” January 20, 1967, p. 1. Hanson Baldwin used the acronym MIRV 
in his article in The New York Times, “Soviet Antimissile System Spurs New U.S. 
Weapons,” February 5, 1967, p. 1. 
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its posture with the worst case in mind, the Soviets would be worse off than 
if they had not started their deployment. The Secretary expressed concern 
with the possibility that the Soviets might deploy a hard-target kill capabil- 
ity. He indicated that NIKE-X might be a partial solution if U.S. land-based 
ICBMs were threatened. 

McNamara discussed the use of NIKE-X to protect cities. He postu- 
lated two deployments, A and B. The former, costing $9.9 billion, was a 
light defense of the top 25 U.S. cities, consisting of area and terminal de- 

fenses. Only a number of the largest cities would be provided with terminal 

defenses. Posture B, costing $19.4 billion, was similar to Posture A with 

respect to overlapping area defenses but had terminal defenses for 50 cities 

(twice the number in Posture A).* Only later, in House Authorization 

Hearings, were the numbers and identification of the cities revealed [7]. 

McNamara illustrated the problem associated with deploying NIKE-X 

to protect cities. With no U.S. BMD, the Soviets could kill 120 million 

people. With Postures A and B and no Soviet response to them, a Soviet 

first strike would kill 40 million and 30 million Americans, respectively. 

If the United States struck first, the United States would lose to Soviet 

retaliation 100 million, 30 million, and 20 million people, respectively. 

But if the Soviets, like the United States, were determined to maintain an 

assured destruction capability—and McNamara believed this to be so— 

then the Soviets would be forced to respond to U.S. deployment. The 

Soviets, if they struck first, would be able to inflict 120 million fatalities 

on the United States whether it had no BMD or had either Posture A or B! 

He concluded: 

It is the virtual certainty that the Soviets will act to maintain their deter- 

rent which casts such grave doubts on the advisability of our deploying 

the NIKE-X system for the protection of our cities against the kind of 

heavy, sophisticated missile attack they could launch in the 1970's. [8] 

Earlier, he said: 

It is this interaction between our strategic forces programs and those of 

the Soviet Union which leads us to believe that there is a mutuality of 

3 McNamara pointed out there would be a number of problems with any deployment: 

(1) the need for proper system integration and computer programming; (2) proto- 

type developments might not be produceable in quantity without extensive re-engineer- 

ing, which would delay deployment and spiral costs; (3) unprotected taxpayers would 

demand that they should be protected and not just the big cities; (4) an initial small 

BMD systems deployment would eventually expand to a $40-billion or $50-billion 

10-year cost system; (5) a new bomber defense would be required to prevent the 

Soviets from end-running NIKE-X; and (6) the shelter program would have to 

be accelerated. Adding the cost of items 5 and 6 to Postures A and B would increase 

the cost of A to $12.2 billion and of B to $21.7 billion. 
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interests in limiting the deployment of anti-ballistic-missile defense 

systems. If our assumption that the Soviets are also striving to achieve as 

[an] Assured Destruction capability is correct, and I am convinced that 

it is, then in all probability all we would accomplish by deploying ABM 

systems against one another would be to increase greatly our respective 

defense expenditures, without any gain in real security for either side. [9] 

Regarding China, McNamara felt the United States had time to deploy 

BMD before China developed any significant offensive force and therefore 

could safely postpone a deployment. In light of his analysis, McNamara 

proposed a $440-million RDT&E effort and $375 million for pre-produc- 

tion of NIKE-X if the negotiations initiated by the President proved 

successful. 
The Joint Chiefs disagreed with Secretary McNamara’s decision, and 

General Wheeler, speaking for the Chiefs, said 

. we believe we should go ahead now and start to deploy a light 

defense as a first step in moving toward possibly the Posture A, which 

the Secretary outlined in his statement. [10] 

The bulk of General Wheeler’s statement is presented below as it still 

represents the single most lucid argument for deployment and stands in 

contrast to McNamara’s assumptions and reasoning. The year before, 

Wheeler had pointed out that the JCS had recommended a NIKE-X area 

defense deployment similar to 1967s Posture A for a number of the most 

densely populated areas. The recommendation was made for two reasons: 

Firstly, we had continued to watch the growing Soviet ability to 

destroy our population and our industry, and second, the research and 

development program on NIKE-X had reached a point where we felt 

that the NIKE-X was ready for deployment. [11] 

By 1967 the intelligence community was certain the Soviets were 

deploying BMD. Moreover, it was believed the Soviets probably would 

extend and improve their system in the future. Offensively, the Soviets had 

accelerated the deployment of hardened ICBMs. The reason for this is 
uncertain, said Wheeler. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff don’t know whether the Soviet overall 

objective is strategic nuclear parity or superiority. In either case, we 

believe that their probable aims are one or more of the following: 

First, to reduce the United States assured destruction capability— 
that is, our ability to destroy their industry and their people. 

Second, to complicate the targeting problem which we have in direct- 
ing our strategic forces against the Soviet Union. 
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Third, to reduce our confidence in our ability to penetrate Soviet 
defenses, thereby reducing the possibility that the United States would 
undertake a pre-emptory first strike against the Soviet Union, even under 
extreme provocation. 

Fourth, to achieve an exploitable capability, permitting them freedom 
to pursue their national aims at conflict levels less than general nuclear 
war. [12] 

The fundamental reason for not deploying NIKE-X last year according 
to Secretary McNamara, observed Wheeler, was that our security with 

BMD would not be any greater and would not lessen the risk of a Soviet 

attack or reduce damage to the United States in any meaningful sense if 
an attack occurred. Wheeler continued: 

We feel that this judgment assumes that Soviet reaction to NIKE-X 

deployment will be equal, opposite, feasible, and possible. We don’t 

think that it gives sufficient weight to important interactions associated 

with deploying NIKE-X, and importantly, consideration of the inter- 

action of not deploying the NIKE-X appears not to be weighed suffi- 

ciently. [13] 

In fact, the high price the Soviets must pay to overcome NIKE-X includes: 

~“the economic and technological expenditures necessary to counter the 

NIKE-X” and “the diversion of resources from other high-priority pro- 

grams.” The remaining portion of General Wheeler’s statement is included 

below, as it presents the best integrative argument for deploying NIKE-X. 

Again, we feel that they would also be faced with the grave un- 

certainties associated with targeting against an ABM defended nation. 

We believe that the Soviet offensive and defensive buildup does increase 

the risk of nuclear war because, in the first place, deterrence is a combina- 

tion of forces in being and state of mind. 

Should the Soviets come to believe that their ballistic missile defense, 

coupled with a nuclear attack on the United States, would limit damage 

to the Soviet Union to a level acceptable to them, whatever that level is, 

our forces would no longer deter, and the first principle of our security 

policy is gone. 

I should say here that while I certainly agree—and so do the Joint 

Chiefs—that the basis of deterrence is the ability to destroy an attacker 

as a viable nation, as a part of this, there is also the ability of the nation 

to survive as a nation—in other words, the converse of the first point. 

Second, lack of a deployed U.S. ABM increases the possibilities of 

a nuclear war by accident and by the Nth country triggering. 
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Third, failure to deploy a U.S. ABM creates a strategic imbalance both 

within our forces and between the United States and the Soviet forces. 

It could lead to Soviet and allied belief that we are interested only in 

the offensive, that is, a first strike, or that our technology is deficient, or 

that we will not pay to maintain strategic superiority. 

We also believe that damage to the United States from a nuclear strike 

can be reduced by an ABM system in a meaningful way. Now, of course, 

Mr. Chairman, nobody can say at what point of nuclear destruction a 

nation is no longer a viable society. We do know, or at least we have 

estimates, that the Soviets lost something like 25 million people in 

World War II. Now these losses are not exactly comparable, of course, 

to what would happen in a nuclear war, because they lost 25 million 

people perhaps over a period of 4 or 5 years. We are talking here of 

the loss of 25 or more million people in a matter of hours, and the 

psychological shock and other effects would be considerably different. 

Nevertheless, one nation will probably survive best in a nuclear ex- 

change, and the 30, 40, or 50 million American lives that could be saved 

by NIKE-X are, therefore, meaningful, we believe, in every sense. 

Now the basis of our recommendation—this is a sort of recap, Mr. 

Chairman—the basis of the recommendation of the Joint Chiefs that we 

initiate new deployment of NIKE-X with an initial operating capability 

in [deleted] is based fundamentally on the requirement to maintain the 

total strategic nuclear capability or balance clearly in favor of the United 

States. 

Specifically, we believe that deployed NIKE-X would do one or more 

of the following: First, provide a damage limitation capability by 

attrition of a Soviet attack. 

Second, introduce uncertainties which would inhibit Soviet leaders 

from concluding that the United States could not survive a Soviet first 

strike or that the United States would not pre-empt under any circum- 

stances. 

Third, stabilize the nuclear balance. 

Fourth, demonstrate to the Soviets and our allies that the United 
States is not first-strike minded; in other words, that we don’t put all of 
our eggs in the offensive basket. 

Fifth, continue to deny to the Soviets an exploitable capability. And 
by this I mean to continue the Cuba power environment in the world. 



Sentinel—The Chinese Defense System Decision To 

I think that in regard to this last point, and to explain it a bit, I 
should point out that by this we mean that at the time of Cuba, the 
strategic nuclear balance was such that the Soviets did not have an 
exploitable capability, because of our vastly superior nuclear strength. 
And to bring this forward into the present context, it’s also the view 
of the Joint Chiefs that regardless of anyone’s feelings about the situation 
in Vietnam, we think it quite clear that we would have had even more 
hesitation in deploying our forces there, had the strategic nuclear balance 
not been in our favor. [14] 

During the fiscal 1968 House Defense Appropriations Hearings, Gen- 

eral Wheeler told the Appropriations Committee that, while the JCS dis- 

agreed with the Defense Secretary, they agreed with the President’s decision 

to postpone BMD deployment temporarily “while exploring with the Soviet 

Union the possibilities of arms control implementations of one kind or 

another.” [15] 

Representative Jamie Whitten (D-Miss.) remarked during these 

1967 hearings, “this is the only time I know the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff has taken a prepared position in front of this Committee 

different from the Secretary of Defense.” [16] Secretary McNamara replied 

by noting that the importance of the subject was such it was felt necessary 

to present both sides of the argument. Opposition to Secretary McNamara’s 

decision not to begin deployment of a missile defense system reached into 

the civilian leadership of the Pentagon as well. Even though money was 

budgeted for deployment, no decision had been made and Secretary 

McNamara was on record (see Chapter 10) as unalterably opposed to 

deployment. 

Representative George Mahon, Chairman of the House Appropria- 

tions Subcommittee for the Department of Defense, asked each of the 

Service Secretaries their opinion about deploying an ABM. Secretary of 

the Army Stanley Resor said that: 

I agree fully with the Secretary of Defense’s proposal that before com- 

mencing deployment of an ABM defense, we should attempt, through 

negotiations with the Soviets, to curb the strategic arms race. If these 

negotiations do not lead to a significant change in our current estimate 

of the Soviet threat or a satisfactory agreement, my present view is that I 

would then favor deploying the light ABM defense for which this budget 

provides the funds. 

This would primarily be an area defense providing some degree of 

protection for our entire population. Its objective would be threefold: 

(1) to deny damage from the early Chinese Communist ICBM threats; 
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(2) to provide increased protection for MINUTEMAN squadrons 

against Soviet attacks; (3) to safeguard the United States against acci- 

dental launches of missiles by other countries. [17] 

Air Force Secretary Harold Brown replied to the same question by 

saying that he agreed with the Defense Department’s position 

. . . that the Soviets would be able to counter a massive deploy- 

ment . . . with very much less money than it would cost us to deploy 

it, and that they would have a very strong incentive to do so since they 

require assured destruction capability against the United States just as we 

require and insist on having an assured destruction capability against the 

Soviet Union. [18] 

If these talks do not succeed, then it seems to me it might be well 

worthwhile to put up a $5 billion system to defend the population against 

a small attack by the Chinese and to do such things as defend our missiles 

so that they could be survivable. [19] 

Secretary of the Navy Paul Nitze said: 

. we might be well advised to initiate a light deployment of an anti- 

ballistic-missile defense subject to the results of proposed negotiations 

with the Soviet Union. It is a very complicated question. One of the 

factors involved is the degree of confidence that one can have in the 

first generation of the anti-ballistic-missile system. [20] 

Continuing, Secretary Nitze said it is a.moot point as to how the Soviets 
would offset a U.S. deployment: 

In the long run we ought to know what a first generation system can do. 

You can learn this by building a light one, and in my view the advantages 

of a light defense as against any threats that might come from Com- 

munist China would warrant so doing. [21] 

Whereas McNamara did not want to deploy a BMD, the Service 

Secretaries thought it prudent to do so under the conditions each stated. 

Supporting the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and the civilian Service Secre- 

taries were the Chiefs of Staff of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines, 

and the Director of ARPA, Dr. Charles Herzfeld. Each service chief, when 

asked for his personal opinion on the BMD, stood by the JCS recommenda- 

tion. The sense of frustration in the military’s testimony was expressed by 

General Harold Johnson of the Army: 

The next higher authority above the Joint Chiefs of Staff has not accepted 

that recommendation, and I, obviously, must support the view of the 



Sentinel—The Chinese Defense System Decision 153 

next higher authority because I am subordinate to him, and under the 
law, I take his orders. [22] 

Therefore, General Johnson said he supported Secretary McNamara and 
the Administration. When he could no longer do that, he said, it would 
be time for him to take off his uniform. He added, however, that he was 
personally uncomfortable about the decision, because the United States was 
not deploying (nor were we taking any measures to deploy) a BMD system, 
while the Soviets were continually improving their deployment capabilities. 
This was the crucial difference, he suggested: they are moving, we are 
standing still. 

Several interesting developments regarding missile defense occurred in 

February 1967. U.S. News and World Report reported that the Soviets 

made a breakthrough in exo-atmospheric missile defense by using the 

X rays released from a thermonuclear blast as the kill mechanism. The 

article also said that in 1958 both Soviet and American scientists knew 

from tests that X rays were released from H-bomb explosions, but ap- 

parently only the Soviets realized their potential. The article asserted that, 

having once discovered the X-ray effects, the Soviets agitated for a testing 

moratorium. The Soviets broke the moratorium in 1961 and during the 

subsequent test series in 1961-1963 actually destroyed two RVs with one 

ABM using the X-ray effect. It was only by accident that the United States 

learned of the phenomenon. A Russian scientist, according to this article, 

spoke about the X-ray effect at a meeting with US. scientists, assuming 

that everyone knew about the phenomenon.’ The article quotes one US. 

authority as saying, “they found that the Russians not only had something, 

and were years ahead in theory, but had already tested it out in space and 

probably were starting to build their anti-missile system around it.” [23] 

On February 9, 1967, while in London, Premier Kosygin at a news 

conference made several interesting statements in his answer to several 

4 When X rays from an exo-atmospheric explosion encounter an RV, the energy which 

they carry is transmuted within the RV into a form of thermal energy. This energy 

boils, melts, or vaporizes the material inside the RV and the warhead becomes an 

inert mass. RVs can be hardened to some degree to protect them from this effect. 

Thermonuclear weapons in the megaton range can be designed to increase the pro- 

portion of X rays released. 

5 Not the Russian aspect, but the phenomenon was also reported a month earlier 

by Rex Pay, “New Effort Aimed at X-Ray Protection,” Technology Week, January 2, 

1967, p. 10. At least by 1967, the United States was aware of the problem for ICBM 

penetration. The United States was also working along these lines for BMD warhead 

development. See John Finney, “X-Ray Missile To Be Key in Defense Against 

China,” The New York Times, November 16, 1967, p. 1, and by the same author, 

“U.S. Plans X-Ray Defense Against Missile Warheads,” The New York Times, 

May 10, 1967, p. 10. 
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questions about missile defense. The question asked was, “Do you consider 

it possible to agree on a moratorium on the development of anti-missile 

defense systems and, if so, on what conditions?” He answered: 

This is an important question in the military sphere. I should not like 

to answer it directly, but want in turn to ask the person who submitted 

this question—I understand that he represents the British Institute of 

Strategic Research [Studies]—the following: Which weapons should 

be regarded as a tension factor—offensive or defensive weapons? | 

think that a defensive system, which prevents attack, is not a cause of the 

arms race but represents a factor preventing the death of people. Some 

persons reason thus: Which is cheaper, to have offensive weapons that 

destroy cities and entire states or to have defensive weapons that can 

prevent this destruction? At present the theory is current in some 

places that one should develop whichever system is cheaper. Such 

“theoreticians” argue also about how much it costs to kill a person— 

$500,000 or $100,000? An antimissile system may cost more than an 

offensive one, but it is intended not for killing people but for saving 
human lives. I understand that I am not answering the question that was 

put to me, but you can draw appropriate conclusions yourselves. 

There are other, far more dependable, ways of solving the security 

problem, ways that really could suit mankind. You know that we advo- 

cate discontinuing nuclear arming altogether and destroying reserves of 

nuclear weapons. We are ready for this, and not because we have few 

such weapons, but precisely because we have many, and mankind does 

not need nuclear weapons. And if the representatives of the press, those 

who influence the minds of people, treated this question along such 

lines, it seems to me that there would be far greater results than from 

talk about which weaponry is cheaper, offensive or defensive. The 

best thing is to seek renunciation of nuclear armament and the destruction 
of nuclear weapons.*® [24] 

A week after the Premier’s interview, an article in Pravda was interpreted 

by Western analysts as indicating a Soviet shift in favor of a missile defense 

deployment moratorium. The New York Times of February 16, 1967 

(p. 10), reported the shift, but the Washington Post of February 18, 1967 

(p. A10), reported that Russian officials denied any shift and “that 

basically Russia had no interest at present in negotiating a moratorium 

with the United States.” Murray Marder, in the Washington Post of 

6 Dana Adams Schmidt of The New York Times reported as a result of this interview 
that Kosygin appeared cool to a missile curb. See The New York Times, February 10, 
1967, p. 1. 
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February 21, 1967 (p. A1), said that the State Department indicated the 
Soviets might be interested in a BMD moratorium. Marder said that this 
disclosure “was timed to offset increasing publicly expressed skepticism that 
the talks can succeed.” The day before, Senator Henry Jackson urged 
that a $5 billion BMD deployment be prepared to protect the MINUTE- 
MAN ICBM fields, in the event the talks with the Soviets failed i25)e 

Meanwhile, an internal Soviet debate about the effectiveness of its 
missile defenses was revealed. The Soviets had been remarkably public 
in their claims about BMD progress. These claims have varied from out- 

right claims that they had solved the BMD problem: such as Khrushchev’s 
celebrated statement that a Soviet ABM could “hit a fly in outer space” 

and Marshal Malinovskii’s at the 22nd Party Congress that “the problem 

of destroying missiles in flight . . . has been successfully solved,” to more 

guarded statements such as Marshal Malinovskii’s at the 23rd Party 

Congress in April 1966 that Soviet defenses could cope with some but not 

all enemy missiles [26]. In November 1966 Soviet Deputy Minister of 

Defense Marshal Nikolai Krylov declared that the Soviets were capable of 

midcourse interception of ICBMs [27].° In February 1967 General Paval 

F. Batitsky, a Deputy Defense Minister, said that his anti-aircraft troops 

could protect the country from missile attack. General Paval A. Kurachkin 

of the Frunze Military Academy stated, “detecting missiles in time and 

destroying them in flight is no problem” and missiles fired at the Soviet 

Union would never reach their targets [28].° Marshal Andrei Grechko, a 

First Deputy Minister of Defense, and Marshal Visily I. Chuikov, head of 

the Soviet civil defense program, both acknowledged that Soviet BMD 

systems could not prevent all enemy rockets from reaching their targets. 

These statements seemed to contradict the earlier statements of Batitsky 

and Kurachkin. The use of the word systems by Chuikov and Grechko is 

important because there was a debate within the U.S. intelligence com- 

munity, only recently “resolved,” about the purpose of the other defensive 

installations going up in Russia in addition to the Moscow BMD deploy- 

ment. Some thought the Tallinn Line installations plus the other installa- 

tions east of the Urals were missile defense systems deployed against China 

or a U.S. ICBM end run, while others thought the systems were air defense 

7 This suggestion was remarkably prophetic of President Nixon’s SAFEGUARD 

Phase 1 proposal of March 1969. 

8 As pointed out in the Introduction, midcourse interception covers a very large area. 

The U.S. SAFEGUARD system with the 400-mile range of SPARTAN can be 

considered a midcourse intercept system, although an interceptor with a 2,000-mile 

range would also be considered a midcourse system. 

9 Jt was inferred from these statements that the Soviets were unwilling to negotiate 

a BMD moratorium. 
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installations. Today, the latter view is the accepted one. In any event, the 

use of the word “systems” tended to reinforce the Defense Department view 

that indeed two BMD systems were being deployed.*° 

On March 2, 1967, President Johnson announced at a surprise news 

conference that Premier Kosygin had agreed to discussion between the 

United States and Russia on limiting the arms race in both strategic offensive 

and defensive missiles. In late February 1967 it had been reported that the 

Soviets might be willing to broaden the talks to include offensive weapons, 

too [29]. The talks were to begin in Moscow, with Ambassador Thompson 

representing the United States. No date for these talks was set. 

The reason given for the Soviet willingness to enter such talks was 

that they were beset with economic resource allocation problems and were 

not desirous of a new round in the arms race. This author believed in 

1967 1: and still believes today that the Soviet willingness to enter any 

such discussions was based on the expectation that the Soviet desire to talk 

would result in the deferment of any U.S. decision to deploy a BMD or new 

offensive systems and their strategic effort would soon surpass that of the 

United States. Meanwhile, the Soviets could continue their strategic offen- 

sive and defensive buildup, while American strength remained constant. 

It should be noted that, pending the outcome of SALT, the Nixon Ad- 

ministration has agreed to defer any major strategic offensive programs fo: 

a year [30]. 

In March 1967 the Senate began debate on the $21 billion Defense 

Authorization Bill. Senator Russell reported that the Armed Services 

Committee believed the start of a thin BMD system against China should 

be initiated, and if no agreement resulted from talks with the Soviet Union 

the additional funding in the Authorization Bill should be used to expand 

10 It is this author’s contention that the Soviets rejected the McNamara nondeployment 

thesis and his tutoring on strategic force structure because the Soviets saw their own 

security enhanced by U.S. deployment of a BMD, in the event China tried to play off 

the United States and the Soviets or in the event of accidental or inadvertent missile 

firing. Moreover, with both superpowers in possession of BMD threats from third 

powers might be less credible. As ICBM accuracies increased, so that even small-yield 

ICBMs could have a hard target kill capability, lesser countries who sought hardened 

ICBM forces would find their forces susceptible to counterforce attacks. Without any 

active means of defending their forces, as they would be priced out of the BMD race, 

they had a choice of re-basing their forces at sea or in very hard silos (very 

expensive), or of contemplating a preventive, preemptive, or fire-on-warning strategy. 

This latter strategy could be negated if both the United States and the Soviets 
possessed BMD. 

11 The author took this position in his Ph.D. thesis, The Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM): 

A Study of the Effect of Strategic Weapons Technology on the Political System, un- 
published Ph.D. thesis from the University of Pennsylvania, 1968, p. 619. 
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the initial deployment. Both Senators Joseph Clark and Jacob Javits 
(R-N.Y.) opposed the inclusion of the $377-million standby production 
funds, believing Secretary McNamara was correct in his judgment that BMD 
was not needed or desirable at this time. Clark felt that the Soviet-American 
talks should be given a chance and recited all the same arguments against 
BMD that were cited in the past and would be recited in the future. A 
heated debate occurred between Senators Clark and Thurmond as to why 
Charleston, South Carolina, was on the list of the 25 initially defended 
cities. Later a second list of 25 was made public. The subject of this debate 

was precisely what Secretary McNamara and others predicted would occur 

if BMD were deployed in some places but not others. Clark said: 

Both Pittsburgh and Philadelphia are included on the list of 50 cities. 

But what do I say to my constituents in Reading, Allentown, Bethlehem, 

Lancaster, Scranton, Erie and Harrisburg and the other cities, as to why 

they must go without protection. 

