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Preface
The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The
Historian of the Department of State is charged with the responsibility for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the
Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of
the General Editor of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, compiles, and edits the volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B.
Kellogg first promulgated official regulations codifying specific standards for the selection and editing of documents for the series on March
26, 1925. These regulations, with minor modifications, guided the series through 1991.
Public Law 102–138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, established a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series which
was signed by President George Bush on October 28, 1991. Section 198
of P.L. 102–138 added a new Title IV to the Department of State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 4351, et seq.).
The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy decisions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes
of the series should include all records needed to provide comprehensive documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government. The statute also confirms the editing principles established by Secretary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is
guided by the principles of historical objectivity and accuracy; records
should not be altered or deletions made without indicating in the published text that a deletion has been made; the published record should
omit no facts that were of major importance in reaching a decision; and
nothing should be omitted for the purposes of concealing a defect in
policy. The statute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be published not more than 30 years after the events recorded. The editor is
convinced that this volume meets all regulatory, statutory, and scholarly standards of selection and editing.
Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series
This volume is part of a subseries of volumes of the Foreign Relations series that documents the most important issues in the foreign policy of Presidents Richard M. Nixon and Gerald R. Ford. This specific
volume documents U.S. national security policy from 1969 to 1972.
Readers interested in the larger context in which the formulation of national security policy during this period took place should consult the
III
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volumes in the Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, subseries on the Soviet
Union (volumes XII through XV), China (volumes XVII and E–13), Vietnam (volumes VI through IX), and Foundations of Foreign Policy (volume I). Readers interested in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks should
consult Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972,
and volume XXXIII, SALT II, 1972–1979; for other arms control initiatives, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume E–2, Documents on Arms
Control and Nonproliferation, 1969–1972. For the U.S. defense relationship with Europe, readers should consult Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972, and Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXIX, European Security.
Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, Volume XXXIV
After assuming office in January 1969, President Richard M.
Nixon received some surprising news that affected the formulation
of national security policy for the remainder of his first administration: since the end of his stint as Vice President eight years earlier,
the Soviet Union had achieved rough strategic parity with the United
States. Where the United States had at one time enjoyed a commanding military superiority compared to its main global rival, it
now suffered from “significant vulnerabilities” vis-à-vis the Soviet
Union. This volume documents the Nixon administration’s efforts to
grapple with this new strategic situation; its review of U.S. nuclear
and general purposes forces and strategic doctrine; its attempts to ascertain the level of technological sophistication achieved by the Soviets in their missile program; and its decision to deploy Safeguard,
a modified anti-ballistic missile system (ABM). The volume also examines the evolution of the administration’s strategic priorities as its
defense plans ran up against the realities of a worsening American
economy and a tightening federal budget; its policy towards the use
of chemical and biological weapons; U.S. nuclear policy in Asia; and
the transition from military conscription to an all-volunteer armed
force, a movement undertaken during the first Nixon administration
as the war in Vietnam drew to a close. While the primary focus of the
volume is on the formulation of national security policy, one chapter
is devoted to the October 1969 Joint Chiefs of Staff Readiness Test, in
which President Nixon secretly placed on alert portions of the United
States military, including its nuclear forces, a fact that remained virtually unknown for many years thereafter. Throughout this volume,
a theme that arises time and again is the relationship between the
United States’ military strength and its diplomatic strength; in particular, the importance of military might—real or perceived—to the
United States’ ability to maintain its credibility in the eyes of allies
and adversaries alike.
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Like all recent Foreign Relations volumes in the Nixon-Ford subseries, the emphasis of this volume is on the formulation of policy,
rather than its implementation. Regarding national security policy, the
key players in the policymaking process were the White House, the
National Security Council, the Department of Defense, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, and the Central Intelligence Agency, with input from the Department of State.
Editorial Methodology
The documents are presented chronologically according to Washington time. Memoranda of conversation are placed according to the
time and date of the conversation, rather than the date the memorandum was drafted.
Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Relations series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance from the General Editor and the chief technical editor. The documents are reproduced as exactly as possible, including marginalia or
other notations, which are described in the footnotes. Texts are transcribed and printed according to accepted conventions for the publication of historical documents within the limitations of modern typography. A heading has been supplied by the editor for each
document included in the volume. Spelling, capitalization, and punctuation are retained as found in the original text, except that obvious
typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes and omissions in the documents are corrected by bracketed insertions: a correction is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words repeated
in telegrams to avoid garbling or provide emphasis are silently corrected. Words or phrases underlined in the original are printed in italics. Abbreviations and contractions are preserved as found in the original text, and a list of abbreviations is included in the front matter of
the volume.
Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classified after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and, where
possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been noted by
indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omitted. Entire documents withheld for declassification purposes have been accounted for and are listed with headings, source notes, and number of
pages not declassified in their chronological place. All brackets that appear in the original text are so identified in footnotes. All ellipses are
in the original documents.
The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the document, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
This note also provides the background of important documents and

1433_CHFM.qxd

10/12/11

1:50 PM

Page VI

339-370/B428-S/40011

VI

Preface

policies and indicates whether the President or his major policy
advisers read the document.
Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related documents printed in this and other volumes, describe key events, and provide summaries of and citations to public statements that supplement
and elucidate the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to
supplement or explicate the official record.
The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.
Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation
The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records,
advises, and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the preparation and declassification of the series. The Advisory Committee does
not necessarily review the contents of individual volumes in the series,
but it makes recommendations on issues that come to its attention and
reviews volumes as it deems necessary to fulfill its advisory and statutory obligations.
Presidential Recordings and Materials Preservation Act Review
Under the terms of the Presidential Recordings and Materials
Preservation Act (PRMPA) of 1974 (44 U.S.C. 2111 note), the National
Archives and Records Administration (NARA) has custody of the
Nixon Presidential historical materials. The requirements of the
PRMPA and implementing regulations govern access to the Nixon Presidential historical materials. The PRMPA and implementing public access regulations require NARA to review for additional restrictions in
order to ensure the protection of the privacy rights of former Nixon
White House officials, since these officials were not given the opportunity to separate their personal materials from public papers. Thus,
the PRMPA and implementing public access regulations require NARA
formally to notify the Nixon Estate and former Nixon White House
staff members that the agency is scheduling for public release Nixon
White House historical materials. The Nixon Estate and former White
House staff members have 30 days to contest the release of Nixon historical materials in which they were a participant or are mentioned.
Further, the PRMPA and implementing regulations require NARA to
segregate and return to the creator of files private and personal mate-
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rials. All Foreign Relations volumes that include materials from NARA’s
Nixon Presidential Materials Project are processed and released in accordance with the PRMPA.
Nixon White House Tapes
Access to the Nixon White House tape recordings is governed by
the terms of the PRMPA and an access agreement with the Office of
Presidential Libraries of the National Archives and Records Administration and the Nixon Estate. In February 1971, President Nixon initiated a voice activated taping system in the Oval Office of the White
House and, subsequently, in the President’s Office in the Executive Office Building, Camp David, the Cabinet Room, and White House and
Camp David telephones. The audiotapes include conversations of President Nixon with his Assistant for National Security Affairs, Henry
Kissinger, other White House aides, Secretary of State Rogers, other
Cabinet officers, members of Congress, and key foreign officials. The
clarity of the voices on the tape recordings is often very poor, but the
editor has made every effort to verify the accuracy of the transcripts
produced here. Readers are advised that the tape recording is the official document; the transcript represents an interpretation of that document. Through the use of digital audio and other advances in technology, the Office of the Historian has been able to enhance the tape
recordings and over time produce more accurate transcripts. The result
is that some transcripts printed here may differ from transcripts of the
same conversations printed in previous Foreign Relations volumes. The
most accurate transcripts possible, however, cannot substitute for listening to the recordings. Readers are urged to consult the recordings
themselves for full apprecation of those aspects of the conversations
that cannot be captured in a transcript, such as the speakers’ inflections
and emphases that may convey nuances of meaning, as well as the
larger context of the discussion.
Declassification Review
The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Administration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive Order 12958, as amended, on Classified National Security Information
and applicable laws.
The principle guiding declassification review is to release all information, subject only to the current requirements of national security as embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional
bureaus in the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the
U.S. Government, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding
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specific documents of those governments. The declassification review
of this volume, which began in 2005 and was completed in 2011, resulted in the decision to withhold 3 documents in full, excisions of a
paragraph or more in 10 documents, and minor excisions of less than
a paragraph in 24 documents.
The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassification review process described above, that the record presented in this
volume provides an accurate and comprehensive account of U.S. national security policy from 1969 to 1972.
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Sources for the Foreign Relations Series
The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record in
the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide comprehensive documentation of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It requires that government agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Government engaged
in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support cooperate with the
Department of State Historian by providing full and complete access
to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and by providing copies of selected records.
The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the central files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”)
of the Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of
the Department’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of
international conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence
with foreign leaders by the President and Secretary of State, and memoranda of conversations between the President and Secretary of State
and foreign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All the
Department’s indexed central files through July 1973 have been permanently transferred to the National Archives and Records Administration at College Park, Maryland (Archives II). Many of the Department’s decentralized office (or lot) files covering the 1969–1976 period,
which the National Archives deems worthy of permanent retention,
have been transferred or are in the process of being transferred from
the Department’s custody to Archives II.
The editors of the Foreign Relations series have full access to the
papers of President Nixon and White House foreign policy records, including tape recordings of conversations with key U.S. and foreign officials. Presidential papers maintained and preserved at the Presidential libraries and the Nixon Presidential Materials Project housed at the
National Archives and Records Administration include some of the
most significant foreign affairs-related documentation from the Department of State and other Federal agencies, including the National
Security Council, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Department of
Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Research for this volume was completed through special access
to restricted documents at the Nixon Presidential Materials Project,
the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library, the Library of Congress, and
other U.S. Government agencies. Although all the material printed in
XI
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Foreign Relations volumes has been declassified, some of it is extracted
from still-classified documents. Nixon’s papers were transferred to
their permanent home at the Nixon Presidential Library and Museum,
in Yorba Linda, California, after research for this volume was completed. The Nixon Library staff and Ford Library staff are processing
and declassifying many of the documents used in the volume, but
they may not be available in their entirety at the time of publication.
Sources for Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV
In preparing this volume, the editor made extensive use of the
Richard M. Nixon Presidential Materials at the National Archives and
Records Administration in College Park, Maryland, especially the National Security Council (NSC) Institutional Files (H-Files) and the NSC
Files. The editor found the minutes of the meetings of the NSC and its
various subgroups, located in the H-Files, particularly useful. These
subgroups included the Senior Review Group (SRG), originally called
the Review Group during 1969–1970, which reviewed major foreign
policy issues, including national security issues, and the Defense Program Review Committee (DRPC), created in October 1969 specifically
to review defense issues and the Department of Defense’s budget. The
record of the DPRC’s meetings—and the memoranda, studies, and correspondence prepared in advance of, and in response to, those discussions—form the backbone of this volume. Similar documents prepared
in conjunction with meetings of the Senior Review Group and of the
NSC also proved crucial, as did the basic building blocks of national
security policy in the Nixon White House: National Security Study
Memoranda (NSSMs) and National Security Decision Memoranda
(NSDMs). All of the above records are in the H-Files.
The editor also relied heavily upon records located in the NSC
Files of the Nixon Presidential Materials. The ABM–MIRV files, featuring documents generated primarily in 1969–1970, detail such topics
as the Nixon administration’s decision to pursue an anti-ballistic missile defense in March 1969 and that summer’s controversy regarding
whether or not the Soviets had equipped the SS–9 missile with independently targeted warheads. The Agency Files include key correspondence between the NSC and the Department of Defense regarding the U.S. military posture and the Pentagon’s budget. A number of
topics pertaining to defense are found in the Subject Files.
Several other portions of the Nixon Presidential Materials yielded
key documentation. In February 1971, President Nixon initiated a voice
activated taping system in the Oval Office of the White House and,
subsequently, in the President’s Office in the Executive Office Building, Camp David, the Cabinet Room, and the White House and Camp
David telephones. Transcripts of President Nixon’s selected conversa-
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tions provide insight into policy formulation and reveal his views, and
those of his leading advisors, on the U.S. defense posture and the military establishment. Similarly, selected transcripts of Kissinger’s telephone conversations uncover the national security advisor’s delicate
negotiations with those officials responsible for formulating a defense
posture and the Defense Department’s annual budget. Finally, the President’s Office Files, part of the White House Special Files, contain
records of Nixon’s meetings with leaders of Congress on defense matters. The handful of original documents found in the Kissinger Papers,
consisting largely (but not entirely) of copies of NSC documents located in the Nixon Presidential Materials, helped flesh out the picture
of U.S. national security policy during this period.
Second in importance to the Nixon Presidential Materials were the
records of the Department of Defense, Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). Of particular note were the
records of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, including Secretary
Laird’s weekly staff meetings, and the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs at the Washington National Records
Center in Suitland, Maryland. The Laird Papers at the Gerald R. Ford
Library in Ann Arbor, Michigan, comprise select internal Defense Department papers and that department’s correspondence with other
government agencies, including the NSC, the Department of State, and
the JCS. The records of the two chairmen of the JCS, General Earle
Wheeler and Admiral Thomas Moorer, located in the National
Archives, Record Group 218, Records of the JCS, provided key evidence
regarding the views of the uniformed military.
Department of State historians have access to the records of the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). The CIA’s History Staff, part of the
Center for the Study of Intelligence, facilitates this access. The National
Intelligence Estimates, and the files pertaining to their creation, found
in the CIA’s National Intelligence Council files were crucial to the volume’s documentation of the U.S. intelligence community’s perception
of Soviet and Chinese military capabilities.
The JCS Readiness Test, a heretofore largely secret nuclear alert
that occurred in October 1969, presented a special documentary challenge. Several collections helped fill out the story, revealing clues as
to the alert’s objectives and implementation. Foremost among those
resources was Record Group 218, Records of the JCS, Records of the
Chairman of the JCS—Wheeler, held at the National Archives. The
Kissinger Papers at the Library of Congress yielded some crucial correspondence between the national security advisor and President
Nixon. Also productive were several collections in the Nixon Presidential Materials: Kissinger’s Telephone Conversations and portions
of the NSC Files, including Alexander Haig’s Chronological Files, H.R.
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Haldeman’s Journals and Diaries, the President’s Daily Briefing, the
appropriate folders labeled “Items to Discuss with the President”
within the Subject Files, and the memoranda of Kissinger’s conversations with Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin contained in the Trip
Files.
Much of the documentation used in the volume has been made
available for use in the Foreign Relations series thanks to the consent of
the agencies mentioned, the assistance of their staffs, and especially
the cooperation and support of the National Archives and Records
Administration.
In addition to the paper files cited below, a growing number of
documents are available on the Internet. The Office of the Historian
maintains a list of these Internet resources on its website and encourages readers to consult that site on a regular basis.

Unpublished Sources
Department of State
Central Files. See Record Group 59 under National Archives and Records
Administration below
Lot Files. See Record Group 59 under National Archives and Records Administration
below

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland
Record Group 59, Records of the Department of State
Subject-Numeric Indexed Central Files
DEF, Defense affairs
DEF CHICOM, PRC defense affairs
DEF 1, Defense affairs, policy, plans, readiness
DEF 1 EUR, Defense affairs, policy, plans, readiness concerning Europe
DEF 1 EUR W, Defense affairs, policy, plans, readiness concerning Western Europe
DEF 1 US, U.S. defense affairs, policy, plans, readiness
DEF 1 US-USSR, U.S.-USSR defense affairs, policy, plans, readiness
DEF 1-1, Defense affairs, contingency planning
DEF 1–1 US, U.S. defense affairs, contingency planning
DEF 1–2 US, Defense affairs, U.S. stockpiling of strategic and critical materials
DEF 1–3, Defense affairs, military capabilities
DEF 1-5 U.S., U.S. defense affairs, alert measures
DEF 1–6 US, U.S. defense affairs, civilian defense
DEF 6, Defense affairs, armed forces
DEF 6 US, U.S. defense affairs, armed forces
DEF 12, Defense affairs, armaments
DEF 12 CHICOM, PRC defense affairs, armaments
DEF 12 US, U.S. defense affairs, armaments
POL CHICOM–US, PRC–U.S. political affairs and relations
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POL CHICOM–USSR, PRCN–USSR political affairs and relations
POL US-USSR, U.S.–USSR political affairs and relations
POL 1 US, U.S. political affairs and relations, general policy
POL 1 US-USSR, U.S.–USSR political affairs and relations, general policy, background
POL 27 US, U.S. political affairs and relations, military operations
Lot Files
PM Files: Lot 69 D 446
Files of the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, 1964–1975
PM Files: Lot 72 D 503
Files of the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Office of International Security, Policy
and Planning, 1966–1972
PM Files: Lot 72 D 504
Files of the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Office of International Security, Policy
and Planning, 1969–1971
S/P(C) Files: Lot 73 D 363
Subject, country, and area files of the Policy Planning Staff and the Planning
Coordination Staff, 1969–1973
S/S Files: Lot 72 D 370
Memoranda of the Executive Secretariat, 1970
S/S Files: Lot 72 D 371
Memoranda of the Executive Secretariat, 1971
S/S Files: Lot 73 D 443
Office Files of William P. Rogers, 1969-1973
S/S Files: Lot 80 D 212
National Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs) and related papers, 1969–1976
S/S-NSC Meeting Files: Lot 71 D 175
National Security Council meetings, 1969-1970
S/S–NSC/Cabinet Files: Lot 73 D 288
Cabinet meetings and National Security Council meetings, studies, and subgroups,
1970–1972
Record Group 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Records of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—Moorer
Records of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—Wheeler

Nixon Presidential Materials Project, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland (now at the Nixon Presidential Library
and Museum, Yorba Linda, California)
Henry A. Kissinger Telephone Conversations
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National Security Council Files
ABM–MIRV
Agency Files
Country Files—Europe
Alexander Haig Chronological Files
Henry A. Kissinger Office Files
Name Files
Presidential/HAK Memcons
President’s Daily Briefing
President’s Trip Files
Subject Files
National Security Council Institutional Files
Meeting Files
Minutes of Meetings
Study Memoranda (National Security Study Memoranda)
Policy Papers (National Security Decision Memoranda)
Intelligence Files
Special Collections
H.R. Haldeman Diaries
White House Central Files
President’s Daily Diary
Subject Files: Confidential Files
White House Special Files
President’s Office Files
President’s Personal File
White House Tapes

Central Intelligence Agency
National Intelligence Council Files, Job 79R01012A

Gerald R. Ford Library, Ann Arbor, Michigan
Laird Papers

Library of Congress, Washington, DC
Manuscript Division
Henry A. Kissinger Papers
Elliot Richardson Papers

Lyndon B. Johnson Presidential Library, Austin, Texas
National Security File
Rostow Files
Special Files
Tom Johnson’s Notes of Meetings
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Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Maryland
Department of Defense
OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330 72A-6308
Top Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs for 1969
OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330 72A-6309
Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs for 1969
OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330 73A-1971
Top Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs for 1970
OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330 73A-1975
Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs for 1970
OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330 74-083
Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs for 1971
OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330 74-115
Top Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs for 1971
OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330 75-125
Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs for 1972
OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330 75-155
Top Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs for 1972
OSD Files: FRC 330 74-142
Files from the Immediate Office of the Secretary of Defense Vault, 1969-1972
OSD Files: FRC 330 75-089
Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense for 1969
OSD Files: FRC 330 75-103
Top Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense for 1969
OSD Files: FRC 330 76-0028
Secretary of Defense staff meetings, 1969-1972
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Top Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense for 1970

1433_CHFM.qxd

10/12/11

1:50 PM

Page XVIII

339-370/B428-S/40011

XVIII

Sources

OSD Files: FRC 330 76-197
Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense for 1971
OSD Files: FRC 330 76-207
Top Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense for 1971
OSD Files: FRC 330 77-0094
Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense for 1972
OSD Files: FRC 330 77-0095
Top Secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense for 1972

Published Sources
Haldeman, H.R., with Joseph DiMona. The Ends of Power. New York: Times Books, 1978.
Helms, Richard, with William Hood. A Look Over My Shoulder. New York: Random House,
2003.
Kissinger, Henry A. White House Years. Boston: Little, Brown, 1979.
Nixon, Richard M. RN: The Memoirs of Richard Nixon. New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1978.
United States. Department of State. Bulletin, 1969–1972.
United States. National Archives and Records Administration. Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Richard Nixon, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973.

1433_CHFM.qxd

10/12/11

1:50 PM

Page XIX

339-370/B428-S/40011

Abbreviations and Terms
AAM, air-to-air missile
AAW, anti-air warfare
ABM, anti-ballistic missile
ABMDA, Army Ballistic Missile Defense Agency
ACDA, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
AD, assured destruction
ADIZ, air defense identification zone
ADM, Atomic Demolition Munitions
AEC, Atomic Energy Commission
ALCOM, Alaskan Command
AMSA, Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft
ANG, Air National Guard
ANZUS, Australia-New Zealand-United States (treaty organization)
AP, Associated Press
AREUR, Army Europe
ARVN, Army of the Republic of (South) Vietnam
ASA, anti-submarine aircraft
ASM, air-to-surface missile
ASV, anti-submarine vessel
ASW, anti-submarine warfare
AVF, all-volunteer armed force
AWACS, Airborne Warning and Control System
B, billion
BMD, ballistic missile defense
BMEWS, Ballistic Missile Early Warning System
BMS, ballistic missile submarine
BNSP, basic national security policy
BOB, Bureau of the Budget
BW, biological weapon(s)
C3, command, control, and communications
CBW, chemical and biological weapon(s)
CCP, Consolidated Cryptologic Plan
CEA, Council of Economic Advisers
CEP, circular error probability
CIA, Central Intelligence Agency
CHICOM, Communist China (People’s Republic of China)
CINC, Commander in Chief
CINCAL, Commander in Chief, Alaska
CINCEUR, Commander in Chief, European Command
CINCLANT, Commander in Chief, Atlantic Command
CINCNORAD, Commander in Chief, North American Aerospace Defense Command
CINCONAD, Commander in Chief, Continental Air Defense Command
CINCPAC, Commander in Chief, Pacific Command
CINCSAC, Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command
CINCSTRIKE, Commander in Chief, STRIKE Command
CNO, Chief of Naval Operations
COB, close of business
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COC, command operation center
COMIDEASTFOR, Commander, Middle East Forces
COMINT, communications intelligence
CONAD, Continental Air Defense Command
CONUS, Continental United States
CPR, People’s Republic of China (also PRC)
CVA, attack aircraft carrier
CVAN, attack aircraft carrier, nuclear-powered
CVS, support aircraft carrier
CW, chemical weapon(s)
CY, calendar year
D, deployment
D-day, deployment day
DEFCON, defense readiness condition
DFE, division force equivalent
DIA, Defense Intelligence Agency
DICBM, depressed trajectory intercontinental ballistic missile
DLGN, nuclear-powered guided missile frigate
DOB, dispersed operating bases
DOD, Department of Defense
DPQ, Defense Planning Questionnaire
DPRC, Defense Program Review Committee
ECM, electronic countermeasures
ELINT, electronic intelligence
EMCON, emission control
EMP, electromagnetic pulse
ENDC, Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee
EUCOM, European Command
EUR, Bureau of European Affairs
EUR/RPM, Bureau of European Affairs, Office of NATO and Atlantic Political-Military
Affairs
exo pen aids, exoatmospheric penetration aids
FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation
FBM, fleet ballistic missile
FBS, forward-based systems
FOBS, Fractional Orbital Bombardment System
FRG, Federal Republic of Germany
FY, fiscal year
FYDP, Five-Year Defense Program
GNP, Gross National Product
GPF, general purpose forces
GRC, Government of the Republic of China
GTE, greater than expected
HEW, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
HPD, hard point defense
HSD, hard site defense
ICBM, intercontinental ballistic missile
INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State
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IOC, initial operational capability
IPMG, Interdepartmental Political-Military Group
IRBM, intermediate-range ballistic missile
ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs
ISI, initial support increment
J–3, Operations Directorate of the Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff
JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff
JCSM, Joint Chiefs of Staff Memorandum
JFM, Joint Force Memorandum
JSOP, Joint Strategic Objectives Plan
KGB, Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (Committee for State Security, Soviet Secret
Police)
KP, kitchen police
KT, kiloton
LANTCOM, Atlantic Command
LOC, lines of communication; limited operational capability
LRA, long-range aviation
LSNW, limited strategic nuclear warfare
M, mobilization day; million
MAF, Marine Amphibious Forces
MAP, Military Assistance Program
MBFR, mutual and balanced force reductions
MIDEASTFOR, Middle East Forces
MIRV, multiple independently-targeted reentry vehicles
MK, Mark
MM, Minuteman missile
MRBM, medium-range ballistic missile
MRCA, multi-role combat aircraft
MRV, multiple reentry vehicles
MSC, Military Sealift Command
MSR, missile site radar
MT, megaton(s)
NAC, North Atlantic Council
NASA, National Aeronautics and Space Administration
NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NCA, National Command Authority; National Capital Area
NE, Northeast
NEA, Northeast Asia; Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of
State
NIC, National Intelligence Council
NIE, National Intelligence Estimate
NIPP, National Intelligence Projections for Planning
NK, North Korea
NLT, not later than
nm, nautical mile
NOA, new obligational authority
NORAD, North American Aerospace Defense Command
NSA, National Security Agency
NSC, National Security Council
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NSAM, National Security Action Memorandum
NSDM, National Security Decision Memorandum
NSF, National Science Foundation
NSSM, National Security Study Memorandum
NVN, North Vietnam; North Vietnamese
NW, Northwest
OASD, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
OEP, Office of Emergency Preparedness
O&M, operations and maintenance
OMB, Office of Management and Budget
OP&MA, Objectives, Plans and Military Assistance Division
OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense
OSD (ISA), Office of the Secretary of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs
OSD (SA), Office of the Secretary of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Systems Analysis
OST, Office of Science and Technology
OTH–B, over the horizon—backscatter radar
PACOM, Pacific Command
PAR, perimeter acquisition radar
PDB, President’s Daily Brief
pen aids, penetration aids
PF, police force; popular force
PFIAB, President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board
PLA, People’s Liberation Army
POL, petroleum, oils, lubricants
PM, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State
POM, Program Objectives Memorandum
PRC, People’s Republic of China (also CPR)
PSAC, President’s Science Advisory Committee
psi, pounds per square inch
PWs, prisoners of war
RCA, riot control agent
RCS, remote control system
R&D, research and development
RDF, radio-direction-finding
RDT&E, research, development, test, and evaluation
REFORGER, Return of Forces to Germany
RF, reserve force; regional force
RG, Review Group; Record Group
ROK, Republic of Korea
ROTC, Reserve Officer Training Corps
RV, reentry vehicle
RVN, Republic of Vietnam
SAB, Science Advisory Board
SAC, Supreme Allied Commander; Strategic Air Command
SACEUR, Supreme Allied Commander, European Command
SACLANT, Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic Command
SAL, strategic arms limitation
SALT, Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
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SAM, surface-to-air missile
SAM–D, surface-to-air missile development
SEA, Southeast Asia
SEATO, Southeast Asia Treaty Organization
SECDEF, Secretary of Defense
SFD, Special Facilities Division (OEP)
SFRC, Senate Foreign Relations Committee
SG, Safeguard
SIGINT, signals intelligence
SIOP, Single Integrated Operational Plan
SLBM, submarine launched ballistic missile
SLCM, submarine launched cruise missile
SOSUS, sound surveillance system
SOUTHCOM, Southern Command
SPN, Spartan missile
SRAM, short-range attack missile
SRG, Senior Review Group
SSBN, nuclear ballistic missile submarine
SSI, sustaining support increment
SSN, nuclear submarine
SSO, special security officer
STRAF, Strategic Army Forces
STRIKE, STRIKE Command
SVN, South Vietnam
SWWA, Stop-Where-We-Are proposal
TOA, total obligational authority
TO&E, table of organization and equipment
TOE, term of enlistment
UAR, United Arab Republic
UCP, unified command plan
U/I, urban/industrial
UK, United Kingdom
ULMS, Undersea Long-Range Missile System
UN, United Nations
UPI, United Press International
US, United States
USAF, United States Air Force
USARPAC, United States Army, Pacific
USC, Under Secretaries Committee, National Security Council
USCINCEUR, United States Commander in Chief, European Command
USCINCSO, United States Commander in Chief, Southern Command
USEUCOM, United States European Command
USIA, United States Information Agency
USIB, United States Intelligence Board
USMC, United States Marine Corps
USN, United States Navy
USSOUTHCOM, United States Southern Command
USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
VN, Vietnam
VP, Verification Panel
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WG, working group
WRT, with respect to
WSAG, Washington Special Actions Group
WWMCCS, Worldwide Military Command and Control System
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Abrams, Creighton W., General, USA; Commander, Military Assistance Command
Vietnam until June 28, 1972; Chief of Staff, U.S. Army from October 12, 1972
Agnew, Spiro T., Vice President of the United States
Anderson, George W., Jr., Admiral, USN; Chairman of the President’s Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board
Bennett, Donald V., Lieutenant General, USA; Director, Defense Intelligence Agency
from September 1969 until August 1972
Brezhnev, Leonid I., General Secretary, Communist Party, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics (USSR)
Brooke, Edward W., Senator (R-Massachusetts)
Buchanan, Patrick J., Special Assistant to the President
Butterfield, Alexander, Special Assistant to the President from January 1969 until
January 1973
Cargo, William I., Director, Policy Planning staff, Department of State, from August 4,
1969, until July 30, 1973
Carroll, Joseph P., Lieutenant General, USAF; Director, Defense Intelligence Agency
until September 1969
Chafee, John H., Secretary of the Navy from January 31, 1969, until May 4, 1972
Chapin, Dwight L., Special Assistant to the President from 1969 until 1971; thereafter,
Deputy Assistant to the President
Chapman, Leonard F. Jr., General, USMC; Commandant, United States Marine Corps
until 1972
Clifford, Clark M., Secretary of Defense from March 1, 1968 until January 20, 1969
Cline, Ray S., Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State from
October 1969
Cole, Kenneth R., Jr., Special Assistant to the President from January 1969 until
November 1969; Deputy Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs from
November 1969 until December 1972
Connally, John B., Secretary of the Treasury from February 1971 until June 1972
Cushman, Robert E., Jr., Lieutenant General, USMC; Deputy Director of Central
Intelligence from May 7, 1969, until December 1971; Commandant of the Marine
Corps from 1972
Dam, Kenneth W., Assistant Director for National Security and International Affairs,
Office of Management and Budget from 1971
David, Edward, E., Jr., Science Advisor to the President and Director of the Office of
Science and Technology from September 14, 1970
Davydov, Boris N., Second Secretary, Soviet Embassy
de Poix, Vincent P., Vice Admiral, USN; Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency from
August 1972
Dobrynin, Anatoly F., Soviet Ambassador to the United States; member, Central
Committee of the Communist Party from 1971
DuBridge, Lee A., Science Advisor to the President and Director of the Office of Science
and Technology from 1969 until 1970
Ehrlichman, John D., Counsel to President from January until November 1969; thereafter,
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs
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Persons

Ellsworth, Robert F., Assistant to the President from January until May 1969; Permanent
Representative to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization from May 1969 until June
1971
Farley, Philip J., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Politico-Military Affairs until
August 1969; Deputy Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency until 1973;
member, delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
Flanigan, Peter, Assistant to the President for International Economic Policy
Foster, John S., Director, Office of Defense Research and Engineering, Department of
Defense from 1969
Froehlke, Robert F., Assistant Secretary of Defense for Administration until June
1971
Goodpaster, Andrew J., General, USA; Deputy Commander, Military Assistance
Command Vietnam until April 1969; thereafter, Commander in Chief, U.S. European
Command; Supreme Allied Commander, Europe
Haig, Alexander M., Jr., Colonel, Brigadier General from November 1969, Major General
from March 1972, USA; Senior Military Assistant to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs from June 1969 until June 1970; Deputy Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs from June 1970 until January 1973
Haldeman, H.R., Assistant to the President and White House Chief of Staff
Harlow, Bryce N., Assistant to the President from 1969 until 1970; thereafter, Counselor
to the President
Harper, Edwin L., Special Assistant to the President from 1969 until 1972; Assistant
Director, Domestic Council from 1970 until 1972
Helms, Richard M., Director of Central Intelligence
Hershey, Lewis B., General, USA; Director of the Selective Service System until 1970;
thereafter Special Advisor to the President for Manpower Mobilization
Hillenbrand, Martin J., Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs from February
1969 until April 1972; Ambassador to the Federal Republic of Germany from June
27, 1972
Holloway, Bruce K., General, USAF; Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command
Irwin, John N., II, Under Secretary of State from September 21, 1970, until July 12, 1972;
thereafter, Deputy Secretary of State
Jackson, Henry M. (Scoop), Senator (D-Washington); Chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee
Johnson, Nels C., Vice Admiral, USN; Director, Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff until July
19, 1970
Johnson, U. Alexis, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs from February 7, 1969
Kelley, Roger T., Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Personnel from
March 3, 1969
Kennedy, David M., Secretary of the Treasury until January 1971
Kennedy, Edward M., Senator (D-Massachusetts)
Kissinger, Henry A., Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Laird, Melvin R., Secretary of Defense
Lee, John M., Vice Admiral, USN; Assistant Director, Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency from 1970
Lincoln, George A., Director of the Office of Emergency Planning from 1969
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Lynn, Laurence E., member, National Security Council staff, Assistant for Programs from
1969 until 1970
Mansfield, Michael, Senator (D-Montana); Senate Majority Leader
Mayo, Robert P., Director, Bureau of the Budget from January 22, 1969, until June 30,
1970
McConnell, John P., General, USAF; Chief of Staff, Air Force until August 1, 1969
McCracken, Paul W., Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers until November
1971
McNamara, Robert S., Secretary of Defense from January 21, 1961, until February 29,
1968
Mitchell, John, Attorney General from January 20, 1969, until February 15, 1972
Moorer, Thomas H., Admiral, USN; Chief of Naval Operations until July 1, 1970;
thereafter, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Moot, Robert C., Assistant Secretary of Defense, Comptroller
Nitze, Paul, Deputy Secretary of Defense from 1967 until January 20, 1969; member,
delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
Nixon, Richard M., President of the United States
Nutter, Warren, G., Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs from
March 4, 1969
Odeen, Philip A., member, National Security Council staff
Packard, David, Deputy Secretary of Defense until December 13, 1971
Pedersen, Richard F., Counselor, Department of State
Pursley, Robert E., Brigadier General, USAF; Military Assistant to the Secretary of
Defense
Resor, Stanley R., Secretary of the Army until June 30, 1971
Richardson, Elliot L., Under Secretary of State until June 23, 1970; thereafter, Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare
Rogers, William P., Secretary of State
Rush, Kenneth, Ambassador to the Federal Republic of Germany from July 1969 until
February 20, 1972; Deputy Secretary of Defense from February 23, 1972
Ryan, John D., General, USAF; Chief of Staff, Air Force from August 1, 1969
Schlesinger, James R., Assistant Director, Bureau of the Budget until June 1970; Assistant Director, Office of Management and Budget from July 1970 until August 1971;
thereafter, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
Scott, Hugh D., Jr., Senator, (R-Pennsylvania); Senate Minority Leader
Seaborg, Glenn T., Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission until August 1971
Seamans, Robert C., Jr., Secretary of the Air Force from February 15, 1969
Selin, Ivan, Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Systems Analysis from January 31,
1969, until January 30, 1970
Shakespeare, Frank J., Jr., Director, United States Information Agency
Shultz, George, Secretary of Labor from January 1969 until June 1970; Director, Office
of Management and Budget from July 1970 until May 1972; thereafter, Secretary of
the Treasury
Sloss, Leon, Director, Office of International Security Policy and Planning, Bureau of
Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State from October 1969
Smith, Gerard C., Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency from February 1969;
Ambassador and Chairman, delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
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Smith, K. Wayne, member, National Security Council staff; Director, NSC Program
Analysis staff from January 1971
Sonnenfeldt, Helmut, member, National Security Council Operations staff, Europe from
January 1969
Spiers, Ronald I., Deputy Assistant Secretary for Politico-Military Affairs, Department
of State from August to September 1969; thereafter, Director of the Bureau of PoliticoMilitary Affairs; Chairman of the Interdepartmental Political-Military Group
Stennis, John C., Senator (D-Mississippi); Chairman, Armed Services Committee
Tarr, Curtis W., Assistant Secretary for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, Air Force, from
1969 until 1970; Director of the Selective Service System from 1970 until 1972; Under
Secretary of State for International Security Affairs from May 1972
Tucker, Gardiner L., Assistant Secretary of Defense for Systems Analysis from January
30, 1970
Vogt, John W., Lieutenant General, USAF; Director, Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of Staff from
July 20, 1970, until April 7, 1972
Walters, Vernon A., Lieutenant General, USA; Military Attaché, U.S. Embassy in Paris
until March 1971; thereafter, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence from May 2,
1972
Warner, John W., Under Secretary of the Navy until May 1972; thereafter, Secretary of
the Navy
Weinberger, Caspar W., Deputy Director, Office of Management and Budget from July
1970 until May 1972; Director, Office of Management and Budget from June 12, 1972
Westmoreland, William C., General, USA; Chief of Staff, U.S. Army until June 1972
Wheeler, Earle G., General, USA; Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff until July 2, 1970
Zeigler, Ronald L., Press Secretary to the President
Zumwalt, Elmo R. Jr., Admiral, USN; Chief of Naval Operations from July 1970
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National Security Policy,
1969–1972
Parity, Safeguard, and the SS–9 Controversy

1.

Editorial Note

Following Richard M. Nixon’s victory in the general election held
in November 1968, President Lyndon B. Johnson and his top foreign
policy advisers hosted a number of transition briefings for the incoming administration. The briefings were conducted in meetings between
Johnson and the President-elect on November 11 and December 12; between Johnson’s Special Assistant Walt W. Rostow and Henry A.
Kissinger, Nixon’s newly named Assistant for National Security Affairs, on December 5; and between Clark Clifford, the outgoing Secretary of Defense, and his replacement, Melvin Laird, on December 23.
These transition briefings covered a host of topics, among them the war
in Vietnam, the Middle East, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the status of
strategic arms limitations negotiations with the Soviets, relations with
NATO allies, and the organization of the National Security Council system. According to the records of the meetings, however, they did not
deal with national security policy, the U.S. defense posture, or the
strategic balance between the United States and the Soviet Union.
(Johnson Library, Special Files, Tom Johnson’s Notes of Meetings, Box
4, November 11, 1968 Meeting; and ibid., National Security File, Files
of Walt W. Rostow, Box 14, Nixon and Transition) See also Nixon, RN:
The Memoirs of Richard Nixon, pages 357–358.

1
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Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

2.

National Security Study Memorandum 31
Washington, January 21, 1969.

TO
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Director of Central Intelligence
The SUBJECT
U.S. Military Posture and the Balance of Power

The President has directed the preparation of a study reviewing
our military posture and the balance of power. The study should consider in detail the security and foreign policy implications of a wide
range of alternative budget levels and strategies for strategic and general purpose forces.2
To perform this study the President has directed the creation of a
steering group to be chaired by the Deputy Secretary of Defense and
to include representatives of the Secretary of State, the Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Director of Central Intelligence, and the Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs. Staff support for this
study will be arranged in consultation between the Deputy Secretary
of Defense and the undersigned. Upon request, agencies shall make
available personnel to provide staff support. Agencies shall also perform such studies in support of the overall study as may be requested
by the Chairman of the Group.3
The report of the group shall be forwarded to the NSC Review
Group by July 1, 1969.
Henry A. Kissinger

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 1–42. Secret.
2
According to Kissinger’s memoirs, the purpose of the reexamination of military
doctrine “was to enable us in time to plan and defend our military programs according
to reasoned criteria, to adjust our strategy to new realities, and to try to lead the public
debate away from emotionalism.” (Kissinger, White House Years, p. 215)
3
The Interagency Steering Group was also known as the Packard Committee, after its Chairman, Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard.
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3

National Security Study Memorandum 81
Washington, January 21, 1969.

TO
The Secretary of Defense
SUBJECT
Technical Issues Concerning U.S. Strategic Forces

In addition to the study of the U.S. military posture requested in
NSSM 3, the President has directed the preparation of a separate study
on technical issues concerning U.S. Strategic Forces including questions
of reliability and command and control.
The President has directed that this study be performed jointly by
the Department of Defense and the NSC Staff in a manner to be determined by the Secretary of Defense and the Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs. The results of the study should be reported directly to the President.2

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 1–42. Top Secret.
2
The study done in response to NSSM 8 was incorporated into the response to
NSSM 3, the summary of which is printed as Document 34. See in particular section II,
part B, number 3, and section V. In his memoirs, Kissinger recalled his dissatisfaction
with the response to NSSM 8, a shortcoming he blamed on the Pentagon. According to
Kissinger, the development of “strategies to meet contingencies other than all-out nuclear challenge” remained incomplete until James Schlesinger’s tenure as Secretary of
Defense from 1973 to 1975. (Kissinger, White House Years, pp. 216–217)
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Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV
Notes of Review Group Meeting1
Washington, February 6, 1969.

Kissinger: Strategic forces first. Talking points.2 Is list of objectives
reasonable for NSC and is paper3 appropriate to objectives?
Rosson: Yes.
Pedersen: Difficulty understanding exactly what the options
meant.
Kissinger: Agree. Can’t assume principals know what DL [damage limitation?] means.
Smith: Hard to relate options to issues for decisions.
Kissinger: Agree. Figures are illustrative. Promised JCS would not
have field marshal in WH [White House]. Give options a label. Avoid
[illegible]—can’t find five adjectives for sufficiency.
Schlesinger: Are they options or possible objectives. U.S. may not
be far along the line to accurate MIRVs. Maybe four or five years before we have accurate MIRVs.
Kissinger: Is justification for MIRVs only attack hard targets?
Schlesinger: No, also penetration.
Lynn: Mean some options may not be open.
Schlesinger: Yes.
Kissinger: DL may also relate to active defense.
Lynn: Question is—if this is technologically feasible should we do
it?
Kissinger: Add glossary. Any choice really depends on series of
assumptions about technological and political development[s]. State

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–111, SRG Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969. No classification marking. The original is a transcription of handwritten notes in an unknown hand,
the only record of the meeting found. The notes do not indicate when the meeting began, but give an ending time of 4:20 p.m. The following attended: Henry A. Kissinger,
James Schlesinger, Philip J. Farley, Counselor of the Department of State Richard F. Pedersen, Deputy Director of ACDA Adrian S. Fisher, R. Jack Smith representing the Central Intelligence Agency, Director of USIA Frank Shakespeare, Haakon Lindjord of OEP,
Lieutenant General William B. Rosson of the Joint Staff, JCS, Defense Adviser to the U.S.
Mission to NATO Ralph Earle II, and Alexander M. Haig, Laurence E. Lynn, Spurgeon
Keeny, Helmut Sonnenfeldt, and Morton Halperin of the NSC Staff.
2
Kissinger’s talking points are ibid., Box H–34, Review Group Meeting, February
6, 1969.
3
All such references are to “Strategic Policy Issues,” an undated paper prepared
by the NSC Staff. On February 1, Kissinger sent the paper to Review Group members
for their consideration prior to the meeting. (Ibid.) The NSC considered a revision of the
paper at its February 14 meeting. A summary of that paper is printed as Document 6.
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what theory of AC [arms control] operating on—e.g., restraint leads to
agreement, threaten or start a race. Should we attach list of uncertainties that each involves?
Rosson: Paper already involved but like idea of listing
assumptions.
Kissinger: What can senior men do: list of questions for strategic
review, general guidelines, or at least what questions they have to answer in their own mind[s]. In ME [Middle East] discussion President
reacts best to pros and cons in outline form.
Rosson: Take option 1. What would be an assumption?
Lynn: Once settled—Soviets could or would not react.
Kissinger: Major uncertainties.
Lynn: Distinguish preparing climate for talks and kind of agreement you accept.
Kissinger: Senior people unlikely to decide now. Depends on Soviet WP [war plan?] also on role in Type II Det. [deterrence?].
Pedersen: Difference between deciding to do something to get an
agreement or to do [something?] even in the presence of an agreement.
Fisher: Agree.
Pedersen: Add two options: (1) improved defenses: small ABM,
no MIRV (2) Sentinel4 and no MIRV.
Farley: More relevant to Packard committee paper. Or relate to observations about ABM level.
Kissinger: Changed orientation of ABM.
Pedersen: Detailed comments.
Lindjord: Should civil defense be added?
Kissinger: Yes. Begin in JCS briefing on strategic balance. Talk to
General Wheeler about it. Get everyone agreed on factual situation.
How can discussion of arms talks be handled? Call to the attention of
principals that options have implications for arms talks.
Rosson: Key issue is whether to press forward now for talks or
wait until strategic posture is well along. Also intermediate alternative.
Pedersen: Yes. Could do quicker strategic study. In meantime make
arrangements for talks.

4
Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara announced in an address given to
United Press International Editors and Publishers in San Francisco on September 18,
1967, that President Lyndon B. Johnson had decided to deploy Sentinel, an ABM system
designed to provide area defense against a relatively small nuclear attack by China and
an accidental, irrational, or unsophisticated attack by the USSR. See Foreign Relations,
1964–1968, volume X, National Security Policy, Document 192.
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Fisher: Option of discussing only principles not a real option. These
can be done in diplomatic exchanges.
Kissinger: Two problems: (1) account for strategic review?
Lynn: Paper raises just these questions.
Earle: Add [at?] beginning of talks could aid study—could get an
indication of where Soviets are going.
Kissinger: (2) question to linking to political. President’s view is
that political improvement might lead to talks or at least put in harmony. See some improvement before agree to talks. Thus necessary to
keep open option that talks will not take place. This issue should be
discussed in NSC. Problem of how to establish linkage. How much
progress?
Lynn: Interaction between kind of issues brought up pol[itically]
and kind of agreement.
Kissinger: President believes agreement in either category must
benefit both sides. Not a question of trade-offs. Moving on political
agreements in AC could make AC more likely.
Fisher: State both sides of coin.
Pedersen: Policy choice.
Fisher: Argument that now is the time on strategic talks, which
may not be here two–three years from now.
Kissinger: Rewrite pp. 16–185 in view of considerations that should
go into talks.
Pedersen: Three choices: (1) go ahead now; (2) wait for Packard;
(3) split out strategic review and do in six weeks. Could go ahead with
arranging talks.
Earle: Repeats opening talks could aid strategic study.
Kissinger: p. 26a. President not overwhelmed by argument that
things should go forward because they were previously approved. And
blackmail argument rather [than?] trying to go forward together.
Fisher: Delayed strategic program does not deal with MIRVs.
Pedersen: Vorontsov6 very concerned with MIRVs. Agreement
should include.
Fisher: Sentinel does not deal with how to deal with Congressional
posture on relationship between Sentinel and talks.