In a democracy the suggestion that we confine protection to our major 

cities, letting the rest go without defense, is not politically feasible. Nor 

am I content to permit the Joint Chiefs of Staff or even the President 
to determine the cities to be protected. Moreover the war psychology 

which inevitably would be engendered from the installations of anti- 

ballistic missiles around our major urban centers and the construction of 

a comprehensive fallout shelter system that would be necessary to give 

protection, are results I hate to contemplate. [31] 

Clark inferred that Charleston was included because that is where 

Representative Mendel Rivers (D-S.C.), Chairman of the House Armed 

Services Committee, comes from.’? This inference is what precipitated the 

clash with Thurmond. The Senate then passed the bill 86 to 2 with Clark 

voting for the bill. Only Senators Ernest Gruening (D-Alaska) and Wayne 

Morse (D-Ore.) opposed.** 

In the scientific and academic community, the missile defense question 

intensified as Dr. Teller said he believed a BMD system could be developed 

through underground testing, experiment, and theory. Shortly after 

Teller’s speech, three members of the Federation of American Scientists 

12 Charleston is the site of the Atlantic Coast POLARIS base. 

13 During the course of early 1967, numerous statements were made for and against 

BMD in the Congress, with each speaker providing relevant background material 

and hometown editorials. Opposition was also voiced in the House to including the 

$377 million for NIKE-X. The opposition came from Representatives Cohelan, Otis 

Pike (D-N.Y.), and Lucien Nedzi (D-Mich.). Nevertheless, the bill was passed on 

May 9, 1967. 
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held an impromptu news conference to refute Teller’s statement and to 

indicate that he misled the public on the possibility of developing a missile 

defense system.‘ Meanwhile, Dr. Ralph Lapp, a long-time disarmament 

advocate, spoke to the Midwest Conference of Political Scientists in 

Lafayette, Indiana. His paper, entitled “Weapons Culture,” was devoted 

primarily to the military-industrial complex and the reasons why BMD 

should not be deployed. 

On May 10, 1967, the Senate Disarmament Subcommittee released 

the heavily censored U.S. Armament and Disarmament Problems transcript. 

In this hearing, the Joint Chiefs endorsed immediate BMD deployment, 

while Dr. Foster of DDR&E thought any large BMD system would become 

rapidly obsolete. Deputy Secretary Cyrus Vance suggested that a light area 

missile defense against the Chinese was possible and desirable but no de- 

cision was necessary now. This point was challenged by Senator Gore, 

who thought the Chinese nuclear advances were ahead of the Defense De- 

partment timetable. The significance of this hearing was that the Foreign 

Relations Committee decided to inject itself into the strategic weapons 

policy issues so as not to leave this area to the Senate Armed Services Com- 

mittee to mold congressional opinion. Senator J. W. Fulbright (D-Ark.) 

felt that the BMD issue had strong foreign policy implications and should 

not be discussed only in the military context [32].1° Secretary of Defense 

McNamara indicated that while very little progress had been made in 

convincing the Soviets to hold strategic arms limitation talks, the possibil- 

ity did exist that both sides would be permitted limited BMD deployments 

against the Chinese [33]. 

By late spring, the Defense Department became even more concerned 

over growing Soviet strategic capabilities and the lack of a decision to 

deploy NIKE-X [34]. With the Chinese detonation of an H-bomb in June 

1967, there appeared to be even greater pressure on the Administration to 

deploy a missile defense around the United States [35]. 

14 The three individuals were Marvin Kalkstein of the State University of New York 

at Stonybrook, outgoing chairman of FAS; Dr. J. Orear, incoming chairman of 

FAS from Cornell; and Leonard Rodberg, treasurer of FAS from the University of 

Maryland. 

1° This was a position the committee was to take more frequently in future years 

with respect not only to BMD but to MIRV and other strategic weapons programs. 

It is ironic to note that Gore and Symington took the view that a BMD should be 

deployed at a time when the Administration so far had refused to deploy. After 

September 1967, but particularly after President Nixon’s SAFEGUARD announce- 

ment, these same individuals were especially active in criticizing and opposing that 

deployment decision. It seems these individuals and others opposed the no-deploy- 

ment policy of the Johnson Administration and then turned around and opposed 
both the Johnson and Nixon Administrations’ deployment policies when they were 
announced! 
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The Washington Post reported on June 26, 1967, that the Soviets had 
ruled out for the present any negotiations on BMD limitation. This position 
apparently was communicated to the President by Mr. Kosygin during the 
Glassboro conference in June 1967.%° It was felt that, while Kosygin had 
repeated his London statement on BMD and strategic disarmament, the 
outstanding issues of Vietnam and the Middle East made the time in- 
appropriate for arms limitation talks. It was reported in this same article 
that Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko privately told other diplomats 
after the first Glassboro session the Soviets had rejected the kinds of talks 

proposed by the United States on the grounds that the United States wanted 

to negotiate on the technical level, while the Soviets wanted broad political 

talks on the implication of nuclear weaponry [36]. In a television interview 

at the United Nations following the Glassboro talks, Kosygin was asked the 
following question and gave the following reply: 

Q. What are the prospects of an agreement between the U.S. and the 

Soviet Union on limiting the development of anti-ballistic missile systems? 

A. As regards an anti-missile system, our position is well known. We 

believe that the discussions should center not on merely the problem of 

an anti-missile defense system. Because, after all, the anti-missile 

system is not a weapon of aggression, of attack; it is a defensive system. 

And we feel therefore that what should be considered is the entire com- 

plex of armament and disarmament questions. 

Because, otherwise, if—instead of building and deploying an anti- 

ballistic missile system—the money is used to build up offensive missile 

systems, mankind will not stand to gain anything. It will, on the con- 

trary, face a still greater menace and will come still closer to war. And 

we therefore are in favor of considering the whole range of questions 

relating to arms and disarmament, and we’re ready to discuss that 

question—the general question of disarmament. [37] 

In textual changes to the Premier’s remarks several days later, it was 

clearer that the Soviet position on talks had become harder [38]. 

A new approach to missile defense was revealed in July when the 

Navy indicated studies were being initiated to base ABMs at sea on large 

submarines and warships. The system, called SABMIS, would use 

POLARIS boosters or a new booster. With its potential for forward basing, 

the system could become a true midcourse system [39]. 

By summer of 1967 the lines of battle were clearly forming. The 

Chairman of the JCS had presented to the House Defense Appropriations 

Committee an argument for initiating a BMD deployment. Some of the 

16 See Henry Cabot Lodge. “A Citizen Looks at the ABM,” Reader’s Digest, June 

1970. 
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more influential Senators, Stennis, Thurmond, Jackson, and Russell, along 

with Representatives Rivers, Mahon, Sikes, William Minshall (R-O.), and 

Flood, were championing the military’s position; whereas Senators Young, 

Clark, and Javits and Representatives Bryan Dorn (D-S.C.) and Cohelan 

opposed BMD.** The Chairman of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, 

Senator John Pastore (D-R.I.), urged immediate deployment; while Senator 

Clark, in several speeches, argued the folly of any deployment [40]. By 

late August, Senator Henry Jackson announced plans to hold hearings on 

the matter. Congressional disenchantment had increased: the Joint Atomic 

Energy Committee [41] and the Senate Appropriations Committee [42] 

had both publicly recommended deployment of NIKE-X, the former be- 

cause of the rapid emergence of the Chinese threat. The House Republican 

Policy Committee made a similar plea [43], and Senator Joseph Clark 

urged the President to appoint a blue-ribbon committee to aid in his 

decision whether or not to deploy a BMD [44]. 

Since 1968 was a presidential election year, evidence indicated the 

Republicans intended to make the nondeployment policy a campaign issue. 

Governor Ronald Reagan of California and Presidential nominee Richard 

Nixon had both discussed the lack of BMD in political speeches [45]. And, 

the Public Relations Division of the Republican National Committee had 

published a 55-page background report entitled The Missile Defense 

Question, Is LBJ Right? [46] 

On September 8, 1967, Secretary of State Rusk warned that time was 

running out on the Adminitsration’s willingness to defer deployment of a 

missile defense. In effect, he warned the Soviets that if they did not agree 

to start talks soon the United States would be compelled to begin deploy- 

ment [47]. Adding fuel to the debate was the report that the Soviets were 

developing some kind of multiple warhead for their large ICBMs [48]. The 

House Armed Services Committee released a report prepared for it by 

retired military officers which concluded: 

The preponderance of evidence points to a conclusion that the Soviet 

Union is succeeding in its massive drive toward strategic military 

superiority and that the United States is cooperating in this effort by 

slowing down its side of the arms race. [49] 

These political and military pressures were forcing a reevaluation of 

the nondeployment policy. The reevaluation would be in terms of: is 

17 A debate of rather substantial size went on in the Congress in the summer of 1967 
as to whether a BMD should or should not be deployed. The Congressional Record 
for the months of June, July, August, and September 1967, contains a wealth of 
material on this debate, which repeated all the arguments for and against deployment 
already noted. 
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now the time to begin deployment? However, the changing strategic- 
military-technological situation in China and in the Soviet Union by late 
summer of 1967 and the mounting political pressure on the President to 
deploy now made it imperative that the policy of nondeployment be re- 
examined. In retrospect it appears that the gap was widening between the 
President and the Secretary of Defense over the issue of deployment as 
well as on Vietnam. A policy statement on BMD was to be the subject of 
McNamara’s speech to the United Press International in San Francisco on 
September 18, 1967. Originally, he was to argue the case for continued 

nondeployment. At the last moment, however, McNamara revised his 

speech to reflect the President’s decision to begin deployment of a missile 
defense against China! *° 
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CHAPTER 12 

The Sentinel Decision—The End of the 
No-Deployment Policy 

For a decade before the September 18, 1967, announcement that the United 
States was going to deploy a missile defense, every Administration refrained 
from such a decision. It can be seen that until 1965 such decisions were 

based on technical, economic, and military reasons. After 1965, the reason 

for nondeployment became political. To understand this political aspect, it 

is necessary to assess the events following the decision to deploy SENTINEL. 

Even when the decision was announced that the United States was 

going to deploy a BMD against the emerging Chinese threat, McNamara 

qualified this decision by saying: 

. our decision to go ahead with limited ABM deployment in no way 

indicates that we feel an agreement with the Soviet Union on the limita- 

tion of strategic nuclear offensive and defensive forces is any the less 

urgent or desirable. [1] 

In the case of BMD, there appears to have been a singular and 

deliberate lack of recognition concerning the real and immediate strategic 

threat from the Soviet Union; a nonexistent (so far) Chinese ICBM force 

has been the object and rationale for deploying BMD. The United States,. 

by deploying BMD against the Chinese threat, maintained the position that 

offensive power was cheaper and more reliable for offsetting the Soviet 

defenses. Moreover, by notifying the Soviets that SENTINEL was not 

designed to affect Soviet forces, the Administration clearly indicated its 

pursuit of a mutual deterrence strategy. Evidence of this abounded in 

McNamara’s speech on September 18, 1967, to the editors of United Press 

International in which he announced the decision. 

McNamara argued that the present superiority of the United States 

was due more to misinformation than to planning, which “is a significant 

illustration of the intrinsic dynamics of the nuclear arms race.” [2] Not 

knowing what Soviet intentions were in 1961, when they had a small ICBM 

force but the technological and industrial capacity to enlarge that force, the 

United States embarked on its massive solid-fuel ICBM building program. 

165 
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Thus in the course of hedging against what was then only a theoretically 

possible Soviet buildup, we took decisions which have resulted in our 

current superiority in numbers of warheads and deliverable megatons. [3] 

If the United States had had access to more information about Soviet 

intentions and strategic force structure, it would not have needed as large 
a strategic offensive force as it now has. Indeed, according to McNamara, it 

appeared that the United States never desired or sought nuclear superiority 

against the Soviets; that it came about “accidentally.” Deploying BMD 

would certainly be inconsistent with a policy which eschewed superiority. 

In the case of nondeployment, BMD became a means for communicating 

U.S. intentions to the Soviets. McNamara said: 

What is essential to understand here is that the Soviet Union and 

the United States mutually influence one another’s strategic plans. 

Whatever be their intentions, whatever be our intentions, actions— 

or even realistically potential actions—on either side relating to the 

buildup of nuclear forces, be they either offensive or defensive weapons, 

necessarily trigger reactions on the other side. 

It is precisely this action-reaction phenomenon that fuels an arms race. 

Now, in strategic nuclear weaponry, the arms race involves a par- 

ticular irony. Unlike any other era in military history, today a sub- 

stantial numerical superiority of weapons does not effectively translate 

into political control or diplomatic leverage. 

While thermonuclear power is almost inconceivably awesome, and 

represents virtually unlimited potential destructiveness, it has proven to 

be a limited diplomatic instrument. Its uniqueness lies in the fact that it 

is at one and the same time, an all powerful weapon—and a very in- 

adequate weapon. [4] 

Based on the logic and reasoning in his speech, it is obvious that 

the attempt to prevent the action-reaction phenomenon of an arms race 

had been a major component of foreign and military policy. It was also 

the primary reason why BMD was never officially authorized against any 

Soviet threat, even though SENTINEL could have been expanded to defend 

“our MINUTEMAN sites against Soviet attack.” [5] It was hoped that 

despite Soviet efforts to improve its assured destruction and damage- 
limiting forces, the U.S. ability to penetrate Soviet defenses, deny them a 
decisive first strike, and maintain a credible assured destruction capability 
would obviate the need for a “destabilizing” weapon like BMD while still 
providing a credible deterrent. This would avert an arms race and a con- 
comitant increase in military technological developments. It is because 
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of the certainty of a corresponding Soviet reaction to the deployment of an 
American BMD, said McNamara, that four prominent presidential scientific 
advisors (Drs. James Killian, Kistiakowsky, Wiesner, and Donald Horning) 
and three directors of DDR&E (Drs. York, Brown, and Foster) “have 
unanimously recommended against the deployment of an ABM system de- 
signed to protect the U.S. population against a Soviet attack.” [6] 

Certainly, all indications from 1965 on make it appear that every 
decision to withhold NIKE-X production was a holding action designed 

to forestall the present situation; i.e., Soviet deployment of BMD. The 

only problem was that the Soviets did not cooperate, and, indeed, it is 

questionable whether they wanted to or could have done so. In announcing 
the decision to deploy a BMD, McNamara said “there are marginal grounds 

for concluding that a light deployment of U.S. ABMs against this (China) 

possibility is prudent.” [7] The system would be relatively cheap— 

$5 billion—and would have a higher degree of reliability against a Chinese 
attack (small threat) than a larger system would have against the Soviets. 

McNamara stated that the system would have other advantages. 

. . it would provide an additional indication to Asians that we intend 

to deter China from nuclear blackmail, and thus would contribute toward 

our goal of discouraging nuclear weapon proliferation among the present 

non-nuclear countries. 

. allowing expansion to defend MINUTEMAN against Soviet at- 

tack adding to the effectiveness of our offensive forces without having 

to expand them. 

. . . protect the population from accidental launch of an ICBM. [8] 

McNamara said that actual production would begin at the end of the 

year. He cautioned that there were two possible dangers in this decision. 

One, the United States will lapse into the old oversimplification of the 

adequacy of nuclear power to deter, because it possesses a defense. Two, 

the “small momentum intrinsic to the development of all nuclear weaponry” 

will lead to pressure out of all proportion to its actual need from many di- 

rections to procure and deploy the weapon. 

The danger in deploying this relatively light and reliable Chinese- 

oriented ABM system is going to be that pressure will develop to expand 

it into a heavy Soviet-oriented ABM system. 

We must resist that temptation firmly—not because we can for a 

moment afford to relax our vigilance against a possible Soviet first-strike 

—but precisely because our greatest deterrent against such a strike is 

not a massive, costly but highly penetrable ABM shield, but rather a fully 

credible offensive assured destruction capability. 
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The so-called heavy ABM shield—at the present state of technology— 

would in effect be no adequate shield at all against a Soviet attack, but 

rather a strong inducement for the Soviets to vastly increase their own 

offensive forces. That, as I have pointed out, would make it necessary 

for us to respond in turn—and so the arms race would rush hopelessly on 

to no sensible purpose on either side. [9] 

If the BMD had such technical weaknesses that it could easily be over- 

come, how much would the Soviets have to increase their strategic offensive 

inventory to overcome a U.S. missile defense? McNamara said this in- 

ventory was greatly in excess of a credible assured destruction capability, 

as was ours. 
At the heart of McNamara’s reluctance to deploy BMD was the idea 

that U.S. security and that of the Soviet Union would be best served by the 

ability of each side to threaten and actually carry out, if necessary, the 

destruction of respective population and industrial centers; i.e., to hold the 

people on both sides as hostage.‘ It was precisely this morally and ethically 

reprehensible idea that led many scientists such as J. Robert Oppenheimer 

to object to the crash development of the H-bomb instead of provision 

for strategic air defenses for the United States. 

In an interview in Washington given to James Mossman of the BBC 
on February 15, 1967, Robert S. McNamara set forth the rationale for 

nondeployment which appeared in the San Francisco speech. He said that 

he would prefer building more offense to counter any Soviet defense, 

arguing that, in the event deterrence failed, the United States should have 

the ability to limit damage to itself, but that he did not believe it could 

attain such a goal by building BMD. McNamara said during the interview 

that defense is in the Soviet psychology and in its emotional desire to 

protect Mother Russia. McNamara disagreed with Kosygin’s statement that 

it is better to build defense than offense. He insisted that we must build 

offense if the Soviets build defense [10]. It is ironic that when the inter- 

viewer asked McNamara whether the Soviet response to the vastly superior 

USS. offense should not be defense, McNamara answered: 

Well, if they are, they are responding in an erroneous way. I—in a sense, 

if I were they, I wouldn’t consider our force vastly superior. It is superior 

in numbers for reasons we needn’t go into, but we’re quite prepared to 

1 McNamara assumed that both the United States and the Soviets were rational and 

had a common interest in preventing a nuclear war; therefore, the Soviets would 

accept McNamara’s logic and reasoning on strategic nuclear force structure. Un- 

fortunately, the Soviets had a different conception of the use to which military 

force could be put without resorting to war; i.e., nuclear weapons could be an 

instrument of national policy, an idea the United States has chosen not to exploit, 

since the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962. 
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say, and I’ve stated publicly, that we with our force, superior as it is in 
numbers, do not have sufficient power to destroy them without in effect 
destroying ourselves in the process. [11] 

In short, the Soviets do not need defense to deter the United States; the 
ability for each to destroy the other is sufficient. 

For these reasons the Defense Secretary advised the President not to 
deploy a heavy BMD, as it would not contribute in the long run to USS. 

security vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. While in themselves these reasons 

may have appeared questionable, especially to BMD proponents, within the 

broader context of contemporary U.S. defense policy objectives, as Mc- 

Namara saw them, these reasons were valid and consistent as a result of the 

assumptions inherent in that policy.” 

In essence: 

As long as deterrence of a deliberate Soviet (or Red Chinese) nuclear 

attack upon the United States or its allies is the overriding objective of 

our strategic forces, the capacity for “Assured Destruction” must re- 

ceive the first call on all of our resources and must be provided regardless 

of the costs and the difficulties involved. “Damage Limiting” programs, 

no matter how much we spend on them, can never substitute for an 

Assured Destruction Capability in the deterrent role. It is our ability 

to destroy an attacker as a viable 20th Century nation that provides the 

deterrent, not our ability to partially limit damage to ourselves. [12] 

Those opposed to Secretary McNamara’s defense policy attacked his 

BMD policy, which was the embodiment of his position on national security; 

i.e., mutual deterrence through parity. General Wheeler, Chairman of the 

JCS, presented the argument as follows: 

We feel that they (Russians) would also be faced with the grave un- 

certainties associated with targeting against an ABM defended nation. 

We believe that the Soviet offensive and defensive buildup does increase 

the risk of nuclear war. Deterrence is a combination of forces in being, 

and state of mind. 

Should the Soviets come to believe that their ballistic missile de- 

fense, coupled with a nuclear attack on the United States, would limit 

2 Senator Russell has pointed out that there are some defects in the Secretary’s 

reasoning which lead to his faulty conclusions about BMD: “In trying to support 

his conclusions that it is expensively futile to build an ABM defense against the 

Soviet Union, the Department of Defense presented an involuted series of assump- 

tions, hypotheses, and assumptions upon assumptions. .. . If one accepts every 

premise in this syllogism, he will arrive at the conclusion the Department desires.” 

See U.S. Congressional Record, March 21, 1967, p. 4172. 
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damage to the Soviet Union to a level acceptable to them, whatever 

that level is, our forces would no longer deter. The first principle of our 

security policy would be gone. 

I should say here that while I certainly agree—and so do the Joint 

Chiefs—that the basis of deterrence is the ability to destroy an attacker 

as a viable nation, as a part of this, there is also the ability of the nation 

to survive as a nation—in other words, the converse of the first point. [13] 

In attempting to communicate the logic of his strategic rationale to the 

Soviets,* Secretary McNamara argued that a BMD system introduced so 

many uncertainties into the strategic equation that a nation is better off 

without it, since with it, one nation may feel it has acquired an advantage 

which in reality is not the case. 

At the heart of the debate regarding defense policy formulation, as 

symbolized by BMD, is the proper role of military forces in the nuclear age. 

BMD opponents, although not necessarily advocates of unilateral disarma- 

ment, view strategic military force technology as a liability in the effort to 

achieve political stability in a deterrence environment. These individuals 

tried to persuade others that military force was not the solution to the 

security needs of either side. Since they believed it was impossible to win a 

nuclear war and that it would be disastrous to wage one, a solution had to 

be found to the contradiction of the possession and advanced development 

of nuclear weapons to the fact that no one wants to use them.* A first step 

is to bring about mutual deterrence while building trust and confidence; 

thus their interest in informal arms control and disarmament measures. In 

the “new outlook,” which was enunciated and communicated to Moscow 

during the McNamara reign and which derived from the ideas of Thomas 

Schelling (a Harvard University Economics Professor), “weapons, however 

powerful, that weaken stability have a minus value; weapons that contribute 

to the stability have a plus value, whichever side has them.” [14] 

Such concepts helped to provide the Defense Department with a rationale 

for trying to deal with the thermo-nuclear dilemma. With both sides 

sharing an interest in stability, the objective was to design forces pri- 

marily to achieve stability rather than victory, and to influence the other 
side to do the same. [15] 

3 “During the last several years we have released more information of a formerly 

classified nature than ever before, because we wanted the Soviet Union to know our 

capability so that they would not misinterpret our power, and our capability to 
destroy them as a viable nation should they attempt to attack us.” Part of Deputy 
Secretary of Defense Vance’s testimony in the U.S. Armament and Disarmament 
Problems, p. 43. 

4 These individuals attributed these same views to the Soviets, which was a cardinal 
error. 
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The U‘S. offer to refrain from deploying a weapon that was not yet 
operational was a significant deviation from traditional disarmament pro- 
posals. Thus far the terms of disarmament have referred only to existent or 
operational weapon systems. Now a system not yet deployed was being 
offered as a form of unilateral disarmament; i.e., the United States would 
refrain from deployment if the Soviets did likewise. This condition might 
be acceptable if both sides adhered to such an agreement. If one side 
did not, then a dangerously unbalanced technological strategic-political 
situation would occur; the violator would have the opportunity to use his 
military-political superiority for his own interest at the expense of the ob- 
server of the agreement. 

The Johnson Administration viewed the unilateral decision not to 
deploy BMD as a means for building mutual trust and confidence into 

Soviet-American relations and also to reduce tensions between them by 

having parity with mutually deterring offensive retaliatory forces on both 

sides. The BMD deployment issue was seized upon as the means for 

communicating this broader objective both to the Soviets and to those in 

the Administration and military establishment who opposed that policy 

and desired a missile defense. Unfortunately, this unusual experiment in 

arms control and signaling intentions to the Soviets and to the U.S. military 

failed. What the BMD proponents feared was that the Soviets were 

deliberately trying to acquire strategic superiority to be used (1) if deter- 

rence failed, (2) as part of a politico-military strategy designed to black- 

mail the United States, to undermine its will to resist or challenge its vital 

interests without necessarily going to war, or (3) deliberately to eliminate 

the United States as a world power by attacking her. Those favoring BMD 

deployment do not accept the action-reaction thesis which would necessarily 

cause the Soviets to expand their offense if the United States deployed BMD. 

The proponents believe that Soviet strategic planning and force structure 

reflect its own objectives, which are quite independent of U.S. objectives. 

Dr. Herzfeld revealed that in an attempt to convince the Soviets of the 

futility of their BMD effort, the argument against deployment was presented 

on three occasions at the Pugwash Conferences. “On the first two occasions 

the Russians did not understand the argument that there might be an ad- 

vantage in not having a defense; the third time they said it was too late.” [16] 

It appeared that the decision not to deploy NIKE-X during the 

Kennedy and Johnson Administrations was an attempt to “persuade the 

Russians to accept a common view with the United States of a strategy in 

a nuclear-armed world.” [17] Every decision concerning strategy, force 

structure, and research and development in a deterrent environment must 

be viewed from the point of international stability and the dynamic effect 

on the arms race. This reasoning was not illogical and not without 
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foundation when the decision not to deploy BMD against the Soviets was 

considered. Yet opponents of deployment in any form understood that even 

a BMD against the Chinese would cause a Soviet reaction. As good 

strategic planners, the Soviets had to hedge against the possibility that the 

American BMD was better than theirs, that it could be expanded to counter 

their ICBM threat, or that it was actually being deployed against them, 

with the Chinese merely serving as an excuse. The Administration ap- 

parently believed that the Soviets would not misinterpret U.S. intentions, 

since they had been made aware before the decision was announced that the 

deployment was against a Chinese threat and not their own. It is interesting 

to speculate why the Russians indicated a desire to discuss strategic arms 

limitation shortly after the SENTINEL decision was announced. 