5
6

These pages of “Strategic Policy Issues” deal with SALT.
Yuli M. Vorontsov, Minister Counselor of the Soviet Embassy.
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Kissinger: Need theory on talks and theory of impact of unilateral
decisions on talks, then what does it say about MIRV and Sentinel.
Rosson: OK, but in discussion of delay of MIRVs make clear impact on strategic posture.
Smith: MIRVs not given sufficient prominence.
Sonnenfeldt: Are we talking about delay or cancellation since
agreement does not include it?
Fisher: Delay to hold open option to ban MIRVs.
Kissinger: On Sentinel—pressure of events may force a decision
before end of review. P. 27 is premature.7
Lynn: Existence of proposal is an important fact.
Kissinger: President is aware of it. Could list it. In New York, President told Chiefs were on board and may not be later. Said they are not
a sovereign government.
Pedersen: Must decide whether you wait for review. Then how to
go forward.
Kissinger: (1) linkage; (2) strategic review; (3) even if establish linkage can you have preliminary talks while political talks go forward?
Could we get estimate of time hurdles we are passing? What would
happen if we waited six months? Could we add political and military
assessment of what happens if we wait?
Schlesinger: Are two-tier talks envisioned; experts then political?
Fisher: Previously, ambassadorial talks at one level.
Kissinger: Defer tabling a proposal option. Re. five-[year] budget
review options: Do we have enough for NSC to give guidance to DOD?
Rosson: Yes.
Kissinger: More detail on Sentinel.
Schlesinger: What advantage if AC negotiations may provide you
with an opportunity not to do what cannot be done, e.g. MIRVs which
he thinks work but do not.

7
Page 27 of the paper lists the arguments for and against tabling an arms control
proposal or only discussing principles and objectives.
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Minutes of National Security Council Meeting1
Washington, February 12, 1969.
Briefing by Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff
Compared payload of SS–9, Titan II.
Alert U.S. weapons 5 1/2 megatonnage of Soviet threat.
Soviet ABM defends 48% of Soviet targets.

Nixon: What can their ABM do? What intelligence do we use?
Ans: ELINT.
Nixon: Do we assume theirs works?
Ans: We have low confidence. Talinn2 is [not] ABM, but prudence
dictates we treat it as such.
Helms: Our statements of Soviet accuracy based on real world, not
estimates.
Nixon: Observers say Soviets emphasize defense, we emphasize
offense. Why?
Laird: Soviets spending 3/2 $ on offense over last 24 months, several dollars to one on defense. Their GNP is half of ours.
Nixon: We are only puttering in defense. Critics say, but then you
make war more respectable.
Rogers: Ten percent of our missiles targeted against their ABM,
also average delays 22 minutes before we launch?
Laird: Our committee more impressed with delay factor.
Helms: They have good ABM only around Moscow. Talinn isn’t
ABM.
They have cut back, not expanded. Cut from 128 to 64. They realized they couldn’t keep our weapons out.
Laird: You can’t measure time in dollars and cents (ref. delay).
Briefer: We have significant vulnerabilities.
468 of his hard ICBMs untargeted, rest get only small damage.
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–109, NSC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969. Top Secret;
Sensitive. No drafting information appears on the minutes, which incorrectly lists February 10 as the date on which the meeting was held. According to the President’s Daily
Diary, the meeting was held on February 12 from 10:36 to 11:52 a.m. in the Fish Room
of the White House. The following attended the meeting: President Nixon, Vice President Spiro T. Agnew, Secretary of State William P. Rogers, Melvin R. Laird, Lincoln, Chief
of Staff of the USAF General John P. McConnell, Richard Helms, Bryce Harlow, Kissinger,
and Lynn. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
2
Construction began on Talinn, a Soviet defensive missile system, in 1964.
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Results:
During Cuba: We could win under any circumstances.
Showed megaton exchange
5–1 in favor of U.S. preemption.
68–86% U.S. Population Surviving
We had clear advantage, position of strength. But picture has been
changed. Today’s megaton exchange. They are now ahead or equal.
Nixon interested in megaton figures—
U.S.
}
31–64%

Population Remaining

USSR
}
58–87%

Vehicles remaining
roughly equal
Showed assets remaining—
Sov

Sov

U.S.
Then

Now

U.S. etc.
Then

Now

Seems to say rough parity. Parity may not exist, balance may easily be upset. e.g., Today our missiles are vulnerable to pindown; theirs
aren’t.
Our bomber force vulnerable to inadequate warning.
Our command control is vulnerable.
Adm:3 Our computers on missiles are high speed. Theirs aren’t.
Fallout from way it works.
In Soviet perspective: They are way ahead. Thus he may become
bolder and more direct in his aggression.
Nixon: Because he knows we aren’t confident.
Briefer showed force trends:
They’re doing better. (No MIRV).
If Soviets are planning to MIRV, they have more throw weight.
They could do better. (McConnell: They will be less accurate).

3
The Admiral, not further identified, was apparently a member of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff.
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Nixon: Astounding change in six years. When did we become
aware of this change? When did SIOP plans warn of this.
Ans: Some people knew it.
Helms: They put in their missiles very fast.
McConnell: And we cut our bombers.
Nixon: What about our projections now? Whack! 5 to 1 and we’re
now even.
Nixon: Can’t use projections. We have tended to underestimate.
Helms: We’ve both over and underestimated. We saw it in 1966.
McConnell: We made no effort to keep ahead except quality.
Laird: We’re tied down in the war. That had highest priority.
Nixon: Also, some were willing to accept parity concept.4
McConnell: I was surprised in 1966.
[Briefer:] Forces adequate for reprisal, not adequate to produce favorable advantage for the U.S.
McConnell: Must remember that of missiles untargeted, most
won’t be there, and we can’t get them with more forces.
[Briefer:] Soviet rate of growth exceeds ours, we don’t know where
they’re going.
We’re concerned with SS–9, and their Polaris-type submarine.
We see new land mobile ICBM, FOBS, MIRVs. Their R&D may exceed ours by factor of two. Pindown possible.
We have assured destruction, but not damage limiting.
Our population losses exceed those of Soviets. Their wpns bigger,
our population more concentrated.

4
Nixon later recalled that it was clear to him by 1969 that “absolute parity” between the two superpowers was illusory given the quantitative and qualitative asymmetries between the U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals. Furthermore, he wrote, the United
States, if it had chosen to pursue nuclear superiority once again, would succeed only in
escalating the arms race. “Consequently, at the beginning of the administration I began
to talk in terms of sufficiency rather than superiority to describe my goals for our nuclear
arsenal.” (Nixon, RN, p. 415)
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Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1
Washington, undated.
Summary of Paper

We can view the general objectives of our strategic forces as
follows:
1. We want to reduce the likelihood of a Soviet nuclear attack on
the U.S. or its allies; that is, we want to deter a nuclear war with the
Soviet Union. We also want our strategic forces to contribute to the deterrence of other forms of attack on vital areas.
2. If a nuclear war nevertheless occurs with the Soviet Union or
anyone else, we want to be capable of limiting damage to ourselves
and our allies to the extent that it is technically and economically feasible to do so.
3. We want to be able to respond to limited and perhaps protracted
nuclear conflicts that may come about either deliberately or by
accident.
We can pursue these objectives by developing and buying strategic forces with three types of capability:
1. The capability to inflict heavy damage on enemy population
and industry, even after our own forces have been attacked.
2. The capability to limit damage to ourselves and our allies during the course of a nuclear exchange—for example, by being able to
destroy enemy forces before they are launched, to intercept and destroy enemy weapons that have been launched, or by providing protection against blast and fallout for U.S. population and industry.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–20, NSC Meeting, February 14, 1969. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the paper, which summarizes a 21-page paper, entitled
“Strategic Policy Issues,” included in the President’s briefing book for the NSC meeting
of February 14. Kissinger sent the complete paper to Agnew, Rogers, Laird, and Lincoln
on February 12 to serve as the basis for the NSC’s discussion of strategic policy issues.
(Ibid.) The NSC Review Group discussed a draft of the full-length paper during its meeting on February 6. (Ibid., Box H–34, Review Group Meeting, February 6, 1969)
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3. The capability to use and control forces deliberately and selectively to achieve limited objectives against targets in the Soviet Union,
Eastern Europe or China, perhaps in a protracted conflict.
However, just as we react to important developments in Soviet
strategic capabilities, they probably react to changes we make in our
forces in accordance with their own strategic objectives. For example,
the large build-up in our ICBM and Polaris force in the early 1960s was
probably a reaction to the possibility of a “missile gap” vis-à-vis the
Soviet Union; the Soviets have understandably reacted to close the missile gap that they in fact have faced because of our build-up. The Soviet Talinn air defense system is possibly a reaction to the prospect that
we would deploy a B–70 bomber. We have reacted to the Talinn system by pushing the development of Multiple Independently-Targetable
Re-entry Vehicles for our offensive missile force, because we feared,
wrongly, that Talinn was an ABM system. The Soviets may now feel
compelled to go ahead with mobile ICBMs and a Polaris-type force in
the face of our MIRV threat.
Understanding the action/reaction process is complicated by the
fact that the current Soviet build-up may have already anticipated new
developments on our part, so that go aheads on new U.S. programs
would not necessarily lead to additional Soviet reactions.
The critical question is, after we trace through the consequences
of future actions and reactions by both sides, will we be better able to
meet our strategic objectives by changes in our posture? Will nuclear
wars be less likely? Will war outcomes really be more satisfactory to
us in the event deterrence fails? Both we and the Soviet Union now
may have the capability largely to offset attempts at significant improvements in offensive and defensive capabilities by the other side.
This factor, in addition to the many technical problems in designing
strategic systems, may make it very expensive to pursue significant improvements in relative capabilities.
Today, for example, both we and the Soviet Union can kill about
40 percent of the other’s population—80–90 million people—even after absorbing an all-out surprise attack on our strategic forces. Though
each side plans to use part of its forces for limiting damage to itself,
both sides will suffer very heavy destruction in a nuclear war. Such capabilities can probably be maintained by both sides throughout the
1970s. Moreover, today neither side has any incentive to strike the other
first; both sides lose very heavily no matter who starts the war.
Nevertheless, both the Soviet Union and China are increasing their
strategic nuclear capabilities. Both have strategic research and development programs which could lead to technological breakthroughs
that threaten our security. We cannot risk such breakthroughs. There
is a wide variety of strategic options that we should consider when
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deciding how to deal with this situation and meet our strategic
objectives.2
For example:
Dominance would seek to get a clear margin of superiority over the
Soviets. We would seek significant increases in both damage-inflicting
and damage-limiting capabilities against the Soviet Union and attempt
to achieve them with high confidence. We would take the initiative in
force development and deployment, and we would avoid falling behind in any important force category such as ICBM launchers.
Improving the Balance would provide for more modest increases
in damage-inflicting capability. We would actively pursue damagelimiting programs such as ABM defenses to the extent they are technically and economically feasible. We would improve our capability
for selective nuclear response.
Maintaining the Balance would seek to preserve present relative U.S.
strategic capabilities vis-à-vis the Soviet Union with about the same
degree of confidence. However, we would maintain the necessary options to respond efficiently and promptly to Soviet force improvement
initiatives.
Stable Deterrence would have the same requirements for damageinflicting capability as the previous option, but we would not feel compelled to insure as heavily against unexpected threats. No significant
damage-limiting programs would be undertaken. We would emphasize programs which reduced the vulnerability of our forces.
Minimum Deterrence would base U.S. deployments on probable
rather than highly unlikely Soviet threats and maintain options to meet
high estimates of the Soviet threats. We would not buy forces for
damage-limiting, nor would we emphasize strategic capabilities for less
than full-scale nuclear war.
The Strategic Policy Issues paper gives pros and cons for each option. In general, the critical issues in evaluating these options are likely
to be:
1. The nature and likelihood of Soviet reactions and how this
would affect:

2
In a February 5 briefing memorandum sent to Richard Pedersen, Philip Farley
considered the paper’s five alternative strategies to be insufficient. He proposed two additional strategic alternatives for the Review Group’s consideration. The first included
offensive forces without MIRVs coupled with a “minimum” ABM area defense directed
against China. The second included the same offensive posture but with a larger urban
defense than that planned for Sentinel. (National Archives, RG 59, S/S–NSC/
Cabinet Files, 1970–72: Lot 73 D 288, Box 6, NSC Review Group Memoranda)
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a. The extent to which we can actually improve our capabilities.
b. Our own course of action in the face of Soviet reactions.

2. The prospects for getting started on arms limitation talks and
the possibilities for reaching agreement on the strategic balance implied by this option.
3. The political value to us of having improved strategic capabilities (or creating the presumption that we have them).
4. The value to us of improved military capabilities in terms of
deterrence and war outcomes.
5. The size of the strategic forces budget relative to the benefits
obtained.
Budget Issues
There are several types of FY 70 strategic force budget decisions
that can be made now. We could:
1. decide to procure certain systems now in development, e.g., an
advanced manned strategic aircraft (AMSA) or an anti-Soviet ballistic
missile defense system;
2. increase research and development efforts for possible new
systems;
3. add to or accelerate programs currently approved for
deployment;
4. delay approved strategic programs such as Sentinel.3
Certain budget decisions should probably be made only after basic policy has been decided. Therefore, policy decisions could await the
completion of the Interagency Military Posture Review now underway.
On the other hand, the Secretary of Defense may want to consider certain FY 70 budget amendments on the merits of the individual issues.
Such amendments should be made only after careful consideration of
their implications for overall strategic policy and arms limitation
possibilities.
The attachment discusses the Sentinel issue in some detail.
Arms Limitation Talks
Recent interest in pursuing strategic arms limitation talks is motivated not only by the present state of the strategic balance but also by
the likely outcome of attempts by either side to increase its relative capabilities in the absence of an agreement.
1. Both the U.S. and the Soviet Union can launch a massively destructive attack on the other after absorbing an all-out attack on its
strategic forces.

3

See footnote 4, Document 4.
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2. Neither side in the foreseeable future can hope to be able to alter significantly this ability to damage the other.
3. The present costs of strategic forces are large and will get significantly larger if additional programs go unchecked.
Therefore, negotiating a strategic arms limitation agreement can
have at least three objectives in terms of the strategic balance:
1. By reducing the strategic arms competition, an agreement could
reduce many of the uncertainties which now influence our programs.
2. Just by talking, we might gain valuable information and improved understanding with the Soviet Union on how each side sees
nuclear forces and strategy.
3. In the long run, the costs of our strategic forces will probably
be lower with an agreement than without one.
The primary question on strategic grounds is, should we go forward with strategic arms limitation talks in the near future or delay a
decision pending completion of the military posture review (in six
months or, if the strategic portion is accelerated, in two months)? Regarding this issue, there are two questions:
1. What would be the consequence of waiting six months in terms
of the strategic balance?
2. What might the conclusions of the military posture review suggest concerning the U.S. position for possible talks with the Soviets?
How soon could enough of the review be completed to reach these
conclusions?
Attachment
Sentinel ABM System
The approved program calls for the deployment of a system designed to protect the U.S. against a light ICBM attack from China in
1975. The system has been called “anti-Chinese” because (a) most of
its radars face only in the direction from which Chinese ICBMs would
be launched, (b) the area defense are vulnerable to effective penetration aids which the Soviets, but not the Chinese, could develop by 1975,
and (c) the system emphasizes area defense; an anti-Soviet system of
this size would emphasize terminal defense of cities. On the other hand,
the system can save 10–20 million U.S. lives in a Soviet attack if the Soviets do not install penetration aids on their missiles, and it can be expanded for defense of our ICBMs, defenses for our cities against Soviet attacks, or both.
The system is funded at $1.8 billion in FY 70, and the total cost
is estimated at $8.5 billion. The Defense Department has delayed all
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Sentinel construction activity pending a review of the program. The
options include: (a) proceeding with the approved program, (b) further delaying the program or stretching it out for FY 70 savings of
$340–550 million, (c) redirecting the deployment to the defense of Minuteman sites and continuing Research and Development for a total
cost of $4.7 billion (FY 69–70 savings of $1 billion, $3.8 billion overall), (d) cancelling the Sentinel deployment and continuing research
and development.
Continuing Sentinel would be consistent with three options—
Dominance, Improving the Balance, and Maintaining the Balance. Further delaying or cancelling Sentinel might be consistent with a policy
of Maintaining the Balance, Stable, or Minimum Deterrence. However,
the overall implications depend largely on whether an ABM defense
of Minuteman or an anti-Soviet ABM defense of our cities or both are
chosen instead, either now or later.
a. The arguments for proceeding with the approved program are:
(1) The planned deployment schedule would provide virtually
complete protection in the early 1970s when the intelligence community estimates that the Chinese could have as many as 10 ICBMs. Without Sentinel, U.S. fatalities could be as high as seven million in a Chinese first strike with 10 ICBMs.
(2) The planned deployment provides a basis for a larger antiSoviet system. If the Soviets do not react to Sentinel, the thin defense
might reduce U.S. casualties in a nuclear war with Russia by 10–20 million, or about 8–15 percent.
(3) Moving ahead on schedule would increase Soviet incentives
to engage in negotiations on strategic arms limitations.
(4) Moving ahead would also provide early protection against accidental or irrational launch of ICBMs against the U.S.
(5) The Soviets could have a Sentinel-like system deployed by the
mid-1970s.
b. The arguments for further delay or cancellation are:
(1) We have an effective deterrent against China in our strategic
offensive forces for the foreseeable future. Since Sentinel would contribute only marginally to increasing the credibility of our deterrent, a
delay would not endanger our security.
(2) Few believe that an anti-Chinese system justifies the current
cost of Sentinel; currently estimated cost is significantly higher than
when the decision was made and costs are rising.
(3) The Chinese ICBM program appears to be slipping. We now
estimate that the Chinese will have 12–21 ICBMs in 1975.
(4) Delay would permit a careful evaluation of the real issue:
should we look on Sentinel as a down payment in a defense of Min-
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uteman (in which case we could save $3.8 billion), on a larger antiSoviet ABM system (in which case we would need to spend $10–20 billion more), or both?
(5) Work on the Soviet Moscow ABM system has slowed down
considerably and the Soviet system is a primitive one. Thus, we have
no reason to believe that the Soviets may get very far ahead of us in
ABM capability.

7.

Notes of National Security Council Meeting1
Washington, February 14, 1969, 10:40 a.m.

10:40 Helms Briefing
Soviets at cross roads—new decisions can now be made.
Their objective meaningful deterrent—overcome earlier political
and psychological disadvantage.
SS–9 bigger, more accurate than SS–11.
a. Defense: 64 ABM launchers.
b. R&D—many projects at or near decision stage. On Talinn—
majority believe it is air defense; some believe with different radars
could be made into ABM.
Soviets have limited number of near term reactions. Resources are
scarce. They are long way from coping with our attack forces.
Defense. Moscow defense began in 1963. They cut from 124 to 64
because it couldn’t cope with our capabilities. Improved ABM possible between 1973–1975 [less than 1 line not declassified]. Would protect
important target area, not nation-wide 5 estimate.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–20, NSC Meeting, February 14, 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive.
No drafting information appears on the notes. These notes were transcribed from Alexander Haig’s handwritten notes, which are ibid. According to the President’s Daily Diary,
the following attended the meeting, held in the Cabinet Room of the White House: Nixon,
Agnew, Rogers, Laird, Secretary of the Treasury David Kennedy, Gerard Smith, Lincoln,
Helms, Elliot Richardson, David Packard, General John P. McConnell, Ellis H. Veatch,
Director of the Bureau of the Budget’s National Security Programs Division, Kissinger,
and Haig. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
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Soviets still have problem with low altitude bomber attacks. Costly.
Offense.

a. 35–50 SLBMs by mid 1970s.
b. ICBM—1100–1500 goal for next 10 years.
c. We estimate they will MIRV, MRV. They recently tested a MRV.
d. Flight tests of FOBS, depressed ICBM.
e. Mobile land ICBM. We look for mobile IR, MR, ICBMs.
Nixon: Do we have mobile systems?
McConnell: We don’t need it.
Nixon: They started ABM in 63, no mobile. Are they more imaginative and bold in new weapon systems? Do they start, we follow? We
don’t want to get in that syndrome.
McConnell: European mobile ICBM did not get by Congress.
Nixon: Do we get frozen in?
McConnell: We improve existing systems, not build new ones.
Nixon: We are always fighting last war. If mobile missile is good,
why not build it?
Laird: I was part of a group that turned it down. I thought Polaris
concept was better rather than dependence on NATO.
Nixon: They have big ones mobile.
Laird: In late 1950s we tried this but went with other systems.
Nixon: Packard, you’ve talked to intellectuals, do you worry about
their advances?
Packard: Our technology is better than theirs. Soviets have begun
to increase in 3–4 years, we have not. Our MM at 1000, our SLBMs, our
bombers are effective. We’re in fairly good shape. We could make many
alternative moves. e.g., Sentinel, would cost money, but would protect
against Soviets. We are improving missiles. But Soviets started with
SS–9 and can destroy our MM silos. Yet we can’t destroy their silos.
We don’t have first strike capability.
Kissinger: We [They] don’t either.
Nixon: My point is fundamental, philosophical. Goes back to Sputnik. Freezing in, failure to experiment, move on. Breakthroughs are immense, political and psychological value. Are we moving forward
adequately?
Packard: Our knowledge here is good enough. Uncertainty is if
they have new idea, we don’t, ball game could change. Our problem
is that Soviets are producing twice as many scientists. Red Chinese are
producing 4 times as many scientists.
Laird: Can’t but back R&D.
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Nixon: We’re oriented toward social sciences. They may be doing
more exciting breakthroughs.
Helms: Their work is exciting in aerodynamics for air defense
aircraft.
Laird: We haven’t been able to spend like the Soviets have because
of war effort. They put in $1.5 billion (I think $3 billion), force U.S. to
spend $30 billion. They are outspending us $4/3.4–1 on defense; 3–2
on offensive weapons and it’s such a great effort for them. They want
talks because this is hurting them: 7–1 effort ratio.
HAK: Our [Their] SS–9, a counterforce weapon, if they get enough.
While ours can’t take out their silos, can’t expend our force.
McConnell: We need a heavier weapon.
Smith: We aren’t in such a lagging position. We have led in MIRVs,
SLBMs, photo-reconnaissance.
Nixon: They are one jump ahead of us.
McConnell: That’s right.
Laird: I’m surprised that they are going ahead with mobile
missiles.
Lincoln: They don’t have effective first strike.
McConnell: Question is warning. If we wait, don’t use positive
warning, they can develop first strike . . .
Nixon: Really relates to the aggressiveness of their foreign policy.
Kennedy saw 5–1 in 1962, had confidence. We can’t do this today. Our
concern is with their confidence, what do they think we have. We may
have reached a balance of terror.
HAK: This is a new situation.
Nixon: Yes.
HAK: Packard, what would sensible leader be thinking of when
they do things different from us?
Packard: We’re trying to estimate their possibilities.
Rogers: Henry, won’t they be looking for a breakthrough?
Nixon: This obsession with success could turn out to be an acute
danger. We’ve tended to underestimate them. They get frozen in, we
think, we’re bound to stay ahead. Packard, aren’t we far ahead?
Packard: Yes, only need for a little concern. We’re in no serious
danger.
Nixon: You’re watching it all the time?
Rogers: Are we learning anything in Vietnam?
Laird: Medicine.
Lincoln: Political factors.
Nixon: Our philosophy is not to strike first. Maybe we don’t
need it.
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Packard: Neither side can get a first strike capability. You lose more
in a first strike than in a second strike.
McConnell: There’s no advantage to putting missile in a space ship.
Agnew: Is defense cheaper than offensive?
Laird: No.
Agnew: Then won’t they do it cheaper. Which costs the most?
Packard: Either side can offset other’s actions.
McConnell: We assume no warning in our plans because this is
the worst case.
HAK: Soviet planner will have a different worst case, that we do
launch on warning.
It’s difficult to believe either side will launch everything. More
likely to be limited.
McConnell: Probability of our destruction 25% greater if we attack
on warning.
Nixon: 25% as against all that devastation.
We have to look at decisions their fellow has to make. No matter
what they do, they lose their cities. That’s the important point. What
a decision to make.
HAK: Each side looks at its own worst case.
Nixon: We have to do this. Isn’t this traditional?
McConnell: Yes.
HAK: Might not start with strike on U.S. Their assured destruction edge affects their willingness to be aggressive. Relationship of this
new situation to local aggression is the important point.2
Nixon: They have shifted their emphasis. They used to know
American President might react. But not now.
HAK: Prompt affects only part of the story. Much more. Decisions
are very hard to make. This might mean smaller packages will be used
to avoid going to larger one.
Nixon: Flexible response is baloney. They have possibility of conventional option, greater numbers. We remember our massive retaliation, gave us freedom to act. This has changed. In Europe, we may have
to face up to a drastic increase in our conventional capability.
Rogers: Henry’s point is the in-between ground.

2
Although confident that the technological superiority of the U.S. strategic force
counterbalanced its numerical inferiority vis-à-vis the Soviet Union, Kissinger recalled
his concern that the new administration faced “an unprecedented challenge.” Because
of parity, he wrote, “The credibility of American pledges to risk Armageddon in defense
of allies was bound to come into question.” (Kissinger, White House Years, pp. 196–198)
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Lincoln: No clear fire break.
Nixon: Don’t we have to reevaluate this because of enormous destructive power?
HAK: Europeans don’t realize American nuclear umbrella depended on first strike. No longer true. Need review of strategic
doctrine.
Laird: We don’t have flexible response because of drawdowns.
Nixon: Nuclear umbrella no longer there. Our bargaining position
has shifted. We must face facts.
Helms: No signs of a new long range bomber—force will decline
in numbers.
China—ICBM program seems to be running into snags. If testing
starts this year, earliest is late 1972, probably 2 or 3 years later.
Submarines unlikely.
Weapons which could reach U.S. are three to four years away.
McConnell: Then small in number.
Smith thinks Arms Control will save a lot of money.
Nixon: (1) Can we accelerate strategic time table on your study?3
Say three months? We will need it for negotiations.
Packard: Yes, but interactions with GPF are more complex.
Nixon: Let’s do that.
(2) On ABM, what is our present posture?
Laird: We’re going through budget review. I think we can cut back
the program by $200 million, move some of the sites away from the
cities, but we should go forward. Don’t use it against Soviet Union except for sub launches and misfires. Say it is to take out 20–25 Chinese
ICBMs in a few years.
Nixon: What is [does] going forward buy us technically?
Packard: Thin system is adequate against China. Next step is a
heavy system of Sprints around the cities, but it is a brute force system. We shouldn’t do it under any condition unless we get into an unstoppable race. (Perhaps some protection with non-nuclear warheads.)
Nixon: What is Soviet emphasis?

3
In a February 14 memorandum accompanying the President’s preparatory materials for the meeting, Kissinger urged Nixon to consider the following issues: the “Sentinel problem,” any “guidance” he wished to give to the ongoing military posture review commissioned by NSSM 3, and possibly accelerating that review since technological
achievements, including MIRVs, made in the meantime could derail strategic arms limitation talks. The President highlighted much of this advice, underlining the portion dealing with the acceleration of the strategic review. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–20, NSC Meeting, February 14, 1969) NSSM 3 is Document 2.
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Helms: They’re stopped around Moscow but continuing with experiments. Could upgrade Talinn.
Laird: MM could be upgraded to an ABM.
Nixon: When on ABM?
Laird: 17 March we have to go up.4
Nixon: We should have an ABM meeting before Laird goes to VN.
Line is we’re reviewing all of our defense systems, going ahead with
R&D, we intend to ask for it.
Rogers: On SALT, delay can be made 2–3 months, beyond that we
will be hard pressed to resist pressures.
Nixon: We should get our ducks in a row. Three months from now
we should be ready. In meantime maybe we can make progress in other
fields.
HAK: Option that we may not have talks should be left open.
Nixon: We would be foolish not to explain possibility of getting
something going in other fields. Shouldn’t just react.
Rogers: Isn’t easy to find out what other admin represented to the
other side. Rostow gave them a paper, but we can’t get a copy of it.5
Nixon not content.

4
Laird testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee on March 19. (New
York Times, March 20, 1969)
5
Possibly a reference to a paper President Johnson’s Special Assistant Walt Rostow handed to Ambassador Dobrynin on September 16, 1968; see Foreign Relations,
1964–1968, volume XI, Arms Control and Disarmament, Document 282.
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Minutes of National Security Council Meeting1
Washington, February 19, 1969.

President introduced Henry to discuss the options.
HAK: Difficulty: In addition to military factors, psych factors play
an enormous role. For deterrence, what other side thinks is as important as what we think. Bluff taken seriously . . . (quote from NATO
book).2 Can’t prove why something is not happening (also from NATO
book). Answer can’t be settled conclusively.
Paper3 indicates a view of basic options; categories to use in analyzing them—lists: cost, political, military reactions.
RG laid out five basic options.
1. Dominance—summarizes (Refer to long paper).4
Discusses arguments. Mentions now we have no first strike capability (like we had in 1962), particularly for NATO. Dominance might
get us back.
Also, gives us political & psychological advantages. But hard to
recapture 5 to 1 superiority—constantly increasing level damage. (Using long paper)
2. Improving the Balance
(Again uses basic paper)
3. Maintaining the Balance
(quotes paper)
Adds argument against: utility of forces for Allied deterrence becomes demonstrably less.
4. Stable Deterrence
Deliberate deterrent force.
5. Minor Deterrence. Fashionable at MIT and Harvard.
Present Posture—a little short of having a significant edge.
Choice is not purely technical, but theory of use of nuclear forces, role
in arms control, reactions. Will have significant influence on Packard
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–109, NSC Meeting Minutes, Originals, 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive. No drafting information appears in the minutes. The participants continued the
discussion of strategic policy issues begun during the NSC meeting of February 14. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the following attended the meeting, held in the
Cabinet Room of the White House from 10:26 a.m. to 12:26 p.m.: the President, Kissinger,
Agnew, Rogers, Laird, David Kennedy, Lincoln, General Earle Wheeler, Helms, Packard,
Gerard Smith, and Veatch. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
2
Not further identified.
3
See Document 6.
4
See footnote 1, Document 6.
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recommendations, Alliance policy, arms control policy, East-West Relations.5 Nixon asked Packard for types of things you are looking at.
Packard:
Purposes and choices of ABM.
Neither side has dominance.
Soviets deploying additional missiles. They will be superior in
number of missiles. We are now superior in SLBMs but they want parity. We have substantial superiority in manned bombers.
Two extremes: What is required for Dominance?
a. Destroy enemy’s offensive force so he can’t strike back.
Tough, can’t destroy subs. We would need more accurate, heavier
missiles, bombers can’t be used in timely way.
b. Other side: Provide very good protection of targets.
Problems with ABM.
1. New substantial amount of protection—very efficient; but Soviets can keep up by proliferating, MIRVs. They can counter at low cost.
ABM is ineffective protection. HAK: against full-scale Soviet attack.
2. Use of tactics effective against ABM; Soviets can concentrate
and overwhelm parts. ABM not attractive at this time.
What is required for deterrence?
1. Protect second strike capability.
Situation is fairly good now. Land-based missiles in hardened sites,
vulnerable to bigger more accurate missiles.
Bombers are vulnerable except those on alert. SLBMs bring our
bombers under attack.
Our own SLBMs are excellent deterrent.
2. We can use ABM to protect missile & bomber forces. Fact ABM
isn’t perfect isn’t so troublesome; you complicate Soviet problem, aren’t
losing people.
You could increase deterrence by building up offensive forces. But
you don’t need this for second strike capability.
Not sound to say we will protect cities; is sound to say we will
protect second strike capability.
5
The National Security Council was also scheduled to discuss East-West relations
during its meeting of February 19. Time did not permit such a discussion, which was
supposed to focus on a paper entitled “East-West Relations,” prepared by the NSC’s Interdepartmental Group for Europe. The paper outlines three basic alternative approaches
toward Soviet-American relations: mutual antagonism with minimal cooperation, détente, and a limited adversary relationship. According to the paper, proponents of the
latter alternative, including the White House, agreed “that a strong U.S. nuclear deterrent and a continuing strong NATO are necessary in order not to tempt the Soviets into
military or diplomatic adventures.” See Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XII, Soviet
Union, January 1969–October 1970, Document 18.
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This deployment doesn’t threaten Soviets.
Nixon: Neither one does, or does cities protection threaten them
psychologically?
Packard: They would see cities defense as prelude to other offensive build-up.
Nixon: Suppose you could defend cities. Really means credible
threat of first strike would be much greater if they are screwing with
Allies.
Packard: Wouldn’t really give you first strike.
Smith: Population protection is historically a signal of going for
first strike. Would be more threatening.
Nixon: We say glibly we will fire on warning. Who’s sure? As soon
as you do, you are risking great destruction.
Laird: Issue is that we can’t move toward defense of cities. Impossible to solve this equation. We should assure our people of this.
We can handle other threats, adding to our deterrence. Shouldn’t care
about what Soviets think, but what’s best for our security, security of
our nation.
Nixon: It is important to game plan it from their point of view. Important for arms control discussions.
Laird: They have ABM, but they may be protecting other targets.
Packard: We don’t know why their ABM. Use of ABM to protect
our offensive forces would be stabilizing, would help with strategic
arms limitation talks.
Nixon asks Smith what he thinks.
Smith: Doesn’t make much difference one way or other as far as
talks. Ongoing program isn’t decisive on talks issue.
Rogers: Isn’t having option good negotiating point?
Smith: Best posture is ABM connected with signs of progress on
SALT and with signal they aren’t going for first strike capability.
Parochially I am against ABM. I would urge at same time as ABM
decision, say we have reviewed last proposal—approved by Chiefs—
we are now in position to begin talks. Announce we will limit number
to say Moscow’s number, not deploy then on first strike mode.
Wheeler: If I thought technically, fiscally feasible to [develop?]
ABM defense which gave first strike capability, I would advocate it,
destabilizing or not. Wouldn’t bother me.
Nixon: Wouldn’t bother me either. Nuclear umbrella in NATO a
lot of crap. Don’t have it.
Wheeler: IR/MRBMs are targeted by our forces. This decrement
to what we have to protect the U.S. Allies extremely sensitive to this.
Of course, we are protecting our own assets in Europe.
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Nixon: NATO sensitive, want to make sure we continue to target
weapons aimed at them.
Wheeler: Present system does not give protection against sealaunched systems.
Nixon: We could keep more bombers on alert with political
warning.
Wheeler: Now 25% alert rate.
HAK: They wouldn’t give political warning.
Nixon: I mean, over months we could bring it up.
Wheeler: It would be expensive.
Nixon: Let me talk of firing on warning. We have subs, bombers,
non-hardened Soviet sites. Your plans assume the worst, that we don’t
fire on warning. It is vitally important to assume this because of confusion that would exist.
Wheeler: You can get false radar signals. We’ve had them. We
might get warning in form of getting signals of increased deployments
of say submarines. Could be cause of putting bombers on increased
alert. Now we have no means of detecting launching of missiles from
submarines unless patrol planes pick it up. Since bombers are important, a reorientation to close this gap is important.
Nixon: What does it cost to increase faces on radars?
Packard: Not much, about $100 million.
Packard: You can build more or less of a system. We couldn’t defend some cities. But you could defend some bases. This dilutes protection against China because you need full area coverage. But you
could begin getting useful protection.
Nixon: Discuss Chinese situation. It would have to be a first strike.
Why would it be against our second strike capability? Wouldn’t they
destroy cities? Why does this answer a Chinese attack?
Packard: (Shows chart) Area defense will give early protection
against early Chinese threat. This Spartan protection only against primitive system. Penaids [penetration aids] will defeat it.
Lincoln: Proposition: by starting but not stating how far we will
go will aid Gerry [Smith].
Smith: No, would prefer number. We could increase if it we had
to.
Rogers: Art VI of NPT—says parties will enter into arms limitation agreement. Important to non-nuclear power. With NPT notified
[ratified], we should proceed in good faith.6 I was asked this yesterday.

6
The U.S. Senate ratified the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
in March 1969. It entered into force in March 1970.
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We are obligated to go ahead with talks, in good faith, language of
treaty is clear.
Nixon: But not what and when. We’re not tied down.
Rogers: Of course, but we must proceed in good faith. If Soviets
say let’s talk, we have to. We’re under the gun.
Wheeler: Haven’t we been under that obligation for a long time
in representations to U.N.?
Rogers: This is treaty obligation.
Smith: We are already in negotiations. Public statements have a
meaning. Gore7 thinks we should start just on ABM. I think Soviets
want talks both on offensive and defensive missiles.
Laird: Soviets don’t want to negotiate defense.
Rogers: We should have total offensive/defensive.
Nixon: For trip,8 I want to be kept as flexible as possible. Same
with decision on ABM. It would be unhelpful to make it appear that
we are leaning (don’t debrief Depts and have it appear in papers)
though arguments appear convincing. Then if we decided to move,
that could be important gesture in arms control problem. We’re not
sure what affects them; then let’s not appear too precise until we get
some leverage.
Laird: Though cutback may be in FY 70 budget, it will add on $200
million over long haul.
Packard: You can say categorically that you’re never going to $100
billion or $50 billion system. You’re going completely away from fixed
system. Also, we should present problem more effectively. Too few people understand it. (In terms of American reaction.)
Laird: March 17 is date to present. Congress wants to see amendments first, they’re jealous.
Nixon: Let’s plan it out rather than leak it out and screw it up!
Nixon, Rogers: Soviets want to talk both offensive/defensive missile systems.
Nixon: Leave out option on minimum deterrence. But in your review, take a look at those options.
HAK: Each should have package, analysis of implications.
Nixon: Helpful to have costs of these strategies.
Packard: Prices will be good enough for general decision, not difficult. General purposes forces the real problem. Strategic isn’t that significant in the total budget; 20% more isn’t that much. Difficulty with
Dominance is that it’s damn near impossible.
7
8

Senator Albert A. Gore, Sr. (D-Tenn.)
President Nixon traveled in Europe from February 23 through March 2.
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Rogers: Present it well.
Nixon: When you’re talking about converting it, you’re knocking
out the Chinese defense.
Packard: We will have some area protection through ‘75. Main
change is getting completely away from protecting our cities against
Soviet threat.
Wheeler: Complicates targeting problems of the Soviets. For example, they will have to put more weapons on Washington.
Nixon: You’d be more willing to fire defensive weapon on warning than those which go over to them. Very important point.
Nixon: How does it work?
Packard: Excludes 4 M7 warhead. Would increase radiation, but
fallout problem is a minor one.
Smith: Any problems with Canadians?
Wheeler: We have a group at NORAD discussing with Canadians.
But they will want to know more about it. Canadians have a number
of questions.
Nixon: I wouldn’t make point that this will increase our bargaining leverage with Soviets. Let’s do these things, they know what we’re
doing. We shouldn’t appear to be too obvious. Henry do you agree?
Leverage is real, but talking about it would make it unreal.
HAK: I agree.
Packard: But there will be questions.
Laird: It will begin tomorrow.
Nixon: Say, major consideration is defense of the U.S. This isn’t
simply a bargaining counter. Now will this help negotiations? Answer:
I won’t try to evaluate what they’re thinking. But in negotiating it will
be overall offensive/defensive strength we will be negotiating.
HAK: It wouldn’t hurt for Mel to speak strongly for defense.9
Laird: I will say we haven’t made a decision.
Nixon: Absolutely, it’s important. Decisions that will be made will
be what is best for the U.S. This will be taken into account by our arms
control negotiation. Not that we’re doing this to strengthen our hand.
Smith: We can say that ABM won’t have serious effect. We don’t
know what effect it will have but I don’t think it will be decisive one
way or another.
Nixon: Does deployment allow you to keep pace with developments in the art? This constantly worries me. Can we learn anything?

9
Laird testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on February 20. See
footnote 3, Document 16.
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Packard: We will learn something. We will not be limited in what
we learn as we deploy it. Various improvements will be possible. Various ideas can be investigated: non-nuclear technology, use of laser
beams. This technology looks very interesting. We want to continue
work doing [along] these and other interesting lines.
Rogers: Will our program prevent Soviets from achieving a decisive breakthrough?
Packard: We will do everything we can.
Nixon: I think this gives us a better chance to keep up. We have
to do what he is doing. At least until Mr. Smith negotiates . . .
Smith: Do we need to keep development progress going?
Packard: Technology needs to be married to a requirement to get
real benefits. It’s difficult to develop a useful, practical system in a
vacuum.
Laird: Strategic price cut is one thing. Real difficulty is conventional forces. Soviets can buy more cheaper than we can. Our costs will
go up. Schroeder10 wants to know will we send more force over if we
have strategic agreement.
Nixon: On presentation. Intellectual community is getting hysterical about ABM, partly because we don’t have facts.
1. Will cost $100 billion—(we’re getting away from thick system).
2. We’re threatening Soviets.
This is confrontation between Admin & Mil/Industrial complex.
Will we listen to JCS, Sec Def or to State. Acid test of presenting issue
properly. We have to explain decision when it is made that it doesn’t
give credence to Mil/Indust complex, doesn’t look like new round in
arms race, doesn’t frighten Soviets, doesn’t worry money people. We
have to say, failing to do this little would be highly irresponsible act.
We can’t be apologetic.
Would be a mistake to indicate we will delay modest program until we see talks results. Shouldn’t tie them together.

10
Secretary Laird and Gerhard Schroeder, Minister of Defense of the Federal Republic of Germany, discussed the U.S. military commitment to Europe during a meeting held on February 1 at the U.S. Mission to the United Nations in New York. (Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 13, NATO, Vol. 1)
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9.

National Security Study Memorandum 231
Washington, February 20, 1969.

TO
The Secretary of Defense
SUBJECT
Amendments to FY 70 Defense Budget

The President desires to have a National Security Council Meeting at 10 a.m., March 4, 1969,2 to consider the principal amendments
to the FY 70 Defense Budget, especially with respect to the Sentinel
Program, proposed by the Secretary of Defense.
A paper outlining the amendments to be discussed and their rationale should be forwarded to the President by March 1, 1969. In the
case of the Sentinel Program, the paper should include an analysis of
the alternatives considered in reviewing and evaluating the program
and an outline of a public information program conforming to the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation.
Henry A. Kissinger

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 1–42. Secret. Copies were sent to Agnew, Rogers, Wheeler, Helms,
Lincoln, and Robert Mayo.
2
The NSC meeting was actually held on March 5; see Document 16.
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National Security Study Memorandum 241
Washington, February 20, 1969.

TO
The Secretary of Defense
The Secretary of State
The Director of Central Intelligence
SUBJECT
U.S. Military Posture Review

As a result of the NSC meeting on February 14, 1969, the President has directed that the strategic portion of the U.S. Military Posture
Review directed by NSSM 3 be completed and forwarded to the NSC
Review Group by May 1, 1969.
As part of the strategic study, the President has directed an analysis of how the Soviets view the strategic balance. Specifically, he would
like the study to address the following question: based on Soviet
estimates of U.S. strategic plans and programs, and their implications
for the strategic balance, how might the Soviets react?2
The President has also directed a full reappraisal of our conventional and tactical nuclear strategies in light of the strategic balance and
its implications concerning the likelihood of non-nuclear war, especially with regard to Europe. This reappraisal should be conducted as
part of the U.S. Military Posture Review and submitted on July 1, 1969.
Henry A. Kissinger

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 1–42. Secret.
2
In May 1969, the NSSM 24 Interagency Working Group, chaired by a representative from the CIA, submitted its report, entitled “How the Soviets View the Strategic Balance.” The 15-page report, which concluded that Soviet leaders sought strategic equivalence rather than superiority vis-à-vis the United States, included three sections:
“Moscow’s Assessment of the Strategic Relationship,” “Other Factors Behind the Soviet
View of the Strategic Relationship,” and “Institutional Factors Affecting Soviet Assessments of the Strategic Balance.” (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–137,
NSSM 24) The study, forwarded by Packard to Kissinger under a covering memorandum dated May 12, was Tab E to the response to NSSM 3, which included as Tab C an
analysis of likely foreign reactions to various U.S. strategic postures. (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–75–103, 320.2, Strategic) A summary of the
NSSM 3 response is Document 34.
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Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Wheeler) to Secretary of Defense Laird1

JCSM–111–69

Washington, February 26, 1969.

SUBJECT
Sentinel Program Review (U)

1. (TS) In response to your request,2 the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
reviewed the Sentinel program in relation to the projected threat, military objectives, and political and fiscal constraints. Preliminary alternative deployment levels and modes have been examined toward an
objective of protecting the US second strike capability and National
Command Authorities, while maintaining protection of the United
States against the early threat posed by the Chinese People’s Republic
or a small number of ICBMs from any source.
2. (TS) The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the most serious
threat to the security of the United States is the rapidly expanding Soviet strategic offensive missile capability. In developing a posture for
strategic forces capable of countering this threat, our general objectives
are clear. We want to deter Soviet nuclear attack on the United States
and if deterrence should fail, be able to inflict severe damage on the
Soviet Union while limiting damage to the United States so as to
terminate the attack with the United States in a position of relative
advantage.
3. (TS) The Joint Chiefs of Staff have previously accepted the
Sentinel as a useful first step toward a ballistic missile defense capability. In a preliminary review of possible alternative Sentinel deployments, options have been identified which range from a deferral of the
approved program deployment schedule through major revisions to
the Sentinel program including reduced sites, radars, and missions, as
well as alternative sitings of radars and missiles relative to large population areas. Based on an accelerated program review, a revised Sentinel deployment, Deployment Model 1–69, developed by the Army

1
Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–75–103, 373.24,
Safeguard. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the memorandum. A stamped
note, dated February 27, on the first page reads: “Sec Def has seen.”
2
No record of Laird’s request was found. But Colonel Robert E. Pursley, Military
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, forwarded Wheeler’s memorandum to Laird under a covering memorandum dated February 27 that reads partly as follows: “I believe
the attached support and endorsement of the Joint Chiefs is that which you had hoped
for.” (Ibid.)
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and described in the Enclosure3 hereto, has been prepared and is summarized below.
a. Deployment Model 1–69, in comparison with Sentinel, consists
of a reduced number of sites, Missile Site Radars and Perimeter Acquisition Radars and missiles, but with an increased number of radar
faces, and proposed locations further removed from cities. Surveys are
now being conducted to determine such locations. The cost comparisons for the revised deployment, less Atomic Energy Commission
costs, are $5.8 billion investment and FY 1968–1976 total costs of $8.7
billion; approved Sentinel program costs for the same period are $6.0
billion investment and $8.8 billion total. The site completion for the
1–69 deployment can be accomplished between October 1973 and April
1975, based on 15 March 1969 start date for full site survey investigation, congressional notification on land acquisition by 25 April 1969,
and maintaining present R&D pre-production and production
efforts.
b. Deployment Model 1–69 could provide: additional warnings
for CONUS-based bombers against SLBMs and FOBS; some protection
against ICBMs, SLBMs, and FOBS; an option for protecting a portion
of Minuteman force; protection against a moderately heavy attack on
National Command Authorities at Washington, D.C., with an option
to protect the control centers at Colorado Springs and Omaha; coverage for the more populous areas of CONUS against the early CPR threat
with damage denial against this threat or a small number of ICBMs
from any source; and a basis for subsequent improvement as required.
c. An alternative deployment, employing an Improved Spartan
missile is described in the Enclosure and is an option for which development should be continued to provide advanced capabilities
should the threat dictate. The decision for deployment of an Improved
Spartan to meet the IOC date of 1 July 1975 reflected in the Enclosure,
however, would not be required, for budget purposes, prior to 1 October 1970 or submission of the FY 1972 budget.
4. (TS) The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that while the revised ballistic missile defense deployment described in the Enclosure clearly
does not provide the necessary capabilities against the primary threat,
it will add to the overall defensive capability and strategic posture of
the United States against that threat, and will be compatible with future improvement.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider the Sentinel Deployment Model
1–69 best reflects the guidance parameters contained in your request

3
Attached but not printed is a 27-page enclosure, entitled “Sentinel Program
Review.”
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and they can support approval and implementation thereof. Additionally, they consider that it is essential to proceed with selective research and development programs that will provide for feasible improvement of a ballistic missile defense within the considerations of
both technological and fiscal attainability.
For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
Earle G. Wheeler

12.

Editorial Note

On February 27, 1969, Director of Central Intelligence Richard
Helms submitted National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) 13–8–69, entitled “Communist China’s Strategic Weapons Program.” The NIE was
prepared by the Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of State and Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the National Security Agency. Its purpose was
to “assess China’s strategic weapons program and to estimate the nature, size, and progress of these programs through the mid-1970s.”
The NIE concluded that the “development of strategic weapons
systems has been given a high priority in China,” judged already to
possess a “regional nuclear strike capability in the sense that it could
now have a few thermonuclear weapons for delivery by its two operational medium jet bombers. China could also have some fission
weapons in stock.” As for intercontinental ballistic missiles, the intelligence community projected that, “if the Chinese achieved the earliest possible initial operational capability (IOC) of late 1972, the number of operational launchers might fall somewhere between 10 and 25
in 1975. In the more likely event that IOC is later, the achievement of
a force of this size would slip accordingly.” The latter scenario was considered more likely because “many uncertainties,” including a confused domestic political situation and limited technical and industrial
resources already stretched by other internal economic demands, left
“in doubt the future pace, size, and scope of the Chinese program. In
general, the Chinese are taking more time in the development and production of modern weapons systems than we judged likely several
years ago.” The intelligence community also predicted that “Chinese
planners will come to recognize, if they do not already, that China cannot begin to match the nuclear strike capability of the superpowers,”
a realization that “may lead them to forego large-scale deployments of
early missile systems.”
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The NIE struck a similar note regarding China’s use of its nuclear
weaponry. “So long as the Chinese strategic force remains relatively
small and vulnerable,” the estimate stated, “the Chinese will almost
certainly recognize that the actual use of their nuclear weapons against
neighbors or the superpowers would involve substantial risks of a devastating counterblow to China.” The NIE is in the Central Intelligence
Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. For the text, see Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XVII, China, 1969–1972, Document 7.

13.

Memorandum of Conversation1
Versailles, March 1, 1969.

PRESENT
The President
General de Gaulle
Prime Minister Couve de Murville
Mr. Andronikov
MG Walters

This conversation followed the morning one which was reported
upon separately. This is the report of the talks that occurred after lunch.
The President said that on Tuesday after his return the National
Security Council would meet on the matter of an anti-ballistic missile
system.2 Subsequently he would meet with our legislative leaders and
it was probable that his decision would be announced on Tuesday
evening or Wednesday morning. He was speaking in great confidence.
General de Gaulle said that the President would be confident that
there would be no indiscretion on the French side.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1023,
President/HAK Memcons, Memcons—The President/Gen. De Gaulle, February
28–March 2, 1969. No classification marking. The meeting took place in the Grand Trianon Palace in Versailles. Nixon traveled in Europe from February 23 through March 2.
Presidents de Gaulle and Nixon held discussions focusing on the Soviet Union on February 28; on Germany, Berlin, and the future of Europe during the morning of March 1;
and on economic matters on March 2. Memoranda of these conversations are ibid. The
record of the talks held on the morning of March 1 is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972. The memorandum of conversation of the March 1 discussion of economic matters is ibid., volume
III, Foreign Economic Policy, 1969–1972; International Monetary Policy, 1969–1972, Document 7. For Nixon’s recollections of these meetings, see Nixon, RN, pp. 371–375.
2
The NSC met to discuss the ABM on Wednesday, March 5; see Document 16.
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The President said that this was a difficult decision, there had been
a lot of speculation concerning it and it had many political overtones
and was related to possible talks with the Soviets in respect to limiting missiles. The General would remember that the Soviets had developed a limited anti-ballistic missile system and they had deployed
it only around Moscow. It was our understanding that they were delaying deploying it further around other cities hoping for further developments in this field. He was speaking to the General in great confidence as no one knew what his decision would be, and there was
great speculation concerning it. After the Soviets had deployed their
system last year the US had decided to go ahead with a limited system known as the Sentinel. This would be deployed around our major cities.
General de Gaulle repeated his assurances that no one would talk
on the French side.
The President said that since the election and his inauguration
great political pressures had been brought on the administration on
two grounds. Some felt that we should wait until after we saw how
thing went in talks with the Soviets and the second ground was the
fear expressed that in some of the protected cities that the presence of
the missiles might endanger them. The 2nd ground was totally fictitious. The first ground had some basis of relevance. The argument had
also been made that from the bargaining point of view the US should
also have something on the counter and since the Soviets already have
something we should too. A third argument relates to the capabilities
of the system. A thin anti-ballistic missile system would be effective
only against an attack by a minor nuclear power like China and would
not be effective against a major nuclear power like Russia which could
launch enough missiles to penetrate it. Even between the US and the
USSR whatever advantage no matter how small makes an attack by
the other more difficult. It means more targets to take out. If missiles
are deployed to protect cities then the argument can be made that the
prime purpose of the system is to provide some assurance to a nation
that might make a first strike. Today for example if another Cuban missile crisis were to occur and as a result the US struck first, the man
making such a decision would be very heartened to know that no matter how many weapons the USSR launched that there would be a second strike. The argument could be made that it would increase the
credibility of a US strike.
On the other hand if the US did not go forward with at least a
minimal program the possibility exists that before the time of an agreement the Soviets might make significant technical breakthroughs that
would give them a definite advantage. Credibility was both political
and military. A majority of public opinion in the US would probably
oppose the deployment of such a system because there was a trend of
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opinion against military costs and this combined with false fears. Another reason would be that some might fear that this would escalate
the arms race. Actually he was leaning towards, though his mind was
not definitely made up, a limited system but in a sense different from
the defense of cities. This involved planning to build an ABM system
for the purpose of protecting the deterrent and our second strike such
as the Minuteman sites and other non hardened sites. This would also
avoid the risk of falling behind in development of the art. Secondly it
would improve our bargaining position and thirdly it would not be
provocative to the Soviet Union because it would bear no relationship
to a first strike. It would only be effective in protecting our capability
for a second strike in reply to a first strike by the USSR. Pending any
agreement the US must at all costs maintain the ability to make a second strike. Another good reason to choose this program rather than to
deploy the system around cities was that the unprotected cities would
complain that others were protected but not them. The Europeans
would say this also.
General de Gaulle said that this would also avoid having to choose
which cities would be protected. The system would cover only those
organisms essential to assure a US second strike so that the adversary
would know that there would be a second strike. When Kosygin had
gone to the US and seen President Johnson at Glassboro3 he had
stopped in Paris on his way back to Moscow. He said that Pres. Johnson had told him that an ABM system would be ruinous for both of
them and they should reach an agreement not to build them. Kosygin
had said that maybe what was needed was an agreement against missiles rather than against anti-missiles.
The President said that since 1962 the Soviets had widened the advantage in conventional forces between the forces of the Warsaw pact
and those of the Western countries and they had in great measure
closed the gap in strategic weapons. Until an agreement was reached
we had no choice but to maintain our credibility. General de Gaulle
thanked the President for telling him about this.
The President said that to return to the question of Western Europe, as he had indicated there were great political pressures for a substantial reduction of US Forces in Europe and more particularly in Germany. Before the invasion of Czechoslovakia, Senators Fulbright and
Mansfield had presented bills requiring the return to the US of two divisions. These would certainly have passed without Czechoslovakia.
In the US, peoples’ memory was short and Czechoslovakia was nearly
forgotten. Amidst the talk of détente people would probably favor a
3
President Johnson and Alexei N. Kosygin, Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers, held a summit meeting at Glassboro, New Jersey in June 1967.
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lessening of the US presence in Europe. The same kind of talk would
lead some of our people to favor reducing our arms budget by substantial amounts. This is why it would be dangerous if the idea prevailed in the US that the only option was a nuclear exchange between
the US and the USSR. People would jump to conclusions and feel that
all of our problems were over. They would start asking why it was necessary to maintain forces in Europe.
General de Gaulle said that if a détente was achieved with the Soviet Union that’s where the situation would end anyhow. He did wish
to point out one thing. If the US decided to make substantial reductions
in US strength in Europe that was the US’s business, but there was one
thing he must point out. It would not be good if the idea arose that the
departing US forces should be replaced with German units. This would
have serious consequences. Even if the US decided to withdraw some
of its forces in Europe it should still maintain a real military presence.
The President said that one thing he wanted to emphasize to the
General was the fact that we have not decided when the talks may begin, we want to get a little more out of the other side, on political matters. It was a delicate situation which might easily set off a precipitate
demand to reduce our effort in Europe and in strategic weapons. He
believed like the General that we should welcome a détente in Europe
with the USSR. They may well want it because of their primary concern regarding China, but of this we cannot be sure until we see what
they do in negotiations. Until then those of us who had responsibility
for maintaining the primary deterrent had to see that it was maintained.
General de Gaulle said that he would permit himself to tell the
President that he was quite right.
The President said that he would tell the General that he was surprised after his election when he saw the classified figures at how close
the Soviet Union was to us in strategic missiles. We were still ahead
but not by much. This did not mean however that the deterrent lacked
credibility. Each side had a capability for a second strike, which meant
that a decision would have to be taken in less than 20 minutes for something that could kill 60 or 70 million people. We were sure that the Soviets had the same concern and that therefore the deterrent was
credible.
General de Gaulle said that there were two points related to the
deterrent at the present time. The Russian government was obviously
aware of its responsibilities, so was the US government. Neither believes that the other will strike first. However changes could take place
in Russia and less probably in the US which would make this situation no longer true. This was why the French were holding onto their
weapons and refusing to sign the Non Proliferation Treaty. They were
however favorable to as large a number of countries as possible sign-
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ing the treaty. Quite frankly they hoped that neither the Germans nor
the Israelis would acquire nuclear weapons.
The President said that when we think of men making these decisions we normally think of normal men but a man we would not consider normal—Hitler—started World War II. We must therefore also
plan for the madman. He felt as he had expressed earlier that it was
important for the good of the US that not only France should have nuclear weapons but in a broader sense that in the economic, political
and military fields that the European Community have independent
power and existence. This was one of the reasons why he had favored
what is generally called integration but he was not wedded to any particular method. He felt that from the point of view of the United States
that there be some collective power which can be a major economic
political and military force apart from the US, but with it we hope, was
very important.
General de Gaulle said that this opinion was also theirs.
The President said that he had been talking to the Prime Minister
at lunch and while the approaches to the Major Powers to which the
General had referred were not along the lines we had previously approved we would welcome them if they could get things done. He
wanted to emphasize that on European problems including those of
the UK we would express our views at times but that things in Europe
should be allowed to develop in their own way. Times had changed.
22 years ago Europe was prostrate, economically, militarily and spiritually. They had been thinking in terms of a military alliance and fear
of invasion had brought them together. Times had required American
leadership as the US had power and Europe did not. The US was still
ahead in economic and military power, but the nations of Europe were
stable and had developed political strength and substance and in some
cases nuclear capabilities. He felt that the period in which the US could
effectively exert leadership is no longer here. He did not mean by this
that we would not assume our responsibilities for the common defense.
We would continue our role in NATO and do everything we could to
draw the nations of Europe together. Political realities had changed and
we would expect initiatives to come from Europeans. This was the way
he meant to conduct the foreign policy of the United States.
General de Gaulle said that they took note of this and shared this
feeling. Changes that would come were such that they would take time.
The French will not oppose them. They are not opposed to rapprochement and even union. Because they were favorable to these ideas
they were hostile to false appearances. They did not feel that Europeans should resign themselves to a subordinate position but rather
that they should take over their own responsibilities. The US could do
a great deal to help.
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[Omitted here is discussion about the Middle East, monetary reform, and relations with the Vatican.]
The meeting then concluded.4
4
On the morning of March 4, the President briefed bipartisan Congressional leaders on the results of his European trip. After discussing relations between the United
States and Western Europe, Nixon turned to defense matters, informing lawmakers that
“the Soviets made great strides in closing the strategic gap since the Cuban confrontation, but they have ‘widened the gap’ in conventional weapons.” Consequently, since
the deterrent offered by massive retaliation was less credible, he favored a strategy of
flexible response. Enhancing NATO’s conventional capabilities would expand the alliance’s military options and have an “enormous political effect,” according to the President. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special Files, Box
77, President’s Office Files, Memoranda for the President, Beginning March 2, 1969)

14.

Paper Prepared in the Department of Defense1
Washington, undated.
AMENDMENTS TO FY–70 DEFENSE BUDGETS

This paper will address two principal items in the FY–70 Defense
Budget: the Sentinel Program and Operations in Southeast Asia.
A. Missile Defense Alternatives
Introduction
In 1967, the United States initiated a ballistic missile defense deployment program called Sentinel. This ballistic missile defense system was composed of the radars and interceptor missiles developed
by the Army in its Nike-X development program. These components
were designed to defend a variety of missile threats and to be put together in many ways so as to perform any one of several missions or
any combination of missions. This paper summarizes the results of a
review of several defense missions and of possible arrangements of the

1
Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard. Secret. No drafting information appears on the paper. This paper was prepared in response to NSSM 23, Document 9. Laird sent it to Kissinger as an attachment to a March 1 covering memorandum.
On March 4, Kissinger forwarded it to Agnew, Rogers, Laird, and Lincoln for their consideration prior to the following day’s NSC meeting. Copies were sent to David Kennedy,
Mayo, Gerard Smith, Helms, Wheeler, and Richardson. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–21, NSC Meeting,
FY 70 Defense Budget, March 5, 1969)
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Sentinel components to determine if changes should be made. This review also considered deploying no missile defense at this time.
In order to understand the alternatives we have at this time, it will
be useful to review the characteristics and operational capabilities of
the various Sentinel components.
There are basically two types of ballistic missile defense, area and
local (terminal) defense. In area defense, a single interceptor can defend areas of the country several hundreds of miles across. In local defense, the area defended can be 100 miles in diameter.
In Sentinel, a large radar called the Perimeter Acquisition Radar
(PAR), has been designed to detect and accurately track missiles at
ranges up to 2000 miles. Based on information from the PAR, a Spartan interceptor, carrying a multi-megaton warhead with a lethal radius
of up to 30 miles, is launched to intercept the incoming warhead high
above the atmosphere and hundreds of miles from the launch site. A
much smaller radar, the Missile Site Radar (MSR), is located at the Spartan launch site and is used to guide the Spartan to an intercept by accurately tracking both the incoming warhead and the Spartan. Because
of the large area coverage from a Spartan site, only several sites are required to provide protection for the entire United States. PARs are
needed around the borders of the U.S. to provide detection and tracking of ICBMs and submarine-launched missiles (SLBMs).
It is possible for an attacker to make use of confusion devices which
could be distributed above the atmosphere to hide the exact location
of the RV from the area defense. For such attacks, local defense has the
advantage over area defense of being able to wait until these devices
burn up or separate from the RV on reentry. Because of this necessity
to wait, a local defense interceptor can defend only a relatively small
area, say up to 30 miles across, when such confusion devices are used.
This requires a very fast and small interceptor. The Sprint was developed to carry a nuclear warhead with a yield of a few kilotons and to
fly 50 miles at altitudes to 100,000 feet in about 50 seconds. It operates
with a MSR which could sort out confusion devices and guides the
Sprint to the incoming warhead. To be the most effective the MSR must
be close to the point where the warhead comes into the atmosphere.
The Sprint, because of its short range, must also be located in or near
the defended area. Hence, the MSR and associated Sprints required for
each city or military installation (such as a group of Minuteman sites)
to be provided a local defense.
A combination of area and local defense can be obtained by placing MSRs, Spartans, and Sprints in a single defense complex. Since the
PARs are the eyes of the area defense system, they should be collocated
with an MSR/Spartan site and protected by Sprints to insure their survival. This multiple use of the sites and equipment enables significant
savings over several single-purpose defense systems.
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Alternatives
Four basic alternative ways to combine these defense components
for several objectives have been examined. Each will be discussed
below.
1. Defense of Cities Against USSR
a. Objectives and Options
(1) Limit damage to U.S. urban/industrial centers in event of nuclear war and enhance national survival and recovery possibilities.
(2) Provide area defense against emerging CPR missile threat and
accidental launches.
b. Description
This defense system would essentially be the Sentinel system as
originally designed with three major additions: (1) two PARs to give
complete radar coverage against SLBMs and Fractional Orbital Bombardment Systems, (2) Sprints to the MSR sites already near the large
cities, and (3) new MSR/Sprint sites near additional cities. Such a defense system would have terminal defense for 25 of our key industrial
centers with a minimum of about 1000 Sprints as well as an area defense with a minimum of 500 Spartans. The deployment could be
started in early 1973 and would be completed in 1977.
c. Costs
The estimated investment cost for such a minimum system would
be $11 to $12 billion. The required funding per year, including operations and R&D, is estimated to be:
FY–68
$590M

FY–69
$960M

FY–70
$2B

FY–71
$3B

d. Discussion
Pros
(1) Deterrence of Soviet attacks is a function of our overall strategic capabilities, not only our retaliatory capacity. This system would
strengthen our deterrent against the Soviets.
(2) In the event deterrence fails and U.S. urban/industrial centers
are attacked, it would save lives and help ensure a favorable war
outcome.
(3) It would also satisfy other missile defense objectives such as
protecting against emerging Chinese ICBM threat and accidental
launchings.
(4) The area defense aspect of this system would provide some
protection for our retaliatory forces; options would exist for increasing
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this protection by deploying additional Sprints around ICBM sites, for
example.
(5) It would provide defense of our National Command Authority.
Cons
(1) Our basic strategic objective is deterrence of a nuclear attack
on the U.S. and its allies. To meet this objective, we first buy forces that
give us a very high confidence retaliatory capability. We also buy conventional forces to handle situations that otherwise might escalate to
nuclear war. We believe these forces make nuclear war an extremely
remote possibility. If deterrence works, we avoid nuclear war
altogether.
(2) We believe that the Soviet Union also places great emphasis
on avoiding nuclear war and that they size their strategic offense forces
to have a retaliatory capability that could survive an attack by the U.S.
Thus, we expect that the Soviets would and could respond to large U.S.
missile defense deployments that tend to diminish their retaliatory capability by expanding and improving their offense forces. In the longrun, it does not appear possible to materially reduce the vulnerability
of our urban/industrial centers to Soviet attacks, independent of our
expenditures on missile defense of cities.
(3) If we desire to protect against the emerging Chinese ICBM
threat, accidental launches, or Soviet threats to our retaliatory forces,
we could do so at significantly lower costs with different deployments.
(4) A decision to defend our cities against Soviet attacks would
stimulate further expenditures in the already expensive strategic arms
race, and would adversely complicate possible future arms limitation
talks.
(5) There would be adverse domestic political reactions to the deployments in this system.
(6) Allied reaction might well be that the U.S. is retreating toward
a “Fortress America” strategy.
2. Area Defense Against Chinese ICBM (Sentinel)
a. Objectives and Options
(1) Provide area defense denying damage against emerging Chinese ICBM attack and guarding against accidental or demonstration
launch of a small number of ICBMs from any nation.
(2) Provides some protection for Minuteman and the option for
additional defense of these forces when and if needed.
b. Description
The Sentinel system would consist of 16 MSR/Spartan sites
providing area defense of the continental U.S. and Alaska. A Sprint
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battery would protect the island of Oahu. Six PARs would be located
across the northern U.S. and Alaska. No radar coverage against SLBMs
would be provided. The PARs would be collocated with MSRs and
given Sprint protection. Approximately 500 Spartans and 200 Sprints
would be deployed. Four of the MSR–Spartan batteries would be located in Minuteman fields to provide a portion of CONUS area defense
and the option for later addition of Sprints for local defense. The other
MSRs would be located near cities to provide better protection against
growth of the Chinese ICBM threat and to provide for Sprint defense
of the city should that become desirable in the future. The deployment
could be started now with the first site becoming operational in early
1973 and the last early 1975.
c. Costs
The estimated investment cost is approximately $6 billion. This
cost plus operating and R&D costs require funding at roughly the following rates:
FY–68
$590M

FY–69
$960M

FY–70
$2B

FY–71
$3B

d. Discussion
Pros
(1) There is evidence that the Chinese could have an initial ICBM
force by 1972 and about 20 ICBMs by 1975. The Sentinel system can
provide a damage-denial capability against this emerging threat. The
effectiveness in reducing U.S. deaths from a Chinese attack after completion of the system is shown below:
U.S. Deaths From A Chinese First Strike in the 1970s
Number of Chinese ICBMs on Launchers
U.S. Deaths (Millions)
With no Defense
With Sentinel

10

25

50

75

7
01

11
01

18
01

23
1

(2) This system can provide protection against accidental ICBM
launches.
(3) This system can also provide through qualitative and quantitative improvements a damage limiting capability against an improving Chinese threat in the late 1970s.
(4) It provides some limited protection for Minuteman sites,
bomber bases, and command-control centers from ICBM attacks.
(5) It provides options for adding terminal defense to Minuteman
sites; to some cities.
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(6) By enhancing U.S. deterrence, it strengthens the credibility of
our commitments to defend our allies against nuclear intimidation.
(7) It lessens China’s ability to drag the U.S. and the Soviet Union
into a nuclear war.
(8) This level of ABM defense may strengthen our position in entering possible future arms limitation talks.
(9) It provides some protection against small Soviet attacks and
complicates their targetting.
(10) It provides all of the above yet does not deprive the Soviets
of their second-strike capability, whatever way they might measure it.
(11) It can become operational by the end of 1972.
Cons
(1) Our overwhelming strategic offensive forces and our conventional force capabilities are sufficient to deter Chinese nuclear attacks
on ourselves and on our allies.
(2) An anti-Chinese oriented ABM system might overemphasize
Chinese nuclear capabilities. The increased fear of Chinese nuclear attack, coupled with the awareness of their vulnerability to such attacks,
would cause concern to our allies.
(3) It might also suggest to other nations that we think the Chinese might act irrationally, thereby adding to the above concerns.
(4) It might keep Asian countries from adhering to a nonproliferation treaty by drawing attention to the threat and causing them to
raise demands for their own defense, possibly as a step toward developing their own offensive nuclear capability.
(5) The Soviets may perceive this limited ABM system as a first
step towards U.S. deployment of a larger system, and may begin to
take offensive counteractions to hedge against such a possibility.
(6) The Soviets have slowed down their ABM deployments, although R&D has been speeded up, and have expressed strong interest
in discussing limitations of both defensive and offensive systems. Insofar as we would get committed to the full deployment of this system, this might complicate any agreement we might seek to negotiate
with the Soviet Union on ABM limitations.
3. Modified Sentinel
a. Objectives and Options
(1) Provides defenses for our Minuteman sites, SAC bomber bases,
and our National Command Authority and its communications against
a Soviet attack. Additional defense of Minuteman can be provided
when and if needed.
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(2) Provides coverage of our more heavily populated areas against
an emerging Chinese ICBM threat with the option to include defense
of Hawaii and Alaska.
(3) Provides protection against the accidental launch of a small
number of ballistic missiles from any power.
(4) Provides further options to (a) accelerate protection of urban/
industrial centers against an emerging Chinese ICBM threat, (b) incorporate protection of the Combat Operation Centers at Colorado Springs
and Omaha against a moderately heavy attack, and (c) incorporate new
generation radars and missiles from R&D programs to provide improved capabilities should the threat dictate.
b. Description
The Sentinel system as designed would be rearranged to provide
for the above objectives. Complete radar coverage against ICBMs,
SLBMs, and FOBS would be provided and the MSR/Spartan sites would
be moved away from large cities to locations that provide the best protection of our bomber bases against surprise attack and SLBMs. One
PAR site at Alaska is eliminated and two PARs are added in Southern
California and Northern Florida, respectively. Five MSR/Spartan sites
would be eliminated, three from the interior of the U.S. and one each
from Alaska and Hawaii. There would be a total of about 12 MSR/
Spartan locations. The four MSR/Spartan sites in the Minuteman fields
would be able to provide a portion of area defense and would preserve
the option to add Sprints for local defense of Minuteman. A MSR/
Spartan/Sprint site would be located at Washington, D.C. to protect the
National Command Authority and its communications. A few Sprints
would be added at each of the radars to provide some additional defense against attack. About 450 Spartans and 200 Sprints are needed for
this system. Due to the requirement for new detailed site selections and
evaluation analyses, the first site would not be operational until late
1973; the deployment would be completed in early 1975.
c. Costs
The estimated DOD investment cost of this system would be
roughly about that of the Sentinel, or about $6 billion.
The estimated total funding requirements, including operations
and R&D, would be:
FY–68
$590M

FY–69
$750M

FY–70
$1.5B

FY–71
$2.0B

d. Discussion
Pros
(1) It allows some protection of our Minuteman ICBMs against the
Soviet missile threat.
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(a) Although we can maintain Assured Destruction with high levels of destruction on the Minuteman force, we are concerned about
maintaining an expensive force that might become vulnerable. Such
forces, in a period of extreme crisis, may invite an attack rather than
deter one if the enemy knows he can probably destroy the force. Therefore, we should protect the Minuteman or be prepared to phase out
land-based missiles, or be prepared to develop other alternatives.
(b) Even though the Soviets are not expected to have an adequate
force (an accurate MIRV) to destroy Minuteman for several years,
we must maintain options against the possibility that they could.
Therefore, this option, by providing a radar network as a base, allows
us to make follow-on decisions at an appropriate time.
(c) We have investigated several alternatives for protecting Minuteman against a “greater-than-expected” Soviet threat: (a) ABM defense, (b) adding or relocating Minuteman in superhard (3000 psi) silos, and (c) combinations of above. We have examined these options
against the accurate Soviet MIRV threat and have compared the near
term and relative costs to keep about one-third of the Minuteman force
surviving, shown in the table below:

Force Option
ABM Defense3
New MM in Hard Rock Silos
(HRS)
New & Relocated MM in HRS
ABM and New MM in HRS3

R&D

Costs ($Billions)
Level-Off
Investment Annual Cost2

0.0
0.3

5.9
8.8

0.6
0.5

0.3
0.3

10.2
7.0

0.5
0.5

ABM defense of Minuteman is expected to be less expensive in the
initial years and probably less expensive over all than the other force
options identified above. In addition, defense would be much cheaper
against lesser threats such as the development of a smaller number of
large accurate MIRVs for their large missiles. This is something the Soviet technicians might develop as a product improvement without a
decision by their national leaders to adopt a major damage limiting
strategy. However, we would not want to rely exclusively on ABM defense of Minuteman. We are uncertain about the effectiveness of a
heavy defense against a heavy Soviet attack and the sensitivity of the

2

Costs include operation of Minuteman force. [Footnote in the original.]
Assumes Sentinel R&D costs are “sunk.” Investment costs for Sentinel equipment
in Minuteman fields are included in defense costs above. [Footnote in the original.]
3
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defense to smaller MIRVs and penetration aids. To counteract this sensitivity we would have to add even larger levels of defense resulting
in a larger cost than that shown in the table above. We would need
lower levels of defense and smaller numbers of hard rock silos if we
deployed a combination and hedged against a greater uncertainty in
the threat and in the effectiveness of the defense and hard rock silos.
Such a force would be extremely difficult for the Soviets to destroy.
(d) The table below compares the protected Minuteman force with
other alternatives for maintaining Assured Destruction. We have assumed the Soviets have deployed a full greater-than-expected threat
consisting of accurate MIRVs, improved low altitude air defenses, and
heavy ABM defenses of their cities in an attempt to remove our Assured Destruction capability. This is the largest plausible threat we plan
against.
Costs to Maintain Assured Destruction
(Soviet Greater-Than-Expected Threat)
Costs ($ Billions)
Ten-Year
R&D System Costs
Minuteman-Defended and in Hard Rock Silos
700 Additional Minuteman in HRS
20 Additional Poseidon Submarines
New Land-Based ICBM (WS–120A)
New Sea-Based ICBM (ULMS)

0.3
0.3
0.0
2.6
2.0

10
11
14
14
14

We can protect Minuteman with ABM defenses and hard rock silos cheaper than we can add Poseidons or hard rock silos alone. The
new ICBMs, sea-based or land-based, show no clear cost advantage
until the greater-than-expected threat becomes stronger than currently
estimated.
(2) It provides an effective means of preventing our bomber force
from becoming vulnerable to a surprise Soviet SLBM attack.
(a) Our Strategic bombers are a major component in our retaliatory force because (a) they force the Soviets to pay large costs for a balanced defense against bombers and missiles, (b) they hedge against the
unexpected failure of missile forces, (c) they are useful for nonnuclear
conflicts, and (d) they allow us to quickly increase our force size by
simply increasing the alert rate. Bombers are vulnerable to a surprise
Soviet attack, since they rely almost exclusively on tactical warning for
survival. We have adequate warning of Soviet ICBMs and FOBs
through current BMEWS and 440L system and are taking steps to improve this warning with a new surveillance satellite (Program 949).
However, against a surprise SLBM attack, even if we get warning at
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near the time of launch, the missile flight time is so short to some bases
that a significant portion of our bombers and tankers may be destroyed
before they can be launched.
(b) There are four alternatives to decrease the vulnerability of the
strategic bomber force against SLBMs: (1) dispersal, (2) airborne alert,
(3) improved ASW forces, and (4) active defense of the bases. We can
disperse the bomber force to reduce the take-off time by putting only
two bombers and two tankers on each of 250 airfields (all would not
be on alert). However, this would cost $200–400 million per year
and depressed SLBM trajectories would still make the take-off time
marginal. We are not certain about our ASW capability and probably
would not rely on it completely. Airborne alert is difficult to maintain
over a long period of time since additional crews and increased aircraft maintenance is required. We estimate airborne alert for 40% of
our bombers would cost $800–900 million per year.
(c) We have initiated three steps to increase bomber survivability.
The first step includes a limited bomber dispersal plan which includes
about 67 alert bomber bases, thus increasing the number of targets required for the SLBM. The second is a new satellite warning system
which gives tactical warning at nearly the time of missile launch to increase the warning time. With these new plans, a significant portion of
the strategic bombers can survive until the SLBM force expands to that
projected for about 1973.
(d) ABM defense of the bomber bases against new long-range
SLBMs with a good warning system can provide additional time to
launch the bombers. In the years after 1973, this defense, with the new
warning system and dispersal, significantly increases the bomber survivability as shown in the table below, and reduces the dependency of
the bombers on tactical warning for survival. Such a defense could be
completed by 1975.
Capabilities for Protection of Strategic Bombers

Threat
Number of Soviet
SLBM on-Station
(Surprise attack)

FY–70

FY–71

FY–72

FY–73

FY–74

FY–75

FY–76

0

1–2

2–4

4–7

6–11

8–15

10–15

% of Alert Bomber Force Surviving
Against High NIPP
U.S. Force
Minimum Energy SLBM Trajectories
Satellite Basing
with 949

100

95

90

60

40

30

30
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Satellite Basing
with 949 and
ABM Defense

100

95

90

60

80

85

95

Depressed SLBM Trajectories (should this threat develop)
Satellite Basing
with 949

100

90

60

35

20

15

15

Satellite Basing
with 949 and
ABM Defense

100

90

60

35

60

85

95

(3) Since missile and radar sites would not be located in large
cities, it would not be perceived by the Soviets as a first step towards
a major U.S. ABM program. Because of these reasons, this system is
not expected to complicate strategic arms talks.
(4) It would provide nearly the same level of protection of our
population against Chinese ICBM threats, small attacks from any nation, and accidental launches as the Sentinel system. However, Hawaii
and Alaska could be at risk if we did not exercise the option to defend
them.
(5) It would protect our National Command Authority; and maintains the option to protect the COCs in Colorado Springs and Omaha.
(6) It does not call for deployment of ABM interceptors in any major cities, thereby reducing domestic criticism.
(7) It could provide defense against the total threat; ICBMs,
SLBMs, FOBS, and growth threats.
Cons
(1) Even after we deploy the system, there is a possibility that
the Soviets might develop means to degrade it, e.g., warheads with
small radar signatures, depressed trajectories, and other penetration
aids. Thus, the effectiveness of the system may become uncertain, or
without improvements, become degraded. Such uncertainty is not
consistent with our requirement for the maintenance of a high-confidence retaliatory capability, especially if we require a reliable capability in each element of our strategic forces, i.e., our bombers, ICBMs,
and SLBMs.
(2) We will have a high-confidence retaliatory capability in our
ICBMs and SLBMs, only if the Soviets do not deploy a large ABM system. Thus, even if the bombers can be destroyed in a surprise attack,
we still would retain an adequate deterrent.
(3) If the capability to protect bomber bases is to be maintained in
the future in the face of growing threats, additional Spartans would
probably be needed. However, the Spartans are also capable of defending cities. Thus, the Soviets might view an increase in the number
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of Spartans as a destabilizing move on our part. It might lead them to
increase the size of their offense force to maintain their retaliatory
capability.
(4) SLBM warning time would range from three to 15 minutes.
This implies that nuclear release authority for defensive missiles
must be predelegated to the ABM defense commander (probably
CINCONAD). Otherwise, with only the President giving the nuclear
release, the time between warning and release authority may preclude
intercept of a large number of SLBMs.
(5) We run some risk of not having the system deployed in time.
4. No Missile Defense Deployment
a. Objectives and Options
(1) Continue reliance on strategic offensive capabilities.
(2) Maintain options to deploy various system now under consideration (SABMIS, Nike–X, etc.) with emphasis on options for protecting retaliatory forces.
(3) Reduce costs and domestic criticism.
b. Description
(1) Cancel Sentinel.
(2) Continue ballistic missile defense R&D.
c. Costs
Sentinel can be cancelled shortly. Non-recoverable costs have been
incurred. This would result in roughly a $600 M loss, i.e., if the program had never been started, we could have saved $600 M exclusive
of R&D costs. The funding requirements to date for Sentinel and for
continuing R&D only would be roughly:
Sentinel and Nike–X

FY–68
$590M

FY–69
$750M

FY–70
$350M

FY–71
$300M

d. Discussion
Pros
(1) Although ABM defense provides the least costly alternative to
the protection of our deterrent force against a Soviet attack, we do not
have to deploy an ABM defense. We could rely on other alternatives
for force protection.
(2) Our overwhelming retaliatory force would deter a deliberate
attack by the Chinese.
(3) The high cost for the defense system could be applied to other
pressing national needs.
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(4) It might enable us to negotiate a complete ban on ABMs with
the Soviet Union and thereby simplify certain kinds of verification
problems.
(5) No change in our alliance relationships.
Cons
(1) The pros of all previous alternative defense systems.
Recommendation
The review of the pros and cons have led us to select Alternative
3 (Modified Sentinel). On balance, we feel that defense of our retaliatory forces, protection against the emerging Chinese threat and an accidental launch are essential to U.S. national security.4
[Omitted here is Section B, “FY 70 Budget Amendments for Support of Operations in Southeast Asia.”]
4
The Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs generally endorsed the Defense Department’s recommendation. However, in a briefing memorandum sent to Rogers on March
4, Farley recommended pushing for revisions in the program’s public rationale, including a “delay in the program which gives us additional time to explore seriously a strategic arms agreement with the Soviets. Moreover, the rationale should also stress that implementation is subject to modification, depending on the outcome of negotiations with
the Soviets.” (National Archives, RG 59, Entry No. 5000, S/S–NSC Meeting Files, 1969–70:
Lot 71 D 175, Box 3, NSC Meeting, March 5, 1969)

15.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, March 5, 1969.

SUBJECT
NSC Meeting on FY 1970 Defense Budget

The Department of Defense will brief the NSC on their proposal
for an ABM system, which they term the Modified Sentinel System.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–21, NSC Meeting, FY 70 Defense Budget, March 5, 1969. Top
Secret. Sent for action.
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This system will:
1. Provide us with the option to respond promptly to Soviet deployment of accurate multiple warheads on their ballistic missiles by
actively defending our Minuteman missile force. It will not provide us
with an actual Minuteman defense.
2. Provide us with area protection for our alert strategic bomber
force against attacks by Soviet ballistic missile submarines and orbital
weapons.
3. Provide protection for Washington, D.C. against moderately
heavy attacks from any source.
Such a system, designed to protect our deterrent, can also provide
protection against accidental or irrational nuclear attacks by any power.
In addition, the system can provide complete protection against the
early Chinese ICBM threat.
The old Sentinel system also provided the Minuteman defense option and protection against the early Chinese threat. Sentinel did not
provide protection for our bombers, did not protect Washington against
moderately heavy attacks, and did not provide complete protection
against accidental attacks from any source.
I believe you should approve the DOD plan. However, I recommend that you do not indicate your final decision until Monday.2 In
the meantime, I will have prepared a rationale and backup book which
all agencies can use in their public statements.3

2

March 10. No record of Nixon’s response to Kissinger’s recommendation was

found.
3
Kissinger on March 8 sent a briefing book to Nixon that included a draft presidential statement announcing the ABM decision and its rationale, questions and answers
likely to arise on the issue, and additional background material. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 843, ABM–MIRV, Anti-Ballistic Missile
System)
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Minutes of National Security Council Meeting1
Washington, March 5, 1969.

Packard: Complex problem. No simple rationale or basis for going ahead.
Area defense:
PAR—1500–2000 mi range.
Spartan—kill radius of 20 mi. (later said 12 mi for soft targets, 4
mi for hard targets) Fallout not a problem.
Quite a large number of missiles can be handled. MSR can handle
20 targets, control 10 missiles.
PAR components tested. No test prior to 1st installation.
MSR Operating unit at Kwajalein.
Spartan being flight tested [with] 4 MT warhead; some test problems, but not serious.
In 1962, Soviets tested ABM warhead in the air. Nixon noted. We
had done nothing in this field.
Sprint: 2KT warhead, 55 mi max range.
1967 Threat
1. 4–8 Chinese ICBMs by 1972.
2. Soviets level off at 1482. High estimate.
3. Adequate warning predicted for bombers.
Threat changes
1. 3MT Chinese warhead tested; their missile test facilities expanded; 20 ICBMs by 1975. (None operational now)
2. Soviets ICBM build-up continuing; additional SS–9s good
against our missiles; development of MIRV. Evidence suggests threat
against land-based missiles.
3. Soviet Y class BMS in serial production.
4. Soviets have tested FOBS; depressed trajectory flight development continuing.
Summarizes our forces, Soviet forces now and in 1976. Mentions
that we should maintain bombers, get a new one.
Nixon: Compelling argument for bombers is that they can be put
on alert.
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–109, NSC Meeting Minutes, Originals, 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive. No drafting information appears on the minutes. The meeting lasted from 8:42 to
10:32 a.m., was held the Cabinet Room of the White House, and was attended by the
President, Kissinger, Vice President Agnew, Rogers, Laird, David Kennedy, Lincoln,
Wheeler, Helms, Richardson, Gerard Smith, Mayo, Lee A. DuBridge, Packard, Lynn, and
Haig. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)

1433_A1-13.qxd

10/12/11

1:51 PM

Page 55

339-370/B428-S/40011

Parity, Safeguard, and the SS–9 Controversy

55

Lynn note: you can’t say you have expansion for defense of Hawaii
and Alaska, no expansion for cities.
Packard: Weakness is that they take a long time to get there. We
will want a multiplicity of capabilities.
Mentions 10 1 MT bombs, do same damage as 1 25 MT bomb.
Your capability depends on hardness of targets.
Also, only a fraction of your force is needed for deterrence.
Don’t have to protect 90% of your force. Not the same with protection of population; can’t protect just 20% of population.
Reviewed alternatives.
Modified Sentinel
Oriented toward protection of our retaliatory capability
Provides for defense of Minuteman sites. 4 radars in MM sites plus
Sprint & Spartan missiles. Giving attention to protection of SAC
bomber bases. Not feasible to provide hard point defense of bombers;
they are soft targets. Key is SLBM threat, short warning.
Protection of NCA is very important problem.
Nixon: Take out of discussion term “Washington, D.C.” Use words
National Command Authority.
Packard: Provides for expansion. Provides protection in increments. “Does not provide option to defend major cities with Sprints
(except Washington).” Will not provide that foundation. Maybe some
locations close to cities. But orientation is not toward protection of major cities.
Nixon: Don’t use term “initial investment.”
Mayo: Isn’t it true that cash savings are less than TOA savings?
Packard: We could take another 3 month delay to completion and
save another $200 million in TOA. We recommend going ahead without further delay. We’re a little late now.
We recommend proceeding with modified system. Can’t be justified on basis of defense of bombers only or missiles only. We believe
we need multiplicity of elements in system. Won’t complicate talks with
Soviets.
Nixon: Why not just build more offensive capability?
Packard: This move would encourage continuation of the arms
race. It would be more provocative.
Agnew: Won’t Soviets still be able to damage our cities? If so, what
good does this do?
Packard: We have no damage limiting capability. We depend on
retaliating capability as a deterrent.
Agnew: Is this giving us added retaliatory capability?
General assent from Nixon, Wheeler and Packard.
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Agnew: Isn’t it at a high cost?
Packard: Shows chart2 on Alternatives to Minuteman Defense. No
alternative is as attractive as system we are proposing.
Wheeler: We do not stress enough the Chicom ICBM threat. I look
at it as reverse deterrence. Chicoms could defer [deter] you from assisting in defense of Taiwan with no ABM.
Nixon: How long would we have credible first strike capability
against Chicoms?
Wheeler: Through 1970s.
Helms: Wheeler’s right.
Laird: I would say much longer, into 1980s.
Nixon: Our desire here is for its political effect. We won’t trade off
any city here against anything out there.
Packard: This deployment would put uncertainty into any Chinese calculation.
Agnew: Emphasis misplaced. I can see people on hill objecting to
going ahead and not providing complete protection.
Laird: People on hill impressed with need for a retaliatory
capability.
Agnew: Don’t we have enough with Polaris and the bombers?
Laird: Polaris can’t destroy their missiles. Our backgrounders will
put China first.
Nixon: Where is Soviet ABM directed?
Helms: Soviet ABM is directed entirely against U.S.
Nixon: Soviets are moving ahead at an escalating rate, is that right?
Helms: Yes.
Mayo: We have an important budget problem for FY 70. I would
hope that you could keep options open with respect to budget reviews
a few days or at most a week! If we want Sentinel, where else can we
save? Other agencies aren’t taking budget stringency that seriously. I
wish there were something between $6 billion and 0.
Nixon: Your argument should be considered. I would urge that
never publicly indicate option was held open for budget reasons.
Mayo: I feel that very strongly.
Richardson: Can it be made clear that option precludes population defense? Would system as proposed for retaliatory protection be
the same if bomber protection were left out?

2

Not found.
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Packard: This deployment does not provide rational base for going
to thick system. We can state this categorically.
Smith: I must testify tomorrow. It would help if I could state that
there is no consideration to going with a thick system.
Nixon: Leave thick system hanging out there a bit and let’s come
down from it. You could say you strongly oppose it. It didn’t disturb
me that Bill and Mel came out differently on ABM.3 But matter is still
up for consideration.
Packard: To Richardson’s second question. We could consider
lesser deployments: command only, missiles only. No capability against
China unless we have complete area defense.
Nixon: I may want to meet with all of you again.
Packard: Talking points on p. 17. I stressed retaliating here partly
because this is a new feature. Public statement puts China first, retaliatory protection second.4
Nixon: Thick system wouldn’t provide any protection against surprise attack?
Packard: Only a little.
Nixon: That’s the point.
Agnew: Could we push this off a little in the interest of flexibility?
Packard: We concluded it would be unwise to delay the
deployment.