So long as the U.S. security policy was to deter an enemy attack, and 

this could be accomplished by ensuring penetration of enemy defenses in 

order to destroy the fabric of his society, the primary requirement was for 

offensive weapons. Refraining from deploying BMD was consistent with 

this policy. Therefore, nondeployment could be viewed as presenting little 

risk to the United States if it presented the means of gaining a great political 

victory and provided the Soviets subscribed to a similar view and 

reciprocated. 

At the heart of the Administration’s defense policy was the belief that 

U.S. security would best be preserved and maintained if it offered up its 

citizens as hostages to the Soviets in return for the same. Since such a 

policy could not tolerate population defense, BMD was a real threat and 

challenge to the assured destruction defense policy of Secretary McNamara. 

McNamara’s attempt to control the arms race was a heroic one and 

only history will judge the correctness of his position. If he can be faulted, 

it was that he believed too long, in the face of overwhelming evidence, that 

the Soviets accepted his view of security and his rationale for structuring 

strategic forces and held a common interest with the United States in toning 
down the arms race.° 

In this sense, BMD was as important a political issue as it was a 

strategic, economic, military, and technical one. 

5 In a little known and anonymously written article (“Soviet Missile Power: A ‘Credible 
Threat’ Now” by Xenophon) in the February 1967 issue of Triumph magazine a 
Catholic journal of news and opinion there appeared a very remarkable and authori- 
tative article on the Soviet-American strategic-technological balance, the Soviet and 
American BMD programs, U.S. BMD deployment policy and its inconsistencies up 
to that time, an analysis of the then little known MIRV program and a cogent 
argument for deploying a missile defense system as well as developing one for area 
defense. This remarkable article was re-printed in the U.S. Congressional Record, 
February 17, 1967, pp. S2152-2155. It bears very careful reading. 
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CHAPTER 13 

From Sentinel to Safeguard 

With the decision to deploy a light area missile defense, round two of the 

missile defense controversy began. Round one was the limited and in- 

effectual opposition by a group of senators and representatives to halt the 

pre-production fund appropriations for NIKE-X beginning in the spring 

of 1967. The end of round two, a year and a half later, would see the 

entire SENTINEL deployment halted and then scrapped, only to be re- 

placed by a “new” system—the SAFEGUARD deployment. The SENTI- 

NEL decision also ended the 10-year nondeployment period for U.S. missile 

defense policy. 

SENTINEL deployment,: oriented against China, would consist of 

17 sites: 15 in the continental United States and one each in Hawaii and 

Alaska. Six PARs, each with one northward-pointing face, would be de- 

ployed across the northern United States; each PAR would have collocated 

with it an MSR and SPRINTs to protect the PAR and MSR. Eleven addi- 

tional MSR sites would not be defended, but deployed to provide complete 

coverage of the 48 continental states, Hawaii, and Alaska. The four MSRs 

deployed in the MINUTEMAN fields and the one at Washington, D.C., 

would each have four faces to provide 360-degree coverage. All the sites 

would be equipped with SPARTANSs, except the Hawaiian site, which would 

have only SPRINTs [1]. 

One characteristic of this deployment was that 10 of the 15 continental 

sites were located in or near most of the major U.S. metropolitan areas, 

giving the impression that SENTINEL was the start of a heavy city defense 

against the Soviets. In fact, even before the SENTINEL decision was 

officially announced, several members of Congress and opponents of BMD 

viewed SENTINEL as the forerunner of the larger Posture A system costing 

between $7 billion and $15 billion. Senators Pastore and Henry Jackson 

(D-Wash.) of the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy, 

which had originally scheduled hearings on the need to deploy BMD against 
China, now decided to focus its hearings on the need for a Soviet BMD. 

The reaction to the SENTINEL decision was varied. There were 

1 Known only as Model 167; the name was assigned later. 

Ll, 
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those who urged a larger and thicker defense. The British were irritated 

at not being consulted. They warned that the deployment would lead to 

a new round in the arms race and the United States would be forced to break 

the 1963 Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in order to perfect the system [2].* To 

counter these fears in London and elsewhere, Adrian Fisher, Deputy Di- 

rector of ACDA, delivered a statement to the ENDC on September 19, 

1967, about the SENTINEL deployment. He emphasized the limited nature 

of the system, as it was described in McNamara’s speech. Fisher argued 

that its hard point defense provisions were less provocative than building 

more ICBMs. He said that a heavy urban defense was not feasible and 

could easily be offset by the Soviets. Fisher stated the SENTINEL deploy- 

ment would not aggravate the U.S.-U.S.S.R. strategic arms race, pointing 

out that the Soviets had already deployed their own BMD. Moreover, he 

said, the Soviets never indicated that a limited U.S. BMD deployment 

would be provocative. Fisher concluded by saying he did not believe the 

SENTINEL decision posed any technical or political impediment to arms 

control, especially a nonproliferation treaty (NPT) or the control of 

strategic weapons [3].* 

The Chinese reacted to the U.S. announcement by asserting that the 

system was not designed for defense but for attack and nuclear threats 

against them [4]. 

James Reston suggested the BMD deployment was really designed to 

prevent the Republicans from making a presidential campaign issue of 

missile defense. Reston said the decision represented a compromise to 

assume the worst from China and the best from the Soviets [5]. 

The Canadian Government ruled out any participation in the proposed 

system and Lester Pearson, the Prime Minister, said he regretted the de- 

cision [6]. 

In the Congress, reaction was mixed. Senators Stennis, Clinton 

Anderson (D-N.Mex.), John Tower (R-Tex.), and Bourke Hickenlooper 

(R-Ia.) unequivocally supported the decision, as did Representative Craig 

Hosmer (R-Calif.). Senator Jackson was unwilling to accept the Chinese 

rationale. Senators Frank Church (D-Idaho) and Fulbright were unhappy 

? Curiously, Chalmers Roberts of the Washington Post reported that the Soviets were 

informed before it was announced that this system was Chinese-oriented and should 

not stand in the way of arms limitation talks. See ‘U.S. Gave Russians Advance 

ABM Notice,” Washington Post, September 20, 1967, p. A18. 

3 It should be noted that the successful conclusion of a nonproliferation treaty could 

prevent the United States from providing BMD to its allies in Europe or Asia, as 

has been proposed. Others argue that BMD is a device to make a nonproliferation 

treaty work; by providing defense to the signators against non-signing nuclear or 
potential nuclear powers, the threatened states would have little incentive to develop 
nuclear weapons of their own, 
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with the decision. Several weeks later, Senator Clark called it an “expensive 
toy” which could be neutralized if the Chinese brought nuclear weapons 
into the United States in a merchant ship or a suitcase.‘ 

In an exclusive interview with Life, Secretary McNamara explained 
the logic behind the deployment decision, arguing that (1) it could deter 
the Chinese, (2) if the Chinese tried to attack, U.S. fatalities could be 
kept to one million or under, and (3) it was not directed against the Soviets. 
He said that the United States continued to have strategic superiority, that 
megatons were less meaningful as a measure of superiority than numbers of 

deliverable warheads, and that the Soviets were making a mistake in deploy- 

ing BMD because they were falling into the peculiar momentum of the 

arms race which he discussed in his San Francisco speech [7]. 

Secretary McNamara discussed the decision and rationale at the 

NATO Nuclear Planning Group meeting in Ankara. In a separate report 

to the group, Dennis Healy, British Defense Minister, argued against a 

European BMD because of its prohibitive cost and lack of effectiveness 

against a Soviet attack [8].° 

The Russians blamed pressure from Pentagon hawks and munitions 

makers for the decision [9]. 

Assistant Secretary of Defense Paul C. Warnke delivered a speech in 

Detroit in which he went to great lengths to explain the United States deci- 

sion [10]. He said, against the small threat from China, there would be no 

doubt about our deterrent credibility. Warnke suggested Chinese leaders 

were probably no less cautious than other leaders of states with nuclear 

weapons. However, in a deep U.S.-China crisis, the Chinese might fear 

the United States would: strike first. This could lead the Chinese to con- 

sider preemption (causing tens of millions of U:S. fatalities). The purpose 

of SENTINEL was to prevent hypothetical scenarios such as this from 

being carried out. Warnke made clear to his audience that the greatest 

period of danger was when the Chinese ICBM force was vulnerable to US. 

attack; i.e., the United States had an incentive to take these ICBMs out. 

Once they became invulnerable—i.e., a secure second-strike force like the 

Soviet’s—the danger would pass. Warnke said the BMD deployment would 

make it easier, rather than harder, to negotiate the NPT, because it would 

make other Asian countries (Japan and India) more willing to sign if they 

knew the U.S. deterrent was credible. 

He said deployment of BMD did not change the US. attitude toward 

the Soviet Union. While there were deep areas of disagreement, there was 

4See “Senator Clark Calls Antimissile System an Expensive Toy,” The New York 

Times, October 8, 1967, p. 36. ’ 

5 In the spring of 1968, a plan to deploy BMD in Europe was rejected by this group. 
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a common interest for preventing nuclear war. In addition, both sides 

would like to reduce the amount of resources each was then allocating 

for military purposes. As a result of these two common goals, the United 

States was still willing to seek cooperation and agreements with the Soviets 

on such goals, and SENTINEL should not compromise this effort. He 

hoped that by parallel action or formal agreement both sides might be 

able to limit offensive and defensive strategic weapons. 

In November 1967 the Soviets revealed a new ICBM—the SS-9— 
which came to play a pivotal role in the missile debate 2 years later. The 

House Republican Committee on NATO warned that a U.S. BMD could 

split NATO, because it would be viewed as a purely national defense 

system. 

The Jackson Subcommittee, which opened hearings early in November, 

heard Administration witnesses back the thin BMD deployment, while 

civilian strategists and geopoliticians warned the committee of the growing 

Soviet military-technological threat. The committee, in particular Senator 

Jackson, raised the question after the Warnke speech on unilateral inspec- 

tion and parallel action as to whether the United States was moving uni- 

laterally to limit its strategic nuclear forces. What Jackson was concerned 

with was whether the United States was maintaining only the capability to 

deter, giving up any attempt to maintain superiority in the expectation the 

Soviets would recognize such efforts and reciprocate. Implicit in such a 

policy was the need for the Soviets to acquire parity—i.e., catch up—with 

the United States before the basis for mutual (formal or informal), uni- 

lateral, or parallel arrangements could be established. 

It was reported that the Administration was considering expanding 

the SENTINEL system to protect the MINUTEMAN sites against the 

Soviets [11]. But Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze said a year could pass 

before such a decision had to be made and that no such decision had yet 
been made [12]. 

A sharp clash over the desirability of BMD occurred at the Atoms for 

Peace Awards in November 1967 between members of the scientific com- 
munity. Dr. Alvin Weinberg of Oak Ridge National Laboratory thought 

a strong defense could counter the ICBMs effectiveness and end the arms 
race. Dr. Isidor Rabi a Nobel Prize winner in Physics and Professor of 

Physics. at Columbia suggested that deploying BMD was political madness 
and technically unsound, because BMD was ineffective, could be broken, 
would force an acceleration of the arms race, and result in a distortion of 
American society away from more essential tasks. He said Weinberg’s 
opinion was not that of the scientific community [13]. 

Late in November, it was announced that Secretary of Defense Mc- 
Namara would be leaving the Pentagon. It was speculated that part of 
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the reason was over disagreement with the Administration’s Vietnam policy 
and the decision to deploy SENTINEL [14]. 

Dr. Foster’s revelation of the MIRV program on December 13, 1967, 
led to another clash within the scientific community about BMD. At the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) Conven- 
tion in New York, Dr. Hans Bethe and Dr. Freeman Dyson argued over 
MIRV and BMD. Bethe saw MIRV as a national response to BMD and 
said that MIRV could lead one country to fear that its entire land-based 

ICBM force would be knocked out, thereby giving it an incentive to strike 

first. Richard Garwin director of applied research, T. J. Watson Research 

Center of International Business Machines and a former member of the 

President’s Scientific Advisory Committee felt MIRV was extremely de- 

stabilizing. Bethe argued there were numerous ways to spoof BMD and 

that ICBM RVs could be hardened against the X-ray effect of BMD. 

Dyson argued BMD would lead to a détente and relaxation of tensions, 
since it was defensive and would not require an offensive response from 

the United States in the event of a Chinese attack. Dyson asserted that even 

if BMD were less than 100 percent effective, many people in some cities 

could be saved in the event of attack. Bethe countered by saying that the 

central task was not to reduce casualties but to avoid nuclear war [15]. 

Beginning in 1968, the BMD issue entered a new phase as concerted 

opposition to it arose in Congress, in the academic/scientific community, 

and from the public in areas where SENTINEL was to be deployed. The 

Administration continued to explain its deployment decision on the basis 

of an irrational Chinese attack, saying that it was not directed against the 

Soviets and that a heavy Soviet defense was infeasible and undesirable. 

Secretary McNamara, in his farewell Posture Statement, made it quite 

clear there was no advantage to superiority and that any attempt to attain 

it would be easily countered by the Soviets. He stressed the importance of 

maintaining an assured destruction capability in the face of the Soviet 

strategic buildup and said that steps were being taken to improve this 

capability. He reasserted that it was U.S. ability to destroy the Soviets 

and/or the Chinese as a society and the ability of the Soviets to do the same 

to the United States that would provide U.S. security, not BMD. He con- 

tinued to argue that a terminal defense of MINUTEMAN would offer only 

a partial substitute compared to expanding the force should the “Greater- 

than-Expected Soviet Threat” emerge. 

In a chart showing the futility of city defense, McNamara was very 

careful to show that SENTINEL would not reduce USS. fatalities below 

100 million unless the United States struck first. Again, as it had done on 

numerous occasions since the SENTINEL deployment was announced, the 

Administration was reassuring the Soviets not to be disturbed by SENTI- 
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NEL. McNamara recommended that $651 million plus $229 million from 

fiscal 1968 be used for SENTINEL deployment; $313 million for 

SENTINEL development; $165 million for NIKE-X; and $103 million 

for Defender [16]. 

Former President Dwight Eisenhower, in an interview, said he doubted 

the success of a thin ABM, saying the best defense was a good offense, 

and we had that [17]. 

The Defense Department hearings in Congress provided very little 

insight on the missile defense program, except that the Army provided a 

point-by-point refutation of the article in the March 1968 Scientific Ameri- 

can in which Garwin and Bethe had said that the SENTINEL was un- 

necessary and explained in great technical detail how it might easily be 

defeated [18]. 

To understand what happened to BMD in 1968, the reader must 

bear in mind the political climate in the United States at the time. There 

were the growing concern of the Soviet strategic threat, MIRV, BMD, the 

Tet Offensive, the campus unrest, attacks on the military-industrial complex, 

military research, and the $6-billion-budget cut which would affect many 

domestic programs. There appeared to be growing disillusionment with the 

military, foreign involvement, defense spending, and Vietnam. All of this 

made the SENTINEL deployment a logical focus of attention by those 

opposed to BMD and by those who saw it as a readily grasped issue 

symbolic of what was wrong in America. In addition, the Secretary of De- 

fense indicated that the Chinese ICBM threat had slipped a year. There- 

fore, the urgency for SENTINEL decreased. 

The opposition to SENTINEL revolved about seven issues: (1) the 

validity of the rationale, (2) its impact on international affairs and the cold 

war, (3) the effect on arms control, (4) its cost, (5) the implications for 

the Administration’s domestic programs, (6) its effect on U.S. national 

security, and (7) the system’s effectiveness and feasibility. The author 

does not intend to go into the arguments for or against BMD any more 

than is necessary, as he feels that by 1968 all the arguments which could be 
stated had been. 

On April 18, 1968, the Senate resumed consideration of the military 

authorization bill. Senator Margaret Chase Smith (R-Me.) asked that the 

SENTINEL decision be reconsidered. Senator Clark proposed eliminating 
all expenditures or authorizations for BMD which, he said, every competent 
scientist and military expert knew was worthless [19]. Senator Gaylord 
Nelson (D-Wis.) offered an amendment that would delete $342.7 million 
for SENTINEL from the total $956.1 million authorization for procuring 
Army missiles. Nelson’s amendment was defeated 17 to 41. Senator Cooper 
next offered an amendment prohibiting the use of funds for the deployment 
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of any BMD until the Secretary of Defense certified in writing that research 
had proved the system practical and that the cost of such a system was 
reasonably accurate [20]. Again, the merits of the system were argued, 
and the amendment was defeated 28 to 31. 

By mid-May, the Defense budget and U.S. defense policy were coming 
under broad attack in the Senate. Adding more fuel to the fire, a top-level 
Republican Party paper charged the Democrats with seriously weakening 
US. strategic superiority in particular by not exploiting new concepts in 
science and technology. On June 13, 1968, Senator Cooper offered two 

amendments, one to the military procurement appropriation and one to 

the military construction bill, to strike all funds for BMD deployment. 

The amendment originally proposed by Senator Cooper, now called the 

Cooper-Hart Amendment, was designed only to delay deployment by not 

expending any funds for SENTINEL in fiscal 1969. To support the amend- 

ment, Senator Philip Hart (D-Mich.) introduced a letter he received from 

Assistant Secretary of Defense Warnke indicating that the Chinese ICBM 

test flight would be delayed a full year [21]. Senator Jackson introduced a 

letter from Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford which stated that it would 

be a mistake to eliminate construction and procurement funds for SENTI- 

NEL during fiscal 1969. Continuing his defense of deployment, Jackson 

argued that such an amendment, if passed, would delay the BMD effort two 

years and would restrict the current research and development pro- 

gram [22]. The debate on SENTINEL continued for over a week, but on 

June 24, 1968, the Cooper-Hart Amendment was defeated 34 to 52. The 

same day, Senator Young offered an amendment to strike the $227.3 million 

for constructing SENTINEL facilities. Young’s amendment was defeated 

PANN 

During the debate on SENTINEL, Dr. Wiesner published a letter 

June 23, 1968, in The New York Times, in which he termed BMD wasteful. 

The Times editorial for June 23, 1968, likewise urged postponement of the 

SENTINEL deployment, as did that of the Washington Post. On June 23, 

1968, the Senate approved the $1.8 billion military construction bill which 

included $227.3 million for SENTINEL. One of the key points in the 

transcript in the Congressional Record of the debate on SENTINEL was 

that the SENTINEL system was really considered a forerunner of a large 

anti-Soviet ABM deployment [23]. Both The New York Times and 

Washington Post thought the vote for SENTINEL was regrettable. On 

June 27, 1968, the Soviet Union affirmed its willingness to open discus- 

sions on mutual limitation of BMD deployment [24]. Could the Senate vote 

have spurred them in this direction? 

At signing ceremonies for the NPT on July 1, 1968, President Johnson 



184 Ballistic Missile Defense 

announced that agreement had been reached with the Soviets to begin talks 

in the near future to limit both offensive and defensive nuclear weapons [25]. 

The need to cut $6 billion from the fiscal 1969 budget in return for a 

10-percent tax surcharge indicated the defense budget was likely to come 

under careful scrutiny by both the Administration and Congress. Many 

opponents of BMD suggested SENTINEL as a prime candidate for a budget 

cut now that the Chinese threat was pushed back a year and the Soviets 

had indicated a willingness to discuss a strategic-weapons moratorium. 

Senator Eugene McCarthy (D-Minn.), a 1968 Presidential candidate, 

on July 10, 1968, released a position paper on arms control authored by 

Doctors Jerome Wiesner and George Kistiakowsky. This paper suggested 

an immediate unilateral freeze on the U.S. deployment of SENTINEL, 

POSEIDON, and MINUTEMAN II [26]. 
During this period, from about July 1, 1968, the Senate Preparedness 

Investigating Subcommittee was releasing testimony on the magnitude 

of the Soviet threat [27]. The committee’s report issued in late September 

made no recommendations on missile defense but did reveal that the Secre- 

tary of Defense turned down the JCS recommendation to proceed with 

NIKE-X for defense of U.S. cities against a Soviet attack. The Committee 

Panel felt that funding for SENTINEL in fiscal 1969 was adequate as a 

first step toward the JCS-recommended full city defense [28]. This is 

further confirmation of the real purpose of the SENTINEL deployment. 

On July 11, 1968, Representative Robert Leggett (D-Calif.) proposed 

an amendment to strike more than $525 million from the Military Procure- 

ment Authorization Bill for SENTINEL deployment. This would have 

the effect of cutting $227 million for SENTINEL. Representative Brock 

Adams (D-Wash.) introduced a report asserting that SENTINEL would 

be of doubtful effectiveness, would cause an increase in Soviet military 

preparedness, could not replace deterrence as a strategy because BMD 

was imperfect and would not work. This report was prepared by the ABM 

Committee of the Seattle Association of Scientists of the Federation of 

American Scientists and was dated May 29, 1969 [29]. Leggett’s amend- 

ment was rejected 17 to 40. On July 25, 1968, Representative Cohelan 

indicated he would offer amendments to the Defense and Military Con- 

struction Appropriations Bills to delete funds for SENTINEL. After 

intense debate, the Cohelan amendment was defeated 37 to 106 [30]. 

On August 1, 1968, the Senate deliberated the Military Construction 
Appropriations Bill. The bill as reported out of the committee contained 
four dissenting views on BMD. Again a debate ensued as Senator Nelson 
introduced an amendment to delete SENTINEL construction funds. His 
argument was based on the need for a reorientation of American priorities 
from military to domestic. This amendment was defeated 27 to 46 [31]. 
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Much of the month of August was devoted to attacking the MIRV develop- 
ment program, which was linked to BMD, by pointing out the insanity of 
and consequences of the nuclear arms race. It was reported that Soviet 
BMD work had slowed [32]. 

On September 6, 1968, Defense Secretary Clifford exempted SENTI- 
NEL from any Pentagon budget cuts. He also indicated the Soviet-Ameri- 
can arms limitations talks would be delayed because of the invasion of 
Czechoslovakia [33]. 

The House began debate on the Defense Appropriations Bill for Fiscal 

1969, and Representative Cohelan indicated he again would offer amend- 

ments to halt SENTINEL deployment but not development. Representative 

Mahon opposed the amendment. As the debate continued, Representative 

Thomas Pelly (R-Wash.) reported that, contrary to earlier assurances 

from the Army, not all SENTINEL sites would be away from population 

centers; the Army now wanted to put a site within one mile of downtown 

Seattle. He said the Army denied his request for a hearing. Pelly said 

the people of Seattle found the site quite objectionable and that they had 

organized opposition against it [34]. This was the first sign that grass-roots 
opposition was building up against SENTINEL deployment. In the ensuing 

debate, the House shouted down the SENTINEL amendment with only 

Cohelan speaking and went on to pass a $72.2 billion Defense Appropria- 

tions Bill. 

On October 2, 1968, the Senate began consideration of the Defense 

Appropriations Bill. Senator Cooper again introduced his amendment, 

along with Senators Hart, Clifford Case (R-N.J.), Clark, McCarthy, George 

McGovern (D-S.Dak.), Lee Metcalf (D-Mont.), Walter Mondale 

(D-Minn.), Nelson, and Young, to delete $387.4 million for SENTINEL 

deployment. At the request of Senator Cooper, the Senate went into closed 

session ®° so he could ask certain questions about the SENTINEL system. 

The questions revolved about the effectiveness of the system, whether it 

was to be deployed before sufficient tests were conducted, and whether 

SENTINEL was intended as a city defense against Soviet attack. 

One very interesting point to emerge was Senator Russell’s admission 

to Senator Fulbright that the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee and 

Armed Services Committee called no one opposed to SENTINEL to 

testify. The only testimony was given by Administration witnesses. Senator 

Hart introduced a telegram signed by Wiesner, Gilpatric, Kistiakowsky, 

Carl Kaysen the Director of the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton, 

N.J., and Hans Bethe, among others, supporting the Cooper-Hart Amend- 

6 The nature of this debate became evident later when the proceedings of that session 

were published in the November 1, 1968, Congressional Record, pp. E9638—9650. 
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ment. In their telegram, they said important domestic priorities were 

being sacrificed for the deployment of a BMD which would not add to 

U.S. security. They expressed concern, too, that Clark Clifford rejected 

a Soviet offer to begin talks in Geneva on a missile freeze, justifying it 

by saying the time was inappropriate because of the invasion of Czechoslo- 

vakia. They believed the talks were necessary to halt the arms race, and 

deploying SENTINEL to present a position of strength avoided the central 

issue [35]. Entered into the record, too, was a series of technical questions 

to be asked in the closed session. The content of the questions indicated 

they were prepared by a scientist with a knowledge of missile defense. 

Later, it was revealed Dr. Inglis of the Argonne National Laboratory had 

prepared them [36].’ Then, in the open session, a telegram signed by York, 

Wiesner, Bethe, and Kistiakowsky urged that SENTINEL deployment be 

delayed one year. The vote on the Cooper-Hart amendment defeated it 

25 to 45. This was the last congressional attempt in 1968 to defeat 

SENTINEL. But the defeat was in the making from a completely un- 

expected source. 

The debates in Congress over SENTINEL, as well as the other aspects 

of military spending, were a dress rehearsal for what followed in 1969. 

The arguments offered against SENTINEL were political judgments about 

its feasibility and its desirability in light of its fueling the arms race and 

because of domestic needs of the country. The opposition contended 

defense was at a disadvantage compared to offense in that the former could 

not tolerate a single warhead’s getting through, while the offense did not 

have to be perfect. 

As the presidential election drew near, charges, assertions, and denials 

of security gaps filled the press as did the need for military superiority, the 

loss of superiority, and the value of superiority. BMD did not figure in the 

campaign as much as the idea of superiority and arms races and where 
would it all lead and where would it end. 

After Richard Nixon’s election, the SENTINEL issue returned to the 

news, as five scientists (including Dr. David Inglis, former FAS Chairman, 

from the Argonne National Laboratory in Chicago) formed the “West 

Suburban Concerned Scientists Group” committed to stopping SENTINEL 

site construction in Chicago and its suburbs. This group’s effort began on 

November 15 when it learned the Army had started test drilling at 5 sites 

in Chicago. This new effort to stop BMD deployment raised the specter of 

a defending missile’s accidentally blowing up at its site or at too low an 
altitude above the city it was protecting, thereby destroying the city. Inglis 

*See John Finney. “Halt of Sentinel Is Traced to a 10-Month Old Memo,” The 
New York Times, February 9, 1969, p. 1. 
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suggested that deploying BMD in Chicago would make the city a target for 
Soviet ICBMs [37]. (Note: According to the assured destruction strategy, 
all population centers should be targeted regardless of whether BMD is 
present.) The issue of an accidental detonation, denied by the Army, had 
also been raised by Senator Cooper during the closed Senate session of 
October 11, 1968. The five scientists were asking the Army to hold hear- 
ings before acquiring any more land for test drilling so that concerned 
individuals could state their reservations on proposed sites. The Chicago 

scientists were being joined by the FAS to alert congressmen, scientists, and 

the public to Army BMD activities near urban areas. 

At a BMD debate in New York, sponsored by the Center for the 

Study of Democratic Institutions, Senator George McGovern saw the 

$5 billion SENTINEL system as a blunder second only to the Vietnam 
escalation. Supporting the SENTINEL decision, Dr. Donald G. Brennan 

of the Hudson Institute suggested the offense might no longer count on easily 

and economically penetrating a missile defense system [38]. 

Science magazine revealed that Representative Sidney Yates (D-IIl.) 

reported heavy opposition to SENTINEL sites close to Chicago. In a letter 

to Mendel Rivers, Yates called for a congressional investigation of proposed 

SENTINEL sites near urban areas and for the Army to hold open public 

hearings on the matter [39]. 

Norman Cousins, editor of the Saturday Review, writing in the 

December 14, 1968, issue urged a full-scale national debate on the correct 

priorities for American society, pointing out there was no defense against 

nuclear warfare except peace and that BMD was but another step pushing 

the world arms race past the point of no return. A year earlier, shortly 

after the SENTINEL decision announcement, Marvin Kalkstein of FAS 

in a letter to The New York Times (October 8, 1967, p. E11) had called 

for a public debate on BMD so the pressure from small segments and vested 

interests could be countered.*® 

On December 17, 1968, the Army, under mounting congressional 

8 Kalkstein suggested in his letter that if people understood that strategic sufficiency 

rather than superiority was all that was required of the U.S. and Russia, then progress 

toward arms reduction and a rational approach to national and world security could 

be made. President Nixon in 1969 was to replace his campaign pledge for superiority 

with the term sufficiency. See The New York Times, January 30, 1969, p. 6. In this 

same article in The New York Times it was reported that a study by Dr. George W. 

Rathjens, a former director of the Weapons Systems Evaluation Division of the Insti- 

tute for Defense Analyses, currently a professor of Political Science at Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology and a leading BMD opponent, suggested the current balance 

between Russia and the United States as “one of sufficiency in strategic forces.” The 

study sponsored by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace was entitled 

The Future of the Strategic Arms Race: Options for the 1970's. 
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pressure, gave Detroit area congressmen a classified briefing on the deploy- 

ment of missile defense sites near urban areas. The Army then consented 

to give an open hearing to the public on the Chicago site. Another Detroit 

area representative, John Conyers (D-Mich.), said he had doubts about 

going ahead with SENTINEL because it might reduce the chances of 

reaching an arms control agreement with the Soviets. Conyers said he was 

asking scientists in his area to advise him and the public about the risks 

of BMD [40]. With the support of local congressmen and of Senator Hart, 

additional protests over BMD sites were raised by several Detroit area 

scientists, especially regarding safety features against accidental explosion. 

With swelling public opposition and rising congressional concern over 

the urban site preparations for SENTINEL, the year came to an end. 

On January 15, 1969, Clark Clifford presented the outgoing Ad- 

ministration’s defense program [41]. Clifford discussed: continued expan- 

sion of the Soviet strategic effort, the slowdown in their GALOSH BMD 

deployment around Moscow, the Johnson Administration’s desire to open 

the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT)° with the Soviets now that the 

Czechoslovakian crisis had passed, and the NPT would be ratified. 

Clifford reiterated the need to maintain the assured destruction 

capability and saw the SENTINEL as technically and economically feasible 

against the Chinese threat through the mid-1980s. He said that SENTINEL, 

of course, could be used against a Soviet ICBM attack but it would have 

little effect on the outcome of such an attack. In discussing BMD, Clifford 

said that after 15 years of research and development efforts worth $4 billion, 

the Defense Department and its contractors were fully convinced BMD 

was technically feasible; i.e., under certain conditions, it would identify, 

track, and destroy an incoming RV. “How effective such a system would be 

against actual attack is quite another matter. That would depend upon 

the purpose the system is intended to serve.” 1° [42] He indicated the 

SENTINEL program would be pressed and, until a workable agreement 

with the Soviets on arms limitation occurred, the option to deploy a BMD 

against the Soviet Union would be kept open. For SENTINEL in fiscal 

1970, there was $335 million for R&D; $736 million for procurement; 

$647 million for construction; and $70 million for operations—this was 

in addition to the fiscal 1969 budget item for $962 million. For advanced 

ABM concepts for NIKE-X $175 million was budgeted and for SABMIS 

$3 million. The Soviets indicated on the day of Mr. Nixon’s inauguration 

® However, the Soviets indicated they would prefer to wait until the Nixon Administra- 
tion took office to reopen the matter. 

10 Clifford conceded there could be questions regarding the worth of SENTINEL if 
one did not believe the original rationale for deployment. 
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that they were ready to initiate serious discussions on control of strategic 
weapons. 

On January 15, 1969, the House Appropriations Committee was 
briefed on the SENTINEL system with particular emphasis on the status of 
construction and the method of selecting sites. The briefing was prompted 
by questions from their constituents raised by Representatives Pelly, Roman 
Pucinski (D-IIl.), Yates, and Robert McClory (R-Ill.). Yates wanted to 
know why the sites were near or in cities when he was led originally to 
believe they would not be so placed. Yates was concerned whether there 
would be an accidental launch of SPARTAN or detonation of its warhead, 

if the system was effective, and could the attacker use penaids or beta-patch 
blackout? Yates’s questions were the same as those submitted into the 

Congressional Record by Senator Case in October 1968 during the closed 
session of the Senate. 

Representative Pelly said he was told by Representative Sikes the 

criteria for selection involved remoteness from populated areas, use of 

Government land, and arriving at a satisfactory decision with the local 

officials on a site which was least objectionable to the people near the 

site [43]. Pelly, unlike Yates, was not opposed to the SENTINEL but only 

to its siting so close to Seattle. Representative Pucinski ardently supported 

the SENTINEL deployment, arguing that range and coverage requirements 

for the missiles made the particular sites chosen necessary. Pucinski also 

argued that, since the objective of SENTINEL was to protect cities and 

urban areas, the SPRINT in the city areas was necessary. 

Representative McClory said that while there was substantial opposi- 

tion to the Libertyville site near Chicago, the bulk of the objections he re- 

ceived was from people against SENTINEL, not the site. Indeed, McClory 

said he received no official objections from anyone about the Libertyville 

site. Later, however, a letter was inserted in the Record from the City 

Council of Highland Park, asking the Army to reconsider the Libertyville 

site. 
General Alfred D. Starbird’s (Director of the SENTINEL program) 

testimony explained why the sites were chosen as they were—to provide 

the means for countering the expected Chinese threat; he outlined chances 

of an accident and what SENTINEL was designed to do. The site selec- 

tion criteria, he said, fell into three major areas: (1) engineering and eco- 

nomic feasibility, (2) the kind of impact on civilians in the area, and (3) 

the location for tactical effectiveness [44]. 

The political climate in the United States in early 1969 was one of 

continued frustration, fear that the arms race was accelerating as the rush 

to deploy BMD and MIRVs on both sides diminished hopes of curbing 

the race. The Nixon Administration seemed in no hurry to get started with 
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SALT or have the NPT ratified. In fact, Secretary of Defense-designate 

Melvin Laird suggested it would not be until the summer or fall of 1969 

before the new Administration would be willing to enter into talks with the 

Russians, There were additional concerns within the Congress and country 

at large about inflation, Vietnam, the cost of the war, the so-called misuse 

of science for defense, the few dollar resources that might become available 

for domestic purposes after the war was phased down, the enormous cost of 

weapons, the cost-overruns, and the need for new strategic weapons which 

had been deferred because of Vietnam. The social unrest, the unrest on 

campuses, and the concern about the so-called military-industrial complex 

all pointed to a thorough scrutiny of defense expenditures in 1969 by 

Congress, the mass media, and the public. 

In February 1969, a major bipartisan campaign was begun to halt 

SENTINEL." The impetus for the movement coincided with indications 

by Nixon Administration officials that they held some reservations about 

SENTINEL. Similar reservations were stated by a staunch proponent of 

SENTINEL, Senator Stennis [45]. John Finney of The New York Times 

described how opposition to SENTINEL began 10 months earlier with a 

memorandum to Senator Cooper suggesting that the SENTINEL program 

ought to be questioned as it had not yet been proved. The campaign to 

win support for his opposition was slow but steady. It was reinforced late 

in 1968 by the many labor unions, civic and religious groups, city councils, 

conservationists, real estate developers, concerned individuals, peace 

groups, and scientists who protested the placement of nuclear armed missiles 

in their backyards. The Senators consulted with and were advised by 

scientists opposed to the system. While Cooper led the open battle, Senator 

Charles Percy (R-Ill.) worked behind the scenes, speaking to President 

Nixon about his opposition to SENTINEL. 

Meanwhile, the “New England Citizens Committee on ABM,” formed 

by Abram Chayes, a former State Department legal adviser, indicated it 

would sponsor a national conference on BMD. The opposition forces grew 

stronger as they became informed. They put the Senate Armed Services 

Committee on the defensive by the questions they asked, questions the com- 

mittee neither understood nor could answer. Their efforts were reinforced 

by a bombardment of letters to senators and congressmen from people near 
the cities where deployment sites were being prepared. 

Senator Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.) was drawn into the controversy 

when, at a town meeting in Reading, Massachusetts, the site of a SENTI- 

11 The remainder of this chapter is based on the daily issues of the Congressional 
Record, The New York Times, and the Washington Post. Events are placed in their 
order of occurrence whenever possible regardless of when they were actually reported 
or revealed. 
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NEL base, the Army ran into well-organized opposition from Drs. Wiesner 
and George Rathjens and Mr. Richard Goodwin the latter an ex-Kennedy 
organization man and speech writer. They promptly called Senator Ken- 
nedy and implored him to enter the fight [46]. This resulted in a letter 2 
from Senator Kennedy to U.S. Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird urging 
that a freeze on the deployment be made, pending an investigation and re- 
view of the SENTINEL program. Kennedy said in his letter that a very 

thorough and extensive examination of the wisdom of authorizing and 
appropriating money for SENTINEL would be made in fiscal 1970 by the 

Congress. He cited five reasons against deployment: (1) technical ques- 

tions on its effectiveness, capability, and feasibility; (2) its impact on the 

Soviet strategic force structure by heightening the arms race and making 

arms limitation talks more difficult; (3) site locations near urban areas, 

chances of accidents, and possibility of the site itself becoming an attractive 

target; (4) costs, inflation, and overruns, as well as the compulsion to 

expand the system to a thick one; and (5) distortion of federal funding 

priorities. 

During this period, too, there were conflicting reports on whether the 

Administration would go ahead with the deployment on the basis of its 

original rationale—against China—or whether a deployment was being 

used as a bargaining card in the upcoming SALT. 

On February 4, 1969, Senate critics of SENTINEL asked a delay, 

fearing it would start a new arms race. Senator McGovern argued that 

SENTINEL would be ineffective and overpowered in a Soviet attack, which 

was precisely the idea to be conveyed to the Soviets by the Adminitsration’s 

decision to deploy it against China. 

On February 6, 1969 Secretary Laird ordered a halt to the SENTINEL 

system, all land acquisition, and site surveys, and cessation of construction 

pending a month-long review of the situation. At the President’s news 

conference that day, he indicated SENTINEL was substantially more than a 

thin Chinese defense, that it had considerable damage-limiting capability. 

The same day FAS issued a statement urging the scrapping of 

SENTINEL. 

Representative Mendel Rivers, by ordering hearings on further site 

acquisitions for SENTINEL, temporarily blocked continued deployment of 

SENTINEL. By law, the military is required to inform the House and 

Senate Armed Services Committees when and for what purpose they want 

to acquire land. If the committees raise no objections within 30 days, the 

12 The text can be found in U.S. Congressional Record, February 4, 1969, pp. 

H669-670. 
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military can proceed. In this case, Rivers decided to hold hearings on the 

matter. 

Shortly after Laird made his SENTINEL freeze announcement, there 

were indications that work would be resumed soon after tempers had time 

to quiet down. Laird expressed concern over the Chinese threat, while 

pointing also to the Soviet expenditures for strategic defense as being three 

times that of the United States in the previous two years. This, he said, 

made it imperative to deploy BMD so the United States could obtain the 

knowledge the Soviets had on BMD. 
Five alternatives seemed to be emerging as a result of the SENTINEL 

halt: (1) no BMD deployment until SALT began, (2) defend the ICBMs, 

(3) move the sites away from urban areas, (4) build a thick system, and 

(5) deploy a very thin system of about 100 SPARTANs. There seemed 

to be little doubt that some form of BMD was seen as necessary by the 

Administration, for whatever reasons. 

In a reversal of its earlier role urging a Chinese BMD as the beginning 

of a heavy Soviet one, the Joint Atomic Energy Committee was circulating 

a paper ““What’s Wrong with SENTINEL.” The Committee (based on this 

paper) was prepared to oppose any type of city defense, preferring rather 

a hard point terminal defense of the ICBM sites using many SPRINTs 

and some SPARTANS [47]. 

The Washington Post revealed in mid-February the existence of an 

Army public relations plan to sell SENTINEL to the American public with 

the Army remaining in the background. Part of the plan called for counter- 

ing the objections of scientists such as Bethe, Wiesner, and Rathjens to 

SENTINEL by the use of nongovernment scientists. Deliberate revelation 

of this document at the time served to heighten public and congressional 

opposition, not so much to BMD as to the pervasiveness of the military in 

the daily lives of the U.S. public and in the domestic and foreign policy 

of the United States. 

Senator Kennedy announced on February 20, 1969, he had hired a 

private panel headed by Dr. Jerome Wiesner and Mr. Abram Chayes to 

prepare a report on the BMD deployment. Kennedy felt the report was 

necessary for him, the Senate, and the public, since it appeared that the 

Defense Department review would only result in the resumption of the 
SENTINEL deployment, albeit in a modified form designed to mollify the 
Senate critics. A split in the Administration on the desirability and timing 
of BMD deployment appeared to be evident during the Foreign Relations 
Committee Hearings on the NPT. Secretary of State Rogers seemed more 
anxious to get talks started than was Laird, who wanted BMD started. The 
NPT was hardly discussed as the committee expounded its arguments 
against SENTINEL and fought the Defense Department position on deploy- 
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ment in favor of talking with the Soviets. The committee also questioned 
the consistency of the Administration position: wanting to talk and deploy 
at the same time. 

On February 24, 1969, Representative Cohelan asked the House to 
schedule a special order on the 26th to discuss BMD. To focus on the 
relevant issues, the discussion and material introduced covered 70 pages of 
the February 20, 1969, Congressional Record. 

On February 28, 1969, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee under 
the auspices of Senator Gore’s Disarmament Subcommittee announced 

the decision to hold educational and informational hearings on the 

“Strategic and Foreign Policy Implications of the ABM.” The real purpose 

was to provide a means to counter the influence of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee and to oppose BMD. 

In March a Pentagon plan for a revised deployment was revealed. 

It was designed to facilitate arms limitation talks while providing a defense 

against the growing Soviet strategic threat which included a BMD around 

Moscow and indications that the Soviets were developing and testing a 

more advanced BMD system. The new plan would: move long-range 

SPARTANSs away from urban areas, add SPRINTs at the MINUTEMAN 

sites, increase coastal radar coverage against SLBMs, delay construction 

starts until proper land surveys were made, and delay missile emplacement 

until 1972, although the radars and computers would be deployed [48]. 

Senator Hart asked that a letter dated February 25, 1969, be printed 

in the March 4, 1969, Congressional Record stating the opposition to 

SENTINEL (with all of the same arguments) of 39 members of the Uni- 

versity of Michigan Physics Department. 

Norman Cousins editorialized in the March 8, 1969, Saturday Review, 

that the ABM was going to be President Nixon’s Vietnam and that the 

time had come to stop the juggernaut."* 

March 4, 1969, was the day of the national strike against the misuse 

of science, originally planned to be held only on the Massachusetts Institute 

of Technology (MIT) campus. It spread across the nation’s colleges and 

universities. Figuring prominently in this protest were dozens of panels 

devoted to arguing the BMD issue and opposing such deployment. 

At the President’s news conference of March 4, 1969, he said he 

would make and announce a decision on BMD early the following week. At 

the Gore Subcommittee Hearings, Gerard Smith, Director of ACDA, stated 

that the BMD was no bar to starting SALT with the Russians. Dr. Hans 

Bethe and Dr. J. P. Ruina stated at these hearings that U.S. ICBMs were 

13 The editorial was reprinted as a full-page advertisement in The New York Times, 

March 11, 1969, p. 19. 
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so secure the Soviets could not eliminate them in a devastating attack. 

Therefore, there was no need for defending them with BMD. Bethe con- 

ceded, however, that the Soviet introduction of MIRV could make a BMD 

defense necessary, but how urgent a hard point defense was now was 

debatable [49]. Dr. Ruina, Dr. Bethe, and Dr. Daniel Fink, former 

Deputy Director of DDR&E and now the General Manager of General 

Electric’s Space Division, felt the SENTINEL deployment could be 

delayed without any danger. 

The Russians entered the BMD debate by suggesting the deployment 

of SENTINEL could set back any chances of successful U.S.-U.S.S.R. 

arms control talks. Drs. Killian and Kistiakowsky, and H. York, Director 

of Defense Research during the Eisenhower Administration, said BMD 

would decrease U.S. security and contribute to the action-reaction cycle 

(reference to McNamara’s San Francisco speech); moreover, as Dr. York 

argued, firing an ABM would require such a swift decision that only 

computers and junior officers could be involved [50]. He thought this was 

the ultimate in absurdity, pointing out that at least with an ICBM there 

would be presidential control, whereas because of the time constraints 

involved with BMD, presidential control would inevitably be lacking.’ 

Additional witnesses at the Gore Hearings echoed the theme that deploy- 

ment of BMD would result in decreased security, hamper arms control talks, 

and retard progress toward a peaceful, stable world. It should be noted 

that some BMD opponents conceded that hard point defenses of ICBM 

sites might be necessary and possibly beneficial but only if the need arose. 

The argument (Dr. Kistiakowsky and Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky, Director of 

the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, were two of these individuals) 

rested on the ability to defend hardened targets with cheaper and simpler 

interceptors and radars, which would make the system more effective and 

less costly. BMD, when used to protect retaliatory forces, they argued, was 

not destabilizing but contributed to assured destruction. This argument, 

which accepted the need for BMD under certain circumstances, but not 

SENTINEL, was in contrast to those who categorically opposed any BMD 

of any sort for any purpose. 

On March 14, 1969, President Nixon announced his new BMD plan— 

later to be called SAFEGUARD. 

14 How can firing a “city-busting ICBM” with presidential authority be compared to 

firing a defensive weapon like an ABM, even without such authority? York elaborates 
on his thesis in his Race to Oblivion: A Participants View of the Arms Race, Simon 
and Schuster, 1970. 
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CHAPTER 14 

Safeguard 

President Nixon in announcing his decision to reorient the SENTINEL 

deployment explained his alternatives: 

1. A deployment which would attempt to defend U.S. cities against 

an attack by the Soviet Union 
2. A continuation of the SENTINEL program approved by the previous 

Administration 
3. An indefinite postponement of deployment while continuing research 

and development [1] 

Secretary Laird, in explaining the basis for the President’s decision 

several months later in House Defense Appropriations Hearings, added: 

Terminate all work on the Sentinel system as such, and continue only 

research and development in more advanced ABM technology .. . 

Reorient and rephase the entire SENTINEL program. [2] 

The President rejected the three options because of the growing Soviet 

threat: it was still not feasible or practical (politically, militarily, or eco- 

nomically) to defend against a heavy Soviet attack; there were too many 

risks in halting all work; and only operational experience could provide 

answers to certain problems which R&D could not. 

Continuing, the President said he thought the SENTINEL program 

had to be modified; that the country’s security demanded a carefully 

phased and deployed BMD; and said any new program would be reviewed 

annually from the technical, threat, deployment, and arms control view- 

points. 

The purpose of the new system was: 

1. Protection of U.S. land-based retaliating forces against a direct 
attack by the Soviet Union 

2. Defense of the American people against the kind of nuclear attack 

which Communist China is likely to be able to mount within the 
decade 
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3. Protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from any 
source [3] 

The President said the deployment would start with two ICBM sites 
and be implemented from there by the periodic analysis of the threat. 

Mr. Laird later suggested three major and two minor reasons for 
deploying BMD. The major reasons were to: 

1. Protect cities and population from heavy Soviet attack 

2. Protect retaliatory forces as a substitute to their further expansion in 

the event the Soviets threaten their survival 

3. Protect cities and population from a Chinese attack 

The minor reasons were to: 

1. Protect against accidental launch of an ICBM 

2. Protect from a “demonstration-launch” [4] 

Note that Laird places population defense first. 

In light of the foregoing, the President concluded that protection of 

US. deterrent forces was the most critical so they would not become 

vulnerable to a Soviet attack. He pointed out that to protect them he could 

increase their number, but he felt this would appear to the Soviets to 

threaten their deterrent force and stimulate an arms race. These forces 

could be hardened, but by itself hardening would not afford adequate pro- 

tection against foreseeable Soviet advances in accuracy. A third alternative 

was to protect the deterrent forces with a missile defense system, which is 

what he chose. 
The system he proposed would not require installations near major 

cities, the cost would be between $6 billion and $7 billion, and the initial 

cost would be less than the Johnson Administration’s fiscal 1970 request 

for SENTINEL; the system would be closely related to the actual threat 

development, would not be provocative, would reduce the chance of sur- 

prise attack against the U.S. deterrent, and would not complicate or hamper 

arriving at an agreement with the Soviets on offensive or defensive arms 

limitation. 
The JCS, while affirming the SAFEGUARD decision, still continued 

to believe that the foremost requirement for U.S. security was a heavy BMD 

for city defense against the Soviet Union. It was toward this objective they 

1It was reported several days after the SAFEGUARD announcement, that Admiral 

Thomas Moorer, now Chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff and General 

McConnell decided to support only the SAFEGUARD deployment, thus breaking 

ranks with their colleagues. See New York Times, March 18, 1969, p. 1. 
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had accepted SENTINEL [5]. The House seemed to accept the President’s 

decision; the Senate was divided. Conservative Republicans and many 

members of the Armed Services and Defense Appropriations Committees 

agreed with it, while most liberals and members of the Foreign Relations 

Committee did not [6]. The Washington Post thought the decision a reason- 

able compromise [7]. The New York Times thought the decision wrong 

and the rationale—to protect the ICBM force—hollow [8]. 

The SAFEGUARD system incorporates both an area and terminal 

defense capability, using the same components as SENTINEL but deployed 

with a different ordering of priorities. Whereas SENTINEL had the option 

for ICBM force defense, it was primarily configured to protect cities. 

SAFEGUARD would be initiated to protect two MINUTEMAN sites and 

later, if needed, SAC bomber bases. If it became necessary to defend the 

bomber force, the additional sites would permit a truly thin anti-Chinese 

ICBM area defense, too. The only city to be defended would be Washing- 

ton, D.C., the control center of the National Command Authority. 