3
In his February 20 testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Laird
stated that the United States should deploy a missile defense system because of the “very
rapid” progress made by the Soviet Union in the strategic arms race. Rogers, in his testimony of February 18 before the same committee, had advocated delaying further deployment of an ABM system pending the outcome of arms control negotiations with the
Soviets. (New York Times, February 21, 1969)
4
See footnote 3, Document 15.
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Minutes of Meeting Among the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger), the Deputy Secretary
of Defense (Packard), and Other Department of Defense
Officials1
Washington, March 5, 1969.

HAK: Explain Minuteman defense.
Foster: 2 stages: 1st stage provides 1st level of protection. Reason
for change is protection of Minuteman sites. McNamara didn’t want
Sprints where they weren’t absolutely needed.
Packard: Two goals: Change emphasis; not spend more money.
Selin: New deployment will protect 100–150 more MM because
radars are defended.
HAK: Clear rationale for new deployment.
What old did.
What new does.
Explain growth options.
Foster: Have made no attempt to design so it could be moved to
cities. Sitings depend on bomber fields, which in turn may be near
cities.
HAK: President wouldn’t be heart broken if we had a cities defense option.
Packard: Let’s get facts down. I have decided to reorient to protect retaliatory capacity. We need a map.
HAK—map of old vs. new.
HAK: Will military tell a different story?
Packard: Moorer will support. Westy [Westmoreland] wants to expand to cities. McConnell is the problem. He won’t say bombers need
any protection.
I will have to take an understanding with him. Wheeler will support it.
HAK: Next Monday2 or Tuesday he [Nixon] wants to go on TV
with a 10 minute statement of general rationale.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–109, NSC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969. Top Secret;
Sensitive. No drafting information appears on the minutes. Also attending were Lynn,
Haig, Ralph Earle, Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis) Ivan Selin,
Deputy Director of the Nuclear Monitoring Research Office Verne Charles Fryklund, Jr.,
and Director of Defense Research and Engineering John S. Foster, Jr.
2
March 10.
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Say he had choice of 4 approaches, choose least provocative one
consistent with our interests.
Then he wants to put into a general context of talks, U.S. posture.
He is determined to have parallel progress in political and military issues.
He isn’t going to promise starting arms control talks.
We ought to try to play for political progress for 3–4 months.
He shouldn’t pledge to give this up. He should say it will be part
of discussion.
HAK: I see the division of labor as follows:
1. Larry [Lynn] do 10 minute statement.
2. DOD do toughest set of questions, develop answers.
3. DOD to do a backgrounder the same day or day after.
4. Packard work on background material.
5. President should put his prestige behind the program. Show he
has mastered it. He will work with your paper,3 paper we did,4 before
he gets your book.5
HAK said he would check who will take care of Congress. President wants it to be his decision.
Tomorrow night—exchange materials; get together on Friday.6
Packard brief on Wednesday. Fryklund says shouldn’t wait for opposition to build up. We want open, on the record press conference.
HAK: We should see the background briefing.
Nixon would probably prefer Omaha, Colorado Springs be included. Suggest Colorado Springs.
NATO/Canada—HAK says DOD do it after President’s OK. Foster go up there.

3

Document 14.
Document 18.
5
Not further identified.
6
March 7.
4
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Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1

18.

Washington, undated.
ISSUES CONCERNING ABM DEPLOYMENT
The DOD paper discusses four options for an ABM decision:2
1. Defense of cities against the Soviet Union.
2. Area Defense Against Chinese ICBM (Sentinel).
3. Modified Sentinel.
4. No Missile Defense Deployment.
DOD recommends, with the unanimous endorsement of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, alternative 3. This paper discusses (1) exactly how in
fact the proposed deployment differs from the Sentinel system, (2) important differences of opinion within the Government about the real
reasons for going ahead with this deployment, differences which could
create “credibility gap” problems concerning the Administration’s real
intent, and (3) legitimate issues that can be raised concerning this deployment, issues which we must be prepared to deal with if they arise
in public debate.
Differences Between DOD Proposal and Sentinel
The DOD proposal will save about $500 million in the FY 69–70
budget,3 will delay initial deployment 9–12 months and full deployment by about 9 months, and will have the following implications for
our strategic posture.

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 843,
ABM–MIRV, ABM—Memoranda. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the
paper, but internal evidence indicates that it was drafted by the NSC Staff. A note attached to the paper indicates that it was hand-carried to the President on the evening of
March 5. Nixon wrote the following at the bottom of Kissinger’s March 5 covering memorandum: “1) They have closed the gap. 2) They continue to increase. 3) They want to
talk. 4) We must see that the gap is not widened on other side.”
2
Document 14.
3
The FY 70 ABM Military Construction Budget will contain $130 million for Grand
Forks AFB, North Dakota; $111 million for Boston; $67 million for Whiteman AFB, Missouri; and $70 million for Washington, D.C.; plus $79 million for planning, design and
survey work at other sites. [Footnote in the original.]
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Defense of Minuteman
Sentinel

Modified Sentinel

Provided some defense of
Minuteman and an option for
additional defense by putting
radar sites near four Minuteman
fields. Additional 264 missiles
would be needed for first level of
effective defense (other levels
could be deployed to meet
greater threats by accurate
MIRVs)

No real change; fewer Sprints
will be deployed in Minuteman
fields, but they will be better
distributed.

Area Defense
Complete protection against
early, unsophisticated Chinese
ICBM threat, or against accidental
ICBM attack by any country.
Protection against more
sophisticated Chinese threat.
No significant area protection
of bombers or cities against
attacks from Soviet ballistic
missile submarines (SLBMs) or
fractional orbital bombardment
systems (FOBS).

Provides more extensive
area defense in all directions but
is thinner in some directions and
has some gaps. Somewhat lower
growth potential because system
has fewer radars.
By reducing number and
relocating radar and missile sites
and by enabling radars to look
other than Northward, provides
protection for bomber bases and
cities against Soviet submarine
launched or orbital space
launched attacks. (Radars and
missiles will be relocated away
from cities.)
Eliminates defense of Alaska
and Hawaii by deleting radars,
missile deployments there.

Defense of National Command Authorities
Same as for rest of country.

Adds about 20 Spartan, 50
Sprint missiles to protect
Washington, D.C. against
moderately heavy Soviet attack.
(Protection may also be put in
for Colorado Springs.)
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Protection or Damage Limitation Against USSR

Very limited and only against
attacks from North; not designed
for this purpose. However,
maintains option of cities defense
against Soviet threat.

Still very limited, but better
directional coverage.
No rational basis for later
installation of a cities
defense.

The chart4 shows that the basic change in the physical system is
the improved directional coverage of the radar system, which protects
the bomber bases against Soviet SLBM or FOBS attack. Otherwise, the
area defense system is somewhat thinner, except around Washington,
but with better regional distribution of Sprint missiles. Because the
modified system has fewer radars, its growth potential is less than that
of Sentinel. The Minuteman defense features and the virtual absence of major damage limiting capability vis-à-vis the Soviets are about the same for both
systems.
The relocation of the radar and missile sites away from cities will
not in and of itself alter the capabilities of the system if the new sites
remain within 50 miles of the cities but will substantially reduce or
eliminate the growth potential if the sites are beyond 50 miles.
Major Differences of Opinion
It is important to recognize that believers in at least two fundamentally different views have united behind the Modified Sentinel
proposal.
1. One view is that the Modified Sentinel deployment fills important gaps in the protection of our deterrent and provides options
for meeting possible new threats to our deterrent that have not yet appeared, such as accurate Soviet MIRVs. Area protection of our population is a valuable feature of this deployment, but no greater protection of our cities should be contemplated because this would stimulate
a costly arms race, increase the instability in U.S.-Soviet strategic relationships, and ultimately leave us no better off.
2. The second view regards the deployment primarily as a useful
first step toward obtaining a major damage limiting capability against
the Soviet Union as well as a necessary step in maintaining an invulnerable deterrent. Holders of this view fully expect to propose additional deployments for the defense of cities later on unless arms control agreements make such deployments unnecessary. They will do so
even if the growth option is eliminated from the Modified Sentinel
deployment.

4

Not found.
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The Modified Sentinel proposal can be supported by both groups
as long as the radars and their defending missiles are deployed within
25–50 miles of cities and as long as there are prospects for strategic
arms limitation agreements which would make subsequent U.S. defensive deployments unnecessary. Radars located beyond about 50
miles are not as effective for city defense and cannot control the Sprint
missiles that would be deployed around cities in a population protection system. Thus, growth to such a system would be virtually impossible without major investments for extra radars.
Thus, some of the Chiefs would probably oppose remote locations
for the radars. On the other hand, if the radars and missiles stay within
50 miles of the cities, it would probably be impossible to convince Congressional and other critics of Sentinel that the new system is not also
an initial step toward a thick system; the relocations that do take place
will probably be viewed by ABM critics simply as an attempt to reduce
public criticism of the system. An administration pledge not to deploy
a thick system, while leaving the radar/missile sites within 50 miles of
cities, would probably both be opposed by some Chiefs and scorned
by critics, who will challenge the Administration to support its pledge
by moving the radars and missiles farther out.
Three alternatives are:
1. Preclude growth to a cities defense by placing all sites beyond
50 miles of cities, concede that DOD officials and the JCS may have
disagreements on this point, and live with the resulting criticism—
perhaps overt attempts to change the Administration’s plan—from the
Congressional Armed Services Committees and others favoring a thick
defense.
2. Pledge not to deploy a thick system but leave the option open
in fact and face “credibility gap” charges and charges that the site relocations are a cynical attempt to reduce public opposition.
3. Indicate that there are no plans to deploy a thick system, that
we now believe it would be self-defeating to do so, but that it would
be foolish to throw away the option, since we don’t know what the Soviets might do in the future. This rationale would mean continued
heavy opposition by ABM critics.
Soviet reactions are likely to be based more on what they learn of
the modified system than on the Administration rationale. Whether or
not we publicly hold the cities defense option open, the Soviets will
note the deletion of the Alaska and Hawaii defenses and the elimination of radar/missile sites near New York, Chicago, and Salt Lake City.
Therefore, they can conclude on their own that the Modified Sentinel
deployment looks significantly less like a prelude to cities defense than
Sentinel.
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Key Issues
Command and Control. One particularly thorny issue should be
highlighted at the outset. As noted, the major new capability is defense
of bomber bases against SLBM and FOBS attack. The DOD paper points
out that SLBM warning time would be 3–15 minutes. Thus, because it
takes minutes to report a possible attack to the President and get nuclear release authority, such authority for defensive missiles might have
to be predelegated to the ABM defense commander. Otherwise, the time
between warning and release authority may mean the missiles cannot
be intercepted.
It is possible, however, that the nature of the required predelegation authority will not be significantly different from the current situation with respect to our nuclear air defense systems.
Technical Issues. There are two kinds of technical questions that will
arise: (1) How well will the system perform in fulfilling its primary
missions? and (2) How well will the system perform against threats
other than those for which it was designed?
1. For the system to work as advertised, a number of technical
problems must be solved. Examples follow:
a. The radiation from a Spartan missile exploding above the atmosphere could “black out” the defense system’s radars and complicate the conduct of a coordinated or efficient defense.
b. Similarly, exploding Spartan missiles could knock out Minuteman
and Titan missiles being fired in retaliation to a Soviet attack. This might
require a costly coordinating system or restrictive operational procedures.
c. The system can operate in an “area defense mode” with central
direction over the defense operation, in “regional defense mode” with
more decentralized control, and in “autonomous mode,” with all radar
sites operating independently. A problem with the first mode is the rapid
and detailed exchange of information about incoming weapons among
the various command centers so that missiles aren’t wasted. The problem exists for the regional mode to a lesser extent. A problem with the
antonomous mode is developing an effective means of defending preferentially against those missiles with the greatest damage potential.
d. Kill assessments, i.e. deciding whether an incoming weapon
has been destroyed, must be based on information on how close to the
weapon the warhead exploded and on how “hard,” i.e. explosion resistant, the weapon is. We have no choice but to make assumptions
about weapon hardness. A wrong assumption can mean that a weapon
may be allowed to get through to its target.
2. An argument raised by critics is that the system can be defeated
by heavy attacks which overwhelm the defending radars and their missiles and by sophisticated attacks using penetration aids. Thus, a thin
area defense system can provide no significant population protection
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against the Soviet Union and only limited protection against a sophisticated Chinese threat.
Such arguments are generally correct. The Administration can
make no claim that the system will be effective against other than surprise attacks on bombers, accidental attacks, or early Chinese ICBM attacks, and very limited attacks on Minuteman.
The remaining issues are discussed in terms of the major missions
of ABM systems.
Defense of Minuteman
Why Should We Plan to Protect Minuteman?
The highest Soviet threat currently estimated by the intelligence
community would not be enough to destroy our Minuteman force
throughout most of the 1970s. However, the Greater Than Expected
threat used by OSD in force planning assumes the Soviets deploy
enough accurate MIRVs to destroy all of our Minuteman by 1976. Thus,
one of the three components of our strategic posture could be taken
out, so that our retaliatory capability would depend on the effectiveness of our bombers and our Polaris/Poseidon submarines.
The principal argument for buying the option to protect Minuteman now is, first, that we want to buy insurance against two very unlikely but possible events: (1) the greater than expected threat will become the actual threat a few years from now, meaning that our
Minuteman force will become highly vulnerable by 1976, and (2) our
bombers and ballistic missile submarines will either become vulnerable to attack or fail to work as expected so that our retaliatory capability isn’t assured. That is, we want our eggs in three baskets, not two.
Second, we plan to use our Minuteman to destroy Soviet forces and
thereby limit damage to us and our Allies. Therefore we want to preserve at least some of the damage limiting capability of our Minuteman force.
However, not a single member of the JCS wants to plan now to
take up the option to install a significant Minuteman defense. All want
the option to do so, but they also want to wait and see if, how, and
when the threat develops.
Is An ABM System the Best Protection for Minuteman?
DOD calculations show that ABM is the cheapest way to protect
Minuteman capability (specifically, to insure 300 surviving Minuteman)
against the threat of accurate Soviet MIRVs when compared to the principal alternative: placing our Minuteman in hard rock silos and buying no ABMs. However, it is likely that because of technical uncertainties, DOD would not rely solely on ABM to protect Minuteman if
the GTE threat emerged; some silo hardening would probably also be
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done. Also, there are wide differences of opinion about what different
options will really cost. It appears that questions of cost are not decisive in choosing how best to protect Minuteman and that active Minuteman defense is a relatively efficient choice for the present GTE
threat.
Conclusion
It is not essential to the maintenance of our deterrent to decide
now to buy the option to defend Minuteman if we accept current intelligence estimates of probable Soviet threats. This option should be
viewed as an insurance policy against unlikely but possible Soviet
threats and as an additional guarantee that our strategic retaliatory posture will perform reliably.
Defense of Strategic Bomber Forces
U.S. bombers and tankers are vulnerable to a surprise attack by
Soviet submarine-launched missiles—perhaps on depressed trajectories—whose launch could not be known in time to get even our alert
bombers off the ground. With the early warning systems DOD plans
to deploy, as few as 15% of our bombers would survive a surprise depressed trajectory SLBM attack by 1974, assuming the High-NIPP Soviet threat. At least half of our bombers could survive an attack if the
missiles did not come in on depressed trajectories.
The alternatives for protecting our bombers against depressed trajectories are:
1. Disperse them to many bases to increase and complicate Soviet
targeting problem.
2. Buy more capability to detect and destroy Soviet submarines
before they can launch a significant number of SLBMs.
3. Put a sizeable fraction of the bomber force on airborne alert.
4. Buy area ABM protection for our bomber bases.
DOD argues against the first three on the basis of high cost and
doubtful effectiveness. However, there are a number of shortcomings
in their analysis:
1. They do not indicate how much of the cost of their ABM system is incurred to defend the bombers, so comparing the costs of alternatives is impossible. It may be they believe bomber defense is
largely a by-product of providing capability for other purposes, e.g.
defending against the Chinese threat or the Minuteman option. If not,
the bomber defense rationale is open to the charge that other alternatives are potentially more efficient.
2. The bomber alert rate can be changed on short notice. Hence,
if we noted Soviet submarines getting in position for possible attack,
particularly during a crisis, a large part of our force could be put on
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airborne alert. This may be adequate insurance against threats to our
bombers.
Conclusion
On balance, the ABM bomber defense is probably justified if it is
viewed as a low cost by-product of a system deployed for other reasons. We would probably never justify an ABM deployment solely to
defend bombers against SLBMs.
Defense Against Chinese ICBMs
The DOD proposal would provide virtually complete protection
against a Chinese first strike with unsophisticated ICBMs in the mid1970s. However, as the Chinese develop and deploy penetration aids
for their missiles, they will be able to inflict some damage on the U.S.
The system could be improved later, however, to insure low levels of
damage against a sophisticated Chinese threat into the 1980s.
The differences between the DOD proposal and Sentinel are: (a)
elimination of protection for Alaska and Hawaii and (b) elimination of
three other radar sites, two of which had provided some protection of
Chicago and New York against a sophisticated Chinese attack.
By relating our ABM deployment to the Chinese threat, we would
be providing a rationale for further growth in the system. For example, both Chicago and New York would be vulnerable under the proposed deployment to a sophisticated Chinese attack. Second, if we tie
the deployment too closely to the Chinese threat, we make it difficult
to give it up if we should want to in an arms limitation agreement.5
The question is, must we justify the proposal as a defense against
the Chinese? The answer is probably no for the following reason: if we
set out to design a system to defend only Minuteman and our bomber
force, we would almost certainly come up with the DOD proposed deployment. There are probably no features of their proposal solely for
the Chinese threat. Thus, we can if we want avoid providing a rationale for further growth by not emphasizing the Chinese threat.6
Conclusion
We could justify the deployment as a defense against China with
the defense of our retaliatory forces as an add-on. Alternatively we

5

Nixon underlined this sentence.
The President underlined most of this paragraph. He expressed concern about
the growing threat posed by a Chinese nuclear attack. On a draft statement, sent to him
by Kissinger on March 8, announcing the administration’s decision to proceed with a
modified ABM system, Nixon wrote: “Statements by some Chicom leaders indicate relatively little concern for human life and increase in risk of irrational action.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 843, ABM–MIRV, ABM System)
6
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could justify the deployment as a defense of our retaliatory forces and
treat the defense against China as an add-on.7
Defensive Damage Limiting
A key issue in any ABM deployment is the amount of damage limiting capability intended and actually obtained. Though the Modified
Sentinel deployment is not intended primarily to defend U.S. cities, it
does provide some protection. For example,
1. The DOD deployment protects against accidental attack from
all quarters. Such an attack cannot be deterred and could do serious
damage.8
2. The deployment also provides significant population defense
against a Chinese attack. However, such protection can be considered
almost entirely derivative from the ABM deployment required by our
strategic retaliatory forces.
3. The deployment provides some defense against a deliberate Soviet attack on our cities, though less so than Sentinel.
The issues are:
1. Is this damage limiting capability useful?
2. If so, do we want to maintain the option to buy additional damage limiting capability at some later time or, alternatively, do we want
to deny ourselves this option on grounds that it is provocative to the
Soviets and to domestic opponents of ABM systems.
3. If we elect the option, under what conditions do we take it up—
as a reaction to a visible Soviet threat or as an initiative which we judge
will not be negated by Soviet reactions and thus will leave us better
off? On what basis shall we make such judgments?

7

Nixon underlined this sentence.
Nixon underlined and highlighted example 1 and underlined portions of the following two examples.
8
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Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State
(Richardson) and the Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency (Smith) to Secretary of State Rogers1
Washington, March 6, 1969.

SUBJECT
ABM Decision—ACTION MEMORANDUM

Discussion of ABMs this morning2 got no further than system options and strategic rationales. The most important issues affecting our
foreign relations were not touched. These are the relationship to
prospective SALT negotiations and consultation with allies.3 In particular, the following three points emerging from your briefing session
yesterday still ought to be covered:
a. The President’s decision on the ABM program, and the public
rationale, should make clear that implementation of the program is
subject to modification depending on the outcome of negotiations with
the Soviets. This is essential if our negotiator is to have latitude for
meaningful SALT negotiations.4
b. The President should state at the time of the ABM announcement that the Administration now believes that it will be in a position
to commence SALT talks in June, assuming that the international political climate is propitious at that time. (In this connection it should be
noted that the time of the announcement proposed by DOD (March
18) is the date for the opening of the ENDC in Geneva.5 If the announcement can be made prior to March 18, and tied to some indication of movement toward SALT, it would help mitigate adverse reactions from ENDC members.)
1
Source: National Archives, RG 59, Entry No. 5000, S/S–NSC Meeting Files,
1969–70: Lot 71 D 175, Box 3, NSC Meeting, March 5, 1969. Secret. Apparently drafted
on March 5. Cleared by Johnson.
2
See Document 16.
3
In a memorandum to Rogers following the NSC meeting of March 5, Hillenbrand
also recommended full allied consultations. ABM deployments, he argued, had “a substantial impact on the political and security interests of the major NATO governments,”
including their “perception of U.S. strategy and the reliability of the strategic deterrent,
of U.S. policy and prospects for East-West agreements in the disarmament field, and of
the problems with which each government will be confronted domestically in reacting
to announcements of such import.” Rogers wrote “I agree” on the memorandum, which
was forwarded to Kissinger the following day. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Box 843, ABM–MIRV, ABM Memoranda)
4
Richardson added a handwritten comment following this paragraph that reads:
“This needs to be thought through in re Chicom threat.”
5
The Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee reconvened in Geneva on March
18 after a 7-month recess.
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c. There should be sufficient time prior to any public announcement of the decision to inform and consult with our allies, and inform
the USSR, along the lines suggested in yesterday’s briefing memorandum.6 (The President’s statement at the March 4 news conference that
he planned to make and announce a decision the first part of next week
would seem to make genuine consultation impractical.)7
Even if the rationale for the modified ABM system is weighted
more toward the Chinese threat, it would still be necessary to consider
these points. However, we wish to point out, that too heavy an emphasis on the Chinese threat may make it more difficult for the US to
modify the program in the light of SALT negotiations.
Accordingly, we recommend that you arrange with the President
for further discussion, either in the NSC or more informally, so that
these essential matters can be taken account of in the President’s final
decision on substance and timing.
6

See footnote 4, Document 14.
President Nixon held a news conference the evening of March 4 after his return
from Europe. See Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 179–194.
7

20.

Memorandum From the Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency (Smith) and the Under Secretary of
State for Political Affairs (Johnson) to Secretary of State
Rogers1
Washington, March 9, 1969.

SUBJECT
ABM Decision

We continue to have serious reservations regarding an ABM decision at this time. It is not clear why this decision has to be taken now.
We are concerned that, due to the shortness of time, the rationale has
not been fully thought through—and the Administration is going to be

1
Source: National Archives, RG 59, Entry No. 5000, S/S–NSC Meeting Files,
1969–70: Lot 71 D 175, Box 3, NSC Meeting, March 5, 1969. Top Secret. Drafted by Farley. Printed from a copy that was not initialed by Smith or Johnson. There is no indication on this copy of the memorandum that Rogers saw it.
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subject to informed skeptical probing by the Congress, the press, the
public and our Allies. The Senate Disarmament Subcommittee of the
SFRC, for example, has just begun its hearings on the ABM.
More broadly, the ABM program is only one aspect of the strategic weapon balance between the U.S. and the USSR, which in turn is
only one part of the broader military stance being studied by Deputy
Secretary Packard pursuant to NSSM 32—which has been well publicized. Also, weapons build-ups—as contrasted with arms control
negotiations—are only one option in trying to assure a future stable
and secure balance.
To the extent that any one weapons system such as ABM is costly
but perhaps marginal in improving our security, there is presumably
a decision to be made as to whether in a time of budget stringency we
should give priority to the ABM or other weapons over whatever domestic program is most pressing.
Any such decision will be scrutinized by Congress, by the press,
and the public, not just in a partisan spirit but out of real and informed
concern as to whether this is the right thing to do and the right time
to do it.
Quite aside from whether the Administration wins such a debate,
the wrong image could result for the President and the Administration. A premature decision is contrary to an image of calm, balanced,
objective action rather than hurried and over-dramatic action.
There is also the serious consideration that, if Congress refuses to
appropriate funds for this ABM program, the U.S. SALT negotiating
position may well be weakened.
The President has said publicly he will take and announce a decision early this week. If there is opportunity to pause and reflect, is
there an alternative?
We believe there may be. We recommend that the President ask the
DOD why it would not be consistent with the national security to proceed as follows: The President would decide and announce that he considered the proper ABM system to be the one recommended by Packard,
with the switch from defense of cities to protection of retaliatory forces.
But the President would confine action now to that conclusion and to
ordering redesign, survey for sites, continued research and development, and perhaps some contracts for long-lead-time equipment. Any
decision as to initiating construction and deployment could be taken in
coming months as (a) the broad strategic review is completed, and (b)
the possibilities of SALT negotiations are ascertained.

2

Document 2.
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This is an approach which would maintain Presidential control
and direction without drift or loss of initiative, but does not preempt
Congressional and public consideration and debate or appear to give
undue priority to individual military proposals over broad strategic,
foreign policy, and domestic interests. It would command broad Congressional support and preserve a firm basis for SALT negotiations.
Elliot Richardson has not seen this memorandum, but it reflects
the views he expressed on seeing the White House draft Presidential
statement.

21.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for
Congressional Relations (Harlow) to President Nixon1
Washington, March 10, 1969.

SUBJECT
Congressional Status of ABM Issue

Careful analysis of the immediate situation in the Senate strongly
indicates:
1) The ABM system advanced by LBJ has no chance whatsoever;
2) Even a modified system can now be passed only with maximum effort, including all-out Presidential participation.
We estimate that right now in the Senate the modified plan would
lose by 58–42. Dick Russell believes even a modified system doesn’t
have a chance. John Cooper and Chuck Percy, ardent opponents, claim
up to 54 votes against. UPI reports (March 8) 46 against, out of 91 responding. AP (March 9) reports 47 against out of 100. Both report 25
to 30 more undecided. AP shows only 24 in favor; UPI only 20. Over
a third of the Republicans have stated they are opposed.
Your own Senate leaders are divided. Dirksen and Tower are the
only ones categorically for. Allott is weakly for; Young, likewise. Scott
will go only for a prototype system advocated by Russell and Young.
Margaret Smith is flat against. The House situation is considerably
more encouraging. We think a modified system could pass the House.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 843,
ABM–MIRV, ABM—Memoranda. No classification marking.
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I emphasize that the foregoing bleak prospect exists because opponents have had a field day, lacking Administration counterforce. It
is reasonable to assume that a careful exposition of Administration
views will influence numerous Senators. Of the 58 Senators we now
expect to oppose, only 40 appear to be fixed in opposition. The remaining 18 may well be susceptible to Administration arguments if
they are cogently and powerfully advanced.
It is important not to under-estimate the impact of all-out Presidential involvement. If you present this system forcefully to the country and the Congress as imperative for the national security, the impact on Capitol Hill is bound to be heavy.
You may recall that we won fights of this kind before in 1958 (National Defense Reorganization) and 1960 (Landrum–Griffin Act) by allout use of Presidential influence. I dare say this can be done again—
but only if you are willing to invest greatly in the effort.
If it is your decision to proceed with a modified plan, I envision
a launching along the following lines:
1) Announce it late Thursday2 afternoon to a specially called bipartisan leadership meeting;
2) Immediately on the heels of this meeting, address the nation
on the necessity of this program for the security of the United States;
3) On Friday begin Pentagon briefings of the press, affected Congressional committees, and interested civilian groups;
4) Beginning the following Monday, an extensive mailing of personal letters over your signature to influential leading citizens around
the country requesting their active support in their communities and
with Congress;
5) Your staff be directed to identify suitable forums and occasions
for you to drive home week after week your determination to obtain
Congressional approval of this program—such as, for example, your
Business Council dinner; national organizations convening in Washington; press conference statements; using White House visitors to
transmit your message to White House press; publicized meetings with
Congressional groups; use of members of your Cabinet and other top
Administration officials to carry the message across the country. Press
backgrounders would be an adjunct of this program to build public
support.

2
Because of the Congressional reception, perhaps Friday is better. [Handwritten
footnote in the original. Thursday was March 13.]
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My belief is that, given a total effort, you would prevail in the
Congress—but even with this it would be a very tough fight. As you
know, the Congressional issue is now being deliberately broadened beyond the ABM. It is being increasingly presented as a military versus
social need.3 Senators Kennedy and Mansfield will probably do their
best to make this a party issue—and many believe it is an issue that
will be ridden into the 1972 election campaign.
I understand there are alternatives to the present or modified
systems—for example, a prototype approach, with active R & D. I
would recommend that, unless it is determined to pull out all stops
and go into this fight determined to win it and determined also to put
such time as necessary against it, the fight should not be undertaken.
But if the decision is to go full tilt, I think you would win.

3
Daniel P. Moynihan, Assistant to the President for Urban Affairs, offered similar
advice in a memorandum to Nixon on March 11: “You will not be able to give the Mayors the money they need, much less the minorities, et al. ABM is not an expensive
weapons system, but it is being depicted as such, and will be blamed for the ‘failure’ to
solve the ‘urban crisis.’ “ Turning to Vietnam Moynihan continued, “So far, it is not ‘your’
war. But if you should make a ‘hawkish’ move on ABM, I fear your enemies will be able
to make it ‘your’ war, as there is clearly a strong association between these issues in public opinion of the moment. Conversely, a ‘dovish’ move on ABM might very well buy
you the time you need to get out of those swamps.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 843, ABM–MIRV, Sentinel ABM System, Vol. I) Copies
of Moynehan’s memorandum were sent to Kissinger and Ehrlichman. Kissinger’s copy
indicated that he had seen it. (Ibid.)
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Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, March 11, 1969.

[Omitted here is discussion of Vietnam.]
Pres—On another subject, I had an interesting time listening to
some of the Congressmen and Senators tonight2—I will talk about that
tomorrow.3 Is Packard doing more for us on the ABM?
K—He made a proposal to us.4 I am putting together a package
so you can see the pros and cons of each.5 Packard says we could conceivably sell the concept if we continue the R&D and buy the sites we
need for $30 million, and begin construction on two sites at $800 million. We would get the deployment battle behind us.
Pres—We could call these basically prototypes.
K—That isn’t so easy. You can’t move on until you have tried them
if they are called prototypes, and we won’t be finished until 1972.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 489, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1969. No classification marking. According to the
President’s Daily Diary, Nixon spoke with Kissinger from 10:28 to 11:17 p.m. (Ibid., White
House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
2
According to his Daily Diary, the President and the First Lady hosted a Congressional reception in the White House earlier that evening. (Ibid.)
3
Nixon held several meetings on March 12, according to the Daily Diary. He met
with Kissinger on five separate occasions and once each with Packard and Senator Henry
M. Jackson (D–Washington), a leading supporter of the system. No other records of these
meetings have been found. (Ibid.)
4
Packard gave Kissinger two alternate ABM proposals on March 9. The first was
to announce the Modified Sentinel program, but to stretch out deployment by delaying
construction until FY 1970 at a savings of $700 million. The other was to delay deployment until FY 1971. The following day, Kissinger sent a memorandum to the President,
arguing that while the first alternative merely had budgetary implications, the second
“would imperil the program” and spark “pressures” to begin SALT talks immediately.
Kissinger counseled Nixon to choose the new system and either deploy it according to
the original schedule or stretch out deployment to FY 1970 only, a “choice dictated by
budgetary considerations.” (Ibid., NSC Files, Box 843, ABM–MIRV, ABM—Memoranda)
5
In an attachment to a memorandum to Nixon, dated March 11, Kissinger summarized the benefits and drawbacks of four ABM alternatives: the Defense Department
proposal made at the NSC meeting of March 5 to reorient Sentinel to protect U.S. retaliatory forces, Packard’s two proposals of March 9 to save money by stretching out deployment of the program until either FY 1970 or FY 1971, and another cost-cutting variant put forward by Packard that envisioned construction actually beginning at only two
Minuteman sites in FY 1970. (Ibid.) For the March 5 NSC meeting, see Document 16.
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Pres—They have been affected by the basic question of ‘will it
work?’ Some said the real problem they have is they hate to be divided
by this issue at this time. Can we find something that will divide them
just a little less?
K—told the President about the three scientists who visited him,
and said there is nothing we can do to get them around.6 It isn’t the
money—everyone agrees with money. The R&D is signal to everyone—
a face-saving way out of the program. No one will believe the program
will continue . . . Everybody opposed says continue it by doing R&D.
Pres—I say, if we just do R&D and everybody opposed says ok, I
don’t want them to win that much. Could we say: we are going to do
R&D but not order full deployment. We are going forward on a limited basis until we get farther along on R&D.
K—We are doing it to give it a chance to gear it to the Soviet military capability.
Pres—We won’t go forward; the extent to which we further deploy will depend on the Soviets.
K—This will give us a chance to test out the components.
Pres—I could sell that language.
K—I’ve been thinking that too.7
Pres—Lay it out for the people who are for it and give them enough
to fight for it.
K—with regard to the scientists, it is a question of whether they
are willing to have the country defenseless. In any event, no serious
person will claim it can threaten the Soviet Union. We should go ahead
with the radar, buy the sites, and start on Spartans (?). Two sites will
test out the system and defend a few Minuteman Missiles.
Pres—Whether we defend more will depend on the growth of the
Soviet Union missile capability and what they do. That is closer to
what’s sellable. We don’t need to try to sell the scientists.

6

No record of this meeting has been found.
In his memoirs, Kissinger discussed his conviction to go forward with ABM. Two
factors led to his support. First, both he and Nixon were opposed to unilaterally giving
up ABM without Soviet reciprocity. Instead, they agreed that pursuing an ABM “could
become the major Soviet incentive for a SALT agreement.” Second, according to Kissinger,
“It seemed to me highly irresponsible simply to ignore the possibility of an accidental
attack or the prospect of nuclear capabilities in the hands of yet more countries. China
was only the first candidate; others would follow. Without any defense an accidental
launch could do enormous damage. Even a small nuclear power would be able to blackmail the United States. I did not see the moral or political value of turning our people
into hostages by deliberate choice.” (Kissinger, White House Years, pp. 204–210)
7
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K—I looked at the panel DuBridge set up for the ABM.8 Everybody on it had published articles before they joined the panel.
Pres—What is your present inclination—to go Friday?9
K—The main thing is to go right—but have [do] you feel you have
explored this thing completely?
Pres—There are no problems with delays?
K—No, we can even go with it Monday or Tuesday.
Pres—They will squeal all weekend. We can say we are examining it; they will think we are being thoughtful. I am not going to talk
to a lot of people in State or Disarmament. I think tomorrow, I will
have a 1/2 dozen House and Senate people over ostensibly for a political meeting. I will include Scott and Morton who will be the new
chairman; also Bryce Harlow; and ask them how they feel about all of
this. Dirksen said he would call Packard. Incidentally, what you just
described was what Dirksen was feeling for. We have to get to the
hawks also, like Mendel Rivers. We don’t know what they are against.
K—Until recently, they had to be against the old system.
Pres—But the new system has leaked and they are fighting it.
K—Most scientists don’t want any defensive system. In the early
50’s, they were for air defense, the H-Bomb, shelters, etc.
Pres—This will have an impact on the Soviets. It will be susceptible to very significant expansion if we want to do so.
K—advised the Pres that the NSC meeting had been moved to
Saturday.
President said he didn’t think he would bring it before the NSC
again; that he has to decide it, and that is it.
K—I think Rogers will not fight it—he will go along even with the
full one.
Pres—I have to let Ziegler know by tomorrow noon whether to
have a Press Conference Friday. If it is better to go Friday, we will do
it; unless we think we will know an awful lot more, I favor moving.

8
The Strategic Military Panel of the President’s Science Advisory Committee included NSC Staff member Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr. and scientists Marvin Goldberger,
Hans A. Bethe, Sidney D. Drell, Richard L. Garwin, Richard Latter, Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky, Jack P. Ruina, and Kenneth M. Watson. In its February 17 report, which Keeny sent
to Kissinger under a covering memorandum dated February 21, the panel questioned
the technological capability of Sentinel to provide area defense against sophisticated attacks. The report made no formal recommendations, but it leaned toward either reorienting Sentinel to protect Minuteman sites or terminating the system’s deployment by
continuing R&D. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 843,
ABM–MIRV, ABM—Memoranda)
9
March 14.
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The more you wait the more susceptible we are. I don’t want us to appear indecisive.
[Omitted here is discussion of Vietnam.]

23.

Memorandum for the President’s File by the President’s
Assistant (Haldeman)1
Washington, March 11, 1969.

SUBJECT
Meeting with Dr. Lee DuBridge

The purpose of this meeting was for Dr. DuBridge’s periodic report to the President.
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to national security.]
DuBridge opened the subject of ABM and made a strong statement
in opposition to deployment on the basis that the key science advisors
to the Defense Department are opposed on the grounds that the system planned can’t really do the job and it will be at great cost. He
pointed out that the real question is whether the slight improvement
in defense is worth the total cost in dollars, prestige, political pressure,
etc. He suggested postponement for a year to study the matter thoroughly and in the meantime to go ahead with R&D and experimentation. But the President questioned what more we would know in a year
scientifically and Dr. DuBridge said there would be a great deal. It was
left at this point.2
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to national security.]

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, President’s Office Files, Box 77, Memoranda for the President, Beginning March 9,
1969. No classification marking. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting,
which lasted from 11:25 a.m. to 12:02 p.m., took place in the Oval Office. (Ibid., White
House Central Files)
2
According to the President’s Daily Diary, Nixon called Kissinger from 1:34 to 1:42
p.m. to discuss his meeting with DuBridge. The President said, “one point that was raised
was with regard to defense against Chinese. President asked whether he [DuBridge] understands it is a defense against the Chinese even though it is deployment for purposes
of defending Minuteman.” When Kissinger replied affirmatively, Nixon “said this is not
DuBridge’s view and asked what Defense says. K[issinger] said Defense says it is a defense against a primitive attack by Chinese but not a sophisticated one. President mentioned Scott and other potential supporters in Senate talking about prototype—Dick Russell talked about this. President said what he needs to know is what could be done short
of deployment which would still give us something.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript
Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 359, Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
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Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant
(Buchanan) to President Nixon1
Washington, March 14, 1969.

(One observor’s notes on the meeting wherein the President revealed to the bipartisan leadership his decision on the ABM.)2
The President began the discussion and held the floor for the first
half of the session—without interruption. The President indicated he
had been a supporter of the Sentinel system; but he had wanted to hear
objections and alternate courses, so he waited until now. He might have
taken several courses he said: 1) Go to the “full” or “thick” system. 2)
Go with the Sentinel system “voted last year.” 3) No System at all 4)
Continue R & D. The President feels that “the best interests of our country” and the “minimum” essential to our security dictate the course he
has decided upon.
“If they had shown me a complete defense for our cities, I would have
approved it,” he said, but noted that the ABM could not guarantee that
at the current “state of the art.” What we are talking about is a reduction of casualties in the first strike from 60–80 million to the neighborhood of 20–40 million; that’s the best we could do with city-defense
ABM. This kind of city-defense ABM would be “highly provocative”
to the Soviets.
The President made the above statement about “highly provocative” city-defense—but took pains to point out that he realized the Soviets had provided a city defense for Moscow and “are going ahead”
with development of a “second generation” ABM.
What are the arguments for adopting no system; the President
noted them. First, an ABM system “won’t work”. Second, even if it did
provide a measure of defense, it “would escalate the arms race;” third,
at this time it would “throw cold water” on the arms control talks.
What are the arguments for a “delay” in deployment: 1) We might
have an arms agreement 2) We might learn more about it 3) We don’t
think a delay would be significant. The President called this option a
“tempting proposition.”

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, President’s Office Files, Box 77, Memoranda for the President, Beginning March 9,
1969. No classification marking.
2
According to the President’s Daily Diary, the following attended the meeting, held
from 8:37 to 10:45 a.m. in the Cabinet Room: the President, Agnew, Rogers, Laird, Packard,
Helms, and Kissinger; Senators Mansfield, Dirksen, Scott, Kennedy, Russell, Young, Stennis, Smith, Fulbright, Aiken, Pastore, Byrd, and Allott; and Representatives McCormack,
Albert, Ford, Arends, Boggs, Mahon, Bow, Rivers, Bates, Adair, Holifield, Hosmer, Rhodes,
and Anderson. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
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However, failing to act in this year would cause a delay; the way
things now stand we will not, even going ahead, be able to have an
ABM operationally deployed until 1973.
Delaying six months in our decision means a delay of two years
in our deployment—the President said and pointed out that Packard
would explain this to the Senators and Congressmen later on.
We are deploying a Modified Sentinel system because of our
changed estimate of what the Soviets are doing. The Soviet SS–9 missile force presents today a “major hazard” to “our deterrent force.” The
Soviets have made “immense strides.”
What will the modified system give us?
1) It would provide for defense against any currently conceivable
Chinese attack for the next ten years. Whatever they can build in the
next ten years, we do not think can get through our “area defense.”
2) Protects the United States against an irrational or accidental firing of Soviet missiles.
3) Moves missiles completely away from the cities to protect our
second-strike force. Our objectives are to defend our missile force; our
bomber bases and our national command set-up. (Note: The President
emphasized that even upon completion our entire second-strike force
would not be guarded.)
The President emphasized that it is only necessary to defend
enough of our force to make a second-strike credible. We have to defend enough to be a deterrent to visit “great devastation” upon the Soviet Union.
Fiscal ‘70 there is cut in half the amount asked for Sentinel—we
are funding it over a period through 1973—first site in 1973 operational—we will have an annual review covering especially three
standpoints:
1) Development of the art in ABM 2) Changes in the threat to the
United States (In this the SAB is checking against the CIA) 3) The Development of our Diplomacy. If we make progress, there are steps we
can take. “We have a phased system rather than a fixed system.”
Packard indicated that it would require work to make sure the
combination of radar and system would work—that is one argument
behind putting the thing together.
However, the system can “be overwhelmed:” and there is the possibility of “fooling it.” “In addition to being overwhelmed, it can probably be confused” said Packard speaking of the ABM system we will
deploy.
Packard’s argument and the President’s argument is basically that
the city protection is basically a damage limitation concept where you
cut casualties in the event of a strike from 80 to 40 million people; the
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defense of the Minuteman sites and the bomber sites and the national
command system is essentially defense of the deterrent—it is designed
to prevent conflict rather than limit damage.
We have in effect a “modified Sentinel System”. At this point
Buchanan departed the meeting to write a memo to the President
on suggested names for the new ABM system. Memo attached; the
Safeguard System name was used ultimately in the press conference.3
At this point Senator Fulbright asked “couldn’t we double that Polaris Fleet?” Since it is a known quantity; and we know it works and
what it costs precisely. Wouldn’t more of these missiles insure the credibility of the United States deterrent force?
The President indicated to Senator Fulbright that the Polaris system would do this—but it would immediately be taken as a provocation by the Soviets, and would ignite a Soviet effort to increase their
offensive force.
Fulbright said the only reason the ABM wouldn’t be provocative
is that the Soviets wouldn’t think it would work.
RN responded again, noting that the ABM was not provocative;
we have reason to believe that: 1) The Soviets did ask for arms talks
after the Sentinel was announced; they themselves have termed ABM
a “defensive weapon,” they didn’t believe theirs was provocative. 2)
The Soviets have deployed their own ABM system; and the Soviets
draw clear distinctions between offensive and defensive weapons.
Also, the cost of the ABM is significantly less. Construction of more
Polaris missiles might indicate we are thinking about a first strike. This
ABM has “no first strike capability.” “No first strike implications.”
The problem of “Fratricide” was discussed—but Buchanan had
left to work on his memorandum.
When all the arguments are put on the table, the President said,
people reach different conclusions. “But I do not believe a President of
the United States can do less; I do not believe a President of the United
States can run the risk of leaving us naked” to a Soviet missile strike.
RN: When we see where the Soviets will be not only in 1973, but
1976 and ‘77 and ‘78, we feel this is the right decision. This is not 1962
when we had a 5–1 advantage over the Soviets in missiles. We are
strong today; but the situation has changed; not because of anything
we did; but because of what the Soviets did; they determined to close
the strategic [gap] in 1962; they have come very far along that road;
they have widened their lead over us in conventional arms; they have

3
Buchanan’s March 14 memorandum to the President is attached, but not printed.
Nixon held a news conference at noon; see Document 25.
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developed and deployed the world’s only ABM system; we have none;
they have increased their submarine force in quantity and quality; their
plans for the future “are very significant;” and as for the Chinese, “all
of our estimates of the Chinese force have been understated.”
One other course, the President said, had considerable appeal and
could have been taken.
“We could have substantially increased our offensive capability.”
But this would have 1) cost far more and 2) would have been far more
provocative. Deployment of an ABM on the other hand is “not provocative.” “No signal for an arms race.” We retain the option to change the
system as the situation changes.
To Dirksen the President said, “This system is not a system with
the seeds of growth. We have a limited objective—the protection of our
Minuteman sites, the protection of our deterrent.”
David Packard
The Deputy Secretary of Defense now spoke, on the subject at
length. Total cost $6 to $7 billion for what we have in mind. Somewhat
higher because of the additional capability we are buying. Sentinel System only pointed north; however, the Soviet submarine threat is already developing in a serious way. We are thus buying the PARs radio [radar], which can look in any direction; and also the Minuteman
site radar itself. (Note: this radar apparently was useful in detecting
and the system in handling the Soviet FOBS system; this was mentioned in passing.) Though this ABM system adds some elements of
capability, it is most assuredly not a system that can be used as a “base
of expansion” into the thick ABM. The cities defense would have been
a base to go to that system.
(Packard also repeated and emphasized a number of points the
President had already touched upon.)
Packard also mentioned that this system would give us a chance
to deploy and shake out bugs before putting the final system into operation. Result would be a $1 billion reduction in the FY 70 budget.
Packard said he thinks we ought to proceed with the selection of sites
and their purchase. When they are available we also have the opportunity to move with PARs.
Laird here interjected to point up the difference between initial deployment and operational deployment—the one being immediate and
the last not until 1973.
This year’s funding is supposedly to help with purchase of the
sites needed, of the sites on the periphery of the East and West Coast.
Construction of PAR radar for one of the sites.
Senator Pastore asked the Deputy Secretary a single question: “Will
it work?”
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Packard’s answer was a qualified “yes.” The system is designed
to look over the horizon; to identify an incoming warhead, through the
use of computers to identify the point of impact and to use both the
Sentinel system a few hundred miles out and the Sprint system as a
“terminal protection.” “My view is that the system in its basic concept
will work”, said Packard. Various elements have been tested to the
point where we have to conclude it is workable. The testing we need
to do (nukes) we can do underground. “Won’t have to go atmospheric.”
One thing mentioned here was a particularly sensitive subject; the
smallness of the Polaris warhead and the hardening of the Soviet missile sites. Also, there is some question about the capability of the American guidance system under an attack environment—both questions
were to be discussed only within the room.
“They have to do with the credibility of the deterrent” Laird noted.
The Chinese ABM capability was pretty much dismissed by the
President and his staff.
[Omitted here are pledges of support from, and comments by,
some of the assembled Congressmen.]