The total SAFEGUARD deployment would have 12 sites. To provide 

all-around coverage, especially from SLBM attack, there would be 7 PARs 

with 11 faces. Two additional sites beyond the 12, 1 each in Alaska and 

Hawaii, could be added to give area defense to all 50 states. It was pro- 

posed to begin the initial deployment with a single-faced PAR and one 

four-faced MSR at each of two ICBM sites, Malmstrom Air Force Base 

(AFB) in Montana and Grand Forks AFB in North Dakota. This first 

phase would cost about $2.1 billion with $800 million already available. 

These figures did not include the Atomic Energy Commisison (AEC) war- 

head costs or Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) 

costs. A Phase 2 option with 3 alternatives was included in the proposal. 

Phase 2A, if the Soviet ICBM threat grew, included adding 2 more SAFE- 

GUARD sites at Whiteman and Warren AFBs, adding additional SPRINTs 

and beginning defense of Washington, D.C. Phase 2B, if the Soviet SLBM 

threat to SAC bombers increased, would include activating all 12 sites. 

Phase 2C would involve activating 12 sites, also, with fewer missile inter- 

ceptors, PARs and MSRs, to meet a Chinese threat. In contrast to 

SENTINEL, which moved on a fixed basis, SAFEGUARD deployment 
could be adjusted according to need. 

A week later Secretary Laird was to go before the Gore Subcommittee 

to testify on SAFEGUARD, and several days later before the Senate Armed 

Services Committee to do the same. Both of these committees were engaged 
in a jurisdictional fight over military and foreign policy, with each holding 

hearings in what the other thought was its purview. The Gore Subcom- 
mittee was determined to fight the SAFEGUARD decision: wanting to 
know how the retaliatory force was imperiled by the recent Soviet strategic 



Safeguard 201 

buildup; why BMD was the best way to protect them; whether defending 
the ICBM force was a provocative act likely to trigger a spiral in the arms 
race; and by deploying BMD and MIRVs, might not the United States and 
the Soviet Union be throwing away the last opportunity to limit the 
strategic arms race. 

A quiet campaign began to gain acceptance for SAFEGUARD. The 
President met with the Presidential Scientific Advisory Council (PSAC) 
to discuss the program with the members who opposed it. The White 

House released a letter from Dr. Lee Dubridge, the President’s science ‘ad- 

visor, indicating his support for SAFEGUARD, and Vice President Agnew 

talked with six freshman senators about supporting the decision when it 
came time for voting funds in the Senate. 

Robert Semple, Jr., of The New York Times, described how the 

President reached his decision on SAFEGUARD. The decision, Semple 

Says, was highly internalized; the President, himself, met with few pro- 

ponents or opponents of SENTINEL, but his staff provided him the daily 

developments on the issue and the pros and cons of deployment. Ap- 

parently there were two decisions. The first was made around March 8 

or 9, 1969, when the President decided to deploy BMD to protect the 

deterrent force. The second decision, made on March 10 after the President 

returned from Key Biscayne where he made the first decision, related to 

the speed of deployment. The factors influencing him concerned the diplo- 

matic and arms control implications of deployment, the growing Soviet 

strategic threat, and, not surprisingly, the ongoing debate in the Congress. 

Before the President left for Europe, four options were presented to him: 

the thick city deployment; a thinner SENTINEL—only 15 instead of 25 

cities; a modified SENTINEL deployment called Plan 1-69, which was 

the SAFEGUARD deployment; and no deployment at all. No recom- 

mendations were made to the President and he ordered additional studies, 

especially of the diplomatic consequences of each option. Lawrence Lynn, a 

member of the National Security Council (NSC), who worked with Deputy 

Secretary of Defense David Packard on the various options, was to write a 

paper against each option. Meanwhile, Henry Kissinger, the President’s na- 

tional security advisor, consulted with groups of scientists and asked some of 

his friends in Cambridge to provide him with papers on the technical feasibil- 

ity of the project and the sentiment of the scientific community at MIT and 

Harvard. The President, during his European trip, became attracted to 

Plan 1-69 because of its nonprovocative and small-economic-outlay char- 

acteristics. On March 5, 1969, he decided on Plan 1-69 at an NSC meeting. 

On March 7, 1969, Senator Javits, Percy, and Cooper told Kissinger of the 

congressional opposition to SENTINEL and why they opposed it. A 

briefing book was made up for the President on all this material plus 
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Lynn’s dissenting arguments. The next step after the President decided on 

Plan 1-69 was to determine how best to implement it. Again, there were 

several options: move SENTINEL from the cities to the bases or begin 

deploying it at the bases the following spring. Each of these options 

would occasion work simultaneously on 12 to 15 sites, which would involve 

a sizable expenditure. Such an effort would be rather inflexible for diplo- 

matic, arms control, or military reasons. Another option was to continue 

R&D, which was considered the most politically attractive. This option 

had been urged by many in Congress and in the scientific/academic com- 

munity. This was rejected because the system had come to the end of the 

R&D road, and further system improvements could only come from tests 

carried out at the actual sites. A year’s delay could have meant a two-year 

operational delay, too. So a fourth option, the phased-deployment plan, 

was chosen. In his announcement, the President said that his Foreign In- 

telligence Advisory Board would review annually the need for further 

deployment. Semple reported that this was added to the speech as a result 

of Dr. Killian’s (former science advisor to President Eisenhower) sug- 

gestion that any deployment decision be withheld until an independent 

council of private citizens could review the country’s strategic requirements. 

While this did not impress the President, the idea of an independent review 

and assessment of the country’s BMD requirements did [9]. 

A week after the decision, the BMD debate continued unabated in 

Congress as more and more opposition was raised to SAFEGUARD, its 

feasibility, effectiveness, rationale, and the desirability and wisdom of 

deploying it. Again BMD came under criticism as a symbol of the military- 

industrial complex and the tremendous resources it consumed. A dispute 

erupted in Canada over SAFEGUARD when it was learned that the 

Canadian Government was never consulted for permission by the United 

States to fire defensive warheads over Canadian soil [10]. Despite the 

President’s decision to make the deployment he thought necessary palatable 

to its many critics, the proposed deployment was headed for a difficult fight 

in the Senate. On March 20, 1969, the fight for SAFEGUARD began. 

Secretary Laird revealed in open hearings? of the Senate Armed 

2 The open session was unusual for the Senate Armed Services Committee but was 

forced on it by the Foreign Relations Committee in their long-simmering battle 
over BMD and military policy in general. The latter intended to hold open hearings 
when Secretary Laird testified on March 21, 1969, about the BMD. So the Armed 

Services Committee was forced to do likewise. However, the Administration, by 
presenting its position first, was able to attack BMD opponents and rebut their argu- 
ments against SAFEGUARD. The impetus for the open session also came from 
Senator Russell’s earlier confession that no opponents of BMD were heard. The 
Gore Subcommittee, capitalizing on this, planned to have some BMD proponents 
testify, forcing the Armed Services Committee to include opponents of BMD, who 
then would have a second chance before the public. 
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_ Services Committee that the extent of the Soviet strategic buildup included 
a Fractional Orbital Bombardment System (FOBS), POLARIS-type sub- 
marines, and an ICBM (the SS-9) capable of delivering a 25-megaton 
warhead or three S-megaton multiple warheads. In addition, there was 
evidence of a new BMD being tested. On the basis of this evidence, 
especially the existence of the SS-9,’ Laird predicted that the Soviet Union 
would acquire a first-strike capability by the mid-1970s if the United States 

did not take steps to protect MINUTEMAN [11]. This contention by 

Laird, backed by Packard, Foster, and Wheeler, that the Soviets were going 

for a first strike became the real issue in the so-called Great BMD Debate 

of 1969. For in fact, the debate was less over SAFEGUARD, although 

all the old arguments and questions of desirability, feasibility, effectiveness, 
and capability would continue to be raised, than over the Administration’s 
credibility, MIRVs, and a Soviet first-strike strategy. 

The debate over BMD was only the surface manifestation of deeper 

rooted causes about the military-industrial complex, pervasiveness of 

military influence, distorted priorities, Vietnam, social unrest, cost over- 

runs, etc. The BMD in 1969 also became symbolic of Congress’ efforts 

to reassert some of its authority and control over the Executive Branch. 

The day after his testimony before the friendly Armed Services Com- 

mittee, Laird testified before Senate Foreign Relations Committee, where 

the hard-core opposition to BMD existed. He repeated his testimony from 

the day before. Instead of his qualified statement that the Soviets appeared 

intent on attaining a first-strike capability, he said “the Soviets are going 

for a first-strike capability, and there is no question about it.” * [12] The 

Committee questioned the Secretary on why all of a sudden the Russians 

had “become 10 feet tall’? and were ready to overwhelm the United States, 

and then accused him of using fear techniques to precipitate congressional 

approval of the program [13]. Senator Symington asked why MINUTE- 

MAN could not be used rather than SPARTAN. Dr. Foster, who ac- 

companied Secretary Laird and answered the question, misunderstood 

the intent of Symington’s question. In so doing, Foster inadvertently re- 

vealed the existence of another BMD concept using MINUTEMAN as an 

interceptor. He said the present MINUTEMAN did not have the cap- 

ability to receive radar instructions to guide it to an impact point in space. 

Moreover, while the system could be made to function as such, it would 

3 The SS-9 was to become a major issue in the BMD debate because Laird based his 

prediction of a first-strike capability on this weapon. The SS-9 debate revolved about 

its accuracy, rate of deployment, purpose, size of warhead, and whether the system 

had some form of multiple warhead. 

4 Laird was, later in the year, to retract this assertion. 



204 Ballistic Missile Defense 

take MINUTEMAN away from its primary deterrent role.* Laird repeated 

his earlier assertion that a threat to POLARIS existed, but refused to speak 

openly about it. 

Dr. Foster testified that the SPARTAN warhead still had to undergo 

further testing and would not be ready until 1973. When Senator Claiborne 

Pell (D-R.I.) asked how that comported with arriving at an underground 

test ban, Laird replied he was more concerned with maintaining the deter- 

rent than a complete test ban. Senator Fulbright asked Laird to provide him 

with a list of witnesses who were not in the contracting business, working 

with BMD contractors, or Defense Department employees who would 

testify in favor of BMD. Such a list was supplied [14]. 

One of the most interesting exchanges which occurred concerned how 

any defense could complicate the offense. Laird revealed that at least 2 

MINUTEMAN warheads were targeted on each of the 64 GALOSH sites 

around Moscow. Aside from indicating MINUTEMAN’s probable overall 
reliability, this statement indicated that just targeting the systems’ radar was 

not sufficient to neutralize the system at least for the offensive planner. If 

this were so, then the opponents of SAFEGUARD who contended the PAR 

or MSR was vulnerable to attack were refuted. The question of whether 

Canada had been consulted on the deployment was raised as a result of 

The New York Times article several days earlier. Laird said as far back as 

1967 an understanding on SENTINEL had been reached. This was con- 

trary to Prime Minister Trudeau’s impression. Laird stated, too, that Ca- 

nada should not be given a veto over U.S. BMD firings. Even after Trudeau 

visited the United States and spoke with the President he was not convinced 

of the moral and political aspects and implications. 

Throughout the remainder of the spring Appropriations and Authoriza- 

tion Hearings, Laird and Packard, accompanied by General Wheeler and 

Dr. Foster, stated the Administration’s case for SAFEGUARD, which 

rested primarily on the Soviet threat. The first-strike threat rationale was 

continually questioned and the Senate divided on the question of SAFE- 

GUARD. Of additional concern to the senators were whether BMD and 

MIRV were part of the action-reaction cycle and whether MIRV could 

neutralize BMD. In either case these new deployments were leading to a 

new arms race which the SAFEGUARD opponents stated had to be 

5 The system Senator Symington referred to was the dual-role MINUTEMAN, it 

is discussed at length, is compared with SPARTAN, and its capabilities are described 

in U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on 
Military Posture, 91st Cong., 1st. Sess., Part I, 1969, pp. 2055-2078. An excellent 
description of the SABMIS system is given on pp. 2031-2053. It turned out later 
that Symington was not talking about using MINUTEMAN as an ABM, but 
rather employing the tactic of “launch-on-warning.” 
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stopped. Added to these considerations were 7 issues which are presented 
in Table 3. The remainder of this chapter deals with the developments on 
both sides leading to the vote on authorization and appropriations. 

The “Battle of the Charts” and the “Panofsky Affair” occurred on 
March 26, 1969. Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard presented a 
series of charts to the Gore Subcommittee showing that the Soviets were 
attaining equality with the United States in ICBMs and SLBMs. Packard 
inferred the Soviets were seeking to attain a first-strike capability. Senator 

Gore then produced his own charts showing, in terms of deliverable war- 
heads, that the United States was so strong it need not fear a Soviet first 

strike. The committee obtained a commitment from Packard that the 

Defense Department would not proceed with SAFEGUARD, using leftover 

funds, until it had been authorized to do so by Congress. 

The committee asked Packard whether the Administration had con- 

sulted any nondefense scientists in its review of SENTINEL. Packard re- 

plied he discussed it with Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky. Panofsky, who was 

present, said he had only a casual conversation with Packard at an airport 

and had some serious engineering criticism of the system [15]. 

Panofsky questioned the urgency for SAFEGUARD, was considerably 

skeptical of the Defense Department’s first-strike rationale (a position taken 

by other witnesses, including Dr. Rathjens), and objected to the need for 

defending bombers with BMD. His major criticism was that an economical 

defense of hard targets such as missile silos had different technical re- 

quirements than defense of soft targets like cities. The SENTINEL was 

originally intended to defend cities, but the same components were being 

used for hard point defense. Panofsky thought a policy decision—going 

from SENTINEL to SAFEGUARD—which used the same components 

for different purposes was a very poor engineering decision. His argument 

is quite illuminating of the missile defense problem and is worth the reader’s 

consideration. 

A city defense requires intercept at high altitude, a long flyout range 

for the interceptor, soft or slightly hardened radars, decoy discrimination at 

high altitutde, and perfect defense (100-percent kill); it also involves the 

high cost of a missile interceptor. Furthermore, the number of ABMs 

needed is related to the size of the attacking force. A hard point defense 

could have low-altitude intercepts and short flyout range; needs very hard 

radars; uses atmospheric filtering (a city defense with a terminal component, 

such as SPRINT, relies on atmospheric filtering, too); could be less than 

perfect; and should be inexpensive. The number of ABMs needed should 

be related to the number of targets being protected. From this comparison 

Panofsky drew a number of conclusions. A hard point defense (HPD) 

radar can be simple and cheaper than a city defense radar and requires 
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TABLE 3 

Pro’s and Con’s of BMD—1969 

Pro Con 

Will the BMD Slow the Arms Race? 

The BMD is defensive, requires It will force Soviets to 

no Soviet reaction, is not react and expand their 

provocative. offensive forces. 

Does It Encourage Arms Talks? 

It strengthens U.S. bargaining It will complicate and obstruct 

power; gives Soviets, who have arms limitations. 

a BMD, the incentive to reach 

an agreement. 

Does It Enhance National Security? 

It protects the deterrent from It is superfluous, because of 

a surprise first strike. U.S. present deterrent; could 

leave U.S. worse off, since the 

Soviets must react offensively; 

will degrade U.S. security because 

of its presence and negative 

influence on arms control. 

Can It Forestall Countermeasures? 

An airtight defense is not The system can be spoofed, 

needed for defending ICBM saturated, and attacked directly; 

sites, forces enemy to allocate the radar can be blinded and is 

more offensive resources, vulnerable. 

reduces his payload as he 

makes room for decoys and 

penaids, complicates his plans. 

Is It Feasible? 

Current component tests have Insufficient testing has been 

been successful, should work covered; combat environment can 

as planned. not be replicated; too complex 

compared to any system yet 

devised, especially computer 
programs. 
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TABLE 3—Continued 

Is SAFEGUARD an Improvement for Defending Cities? 

Can not defend cities, and How will citizens accept the 
at present it is not desirable protection of ICBMs before 
to do so. themselves; city defense is 

provocative and destabilizing. 

Is It Essential for the Chinese Threat? 

Eventually, yes. China has yet to fire an ICBM. 

less traffic handling capacity. An HPD radar must be at least as hard as 
the target it is protecting or the enemy will target the vulnerable radar first 

and render an effective. defense impossible. Missiles for HPD could be 

smaller, simpler, cheaper, and shorter range than is the SPRINT missile. 

HPD missiles should be cheap in relation to the target defended if HPD 

is to have more advantage than just increasing the deterrent force to gain 

additional protection. Panofsky concluded that SAFEGUARD is a very 

imperfect and expensive system for the mission to which it is assigned [16]. 

The next day, U.S. Secretary of State William Rogers told the Gore 

Subcommittee that the Administration could end any BMD deployment 

if and when the Soviets did, and the SAFEGUARD proposal would have 

no adverse effects on the SALT. He thought, too, BMD was not a par- 

ticularly good bargaining point in any negotiations. These remarks seemed 
to undercut the Administration’s rationale for SAFEGUARD’s immediate 

need [17]. 

The Soviets meanwhile accused the United States of stepping up the 

arms race by the Administration’s initiating deployment of a BMD and 

asserting a Soviet first-strike threat [18]. 
Donald Brennan of the Hudson Institute, a national security research 

organization appeared before Gore’s Committee and, while he did not argue 

the case for SAFEGUARD, he did argue the case for BMD of cities. He 

said that BMD, for reasonable cost, could reduce U.S. fatalities in the 

event of war. It would cost the Soviets as much or more to nullify such a 

defense than the cost of the defense (he is talking of a large-scale city 

defense). No cheap or reliable penaids have been developed which will 

work effectively against a good defense. The deterrent requirement does 

not preclude defending. Since BMD cannot reduce fatalities to such a 

level as to make war likely, defense seems to reduce the likelihood of war by 

complicating the attacker’s plans. Brennan said the United States and the 

Soviet Union had a common interest in reducing the scale of damage 

likely to occur from a nuclear war. Therefore, both should favor and deploy 
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defenses. Defense, he said, can be used as an umbrella under which to 

reduce offensive forces and could tone down the offensive arms race [19].° 

By the early spring it was apparent that a public debate on BMD 

TABLE 4 

A Partial List of Organizations Opposed to SAFEGUARD—1969 * 

University of Michigan Physics Department—39 members (CR, 3/4/69, S2243) 

National Academy of Scientists (Washington Post, 3/22/69, p. A4). 

Stanford University —342 scientists and engineers (CR, 4/16/69, E3006) 

Union of Concerned Scientists (CR, 4/28/69, E3434) 

University of Minnesota—400 students and faculty (CR 4/2/69, E216) 

National Religious Committee Opposing ABM [The New York Times (NYT), 

4/30/69] 

United Auto Workers International Executive Board (CR, 5/1/69, S4388) 

National Council of Jewish Women, Inc. (CR, 5/5/69, S4563) 

International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union (CR, 5/2/69, 

E3714) 

Federation of American Scientists (CR, 5/2/69, E3714) 

Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen (CR, 5/8/69, $4743) 

The University of California, Berkeley, Physics Department—124 members 

(CR, 5/28/69, E4442) 

National Council of the Churches of Christ in USA (CR, 6/5/69, E4655) 

National Science Advisory Committee on the ABM (CR, 6/12/69, S6343) 

Computer Professionals Against ABM (CR, 7/7/69, S7583) 

University of Texas, Austin, Department of Physics—13 members (CR, 

6/20/6935 12>) 

Texas A. & M., Physics Department—14 members (CR, 6/20/69, E5125) 

University of Texas, Austin—1,000 signatures of members and students (CR, 

6/20/69, E5125) 

American Veterans Committee (CR, 7/15/69, E5975) 

Diocesan Council of the Episcopal Diocese of Long Island (CR, 7/24/69, 
E6280) 

6 The reader should bear in mind that the arguments for and against SAFEGUARD 

and/or BMD presented by individual witnesses were repeated two, three, and four 

times during the spring and summer of 1969. Many of the witnesses appeared before 

several committees which conducted hearings into the BMD matter. 
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TABLE 4—Continued 

a ee er ee eee 

Council for Humanist (p. 1350) 
and Ethical Concerns 

Friends Committee on 

National Legislation (p. 1356) 

SANE (p. 1378) 

United World Federalists (Senate Defense (p. 1423) 

Universities Committee Authorization Hearings, 
on Problems of Yel 705 Part) 
War and Peace (p. 1425) 

Women’s International 

League for Peace 

and Freedom (p. 1435) 

Women’s Strike for 

Peace (p. 1443) 

Ad Hoc Committee to Stop ABM (Washington Post (WP), 7/23/69, p. C3) 

Educational Committee to Halt Atomic Weapons Spread, U. N. Association, 

U.S.A. (WP, 7/22/69, p. C26) 

Americans for Democratic Action 

Anti-Pollution League 

New Democratic Coalition 

GRIPE 

Student World Federalists 
f ) (The New York Times, 

Union of American Hebrew 6/19/69, p. 12) 

Congregations 

Unitarian Universalist 

Association 

United Methodist Church, 

Division of Peace and World 

Order 

Universities Committee Against ABM (NYT, 3/23/69, p. 7E) 

Ad Hoc Committee of New Yorkers Against ABM (CR, 3/17/69, E2088) 

University of Hawaii, Department of Physics and Astronomy—15 members 

(CRs 3/13/69; H1I761) 
ee 

a Taken from the Congressional Record (CR) January through August 7, 1969, and 

from House and Senate hearings. 
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was shaping up across the nation. Ad hoc groups were forming at the grass- 

roots level. For example, a group called the Ad Hoc Committee of New 

Yorkers against ABM was formed by Representative Jonathan Bingham 

(D-N.Y.). Another group was headed by Sanford Gottlieb, executive 

director of SANE a long time nuclear disarmament committee for a sane 

nuclear policy. It consisted of 25 peace, liberal, and disarmament groups 

and met in late February in Washington. A third group was headed by 
ex-Kennedy-organization men Richard Goodwin and William Vanden 

Neuvel. In addition to the ad hoc groups, newspaper editorials, individuals, 

students, universities, peace groups, religious organizations, labor unions, 

and faculty departments submitted petitions, studies, and statements to 

local and national newspapers, to their congressmen, and to the White 

House, all opposing BMD. (See Table 4 for some of the organizations op- 

posed to SAFEGUARD.) Daily, congressmen were making speeches, read- 

ing into or having printed in the Congressional Record voluminous material 

on both sides of the issue. The ground swell of opposition to BMD from 

the academic/intellectual/scientific community precipitated a reaction 

within that same community from those in favor of deployment. Individuals 

spoke out and groups were formed to defend SAFEGUARD. In the subse- 

quent months these competitive groups carried on a lively and heated debate 

publicly through the newspapers, their congressmen, or those congressmen 

sympathetic to their respective views. They provided analytic material 

(see Table 5 for a list of some of this material as printed in the Congres- 

sional Record), spoke publicly, published books and articles, and furnished 

speakers at public meetings to prevent the views of one side from going 

unopposed. They conducted seminars, counseled congressmen, consulted, 

and advised. 

Since the Administration’s case for SAFEGUARD apparently rested 

on the existence of this missile and what it could do agains: MINUTEMAN 

sites, much of the then current controversy centered on the SS-9, its 

capabilities, characteristics, and payload. Dr. Ralph Lapp, the long-time 

disarmament advocate acting as an informal consultant to SAFEGUARD 

congressional opponents, produced a paper purporting to show that even 

by using Defense Department calculations on the SS-9 the MINUTEMAN 
force could not be eliminated as an assured destruction force; consequently, 
SAFEGUARD was not necessary. 

A number of large city mayors opposed the SAFEGUARD because 
of the funds it would divert from domestic programs. 

In mid-April BMD opponents sought to tie SAFEGUARD deploy- 
ment to an overall freeze on the deployment of all offensive and defensive 
weapons. 