25.

Editorial Note

President Nixon described his decision on the ABM in his memoirs. “The Soviets had indicated that they were willing to reach agreement on defensive arms limitation. Most of the liberals in Congress,
the media, and the academic community tended to take them at face
value in this regard and feared that a congressional vote for an ABM
system would destabilize the existing arms balance and compel the Soviets to increase their own construction programs, thus losing a precious opportunity and moving the arms race up another notch.
“I thought they were wrong. I thought the Soviets’ primary interest in opening arms negotiations at that point was that without an ABM
we would be in a disadvantageous negotiating position. Our intelligence reports indicated that in 1969 the Soviets spent the equivalent of
$25 billion on nuclear weapons.” (Nixon, RN, pages 415–416) Nixon’s
figure was not too far off the mark. The Central Intelligence Agency’s
Office of Strategic Research estimated in its paper of January 31, 1969,
“Soviet Spending for Defense and Space,” “that the USSR will spend
a record high of about 20.4 billion rubles—the equivalent of about $60
billion—for defense and space programs in 1969 compared with about
20.0 billion rubles in 1968.” Soviet defense spending in 1968 had also
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set a record high. The CIA estimated that about 30 percent of the $60
billion expected to be spent by the Soviets in 1969 would be devoted
to strategic offensive and defensive programs. The CIA assumed that
Moscow would spend an additional, but indeterminate, amount on research and development. The CIA study is in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 709, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. I.
In his memoirs, the President stated: “They [the Soviets] deployed
more than a hundred intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) while
we deployed none; they added several nuclear missile-firing submarines to their Navy while we added none; and they deployed forty
new ABMs around Moscow. We knew that even as the debate in Congress over an American ABM was raging, the Soviets had initiated work
on more ICBMs and ABMs, as well as major new radar systems in conjunction with their deployment; they were also building additional submarine missiles. I felt that tactically we needed the ABM as a bargaining chip for negotiations with the Soviets: they already had an ABM
system, so if we went into negotiations without one we might have to
give up something else, perhaps something more vital. In that sense,
we had to have it in order to be able to agree to forgo it. I tried to persuade Congress that what the ABM vote represented was really a philosophical turning point in America’s strategic credibility.
“I knew that the vote on ABM would reverberate around the world
as a measure of America’s resolve. The minute the Europeans or the
Japanese decided that we could not be depended upon to keep our
commitments and stand up to the Soviets, the American position in
Europe and the Far East would be severely damaged. But as I saw it,
the ABM vote involved the much deeper question of whether Americans still believed that we stood for something in the world and that
we must be willing to bear the burden of resisting aggression against
our allies and friends. I believed that the majority of Americans felt
this way; but as long as there was any doubt about it among our enemies, the temptations to test us would be that much stronger. The ABM
vote would be the first significant congressional vote on defense measures in my administration, and I wanted the signal to go out that we
had not lost our national sense of purpose and resolve—because I did
not think we had.
“Unfortunately, Vietnam soured the debate. It had convinced the
liberals that America had suffered from too belligerent a posture and
made them determined to curb our military spending.”
After briefly comparing his views about Vietnam with those held
by liberals, Nixon continued, “One good argument against the ABM
was that many people—Eisenhower, incidentally, among them—
doubted the efficacy of defensive weapons systems and preferred to
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put our money into building our offensive capability. There were also
technical objections involving the cost of the system measured against
the increased levels of defense it would actually produce. These arguments lost me support among some responsible conservatives and
moderates whose votes I might otherwise have had.” (Nixon, RN,
pages 415–417)
The President announced his decision to develop and construct
Safeguard, a modified ABM system, during a news conference held on
March 14. According to a statement released by the White House that
day, Nixon, after reviewing the options in light of two factors—U.S. security requirements and possible strategic arms limitation talks—ultimately pursued an ABM primarily in response to the emerging nuclear
threat posed by China and the buildup of Soviet strategic forces. He
rejected two other ABM options, either continuing Sentinel or pursuing research and development only while delaying deployment, which
he felt left the United States vulnerable. Meanwhile, other alternatives,
pursuing a thick ABM capable of fully defending U.S. cities or increasing U.S. offensive forces, would have seemed threatening to the
Soviets, thereby provoking an arms race. In announcing his decision,
the President emphasized the defensive nature of Safeguard. Rather
than being directed against the Soviet offensive arsenal, it was designed
to fulfill three objectives: protection of U.S. land-based retaliatory forces
against an attack from the Soviet Union, defense of American cities
from the kind of nuclear attack likely to be posed by China during the
1970s, and security against accidental attacks from any source. Safeguard, Nixon announced, would be deployed in phases, with the first
phase consisting of two missile sites. Beyond that, future deployments
depended upon changes in the Soviet and Chinese threats, progress in
SALT, and technical developments. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pages
208–219)
Nixon’s announcement opened divisions even within his own administration. The President responded on April 14 by sending a memorandum to William Rogers, Melvin Laird, Henry Kissinger, Ambassador to Vietnam, Ellsworth Bunker, and Ambassador to Germany,
Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., bemoaning the fact that criticism of the administration’s policies on troop withdrawals from Vietnam and the
ABM had “reached a dangerous point where the President seems to
have lost control of his team and everyone seems to be going off in different directions.” On those two issues, Nixon insisted, “there must be
a consistent line with no deviation whatever.”
As for the ABM, he thought it “important for us not to be sucked
into speculation as to what the intent of the Soviet Union is in building up their offensive capabilities, particularly with regard to the SS–9.
Here the best line to take is that we are not going to base our policy
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on what we ‘guess’ are Soviet intentions. We can only base our policy
on what the Soviet Union does.” Since the Soviets, at a minimum, had
achieved strategic parity with the United States, Nixon stated, “we have
to consider what action the United States can take to maintain a credible position diplomatically as well as militarily if we are to play a major role in world affairs.”
The President also established in his April 14 memorandum an administration line for handling a major controversy regarding Safeguard. “When the question is raised as to whether the system will work
there are three answers—one, the Soviet Union has such a system and
we have had to adjust our military planning on the assumption that it
will work; two, we cannot afford to leave the U.S. defenseless against
a mini-nuclear power threat since this would mean that our foreign
policy in Asia and in the Pacific would lose an immense amount of
credibility; three, we must at the very least not allow possible technical breakthroughs in this area to be in the sole capability of the Soviet
Union as compared with ourselves.”
Nixon then reiterated his major purpose in writing the memorandum. “What is most important is that we take a consistent affirmative
line—brooking no compromise on the fundamental issue: we are going forward with this system as the best possible way to see to it that
the United States [Soviet Union], at a time the Soviet Union has widened
the conventional gap and has closed the strategic gap, does not move
into a pre-eminent position and thereby leave the United States in the
position of being basically a second-class power as far as overall nuclear capability is concerned.
“I know all the arguments of the unilateral disarmers that ‘enough
is enough.’ The same argument could have been made at the time of
the Cuban missile crisis when even though our advantage was four to
one it could be said that the Soviet Union had enough that anything
that we would do would still mean that their second-strike capability
would deter us from acting. What is important for us to recognize is
that the great fundamental issue involved is very simply whether during this Administration we allow the Soviet Union to pass the United
States in overall nuclear capability and thereby leave us in a secondrate position. From a diplomatic standpoint this would be devastating
to our policies all over the world and I do not intend to allow this to
happen—whatever the political consequences may be.”
The President then turned his attention to the relationship between
possible strategic arms limitation negotiations and the ABM. He wrote,
“it is unthinkable to me that we should go into arms talks with the Soviet Union with them having ‘in being’ a significant defensive capability and our having that capability only on the drawing boards.” Repeating his public stance that an ABM, even in the event of successful
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talks, was crucial to U.S. defense against the emerging Chinese nuclear
arsenal, Nixon added that, while “unilateral disarmers would say that
our advantage over the Chinese and the Soviets [sic] is so enormous
that no responsible leader of Communist China would dare launch an
attack against either country,” the “tragic fact of history is that most of
the great wars were not started by responsible men and that we have
to base our assumptions on what potentially irresponsible or irrational
men may do rather than simply on what we, as responsible leaders,
might do.”
The President had concluded that the White House would win the
ABM vote if he exerted maximum influence among Senators and if he
received “complete and absolute backing from everybody in the Administration at all levels.” Nixon recognized that there was “substantial disagreement with both our Vietnam policy and our ABM decision
in the Department of State and in the Pentagon. “I understand and respect that difference of opinion. But I will not tolerate any further ‘informed sources leaks’ which increasingly appear in the papers undercutting the Administration’s policy. I will expect both Defense and State
to insist on absolute discipline within their ranks with regard to any
public or ‘off the record’ statements to press men on this subject. I want
debate and discussion and dissent where people honestly disagree with
policy in Administration councils. But the decision having been made
on ABM and our plan of action having been determined with regard
to Vietnam there must now be absolute discipline in supporting that
decision.” Nixon’s April 14 memorandum is in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 341, Subject Files,
HAK/President Memorandums (1969–1970).
Once he had announced his decision, the President recalled in his
memoirs that he “faced the biggest congressional battle of the first
term.” Confident that the House would approve additional appropriations to construct Safeguard, he was less sure of success in the
Democratically-controlled Senate, where the vote “was clearly going
to be very close.” (Nixon, RN, page 417) In response, Nixon, in separate memoranda to Herb Klein, Director of Communications for the
Executive Branch, on March 13 and to John Ehrlichman on April 10,
ordered a vigorous “counter-offensive,” including lobbying Senators
who were undecided or opposed and a pro-ABM publicity campaign.
The President’s memoranda to Klein and Ehrlichman are in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, President’s Personal File, Memoranda from the President, Box 1,
Chronological File. The administration was particularly concerned
about Senator Edward M. Kennedy, a likely contender for the Democratic nomination in the 1972 Presidential election, who led the opposition to the program. Patrick J. Buchanan sent a memorandum to
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Nixon on March 19 in which he argued that the ABM fight was an early
but crucial showdown with Kennedy in the upcoming election cycle.
Buchanan’s memorandum is ibid., White House Central Files, Subject
Files: Confidential Files, Box 43, Weapons-Ordnance-Munitions (ND
20).
The administration ultimately won the ABM battle. Congress did
not actually pass the bill authorizing spending on defense projects, including the ABM, until November 9. But the Senate effectively approved Safeguard on August 6, when, by votes of 51–49 and 50–50, it
defeated amendments that, if adopted, would have prohibited all funding for the system’s deployment. Vice President Agnew cast the tiebreaking ballot in the latter vote. The next day Nixon wrote a memorandum in which he directed Kissinger, Ehrlichman, and H.R.
Haldeman to get “out the true story,” which was that the ABM victory
was a result and reflection of the “Nixon Style.” The President urged
them to “point out that RN made the decision to tackle ABM head on
against the advice of most of his major advisers, including particularly
the State Department.” Success in the Senate, he wrote, was mainly due
to “the massive effort that was made by RN on this project.” The President, for instance, “was in constant charge of PR [public relations] aspects of the ABM fight and dictated memoranda to be used by the PR
people about getting out the positive line and also watched the press
closely to knock down anything in the way of intelligence reports or
other things that might be harmful.” Nixon, however, cautioned his
advisers not to oversell the forcefulness of the “Nixon Style,” especially
in the Senate, where opponents of the administration outnumbered
supporters by a three-to-two margin. He concluded, “I cannot emphasize the importance of getting this story broadly circulated, not just in
the New York Times Magazine or some other sheet that is never read, but
by the wire service, a major weekly news magazine, a thoughtful television commentator like Howard K. Smith, [Eric] Sevareid, [Walter]
Cronkite, and of course, the usual columns.” Nixon’s August 7 memorandum is ibid., NSC Files, Subject Files, Box 341, HAK/President
Memorandums (1969–1970).
In his memoirs, Nixon concluded, “I am absolutely convinced that
had we lost the ABM battle in the Senate, we would not have been able
to negotiate the first nuclear arms control agreement in Moscow in
1972.” (Nixon, RN, page 418)
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Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon1
Washington, April 21, 1969.

There are two points of recent intelligence I should bring to your
attention regarding Soviet Union ICBM and ABM testing.
First, you will recall that the Soviets have been flying SS–9 type test
missiles across their own country from Tyuratam to their impact area
on the Kamchatka peninsula. These tests have involved a “heavy payload and configuration” of three re-entry vehicles. On Friday, 18 April,
at 0055Z time, they fired a similar test SS–9 from Tyuratam to their broad
open ocean impact area in the Pacific where they had four range ships
stationed in a large rectangle. We had a U.S. Navy Destroyer within this
rectangle to observe the tests. Although at this time only preliminary
information is available, tentative conclusions indicate:
a. The range of the SS–9 in a 3 re-entry vehicle configuration when
fired to the U.S. will be at least 4700 nautical miles. Data from other
sources and events indicate the maximum range could be 5000 nautical miles. If this is indeed so, then the SS–9 with 3 re-entry vehicles
could attack 5 or 6 Minuteman Wings, but it does not have the range
necessary to attack major population areas on our East and West coast.
However, using the “light payload configuration,” they could deliver
a single 15-megaton re-entry vehicle to greater ranges and cover all major population areas in the U.S.
b. The additional importance of these Pacific tests is that they indicate the Soviets are moving into another advanced phase of their
multiple re-entry vehicle testing.
The second point concerns Soviet missile tests of an advanced
ABM interceptor. [5 lines not declassified] The advantage of this technique is in effect to extend the radius of effectiveness of ballistic missile defense systems. We plan to use this technique in an advanced version of our own Spartan missile. The Soviet tests we have observed,
and there was an additional one conducted over the weekend, may be
associated with the Moscow Galosh interceptors.2 If this proves so, it
will indicate an improved capability to protect areas several hundred
miles from Moscow.
Mel Laird
1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 709,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. II. Top Secret; [codeword not declassified]; No Foreign
Dissem. Kissinger sent the memorandum to Nixon under a covering memorandum dated
April 22. The covering memorandum, in which Kissinger summarized Laird’s points,
bears a stamped note that reads, “The President has seen.”
2
The Galosh was an interceptor missile deployed in an ABM mode around Moscow.
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27.

National Security Study Memorandum 501
Washington, April 26, 1969.

TO
The Secretary of Defense
SUBJECT
A Review of U.S. Naval Forces

The President has directed that a study be undertaken of U.S.
Naval Forces.2 The study should be conducted in two parts:
Part I will be a comparative analysis of U.S., Soviet, other NATO,
and other Warsaw Pact naval forces from 1961 to the present. This
analysis should include a comparison, to the extent possible, of numbers, types, capabilities, ages, unit costs (for those built since 1961 in
U.S. dollars), and deployments of naval forces by major mission, including strategic forces. Projections of this information into the foreseeable future should be made to the extent possible. Part I should be
completed and forwarded to the President by June 1, 1969.
Part II will consist of an analysis of U.S. requirements for naval
forces in the 1970s, including the overseas bases necessary to support
them. This analysis should be related to the extent appropriate to the
results of the U.S. military posture review being conducted under
NSSM 33 and should reflect decisions that may result from NSC discussion of the NSSM 3 study. Part II should be completed and forwarded to the President by September 1, 1969.
NSC discussion of the results of the overall study effort will be
scheduled at a later date.
This study will be conducted under the direction of the Secretary
of Defense. He will be assisted as appropriate by the Secretary of State,
the Director of Central Intelligence, the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, and other agencies whose assistance he may need. Close
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. Secret. Copies were sent to Rogers, Helms, and Mayo.
2
The study had its genesis in early April, when the President became concerned
after reading a column by James Kilpatrick claiming that the aging U.S. Navy was losing its edge to its Soviet counterpart. Laird responded on April 14 by sending President
Nixon a rough comparison of the two fleets. The Secretary of Defense noted that the
United States had maintained force levels since World War II “without debating seriously the size and composition of our Navy.” (Ibid., Box 709, Country Files, Europe,
USSR, Vol. I) Nixon approved Kissinger’s recommendation, contained in an April 21
memorandum to the President, that a full comparative analysis of U.S. and Soviet naval
forces be conducted. (Ibid., Vol. II)
3
Document 2.
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liaison should be maintained in all phases of the study with the office
of the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs.4
Henry A. Kissinger
4
Under an October 21 covering memorandum, David Packard sent the Department of the Navy’s two-part response to NSSM 50 to Kissinger. The study’s first part
compares the U.S. and Soviet navies; the second deals with the needs of the U.S. Navy
in the 1970s. In his covering memorandum to Kissinger, the Deputy Secretary of Defense
wrote that he saw “no reason” for the NSC “to address this report.” In a November 21
reply to Packard, Kissinger wrote that he too was “reluctant” to forward it to the President, despite Nixon’s “specific interest in this study.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–149, NSSM 50) In
his memoirs, Kissinger recalled that bureaucratic resistance by the military establishment
meant that this specific directive from the President “inquiring into the rationale of naval
programs was never answered satisfactorily in the eight years I served in Washington.
The response was always short of being insubordinate but also short of being useful.
Despite semiannual reminders [NSSM 50] was listed as incomplete on the books when
we left office.” (Kissinger, White House Years, pp. 216–217)

28.

National Security Study Memorandum 571
Washington, May 23, 1969.

TO
The
The
The
The
The
The
The
The

Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Secretary of Health, Education & Welfare
Secretary of Housing & Urban Development
Director of Central Intelligence
Director, Bureau of the Budget
Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

SUBJECT
Review of U.S. Civil Defense Policies

The President has directed that a review be undertaken of U.S.
civil defense policies, with specific attention to the shelter program.2
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. Confidential. Copies were sent to Secretary of Transportation John A. Volpe, DuBridge, Gerard Smith, and Wheeler.
2
Nixon was asked about the “shelter program” during his press conference of
March 14, when he announced the Safeguard program. The President responded that he
had already directed George Lincoln to conduct a review of U.S. civil defenses. (Public
Papers: Nixon, 1969, p. 215)
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This review should examine the civil defense options available to the
Administration and their costs and probable consequences. It should
take account of the decision to deploy a “Safeguard” ABM system, and
of decisions to be reached on strategies and budget levels for U.S. military forces as a result of NSSM 3.2
The study should be prepared by an NSC Ad Hoc Group under
the chairmanship of the Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness, with representatives of the following: Departments of State,
Defense, HEW, and HUD; the Central Intelligence Agency, Bureau of
the Budget, the Atomic Energy Commission, the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs. Other
departments and agencies may be invited to participate at the discretion of the chairman.
The study should be forwarded to the National Security Council
Review Group by November 1, 1969.
Henry A. Kissinger
2

29.

Document 2.

National Security Study Memorandum 581
Washington, May 26, 1969.

TO
The
The
The
The

Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Director of Central Intelligence
Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness

SUBJECT
Planning Assumptions for Civil Emergency Preparedness

The President has directed the preparation of a study of the planning assumptions for civil emergency preparedness for consideration
by the National Security Council. The study should recommend

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. Confidential. Copies were sent to Mayo, DuBridge, Gerard Smith, Wheeler, and Paul W. McCracken, Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.
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specific planning assumptions and guidance to meet the full range of
civil emergency situations which may face the United States. In this regard, it should reexamine the planning assumptions contained in
“Guidance for Civil Emergency Preparedness,” issued in April 1966 by
the then-Office of Emergency Planning.
To conduct the study, the President has directed the establishment
of an NSC Ad Hoc Group, under the chairmanship of the Director of
the Office of Emergency Preparedness, with representatives of the following: Secretary of State; Secretary of Defense; Director of Central Intelligence; Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; and Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs. Other departments and agencies
may be invited to participate at the discretion of the chairman.
The study should be submitted by September 1 for consideration
by the NSC Review Group.
Henry A. Kissinger

30.

Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence Helms
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)1
Washington, May 26, 1969.

SUBJECT
Significance and Implications of Soviet Multiple Reentry Vehicle Testing

1. The following information and assessment is forwarded in accordance with your request. I have included in the final paragraph a
statement of opposing views which do not represent any significant
differences in interpretation of the Soviet test data2 but do represent
differences in what this test data means.
2. There have been seven flight tests of the multiple reentry vehicle system on the Soviet SS–9 ICBM. Four of these tests, conducted in
the last half of 1968, were from Tyuratam to Kamchatka, a distance of

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 845,
ABM–MIRV, MIRV Test Program. Secret. Haig forwarded this memorandum to the Office of the Secretary of Defense on May 27 and requested comments on it by the following morning. (Ibid.)
2
See Document 26.
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about 3,400 nautical miles. The last three tests were flown into the Pacific Ocean about 5,100 nautical miles from Tyuratam in April and May
of this year. The first of these extended range tests exhibited a malfunction but all others were apparently successful. Analysis [less than
1 line not declassified] indicates no significant difference in any of the
tests other than the trajectories that were flown. It has been determined
that the system consists of three identical reentry vehicles capable of
delivering about five megatons. These vehicles are separated just prior
to cutoff of the second stage engines, and acquire their separation forces
from the missile’s acceleration rather than using separate propulsion
devices as in some U.S. multiple reentry systems.
3. The CIA believes that the system has been tested only in a simple multiple reentry vehicle (MRV) mode. We recognize that the separation system [less than 1 line not declassified] could be designed to allow independent targeting of each reentry vehicle (MIRV). The system
in this case would have the capability to attack closely spaced targets
such as Minuteman silos. We have conducted studies to determine how
the system would have to work to perform the MIRV mission and have
concluded that the capability has not been demonstrated in flight tests
to date. [2 lines not declassified], and we expect to identify it at least a
year before IOC.
4. The opposing view in some parts of the intelligence community is that a MRV of this type does not give the Soviets any advantage over a single reentry vehicle. They believe, therefore, that the system being tested is a MIRV intended for use against Minuteman silos.
They further believe that the necessary capability of the system need
not be demonstrated before making such a judgment. We cannot agree
with this view since the Soviets have always tended to conduct very
complete weapon systems tests. It would be a radical departure from
normal practice if they were to deploy a weapon with the potential importance of MIRVs without complete testing.3
Dick

3
Richard Helms later recalled that, while CIA and Pentagon experts differed over
the SS–9’s throw-weight and accuracy, the deepest disagreement was whether or not the
missile’s three warheads were independently targetable. The Pentagon analysts held that
each of the SS–9’s warheads had its own independent guidance system, which would
be a major Soviet step toward achieving a first-strike capability. “If anything was likely
to unleash the dollars needed to create an ABM,” Helms wrote, “the specter of a score
of SS–9s delivering sixty precisely guided missiles in one volley should have carried the
day.” According to Helms, CIA analysts “remained convinced that any such independent guidance capability was beyond the grasp of Soviet science, and the research and
testing so expensive it might unhinge the USSR’s economy.” The “USSR was not seeking a first-strike capability, and the SS–9 was some four years away from its first testing.” (Helms, Look Over My Shoulder, pp. 384–388)
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Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of Defense
(Packard) to the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, May 28, 1969.

SUBJECT
Significance and Implications of Soviet Multiple Reentry Vehicle Testing

1. At your request, I have the following comments on Dick Helms’
memo concerning the significance and implications of Soviet Multiple
Reentry Vehicle (MRV) testing.2
2. I believe we have to reckon with the likelihood that the Soviets
may already be testing an ICBM system designed to attack Minuteman
missiles in their silos. This position is a consequence of the following
indication:
a. Use of the SS–9 ICBM which has apparently exhibited three
phases of improvement in accuracy.
b. A clear attempt to precisely deploy the RV’s.
c. The use of Multiple RV’s with sufficient yield potential to properly combine with CEP3 accuracy.
d. A foot print size comparable with the spacing of Minuteman
silos.
Considerable weight is given to this possibility because it is the
only plausible explanation for the observed test program.
The full capability to target all Minuteman missiles in their silos
has not been detected in flight test to date, however, analyses indicate
that the system as we understand it could possess such a capability.
The state of our present evidence and analyses to date does not
permit a clear conclusion that independent targeting for each reentry
vehicle is a present or developing capability. It is adequate, however,
to determine that a potential for such capability exists, and to determine that a much simpler mechanization for reentry vehicle deployment could have been designed if the objective were to deploy simple
multiple reentry vehicles without independent aiming.

1
Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard. Secret. A copy was sent to
Richard Helms.
2
Document 29.
3
Circular Error Probable (or Probability), according to a glossary appended to NIE
11–8–69, is an index of accuracy defined as the radius of a circle centered on the intended
target, within which 50 percent of the arriving missile warheads were expected to fall.
See Document 46.

1433_A1-13.qxd

10/12/11

1:51 PM

Page 96

339-370/B428-S/40011

96

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

3. Concerning the identification of MIRV testing “at least a year
prior to IOC”, we may well have already detected the testing of a specialized small foot print type MIRV, and IOC for such a system could
be achieved shortly after completion of testing. Should the Soviets
make an effort to deny us information on their test programs, it would
be even more difficult.4
David Packard

4
Kissinger was scheduled to meet with Helms during the morning of May 28.
While no record of the meeting has been found, Haig, in a memorandum to Kissinger
that day, urged him to use the meeting “to minimize differences” within the intelligence
community about the characteristics of the SS–9, in part to prevent Congressional critics of the administration’s approaches to the ABM, MIRVs, and SALT from exploiting
such disagreements. Haig concluded, “This issue cannot be permitted to gather any more
emotional momentum which will work to the disservice of the Administration.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 207, Agency Files, CIA,
Vol. I)
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Minutes of Review Group Meeting1
Washington, May 29, 1969, 2:05–5:40 p.m.

SUBJECT
Review of U.S. Strategic Posture
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Arthur Hartman
Philip Farley
Donald McHenry
Defense
David Packard
Richard Ware
Ivan Selin
CIA
R. Jack Smith
JCS
LTG F. T. Unger

OEP
Haakon Lindjord
USIA
Henry Loomis
ACDA
Gerard Smith
BOB
James Schlesinger
Treasury
Anthony Jurich
NSC Staff
Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Laurence Lynn
Morton Halperin
Winston Lord

SUMMARY OF RESULTS
The Review Group went page by page through the revised summary paper of NSSM 3 distributed May 262 and agreed to a large number of drafting changes. These were to be incorporated in the paper by
the NSC Staff and redistributed to Review Group members for their
approval before forwarding to the NSC for its consideration. It was

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–111, SRG Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969. Top Secret. The
meeting was held in the Situation Room of the White House. No drafting information
is provided.
2
The paper, entitled “U.S. Strategic Posture: Basic Issues,” was drafted by the NSC
Staff and distributed to Review Group members. (Ibid., Box H–37, Review Group Meeting, Strategic Force Posture, 5/29/69) The paper, as revised by the Review Group, served
as the basis for discussions at the NSC meetings held on June 13 and June 18. See Documents 35 and 36. The final version is printed as Document 34. The paper summarizes
a report, entitled “A Review of the U.S. Strategic Posture,” completed by the NSSM 3
Interagency Steering Group. The 24-page report includes the following sections: Introduction, The Political and Military Role of U.S. Strategic Forces, Results of the Analysis,
and Key Issues for Presidential Consideration. Packard, the group’s chair, sent the report to Kissinger under a May 12 covering memorandum. (Washington National Records
Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–75–103, 320.2, Strategic)

1433_A1-13.qxd

10/12/11

1:51 PM

Page 98

339-370/B428-S/40011

98

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

agreed that this NSSM 3 on strategic forces and NSSM 28 on SALT3
would be considered closely and consecutively in coming weeks. The
NSC will devote more time to these two subjects than the usual twohour sessions. There was general consensus that doctrinal decisions on
how we should shape our strategic forces will heavily influence and
guide our positions on SALT. However, strategic force decisions will
not represent inflexible theology for SALT positions, particularly with
regard to possible developments once arms talks are underway.
After some informal discussion at the outset of the meeting, it was
agreed that on Page 74 of the summary paper there would be a notation that this study does not take into account civil defense measures
which will be the subject of a separate NSSM.5
Kissinger said that the Packard Committee did a massive job on
this subject, as thorough a review as he had seen. He believed that this
subject and SALT should be looked at together, with strategic force posture decisions being the theoretical basis for SALT preparations. He has
talked to the President, who agreed that the NSC would need more
time to discuss these two subjects than the usual two-hour sessions.
Kissinger asked the group, beginning with Secretary Packard, what the
NSC could reasonably be asked to make judgments on. This would affect the preparation of the summary report since the principals could
not be expected to read all the supporting documents.
Packard said that the subject could be approached in two ways.
The NSC could be asked to recommend one of the various strategic
forces listed, deciding whether there should be any change in present
programs and what direction to take with regard to the specific alternatives proposed. A second approach, which he favored, was to address basic questions as well as specific recommendations. These could
be looked at in terms of the revised paper before the group. The President and the NSC could focus on some of the broader issues. For
example, one fundamental question is how we assess Soviet strategic
objectives.
Jurich noted that budgetary constraints must be considered also.
Kissinger said that this aspect was covered in the basic papers, and
Packard stated that the various strategic alternatives were costed out.

3
NSSM 3 is Document 2. NSSM 28, issued on March 6, ordered the preparation of
U.S. negotiating positions for possible strategic arms limitation talks. For the response to
NSSM 28, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 14.
4
Throughout these minutes references to page numbers are keyed to the version
of the summary paper distributed May 26 by the NSC Secretariat. [Footnote in the
original.]
5
See Document 28.
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However, the budgetary aspects could not really be addressed until
general purpose forces were considered. The latter were more important in terms of the budget than strategic forces. Thus, there is some
budgetary flexibility for strategic forces; one could opt for more expensive ones while lowering GPF expenses, without changing the overall budget level. Schlesinger suggested that this point be noted in the
paper. Strategic forces represent the tail of the budgetary dog, a three
to four billion dollar swing in expenses.
Kissinger then asked G. Smith what his agency’s requirements
were. G. Smith generally endorsed the Packard approach to the problem. He believed that we need general guidance on whether current
policies are sensible or whether different emphases are needed. However, he did not want decisions on NSSM 3 to foreclose options for
NSSM 28. For example, on page 9, there was Steering Group agreement that we can and should deploy damage-limiting defenses against
small or accidental attacks. He hoped that such governmental doctrine
would not rule out possible SALT options under NSSM 28. Selin said
that the Steering Group didn’t really address the question of no ballistic missile defense versus a small one; this was covered under the
Safeguard decision. The Steering Group had instead concentrated on
a small versus a large defensive deployment.
G. Smith repeated that he did not wish NSSM 3 decisions to rule
out the possibility of dropping the ABM, which the Secretary of State
had intimated might be considered. Kissinger said that he understood
G. Smith’s concern, but that we should be clear on the various components of the President’s ABM decision. There were essentially three
reasons for Safeguard, only one of which was directly related to Soviet
positions. G. Smith interjected that he hoped there would be no decision by the US now that under no circumstances would we accept a
zero ABM level. Kissinger responded that neither would there be a US
decision now that if the Soviets freeze their ABM deployment, we
would agree to forego any deployment on our part. He thought that a
US decision would tend to be in the opposite direction. G. Smith wished
only to keep this subject open. Kissinger repeated that we should keep
in mind the different purposes of Safeguard as we consider SALT and
alternative ways of dealing with the Soviets. He said that nothing decided with regard to NSSM 3 should be used as theology in developing our SALT positions. On the other hand, he did not wish to say that
no decisions would be taken on our strategic force posture. The decisions on doctrinal issues taken in response to NSSM 3 should guide
the decisions taken on NSSM 28, without establishing a firm, unchangeable line.
G. Smith said that this point was a valid one. Nevertheless he
would like to think that nothing in this paper purports to limit Presidential options when NSSM 28 is considered, that in effect a zero ABM
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level cannot be considered because of prior decisions on NSSM 3. Farley pointed out that discussion on page 15, especially option 3, reflected
recognition that a zero ABM level is a possible outcome that should
not be foreclosed.6 He agreed that doctrinal decisions on NSSM 3 could
seriously constrain NSSM 28 options.
Kissinger said that for example, if the President decides, with regard to NSSM 3, not to limit MIRV testing before SALT discussions, we
would not then go back on this decision when discussing NSSM 28.
G. Smith said that he understood that the decisions on NSSM 3 would
shape some decisions on NSSM 28 options. Packard suggested that the
government try to reconcile the two subjects as it moved ahead.
Kissinger declared that we could not deal with strategic force postures
as if arms control were a completely different subject. The President
should be aware of the interrelationship as he looks at NSSM 3. In any
event G. Smith would be present at discussion on both issues.
G. Smith recalled BNSP papers in previous years where a single
clause set theology and the government was boxed in by language ten
years after it was written. Packard suggested that it was a matter of
common sense, and Kissinger assured the group that the President
would be aware of the longer term significance of all decisions.
G. Smith again expressed his concern that the language in the paper (which he himself also had agreed to) could have a long life expectancy. Farley noted that the language confirmed that we will deploy Safeguard, while Selin repeated that the Steering Group never
really addressed this question. Kissinger said that he could not reopen
the ABM decision. Secretary Packard had addressed this question in
great detail in March, and it could not be reopened on its merits as part
of this present review. He understood that G. Smith was not attempting to do this but rather was worried that the paper’s language could
handicap our proposing a zero ABM level in the SALT discussions. He
added that he thought the President (for whom he was reluctant to
speak unless he were sure) would probably not decide upon a zero
ABM level, i.e., giving up the anti-Chinese aspect, on the basis of Soviet actions alone. However, he might well be inclined to drop the antiSoviet components in response to Russian moves. Packard added that

6
The summary paper under discussion listed three general alternatives for “managing the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship.” The first two were either maintaining or
improving U.S. strategic programs. The third, at page 15, reads as follows: “Exercise restraint on new strategic arms programs as a means of promoting prospects for strategic
arms limitations. We would emphasize our interest in talks. We would delay MIRV testing and possibly reduce the Safeguard program, and we could suspend these programs
if the Soviets reciprocated. We would also emphasize that our programs would be resumed or accelerated if no agreement were reached or early progress made.”
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a lower level of ABM launchers would not make much difference to
the Soviets. Selin agreed that the Safeguard system as approved should
not concern the Soviets, whether 200 or 500 launchers, but that G. Smith
was worried about the principle of an anti-Chinese deployment.
Packard believed that we should maintain the principle for the SALT
talks that we be prepared to consider anything that would improve our
position as negotiations develop. He believed that G. Smith should
have faith that a reasonable approach would be followed during the
talks in order to get the objectives that everyone wanted. The problem
here concerns our opening position, which should be consistent with
NSSM 3 decisions. Kissinger noted that the paper does not specifically
rule out any SALT options. Unger added that he did not believe that
anything in the summary or the basic paper should constrain G. Smith
with regard to arms control discussions. He believed that both subjects
should be considered closely at the NSC level.
G. Smith said that he was satisfied if the interpretation that Packard
had just outlined was accepted.
The group then went through the paper page by page and agreed
on drafting changes. The NSC staff was to incorporate these and
shortly get out a revised version to Review Group members for their
concurrence.
Kissinger noted that the paper reflected two views concerning how
conservative we should be in carrying out US strategic purposes (II A
1).7 We could be very conservative in our planning and decisions, leaving no doubt about our strategic posture; or we could be restrained in
our actions so as not to generate Soviet over-reaction. He noted the
danger of using the word “sufficiency” in a liturgical way, as if it were
perfectly self-evident. Rather it should be used in contrast with other
options. It would be a major accomplishment if this group could reach
agreement on what constitutes “sufficiency”.
Hartman suggested that it would be helpful for the Secretaries to
have a summary of what our present posture looks like in terms of

7
Section II of the summary paper explored two general factors—Political Issues
(Part A) and Military Issues (Part B)—that shaped U.S. strategic posture. It also articulated two differing viewpoints for achieving strategic sufficiency: “Some will argue that
we must make decisions to deploy new strategic weapon systems in anticipation of possible threats in order to reduce the risks we face to the maximum feasible extent and
leave no doubts as to our resolve to maintain or improve as necessary the capabilities
of our strategic posture.
“Others will view deployments of new systems in anticipation of threats premature and as inconsistent with our defensive and non-provocative objectives. They will
counsel restraint in making such decisions and the amassing of unambiguous evidence
that the threat justifies them.”
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programs as the paper discusses maintaining our present course. Selin
suggested, and Packard agreed, that certain tables now in the back up
sections could be affixed to the summary paper. Packard shared
Kissinger’s concern about using the word sufficiency, and thought that
attention should be given to its definition. Unger noted that the basic
paper contained 18 force structures with their costs. The tables indicate an order of magnitude for these forces rather than laying out sufficient details for selection of one of them. In these tables one could
identify current forces and the objective requirements of the JCS, i.e.,
what they recommend as a target 18 months from now.
Lynn pointed out that paragraph 3 on pages 8 and 9 does attempt
to define “sufficiency” and wondered whether this definition was adequate to distinguish the approach from other strategies.8
Kissinger said that he never understood the second point on page
9, i.e., maintaining the capability to cause at least as many deaths and
industrial damage to the USSR as they could cause us in a nuclear war.
Unger suggested that this point could be clarified by adding a fifth criterion in this section, “have the capability to insure relatively favorable
outcomes if deterrence fails”. In response to Kissinger’s question as to
what “relatively favorable” means, Unger stated that the number of
deaths and industrial damage were not the only criteria in defining the
outcome of a nuclear exchange. Other factors such as residual forces
are also crucial, and that is why he believed a fifth point here was
required.
Schlesinger did not believe that the Steering Group had agreed to
this point 2 on page 9, and Kissinger wondered whether it was a meaningful statement in any event. Farley said that the Steering Group did
agree we would not want a situation where the Soviets could cause
significantly more damage than we, but it had not agreed to include
this point as part of a definition of “sufficiency”. It was a little imprudent to enshrine sufficiency and make these conditions theological sine
qua nons. Kissinger asked G. Smith what effect this would have on his
responsibilities, and the latter replied that he did not wish to enshrine
war-fighting capability as part of sufficiency.

8
This paragraph listed the following four conditions that defined strategic sufficiency: “maintain high confidence that our second strike capability is sufficient to deter
an all out Soviet surprise attack on our strategic forces; maintain forces to insure that
the Soviet Union would have no incentive to strike the United States first in a crisis;
maintain the capability to deny to the Soviet Union the ability to cause more deaths and
industrial damage in the United States in a nuclear war than they themselves would suffer; deploy defenses which limit damage from small attacks or accidental launches to a
low level.” Kissinger highlighted and wrote “how about Europe” next to the third
criterion.
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Lynn felt that this was a fundamental issue—are we going to make
meaningful statements about structuring our strategic forces? Kissinger
added that we must decide whether we want such statements and
whether those under consideration were meaningful.
Packard declared that in the discussions concerning criteria for our
strategic forces, the Joint Chiefs still maintained a divergent view to
the effect that they wished to have more emphasis on “relatively favorable outcome” along the lines of Unger’s suggested addition. The
Steering Group decided, after some discussion, that rather than laying
out too complex criteria, it was preferable to stick to numbers of deaths
and industrial damage and that other criteria would not make much
difference. Packard suggested that, if the Review Group agreed, perhaps the views of the Joint Chiefs on this point could be inserted.
When Unger suggested that this might be put on page 1, Selin responded that the first page laid out what is desirable, while later discussion in the paper centered on what is possible.9 Our present analysis of nuclear exchanges indicated that sometimes we inflict more
damage on the Soviet Union, sometimes the damage is about the same.
He said that this analysis included weapons damage as well as fatalities. Kissinger suggested that if there were disagreement, both views
should be presented fairly in the paper. Selin repeated that it was not
a question of what we would like to do but whether we can assure our
doing it, and Farley added: for a tolerable price.
Selin noted that point 2 on page 9 centered upon damage limitation for smaller nuclear exchanges, not those involving 80–100 million
deaths. Kissinger wondered whether we could insure relatively favorable outcomes at lower levels of exchange, and Selin responded that
relatively similar light defenses could result in unbalanced outcomes.
Unger said that estimating outcomes depends on how one programs
the computers. Annex J of the study treats deaths only, while Annex B
is preferable because it includes other factors.
Jurich said that the word “sufficiency” will always be seen in a political context. For the Soviets we will interpret it as parity, while for
the American people it could mean superiority. The NSC will call sufficiency whatever it decides upon with regard to strategic forces.
Packard suggested that the group return to a discussion of purposes on page 1; sufficiency would be those forces that can accomplish
these purposes. Selin interjected that the paper shows that there is disagreement over which forces can do this.