In mid-April the opponents broadened their attack from the issue of 
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TABLE 5 

A Partial List of Studies and Analysis Regarding SAFEGUARD 
Printed in the Congressional Record to August 7, 1969 

Boston Based Union of Concerned Scientists. Report on ABM, (4/28/30, 
p. E3434) 

AEC Statement on SAFEGUARD Warhead Costs (5/8/69, S4766) 

Report of National Citizens Committee Concerned About Deployment of ABM 

(5/14/69, E3937) 

The Shifting Balance of Nuclear Power (6/4/69, E4606) 

Ripon Society Report (6/12/69, $6333) 

American Security Council Report. The ABM and the Changed Strategic 

Balance: U.S.S.R. vs. U.S.A. (6/19/69, E5119); Rebuttal to this study (8/5/69, 

$9219) 

ABM Democratic Study Group, House of Representatives, 1969 (6/20/69, 

$6871) 

Critique by Dr. Rathjens of House Armed Services Committee Hearing on 

SAFEGUARD ABM (7/2/69, $7550) 

Union of Concerned Scientists. Report on MIRV (7/8/69; E5691) 

Unsigned/ Unidentified Rebuttal to White House Question-and-Answer Fact 

Sheet on SAFEGUARD (5/8/69, S4679) 

A Report of the Cost of SAFEGUARD and Alternative Proposals, University 

of Michigan (7/9/69, S7776) 

American Enterprise Institute. SA4FEGUARD ABM (7/14/69, $8032) 

Ballistic Missile Defense and the Alliance (7/17/69, $8220) 

P. Peckarsky. Computerized Cost-Effectiveness Study of Assured Destruction 

Capability Defense Alternatives, (MIT Study, 7/17/69, S8224) 

Dr. C. K. Manacher, President, Institute for Computer Research, University of 

Chicago (7/22/69, E6143) 

The Starbird Memorandum: Public Affairs Plan for the SENTINEL System 

(7/25/69, S8605) 

Committee to Maintain a Prudent Defense Policy (CMPDP). Paper #2— 

SAFEGUARD: Does the Supposed “Softness’ of the Radars Render SAFE- 

GUARD Vulnerable? (7/29/69, $8722) 

American Security Council Evaluation of the Wiesner-Chayes Study (7/31/69, 

$8895) 

Good Guys, Bad Guys and the ABM (8/4/69, S9063) 
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TABLE 5—Continued 

CMPDP. The Problem of Coordinating a Surprise Attack—Can Our Deterrence 

Depend on It? (8/5/69, S9168) — 

CMPDP. Instead of Deploying SAFEGUARD, Could We Not Wait and See 

Whether the Soviet SS-9 Threat Continues to Develop, Since We Could Deploy 

More Offensive Missiles if It Does (8/5/69, S9168) 

J. F. Anderson. The Case Against SAFEGUARD, University of Minnesota 

(8/5/69, S9103) 

CMPDP. Will SAFEGUARD Precipitate an Arms Race? (8/6/69, $9307) 

Report of the Citizens Panel on Washington Area Citizens Against ABM 

(8/6/69, $9313) 

Significant Dates in Atomic Weapons Development and Subsequent Test Ban 

and Nonproliferation Negotiations (8/6/69, $9257) 

missile defense to an attack on the Pentagon: its pervasive influence, budget 

size, mismanagement, procurement mistakes; and its influence on the arms 

race because of its demand for more and newer weapons. This attack 

culminated in an attempt to slash $5 billion from the Defense budget. At 

the same time the BMD opponents challenged the Administration’s 

rationale, assumptions about SS-9 deployment rates, and the Soviet cap- 

ability to launch a surprise attack to wipe out simultaneously the entire 

U.S. deterrent force, and questioned how much the SS-9 really threatened 

the deterrent. 

To avoid a complete break with the Administration, several Republi- 

can opponents suggested to the Administration that it announce its willing- 

ness to enter into a strategic moratorium with the Soviets. Part of this 

offer would include the suspension of the SAFEGUARD deployment. 

As the debate progressed, it appeared that the President’s prestige 

was at stake on this issue and the Administration was determined to fight 

rather than compromise. Indeed, the way the opponents were gaining 

support, it might be only the prestige of the President and the Office 
which could win the day. 

As a result of his opposition to BMD, the White House vetoed the ap- 
pointment of Dr. Franklin A. Long of Cornell as the Director of National 
Science Foundation (NSF). Long had argued in the December 1968 
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists that BMD would accelerate the arms race, 
although he never criticized BMD publicly or openly [20]. 

Arthur Goldberg announced the formation on April 18 of the National 
Citizens Committee Concerned About the Deployment of the ABM. 
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The President at his April 18 news conference said he had no plans 
to go to the country for support of SAFEGUARD but pledged a fight for 
it. He did not think the issue was partisan, as he made his decision on the 
basis of what was best for the nation. He expected that the upcoming 
debate in Congress would be fought on the basis of what each congressman 
felt was best for the nation. The President tried to soften Mr. Laird’s 
assertion about Soviet first-strike intentions by saying he did not know 

what their intentions were, why they were moving so fast on the SS-9 

deployment, or how they intended to use that missile [21]. 

The Soviets interjected themselves into the BMD debate by saying 

the SAFEGUARD system was really the prelude to a larger deployment, 

even though Phase 1 was not too big or aggressive. The Soviets also con- 

tended they were no more eager for SALT than was the United States (a 

reference to the fact that the Soviets were making overtures for the talks, 

but the United States was taking its time) [22]. 

A coalition of 37 Washington, D.C., area groups (the Washington 

Area Citizens against ABM) opposed to SAFEGUARD demanded that 

the City Council hold hearings on the Administration’s decision to deploy a 

defense around Washington [23]. 

A Harris poll survey late in April indicated that 47 percent of the 

sample favored deploying a BMD, while 26 percent did not, and 27 percent 

was undecided. Those favoring deployment held some doubts as to the 

system’s effectiveness and cost. 

At the American Physical Society meeting in Washington a technical 

panel session on BMD was held and the issue debated by Drs. Rathjens, 

Bethe, Brennan, and Dr. Eugene Wigner, a Nobel prize winner and pro- 

fessor of mathematical physics at Princeton, who in recent years has par- 

ticipated in several civil defense studies. A poll of the attendees at the 

meetings showed that 76 percent opposed and 21 percent favored deploy- 

ment. All over the country anti-BMD organizations were being formed; 

the April 25, 1969, New Republic published a list of some of them. Fed- 

eral government employees collected 1,500 signatures from other govern- 

ment workers asking Congress to reject the SAFEGUARD system. 

At Senate Armed Services Hearings, proponents of deployment Paul 

Nitze and Dr. William McMillan argued SAFEGUARD was needed to 

parry a potential Soviet move to acquire a first strike and to provide a strong 

bargaining hand in any SALT meetings. The opponents attacked SAFE- 

GUARD on the basis that its radars were vulnerable and that too many 

interceptors—almost as many as were planned to protect the MINUTE- 

MAN—would be required just to defend the radar. Dr. Frederick Seitz de- 

fended the deployment as a means for gaining practical knowledge for 

future missile defense systems. He was sure the system would work and 
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the warning the system would provide might prevent a surprise attack. 

The Soviets, who were deploying BMD, should have no reason to assume 

US. deployment was anything but defensive, too [24]. 

The debate by mid-May had shifted from scientific argument to 

political debate as the Pentagon was accused of changing its figures, with- 

holding data from Congress, making worst-case assumptions, and misstating 

intelligence. The Kennedy-sponsored study appeared early in May attack- 

ing the need, feasibility, desirability, effectiveness, and wisdom of deploy- 

ing SAFEGUARD. The release of the study brought a prompt rebuttal 

from the Pentagon, which found numerous errors, faulty conclusions, and 

inadequate methodology. Dr. Foster questioned whether the editors had 

time to prepare a paper which met the standards of the scientific pro- 

fession [25]. 

The Administration’s hope of having the SAFEGUARD deploy- 

ment voted on in the House first was set back on May 20, when Speaker 

of the House of Representatives John McCormack (D-Mass.) decided 

the Senate should vote on the issue first. 

In renewed Senate Armed Services Hearings, Dr. Albert Wohlstetter, 

professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago and a Senior 

Staff Member of The RAND Corporation, attacked the Kennedy-sponsored 

study, Dr. Lapp’s calculations on the SS-9,* and Dr. Rathjens * for over- 

estimating the MINUTEMAN silo hardness, underestimating the projected 

size of the SS-9 inventory, and not giving the SS-9 three S5-megaton war- 

heads. (Rathjens gave them four 1-megaton warheads.) Wohlstetter also 

accused BMD opponents of favoring an increase in offensive systems, 

which is more likely to produce an armis race than deploying BMD is to 

defend the offense [26]. 

Dean Acheson, the former Secretary of State under President Truman, 

formed the Committee to Maintain a Prudent Defense Policy. Acheson 

formed the Committee to provide a more balanced and reasoned debate 

on BMD, as the current situation had been rather one-sided. The com- 

mittee, it was envisioned, would serve as a counterweight to the group 

of scientists and scholars who authored the Wiesner-Chayes book and to 

other scholarly and scientific/academic opponents of BMD. 

A so-called nonpartisan group, the Citizens Committee for Peace with 

Security, reportedly with no ties to the Administration, released the results 

7 See p. 210 in this chapter. 
5 Wohlstetter and Rathjens later engaged in an open debate on their respective 
calculations and assumptions through the letters to the editor column of The New 
York Times, See “Letters to Editor,” New York Times, June 15, 1969, p. E17 for 
both letters. The U.S. Congressional Record, June 18, 1969, p. $6668 reprinted both 
letters. 
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of a survey which showed that 84 percent of all Americans thought the 
United States should have a BMD. The Commitee was, in fact, top-heavy 
with Nixon supporters, friends, and Republican Party contributors.° 

In early June the Soviets voiced displeasure with the Administration’s 
defense policies, which could upset the current arms balance, and with its 
failure to set a date for the start of SALT [27]. 

During June the SAFEGUARD debate seemed to lose momentum as 

the MIRV program became the focus of attention. Senator Edward Brooke 
(R-Mass.) was sponsoring a resolution urging the President to seek an 

agreement with the Soviets to halt multiple warhead tests. In retrospect, 

the reader should realize that the real evil genie was MIRV, not BMD. In 

fact, with the likely deployment of the first MIRVs scheduled for June 

1970, the BMD issue, after the crucial August votes, was considered of 

secondary importance compared to MIRV. 

It was reported by The New York Times that the U.S. Intelligence 

Board which is presided over by the Director of Central Intelligence did 

not agree with Laird that the Soviets were seeking a first-strike capability. 

Such a conclusion was in contradiction to the Administration’s position on 

which it based its missile defense case [28]. To clear up the first-strike 

matter, testimony was given June 23, 1969, in a top secret session before 

the Senate Foreign Relations Committee by Secretary Laird and CIA 

Director Richard Helms. Helms’ testimony and introductory statement 

were deleted in their entirety [29]. However, it was revealed several weeks 

later, when the Senate SAFEGUARD debate opened, that both were in 

agreement over the long-term strategic threat; although Helms did not 

endorse Laird’s position, he did not disagree with it. The difference of 

opinion between the Pentagon and the intelligence community was over 

the Soviets’ intent to continue their strategic buildup into the 1970s and 

whether they had the capability to do all the things which Secretary Laird 

suggested they would do [30]. 
On June 27, 1969, the Senate Armed Services Committee approved 

the deployment of SAFEGUARD by a 10 to 7 vote. The majority felt 

that the President with SAFEGUARD would be in a better negotiating 

position in SALT than he would be if the program continued in R&D. 

The Phase 1 procurement was not viewed as escalating the arms race or 

jeopardizing the arms talks with Russia. The majority of the Committee 

felt Congress had control of the program and could review it annually. They 

did not feel that any of the possible alternatives to SAFEGUARD was 

the prudent course to follow—feeling the technical problems would be 

solved in order to make the system operationally effective. Their report 

9 See Congressional Record, p. 5909, June 5, 1969, for poll and its results. 
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stated that the system would provide sufficient protection of MINUTEMAN 

and reduce its vulnerability, but the system could be saturated [31]. 

The minority view signed by Senators Symington, Young, and Daniel 

Inouye (D-Hawaii) favored continued R&D, but held that the system 

would not add to US. security; the radars were vulnerable; it could be easily 

overcome by the Soviets; it was the wrong system for protecting the 

deterrent; and the money for this doubtful system could be better put to 

use in domestic programs than in military ones [32]. 

Senator Thomas J. McIntyre (D-N.H.) proposed a third alternative 

to no deployment and deployment. His proposal would: 

1. Authorize a concentrated developmental testing program of the radar, 

computer, and related electronic components of the SAFEGUARD 

system at the North Dakota and Montana locations suggested by the 

President 

2. Authorize production engineering and continued developmental test- 

ing of the system’s missiles 

3. Preclude the deployment or production of operational SPRINTs 

or SPARTANSs, the construction of missile launch facilities, and the 

acquisition of land at other than the two locations 

4. Require full congressional review and approval before any such 

deployment or production of weapons, silo construction, or further land 

acquisition. [33] 

He said his proposal would retain the option to deploy on the Presi- 

dent’s schedule if Congress decided the following year to authorize full de- 

ployment. It would allow another year for intelligence to be gathered about 

the Soviet threat. It would allow the most difficult technical problems 

to be solved. It would aid SALT and symbolize the nation’s desire to 

de-fuse the arms race and establish a fresh set of priorities [34]. 

As the BMD debate entered its final month, the lines were firmly drawn 

for the showdown on SAFEGUARD. The Administration maintained its 

position on the Soviet threat, rationale, the vulnerability of MINUTEMAN 

and the need to reduce the vulnerability with active missile defenses, and 

SAFEGUARD’s bargaining advantage at SALT. 

The opposition contended there was insufficient evidence the Soviet 
strategic buildup and threat would continue as the Administration predicted. 
Consequently, the United States could delay deployment and thereby not 
provoke the Soviets to react. In addition, SAFEGUARD would not 
escalate the arms race and not give SALT a chance. The opponents also 
argued that the Soviets could build ICBMs much more cheaply and quickly 
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than the United States could deploy SAFEGUARD, thereby negating its 
value. Furthermore, the Soviets could overwhelm SAFEGUARD with 
saturation tactics. A targeting of the “vulnerable” radars of SAFEGUARD 
could mean that SAFEGUARD would be forced to defend itself rather 
than the intended MINUTEMAN targets. In short, the opponents said 
the system would not work, was not needed, and was undesirable. 

The debate opened on July 9, 1969, as the Senate began consideration 

of the Defense Authorization Bill for fiscal 1970. Senator Stennis began the 

fight for deployment, asking for a closed session of the Senate, but was 

thwarted by opponents. When Stennis proposed a time limit to debate, 

Majority Leader Mike Mansfield (D-Mont.) argued that the debate 

should run its course. Senators Cooper and Hart announced introduction 

of an amendment which would not oppose the Administration’s $759.1 

million request for SAFEGUARD, but would prevent any of the money’s 

being spent for deployment. 

After Senator Stennis’ defense of SAFEGUARD, Senators Thurmond 

and Jackson fought the opening round in the Senate for the Administration. 

Another amendment and possible compromise was the McIntyre Plan 

—to go ahead with Phase | site deployment but withhold production and 

deployment of the SPARTAN and SPRINT interceptors. 

Meanwhile BMD proponents Dr. William R. Kintner, Director of the 

Foreign Policy Research Institute, and Mr. Herman Kahn, of Hudson 

Institute, each planned books supporting the deployment of SAFEGUARD. 

The Kintner book, SAFEGUARD: Why the ABM Makes Sense, was a 

direct rebuttal of the Kennedy (Wiesner-Chayes) book plus a collection 

of official and unofficial statements and articles. The Holst-Schneider book 

from Hudson Institute, Why ABM: Policy Issues in the Missile Defense 

Controversy, was a collection of technical and historical papers dealing 

with BMD and a series of well-written analytic papers looking at the issues 

affected by BMD deployment [35]. Senator Kennedy charged, on hearing 

of the Hudson Institute book, that the Defense Department was supporting 

its publication, because Hudson then held some $873,000 in research 

contracts (about 75 percent of its total) from the Defense Department 

between July 1968 and March 1969. He suggested that some of the defense 

money was for a study on the strategic implications of SAFEGUARD from 

which the book derived [36]. 

With Senator George Aiken’s (R-Vt.) opposition (it was believed he 

held the key vote of the 10 uncommitted ones, because he was the ranking 

Republican), supporters of SAFEGUARD began looking for a compromise 

plan involving radar site deployment or a program which was clearly an 

R&D deployment rather than a full Phase 1 deployment. Only Senator 
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Tower rose to defend the deployment during the July 11, 1969, Senate 

debate. 

One of the problems faced by the Administration was the bipartisan 

nature of the opposition, which included such prominent Republicans as 

Cooper, Aiken, Javits, and Smith, along with many Democrats [37]. The 

Administration was clearly opposed to a compromise plan which suggested 

deployment of a radar on Eniwetok as an R&D facility with missiles on 

Kwajalein [38]. 

In a surprise move, Senator Winston Prouty (R-Vt.) announced his 

support for SAFEGUARD, although a year earlier he had opposed 

SENTINEL. His reason for switching was his belief that SAFEGUARD 

would defend ICBMs, not cities, as SENTINEL did. Moreover, he felt 

SAFEGUARD strengthened the hand of the United States at SALT. Prouty 

said he felt many BMD opponents were using SAFEGUARD as a vehicle 

to attack the Pentagon [39]. 

Meanwhile, a new argument was introduced by Drs. Ruina and York, 

who contended SAFEGUARD would be deployed to protect an ICBM 

force which would be made obsolete by the eventual Soviet introduction 

of more accurate multiple warheads. The growing vulnerability of 

MINUTEMAN led both York and Ruina to suggest either giving up re- 

liance on MINUTEMAN as the main element of the U.S. deterrent or ob- 

taining a mutual moratorium on multiple re-entry vehicle/multiple inde- 

pendent re-entry vehicle (MRV/MIRV) testing with the Soviets [40]. The 

Senate finally met in secret session on July 17, 1969, to discuss SAFE- 

GUARD." The session was called by opponents in order to show a secret 

Pentagon chart illustrating, so they contended, that the Soviets could easily 

add a few more SS-9s to their inventory and nullify any advantage SAFE- 

GUARD might have had [41]. 

A Gallup poll released in late July indicated that 58 percent of the 

sample was uninformed or undecided on the issue. Those in favor of de- 

ployment had dropped from.25 percent to 23 percent since March. The 

reasons given for supporting deployment were: we need the protection, we 

should trust the President’s judgment, and we should keep pace with the 

Russians. Those opposed felt it was unworkable, cost too much, and would 

escalate the arms race [42]. 

The Senate debate was entering its fourth week. The opponents 

thought the momentum was shifting in their favor. Tempers were running 

high as proponents of deployment threatened to bring the Cooper-Hart 

amendment to a vote, while the opponents charged the Administration was 

70 A censored transcript of this session can be found in U.S. Congressional Record, 
November 20, 1969, pp. E9908-9934. 
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providing the proponents with last minute intelligence and withholding 
secret material and data critical of SAFEGUARD from them. As the 
debate continued the opponents showed a General Electric film (originally 
produced to show how MIRV worked) submitted to show how a BMD 
system could be overwhelmed. 

Senator Gore returned to the “unsuitability for hard point defense” 
argument in the closing round of the debate. Gore submitted three reports: 
(1) from the Institute for Defense Analyses Jason Panel on HPD, (2) from 

an Aerospace Corporation report, and (3) from an ARPA BMD Con- 

ference held in the fall of 1968 at Cape Kennedy. All purported to show 

that the radars needed for HPD required different characteristics than did 

the MSRs, more were needed than one per site, and they had to be hard- 

ened much more than did the SAFEGUARD radars. The proponents 

submitted a one-page report from the Defense Science Board task force 

meeting of the previous March, which stated the “systems design appeared 

to be adequate and would meet the stated objectives for the SAFEGUARD 

system.” [43] According to Senate sources, a later meeting of the task force 

in the summer of 1969 raised many of the objections in the three reports 

introduced by Senator Gore [44].1! 

Senator Warren Magnuson (D-Wash.) announced he would vote 

against SAFEGUARD. The opponents believed they now had 50 of 51 

votes necessary to win the vote on the Cooper-Hart amendment.*? 
On the eve of the Senate vote, The New York Times reported that 

in the June Opinion Research Corporation poll, published as a full-page 

ad in several newspapers, which indicated that 84 percent of those inter- 

viewed supported BMD, 55 of 344 signers were connected with defense 

industries, and some were directly involved in SAFEGUARD work. More- 

11 This task force was named the Goldberger Panel after its head, Dr. M. L. Gold- 

berger, a professor of physics at Princeton, and was convened under the auspices of 

the White House Science Advisory Committee to consider the technical feasibility 

of BMD but not whether it should be deployed. A year later in the spring of 1970 

Goldberger and Dr. Sidney Drell, Deputy Director of the Stanford Linear Accelerator 

Center, served on a BMD advisory panel for the Defense Department headed by 

Lawrence H. O’Neill of Columbia University. Both Drell and Goldberger took 

exception to, Dr. Foster’s assertion based on the findings of the O’Neill Panel Report 

that SAFEGUARD would do the job it was intended to do. Drell and Goldberger 

claimed the report did not reach such a conclusion and Drell, like Dr. Panofsky a 

year earlier, expressed concern over the wisdom of adopting the components of 

essentially a city defense BMD system to hard point defense. See U.S. Senate 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and 

Organization of the Committee on Foreign Relations, ABM, MIRV, SALT, and the 

Nuclear Arms Race. 91st Cong., 2nd Sess., 1970, pp. 525-526; 534-538, hereafter 

cited as ABM, MIRV, SALT, and the Arms Race. 

12 By Senate rules, a tie vote on an amendment defeats the amendment. 
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over, the Times reported that rumors persisted that the White House had 

encouraged the formation of the committee sponsoring the poll [45]. 

On August 5, 1969, Senator Smith (R-Me.) said she would offer an 

amendment to prohibit use of military funds for any aspect of missile de- 

fense development and construction. The Smith amendment was in addition 

to the Cooper-Hart amendment and the McIntyre amendment, none of 

which would reduce the authorization of $759.1 million but only restrict 

the purpose for which the money could be spent. 

The House approved a $1.5 billion military construction bill which 

contained $2.5 million for a BMD communications installation at the 

North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) headquarters. 

True to his promise to wait until the Senate voted on SAFEGUARD, Rep- 

resentative Rivers offered an amendment to delete the $2.5 million, but by 

voice vote the House killed the amendment and proceeded to vote the $1.5 

billion bill [46]. 

On August 6, 1969, the voting began. Senator Smith’s first amend- 

ment to bar all spending on SAFEGUARD was defeated 11 to 89. Her 

second amendment, which would have barred the SAFEGUARD system 

but would have permitted other BMD research, was defeated 50 to 51, 

Vice President Agnew casting the 101st vote. The Cooper-Hart amend- 

ment was defeated 49 to 51, with Mrs. Smith voting against it. This 

amendment would have banned deployment of SAFEGUARD but per- 

mitted R&D to continue [47]. 

Apparently, the second Smith amendment was worked out as a 

compromise by the opponents and Mrs. Smith to allow the Cooper-Hart 

supporters to get Mrs. Smith’s vote for their amendment. Earlier in the 

day she had said she would not support R&D on a system which she 

disapproved of in the first place. She held to this position and voted against 

the Cooper-Hart amendment which provided R&D for SAFEGUARD be- 

cause she opposed SAFEGUARD whether for deployment or R&D [48]. 

The vote and issue, as the author pointed out earlier, were symbolic 

of the frustrations and rebellion brewing in Congress with the military and 

Executive Branch, respectively. The vote put both the Defense Department 

and the White House on notice that military budgets were going to get the 

closest and most careful attention possible in the future. With the vote,1® 

13 Since both houses of Congress must approve both Authorization and Appropria- 

tions Bills, this gave the BMD opponents four chances to halt deployment. Should 

either of the two bills reported out of one house be different from the bills reported 
out of the other, then a conference committee is convened to iron out differences. 
This could give the opponents another two chances for a total of six opportunities 
to halt deployment. So, in theory, this one vote did not mean victory for the 
Administration, but in reality it did, as this was the opponents’ high watermark. 
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the Administration “got” its bargaining card for SALT and the first install- 
ment of the ICBM missile defense deployment it contended it needed. On 
August 7, 1969, the McIntyre amendment was defeated 27 to 70 [49]. 

On September 18, 1969, the Senate finally approved the $20 billion 

Military Authorization Bill. After the SAFEGUARD votes in August, the 

bipartisan coalition against defense spending steadily lost ground as it 

challenged and opposed major Pentagon programs. The first three days of 

October saw a miniature repetition of the Senate BMD debate in the 

House. The debate included all of the same arguments for and against 

deployment. Representative Charles H. Wilson (D-Calif.) introduced 

an amendment to reduce SAFEGUARD authorization by $345.5 million. 

Meeting as a Committee of the Whole, the House, after a 4-hour debate, 

defeated the amendment 105 to 209 [50]. The next day, October 3, 1969, 

the House defeated a motion to recommit the bill to committee because 

of objections to the amounts authorized, including money for SAFE- 

GUARD. An amendment to remove all SAFEGUARD authorization 

money was also defeated 93 to 270 [51]. 

The Soviets accepted President Nixon’s invitation to discuss arms 

limitations on October 25, 1969, and BMD was formally linked to SALT. 

The talks were to open on November 17, 1969, in Helsinki. Meanwhile, 

the Soviet strategic arms buildup continued unabated [52]. 

By agreement, the SALT was to be shrouded in secrecy. The talks 

in Helsinki were really preliminaries for more substantive matters to be 

discussed in 1970. The Helsinki talks apparently were to be devoted 

to developing procedures and the agenda for later discussions [53]. 

On November 12, 1969, the House Defense Appropriations Com- 

mittee approved $2.5 million for a SAFEGUARD Command Center and 

$14.1 million for SAFEGUARD R&D and construction of a Kwajalein 

missile range. Before floor consideration of the Defense Appropriations 

Bill, 10 members of the House Committee questioned the value of SAFE- 

GUARD and the $359.5 million appropriated for its deployment.** 

On December 8, 1969, the House approved a $69.9 billion Defense 

Appropriations Bill after having defeated 25 to 78 a series of amendments 
offered by Representative Yates to eliminate all SAFEGUARD de- 

ployment [54]. 
Meanwhile a renewed fight against SAFEGUARD was brewing in the 

Senate where the $69.9 billion Defense Appropriations Bill, just passed 

by the House, was being considered. Senator Smith offered an amendment 

to strike all funds for the SAFEGUARD system. A short debate ensued 

and the amendment was rejected 36 to 49 [55]. 

14 See House Appropriations Committee, Defense Subcommittee Report No. 91-698, 
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Late in December, The New York Times reported the Administration 

was weighing the question of expanding the Phase 1 SAFEGUARD de- 

ployment. Part of the problem was whether to risk another fight in Cong- 

ress, whether an expansion could hurt the SALT, and where the money 

would come from—nondefense or defense monies, or by raising the ceiling 

imposed by the White House on the defense budget. The proponents of 

expansion favored the complete Phase 2 proposal because of the rapidly 

growing SS-9 deployment and Soviet strategic threat and the steady progress 

in the Chinese threat. The proponents feared failure to expand would 

result in key manufacturers’ laying off personnel, a delay of 2 years beyond 

1976 before full operational capability, and less incentive for the Soviets 

to negotiate seriously at SALT. The opponents were concerned about in- 

creased expenditures and whether an expansion would be viewed by the 

Soviets as an act of bad faith [56]. 

The new year opened with the Administration’s deciding to seek an 

expansion of the Phase 1 deployment. How much of an expansion was an 

open question. Part of the impetus for expansion was the faster-than- 

expected deployment rate of Soviet SS-9 ICBMs [57]. Secretary Laird 

indicated the SAFEGUARD deployment was already six months behind 

schedule because of the delay in getting final congressional approval. A 

new battle appeared to be shaping up on BMD as Senator Gore said he was 

considering a thorough review of the BMD program and deployment issue 

to determine if an expansion would hurt SALT, if the threat really de- 

manded new defensive measures, and if the Administration had a case for 

expansion or if SAFEGUARD is a “weapon in search of a mission.” 

The President announced at his news conference the decision to 

proceed with an expansion of SAFEGUARD, but the details would not be 

announced for a month [58]. Part of the delay stemmed from the De- 

fense Department’s proposal to add additional protection for MINUTE- 

MAN and to start a nationwide missile defense. Arms control officials at a 

National Security Council meeting objected that the Soviets would mis- 

construe a thin area deployment as the start of a heavy one directed toward 

them. This could only provoke them into building more ICBMs and 

undermining the hopes of a strategic weapons freeze at the SALT, which 

was due to resume on April 16 in Vienna. These reservations caused the 

President to order a review. Apparently McNamara’s heavy defense 

legacy still was with the government. The Pentagon proposal included 
(1) two new sites: one at Whiteman AFB and one in upper Washington 

State, the former to protect additional MINUTEMAN missiles and the 
latter to defend against a Chinese ICBM; (2) site acquisition and prepara- 
tion around Washington, D.C.; and (3) two additional sites in southern 
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New England and in the Michigan-Ohio area as protection against a 
Chinese attack [59]. So the BMD rationale had come full circle—back 
to the Chinese threat! And they had not yet tested an ICBM. In response 
to the President’s plan, Senate Majority Leader Mansfield asked, “Where 
the hell is it going to end.” [60] Both the Washington Post and The New 
York Times decried the announcement in editorials on February 1, 1970, 
p. B6, and February 2, 1970, p. 30, respectively. 

The budget for fiscal 1970 included $1.5 billion for SAFEGUARD. 

On February 4, 1970, Mansfield attacked the decision, the rationale, and 

the Administration’s credibility [61]. 

George Kennan former U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union testified 

during a Senate Foreign Relations Committee Hearing that a U.S. BMD 

deployment would lead the Soviets to doubt whether the United States really 

wanted strategic arms limitation. Rather than representing a stronger hand 

for the President at SALT and an incentive for the Soviets to reach agree- 

ment, the expansion of SAFEGUARD could raise dqubt and uncertainty 

in the Soviet Union about U.S. goals and intentions. Kennan argued some 

unilateral restraint was necessary. He warned, too, that the United States 

had a knack for undertaking great programs to be used as instruments 

of foreign policy, but invariably they soon became vested interests which 

could no longer be bargained away [62]. 

On February 18, 1970, President Nixon delivered his Foreign Policy 

Message to Congress. In it he described the. growing Soviet strategic threat 

as approaching and, in some categories, exceeding ours in numbers and 

capability. The President expressed serious concern about Soviet intentions. 

He asked whether assured destruction (holding Soviet and American cities 

hostage) was sufficient to deter war or did the offense need to be comple- 

mented with defense. While asking his questions, he indicated that a long, 

hard review was under way to obtain answers to some of those. questions 

and that any additional BMD deployment would be consistent with his 

statement of the year before [63]. 
On February 29, 1970, Secretary Laird delivered his Annual Posture 

Statement to Congress. Laird said if the Soviet strategic buildup continued, 

the United States could find itself a second-rate power by the mid-1970s. 

Without a SALT agreement, the United States would be compelled to rush 

into development and production of a new series of offensive systems. How- 

ever, the proposed SAFEGUARD expansion program could allow the Ad- 

ministration to postpone for a year any decisions for increasing and improv- 

ing strategic offensive forces. By expanding SAFEGUARD to hedge 

against a moderate threat and the option to meet a heavy threat, the 

United States would also be able to pursue SALT without exacerbating the 

arms race. 
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Laird also suggested the Soviet threat might turn out to be considerably 

larger than the present SAFEGUARD could handle. In this case the De- 

fense Department was pursuing several courses to reduce the vulnerability 

of MINUTEMAN other than expanding SAFEGUARD to meet a highest 

threat level. He said: 

We have further decided to continue deployment of SAFEGUARD be- 
cause the additional cost needed to defend a portion of MINUTEMAN 

is small if the full area defense is bought. [64] 

Laird said if MINUTEMAN defense had to be expanded, a new and 

smaller radar which would be less costly than the MSRs could be placed 

in the ICBM fields. A program to determine the optimum radar for such 

a defense was provided for in the fiscal 1971 budget. 
He concluded his discussion on SAFEGUARD by pointing out that 

many possible arms control agreements could emerge which would allow 

BMD on both sides “which would be consistent with our national security 

objectives and the legitimate security interests of the Soviet Union.” [65] 

Laird indicated that an orderly, measured, flexible BMD deployment would 

help maintain a relative positive position for the United States at SALT 

and improve its chances for success. Laird pointed out, also, the BMD 

program was flexible and could be modified in many ways as a result of an 

arms control agreement and unilateral action on the part of the Soviets. The 

SAFEGUARD program was budgeted for. $1.49 billion in fiscal 1971. The 

Administration in contrast to the opponents of SAFEGUARD saw no in- 

consistency with expansion of SAFEGUARD and the chances of success 
at the SALT. While the Administration’s proposed expansion had not been 

announced, it was apparent that a policy shift in the rationale for deployment 

had taken place. Now SAFEGUARD was viewed as a positive influence 

on SALT with a concomitant playing down of the Soviet strategic threat. 

By the end of February the Administration’s expension plan was 

expected to include a proposal for two more sites at the other MINUTE- 

MAN fields and site preparation for a thin area defense. The Administra- 

tion’s plans were dealt a setback when Senator Jackson said he did not think 

he could go along with a thin area defense, and Senator Pastore said he 

would not go along with any expansion beyond the present two. Both 

Jackson and Pastore were prime movers for the SENTINEL deployment. 

Jackson was a senior member of the Armed Services Committee and the 

Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy. Pastore was a vice 

chairman of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee [66]. 
On February 24, 1970, Secretary Laird outlined the Administration’s 

proposed expansion of SAFEGUARD. The request was to defend one 
more MINUTEMAN site—Whiteman AFB—and to begin site acquisition 
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and preparation at four other sites including Washington, D.C. Four of 
these sites were the start of a thin anti-Chinese area defense, while the 
fifth site was to protect another MINUTEMAN field at Warren AFB, 
Wyoming. This program, he said, would stretch out the SAFEGUARD 
program about two more years. His rationale included the growing Soviet 
and continuing Chinese threat and the necessity of preserving a strong 
bargaining hand at the SALT. 

Dr. Foster indicated that an improved SPARTAN, with much higher 

velocities and a smaller warhead, was being developed to deal with SLBMs 

and low-trajectory ICBMs. It would be ready in 1976. Development of a 

new and smaller radar dedicated to hard point defense was initiated, in 

order to provide a cheaper alternative to the MSR, in case the need to 

expand the hard point defense portion of SAFEGUARD became necessary 

because of a growing Soviet threat. Laird indicated the full program in- 

creased in cost by $1.6 billion to $11.9 billion. The increase was due to 

inflation; $395 million stretched out for the whole program to $575 million, 

design changes rose to $650 million [67]. 

In the hearings during the spring of 1970, the Administration main- 

tained its rationale for SAFEGUARD, contended it would not harm the 

chances of SALT, and indicated the deployment of MIRVs and BMD was 

not irreversible. Editorials in the Washington Post (February 27, p. A18) 

and The New York Times (March 1, p. 16E) disapproved of the Modified 

Phase 2 deployment, as it was called, and suggested Congress should ask 

some very serious questions about this deployment and its effect on the 

arms race. 
The prevailing climate in the United States during the early part of 

the year was one of concern with MIRV, SALT, military spending and 

influence, and Vietnam. Except for the few days before and after the 

Modified Phase 2 decision, BMD was of less importance than these other 

issues. Indications were that Congress was willing to fight any further ex- 

pansion, especially on cost and the thin area deployment rationale. Perhaps 

to encourage the U.S. opponents of the military and critics in and out of 

Congress on defense spending, the Soviets broke a prolonged silence 

on BMD. 
They proclaimed they could hit attacking missiles of any speed at 

great distances from the defended target [68]. Whether this statement by 

Defense Minister Grechko was intended for a Soviet audience as a counter 

to the U.S. claim of a virtually infallible area defense provided by SAFE- 

GUARD or as a gambit or bargaining move in SALT was not clear. In 

any event, a week later on March 7 the Soviets reacted to the U.S. BMD 

effort by criticizing U.S. weapons development and deployment plans as 

potentially damaging to the chances of reaching an arms control accord. 
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The Soviets, the Pravda article said, had now attained parity and were 

willing to accept this new balance and were not seeking superiority, but 

certain American officials were still seeking superiority over the Soviets. 

The article also rebutted Administration assertions that the Soviet buildup 

was mounting at a dangerous pace [69]. The Pravda article was quite 

clearly aimed at the U.S. BMD program and at influencing the U.S. bargain- 

ing strategy for the second round of SALT starting in Vienna in April. 

Throughout the period from December 1969 to the spring of 1970, 

rumors were reported in articles in both the Times and the Post that 

missile defense was the one subject discussed in all its implications at 

Helsinki. It was reported in these articles that a BMD limitation or mora- 

torium on deployment could be the subject of an agreement between both 

sides. It was reported the military was opposed to any MIRV or BMD 

curb below the level of the full SAFEGUARD program [70]. 

The American Assembly met at Arden House to discuss the subject 

of arms control. The Assembly issued a report calling for a six-month 

moratorium on MIRV deployment and postponement of the Modified 

Phase 2 SAFEGUARD deployment [71]. A similar recommendation was 

made by an Administration advisory committee appointed by President 

Nixon to advise ACDA on policy [72]. At the Gore Subcommittee, a 

similar initiative was urged by McGeorge Bundy the former national 

security advisor to President’s Kennedy and Johnson. The Senate voted 

a resolution 72 to 6 for an ABM/MIRV freeze [73]. 

In a repeat performance from the year before, the Gore Subcommittee 

continued to parade the same BMD opponents as witnesses: York, Rath- 

jens, Panofsky, Wiesner, etc. Many of the BMD opponents objected to 

the thin area deployment against China as compromising any improvement 

in United States-China relations. 

On April 16, 1970, the House Armed Services Committee approved 

a $20.2 billion Defense Authorization Bill and in the process defeated 3 

amendments to slash funds for SAFEGUARD. Representative Leggett 

moved to strike out $660.4 million for all SAFEGUARD deployment. 
This amendment was defeated 7 to 31. He then moved to strike out the 

$203 million for the modified Phase 2 deployment. This lost 7 to 31, also. 

Representative Charles Gubser (R-Calif.) moved to delete $25 million 

for advance site preparation of the 5 additional sites to be added to SAFE- 
GUARD under Phase 2. This was defeated 11 to 28 [74]. 

On April 16, 1970, it was reported that President Nixon had decided 

the United States should push at SALT for a comprehensive limitation on 
strategic weapons rather than on a weapon-by-weapon basis. [75]. 

On April 30, 1970, the House defeated Representative Leggett’s 
two amendments, the same as those he offered to the House Armed Services 
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Committee, to delete funds for SAFEGUARD and for the Modified Phase 2 
deployment by votes of 85 to 131 and 86 to 128. A short debate preceded 
each vote [76]. An amendment by Leggett to the Military Construction Bill 
to cut SAFEGUARD funds was defeated 5 to 31 on May 14, 1970. 

As the spring ended, the Administration was pressing its case in 
Congress for SAFEGUARD, while a battle similar to last year’s but of 

much less intensity and public involvement was shaping up in the Senate 
to defeat SAFEGUARD. 

Chalmers Roberts of the Washington Post reported that the shape of a 

possible arms accord could be a freeze at present levels of sea- and land- 

based missiles, plus the acceptance of BMD systems to protect Washington 

and Moscow. According to Roberts, the United States introduced three 

SALT proposals: (1) no BMD or MIRVs, but requiring on-site inspection; 

(2) a joint offensive weapons launcher freeze—no on-site inspection, and 

the freedom within agreed numbers to switch at will from land to sea or 

sea to land launchers; and (3) a current level freeze on ICBMs and SLBMs 

without regard to MIRVs."° The Soviets proposed either to have a total 

BMD ban or allow BMD around the national capitals with a freeze on 

the current numbers of ICBM launchers. The Soviets have argued that a 

curb on the arms race will only occur if no area BMD is deployed. ‘The 

Soviets contended the U.S. BMD deployment would lead to an area defense 

and they would have no choice but to deploy more SS-9s. Apparently, 

SAFEGUARD was the prime target of the Soviets at SALT [77]. The 

United States, according to an article by John Finney in The New York 

Times (May 22, 1970), was put on the defensive when the Soviets pro- 

posed the BMD ban except for a Moscow-Washington deployment. How- 

ever, it appeared from statements in congressional hearings that the Ad- 

ministration would be willing to scrap the system if need be. The State 

Department denied Roberts’ story in the Post, pointing out it was specula- 

tive and could jeopardize the prospects of the talks and their success, as 

both sides wanted secrecy [78]. By the beginning of summer, the Senate 

had not voted on SAFEGUARD, although the Foreign Relations and 

Armed Services Committees continued their hearings. The House, on 

June 11, 1970, defeated an amendment to the Military Construction Bill to 

delete $353.8 million for BMD sites by a vote of 26 to 98.7° On June 17, 

15 John Finney in The New York Times, May 22, 1970, p. 5, reported a U'S. offer 

to switch from land-based to sea-based deterrent forces. 

16 Besides repeating the usual arguments of the Administration, a new argument 

appeared in the House during the spring of 1970. In opposing Representative Yates’ 

amendment to block SAFEGUARD construction funds, Representative Rivers ar- 

gued the Nation’s security was at stake. Representative Sikes wanted to know “What’s 

wrong with defending America?” 
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1970, the Senate Armed Services Committee voted 11 to 6 to proceed with 

the SAFEGUARD Phase 1 deployment including adding additional 

SPRINTs at Grand Forks and Malmstrom; full deployment at a third 

MINUTEMAN site, Whiteman AFB; and advanced site preparation at a 

fourth MINUTEMAN site, Warren AFB; but eliminated $10 million to 

start preliminary work on the four sites designed to provide a thin defense 

against China [79]. 

The Cambodian debate in the Senate, SALT, and campus unrest 

largely replaced BMD as an issue in the spring and summer of 1970. How- 

ever, with the end of the Cambodian debate the SAFEGUARD BMD 

system again became a major issue as the Senate prepared to take up the 

Military Authorization Bill. The testimony given before the Senate Armed 

Services Committee in the spring of 1970 centered not on preventing 

deployment but on alternative hard point BMD systems to replace SAFE- 

GUARD. Additional issues raised in the spring hearings included ability 

of the radar to withstand attack and the vulnerability of the PAR to high- 

altitude ionization effects.17 The impact of these effects, the critics contend, 

is to create target location errors for the MSR as it receives the PAR data, 

hence to reduce the effectiveness and utility of SAFEGUARD [80]. The 

Senate Afmed Services Committee adopted an interesting procedure for 

questioning BMD witnesses. First, many of the Senators opposed to 

SAFEGUARD submitted very precise and technical questions about 

SAFEGUARD, the answers to which were included in the released hear- 

ings. Second, to simplify the testimony and reduce the number of witnesses, 

the proponents and opponents of SAFEGUARD were asked to agree on 

two witnesses each to present their respective views before the Senate 

Committee [81]. The opponents chose Drs. Panofsky and Dr. Donald 

Hornig, the latter a former Presidential science advisor, then vice-president 

of Eastman-Kodak and now president of Brown University. The pro- 

ponents were represented by Drs. Wohlstetter and Lawrence H. O’Neill, 

professor of electrical engineering at Columbia and president of the River- 

side Institute of Columbia. Third, on May 19, 1970, an open session was 

held in the morning. A closed session was held in the afternoon and lasted 

until 6:00 p.m. Fourth, Dr. Panofsky, who had to leave early, was asked 

by Senator Symington to answer the Defense Department’s comments on 

Dr. Panofsky’s earlier testimony before the Gore Subcommittee on April 13, 
1970. All of this Panofsky material was included in the printed hear- 
ings [82]. 

By midsummer 1970, the Administration had come to view the 

17 These effects include attenuation of radar signals, refraction (bending) of the radar 
beam, and reflection of the radar beam from the ionized region. 



Safeguard 229 

deployment of SAFEGUARD as necessary for ensuring progress at the 
arms limitation talks in Vienna. The opponents of SAFEGUARD viewed 
this argument as the least credible and convincing of the many arguments 
used in the past to justify BMD. As BMD came more and more to be 
linked with SALT, as a negotiating point and as part of the Administration’s 
BMD rationale, it was inevitable that the MIRV issue—moratorium on 

testing, developing, and/or deploying—would reemerge and also be linked 
to BMD; i.e., if no BMD, then no need for MIRV. 

Meanwhile, a bipartisan coalition of Senate liberals and moderates— 

Members of Congress for Peace Through Law (MCPL)—issued a 250- 

page report on military weapons programs. One of the systems they 

were highly critical of was SAFEGUARD. The MCPL proposed four 

alternatives, in the form of amendments, to the continued deployment of 

SAFEGUARD. These alternatives include: (1) keep SAFEGUARD at 

the R&D level with no deployment; (2) restrict deployment to the two 

sites approved in 1969; (3) end the SAFEGUARD program, diverting 

the research funding request for SAFEGUARD into an advanced BMD 

system; (4) and, most interesting, create an “escrow fund” in which 

SAFEGUARD, as well as MIRV, appropriations would be placed pending 

the results of SALT [83]. While the intensity, duration, and public in- 

volvement in the 1970 BMD debate was far shorter and less than in 1969, 

a sharp clash nevertheless shaped up in the Senate over SAFEGUARD 

in 1970. 

The 1970 BMD debate reached a climax in mid-August in the Senate 

as 2 of 3 proposed amendments to restrict SAFEGUARD were defeated. 

The third amendment (the Brooke Amendment, which provided that funds 

earmarked for SAFEGUARD expansion at Warren and Whiteman AFBs 

could only be used to expand the SPRINTs and MSRs at Grand Forks and 

Malmstrom) was defeated 45—53. 

The first amendment, sponsored by Senator Harold Hughes (D-Ia.) 

would strike out all funds for procurement of ABMs for SAFEGUARD 

and would prohibit the expenditure of any funds for its deployment, but 

would not reduce the funding of R&D for SAFEGUARD. This amend- 

ment was defeated 33-62 [84]. The second amendment, offered by Senators 

Cooper and Hart, would have permitted construction at the two original 

sites, Grand Forks and Malmstrom, but would have halted the expansion 

at Warren and Whiteman. This amendment (the Cooper-Hart amendment, 

which received the most publicity)1* was defeated 47—52 [85]. 

Apparently as part of the Administration’s strategy to salvage the 

18 Neither the Washington Post nor The New York Times reported the introduction 

or defeat of the Hughes amendment. 
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hard point defense portion of its Modified Phase 2 expansion, Gerard 

Smith, head of the U.S. SALT delegation, was asked to send a telegram 

to certain Senators urging that SAFEGUARD was necessary as a bargaining 

chip for the successful conclusion of an arms control agreement. This 

top secret telegram was then shown to the several senators on the Senate 

floor before the SAFEGUARD vote. Earlier, Senator McIntyre had 

called Gerard Smith in Vienna and was assured that SAFEGUARD was 

vital to the SALT. As a result of the telegram and telephone call, Senators 

Marlow Cook (R-Ky.), McIntyre, James Pearson (R-Kan.), and Clinton 

Anderson (D-N.M.) switched their support for the Cooper-Hart Amend- 

ment to opposing it. The New York Times editorial of August 13 deplored 

the vote on the Cooper-Hart Amendment and urged passage of the Brooke 

Amendment [86]. 

With the ending of the Vienna phase of SALT, the United States 

indicated a willingness to scrap its BMD system entirely if the Soviets 

agreed to a limitation on the numbers of SS-9 ICBMs and scrapped their 

BMD around Moscow. As a fallback position, the United States was willing 

to accept BMD around the national capitals, Moscow and Washington [87]. 

These positions were part of a larger and comprehensive U.S. proposal. 

In the space of a year the public involvement in the BMD debate 

diminished to zero. Only the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and its 

familiar witnesses against BMD remained as the hard-core opposition to 

SAFEGUARD, although the Senate Armed Services Committee, in a 

compromise decision, eliminated funds for the thin area defense component 

of SAFEGUARD. MIRV, SALT, Cambodia, and Vietnam had become 

the latest issues. In the space of three years from the first positive deploy- 

ment decision, the rationale had come full circle, back to an area defense, 

albeit a thin one. Then this rationale was eliminated by the Senate Armed 

Services Committee and the secondary mission of BMD—hard point de- 

fense came to replace its primary mission which all the BMD components 

were developed for—urban defense. If by mid-1970 there were any 

questions about BMD policy, they were related more to SALT and to pro- 

viding a strong bargaining position for the United States than with the 

Soviet threat, which continues to increase beyond the point of parity with 
the United States. 

Meanwhile missile defense had come to affect the SALT positions of 
both sides. In December 1970 the Soviets proposed a separate agreement 
to limit the deployment of BMD to an unspecified number of interceptors 
an unspecified radius from the centers of Moscow and Washington, D.C. 
This was rejected by the U.S. This proposal came almost four years from 
the day that the U.S. had proposed a BMD only limitation. This 1966 
USS. proposal was rejected by the Soviets because it did not include offen- 
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_ Sive systems. It was this impasse created by the inability for both sides to 
agree on the scope of the discussions which held up the initiation of SALT. 
Later the U.S. agreed to include offensive weapons as well. In 1970, the 

Soviets attempted to decouple defensive systems from the offensive ones 

with their proposal of a separate agreement. During this same time the 

U.S. BMD deployment policy and the August 4, 1970 SALT Proposal were 

in contradiction. Under the terms of the latter, the U.S. was committed to 

either eliminating all BMD or confining its deployment to 100 interceptors 

around the national capitals. However the U.S. BMD system was being 

deployed around the Minuteman ICBM sites. Such a deployment for 

which more money was being asked in the FY 1972 federal budget would 

be ruled out by the U.S. SALT Proposal and would have to be scrapped 

if that or any similar BMD limiting agreement were negotiated. How- 

ever, in the absence of any reduction in the Soviet ICBM threat, especially 

in the SS-9s, the continued deployment of Safeguard would serve as an 

incentive to the Soviets to negotiate an offense-defense agreement. 

It is ironic that the very reason for withholding BMD deployment 

during the Johnson Administration—to bring about a reduction in tension 

and de-escalation of the arms race—may very well have been accomplished 

only by having begun the deployment of a missile defense rather than 

withholding it! 
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CHAPTER 15 

U.S. Missile Defense Policy in Retrospect 

It should be clear to the reader that the single most critical question 

pervading U.S. missile defense policy since its inception has been whether 
or not to deploy BMD. 