9
Section 1 of the summary paper outlined the general purposes for which the
United States maintained strategic forces.
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Kissinger said that the President had asked to be spared agreed
papers. It would be more useful to let the NSC talk about general disagreements rather than much energy being spent on reaching
agreements.
Hartman suggested, and the withdrew his suggestion, that the
phrase “under the weight of strategic military superiority” be dropped
from the opening sentence of the paper.10 Unger noted that the JCS had
a series of recommended changes to the report. It was agreed that the
substantive changes would be taken up in the course of discussion
while the stylistic ones would be given to Lynn who would have the
responsibility of reflecting all drafting changes in the paper. The paper
would then be recirculated to the Review Group members for their concurrence before submission to agency principals.
There was some discussion of paragraph 3 on page 211 with G.
Smith pointing out that presumably we already practice “restraint” in
making strategic force decisions, and Farley noting that references to
research and development as hedging measures had been dropped.
Kissinger thought, and the group agreed, that it would be useful
to add a reference to research and development as a hedge in this paragraph. Packard agreed that language could be inserted here, but commented that perhaps some would opt for retraints in our decisions even
to the point of not wanting R&D.
Halperin believed that paragraphs 2 and 3 on page 2 represented
two extremes, with almost everyone somewhere in the middle, and
that they therefore did not give the President a real choice. Lynn mentioned Safeguard, and Halperin wondered under which optional view
this decision would fall. Packard thought that these paragraphs set up
a logical general range, and Kissinger added that the President could
only choose a general tendency and could not make precise decisions.
Kissinger then turned to the question of assessing Soviet strategic
objectives (II A 2). There were two schools identified. The first is that
the Soviets look at the strategic situation and characterize our position
in the same manner as we do, and are therefore looking for rough parity. The second school suggests that the Soviets are engaged in a deliberate attempt to achieve superiority. He asked whether these were
the only two choices. J. Smith said that these represented broad statements of Soviet objectives and established general parameters. Selin

10
The summary paper’s first sentence reads, “There is general agreement that the
overriding purpose of our strategic posture is political and defensive; to deny other countries the ability to impose their will on the United States and its allies under the weight
of strategic military superiority.”
11
See footnote 6 above.
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believed that our decisions should be keyed more to Soviet reactions
to our moves rather than the definition of Soviet strategic objectives.
In response to Kissinger’s question, Selin said that if we were convinced
that the Soviets were after superiority, we would have no choice but
to match them. Kissinger wondered whether the Soviet positions might
just be reactions to our initiatives. J. Smith said this was conceivable,
and that the question of defensive reactions had been left out. He nevertheless thought the paper staked out an adequate approach.
In reply to Kissinger’s query, Sonnenfeldt said that we just don’t
know Soviet purposes. We are more geared to our evaluation of threats
than they are geared to their evaluation of threats.
In continuing discussion of likely Soviet reactions to US strategic
initiatives (II A 2b) on page 3, Kissinger outlined the paper’s two alternatives. The Soviets would move to offset any attempts by the US
to produce an unfavorable shift in the balance of power against them;
or such initiatives on our part might induce the Soviets to seek détente.
He did not believe that these two views were strictly inconsistent; the
Soviets might do both simultaneously. Détente could happen either
way, whether or not the Soviets attempted to match us. The operational
question was whether it were true that the Soviets would always match
what we are trying to achieve or whether they might stick to assured
destruction at some point.
J. Smith believed that the latter was possible. In response to
Kissinger’s question, he said that he thought that their programs were
sensitive to our own. He thought that the discussion under b on page
3 showed too much symmetry. Most people would agree that the Soviets would react to any attempt on our part to seek clearcut superiority or a first strike capability. The second point, whether the Soviets
would be induced to move toward détente, is more of a tactical question. He believed that it was much less likely that they would seek détente in the face of a build up on our part. Kissinger concluded that
most agreed that the Soviets would match efforts by us.
Sonnenfeldt wondered, in light of this discussion, what had happened to the recently held view that the Soviets want an agreement to
freeze the present strategic situation so as to be in a less disadvantageous position than they foresee in the coming four to five years because of our MIRVs and other programs. He said that this was the rationale for SALT last year. Selin pointed out that this section of the
paper was treating attempts at clearcut superiority, not ambiguous nuances which might not produce a Soviet response. In response to
Kissinger’s query whether MIRVs were ambiguous, Selin said they
were. On the one hand, they could be considered a threat to the Soviet
retaliatory force, while on the other hand they could be construed as
our deployment against their ABM system.
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Kissinger suggested that the real question was whether or not the
Soviets would match us, not whether they would seek détente in the
face of a US build up. J. Smith noted that the Soviets were inferior
strategically for a long period, but when they face gross inferiority, they
act. Kissinger added that he wished to avoid presenting MIRV as an
ambiguous program; this might be true, but it would not appear so to
the principals. J. Smith believed that the Soviets would react to compensate (though not necessarily match) unfavorable shifts, and that history supports this thesis. Kissinger suggested therefore that there was
no possibility of achieving superiority, since the other side would always offset our efforts. J. Smith corrected this statement to say that they
always will try to match us. This is a far cry from previous years when
we enjoyed some superiority.
G. Smith wondered who supported the view in the second paragraph under b on page 3 that the Soviets would react to major US build
ups by seeking détente. Halperin suggested some clarifying language
to help this section of the paper. He believed that the first question, on
which there was general consensus, is whether the Soviets would react to prevent our attaining a first strike capability. More difficult questions included whether they would react to offset totally improvements
in our programs short of those aiming for a first strike capability.
Kissinger suggested, and there was agreement, that language along
these lines would be more precise.
G. Smith again asked who believed that the Soviets would react
to US build ups with a search for détente. Lynn replied that the evidence was not conclusive that this would not be their response if they
were economically pressed. In the face of a determined effort on our
part, they might decide to forego matching us temporarily and seek a
relaxation in relations. Packard summarized by saying that the Soviets
would react to our attempts at a first strike capability, but they might
not react to US moves concerning deterrence and damage limitation.
Halperin noted that his formulation attempted to reflect this, and
it was agreed that this type of presentation would be useful.
Farley believed that the first paragraph under b on page 3 referred
to Soviet military reaction, while the second paragraph concerned political response. He said that State believed that in the face of major US
arms initiatives, the Soviets would not only react militarily but would
also generally harden their political attitudes. Kissinger said that the
real disagreement centered on the political reaction rather than the
hardware reaction. Ware thought that the economic situation might be
one of the factors determining the Soviet political response. Kissinger
said that he had seen strong arguments on both sides, i.e., that the Soviets were more conciliatory when scared or more conciliatory when
they were not scared. Sonnenfeldt said that this was really an unknown
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problem and that history provided examples for each view. For example, many major Soviet weapons decisions were taken during 1955 and
1958–9, periods of relative détente.
Kissinger noted the group’s agreement that in this section the Soviet military response would be rewritten while possible alternative
political reactions would be stated.
In considering Allied interests (II A 3),12 Unger suggested language
which would indicate that our commitments impose additional requirements on US strategic forces, and Packard concurred in this
suggestion.
Kissinger wondered which European countries would be scared if
we increased our strategic capabilities, which was one view suggested
by the paper. G. Smith said that there would be a negative reaction,
more distaste than fear, in the United Kingdom if the US substantially
increased its strategic capabilities. Loomis pointed out the difference
between more realistic governmental opinion and public opinion
which is more apt to be worried by an arms build up. Kissinger received the impression from European leaders that their publics would
be amazed if they heard that we were not vastly superior to the Soviet
Union. There would probably be a different reaction between letting
European publics continue to think we are superior and attempting to
increase our forces if they knew we were not superior. G. Smith believed that public opinion was aware of the concept of sufficiency, and
that in an era of negotiations new decisions to increase our forces would
incur public disapproval. Kissinger thought it depended on the public’s view of the strategic situation.
J. Smith believed that the paper’s statement on this question was
a somewhat simplistic view of a highly complex problem. Europeans
would be relieved if we had strategic superiority, but they prefer not
to see arms build ups. Thus, they want to have both détente and superiority. Selin suggested treating this problem in concrete terms, e.g.,
what would be the British reaction to our building 300 new Minuteman silos. Kissinger agreed with G. Smith that this might present problems in the UK, but wondered where else in Europe this was the case.
Sonnenfeldt opined that we were dealing with extremes. The Europeans would be worried either about marked US inferiority or a determination by the US to go for superiority. He thought that in between
these extremes there would be relatively little sensitivity to programs
like MIRVs or new Minutemen. Kissinger noted that the discussion

12
Section II, Part A, paragraph 3 of the summary paper noted that, while Steering
Group members agreed that the allies would be troubled by U.S. indifference to growing Soviet strategic strength, they disagreed whether the allies would welcome or be critical of moves to improve the U.S. strategic position.
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refers to strategic improvements rather than superiority. G. Smith suggested Italy as another country which could have a negative reaction.
Kissinger repeated that a key factor was what the Europeans think of
the US–USSR strategic situation. Loomis felt that the public distinguishes between defensive systems, like the ABM, and offensive ones,
like 300 more Minuteman silos. This was true of public opinion
throughout Europe; G. Smith added Canada. Farley believed that major initiatives by us in the arms race would create European concern.
Packard thought that much would depend on how our programs were
presented. For example, Europeans would welcome steps needed to
deter war in Europe.
Kissinger suggested that it would be useful to have a paragraph
in the paper on European reactions, put in terms of their perception of
strategic problems. Halperin suggested that the paper’s statements
were not inconsistent unless one assumed a single European opinion;
there are widely different views to be reflected.
Packard said that Europeans both want détente and are worried
about deterring conventional attack. Loomis believed that Europeans
were always worried about increasing the chances of war, and they
would be unhappy if they assumed we were taking steps which would
have this effect. Selin again suggested looking at this problem in terms
of specific decisions, while Hartman stressed the importance of the rationale for our actions with regard to the US public. Kissinger again
noted the importance of European perceptions concerning our programs. There would be different reactions to a situation in which we
were ahead and sought to increase our lead, or behind and sought to
catch up, or in a situation where Europeans were not clear about the
strategic relationship.
Kissinger noted a JCS suggestion concerning nuclear assurances
for our allies (II A 4)13 and wondered about the status of such assurances. Farley thought that testimony during Senate hearings had
walked us back somewhat from assurances under the NPT. Halperin
said that this Administration had not made a policy of assurances along
the lines of those of the previous Administration. Kissinger thought
that we needed a NSSM concerning our assurances to non-nuclear
countries against nuclear attacks or threats. Farley noted that our Allied commitments do not distinguish between nuclear and conventional attacks. Schlesinger believed that there was one type of general

13
Section II, Part A, paragraph 4 reads as follows: “The issue concerns the nuclear
guarantees we extend to countries threatened by China’s nuclear program. It has been
our policy to extend general assurances of U.S. protection against nuclear threats or nuclear attacks while avoiding specifics. How can we make such guarantees credible, and
is it in our interest to do so?”
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assurance given to our allies, and another type to non-allied countries.
Halperin noted our reaffirmation of assurances in the United Nations,
and Farley pointed out that this was through the Security Council only.
Kissinger suggested to Unger that he consult with his principals; he
did not believe the language recommended by the JCS was strictly accurate. Halperin agreed with General Unger that the original text of
the paper on this point was not accurate either. Kissinger believed that
the legal situation does not take us beyond the UN Charter except with
regard to our allies.
J. Smith suggested deletion of the last paragraph under 4 on page
4 which said that the issue of nuclear assurances was outside the scope
of this study.
Kissinger then took up military issues in designing our strategic
posture (II B),14 beginning with what kinds of attacks we must deter.
Selin noted that the three general views on page 5 concerning this question were mistakenly set up as mutually exclusive. He suggested that
the paper say that beyond assured destruction, there were other additional criteria to be used in evaluating the US strategic posture.
Kissinger said that the discussion on page 5 indicated that the Soviets would either launch a general nuclear attack or none at all. Selin
replied that they are not apt to make a discriminating attack. In response, Kissinger wondered how one rationally could make a decision
to kill 80 million people. To blow up the Hoover Dam might not be rational either, but it was not less rational than an all out attack. Selin
and Unger noted that this doctrine of massive preemption by the Soviets reflected CIA’s view.
J. Smith stated that a discriminating attack was the least likely
contingency—one could not believe that the Soviets would launch a
few nuclear ICBMs against the US. Kissinger probed this view, suggesting the possible use of a few missiles in a Berlin crisis.15 Packard
said this example underlined the need for an ABM system. Selin said
that the issue is Soviet first use, and Lynn suggested the example of
their hitting soft strategic targets and nothing else. Selin and
Schlesinger stressed the unlikelihood of this; Lynn noted that he
was the only one in the Steering Group supporting this possibility.

14
According to section II, Part B 1, a mix of three objectives—assured destruction,
crisis stability, and deterring disarming attacks—determined the design of U.S. strategic
posture.
15
Kissinger recalled this reexamination of U.S. strategic doctrine in his memoirs.
Given the advent of Soviet-American strategic parity, he remembered particular concern
that the U.S. nuclear deterrent was no longer credible and that the Soviets might use
their strategic forces for a less than all-out attack. (Kissinger, White House Years, pp.
215–218)
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Sonnenfeldt recalled that during the U–2 crisis Khrushchev threatened
the selective use of nuclear weapons. J. Smith noted that we did not
place much credence in this threat at the time.
Kissinger summarized the paper’s view as being that if the Soviets launch a nuclear attack, it will be a general one, not a limited one.
J. Smith said that studies indicate that Soviet strategic doctrine allows
only for all out nuclear use and not limited attack. This could change,
of course, but there were no indications that the Soviets seriously considered limited attack as part of their military doctrine. Packard said
that he could envisage a scenario where we would not wish to fire all
our missiles in five minutes, and he suggested that this was a good reason to have effective command and control. J. Smith noted this was useful at least for accidents. Kissinger wondered whether if we make limited use of nuclear weapons, the Soviets would make an all out response.
J. Smith believed this was correct, for once nuclear weapons start landing, the response is likely to be irrational. Selin said that the Soviets
would hope to hit our command and control and our cities, and thus
avoid a suicide of 80 million lives. It would paralyze our response without hitting our weapons. Lynn suggested that the destruction of our
command and control would make a spasmodic reaction more likely
than if they chose to coerce us through destroying military weapons.
There was some further discussion of the language in this section.
It was agreed both to delete the reference to Soviet military tradition,
and to make clear that the discussion was referring to nuclear attacks
only.
The group then discussed damage-limiting (II B 2). Kissinger suggested that beyond a certain level of casualties, it did not make much
difference whether more destruction and death occur on one side or
the other (2nd para., page 6). No one really believes that we have “won”
if we lose 90 million people and they lose 110 million people.
Lynn suggested that in the 90–120 million persons range there was
rough equivalence, but that one should consider wide differences, such
as between 80 and 150 million people. Schlesinger said that it was the
Steering Group’s judgment that this was one criterion for damagelimiting capabilities. Lynn believed the President would want this problem discussed. Kissinger wondered if we would be influenced by the
prospect of the Soviets inflicting more damage upon us at mutually
high fatality levels, and Lynn thought that perhaps we would be influenced in this situation. Kissinger thought that a mythology of relative deaths had grown up which was no longer relevant. Lynn replied
that this was true in the context of assured destruction fatalities but
not at lower death levels. Kissinger said that the question was therefore whether the ratio of fatalities would make a difference below certain levels. Halperin commented that the paper (3rd para. on page 6)
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states that you cannot keep our damage levels down in any event. Lynn
said that this view in the paper said we should care about relative damage and casualties. Kissinger said that the necessity was to get our fatalities down to their levels so that they would not believe they could
inflict significantly greater damage. Lynn and Selin declared that we
now have rough parity in terms of damage and casualties, unless a
thick ABM system is deployed. Kissinger repeated his view that beyond a certain level the casualty ratio makes no difference. Damagelimitation might be worth the effort for 10 million lives versus fivemillion lives, but the statement in the paper loses meaning beyond a
certain point. Lynn said that we are in a position now to balance off
fatalities and we would not wish to see the Soviets, through defensive
deployment, cut into this balance even though we still maintained assured destruction. Halperin summarized that the paper’s statement on
this subject was meaningful only if casualty ratios above the 25–30%
assured destruction level were meaningful.
Kissinger asked whether it was worth noting that we cannot get
fatalities below a certain level. Selin confirmed that view. On intelligence grounds we are sure that the Soviets would respond to our initiatives, and on technical grounds it is easy for them to do this.
Unger suggested that the heading about controlling our forces in
nuclear war (II B 3 on page 6) be made broader in terms of assuring a
relatively advantageous outcome. Packard recommended a general observation be made in this section about the desirability of a favorable
outcome which overrides other considerations in a nuclear war.
The group then discussed Section III, results of the analysis of the
NSSM 3 study.
G. Smith wondered whether the JCS suggestion was designed to
recommend more damage-limiting and war-fighting capabilities than we
have at present or to better state present policy. Unger replied that the
JCS were seeking a balance in the paper (including JSOP forces), without choosing a particular structure. Packard noted that the JCS wanted
more damage-limiting capabilities even in present forces. In assessing
outcomes of nuclear exchanges, they would utilize other criteria than fatalities alone, such as military targets. They were seeking how to deploy
present forces with a different emphasis, but this did not necessarily
mean needing more than present capabilities. Unger summarized the
JCS position as wanting “present forces appropriately modified”.
G. Smith thought it was more a question of strategy than force
structure. During 7–8 years of an assured destruction strategy, the
Chiefs wanted more war-fighting and damage-limiting capabilities;
this would have resulted in greater forces. They were never for a pure
assured destruction strategy. He wondered whether the JCS believed
that the strategy of the past few years should be changed. Unger
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responded that it was rather a question of assessing our posture in light
of the increasing threat of the last five years and projections for future
years. Selin stated that this year’s JSOP objectives were closer than ever
to the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense; the differences
were in such areas as relative advantage and degree of conservatism
in planning. The large strategic differences between the Chiefs and the
Secretary have almost completely disappeared. Packard noted that
there were no real OSD–JCS problems with strategic forces. The principal issues concerned general purpose forces.
Kissinger raised the question of protecting our allies against attack, and Sonnenfeldt/Lynn said that this would be covered in the remaining portion of the Packard study. Selin and Unger noted that it
was decided not to attempt to discuss defense of our allies in strategic
terms alone because of the close relationship with our conventional
forces in Europe. Lynn noted on page 9 reference to the need for additional study on strategic forces required to support theater forces,
while Selin added that decisions on general purpose forces affect our
strategic forces.
Kissinger recalled that in NATO debates our allies expressed their
belief that theater forces support strategic forces rather than vice versa.
Packard believed that the issue of tactical nuclear policy in Europe was
a very important one, and would be extremely significant both in his
overall report and for SALT discussions. Kissinger suggested a cover note
to this study saying that we have not included allied considerations.
Unger believed that the conventional situation in Europe impacts
on the strategic relationship. G. Smith underlined the importance of our
commitments to Western Europe to cover targets crucial to our allies.
Unger questioned if our conventional strength were below that of our
adversaries in Europe, how we would deter them if our strategic forces
are on a par with or below theirs. Kissinger said that this important issue could be covered in a note that he and Packard could agree upon.
Kissinger questioned the degree of deterrence we now have
against ground attack in Europe, given the changing strategic relationship of the past years. G. Smith did not believe the issue was so
clearcut. With our 7th Army, tactical nuclear weapons, and strategic
forces, the Europeans should not sense that our umbrella is eroding.
He believed that the uncertainty factor for the Soviets was crucial and
just as high as it was ten years ago. Packard thought that we did have
some problems. Our tactical nuclear weapons cannot reach the USSR.
Given the prospect of 80–90 million fatalities, would we intervene with
nuclear weapons if the Soviets moved into Berlin? Packard disagreed
with G. Smith’s assertion that the situation was not different than it
was ten years ago. G. Smith repeated his view that the Soviets have no
greater appetite than they did then to invade West Germany, and that
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tactical nuclear weapons were a factor in this situation. Selin declared
that it would take a very large Soviet conventional attack to raise the
question of whether we should go to nuclear weapons.
Kissinger believed that if our nuclear weapons deter the USSR, our
different strategic relationship today must be reflected in the degree of
deterrence. G. Smith said he was disturbed to hear the implication that
Europe is in greater danger today with regard to the US nuclear umbrella. In response to Packard’s belief that the President would be hard
pressed to use nuclear weapons in Europe, G. Smith said that this has
always been the case and that Europe is not in a different state of security today. J. Smith opined that we just did not know what constitutes deterrence. Kissinger continued to question how one could write
a long disquisition on the changed strategic relationship that all agreed
has taken place during the past few years, without acknowledging its
impact on the ability of American strategic forces to provide local defense. He was not saying that local defense was not possible. He
thought these questions should be flagged for the decision-makers’ attention without prejudging them.
Farley referred to the four conditions on pages 8–9 which appeared
to define strategic sufficiency.16 He asked whether we would have insufficiency if we could not fulfill one of these four conditions. Packard
reviewed each of the conditions and thought there was agreement that
the first two (maintaining our second strike capability and insuring
that the Soviets would have no first strike incentives) were ones that
all could agree were necessary for sufficiency. There were questions
about the meaningful casualty levels of the third condition (relative
outcomes in a nuclear war) and arguments over the fourth condition
(damage-limitation against small or accidental attacks).
Unger suggested his fifth condition of relatively advantageous outcomes, which Packard suggested be added. Farley said that the Steering Group had not agreed to this condition. Selin did not believe this
element should be added; it could mean that one was always confronted with the choice of either insufficiency or an arms race. Packard
suggested, and it was agreed, that the JCS suggestions would be inserted as their position, accompanied by a statement of OSD objections.
The group then reviewed Section IV, Strategic Options.
G. Smith emphasized the importance of our public posture. The
way in which we describe our strategic forces is crucial to world opinion, and ACDA should have a look at any public statements. Kissinger
promised that ACDA would have a crack at any Presidential statements
arising from NSSM 3.

16

See footnote 8 above.
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In discussing the question of uncertainties in the future US–USSR
strategic relationship, J. Smith pointed out that the role of intelligence
was to give the President a tool for dealing with such unknowns. Intelligence can serve to mitigate uncertainties, given the lead times of
18–24 months required for most major weapons systems.
There followed a discussion of several of the pros and cons under
the options in this section, and several drafting changes and additions
were agreed to.
Under the discussion on estimating the threat (IV A 1) Selin
pointed out that option a referred to the greater-than-expected threat
and that therefore the first con should read to the effect: forces probably greater than needed.
It was agreed to drop the phrase “offsetting the least part of our
advantage” under the third con for option a. Selin pointed out that our
current policy is option b, not option a. Kissinger suggested that a pro
for option b could be that it provides the greatest incentive to the Soviets to enter arms limitation talks. Lynn believed that option a could
also provide incentive for SALT talks. It was agreed that pros along
these lines would be inserted under both options a and b.
Farley thought that the first con under option c was overstated,
and it was agreed to tone this down. The group also concurred in a
JCS suggestion to change the first pro under option c to read: “forces
needed against the estimated likely threat”.
Kissinger wondered whether the second paragraph on page 12 was
accurate, i.e., that option c would reduce our confidence in crises. He
wondered whether 20% more missiles, for example, would give us
more confidence in a crisis. Selin noted that we had confidence in past
crises when we enjoyed a superior relationship. Lynn said that the thinner you slice your relative strategic posture the riskier it becomes to be
firm during a crisis.
In response to Kissinger’s query about our sensitivity to minor
changes in the Soviet threat, Selin said that it was a question of which
threat one was discussing and how much redundancy was needed beyond the assured destruction level of 25 to 30% fatalities. The discussion then centered on the question of redundancy (IV A 2). Halperin
pointed out, and Selin agreed, that redundancy is related to deterrence,
not damage-limitation.
Packard said that, speaking frankly, one had to admit that the issue of redundancy was being treated strictly in the context of the current components in our strategic forces, rather than taking a hard look
at redundancy that might be caused by competition among the military services. Thus, this issue was being treated only in terms of the
present facts of life, and there was no vigorous examination of possible new forces. Lynn suggested a background paragraph to this effect,
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and Kissinger agreed. There followed a brief discussion of the question of the mix of our forces which Unger noted was relevant to all the
conditions listed for sufficiency. Packard said this had been studied.
G. Smith wondered, in this regard, why we placed our missiles near
cities; he agreed with the Navy’s emphasis on getting them out into the
seas. Lynn noted the command and control problems of sea-based forces.
There was some discussion of how the options in this section
would complicate Soviet planning. It was agreed that in addition to
option a, option b would also serve this purpose to an extent.
Farley noted the seeming paradox between the two cons for option a (with regard to the adequacy of the forces). Unger pointed out
that the first one referred to assured destruction, while the second one
covered other factors such as damage limitation, contingencies, etc.
(Kissinger had to leave the meeting at this point, and Packard became Chairman.
Discussion continued about the pros and cons. Unger noted the
second pro under option c, a sea-based force only would reduce Soviet
incentives to attack the continental United States. Lynn again recalled
the command and control problems related to submarines.
There was considerable discussion about the thrust of section B,
beginning on page 13, and it was agreed to highlight the political and
public aspects in the title for this section. Halperin noted that we will
call whatever option we choose sufficiency. Selin suggested deleting a
reference to emphasizing this concept under option 1, and this was
agreed upon.
J. Smith wondered whether the first option, which included proceeding with MIRVs and Safeguard, could be characterized as emphasizing moderation. After some discussion it was agreed to reverse options 1 and 2, and to say that the new option 2 emphasized moderation
in comparison to the new option 1. Selin did not perceive the difference between options 1 and 2 in terms of our strategic force decisions.
He did not see how under the new option 2 we might be passing up
opportunities to improve our relative strategic capabilities. Packard
and Unger felt that this was a fair statement. Packard said that the discussion was merely treating the broad options of increasing, decreasing, or maintaining present strategic forces. This was an overlook at
the general effect before dealing with specific programs; therefore under this broad option we might be passing up some opportunities to
improve our capabilities. Farley said that if the con for the new option
1 of perhaps inducing the Soviets to seek détente was to be retained,
there should also be a con to the effect that this option might harden
Soviet attitudes, given our uncertainty about Soviet reactions.
After some further discussion on this section (IV B) Selin suggested, and it was agreed, to pick up language contained in the Steering Group report.
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With regard to the final section on unresolved issues (V), Halperin
suggested adding the problem of requirements generated by our NATO
commitments. It could be noted that this issue, unlike the other three
unresolved questions listed in this section, was being addressed in the
remaining portion of the Packard study. This was agreed to.
There being no further questions, the meeting was then adjourned.

33.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, June 5, 1969.

SUBJECT
Implications of Soviet Multiple Reentry Vehicle (MRV) Test Program

Since last August the Soviets have been testing their SS–9 missiles
with a large heavy warhead containing three separate weapons or reentry vehicles. Four tests were conducted within the USSR. Three more
tests were recently conducted at longer range into the Pacific. In all of
the successful tests, the impact patterns of the three weapons formed
triangles of similar shapes with sides no longer than five miles. The Intelligence Community and other experts have been reviewing the data
from these tests and debating their implications. The key question has
been whether each of the three weapons could be specifically directed
against a different Minuteman silo, thus implying that the Soviets were
well on their way toward a MIRV capability.
I have been aware that there have been differing views concerning what these tests implied about future Soviet capabilities.2 There-

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 845,
ABM–MIRV, MIRV Test Program. Top Secret. Drafted by Lynn. A stamped note on the
first page reads: “The President has seen.”
2
See Documents 30 and 31. Kissinger recalled in his memoirs the controversy
within the intelligence community about the SS–9. “Early in the Administration a school
of thought developed that the triple warhead on the Soviet SS–9” was a MIRV “aimed
at our Minuteman missile silos. The CIA maintained that the warheads could not be targeted independently. I leaned toward the more ominous interpretation. To clarify matters, I adopted a procedure much resented by traditionalists who jealously guarded the
independence of the estimating process.” Kissinger conceded that “Helms stood his
ground; he was later proved right.” (Kissinger, White House Years, p. 37)
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fore, during the last few days, I have had a series of meetings with
Dick Helms, Dave Packard and several other officials from CIA, the
Defense Intelligence Agency and the Department of Defense concerning the implications of these recent Soviet tests.3
In my judgment, these implications add up to a decisive confirmation of both the Safeguard program and of your decision to continue with the U.S. MIRV test program. Though these discussions covered complex technical questions, I think you will want to be aware of
the main issues. In particular, I think it is now appropriate to revise
our Safeguard rationale to take account of our best current judgment
about the Soviet threat.
The discussions centered around two questions:
1. What are the technical characteristics of the Soviet MRV program based on tests conducted to date?
2. Based on these technical data, what conclusions can we draw
concerning Soviet progress toward developing a full MIRV capability?
Technical Characteristics
There appears to be no significant disagreement about the demonstrated technical characteristics of the Soviet MRV program:
—The Soviets can launch successfully a single SS–9 containing
three reentry vehicles of about 5 megatons each.
—Tests with the SS–9 missile indicate that a maximum range of
5000 nautical miles for the MRV system is clearly possible. (Some analyses indicate that even longer ranges are possible with a MRV payload.)
With a 5000 mile range, the SS–9 MRV system can reach 5 out of 6 of
our Minuteman complexes. (The sixth complex in Missouri can be
reached by SS–9s with single 18 megaton warheads.)

3
After reading a summary of a New York Times article about an “intelligence gap”
that arose when CIA opponents of the ABM allegedly briefed like-minded Senators to
undercut Laird’s testimony about the growing SS–9 threat, Nixon handwrote instructions to Kissinger to “(1) Give Helms unshirted hell for this! (2) We know it is part true
(his Georgetown underlings). (3) Tell him to crack down. (4) Also—tell Cushman.” (Memorandum from Butterfield to Kissinger, June 2; National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Box 844, ABM–MIRV, Sentinel ABM System, Vol. III) Kissinger and
Helms met on June 2. According to Haig’s summary of the meeting, the two discussed
“in considerable detail” the CIA’s activities “with respect to the strategic threat and their
impact on ABM legislation.” Haig added, “You may be assured that Helms is aware of
the President’s views on this matter.” (Ibid., Box 207, Agency Files, CIA, Vol. I) Nixon
later instructed Kissinger, during a June 12 telephone conversation, “to call Helms and
tell him he has fifteen minutes to decide which side he is on.” Minutes after telephoning Helms, Kissinger called the President, who “asked if Helms had made up his mind
yet which side he is on.” Kissinger assured Nixon that Helms was “telling the truth to
everyone” since there was “no evidence that [the SS–9’s warheads] can be independently targeted. K[issinger] said he thinks he has Helms on the ball.” All three transcripts
are ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File.
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—It is estimated that the present Soviet MRV system if deployed,
probably in 1970, will have about one-half mile accuracy. With such accuracy, each weapon will have a 66% probability of destroying a Minuteman silo. If accuracies improve to one quarter mile, each weapon will
have a 90% probability of destroying a Minuteman silo. The most recent
intelligence estimate is that such accuracies will be achieved by 1972.
—The system the Soviets have been testing is significantly more
complex than it would need to be if it were no more than a simple
MRV program, that is, a program which could deploy three warheads
but could not independently direct them to separate targets. Though
the tests observed to date have not demonstrated the flexibility required
for a MIRV system capable of attacking all of our Minuteman silos, any
additional technical effort required to achieve such flexibility cannot
be great compared to what the Soviets have already achieved with their
system.
—The evidence seems to indicate that at least 60–65% of our Minuteman silos could be specifically targeted with triple warheads based
on the patterns we have seen to date. The remainder would, of course,
be targeted with single weapons as the Soviet SS–9 program increases.
Implications of MRV Test Results
On the issue of what conclusions we can draw from these technical data, there is agreement that at the very least, the experience gained
by the Soviets from testing to date is a significant step towards a MIRV
development.
There is disagreement, however, our whether or not the system
the Soviets have tested is in fact a MIRV. One view, held mainly in DIA
and DOD, is that the Soviet system is almost certainly a MIRV, because:
—the technical data, though not yet conclusive, are consistent with
its being a MIRV, and
—there is no other plausible explanation for the Soviet system; a
simple MRV for the SS–9 would give the Soviets no advantage over a
single warhead.
The opposing view, held by CIA, is that we cannot conclude now
that the Soviet system is a MIRV, because:
—the full capability has not been demonstrated in flight tests to
date.
—it would be a radical departure from normal practice if they were
to deploy a weapon with the potential importance of MIRV’s without
complete testing, and
—it would be unwise to draw conclusions about Soviet programs
based on our views of what is plausible for the Soviets to do, because
we’ve been wrong before when using such reasoning.
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In the CIA view, two technical capabilities should be demonstrated
before concluding that the Soviets have a MIRV.
—A capability to “roll” the SS–9 in flight in order to vary the directions in which the reentry vehicles are released.
—A greater time span between the release of the first and the third
reentry vehicles in order to spread them over greater distances.
(From private conversations, I gather that demonstration of just
the second capability would probably convince most of the skeptics
that the Soviets had a MIRV.)
I think that the significance of these considerations can be summarized as follows:
—There is a positive technical evidence that the Soviets either have
a MIRV system capable of attacking Minuteman or are making significant progress toward achieving one.
—By 1974, when our Safeguard ABM first becomes operational,
the Soviets could have been deploying MIRV’s for four years and highly
accurate MIRV’s for two years.
—Even the present multiple warhead is capable of covering at least
60–65% of our retaliatory force with multiple warheads.
—The Soviet MRV program appears to be designed to threaten our
deterrent by making it possible for the Soviets to wipe out our landbased missiles; it certainly is not designed simply to penetrate ABM
defenses. The main purpose of our MIRV program, on the other hand,
is to protect our deterrent by insuring that we can penetrate ABM defenses, though we must admit that the Soviets may see it differently.
Whereas our Poseidon MIRV’s are 40 kilotons, a Soviet MIRV could be
5 megatons, or well over 100 times the yield of our Poseidon warheads.
In view of the importance of these conclusions, and because the
three long-range Soviet MRV tests have taken place since your decision to deploy Safeguard, I have asked the CIA to have the United
States Intelligence Board reassess certain aspects of the Soviet ICBM
program, especially the SS–9 and multiple reentry vehicle programs.
Because we now have a better understanding of how the Soviet
strategic threat is developing, I think it is important to update our rationale for the Safeguard deployment to reflect our best current judgment. Enclosed at Tab A is a Safeguard position paper which we prepared initially in early April.4 It has been updated in the light of the
above discussion, principally by amplifying the statement of the Soviet threat on page 2.

4

Attached but not printed.
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If you approve this rationale as modified, I will send copies to Mel
Laird, Bill Rogers, Herb Klein, Bryce Harlow and others who can make
use of it in their efforts to win approval of the Safeguard program.5
5

34.

The President initialed his approval.

Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1
Washington, June 5, 1969.
U.S. STRATEGIC POSTURE: BASIC ISSUES
I. For What Purposes Do We Maintain Strategic Forces?

There is general agreement that the overriding purpose of our
strategic posture is political and defensive: to deny other countries the
ability to impose their will on the United States and its allies under the
weight of strategic military superiority. We want all potential aggressors to know that a nuclear attack, nuclear blackmail, and acts—such
as a large scale Soviet conventional attack on Europe—which could escalate to strategic nuclear war involve unacceptable risks to them.
There is also general agreement that the primary military purposes
of our strategic forces are:
—to reduce the likelihood that nuclear war will occur.
—to protect ourselves and our Allies from the destructive consequence of nuclear wars, insofar as we can, and
—to be capable of controlling strategic nuclear conflicts so that the
possible outcomes leave the United States and its Allies in a relatively
advantageous position.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–22, NSC Meeting, June 13, 1969. Top Secret. There is no
drafting information on the paper, which is a revised summary of the interagency response to NSSM 3, submitted by Packard to Kissinger on May 12. (see footnote 2, Document 32). The paper was revised to reflect the discussion at the Review Group meeting on May 29 (see Document 32). The NSC Secretariat distributed this paper to Agnew,
Rogers, and George Lincoln on June 11 with copies sent to Richardson, Wheeler, Helms,
David Kennedy, Attorney General John Mitchell, Gerard Smith, and Mayo. It served as
the basis for discussions at the NSC meetings held on June 13 and 18 (see Documents
35 and 36).
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A fourth military purpose of our strategic forces is to deter or, if
appropriate, cope with large scale conventional attacks on our allies.
The strategic capability required for this purpose and its relationship
to required tactical nuclear and conventional forces need further study.
The second part of the NSSM–3 study will address these issues more
fully.2
Though agreement can be reached on these purposes, it is no simple matter to translate them into strategic forces, plans and budgets.
To do so, several basic issues must be resolved.
II. Basic Issues in Designing Our Strategic Posture
The evaluation of strategic options at the end of this paper will
depend upon judgments on the following basic issues.
A. Political Issues
1. How conservative should we be in carrying out U.S. strategic
purposes?
The Steering Group Report notes that our basic interests dictate
that our strategic posture be militarily sufficient at all times and that
this sufficiency and our resolve to use it be evident and credible. It also
notes that our basically defensive purposes must be unmistakably clear.
There are differing views about how best to achieve these ends.
Some will argue that we must make decisions to deploy new strategic
weapon systems in anticipation of possible threats in order to reduce
the risks we face to the maximum feasible extent and leave no doubts
as to our resolve to maintain or improve as necessary the capabilities
of our strategic posture.
Others will view deployments of new systems in anticipation of
threats as premature and inconsistent with our defensive and nonprovocative objectives. They will maintain that such deployments
could and probably would stimulate Soviet responses and in effect create or at least make more likely the anticipated Soviet threat. They will
counsel restraint in making such decisions and the amassing of unambiguous evidence that the threat justifies them. They will express
the belief that a strong research and development effort will provide
an adequate hedge against uncertainty.
2. How should we assess Soviet strategic objectives?
The Steering Group Report notes that the actions we must take to
secure our interests, and the extent to which we must develop, buy and
maintain strategic nuclear forces for this purpose, depend very much
on the purposes of the Soviet Union. The Report also notes that Soviet
strategic objectives may not be fixed and probably will be influenced

2

Document 45.
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by the ways we design our forces and communicate our intent. Thus,
there are two partially overlapping issues:
—What are the Soviet Union’s strategic objectives?
—How will Soviet strategic decisions be influenced by what we do?
a. Soviet strategic objectives.
One view, reflected in the Report of the Working Group on Soviet
and Other Foreign Reactions,3 emphasizes the likelihood that Soviet
strategic objectives are similar to ours: mutual deterrence of nuclear attacks and the limitation of damage if deterrence fails and nuclear war
occurs. The Soviets’ most important political and military goal, at least
for the foreseeable future, is a strategic posture which is roughly as capable as that of the U.S.4
The Steering Group Report notes the possibility, however, that the
Soviets may have as a continuing goal clear superiority in at least some
aspects of strategic capability. The Soviets’ present buildup of strategic
forces, together with what we know about their development and test
programs, raises serious questions about where they are headed and
the potential threats we and our allies face.5
b. Likely Soviet reactions to U.S. strategic initiatives.
The Steering Group agreed that if U.S. strategic policies and decisions convinced the Soviet leadership that we were seeking to take
away the Soviet deterrent, they would react immediately with the deployments needed to maintain their deterrent. However, it is impossible to say with confidence whether or not these Soviet reactions would
offset fully our actions. It is also impossible to say whether or how the
Soviets would increase their deployments in response to improvements
in the U.S. strategic capability which did not signal a clear threat to the
Soviet deterrent.
The Soviet political reaction to a substantial increase in U.S. strategic capabilities is also uncertain. Some believe that the Soviets would
react by seeking détente, particularly if the Soviets were unwilling to
3
In April, the Working Group on Soviet and Other Foreign Reactions, chaired by
the CIA’s Director of Strategic Research, submitted its response to NSSM 3. According
to its summary, the paper, entitled “Foreign Political and Military Reactions to U.S. Strategies and Forces,” reached the following conclusion about Soviet strategic objectives: Soviet “leaders probably are confident that they are achieving a rough strategic equality
with the US and a strong deterrent capability which is recognized by the US and by the
rest of the world. We believe the Soviets recognize, however, that for the foreseeable future it is not feasible for them to achieve damage limiting capabilities which would permit them to launch a first strike against the US without receiving a very high level of
damage in return.” The report was appended as Tab E to the NSSM 3 response submitted by Packard to Kissinger on May 12. (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files:
FRC 330–75–103, 320.2, Strategic) The text of the report is in the CIA FOIA Electronic
Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
4
Nixon highlighted this paragraph and wrote “nonsense!” above it.
5
Nixon highlighted this paragraph and wrote “correct” above it.
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increase significantly their budget for strategic forces at the expense of
overall economic growth or at the expense of their general purpose
force posture. Others believe that the Soviet reaction is more likely to
result in a hardening of Soviet political positions and attitudes and an
increase in tension.
3. How shall we take Allied interests into account?
There is agreement that our Allies and other non-nuclear countries
have a major stake in the U.S. strategic posture. They look to our
strength to deter nuclear war and to protect them from aggression or
from coercion which is backed by a credible nuclear threat. Commitments to Allies impose additional requirements on U.S. strategic forces
which must be considered in assessing the adequacy of these forces.
Thus our strategic policies and forces are important elements in our relationships with Allies and other countries.
There is also agreement that our Allies would be deeply worried
if the U.S. appeared to be indifferent to growing Soviet strategic
strength. They might doubt that we were still willing to defend them
if they faced an actual or threatened large scale conventional attack.
The issue is how our Allies, particularly in Europe, would react to
a determined U.S. attempt to increase its relative strategic capabilities.
The answer depends on how the present strategic relationship between
the U.S. and the Soviet Union is perceived. Widely different perceptions exist among our Allies and among important elements of political opinion within certain countries.
To some of those who view present U.S. strategic capabilities as
clearly superior, U.S. initiatives would go against their hopes that EastWest tensions could be reduced. They would fear that increased U.S.Soviet strategic competition would increase the nuclear threat to Europe, particularly if a major Soviet strategic build-up seemed to be in
prospect. Others, however, would tend to discount such concerns and
emphasize the desirability of U.S. superiority as the best guarantee
against Soviet attack or pressure.
Some of those who perceive a significant deterioration in relative
U.S. strategic capabilities would probably welcome U.S. strategic initiatives as an indication of U.S. resolve to maintain powerful strategic
forces to deter not only nuclear war but major aggression of any kind
in Europe. Some, however, would question the necessity of such initiatives under present circumstances on the grounds that the present
and foreseeable balance is adequate to maintain deterrence.
4. What are the implications of China’s nuclear program?
The Steering Group Report notes that we and the Soviet Union are
faced with great uncertainties because it is possible that China, and
perhaps other countries, may acquire a strategic nuclear capability. We
may find it increasingly difficult to determine in the early stages
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whether Soviet strategic missile and ABM programs are directed at the
U.S. or at China, and such uncertainties may make it more difficult to
determine appropriate U.S. responses.
The issue concerns the nuclear guarantees we extend to countries
threatened by China’s nuclear program. It has been our policy to extend to our Allies general assurance of U.S. protection against nuclear
threats or nuclear attacks while avoiding specifics. We have given no
assurances to other states in Asia. How can we make such guarantees
credible, and is it in our interest to do so?
B. Military Issues
1. What kinds of Soviet nuclear attacks on the U.S. must we deter?
Three general views were considered in the course of the study.
a. Emphasis on “assured destruction.”
According to this view, the main criterion for evaluating the U.S.
strategic deterrent is our capability to strike back and destroy Soviet
society after absorbing an all-out, surprise Soviet attack on our strategic forces. If we can destroy with high confidence a fourth to a half of
Soviet population and industry after the worst conceivable Soviet attack on our forces—a capability we can refer to as our assured destruction capability—nuclear war is effectively deterred. By and large,
this is the view that has prevailed up to now.
b. Emphasis on crisis stability.
According to this view, there are additional criteria that should be
used to evaluate the U.S. strategic posture. For example, the Soviets
may launch an all-out attack against both U.S. forces and cities in a period of crisis or tension if they believe (1) that to do so will assure a
significantly better result for them than absorbing a U.S. first strike,
and (2) that a U.S. first strike is highly likely. Our forces must be designed to eliminate all Soviet incentives to strike first in a crisis as well
as to provide a second strike capability as defined by the assured destruction criterion.
c. Additional emphasis on disarming attacks.
A third view emphasizes, in addition to the considerations above,
the possibilities of less than all-out Soviet strikes on U.S. forces designed (1) to improve the Soviets relative military position and (2) to
confront us with the possibility that it would be better to halt the war
rather than retaliate and risk the loss of U.S. cities. Concern about such
attacks would lead to a greater emphasis on war fighting qualities in
our forces and greatly improved command, control and decision
mechanisms.6
6

to it.
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Most of the Steering Group could not endorse the third view as a
criterion for designing forces, noting that less than all-out attacks have
no precedent in Soviet military doctrine. Nevertheless, the Steering
Group believes the President can be provided options in this regard
through proper design of command and control and crisis management mechanisms.
2. To what extent should we seek to limit damage to ourselves in
a nuclear war?
The Steering Group agreed that we don’t want the Soviet Union
to believe that if it starts a war, significantly more destruction and death
will occur in America than in the Soviet Union. There would be extreme psychological and political disadvantages to the United States if
we were in such a position.
The Steering Group also agreed that within the time period of the
study, there is no prospect that we could limit damage to ourselves so
effectively that we would take away the Soviet Union’s nuclear
deterrent.
The issue is, between these two limits—i.e. holding U.S. deaths to
a level no greater than Soviet deaths (now 90–120 million) and holding U.S. deaths to extremely low levels—where do we draw the line?
Does it make sense for us to buy additional strategic forces, such as
ballistic missile defenses, to bring U.S. deaths down to 60 million?
There is agreement that we would want such a capability if we
could have it without sacrificing the attainment of other national objectives. There is disagreement about whether this is possible.
One view holds that this is possible, that we could buy more damage limiting capability without threatening the Soviet deterrent and
thus without provoking an offsetting Soviet reaction.
The other view, held by most of the Steering Group, is that the Soviets, using pessimistic assumptions about our capabilities and intentions, would certainly react, perhaps even overreact, and largely offset
the U.S. damage limiting initiatives.
The Steering Group also agreed that we can and should protect
ourselves against small, including accidental, attacks from any source.
We can expect forces bought for this purpose to be highly effective.
3. How well should we be able to control our forces in nuclear
war?
The study did not undertake an in-depth review of our command,
control and communications systems or of our plans for the use of our
strategic forces.
The Steering Group Report noted, however, that strategic exchanges need not be spasm reactions. They may develop as a series
of steps in an escalating crisis in which both sides want to avoid
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attacking cities, neither side can afford unilaterally to stop the exchange, and the situation is dominated by uncertainty.
The capability for selective use of strategic weapons gives us response options which may be more attractive than launching all-out
attacks or not responding at all. Thus in the design of our forces we
should consider not only a good command and control system, but also
the additional system characteristics which are needed to perform the
selective mission.
This and other considerations in the study strongly underscored
the need for further study of these aspects of strategic capabilities.
III. Results of the Analysis
A. Summary of the Approach
The Department of Defense examined four nuclear strategies
which varied widely in the military objectives they were designed to
achieve.7 These strategies differed in the emphasis they placed on the
following factors: our confidence in our ability to deter nuclear attacks
in a variety of circumstances, the extent to which we can limit damage
to the United States in a nuclear war, and the relative advantage which
the United States could achieve in a nuclear war with the Soviet Union.
The strategies ranged from those which were designed to achieve
“dominance” or “superiority” over the Soviet Union—mainly by seeking extremely effective damage limiting capability—to those which
were designed primarily to deter an all-out Soviet attack on the United
States and include additional forces to limit damage only from small
attacks. The strategies do not take into account possible alternative civil
defense postures, which will be the subject of NSSM 57.8
Eighteen representative U.S. strategic force structures were developed and grouped into five categories which correspond roughly to the
four strategies. At the same time, a Working Group on Foreign Political and Military Reactions, chaired by the Central Intelligence Agency,
estimated possible Soviet military responses to each of these strategies
and force categories. Using a range of representative Soviet threats, including the postulated Soviet responses to each strategy, the U.S. forces
were reevaluated to see how well they could meet the military objectives for which they were designed. The analysis was broken off at this
point without considering further responses and reevaluations.

7
On April 11, a Department of Defense working group completed a report, entitled “Analysis of Alternative Nuclear Strategies and Force Postures,” which supplemented the response to NSSM 3 overseen by the Packard Committee. (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–75–103, 320.2, Strategic)
8
Document 28.
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Another Working Group, chaired by the Department of State, evaluated the broad foreign policy implications of each strategy and force
category.
B. Conclusions
Based on the results of the analysis, the Steering Group reached
the following conclusions:
1. Though Soviet strategic capabilities are approaching our own,
we are highly confident that the United States can maintain a credible
strategic posture with respect to attacks on the U.S. no matter how Soviet strategic programs develop. However,
a. We cannot expect to regain a posture that will be seen as
markedly superior because the Soviets are unlikely to relinquish the
gains they have worked so hard to achieve.
b. Unilateral reductions in the U.S. posture, though they might not
jeopardize our deterrent in many respects, would almost certainly raise
doubts about U.S. resolve among our Allies and involve some important military risks.
2. As far as Soviet strategic objectives are concerned, we are confident that the Soviet Union is determined to deter attacks by the United
States. However, the study could not resolve the following two
uncertainties:
a. What are Soviet long-term strategic objectives beyond that of
deterring a deliberate all-out attack?
b. How do the Soviets view the objectives of the U.S. strategic program and do they feel highly threatened by it?
Since both sides recognize that strategic decisions are interrelated,
there may be opportunities to cooperate to reduce threats and uncertainties. Arms control criteria and procedures may be able to make important contributions.
3. As far as specific military capabilities are concerned, the Steering Group agrees that we can and should
—maintain high confidence that our second strike capability is sufficient to deter an all-out Soviet surprise attack on our strategic forces,
—maintain forces to insure that the Soviet Union would have no
incentive to strike the United States first in a crisis,
—maintain the capability to deny to the Soviet Union the ability
to cause significantly more deaths and industrial damage in the United
States in a nuclear war than they themselves would suffer, and
—deploy defenses which limit damage from small attacks or accidental launches to a low level.
These four conditions in effect define strategic sufficiency as far as
nuclear attacks on the United States are concerned.
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff would add as a fifth condition, “Have the
capability to insure relatively favorable outcomes if deterrence fails.”9
By this they mean a capability for a relatively favorable ratio of fatalities, industrial damage, and residual military assets, as well as for the
destruction of a comprehensive military target system under a wide
range of war-initiation, war-waging and war-termination analyses.
They note that the ultimate measure of strategic sufficiency, if deterrence fails, is the resulting overall relative power relationship of opponents which would enable the U.S. and its Allies to control effectively the course of a political or military situation. The rest of the
Steering Group did not endorse this as a condition for sufficiency because it does not describe a specific capability which can be achieved.
As noted above, additional study is needed to define the strategic
forces required to support theater forces and to determine the contribution of strategic forces to the deterrence of conventional war. These
subjects are being considered in the second part of the NSSM–3 study.
The Steering Group also generally agreed that the Soviets have the
capability to react and largely offset U.S. strategies designed to achieve
a significantly greater capability to limit damage to ourselves in a nuclear war, though it is not clear just what the Soviets would judge to
be a threat to their deterrent and precisely how they would react.
IV. Strategic Options
These conclusions do not resolve all major questions of strategic
forces and policy. The Steering Group has identified two major issues
for Presidential consideration:
—What principles should guide the design of our strategic forces
in order to deal with uncertainties in the future strategic relationships
between U.S. and the Soviet Union?
—What public posture should the President take at this time regarding U.S.-Soviet strategic relationships and what actions are necessary to support that posture?
A. Planning Strategic Forces
We deal with uncertainty when designing our strategic forces in
two ways:
—by being pessimistic about the Soviet threat and
—by designing considerable redundancy into our posture.
The Steering Group believes that how and why we do this are essentially policy judgments which need to be made in the light of the
overall political and military context.

9

Nixon wrote in the margin next to this sentence: “RN agrees.”
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The judgments relating to the adequacy, redundancy, and effectiveness of forces in the following options do not specifically address
the requirements for the destruction of a comprehensive military target system, commitment to Allies or the interaction with General Purpose Forces.
1. Against what threat should we design our forces?
The options are:
a. Buy forces to counter threats considerably greater than the highest intelligence projections. This approach hedges against possible
threats before they appear.
Pro:
—We could have extremely high confidence in our strategic
capabilities.
—We would always have the initiative in force deployments.
—The Soviets might have a greater incentive to negotiate mutual
restraints on strategic deployments.
Con:
—The forces would probably be larger than we need for
sufficiency.
—These forces would cost $4 to $6 billion more per year than the
current program, which costs $14–$15 billion per year.
—The Soviets would almost certainly deploy more forces than they
would otherwise.
b. Buy forces against the high intelligence projections of the threat,
but also maintain options to deploy new systems against greater
threats. This is essentially what we do now.
Pro:
—We would have high confidence in our strategic capabilities,
with adequate protection against surprise.
—Such an approach is less provocative than being extremely pessimistic and thus is less of a stimulus to strategic arms competition.
—The necessary forces could cost between $1 billion more to $1
billion less than the present program.
Con:
—We would still be buying more forces than we actually need if
the threat turns out to be less than the high projection.
—On balance, we might be encouraging an acceleration in the
strategic arms build-up by the Soviet Union.
—On the other hand, there would be some risk that we would be
surprised by unexpected changes in Soviet objectives and technological breakthroughs.
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c. Buy forces against the most likely Soviet threat, maintaining the
options to deploy additional weapons if increased threats emerged. Put
increased emphasis on advanced weapons development as insurance.
Pro:
—We would be buying forces adequate for sufficiency against the
estimated likely threat.
—We could emphasize our restraint in strategic decisions and
thereby encourage a more responsible Soviet weapons policy.
—The needed forces could cost $1 to $2 billion less per year than
the present program.
Con:
—Our strategic capabilities would be more sensitive to relatively
small changes in the Soviet threat.
—We would be accepting significant risks associated with changed
Soviet objectives, covert deployments, or technological breakthroughs.
—Depending on Soviet forces at the time our confidence in crises
might be reduced if we adopted such a policy.
2. How much redundancy should we buy in our deterrent?
The main way we buy redundancy in our deterrent is to maintain
a significant strategic capability in each of three force components:
land-based missiles, sea-based missiles and bombers. Following are the
options:
a. Maintain an independent capability in each of the force categories. This is our present approach.
Pro:
—This policy gives us high confidence in our capabilities because
we are not dependent on one or even two systems.
—Soviet offensive and defensive planning becomes more complicated and expensive than if we had our eggs in fewer baskets.
Con:
—This policy means that we maintain a much stronger force than
we need for deterrence.
—Even with this policy, there is no guarantee that the combined
force, operating in concert, will be adequate for the full range of possible contingencies.
b. Maintain three force components, but do not insist on an independent capability in each.
Pro:
—This policy still maintains redundancy and thus some confidence in our capabilities.
—It still forces Soviet planners to contend with three force components, but at less cost to us.
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—It is more consistent with a policy of restraint in strategic
decisions.
—We could save $1 to $2 billion per year compared to the present
program.
Con:
—We would be running the risk that our forces were not sufficient
in all aspects. For example, our ability to deter some Soviet attacks in
periods of crisis might be questionable.
c. Do not maintain three force components.
We could phase out one or possibly two major force components,
keeping, for example, only land-based and sea-based missiles or only
sea-based missiles.
Pro:
—This policy would further emphasize our restraint in strategic
decisions.
—A force of sea-based missiles only reduces Soviet incentives to
make a first strike on the continental United States.
—In the long term, this policy would cost $2 to $3 billion less per
year than the present program.
Con:
—Our strategic capabilities would be much more vulnerable to unexpected failures in the remaining components or to breakthroughs in
Soviet countermeasures, such as unexpected increases in Soviet antisubmarine warfare capabilities.
—Our confidence in the sufficiency of our strategic posture would
be reduced.
—A force of sea-based missiles only would be vulnerable to unexpected failures in our communications system.
B. U.S. Alternatives in Light of the Present U.S.-Soviet Strategic Relationship
The Steering Group raised the issue of preserving an image of
strength and resolve while maintaining stability in the strategic balance. Weapons choices and public statements can and will convey powerful messages to the Communist states, our Allies, and other countries. There are three general levels of capability that encompass the
broad policy choices that exist at present.
The options are:
1. Emphasize the need for improving the U.S. strategic position.
We would indicate strong interest in initiatives to develop and deploy
new systems in response to the continued build-up of Soviet strategic
forces. For example, we could concentrate on additional offensive
weapons, including substantially larger numbers of MIRVs than now
planned, or we might add both offensive and defensive weapons.
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Pro:
—This policy would clearly demonstrate, to the Soviet Union and
our Allies, our determination to maintain our strategic strength with
high confidence.
—The Soviets might respond to stepped up U.S. deployments with
efforts at détente or increased willingness to make concessions in arms
control talks.
—We could be confident we would retain the initiative in weapons
deployments.
Con:
—This policy would strengthen the hand of Soviet military leaders who would like to continue the build-up of Soviet strategic forces
against the U.S. threat.
—Such action and statements would jeopardize the success of
strategic arms talks by calling into question our sincerity in seeking an
agreement. It might lead to a general hardening of Soviet attitudes and
positions.
2. Make minimum changes to our present programs. Proceed with
MIRVs, Safeguard and eventually with other programs as needed to
maintain sufficiency.
Pro:
—This policy emphasizes moderation and restraint compared to
Option 1 and should provide an adequate deterrent against likely Soviet threats and viable hedges against unexpected threats.
—By proceeding with MIRVs and Safeguard, there would be no
early need for further demonstrating to the Soviets that they have no
hope of achieving strategic superiority.
Con:
—We might be passing up opportunities to improve our relative
strategic capabilities.
—On the other hand, our deployment of MIRVs and ABMs could
jeopardize prospects for arms control.
3. Exercise restraint on new strategic arms programs as a means
of promoting prospects for strategic arms limitations. We would emphasize our interest in talks. We could delay MIRV testing and possibly reduce the Safeguard program, and we could suspend these programs if the Soviets reciprocated. We would also emphasize that our
programs would be resumed or accelerated if no agreement were
reached or early progress made.
Pro:
—We would be emphasizing our interest in strategic arms agreements without weakening our resolve not to be overtaken.
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—We would provide the Soviets with incentives to expedite
progress toward an agreement.
—If Soviet intransigence made decisions to resume our programs
necessary, they would receive much broader support.
Con:
—We would be giving up our position of strategic strength in negotiating with the Soviet Union.
—Because the Soviets understand the political opposition to U.S.
strategic programs, they would have an excuse to adopt dilatory tactics in talks.
—Those who now argue that we could resume our programs if
talks showed no progress would then argue against any act which
would jeopardize talks.
V. Unresolved Issues
The Steering Group identified three issues that require further
analysis:
A. Do we have the capability—the preplanned and unplanned options and the command, control and decision system—to use our strategic forces to achieve U.S. military objectives in a slowly escalating
strategic war of attrition? We need to examine whether our present posture is adequate to provide the President with the capability to use nuclear weapons in a selective manner during a nuclear crisis.
B. Under what circumstances would the United States use strategic nuclear weapons to respond to either a conventional or a nuclear
attack on our Allies?
C. As far as the Chinese threat is concerned, are there further steps
that we can and should take to assure countries that may feel threatened by China’s nuclear capability that we will protect them?
D. What strategic capability is needed for the purpose of contributing to the deterrence of conventional war? What is its relationship to the required tactical nuclear and conventional forces? (These issues are being addressed in the second part of the NSSM–3 study.)

35.

Editorial Note

The National Security Council met on June 13, 1969, to discuss the
U.S. strategic posture. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the
meeting was held in the Cabinet Room of the White House from 3:40
to 5:21 p.m. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White
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House Central Files) The following account of the meeting is based on
the handwritten notes of Alexander M. Haig, Jr., the most complete
record of the proceedings found. Haig’s notes are ibid., NSC Files, NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–109, NSC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969.
After introductory remarks by President Nixon, Deputy Director
of Central Intelligence Robert E. Cushman, Jr. briefed the National Security Council on current and projected Soviet strategic capabilities.
Some Council members pointedly questioned the estimate of Soviet offensive capabilities. Secretary of State William P. Rogers asked whether
the SS–9 was equipped with MIRVs or MRVs. Cushman responded
that, while the issue was still “open,” it was the opinion of the intelligence community that Soviet missiles were not equipped with independently targetable reentry vehicles. Nixon, paying particular attention to strategic aircraft, asked, “What is their bomber production
status? Any new generations? [Are the Soviets] going up or staying
level?” Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard responded that
both superpowers were simply maintaining their strategic air forces.
The President then made sweeping critiques of the American intelligence community and its recent track record in estimating Soviet
strength. The last such briefing given to President Johnson in 1968 had
been “way off,” he claimed. Worse, “Intelligence has been wrong on
Soviet projections since 1962.” Nixon, angered that critics of the administration’s defense policies within the intelligence community were
allegedly leaking misleading information to Congressional opponents
and to the press, suggested that such experts only leaked low estimates
of Soviet capabilities and kept high ones to themselves.
Cushman then gave a briefing on Soviet defensive capabilities,
stating that intelligence indicated that the Soviets had “cut back” and
were attempting to improve Tallinn, the ABM system surrounding
Moscow, because they lacked confidence that it could cope effectively
with United States offensive missiles. The President interrupted the
briefing to critique the estimating process, insisting that the intelligence
community was too willing to provide policymakers with a single
“opinion” to explain such actions of Moscow’s when several alternative interpretations were possible. Nixon, developing a question first
raised by Rogers, illustrated his point by noting the intelligence community’s estimate that by 1975 the Soviet ABM “would be effective
against limited attack.” Addressing Cushman, the President said,
“You’ve expressed opinion on why Soviets cut back ABM. Why have
they gone with new one? You say this is to get more effective ABM.
What is effectiveness of their ABM against Chinese attack?”
A general discussion of ABMs followed. The President was skeptical that the Soviet ABM system actually worked. Packard, replying
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to a query from Rogers, stated that Moscow had conducted some successful tests of its missile defense system. He added that the Soviets
had the equivalent of a 2-year lead on the United States in developing
and deploying a missile defense, but that the Soviets’ radar was not
electronic and that the American system was technologically superior.
Both Rogers and Kissinger were particularly concerned that the United
States had not yet developed a loiter capability, whereby an interceptor missile can be launched before its target has been fully identified
and flown in such a manner as to await the separation of a reentry vehicle from its penetration aids, and probably would not do so for another 2 years. Kissinger argued, “We must increase ours [ABM] to meet
Soviet ABM.” Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Earle G.
Wheeler assured the NSC, however, that United States military planners had targeted Tallinn in order “to protect our capability” and that
the nascent United States missile defense system had complicated Soviet planning. The President ended the discussion, saying simply
“these are tough questions.”
The discussion turned briefly to civil defense. George A. Lincoln,
Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness, asserted that the
United States had fallen behind in this area too. Reports about the relatively extensive program in the USSR suggested that the Soviets “are
better organized than we are.” Nixon agreed, asking “What happened
to us on this?” Lincoln believed it was “important” to do something
to augment American civil defenses once the analyses commissioned
by National Security Study Memorandum 57 (Document 28) had been
completed.
Nixon, Kissinger, Packard, Wheeler, and Attorney General John N.
Mitchell then engaged in a discussion about Soviet strategic doctrine
and war-fighting capabilities vis-à-vis the United States. The President
was particularly concerned that he lacked sufficient options, short of
all-out nuclear war, to employ American forces in regional conflicts, including the Middle East, with the Soviet Union.
Packard next summarized the analyses prepared in response to
National Security Study Memorandum 3 (see Document 36), detailing
five alternative strategic force postures first delineated by the Department of Defense and then reviewed by the Interagency Steering Committee that he chaired. According to Packard’s talking points, the first
option, Category I, would greatly expand and improve United States
strategic offensive and defensive forces at an annual cost of $18–23 billion. This option would provide a hedge against a greater than expected
Soviet threat and significantly reduce damage if either the United States
or the Soviet Union struck first. The enhanced United States posture
would likely stimulate a Soviet response, however. Category II would
expand United States offensive capabilities, but only slightly increase
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its defensive forces at an annual cost of $15–23 billion. For $13 to 16
billion per year, Category III would maintain the current United States
strategic program, allowing for some qualitative improvements in
weapon systems. Category IV, projected to cost $13–14 billion each year,
would slightly reduce offensive and defensive weapons. Without a viable arms control agreement, Packard cautioned, forces in this category
would involve considerable military risk. Finally, Category V, estimated
to cost $15 billion per annum, depended upon an arms control agreement and emphasized defensive over offensive weapons.
Packard’s committee had concluded that the United States could not
hope to regain strategic superiority since the Soviets could effectively respond, neutralizing any temporary gains. On the other hand, unilateral
reductions in the United States posture, although unlikely to jeopardize
the deterrent, would almost certainly raise doubts about Washington’s
resolve among its allies. The committee also had determined that the
United States retained and could maintain sufficient capability to deter
a Soviet attack and emerge in an advantageous position if deterrence
failed. Packard’s group identified two major issues for consideration by
the Council and the President. First was how to deal with uncertainty
regarding the Soviet threat in planning United States strategic forces. The
committee recommended that a defense posture be crafted with a conservative, i.e. high, estimate of the threat in mind and that redundancies
be programmed in United States forces. Second, the President needed to
choose one of the five strategic options, selecting the one that best improved the United States posture, conveyed an image of strength, and
promoted prospects for strategic arms limitations. Packard’s talking
points are in National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
NSC Institutional Files (H Files), Box H–127, NSSM 3.
Following Packard’s briefing, according to Haig’s notes, the President reminded the Council of the uncertainties involved in strategic
planning, especially since some seemingly well-designed weapons systems would inevitably fail during wartime use. Yet, he said, “We must
recognize that this game is all about diplomacy.” Nixon used the Cuban
missile crisis to illustrate the fact that the “diplomatic equation must
be weighed heavily” when making military decisions. The United
States had enjoyed a commanding four-to-one strategic edge on the Soviet Union in October 1962, he said, a military preponderance that
“paid off” during the crisis. The Soviets had since redressed the strategic imbalance. But, according to Nixon, European allies still thought
the United States was stronger. “They think this and it has effect. If we
accept parity or inferiority, in a diplomatic sense we [would?] be in a
tough” position. “We’re not settling for second place,” Nixon announced. Rogers agreed, arguing, “We need sufficiency, not parity.”
The President then directed the National Security Council to examine the “China nuclear problem.” The Chinese, armed even with
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primitive nuclear weapons, could effectively hold American cities
hostage, thereby blackmailing United States policymakers and forcing
them to surrender Manila, for instance, in exchange for their safety.
This scenario, Nixon believed, offered yet another argument for Safeguard, which gave the United States additional credibility in the Pacific. “Diplomacy is problem,” he concluded, “not cost effectiveness,”
adding that the United States could not appear to be weak in the eyes
of its allies.
The attendees then discussed the U.S. strategic posture. Wheeler
stated that the Joint Chiefs of Staff, believing that shelters were effective, wanted to upgrade civil defense. Lincoln agreed, adding that an
extensive shelter network could pay dividends in the event of natural
disasters. Wheeler also recommended that policymakers respond to the
increase in Soviet capabilities either by qualitatively improving U.S. offensive forces, deploying multiple reentry vehicles, or upgrading missile defense. He also disagreed with Rogers, arguing that strategic objectives, rather than a theoretical definition of “sufficiency,” should
guide the eventual National Security Decision Memorandum that established the United States defense posture.
Ultimately, the President declined to make a decision at meeting’s
end, preferring to wait until the Council had considered strategic issues and SALT more fully.
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36.

Minutes of National Security Council Meeting1
Washington, June 18, 1969.

RN: Let’s see if we have agreement on our four criteria.2 They are
essential to our arms control discussions.
HAK: Note: Allies, general purpose forces.
1. Criteria for sufficiency: lists the four criteria, goes over missions
on p. 5:3 A.D., stability, less than all-out attacks.
2. Impact of arms control option on other aspects of capability:
target coverage, threat to Europe.
Lists topics for additional study: all four named.
RN: Four criteria add up to massive retaliation; don’t they? 70 million or nothing. This isn’t adequate. Further study of further options
in terms of our diplomacy, other areas you haven’t covered: tac nucs,
conventional others. We may miss the boat on what may really happen. Kind of confrontations we’re likely to have, not unlikely to have.
How do I react to lesser threats?
Looking at fourth criteria may be most important thing on chart.
Gives us a viable foreign policy, for example in the Pacific.
RN: Today, we couldn’t confront Soviet Union with first strike capability. 1962 edge is all gone, we can’t help that. Paper is deficient in
that it doesn’t come up against other than massive retaliation. Report
in 2 months.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–109, NSC Meeting Minutes, Originals, 1969. No classification marking. No drafting information is included. According to the President’s Daily
Diary, the meeting, during which participants considered SALT and continued their discussion of the U.S. strategic posture begun during the previous NSC meeting (see Document 35), was held in the Cabinet Room of the White House from 10:14 a.m. to 12:48
p.m. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
2
Among the briefing materials he sent to Nixon on June 17, Kissinger included a
summary of Presidential decisions that he recommended should result from the meeting. These included obtaining NSC endorsement of the four criteria of strategic sufficiency, indicating that the President desired no changes in U.S. strategic programs pending further analysis, and making clear Nixon’s desire to continue to plan U.S. forces
against high intelligence projections of the Soviet threat while also maintaining options
to deploy new systems against unexpected developments. Kissinger also advised Nixon
to initiate post-NSSM 3 studies on the relationship among U.S. strategic nuclear, tactical
nuclear, and conventional postures; the implications of disarming attacks for force design and command and control systems; and additional evaluations of war fighting and
various strategic force designs. (Ibid., NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H–22, NSC Meeting, June 18, 1969)
3
See Document 34. Kissinger is referring to Section II B of the paper.
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Smith Briefing
RN: Are their subs under construction as good as ours?
Laird: They are Polaris type. They could be developing quieter
subs.
RN: Civil defense should be included in the evaluations of capability. This is related to political warning. Not decisive, but should be
there.
Major new factor is our verification capability.
Lincoln: Could capability be neutralized?
Helms: Sure, very easily.
RN: On-site inspection should be raised, and if you give it away
get something for it.
Rogers: We would want to avoid making this a major issue. They
would question our good faith. (Laird disagrees: don’t bring it up later
on.) Smith: Depends on what our proposal is.
RN: You must assume they will cheat.
Doubts “good faith” assertion, but discuss it later.
Smith: We should try for “old-fashioned” on-site inspection. But
also seek supplemental measures. But some agreements would require
neither.
RN: SWWA4 is propaganda point, a gimmick. Neither side will negotiate on that basis. But it could be used as propaganda. Reserve it
for later consideration. It’s like a cease-fire in VN. Not serious.
RN: What will they ask for?
They will ask for flight test limits, because they have done so much
of it to us.
What’s purpose of Soviet MRV? (to Helms) Is it first-strike weapon
or not? (Helms: oh, yes sir, it is.)
With cities, they don’t need it. They aren’t stupid.
Laird, Packard: Poseidon really isn’t a hard target weapon. Subs
can’t navigate that well; we can’t achieve the necessary accuracies.
RN: On Intelligence reports:
1. Strict separation between fact, opinion.
2. Intelligence information has been used to prove conclusions,
rather than draw conclusions. Around this table, I don’t want that kind
of talk. We’re here to learn the facts. In 1965–1968, Intelligence Community was 50% too low. We must be hard-headed in looking at the
facts. (He laid line down hard to Helms.)
4
A reference to Stop-Where-We-Are, an arms control proposal put forth by ACDA.
See Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 16.
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Helms: More than half our search areas are continuously covered
by clouds.
Maintaining arms control agreement would not be easy. We can
probably give timely warning of cheating on a scale that would alter
the strategic balance.
[less than 1 line not declassified]
Packard Briefing
Get Wheeler’s talking points on targeting considerations.
1. Today, our capability gives you limited capability in other than
A.D. situations.
2. Option IV5—MIRV ban—would not be in our best interests, because of targeting limitations.
3. Desirability of having an ABM of undetermined size.
4. 2–1 advantage in Soviet throw weight.
RN: Who would benefit from MIRV moratorium?
Wheeler: I don’t think we would. Soviets might like to stop both
our MIRVs and ABMs.
RN: Why not stop testing for a year? Would it bother you?
Wheeler: Yes sir, it would. We can’t be satisfied with ours. They
might be OK. We would be constrained to stay with single RVs.
RN: Why is MIRV important? Forget payload; enough is enough.
Is it because we can hit the additional targets? Is that what it comes
down to?
Wheeler: Targets. We can get good accuracies on MM III.
RN: Do we tie MIRVs & ABMs together because of defending hard
sites? Is ABM help against their MRV?
Wheeler: Spartan (4 MT) will kill all 3 RVs.
Our MIRVs clusters can’t be killed with one warhead.
Laird: They can’t read our program as having hard target capability.
Rogers: WRT payload, doesn’t freezing numbers put us at a
disadvantage?
Laird: Throw weight will make big difference in long run. We have
to consider this point.
Smith: In 10 years, will we both be better off with MIRVs? With
payload problem, we will both be worse off.
5
The response to NSSM 28, initiated on March 6 and completed by June, outlined four packages for SALT negotiations, which began in November. The fourth package prohibited MIRVs; the third froze the deployment and modernization of offensive
weapons. See Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, SALT I, 1969–1972, Documents 12, 14, 15,
and 20.
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Laird: We only have 40 Titans with hard target capability.
RN: If we can maintain 30% a.d. how can we talk of Soviet first
strike?
Laird: We would have to remain reliant on bombers.
Rogers: Who would benefit from MIRV ban?
Laird: Could make a case it would be about even. They believe all
tests have been successful. If so, they have moved ahead of us. They’ve
had “confidence firings.”
RN: Charts show that MIRV ban is our worst option. Is that right?
What are charts up there for? (Maybe for fun.) Is option III worse or
not?
Packard: Depends on whether we limit ICBMs. Gives us extra targeting capability. Should couple MIRV ban with ICBM limits. Must
work out numbers problem.
Rogers: Point is that Soviets can target our missiles.
Packard: We couldn’t deploy and have it unknown. They can.
Smith: Wouldn’t we see their confidence firings?
Wheeler: Test it in an IR/MRBM.
Smith: Upgrade our detection capabilities.
Wheeler: It will increase the force we can apply against them.
RN: It all comes down to diplomacy as we all know. First strike,
counterforce can be an asset.
Shouldn’t tell the whole truth. Could talk about MRVs, however.
Rogers: Get something re approach. They’re testing, we’re testing.
HAK: Develop a single answer and clear it. (Party line.)
1. Who gains from deployment ban?
2. Who gains from testing ban?
3. Can you be sure? What about clandestine testing?
SALT Options Paper.6

6

37.

Reference is to the summary of the response to NSSM 28. See ibid., Document 14.

Editorial Note

President Nixon held his sixth press conference, broadcast nationally on television and radio from the East Room of the White House,
at 7 p.m. on June 19, 1969. When asked about his position on MIRV
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testing, Nixon replied that the administration was “considering the
possibility of a moratorium as part of any arms control agreement.
However,” he continued, “as far as any unilateral stopping of tests on
our part, I do not think that would be in our interest. Only in the event
that the Soviet Union and we could agree that a moratorium on tests
could be mutually beneficial to us, would we be able to agree to
do so.”
The news conference ended with a question about Safeguard. The
President took issue with the reporter’s suggestion that the ABM was
“in trouble” in the Senate and denied that the administration was
preparing compromise language. To shore up support for the measure,
Nixon added that he recommended Safeguard “based on intelligence
information at that time. Since that time new intelligence information
with regard to the Soviet success in testing multiple reentry vehicles—
that kind of information, has convinced me that Safeguard is even more
important. Because however we may argue about that intelligence, as
to whether it has an independent guidance system as ours will have,
there isn’t any question but that it is a multiple weapon and its footprints indicate that it just happens to fall in somewhat the precise area
in which our Minutemen silos are located. This would mean that by
the year 1973, in the event the Soviet Union goes forward with that
program, that 80 percent of our Minutemen would be in danger. ABM
is needed particularly in order to meet that eventuality.” The transcript
of Nixon’s press conference is in Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pages
470–480.
The President had written the phase “80 percent of our Minutemen” on his briefing materials prepared by the NSC staff in anticipation of questions about MIRVs during the press conference. Nixon also
wrote the following: “(1) What they have is a multiple weapon—with
mission of attacking our Minutemen. (2) This makes A.B.M. vital.” Referring to the Cuban missile crisis, the President noted: “Kennedy: (1)
courageous (2) able to do it because confident of our strength (3) I don’t
want Am. Pres. to be in position where in a crisis U.S. is behind.” The
President’s briefing materials are in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 845, ABM–MIRV, MIRV Test Program, Vol. 1.

1433_A1-13.qxd

10/12/11

1:51 PM

Page 143

339-370/B428-S/40011

Parity, Safeguard, and the SS–9 Controversy
38.

143

Memorandum to Holders of National Intelligence Estimate
11–8–681

M/H NIE 11–8–68

Washington, June 23, 1969.

SOVIET STRATEGIC ATTACK FORCES
The Problem
To review recent evidence respecting Soviet strategic offensive missile capabilities and forces, and to assess its implications for revelant
sections of NIE 11–8–68, “Soviet Strategic Attack Forces,” dated 3 October 1968, Top Secret, Ruff/[codeword not declassified] Restricted.
The Estimate
I. The SS–9 ICBM
A. Deployment
1. Since NIE 11–8–68 was issued we have detected the initiation
of construction of five new groups of SS–9 launchers. We believe that
three of these were started in the first quarter of 1969 (although one
could have begun as early as December 1968), and two in the second
quarter. The last previous group start was in May 1968. This system
has six launchers to the group. When the 43 groups identified to date
have been completed (probably in early 1971), the Soviets will have
258 SS–9 launchers operational; they now have 168.
2. [11⁄2 lines not declassified] almost certain that all groups under construction as of about 1 April have been detected. The five new group
starts of this year show a pace about like that of last year, when there
were six group starts in the first six months. In the second half of last
year, however, there were no new starts; we have of course no evidence
of what may happen during the rest of this year. There is no evidence
of the duration of the SS–9 deployment program or of the SS–9 force
goal; we would judge now, however, that it will exceed 258 launchers.

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A, Box 341. Top Secret; Controlled Dissem; Talent–Keyhole–Comint; Ruff; [codeword not declassified]; Restricted Data. The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations of the
Departments of State and Defense, the AEC, and the NSA participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Deputy Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate
with the concurrence of all members of the USIB with the exception of the representative of the FBI, who abstained on the grounds that it was outside of his jurisdiction. A
memorandum from Cushman to recipients of the memorandum stressing its extreme
sensitivity and a table of contents are not printed. For text of NSC 11–8–68, October 3,
1968 see Foreign Relations, 1964–1968, volume X, National Security Policy, Document 217.
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B. Accuracy
3. We continue to estimate that the SS–9 has a CEP of .75 n.m.
using an all-inertial guidance system and one of .50 n.m. if a
radio-inertial system is employed.2 No good basis exists for determining what portion of the SS–9 force has the more accurate guidance.
[7 lines not declassified]
4. To give the missile a CEP of as little as .25 n.m. would require
a new guidance system and a new re-entry vehicle, designed for either
faster re-entry or some form of terminal guidance. Based on present
evidence and what we believe about the Soviet state of the art, we continue to estimate that such accuracy could not be achieved before 1972.
Some increase in accuracy could certainly be achieved by improving
all-inertial guidance components without changing the present reentry vehicle (RV). In our opinion, however, if the Soviets wish to reduce the CEP to something better than about .5 n.m.3 they would be
likely to do so by using a new guidance system and new RV. Our interpretation [11⁄2 lines not declassified] not persuade us that the Soviets
are trying to improve the accuracy of the system. We believe that we
would detect efforts to improve accuracy during the flight-test phase—
and certainly so if the improvement should be substantial.4,5
C. Payload
5. The Soviets [less than 1 line not declassified] tests of the SS–9 with
two sizes of RVs. We estimate that the lighter one could carry a warhead with a yield of [less than 1 line not declassified]. The heavier one
could carry a warhead with a yield of [11⁄2 lines not declassified]. The SS–9
payload with multiple re-entry vehicles (MRVs) weighs the same as
the heavy single payload.

2
For dissenting views regarding the estimated accuracy of the SS–9 using an allinertial guidance system, see the footnote to paragraph 4. [Footnote in the original.]
3
[Footnote in the original not declassified.]
4
Vice Adm. Vernon L. Lowrance, Acting Director, Defense Intelligence Agency;
Capt. Franklin G. Babbitt, for the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Intelligence), Department of the Navy; and Brig. Gen. Ernest F. John, for the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, United States Air Force, believe that the evidence points to a different conclusion: i.e., the Soviets have an accuracy improvement program for the SS–9 utilizing
existing RVs. [11⁄2 lines not declassified] They believe the SS–9 system CEP for present deployment with these improvements would be .5 n.m. using all-inertial guidance. By
1970–1971 further refinements in these instruments could achieve a CEP of about .35
n.m. [Footnote in the original.]
5
Mr. Thomas L. Hughes, the Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of
State, noting the differences of view on the question of the degree to which the Soviets have
improved the accuracy of the SS–9 system, and recognizing the criticality and growing complexity of the debate on this point, reserves his position pending the results of a technical
evaluation by the intelligence community beginning in July. [Footnote in the original.]
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D. Range
6. With the lighter payload, the SS–9 has an estimated maximum
operational range of about 7,000 n.m.—more than enough to cover the
entire US from present SS–9 deployment complexes.
7. With the heavy payload:
a. The observed facts are as follows: Since NIE 11–8–68 was published, the Soviets have fired the SS–9 with heavy payload into the Pacific to a distance of 5,100 n.m. These firings, however, took advantage
of the earth’s rotation; on the same trajectories but fired north toward
the US the range would be only about 4,700 n.m. At this range the missile could not reach the US (except Alaska) from most of its present deployment complexes; only those in one complex could reach targets in
the extreme northwestern corner of the US. This presents a problem,
since it seems implausible that the Soviets would develop an ICBM
with a payload so heavy that it could not reach important targets in
the US.
b. The above-mentioned test flights [11⁄2 lines not declassified]. By
1
[2 ⁄2 lines not declassified]—the SS–9 with heavy payload would go approximately 5,000 miles; coverage of the US by the SS–9 as presently
deployed would reach to a line extending from San Francisco to Boston,
though most would not reach that far. Specifically, an SS–9 from one
of the complexes could reach five of the six Minuteman complexes;
from another, it could reach four of the six; from the remaining four
complexes, the three northernmost Minuteman complexes could be
reached. Thus, even with this range limitation, all currently deployed
SS–9s could have Minuteman silos as their targets, and only the southernmost Minuteman complex would be completely out of range of the
SS–9s with the heavy payload.
c. By [2 lines not declassified] the range could theoretically be increased sufficiently to allow some SS–9s with the heavy payload to
reach the furthermost Minuteman complex. However, because of the
uncertainty in performance which would be involved, we doubt that
the Soviets would target their missiles in this manner without previous flight testing.6

6
Vice Adm. Vernon L. Lowrance, Acting Director, Defense Intelligence Agency;
Capt. Franklin G. Babbitt, for the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Intelligence), Department of the Navy; and Brig. Gen. Ernest F. John, for the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, United States Air Force, believe that the SS–9 (heavy), configured for operational deployment, has a range of up to 5,400 n.m. This 5,400 n.m. operational range
allows for [11⁄2 lines not declassified]. They believe that this is feasible with no appreciable
degradation of reliability. [2 lines not declassified]. They do not believe that the Soviets
would deploy it so extensively if they had doubt about it reaching important targets in
the US. [Footnote in the original.]
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E. Retargeting
8. If the Soviets have a requirement to retarget the SS–9—i.e., to
target and launch a backup missile on information that the original
missile failed in flight—we believe it to be within their capabilities.
There is no evidence of such a development, but it is unlikely that we
would obtain such evidence.
F. Multiple Re-entry Vehicles
9. At the time of our last estimate, the Soviets had conducted two
tests of the SS–9 with three RVs; since then they have conducted five
more. We believe that each of the three RVs weighs about 4,000 pounds
and could carry a warhead yielding [less than 1 line not declassified]. All
seven tests were of MRVs which followed simple ballistic trajectories—
i.e., they were certainly not independently guided after separation from
the launch vehicle.
10. So far, then these tests have demonstrated at least a simple
MRV, and one hypothesis is that this is all they are intended to achieve.
If so, they would represent the culmination, or something near the culmination, of a development program initiated several years ago as the
first answer to the ABM, which had of course been long under discussion in both countries. The Soviets were aware of US development
of MRVs without independent targeting in the Polaris system. They
probably gained, as time went on, a fair understanding of the operational concept of the planned Sentinel system and the general capabilities of its components. They may nevertheless have been uncertain
both of the kill capability of the Spartan’s warhead, and of its method
of kill—the Spartan relies upon a multimegaton warhead and nuclear
effects to neutralize the target, while its predecessor the Nike Zeus had
a much smaller warhead and was intended to physically destroy the
target. When in September 1967 the US announced its intention to deploy the Sentinel, the Soviets may have decided to proceed with production of MRV hardware and go to the flight testing which began in
August 1968. They would have done so, by this hypothesis, rather than
wait longer for a system with multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs). A simple MRV system could reach IOC late
this year.
11. As tested to date, this MRV system would confront the Sprint
element of the US ABM system with three separate targets. If the RVs
were sufficiently hardened it would present Spartan with the same
problem, and in any case the defenders would have to judge whether
any incoming objects that survived had been neutralized. Except as a
possible counter to ABM, however, the system as demonstrated does
not improve Soviet capabilities to attack individual targets. In general,
an ICBM so equipped would be no more effective against a soft target
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than one with a single large payload, and it would be less effective
against a single hard target.
12. An alternative system can be postulated and related to the current Soviet test program—one with sufficient mechanical flexibility so
that variations in the dispersal pattern of the RVs would allow each to
be targeted against closely spaced individual targets, i.e., Minuteman
silos. In considering this possibility the following points are pertinent:
a. Evidence [less than 1 line not declassified] suggests that the mechanism within the ICBM itself is more sophisticated than necessary if
this development were only to achieve a simple MRV. In the hypothesized system, [11⁄2 lines not declassified]. Variations in the size and shape
of the impact pattern could be achieved [2 lines not declassified] to create the variety of patterns needed to target any substantial portion of
the Minuteman force, i.e., so that each individual RV would fall within
the required distance of the particular Minuteman silo which was its
target.
b. The orientation of the impact pattern must also be variable to
achieve independent targeting. To do this the orientation of the payload must be adjusted (i.e., “rolled”) either before launch or during
powered flight, prior to release of the RVs. [3 lines not declassified]
c. We believe that the Soviets would want to test a capability to
vary the size, shape, and orientation of the impact pattern by the
amount required to target the Minuteman force, and that we will detect such testing if it occurs. The question then arises: were the very
slight observed variations in performance [less than 1 line not declassified] intentional [less than 1 line not declassified] or were they random,
[less than 1 line not declassified]. On this point [less than 1 line not declassified]. If the variations were intentional, this would indicate that
the test series was indeed pointing toward eventual development of
the independently targeted system we have hypothesized in this
paragraph; if they were not intentional, the system would best be interpreted as a simple MRV.
13. If the Soviets are in fact aiming not for a simple MRV but for
the system postulated in paragraph 12, this system could reach IOC in
late 1970 at the earliest.7 It would have no better accuracy than the
SS–9, and its reliability would be somewhat less. Further testing would
certainly be required to develop the flexibility in spread and dispersal
pattern needed for such a system, and we would be able to identify
such testing when it occurred.

7
Our estimate in NIE 11–8–68 that the Soviets could not attain a hard target MIRV
capability before 1972 was based on development of a more sophisticated system with
an accuracy of .25 n.m. [Footnote in the original.]
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G. Estimate
14. The system postulated in paragraph 12 offers a plausible explanation of the nature of the weapon system under test, but in our
opinion the tests thus far observed provide insufficient evidence to
judge that it is the probable explanation.8 If the postulated system is
indeed under development, however, further tests will almost certainly
provide data sufficient to demonstrate it.
15. The SS–9 is of course already a weapon with damage limiting
capability. Equipped with the lighter payload it has the range, yield,
and CEP to attack Minuteman silos with great effectiveness (though
there are far from enough SS–9s to cover the entire Minuteman force).
It seems quite likely that when this missile was first planned and developed the Soviets had in mind using only a single warhead, perhaps
to attack Minuteman control centers. The feasibility of developing
MRVs had not at that time become clear.
16. Equipped with the heavy payload—which is needed to carry
the three separate RVs being tested—the SS–9 does appear to have
range limitations,9 if we assume it to be used against Minuteman silos
from present deployment. But it would still reach a great many (as discussed in paragraph 7b and 7c above). Assuming that the three RVs
were indeed independently targeted they would greatly increase the
damage-limiting capability which the SS–9 already possesses. In any
event, if the Soviets intend to create a force to target 1,000 Minuteman
silos in a single strike, they will have to deploy many more SS–9 launchers than are now operational and under construction. Additional deployment could be in complexes nearer the US, or perhaps the range
of the missile could be improved.
17. The SS–9 booster has been used for other things than operational ICBMs. It has powered a number of space flights. The SS–X–6

8
Vice Adm. Vernon L. Lowrance, Acting Director, Defense Intelligence Agency;
Capt. Franklin G. Babbitt, for the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Intelligence), Department of the Navy; and Brig. Gen. Ernest F. John, for the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, United States Air Force, believe that although there are still unresolved technical issues the system postulated in paragraph 12 offers the more plausible explanation
of the nature of the weapon system under test because of the following indicators:
a. The SS–9 missile is the high-accuracy ICBM system of the Soviet Union;
b. In the observed flight tests a clear attempt has been made to minimize the degradation to the CEP [less than 1 line not declassified];
c. The use of multiple warheads independently targeted would multiply the effective number of boosters, while the limitation to only three RVs still provides sufficiently great yield in each RV to be effective against hard targets;
d. The footprint size is comparable with the silo spacing in the Minuteman fields,
although the specific variations required have not been demonstrated. [Footnote in the
original.]
9
See footnote to paragraph 7c. [Footnote in the original]
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tests, which we think related to development of a fractional orbit bombardment system (FOBS) or a depressed trajectory ICBM (DICBM), also
employed the SS–9 vehicle. Conceivably it is being used now in the
initial testing of multiple re-entry vehicles for eventual deployment on
a new large ICBM. If and when a new missile does appear, there would
of course be no reason why both it and the SS–9 should not have multiple re-entry vehicles.10
II. Other ICBMs
A. The SS–11
18. Since the issuance of NIE 11–8–68, we have discovered 11 new
groups of launchers for the SS–11; this system has 10 launchers per
group. When all the launchers in the 79 groups identified to date are
completed there will be 790 operational; there are now 630. Nevertheless, when recent deployment activity is plotted against past construction starts, it seems clear that the SS–11 program passed its peak in
1966–1967. At present, construction is underway at five of the 10 SS–11
complexes at a rate roughly comparable to that of the last year or so.11
19. We continue to estimate the following characteristics for the
SS–11 system: an operational range of about 5,500 n.m., [11⁄2 lines not declassified]. To improve its accuracy significantly would require a new
guidance system and a new RV. We have at present no evidence of a
development program to these ends; we believe that we would be able
to detect one if it occurred, and to ascertain its objectives.

10
Kissinger was scheduled to meet Cushman on June 13, the day after the USIB
approved the revised NIE. No record of the meeting has been found. According to talking points prepared by Haig and bearing Kissinger’s initials, however, the White House
was concerned that the estimate did not reflect a consensus and that it included inadequate explanations for the range and footprint of the SS–9. More broadly, Haig advised
Kissinger to ask Cushman why the CIA was willing “to prognosticate about Moscow’s
likely reactions to U.S. armament moves while in this instance the analysis reflects an
unwillingness on the part of the intelligence community to go beyond very much more
than a confirmation of absolutely proven facts.” An estimate, Haig continued, “which
avoids any reasoned predictions based on the synthesis of known and probable facts,
raises the question of whether an intelligence analysis is needed in the first place.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files, Box 207, CIA,
Vol. 1) Abbot Smith, Director of National Estimates, in a memorandum to USIB members dated June 16, called for another USIB meeting to approve the revised estimate,
which had been redrafted following the discussion between Kissinger and Cushman.
(Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A, Box 341)
11
Very recent photography discloses what appear to be two SS–11 silos under construction at an IRBM complex near the Crimea. More extensive photographic coverage
will be necessary before any useful estimate can be made on this matter. [Footnote in
the original.]
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B. The SS–13
20. We have detected the start of construction of one new SS–13
group, but deployment of this system has still not extended beyond the
single ICBM complex where it was first observed. We have now detected
a total of 44 silos as compared to 22 at the time of the last estimate. The
pattern of deployment currently indicates five groups with a total of 50
launchers. One of the groups is probably now operational and another
soon will be. The slow pace and limited extent of SS–13 deployment constrasts sharply with the course of the SS–9 and the SS–11 programs. We
have no better explanation of this than we had in NIE 11–8–68.
21. We believe that the small, solid-propellant SS–13 has capabilities roughly comparable to those of the SS–11. In all the SS–13 tests,
[less than 1 line not declassified] it has never been flown to a range in excess of 4,700 n.m., and at this range it could not reach US targets from
its present deployment area. In NIE 11–8–68 we estimated that [less than
1 line not declassified] the range of the SS–13 would be about 5,500 n.m.
but we have not seen it tested to this range. [11⁄2 lines not declassified] we
do not know what the maximum range of the SS–13 may be.
C. Follow-on ICBM Systems: The SS–Z–3
22. When NIE 11–8–68 was being prepared last fall the Soviets had
been working on a new launch group at the Tyuratam test range which
appeared to be intended for a large, liquid-propellant ICBM about the
size of the SS–9 or somewhat larger. Based on this activity and on our
estimate of the future Soviet state of the art in guidance technology we
estimated that the Soviets were developing a new large ICBM as a
follow-on to the SS–9. (In NIPP–69 it was designated the SS–Z–3.) We
estimated that it could be ready for deployment in the 1970–1972 period, [11⁄2 lines not declassified]. We considered this new system the best
candidate for carrying a new sophisticated re-entry system, and in
NIPP–69 we projected the deployment of the SS–Z–3 with MIRVs.
23. Over the past year work has not progressed as we expected it
would at the particular area at Tyuratam originally associated with the
SS–Z–3. Work on the launch silos themselves ceased over a year ago.
Construction of a new group of silos, however, began this year in the
same general area. Work on the new silos has not progressed to the
point that we can judge the size of the missiles that will be used with
these launchers, but they may be intended for a large liquid-propelled
follow-on system with characteristics similar to those estimated for the
SS–Z–3. If such a system is developed it is evident that IOC will be
later than 1970.
24. In NIE 11–8–68, we estimated that the Soviets would develop
a mobile version of the SS–13. We also judged that they would probably seek to improve the quality of their force by modification of the
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SS–11. And we held that they might develop a new, small, liquidpropellant ICBM and a new, small solid-propellant system. We have
acquired no evidence since the issuance of NIE 11–8–68 that any of
these developments are underway.
III. Ballistic Missile Submarines
25. Since NIE 11–8–68 was published, there is additional evidence,
still inconclusive, that a second shipyard has begun production of the
16-tube Y-class ballistic missile submarine. Production rate of this second yard would be about two submarines annually; our estimate of
Y-class production at the rate of 4–8 per year took account of this possibility on the high side of the range. Considering other submarine programs in being and the space currently available on existing ways, we
think it unlikely that Y-class production will be further increased. We
see no reason to change our estimate of 35–50 Y-class submarines as
the Soviet force goal. We continue to estimate that the Soviets could
have 35 Y-class submarines operational by mid-1973 and 50 by
mid-1975, as projected on the high side of the range in NIPP–69.
IV. Size and Composition of the ICBM Force
26. When all identified launchers under construction are completed and all groups of silos are filled out the Soviets will have 1,318
operational ICBM launchers—258 SS–9s, 790 SS–11s, 50 SS–13s, and 220
for the older SS–7 and SS–8 systems.12 This process could be completed
some time in 1971. At that time the operational force will exceed the
high side of the projection for that year in NIPP–69; it will be approximately at the middle of the range (1,100 to 1,500) projected as the Soviet force goal for the period 1974–1978. The Soviets will almost certainly build additional launchers; on the other hand, they will at some
point almost certainly phase out some or all of the older launchers,
which are far more vulnerable to attack than the newer ones. The total figure will be the net of these two developments.
27. It is quite likely that the Soviets have not yet fixed on definite
force goals for the next decade. They still might for political, economic,
and strategic considerations decide to stabilize their force of ICBM
launchers at a numerical level roughly equal to that of the present US
12
In addition to the ICBM launchers discussed above, each SS–9, SS–11, and SS–13
complex contains one additional silo and control facility not associated with any group in
the complex. These are believed to be crew training facilities. There are now 6 such sites
at the SS–9 complexes, 10 at the SS–11 complexes and 1 under construction at the SS–13
complex. Additionally, the Soviets have about 55 completed launchers and about 15 others under construction at Tyuratam and Plesetsk wich we associate with ICBM development. We believe that most of them, as well as the training sites, could be readied to fire
at the U.S. We are unable to make any valid estimate of the time required to ready them,
their reaction times, or the availability of missiles for them. [Footnote in the original.]
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force. Or they might go for a substantially larger number than the US.
We would continue as in NIE 11–8–68 to put this number at about
1,500.13 This figure does not of course represent the limit of their capability. Indeed, past performance at times of most intensive construction
activity shows that they could proceed at a very much higher rate than
the figure implies. Our projection takes into account other factors—
e.g., economic costs, problems of resource allocation, and our belief that
the Soviet leaders would not wish to stimulate the US into a new arms
race of large scale.
28. Unless there is a change in the deployment patterns observed
thus far, the bulk of this force will be composed of small ICBMs suitable chiefly for attacks on urban targets and other soft targets. The total megatonnage of the SS–9 force, however, is much greater, and the
number of warheads potentially usable against hard targets would increase significantly if any sizable proportion of the SS–9 force was given
MIRVs. The inventory of SS–11 and SS–13 silos is three times as large
as the SS–9 total and if present trends continue the proportion of smaller
missiles will increase. Because the SS–9 is a more expensive system, its
deployment has cost about the same as the much larger SS–11 deployment; i.e., the equivalent of about $5 billion for each program.
29. It is clear that the SS–11 force will exceed the 700–750 that we
projected in NIPP–69. But there is nothing as yet to establish that the
total number of small ICBMs will exceed the 800–1,100 that we projected. This projected force included some 50–300 fixed launchers for
the SS–13; we now question whether there will be much if any deployment of this system beyond the 50 now operational or under construction. If the Soviets decide to build toward the high side of our projections, we believe the SS–11, or possibly a small follow-on ICBM, may
be a better candidate than the SS–13.
30. It is also clear that the SS–9 force will exceed the high side of
the 234–246 launchers projected in NIPP–69. If, however, the SS–9 program should level off and if the Soviets do not develop the SS–Z–3 or
its equivalent, the Soviet force of large, liquid-propelled ICBMs will

13
Mr. Thomas L. Hughes, the Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of
State; Vice Adm. Vernon L. Lowrance, Acting Director, Defense Intelligence Agency; Maj.
Gen. Joseph A. McChristian, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of
the Army; Capt. Franklin G. Babbitt, for the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Intelligence), Department of the Navy; and Brig. Gen. Ernest F. John, for the Assistant Chief of
Staff, Intelligence, United States Air Force, believe that for the period of this estimate the
Soviet ICBM launcher force goal may not exceed 1,500 launchers providing the USSR operationally deploys a sizable number of ICBMs with multiple reentry vehicles. Otherwise,
and particularly in view of the number of targets in the US and the planned US ABM capability, the Soviet Union probably will have considerably more than 1,500 launchers by
the late 1970’s. A program which added only about 100 launchers per year beyond those
already identified would exceed 1,800 by mid-1978. [Footnote in the original.]
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probably fall short of the 334–396 launchers projected in NIPP–69,
which included 100–150 launchers for the SS–Z–3. If the programs for
one or both of these systems proceed, a force of this size can be attained by the mid-1970’s as estimated. Until we obtain more evidence,
we have no basis for confirming or changing our projections.
V. Soviet Strategic Goals
31. Our judgment of the doctrines and goals which govern strategic programs remain as we stated them in NIE 11–8–68.14
14
According to NIE 11–8–68, “The primary objectives of Soviet strategic policy have
been to achieve a more formidable deterrent and to narrow and eventually to overcome
the U.S. lead in capabilities for intercontinental attack.” Lieutenant Colonel William Lemnitzer of the Joint Staff, in a memorandum to Wheeler of June 24, stated, “the revised
estimate supports (but not unanimously) a grim view of the Soviet strategic force
growth—in both an absolute sense and in terms relative to the U.S. strategic posture. It
would appear that a prudent planner would tend toward the pessimistic alternative.”
(National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler, White House Memoranda (1969))

39.