US'S. missile defense policy can be divided into two periods: the period 

of nondeployment (1957 to September 18, 1967) and, from the latter date 

to the present, the period of deployment. Within these two periods, missile 

defense policy underwent several changes in direction resulting from techno- 
logical and political considerations. 

BMD: A Recapitulation 

A defense against missiles was sought by the United States as early as 1944 

as a means to counter the German V-2. Conceptually, a number of ideas, 

technical descriptions of defense systems, and problems of missile defense 

were advanced, although little actual work was done on BMD until 1955. 

It has become equally apparent that Soviet BMD efforts go back to the 

late 1940s or early 1950s. 

Work actually started on ZEUS in 1956, 3 years after an American 

ICBM was given top priority and several months before the first American 

ICBM was flight-tested successfully. In 1959, with Congress backing an 

Army request to begin deployment of ZEUS, Congress and the Administra- 

tion found themselves in conflict for the first time over missile defense. In 
1960 the Army repeated its request. This time, however, Congress sup- 

ported the JCS and the President’s recommendation that ZEUS be kept in 

R&D. The question of deploying BMD was not raised again in the Congress 

until the closed session of 1963. 
The missile defense program in this country was born in conflict and 

continued in conflict into 1970. Both the Air Force and the Army had 

BMD concepts under development in 1957, as they do in 1970. The 

Army’s belief was that a mixture of strategic offensive and defensive forces 

was necessary to maintain the deterrent. The Air Force still feels the 

best deterrent is a qualitatively and quantitatively superior offensive force, 
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but circumstances today demand that the deterrent force be defended 

against ICBM attack. 
Simultaneously with the efforts to perfect a missile defense, which 

many thought was infeasible or even impossible at the time, the movement 

to limit development and deployment was initiated. Dr. Wiesner at the 

Sixth Pugwash Conference in Moscow in 1960 proposed a comprehensive 

arms limitation program, which was quite similar to the U.S. GCD Program 

offered to the General Assembly in 1961 and later to the ENDC in Geneva. 

The U.S. arms control policy proposed a halt to development and deploy- 

ment of BMD. These proposals remained a consistent part of U.S. missile 

defense policy. During this time, 1958-1961, a technical debate raged over 

ZEUS’s ability to (1) discriminate warheads from decoys, (2) function in 

a saturation attack, and (3) survive a deliberate attack against its vulner- 

able radar. Because these questions remained unanswered and the Army’s 

confidence in the system was not shared by the Defense Department, ZEUS 

was not deployed. It was kept in the R&D state while other BMD concepts 

were studied. This policy—continued R&D but no deployment—remained 

a fixture of U.S. BMD policy until September 1967. The result of the 

R&D part of this policy was to provide a technological base for develop- 

ing a whole class of BMDs. After that, continued R&D was an integral 

part of the deployment policy and represented the fall-back position of 

those opposed to deployment; i.e., continue the R&D. 

In 1961-62, the ZEUS testing program resulted in 10 hits out of 

14 attempted ICBM intercepts, yet the Defense Department refused to 

authorize some form of deployment because the tests had not been con- 

ducted under combat conditions and therefore were not conclusive. Despite 

the frequent technological improvements made to ZEUS, the Army was 

unable to convince critics (including the Administration) that the system 

could be effective. The ability of ZEUS to shoot down an ICBM, which 

was the original objective of the weapon at its inception five years earlier, 

sounded the death knell for ZEUS. Now the offense would be compelled 

to use decoys and penaids to keep ahead of the defense, even though these 

devices were nonexistent during the life of ZEUS, but the argument they 
would exist was used against any ZEUS deployment. 

Despite the urgings of Senator Thurmond, the Senate, in its closed 

session of 1963, voted against procuring the NIKE-ZEUS pending the re- 

sults of a new program called NIKE-X. The NIKE-X system, consisting 

of phased-array radar, the ZEUS missile for long-range intercept, and 

SPRINT for endo-atmospheric intercept, was initiated as a means of coping 

with the new strides made by the offense and the inherent limitations of 
ZEUS. Arguing that NIKE-X was not ready for deployment in 1964 and 
fallout shelters were more important, the Administration postponed for 
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another year any decision to deploy a missile defense. In 1965 the same 
arguments were repeated. 

Despite the existence of two urban defense BMD systems, NIKE-ZEUS 
and NIKE-X, the lack of a positive deployment decision from 1957 to 
1965 is attributable to the need to solve certain technical problems and 
answer certain technical and economic questions. The period 1957 to 1964 
marks the end of one phase of U.S. BMD policy; from 1965 to Septemh=- 
1967 marks a second, within the nondeployment period. 

During the period 1965 to September 1967 the Administration was 

under considerable pressure to deploy some form of NIKE-X and to gain 

Operational experience with the system. These pressures were resisted by 

the Administration for several reasons, discussed below. 

Another explanation may exist for the reason the United States did 

not initiate the deployment of NIKE-X, and it explains to a degree the 

circumstance which led, in September 1967, to the deployment of 
SENTINEL. 

By December 1965 there was considerable evidence (believed to be 

true by the Administration) that China would become a major nuclear 

power by the middle or late 1970s, at which time the Chinese would be 

capable of attacking the United States with a limited number of first- 

generation ICBMs. Simultaneously, a breakthrough had been made in 

missile defense. Since the range of ZEUS had been doubled and a new 

family of phased-array radars had been developed, it would now be pos- 

sible to tailor an area defense BMD deployment against a light and un- 

sophisticated attack such as the Chinese might be capable of launching 

at some date. This kind of deployment would reduce BMD cost, since it 

was possible now to deploy a “cheap” and effective defense. Until late 

1965 the high cost and uncertain capabilities of NIKE-X, and its potential 

destabilizing effect on the Soviet-American balance of power made its 

deployment singularly unattractive to American decisionmakers. With the 

new developments in BMD, the system’s political attractiveness increased. 

This change in attitude toward the desirability and political acceptability of 

missile defense was caused by the advent of the Chinese nuclear threat, the 

length of time it would take to become significant, and the idea that the 

Chinese might be able to launch only 50 ICBMs without decoys or penetra- 

tion aids against the United States. Since the Chinese threat was expected 

to emerge slowly, sufficient time, it was believed, would be available to 

deploy NIKE-X if the need arose while the system continued in develop- 

ment; thus the Soviets would not be antagonized by a BMD deployment. 

Since the Chinese threat would permit a postponement of a deployment 

decision, additional ways for bringing about a continued relaxation of 
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tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union might still be 

found and given time to work. 

Before the development of this building block or modular BMD and 

the “emergence of the Chinese threat,” + which made missile defense at- 

tractive, it was thought that deployment would be addressed against the 

Soviet Union. However, for a number of political, technological, strategic, 

and economic reasons the Administration refrained from deploying BMD 

against the Soviets. The Administration, especially Secretary McNamara,” 

believed deployment of BMD against the Soviet Union would be provoca- 

tive and destabilizing, would accomplish little for its cost, could not handle 

a sophisticated attack, would jeopardize the chances of improving the fragile 

relations between the two countries, would cause the Soviets to deploy more 

offense to counter the BMD at a lesser cost than the cost to the United 

States to deploy BMD,’ was vulnerable and ineffective, could not handle 

MIRVs, and would accelerate the arms race to higher levels with little 

additional security gain for either side. The considerations involved in 

the Administration’s decision of whether to deploy BMD against the Soviet 

Union derived from the likelihood of a continuing détente and of the 

Soviets’ interpreting a NIKE-X deployment as a threat to its strategic 

position vis-a-vis the United States. Several conditions were offered to 

explain this development. First, the advent of a détente in Europe had 

lessened the chances of a direct Soviet-American confrontation in that part 

of the world. Second, the arms race appeared to have slowed down; neither 

side was thought to be increasing or altering its strategic balance. (Subse- 

quent evidence in 1966 and to the present indicated, however, the Soviets 

were not only deploying BMD but were also expanding and improving their 

1 After six years, the Chinese have yet to test an ICBM. The author finds it 

difficult to believe a hypothetical threat from China, rather than a real and im- 

mediate threat from the Soviet Union, would provide the impetus and rationale for 

deploying BMD. While the Administration may have desired to placate the BMD 

deployment proponents by suggesting a deployment against China and also not to 

provoke the Soviet Union, the credibility then as well as now of the Chinese deploy- 

ment rationale seems rather weak. Indeed, it was later admitted, the SENTINEL 

deployment was the forerunner of a thicker Soviet-oriented defense. 

2 According to Phil Goulding, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs under 

McNamara, in his book Confirm or Deny, Harper and Row 1970, McNamara never 

spoke out publicly on BMD “until every word he wanted to say had been approved 

in full both by the Department of State and by the White House,” p. 214. 

’ While a U.S. defensive system might force the Soviets to undertake steps to penetrate 

the U.S. BMD, the cost of such a program is considerable, if the U.S. program to 
penetrate Soviet defense is any indication. Because the cost of the penetration program 
is so high, under certain circumstances the defense is favored. The expectation that 
a missile defense might be deployed, or its actual presence, has exacted a high price 
from the offense. 
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ICBM force and developing a space bombardment system and a satellite 
interceptor.) A third explanation for this apparent stability in Soviet- 
American relations derived from the second condition: namely, a techno- 
logical plateau was believed to have been reached, which would reduce 

the prospects for further advances in strategic arms development. The 

technological-plateau thesis originated with the BMD opponents and was 

first described in the Wiesner-York article in the October 1964 Scientific 

American. Since the Johnson Administration accepted the mutual deter- 

rence thesis, there was little question that BMD deployment would upset 
the balance. 

In early 1966 the Administration found itself able to deploy a BMD, 

if it chose to do so, which might have some chance of success against a 

light and unsophisticated threat. The BMD controversy had now passed 

from the question of development to the question of deployment. The 

irony of this situation was that the threat to which BMD should have been 

addressed—i.e., the Soviet Union—was considered “impractical” and politi- 

cally undesirable to defend against, while the effective and cheap version 

of NIKE-X could cope best with a potential ICBM attack from China, 

which still had not tested an ICBM. As a result, the Defense Department 

felt a decision to deploy NIKE-X could safely be deferred until early 1967.+ 

Behind the nondeployment policy was a subjective belief on the part 

of the Administration that by not deploying new strategic weapons it was 

possible Soviet-American tensions could be reduced and the intensity of 

the nuclear arms race curbed. The theory behind the unilateral U.S. deci- 

sion not to deploy BMD was that mutual trust and confidence could be 

introduced into Soviet-American relations. In turn, it was expected the 

Soviets would reciprocate by not deploying BMD, although reaching 

parity in offensive weapons with the United States was considered by the 

Administration as acceptable. It was thought that Soviet-American trust 

might be enhanced to the extent that a lasting détente between the two 

countries would ensue as a result of the U.S. unilateral action in with- 

holding deployment of a BMD. The BMD policy of nondeployment (ex- 

tending from 1965 through September 1967) was an example of unilateral 

arms control. However, reciprocal Soviet responses were not forthcoming. 

Why the Soviets did not respond is a matter of speculation. They may not 

have understood the subtleties of the U.S. approach and proposal. They 

did not desire an inferior strategic position or one of parity. Maybe they 

saw a chance to gain the strategic advantage. Or maybe there were internal 

4 It should be remembered that the Administration never publicly admitted that BMD 

deployment would be directed against the Soviet Union. When the possibility of 

deploying BMD arose, the Chinese threat was always mentioned. 
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political pressures which did not allow them to grasp the opportunity for 

arms control and improved relations. 

By December 1966 it was clear the development program policy was 

successful, but the arms control policy was a failure. For the first time since 

the no-deployment policy had been in effect, the alternative of beginning 

a deployment appeared attractive, but not directly against the Soviet Union 

but indirectly through a Chinese-oriented deployment which later could be 

expanded against the Soviet Union threat. By December 1966 the Soviet 

technological strategic threat had developed to the point it could no longer 

be ignored. 

By September 1967 the Administration had exhausted every political, 

strategic, and technological argument against deployment, including offering 

to negotiate a BMD moratorium with the Soviets. The failure of the Ad- 

ministrations’ nondeployment policy can be attributed, in part, to the fact 

that strategic weapons technology had passed the point of no return—i.e., 

there was more danger in not having BMD than in continuing the nonde- 

ployment policy—and to the Soviet reluctance to subscribe to this unilateral 

and informal means of arms control. By continuing the nondeployment 

policy, President Johnson faced the prospect of: (1) increasing political 
criticism from Congress over defense issues, (2) providing the Republicans 

with a ready-made 1968 Presidential campaign issue (why did the President 

hesitate to protect the American people from attack?), (3) growing military 

disenchantment with Secretary McNamara already aggravated by the 

Vietnam war, and (4) damaging effects to U.S. foreign policy and the 

strategic deterrent. At this juncture, the President stood to lose more by 

nondeployment than he did if he commenced deployment.’ Accordingly, 

the President decided in early September 1967 to begin BMD deployment. 

This decision is not as clear cut as it might appear, since the form the 

deployment might take was critical to the decision to deploy, as the Ad- 

ministration still hoped to prevent a Soviet reaction and an escalation in 

the arms race. The opponents of BMD were responsible for influencing 

the form of BMD deployment. 

For 6 years the whole purpose of nondeployment was to prevent an 

increase in the Soviet ICBM force. The SENTINEL system, however, 

was thought most likely to minimize the Soviet provocation, even though 
it was a city defense deployment. 

The problem facing the President was to choose a course of action 
which preserved the greatest latitude of action without foreclosing the 

° The author bases this estimate on the fact, as reported, that Secretary McNamara 
was compelled at the last minute to change his BMD speech in accordance with the 
President’s decision. See also Phil Goulding, Confirm or Deny, pp. 214-248. 
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greatest number of alternatives and risking a new arms race with the 
Soviets. The President as national decisionmaker and chief administrator 
of the government competes with the President as a party leader and 
politician, but sometimes it is difficult to separate these roles. However, 
some of the political pressures and problems facing the President as party 
leader and politician were likely to be eased by a decision to deploy BMD. 
In other words, any deployment was bound to be politically advantageous 
to the President as it would (1) thwart a Republican effort to make the 

lack of a missile defense a 1968 Presidential campaign issue, (2) take 

some of the sting out of Senator Henry Jackson’s committee hearings 
as to why no decision had been made up until 1967 to deploy BMD, (3) 

satisfy his critics the United States was making an effort to counter the 

growing Soviet strategic threat, and (4) placate the politically potent Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, who were becoming more and more disenchanted and dis- 

satisfied with Secretary McNamara’s conduct of military affairs. The 

SENTINEL decision was another in a long line of political compromises 
which have marked the BMD program from its inception. 

In retrospect, the SENTINEL suffered from the fundamental weak- 

ness of any urban defense; i.e., it was to be the forerunner of a defense 

directed solely against the Soviets and therefore was provocative. Ironically, 

the opposition to SENTINEL, even when it was revealed to be Soviet 
oriented, was not from the Soviets but from the U.S. public. 

The SENTINEL system, as originally explained, was an area defense 

weapon that could function over a wide area against a light and/or 

unsophisticated attack of the kind the Chinese could be capable of launch- 

ing by 1975. However, this deployment would not be capable of handling 

a heavy Soviet attack. The SENTINEL, however, could provide an effec- 

tive defense against accidental ICBM firings or Nth-country threats. It 

had a secondary mission of protecting the hardened ICBM sites. Its low 

cost made it a low-investment, low-risk system in the event it became tech- 

nologically obsolete or unnecessary, but it was also expandable to a larger 

deployment. For the President, the political, economic, strategic, and 

psychological benefits of deploying BMD made SENTINEL a logical 

political choice. So the unilateral arms control policy of the United States, 

using BMD as a gambit, came to an end in September 1967. 

With the SENTINEL decision, U.S. missile defense policy entered 

its second period. The first phase of this period lasted about 16 months as 

preparations were begun to deploy SENTINEL. Grassroot opposition to 

the deployment started as local citizenry became alarmed over the place- 

ment of nuclear-tipped missiles in or around large urban areas. This public 

opposition began quite independently of earlier efforts in Congress to 

prevent BMD deployment. The local opposition in Seattle, Chicago, 
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Detroit, and Boston was given authoritative support by many scientists, 

some of whom had long been opposed to BMD deployment and whose 

views prevailed within the Government until the SENTINEL decision. 

Once their influence had waned, the SENTINEL decision made, and 

the public concern with Vietnam and the problem of domestic priorities 

pushed to the fore, these opponents of BMD had to look for other means to 

present their views and seek support. It has been shown during the course 

of this review that newspapers and members of Congress opposed to BMD 

have urged public debate of the BMD deployment issue. The Bulletin of 

the Atomic Scientists and its editor, Dr. Rabinowitch, have suggested active 

political participation by scientists to prevent the use of nuclear weapons 

and to curb the arms race. Dr. Wiesner wrote in the June 1967 Bulletin 

of the Atomic Scientists, in an article entitled “The Cold War Is Dead,” 

that the technologically uninformed public might be willing to participate 

in debating the important issues associated with BMD deployment if “more 

comprehensible technological information were available to them.” He 

suggested more scientists and engineers unite and speak on the broad 

range of issues involved in making decisions on national security. This is 

precisely what happened toward the end of 1968 and in early 1969. 

The public outcry supported by opponents of BMD from the scientific/ 

academic/intellectual community succeeded in creating enough pressure 

to halt the SENTINEL deployment in February 1969. A month later, 

with President Nixon’s SAFEGUARD announcement, U.S. missile defense 

policy was again reversed. Phase 1 of SAFEGUARD, while eschewing 

any city defense, was clearly oriented toward a Soviet attack. The differ- 

ence between SENTINEL and SAFEGUARD was the emphasis of the 

latter on hard point defense and protection of the deterrent force rather 

than the former’s concern with population defense. This decision by the 

Nixon Administration was clearly designed for its political acceptability and 

to meet the immediate threat. The decision to halt SENTINEL in 1969 

did not mean a reversal but merely a reorientation in the purpose of the 
system. 

The debate which ensued during the spring and summer of 1969 was 

not a popular debate in the sense of mass public participation. To be sure 

there were statements and petitions by concerned citizens and organizations, 

but by and large it was the scientific/academic community, in particular a 

small group of scientists who had been involved in national security affairs 

since the end of the Second World War, who fought on both sides of the 
battle—lecturing, writing, speaking, debating, and testifying. In the 
Congress, especially in the Senate, there were hard-core opponents and 
proponents of deployment around whom coalesced support from those who 
were tutored, studied the issues, or listened to the numerous rounds of 
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testimony, but were not members of the Defense or Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittees. Despite all the seriousness attached to the “Great BMD Debate” 

in the scientific/academic community and the Congress, as well as in the 

Executive Branch whose BMD proposal hung in the balance, the author 

believes the BMD debate was only symbolic, except to the long-time op- 

ponents of deployment, of a mood then prevalent in the country. That 

mood was one of despair and frustration with the military, its influence, 

military spending overruns and costs, the war in Vietnam, the belief that 

US. priorities were mistakenly reversed and dislocated, inflation, and the 

arms race. Missile defense was something to grasp. If it could be defeated, 

then it was a start to altering the mood, the milieu, and the priorities. 

Indeed, much of the opposition to SAFEGUARD revolved around the 

Administration’s rationale, the SS-9’s capabilities, and whether the Soviets 

were seeking a first-strike rather than a BMD deployment. After the crucial 

votes in August on SAFEGUARD, the coalition which came within one 

vote of defeating BMD deployment, fell in strength as the margin increased 
by which opponents lost votes in trying to halt the spending on large weapon 

systems. The Senate attempt in 1969 to defeat SAFEGUARD, while a 

failure, would not stem later congressional opposition to BMD, to the 

military, and to the Executive Branch’s prerogative in defense and foreign 

affairs. 
SAFEGUARD was viewed by Congress not only from its role as 

representing the people but in its role as an institution and in its continuing 

struggle with the Executive Branch (which started over Vietnam) over 
constitutional power and shared responsibility and prerogatives in foreign 

and defense matters. 

Another interesting facet of this debate was the preponderant, aggres- 

sive, and vociferous opposition from the scientific/academic community to 

BMD as compared to BMD proponents from this same community. Re- 

search into missile defense policy indicates the opposition from the very be- 

ginning (1959-1960) has been well organized and articulate, with the ratio 

of literature on BMD running by 1969 almost 8 to 10 to 1 in opposition. 

Unfortunately, the technical questions the opponents raise about BMD 

feasibility and effectiveness have not been answered officially in public, 

because of security considerations. Attempts to answer the opponents’ 

technical questions have been made publicly by unofficial spokesmen like 

Wohlstetter, Teller, Brennan, and others. Unfortunately, the government 

made little attempt to refute the technical arguments by declassifying in- 

formation the same way they did to state the magnitude of the Soviet 

threat. As in previous national security debates, the government’s necessity 

for security, secrecy, and classification and selected release of such informa- 

tion has done the credibility of the government more harm than good. 
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Current opponents to BMD labor under several handicaps: they 

opposed the Nixon Administration’s BMD policy; they were fighting to 

reverse a decision already made by the President of the United States; their 

attempt to influence that decision before it was made depended on access to 

the highest levels of Government and, in many cases, either they no longer 

had that access or what access they had was filtered through other ex- 

officials or the present Administration. 

After the August 1969 votes which ensured Phase 1 deployment, 

the focus shifted to MIRV and SALT. Then late in that year and early 

in 1970 the focus shifted back to BMD as the President and Secretary of 

Defense indicated expansion of SAFEGUARD was necessary and likely. 

A disturbing feature of this contemplated expansion was its orientation, 

which signified another change in missile defense policy—to a light area city 

defense deployment. And, in fact, when the modified Phase 2 deployment 
was announced, it included preparation for 5 sites toward the total of 12 

which made up SAFEGUARD at that time. Thus, in the space of 212 years, 

BMD deployment and its rationale had come full cycle, back to a thin area 

population defense. Moreover, in 1970 the Nixon Administration argument 

for SAFEGUARD put more emphasis on the value of BMD for strengthen- 

ing America’s bargaining position at SALT than it did on the Soviet threat. 

The use of BMD as a bargaining ploy for arms control was reminiscent 

of the McNamara effort to use BMD in a similar manner, although Mc- 

Namara refused to deploy BMD to achieve his aim, while President Nixon 

used deployment. 

An interesting contrast in policy styles is evident between the 

SENTINEL deployment decision and the two SAFEGUARD decisions. 

During the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations, Secretary of Defense 

McNamara was the chief architect of BMD policy. That policy obviously 

was concurred in and approved by the President at least until early 

September 1967. Very little information is available on how, when, and 

with whom President Johnson consulted on his decision to begin BMD 

deployment, compared to the Nixon decision. However, the President, 

after making the decision, continued to remain in the background on the 

BMD issue and let Secretary McNamara make the announcement and pro- 
vide the rationale within the framework of a lecture on the peculiarities of 
nuclear warfare. With the Nixon Administration, the President himself has 

taken a major role in the issue by announcing and explaining his first de- 

cision on nationwide television. While the actual nature of the deployment 
of Phase 2 was announced by Secretary of Defense Laird, the President had 
prepared the country for it by announcing an expansion would take place. 
Curiously, it fell to Secretary Laird to defend before Congress the Ad- 
ministration’s rationale based on the Soviet threat, while David Packard, 
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Deputy to Secretary Laird, appeared to play a much greater role in the 
first decision than did Laird. 

Another aspect of the BMD deployment policy issue which raises 

questions is the rationale used by the Johnson and Nixon Administrations to 

justify deployment. For the Johnson Administration, China was the threat 

to be defended against and the country had to be protected. The Nixon 

Administration said it was the Soviet threat which must be countered and 

ICBMs must be defended. Then in 1970 the Nixon Administration re- 

minded the nation about the Soviet threat and strengthened the ICBM de- 

fense but also raised the Chinese threat again. But, it appears to the author 

upon analysis the real emphasis for continuing the SAFEGUARD deploy- 

ment and expanding it was to strengthen the U.S. position at SALT and 

contribute to SALT’s success. The use of a “to-be-deployed” BMD to 

achieve a formal arms control agreement contrasts with the McNamara 

policy of withholding BMD to arrive at an informal one. McNamara failed, 

and the returns are not in on the Nixon efforts. Aside from the question of 

which is the “real” threat which prompted the SENTINEL, SAFEGUARD 

Phase 1, and SAFEGUARD Phase 2 deployments, the dominant role that 

U.S. missile defense policy has played in the last 6 years seems to have 

been in arms control rather than in a military role. It is ironic too that 

BMD rather than MIRV has been considered the culprit in the so-called 

arms race. 
On the other hand, for the author, the issue of whether to deploy a 

BMD system was less a debate about the merits of a weapon system than 

it was an internal governmental policy debate on what was to be the future 

direction and objectives of American nuclear strategy. The central issue 

in this debate was whether strategic superiority and a damage limiting 

capability was still achievable against the Soviet Union in the coming era 

of parity or whether something else was required. The international and 

domestic conditions and attitudes toward national security surrounding this 

debate bear a remarkable resemblance to similar circumstances which 

prevailed in the West during the 1920’s and 1930’s. 
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