National Security Decision Memorandum 161
Washington, June 24, 1969.

TO
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Director of Central Intelligence
SUBJECT
Criteria for Strategic Sufficiency

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 1–50. Top Secret. Copies were sent to General Earle Wheeler,
Robert Mayo, Gerard Smith, George Lincoln, Frank Shakespeare, and Lee DuBridge. In
a June 23 memorandum to the President, Kissinger advised issuing a NSDM sanctioning the four criteria for strategic sufficiency, which would serve “as yardsticks not only
in assessing the adequacy of U.S. strategic forces, but of immediate importance, in assessing the desirability of possible strategic arms limitation agreements with the Soviet
Union.” Moreover, Kissinger wrote, “In the absence of your formal endorsement, each
agency will still regard the results of the NSSM 3 study as ‘unofficial,’ and will still feel
free to define the term ‘strategic sufficiency’ in its own way and design its policies according to its own view of what sufficiency implies.” (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–210, NSDM 16)
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As a result of the June 18, 1969 National Security Council meeting,2 the President has made the following decision:
For planning purposes, strategic sufficiency as far as nuclear attacks on the United States are concerned should be defined as follows:3
1. Maintain high confidence that our second strike capability is
sufficient to deter an all-out surprise attack on our strategic forces.
2. Maintain forces to insure that the Soviet Union would have no
incentive to strike the United States first in a crisis.
3. Maintain the capability to deny to the Soviet Union the ability
to cause significantly more deaths and industrial damage in the United
States in a nuclear war than they themselves would suffer.
4. Deploy defenses which limit damage from small attacks or accidental launches to a low level.
Pending further studies, the President has directed that these criteria be used by all agencies in considering issues relating to the U.S.
strategic posture.
Henry A. Kissinger

2

See Document 36.
Nixon elaborated on the concept of strategic sufficiency in a July 21 letter to Gerard Smith outlining his thoughts on the upcoming arms control talks with the Soviet
Union. “When I speak of this country’s security, I fully realize that we cannot expect to
return to an era when our country was literally immune to physical threat.” Nixon wrote.
“Neither our military programs nor any negotiations with potential adversaries can
achieve that. But I am speaking of a situation in which I, as President and Commanderin-Chief, have at my disposal military forces that will provide me with the best assurance attainable in present and foreseeable circumstances that no opponent can rationally expect to derive benefit from attacking, or threatening to attack us or our allies. I
am determined, moreover, to pass on to my successor that same sense of assurance.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–22, NSC Meeting, June 18, 1969) For the full text, see Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 26.
3
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Memorandum From Laurence Lynn of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, June 30, 1969.

SUBJECT
Analysis of Memorandum to Holders of NIE 11–8–682

Per your request, enclosed is my analysis of the recent Memorandum to Holders of NIE 11–8–68, Soviet Strategic Offensive Forces.
In my judgment, the Memorandum fails to present anything like
a clear analysis of Soviet strategic offensive capabilities and of possible and probable developments in Soviet strategic offensive forces and
their implications for the U.S.
Instead, the text, which is primarily the responsibility of the Director of CIA, appears to be a strenuous exercise in avoiding meaningful conclusions and postulations. As a result, this is, I am told, one
of the most badly split estimates in some time; DIA, the Services and
State have taken many exceptions to the text in footnotes, and some of
the disagreements are fundamental.
I think we are faced with a rather serious problem. After all that
has transpired, the intelligence community has still produced a murky
and confused picture of Soviet strategic offensive forces and developments. I am confident that if we repeated the events of the last few
weeks with respect to Soviet strategic defensive forces, we would get
a similar result; the disagreements might be just as basic, e.g., over the
capabilities of the Talinn system against ICBMs and the nature and purpose of Soviet ABM developments.
At the same time, we are being asked to have high confidence that
the intelligence community can verify Soviet compliance with the most
complex and far reaching arms control agreements and that they will
keep the Government’s key officials informed of the most subtle developments. I do not have that confidence.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 78, Country Files—Europe—U.S.S.R., SALT and U.S. Strategic Capabilities. Top Secret; Nodis; [codeword not declassified]. Kissinger forwarded the memorandum
to Attorney General Mitchell on July 1 under cover of a memorandum in which he wrote:
“Attached is an analysis of the most recent National Intelligence Estimate on the Soviet
strategic threat prepared by a member of my staff. I am in substantial agreement with
this analysis which again confirms the magnitude of the problem with which we have
been dealing.” (Ibid.)
2
Document 38.
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Tab A
Analysis of Memorandum to Holders of NIE 11–8–68
Prepared by Laurence Lynn of the National Security Council
Staff
Washington, undated.
SS-9

Deployment
In the first half of 1969, we have detected a total of 30 additional
SS-9 silos under construction; 12 of these new starts (two new groups)
have been confirmed since June 22, 1969. When all current construction is completed, the Soviets will have 258 SS-9 launchers.
Last year, 36 new SS-9 starts occurred in the first six months, but
no SS-9s were started in the last six months.
Comment. In the June 22, 1969 Memo to Holders of NIE 11-8-68,3
it was noted, “the detection of only three group starts in the past 12
months . . . suggests no particular urgency in deployment activity . . .”
With the discovery of two more group starts since that memo was written, this language has been dropped.
Accuracy
Present SS-9 accuracy is estimated to be 0.5-0.75 nautical miles CEP.4
There are three views concerning future SS-9 accuracy improvements.
—The majority of USIB (principally CIA) believes it likely that the
Soviets will use a new guidance system and a new re-entry vehicle
(RV) to improve SS-9 accuracy over what it is now. They recognize that
accuracy improvements could be achieved using the present RV. They
are “not persuaded,” however, that the Soviets are now trying to improve SS-9 accuracy; [less than 1 line not declassified] A CEP of 0.25 n.m.
could not be achieved before 1972.
—DIA, Navy and Air Force believe, [less than 1 line not declassified]
that the Soviets do have an accuracy improvement program with existing RVs. By 1970-71 the Soviets could achieve 0.35 n.m. CEP (90%
probability of destroying a hard silo) with the present RV.
—State (INR) reserves its position on this issue.
3
An apparent reference to a draft of Memorandum to Holders of NIE 11-8-68, the
final version of which was issued on June 23. The draft was not found.
4
CEP stands for circular probable error, the radius of a circle around the target
within which 50% of all missiles will impact. [Footnote in the original.]
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Comment. CIA seems to have established an arbitrary standard
(0.25 n.m. CEP) by which to judge Soviet progress toward a hard target capability. However, it is irrelevant to estimate when the Soviets
can achieve 0.25 n.m. CEP. What is relevant is when they can achieve
a high probability of destroying a Minuteman silo and whether they
are trying to do so. On this point, the CIA and DIA views are fundamentally different.
We are given no explanation as to why the evidence that persuaded
DOD that the Soviets are increasing SS-9 accuracy did not persuade CIA.
Payload
SS-9s have been tested with a “light” 12-18 megaton payload and
“heavy” payload consisting of either a 25 megaton warhead or a multiple re-entry vehicle (MRV). [1 line not declassified]
Range
With the light payload, SS-9 range is 7,000 n.m.
On the range with a heavy payload there are two views:
—The majority of USIB believes:
—that the demonstrated range to date is 4,700 n.m., insufficient
for the SS-9 to reach the continental United States; (The majority notes
that “it seems implausible that the Soviets would develop an ICBM
payload so heavy that it could not reach important targets in the U.S.”),
—a 5,000 n.m. range would be achieved [4 lines not declassified] At
this range, the SS-9 would reach five of six Minuteman complexes.
—longer ranges are possible by burning more fuel, but because of
the uncertainties of planning down to such a small fuel residual, the
Soviets would test at longer ranges before targeting their missiles.
—in summary (page 14) that “the SS-9 does appear to have range
limitations if we assume it to be used against Minuteman silos from
present deployment.”
—DIA, Navy and Air Force believe the SS-9 configured for operational deployment, has a range of 5,400 n.m., enough to reach all six
Minuteman complexes. “They do not believe that the Soviets would
deploy [the SS-9] so extensively if they had doubt about it reaching important targets in the U.S.”
Comment. CIA is reluctant to endorse estimates of longer ranges
unless hard evidence is in hand, i.e. they refuse to rely on circumstantial evidence. Yet, from various places in this estimate we can determine that:
—[1 line not declassified]
—the MRV system requires the heavy payload,
—the original purpose of the SS-9 MRV program may have been
to penetrate a U.S. ABM defense, presumably of our cities,
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—at the range demonstrated to date, the SS-9 with a heavy payload could not reach the U.S.
It is difficult to understand the diffidence of the CIA on the range
question, implying as it does a reluctance to endorse any explanation
for the SS-9 MRV or heavy payload program. Yet they have supplied
no hint of any other conceivable explanation for the SS-9 heavy payload developments.
Again the CIA and DIA view are fundamentally different.
Retargeting
The Soviets have the capability to retarget the SS-9—i.e. to target
and launch a backup missile on information that the original missile
failed in flight. “There is no evidence of such a development, but it is
unlikely that we would obtain such evidence.”
Multiple Re-entry Vehicles
The Soviets have conducted seven tests of a three RV system, each
of which could carry a 5 megaton warhead. These RVs were “certainly
not independently guided after separation from the launch vehicle.”
As to the implications of these tests, there are two “hypotheses:”
—The first hypothesis is that the Soviet objective is to achieve a
simple MRV capability. The main purpose of the system has been and
is to counter a U.S. ABM. “Except as a possible counter to ABM, . . . the
system as demonstrated does not improve Soviet capabilities to attack
individual targets. In general, an ICBM so equipped would be no more
effective against a soft target than one with a single large payload, and
it would be less effective against a single hard target.”
—The alternative hypothesis is that their system is designed with
the mechanical flexibility to allow each RV to be targeted against closely
spaced targets such as Minuteman silos. “Evidence [less than 1 line not
declassified] suggests that the mechanism within the ICBM itself is more
sophisticated than necessary if this development were to achieve a simple MRV.” However, [less than 1 line not declassified] have provided insufficient evidence that the size, shape and orientation of the impact
pattern is adequate to target Minuteman silos. “Further testing would
certainly be required to develop the flexibility in spread and dispersal
pattern needed for such a system, and we would be able to identify
such testing when it occurred.”
Comment. The inconsistencies and logical flaws in the estimate are
most evident in the development of these two hypotheses. If the first
hypothesis is plausible.
—how do we explain the SS-9 range limitations?
—how can we explain the complexity of the MRV mechanism (do
the Soviets typically overdesign their weapons)?
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—how do we explain the continuation of MRV testing in the face
of evidence that the system as a simple MRV will not be an effective
ABM penetrator or hard target killer?
[2 lines not declassified] This raises the question as to how we can
have such high confidence that we can rapidly and accurately interpret Soviet tests in the face of evident holes in our collection efforts.
There are two somewhat fuzzily drawn views about the purpose
and future of the SS-9 program:
—The USIB majority believes “the tests thus far observed provide
insufficient evidence that the second hypothesis is the probable explanation. They go on to note that “in any event, if the Soviets intend to
create a force to target 1,000 Minuteman silos in a single strike, they
will have to deploy many more SS-9 launchers than are now operational and under construction.”
—DIA, Navy and Air Force believe that “although there are still
unresolved technical issues [the second hypothesis] offers the more
plausible explanation of the nature of the weapon system under test
. . .” (They concur, however, that more SS-9s would be needed for a
first strike capability.)
Comment. Elsewhere in the estimate (page 3) it says “there is no
evidence of the duration of the SS-9 deployment program or of the
SS-9 force goal; we would judge now, however, that it will exceed 258
launchers.”
It is difficult to see why the sentence downplaying the first strike
threat was included or why DOD didn’t object. No one knows what
the Soviet SS-9 goal is. Moreover, it is quite possible for the Soviets to
develop an accurate MIRV with more than 3 RVs. Last year’s NIPP
considered the possibility of 6 RVs “representative.” A force of 258
SS-9s with the 6 RVs each and a retargeting capability would do nicely
for targeting 1000 Minuteman silos.
Summary of SS-9
The overall impression created by the USIB majority view recorded
in the text is that:
—We can say virtually nothing about the purposes and objectives
of the SS-9 program; the evidence does not justify our making any presumptions or any projections.
—An improved system will not be deployed without further
testing.
—[2 lines not declassified]
In general, the USIB majority (mainly CIA) appears to be quite
conservative and unimaginative in developing the implications of
available evidence, and quite optimistic about the ability of U.S. intelligence to stay abreast of Soviet weapons developments. (In justifying
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this view CIA analysts point out that they were wrong in calling the
Tallinn system an ABM, implying that a major reason for caution now
is the desire to avoid similar errors.)
The impression created by the minority view recorded in the footnotes is very different: a willingness to formulate and accept hypotheses based on a combination of limited evidence, inductive logic, and
common sense.
If the purpose of an intelligence estimate is to present the evidence
and indicate what it may mean, the USIB majority has clearly evaded
its responsibility, preferring to avoid judgments rather than presenting
informed judgments derived from available evidence.
SS-11
Since last September we have discovered 110 new SS-11 launchers; 10 of these have been discovered since June 22, 1969. When all
SS-11 launchers now under construction are completed, there will be a
total of 790. “Nevertheless, it seems clear that the SS-11 program passed
its peak in 1966-67.”
To improve its accuracy significantly, (it is now 1.0-1.5 n.m. CEP)
would require a new guidance system and a new RV. We have no evidence that they are doing this.
[2 lines not declassified]
Comment. What could be a highly significant event—deployment
of SS-11s at an IRBM complex—is put in a footnote without comments.
SS-13
A new group of 10 launchers has been discovered since June 22,
1969. When completed, the single SS-13 complex active to date will include 50 launchers. One group is now operational and another soon
will be.
Its maximum range to date is 4700 n. mi. [2 lines not declassified]
we do not know what the maximum range may be.
Comment. After almost a year in which no new SS-13 starts were
discovered, a new group of 10 silos was discovered in the last two
weeks. This fact draws no comment.
SS-Z-3
Based on construction of new, large silos at the Tyuratam test area
two years ago or so, USIB estimated that a large follow-on to the
SS-9, the SS-Z-3, would be deployed in 1970-1972, that it would carry
MIRVs and that it would have quarter mile accuracy.
Work on these silos ceased over a year ago, but construction on a
new group in the same general area began this year. These may be for
a new, large missile. If so, initial deployment will be later than 1970.
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Other Missile Systems
There is no evidence that development of a mobile SS-13, an improved SS-11, a new, small solid-fueled ICBM, or a new, small liquidfueled ICBM—all considered probable or possible last September—is
underway.
Ballistic Missile Submarines
Since last September’s estimate, production of Polaris type submarines has begun at a second shipyard. This possibility was taken
into account in the high estimate, however, so there is no reason to
change the estimate of 35-50 Polaris-type submarines by 1973-75.
Size and Composition of the ICBM Force
When present construction is completed and all silo groups are
filled out, the Soviets will have by 1971 1,318 operational ICBM launchers plus about 87 test and training launchers, most of which “could be
readied to fire at the U.S.” (The equivalent number of test and training launchers for the U.S. is 17.) They will doubtless build some more
new launchers and phase out old, vulnerable ones.
By 1971, then, the Soviets will have reached the mid-point of the
ICBM range of 1100-1500 predicted for 1974-1975.
Soviet force goals may not be fixed. They may seek either equality or a substantial advantage. There are two views about how far they
might go.
—The USIB majority continues to endorse a high estimate of 1500.
They point out, however, that this estimate is not the limit of their capability but one which takes into account costs, problems of resource
allocation and the Soviet wish not to stimulate a new, large-scale arms
race with the U.S.
“It is clear that the SS-11 force [now at 790] will exceed the 700750 that we projected in NIPP-695 . . . It is also clear that the SS-9 force
[now at 258] will exceed the high side of the 234-246 launchers projected in NIPP 69.” However,
—the SS-13 force has not developed as expected, so there is no reason to believe that the number of small ICBMs [SS-11s & SS-13s] will
exceed the earlier projection of 800-1,100 launchers.
—if the SS-9 program levels off, and if the Soviets do not develop
a new large missile, the number of large ICBMs will fall short of the
334-396 projection. If both programs proceed, Soviets can build up to
our projection.

5

Issued on December 13, 1968. Not found.
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Thus we have no basis for changing our projections.
—State, DIA, Army, Navy and Air Force believe 1500 may not be
exceeded if Soviets deploy multiple re-entry vehicles extensively. Otherwise, the Soviets may have considerably more than 1500 launchers by
the late 1970s. They note that construction of 100 launchers a year from
now on would produce an ICBM force level in excess of 1800 by 1978.
Comment. The CIA reasoning on force goals is almost completely
tautological: if they don’t build as many missiles as we said they would,
their force will fall short of our projections, etc. It is not surprising that
virtually every other agency with intelligence responsibilities is starting
to break away from the 1500 projection, though it is not a clean break.

41.

National Security Study Memorandum 641
Washington, July 8, 1969.

TO
The Secretary of Defense
SUBJECT
U.S. Strategic Capabilities

As a result of National Security Council discussion of the U.S.
strategic posture, prepared in response to National Security Study
Memorandums 3 and 24,2 the President has directed that you prepare
a follow-on study as follows:
With respect to strategic nuclear attacks on the United States, evaluate U.S. strategic forces projected through 1978 in terms of (a) their
capability to deter and respond to less than all-out or disarming Soviet
attacks, and (b) a range of possible war outcome measures in addition

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. Top Secret. Copies were sent to William Rogers, General
Earle Wheeler, Richard Helms, and Robert Mayo. In a July 1 memorandum to the President, Kissinger recommended that Nixon approve a draft NSSM that examined “our
strategic capabilities and force requirements under circumstances other than ‘massive
retaliation.’ “ According to Kissinger, “The objective will be to develop measures which
are appropriate for the kinds of situations which the President might actually face in a
crisis—specifically it should examine more discriminating options than the present
SIOP.” Nixon indicated his approval by initialing the memorandum. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–127, NSSM 3)
2
Documents 2 and 10.
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to surviving population and industry, such as surviving military and
other economic assets. The analysis should be based on both low and
high Soviet force levels in the National Intelligence Projections for Planning and on greater than expected threats.
The analysis should include consideration of the actual and required capabilities of the U.S. command and control system under the
postulated operational situations.
The study should also address the following questions:
—What general strategic force levels and what types of force mixes
and force characteristics are indicated to improve relative U.S. strategic capabilities as now projected?
—What improvements, if any, seem indicated for our programmed
strategic command and control systems?
—Based on the analysis, what modifications or changes to the criteria for strategic sufficiency should be considered?
The study should be forwarded to the NSC Review Group by October 1, 1969. Close liaison should be maintained in all phases of the
study with the Office of the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs.
Henry A. Kissinger

42.

National Security Study Memorandum 691
Washington, July 14, 1969.

TO
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Director of Central Intelligence
SUBJECT
U.S. Nuclear Policy in Asia

The President has directed the preparation of a study on U.S. nuclear policy in Asia.
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. Secret. Copies were sent to General Earle Wheeler and
Gerard Smith. Kissinger sent the President a memorandum on July 11 recommending
that Nixon approve the draft NSSM. The President indicated his approval by initialing
the memorandum. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–161, NSSM 69)
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The study should examine four broad areas:
1. U.S. strategic nuclear capability against China. A range of possible
situations in which a U.S. strategic nuclear capability against China
would be useful should be examined. The study should consider possible target systems in China and U.S. capability to attack those systems. The implications for U.S. strategic force requirements, for war
planning and the required command and control systems and procedures and for the definition of strategic sufficiency should be examined.
2. U.S. theater nuclear capability in the Pacific. The study should examine the role of the U.S. theater nuclear capability in the Pacific for
both deterrence and defense against possible Chinese attacks and
against other forms of aggression against both Allied and non-Allied
countries. Under what types of circumstances and how might U.S. theater nuclear forces be employed in improving war outcomes? The study
should examine alternative postures and basing arrangements for theater nuclear forces in the light of possible roles for U.S. strategic forces,
taking account inter alia of the pending reversion of Okinawa to Japan.
3. Nuclear assurances. The study should analyze the current legal
and political status of our commitments, both to Allied and non-Allied
countries, concerning our actions in the face of nuclear aggression or
threats of aggression. This should take into account our obligations under the UN Charter; our various alliances; the Non-Proliferation Treaty
(including the Security Council Resolution and Senate testimony), and
statements by US officials. In the light of the results obtained under
paragraphs 1 and 2 above, possible modifications to our assurances
should be discussed and evaluated.
4. Nuclear proliferation. The paper should consider for each option
examined the possible effects on proliferation of nuclear weapons and
on prospects for wider adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
This study should be performed by an Interagency Group chaired
by a representative of the Secretary of Defense and including representatives of the addressees of this memorandum and of the Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs. A representative of the
Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency should participate
in the Nuclear Assurances and Nuclear Proliferation phases of the
study. This study should be submitted to the NSC Review Group by
30 September 1969.
Henry A. Kissinger
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Editorial Note

With the approach of preliminary strategic arms limitations talks
(SALT) with the Soviet Union, which were scheduled to begin on November 17, 1969, in Helsinki, Finland, some members of Congress began to consider the negotiating option of prohibiting flight tests of multiple independently-targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs). Senator Edward
W. Brooke (R–Massachusetts) sent President Nixon a letter on April 16
calling for a unilateral United States moratorium on the testing and deployment of MIRVs, a move that he argued would indicate restraint in
the arms race, thereby facilitating an arms control agreement. The Senator suggested in his letter that he and other lawmakers would support Safeguard if Nixon reciprocated by endorsing Brooke’s plan to introduce a resolution in the Senate calling for a MIRV moratorium.
Brooke’s letter is in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 845, ABM–MIRV, MIRV Test Program, Vol. I. The
President delayed, sending Brooke a noncommittal reply on May 5 and
refusing to discuss the matter with the Senator over the telephone.
Nixon’s letter is ibid. Brooke filed his resolution in the Senate on June
17, a measure co-sponsored by 40 others, including Senators Mike
Mansfield (D–Montana) and Edward M. Kennedy (D–Massachusetts).
Such Congressional pressures helped spur the administration to
address the larger issue of MIRVs. Under Secretary of State Elliott L.
Richardson, in a May 22 memorandum to the President, generally
agreed with Brooke’s position, recommending either a stretch out of,
or a moratorium on, MIRV testing. According to Richardson’s memorandum, seen by Nixon after the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Henry A. Kissinger forwarded it to him on May 27, the
United States MIRV flight testing program had reached a “crucial
stage,” approaching the point at which reliable, accurate MIRVs could
be deployed in Minuteman III and Poseidon missiles. “If, by the time
SALT talks begin, we already have—or the Soviets think we have—
substantially completed MIRV testing, any limitation of MIRVs will be
difficult to achieve,” Richardson wrote. Richardson’s memorandum is
in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 8. The Pentagon disagreed. Deputy Secretary of Defense David
Packard, on May 30, sent Kissinger a memorandum in which he expressed his opposition to any unilateral deceleration of MIRV testing,
which he believed would erode confidence in the United States deterrent and encourage the Soviets to be dilatory in SALT negotiations.
Rather, he argued, continued MIRV testing would “prove ultimately
beneficial” in arms control talks by strengthening the United States negotiating position and by putting additional pressure on the Soviets to
reach a deal. Packard’s memorandum is in the National Archives,
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Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 845, ABM/MIRV, MIRV
Test Program, Vol. I.
In his memoirs, Kissinger recalled that he agreed with Packard.
Congressional opposition to both Safeguard and MIRVs, he wrote, was
occurring “while the Soviet missile arsenal was growing at the rate of
two to three hundred missiles a year. If the Soviets were building while
we abandoned our programs, what would be their incentive to negotiate limitations in an agreement? Our unilateral restraint would be an
incentive for the Soviets not to settle but to procrastinate, to tilt the
balance as much in their favor as possible while we paralyzed ourselves. To abandon ABM and MIRV together would thus not only have
undercut the prospects for any SALT agreement but probably guaranteed Soviet strategic superiority for a decade.” Ultimately, Kissinger
added, “Neither our ABM program nor MIRV testing created difficulties for SALT. On the contrary, they spurred it.” (Kissinger, White
House Years, pages 210–212) Accordingly, he sent the President a memorandum on May 23 urging him to resist Congressional pressures for
the moratorium, arguing that it was probably not in the United States’
interest to do so. Kissinger’s memorandum is in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 845, ABM/MIRV, MIRV
Test Program, Vol. I. Nixon followed his advice. Assistant to the President H.R. Haldeman, sent a memorandum to Secretary of Defense
Melvin R. Laird and Secretary of State William P. Rogers on June 2
with the following instructions from Nixon: “I have decided to move
ahead on MIRV testing regardless of Senatorial opposition. Inform all
hands that there will be one Administration line.” Haldeman’s memorandum is ibid.
According to a June 17 memorandum to Kissinger from Alexander M. Haig, Jr., the moratorium controversy also had the effect of
bringing “the technical details of the MIRV test program and the status of the Soviet MRV program” to the attention of top policymakers.
To them, “it began to appear as though the Soviets might have already
embarked on a program which would seriously threaten our Minuteman complexes” and that the Soviets “had already progressed considerably along the road to a MIRV or equivalent counterforce capability.” Haig’s memorandum is ibid. As a result, Kissinger formed a special
panel to investigate MIRV technologies, the Soviet program, and the
issues involved in including MIRVs in an arms control agreement. The
MIRV Panel, sometimes called the MIRV Working Group, met on multiple occasions from June 19 through July 17. Members of the panel,
chaired by Kissinger, included Frank H. Perez, representing the Department of State’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Roland F.
Herbst and Ben T. Plymale of the Department of Defense’s Directorate
of Defense Research and Engineering, the Central Intelligence Agency’s
David Brandwein, Edward Ifft of the Arms Control and Disarmament
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Agency’s Science and Technology Bureau, and Helmut Sonnenfeldt and
Laurence E. Lynn of the National Security Council staff.
In addition to discussing various MIRV technologies, test ban
packages, and the United States intelligence community’s ability to verify Soviet compliance, the panel addressed two points relevant to national security policy: the status of the Soviet MRV program and the
impact of a potential MIRV flight ban on United States and Soviet
weapons systems. According to the minutes of the July 16 meeting, the
panelists, after being closely questioned by Kissinger, generally agreed
that the United States test program had advanced to the point where
the United States was already equipped with MIRVs reliable and accurate enough to employ in an assured destruction mode, i.e. against
“soft” targets. They also agreed that, while a flight test ban would certainly hinder the United States from making the improvements in accuracy necessary for the system to have a counterforce (or hard target)
capability, it would only negligibly lessen confidence in the current system. The minutes of the meeting are ibid., Vol. II.
The panel’s final report, entitled “The Technological Consequences
of a MIRV Flight Ban,” was forwarded to Kissinger by Perez on July
23 and reflected this consensus. The panel, according to Perez’s covering memorandum, was “confident” that MIRV-equipped Minuteman
III and Poseidon missiles “could now be deployed in an assured destruction role without further flight testing with a reliability greater
than 75 percent.” However, the “confidence in achieving the design accuracy of the Poseidon and Minuteman systems would be subject to
larger uncertainties if MIRV flight testing were suspended. Therefore,
we would be less confident of our ability to employ them in a counterforce role against hard targets without additional full systems flight
tests.” The panel’s report and Perez’s covering memorandum are ibid.,
MIRV Panel Meeting, 2:30 p.m., Jul 16, Situation Room.
The following excerpt from the minutes of the July 16 panel meeting indicate how elusive agreement on Soviet capabilities proved to be:
“HAK: DOD believes that the Soviets could deploy without further testing with capability to destroy more than one target (i.e., 2 out
of 3). If you don’t believe that the Soviet system is a MIRV, what is it
targeted against?
“Herbst: It could aim one RV at MM.
Brandwein: It makes no sense to aim at other than one target, that
is, to target one RV against the MM and have the other two go off into
cornfields.
“HAK: If it is not really a MIRV then the question of operational
deployment is academic. How long would it take to turn it into a MIRV,
if not already done?
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“Brandwein: About twenty tests would do it; they have already
had seven, so about fifteen more, which would mean more than a few
months; the key word is ‘reliable’ for deployment.
“Plymale: If there is a MIRV ban, then there is no reason not to deploy the MRV.
“HAK: Is the DOD position that the Soviets might have a deployable MIRV now?
“Herbst: Yes, the key word is might, or could.
“HAK: Summarizing the discussion, then, if the Soviet system is
not a MIRV it is aimed at a soft target and could be deployed; similarly, our system could be deployed with confidence against soft targets; the remaining issue is confidence of deployment against hard targets. Is this agreed?”
After the panelists indicated their general agreement, the discussion turned toward the Soviets’ ability to evade a flight ban and to conduct tests clandestinely.
The MIRV Panel’s final report reflected these divisions as well. According to Perez’s July 23 covering memorandum, the representatives
of the Department of State, ACDA, CIA, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Systems Analysis believed that the “Soviets have not
yet progressed far enough in their testing, even assuming that the current SS–9 MRV test program is directed at MIRV development, to operationally deploy a reliable MIRV system.” [3 lines not declassified] On
the other hand, the representatives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Defense’s Directorate of Defense Research and Engineering believed “that
the Soviets could deploy a MIRV system without further flight testing,
that full-system flight tests would not be required, and that the Soviets could design and carry out a MIRV test program which could circumvent United States intelligence capabilities.”
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Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State for Political
Affairs (Johnson) to Secretary of State Rogers1
Washington, September 1, 1969.

SUBJECT
NSC Meeting on NSSM 3—U.S. Security Strategy and Force Posture. INFORMATION MEMORANDUM

Background
Last January the President directed on interagency study of alternative U.S. security strategies and military forces for the post-Vietnam
period.2 Dave Packard has been Chairman of the “Steering Group” on
which I represented the Department. The portion on strategic forces
was previously completed and considered by the NSC.3 The portion
on general purpose forces, a copy of the summary of which is attached,
is presently scheduled to be discussed by the NSC on September 10.4
The work on the military and budgetary aspects of the study has
been done primarily by Systems Analysis in DOD, and as a general
proposition the JCS feels that it understates the requirements (and
therefore the cost) by about 40 percent. It should also be noted that the
entire study and cost are based on a post-Vietnam situation and therefore, as far as FY ‘71 budget, which Defense will have to start working
on very soon, the Vietnam increment will have to be added.
The study examines five strategies. The cost of Strategies 4 and 5
are so high (i.e., involving defense budgets of $90 and $100 billion annually) as to make further examination of them academic. The first
three strategies differ only in the size of U.S.-based Army and Air forces
for reinforcement in Asia in the event of a war there. In all five strategies, the U.S. peacetime posture in the Pacific would approximate that
prior to Vietnam. The three strategies of greatest interest are summarized below:

1
Source: National Archives, RG 59, S/S–I Files: Lot 80 D 212, NSSM 3. Secret. No
drafting information appears on the memorandum.
2
See Document 2.
3
The NSSM 3 Interagency Steering Group submitted its report on May 12. A summary prepared by the NSC Staff is printed as Document 34. The NSC Review Group
and the full NSC considered the paper during its discussions of strategic policy held on
May 29 and June 13 and 18; see Documents 32, 35, and 36.
4
The NSSM 3 Interagency Steering Group submitted the final version of the “General Purpose Forces” section of its report on September 5. See Document 45. The referenced summary, a 55-page working draft dated August 28, is attached but not printed.
For the NSC discussion on September 10, see Document 48.
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Strategy 1—Would retain the present U.S. combat forces for Europe, which are designed to permit a 90-day initial conventional defense against a Warsaw Pact attack. In Asia the force would not provide reinforcements needed for a defense against a major attack by
China or the USSR. (Prior to Vietnam, six divisions were held in the
U.S. for this purpose.) The average annual cost of this strategy is $72
billion (the cost of GP forces together with presently programmed
strategic nuclear forces). It requires an active military force of 1.9 million men as compared to 3.5 million today.
Strategy 2—Envisages the same 90-day defense strategy for Europe, but would permit a defense in either Korea or Southeast Asia
against a major aggression. (Mobilization would be required to generate forces for a counter-offensive and evict the invader.) It would not
permit us to fight a major war in Europe and Asia simultaneously. This
strategy adds 5 U.S.-based divisions and 540 aircraft over Strategy 1
for Asian contingencies. The average annual cost of this strategy in the
early 1970’s is $76 billion. It requires an active military force of about
2.0 million men.
Strategy 3—Provides the forces sufficient to meet simultaneously
a major Asian and European attack (as in Strategy 2, mobilization
would be required for a counter-offensive). Annual cost of this strategy is $81 billion. It requires two divisions and 840 aircraft more than
the Strategy 2, for an active military force of 2.3 million men.
The forces and costs associated with these strategies are laid out
on the attached table.5 (More details and comparisons with our present forces are contained in the table following page 35 of the study.)
The study points out that the fiscal impact of these 3 Strategies on
Federal domestic programs would be quite marked. If U.S. domestic
programs are ranked in four tiers to reflect their priority and the Administration’s commitment to them, Strategy 1 would permit funding
of most of the first three tiers; Strategy 2 would permit funding of two
tiers, whereas Strategy 3 would provide funds only for the highest priority programs in the first tier.
Comments
I have privately discussed the study and the concepts it contains
at some length with Dave Packard. I have told him that as far as ground
forces are concerned, it seemed clear to me with the development of
the situation between the Soviet Union and Communist China it was

5
The referenced page-length table, entitled “List of Strategies,” is attached but not
printed.
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no longer essential that we think in terms of being able to fight a major ground action simultaneously on both the European and Asian
fronts. As I saw the situation in Asia in the post-Vietnam period I did
not feel we should be thinking in terms of larger forces than we had
before Vietnam; that is, two Army divisions in Korea and one Marine
division in Okinawa. In fact, I hope that we could reduce our strength
in Korea to one division. With respect to Korea, I proceeded on the assumption that with sufficient MAP support the South Koreans were
capable of dealing with the North Koreans on the ground if the North
Korean Air Force was knocked out. It was probably not practicable nor
should we seek to give the South Koreans the full capability to deal
with the North Korean Air Force and therefore we should maintain
sufficient capability in the area to do this. I also thought it important
that we maintain a U.S. “plate glass” presence on the ground in Korea, as well as some capability to exercise real influence on the South
Koreans and felt that this should be in the order of one American
division.
As far as the Soviets and Communist Chinese were concerned, I
felt it very unlikely that as long as we maintained a sufficient “plate
glass” of American presence in Korea, the Soviets would directly intervene and participate in a renewal of the attack on South Korea in
conditions short of general war. Given the Soviet-Chinese situation as
well as relations between North Korea and China, I thought it almost
equally unlikely the Chinese Communists would directly and openly
participate in a renewal of an attack on South Korea. The danger of
such intervention would probably lie in a situation in which the South
Koreans had defeated the North Koreans and were advancing deep
into North Korean territory.
Thus, as far as the Korean situation was concerned, I did not see
the necessity of a large U.S. ground force reserve. We certainly could
not justify a reserve on the basis of rescuing the South Koreans if they
got into trouble by a deep advance into the North.
If contrary to our expectations there was a major Chinese Communist invasion of Korea, I could not see our again fighting a massive
ground battle with American forces, but felt that we would face the decision of either using tactical nuclear weapons to deal with the situation or abandoning the enterprise. With the change in relations between
Communist China and the Soviet Union, and the possession now by
the Chinese of nuclear weapons, I felt that inhibitions on the use of
such weapons on the battlefield against Communist China would, under such circumstances, be somewhat less than they were in the 1950s.
On the other hand we would have to weigh the capability of the Chinese to use nuclear weapons against us. I was assuming that during
the 1970 time frame this capability would still be very small and that
our strategic deterrence would be effective.
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As far as Southeast Asia was concerned, I also found it difficult to
think in terms of a massive Chinese Communist invasion as long as
the Chinese continued to face the situation they now do on their Northern frontiers with the Soviet Union. If, nevertheless, this turned out to
be wrong, I also found it difficult to visualize the use of large American forces on the ground to oppose the Chinese. Under these circumstances, we would again face the issue of the use of nuclear weapons
which for various reasons I felt would be more difficult in Southeast
Asia than in Korea and also militarily probably less effective. Thus,
again I did not see the necessity of a large American ground reserve
for Southeast Asia.
However, in the case of both Korea and Southeast Asia we would
not face the same constraints on our use of conventional air and naval
power and this led me around the point of what I felt was the extreme
importance and urgency of developing conventional air and naval capabilities that were really pertinent to the situation that we had, and
probably in the future would continue to face in Asia. I felt that this
was a field that had been badly neglected. We had and were continuing to develop ever more sophisticated and ever more expensive air
weapons systems to deal with the sophisticated Soviet threat primarily in Western Europe. The use of these weapons systems in the environment of Southeast Asia was not only stupendously wasteful and
expensive, but systems themselves were not designed to do the kind
of a job that needed to be done. For example, it was my understanding that the multi-million dollar radar bomb sights on our attack aircraft were less accurate in dropping iron bombs than were our World
War II bomb sights, and it seemed to me ridiculous to use $4 and $5
million supersonic aircraft to attack ox carts and guerrillas hidden in
the jungle. If our air (both Air Force and Navy) was really to be pertinent to the situations we had and would continue to face in the area,
what was needed was a weapons system that could approach what the
Air Force called “interdiction” but which was presently only harassment. In other words, we needed an air weapons system that could
come at least close to establishing what might be called a “land blockade”. Air weapons systems and doctrine that required ever enlarging
the area of hostilities, as was presently the case, had and would continue to meet with strong political resistance from any government in
Washington. I fully recognized and accepted the problem of developing such a weapons system but thought that we should immediately
seek to devote at least a significant portion of resources now going into
the development of more sophisticated systems to such an effort. It was
not a question of stopping the development of sophisticated systems,
but rather of relative weight of effort.
Similarly, I felt that attention should be paid to the question of carriers. While we undoubtedly need some highly sophisticated carriers to
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deal with the Soviet threat, we were undoubtedly going to run into increasing problems with land-based air abroad. Carriers would not have
the problems of land-based air, they are flexible. Instead of reducing the
number of carriers as is contemplated, I would like to see more, but
with some of them of a less sophisticated and less expensive design, for
use in situations short of general hostilities with the Soviet Union. Also,
I felt that our ASW capabilities were very important and again, to the
degree possible, thought that these should be designed around weapons
systems which were not dependent on foreign land bases.
In sum, I felt that as far as land forces were concerned Strategy 2,
under which we would have a single reserve for use either in Europe
or Asia, was a prudent course of action.6 It also seemed to me that the
kind of air and naval capabilities that I had discussed should be possible within the budget levels contemplated by Strategy 2.
However, all of the foregoing is very much based upon a high level
of MAP support for the countries of the area. The report itself assumed
a Mutual Assistance Program of about $1 billion annually, which in fact
is only about half of the $2 billion now scattered through the DOD
budget for support of allied forces in Southeast Asia. Together with the
MAP appropriation, this means our present level of actual MAP is
about $2.4 billion.
I had the feeling that Dave Packard’s thinking is not too different
from my own. He indicated that as far as the NSC meeting is concerned
he would be seeking only a guide on the general budget level that he
should expect for FY ‘71 and the broad outlines of the force structure
toward which DOD should work. He felt that the Vietnam aspects of
the budget would be “manageable” but we did not discuss in detail
how this could be done.
As I told you previously, those of us who have been dealing with
this matter would welcome the opportunity of discussing it with you
prior to the NSC meeting.

6
On August 27, Ronald I. Spiers, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for PoliticoMilitary Affairs, commented on the NSSM 3 Interagency Steering Group’s draft report
in a memorandum to Johnson. Spiers held that the report—while a useful guide to understanding “the fiscal impact of various DOD budget levels on other federal programs,
and for setting broad, long-range goals”—placed “too little emphasis on political and
psychological factors and the security implications of the alternative strategies are assessed only in very broad terms.” Consequently, Spiers favored either the second or third
strategy options. While strategies 4 and 5 “probably cost too much to be realistic,” strategy 1, “if carried out too rapidly (i.e., in the next two or three years) and without consultation, could result in reactions by our allies and the Communist states that would
be adverse to US foreign policy and security interests.” (National Archives, RG 59, S/S–I
Files: Lot 80 D 212, NSSM 3)
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45.

Paper Prepared by the NSSM 3 Interagency Steering Group1
Washington, September 5, 1969.
U.S. Military Posture and the Balance of Power
General Purpose Forces Section
[omitted here is the Table of Contents]
I. Introduction

We maintain general purpose forces to deter or cope with threats
to our interests and to the interests of our allies. Neither strategic nuclear forces nor the forces of our allies can deter or cope with all of the
significant threats we and our allies face around the world.
About three-fourths of our general purpose forces are normally
stationed in the United States. However, we plan to use most of them
overseas to meet attacks on our allies in Europe, Asia, and elsewhere.
We signify our intentions in this regard by basing a large number of
U.S. forces in allied countries in peacetime. These overseas deployments have a decisive influence on U.S.-allied relationships.
This report provides a comprehensive treatment of general purpose force issues. Five alternative worldwide general purpose force
strategies and associated overseas deployments are developed which,
with varying degrees of risk, will prepare us to meet possible threats
to our interests.
A wide variety of issues must be considered before an intelligent
choice can be made from among the alternative strategies. For example, we must weigh the risk of being less than fully prepared to meet
possible contingencies against the budgetary and economic cost of
maintaining the forces required to meet them. We must also analyze
how our allies and our potential enemies will react to each alternative
strategy.
The purpose of this report is to set forth the major general purpose force issues and develop alternative strategies for consideration

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–23, NSC Meeting, September 10, 1969. Secret. This study
was prepared in response to NSSM 3, Document 2. According to a covering memorandum from the NSC Secretariat, the paper was sent to NSC members on September 6 for
their consideration prior to the NSC meeting scheduled for September 10. A summary
of the paper was also included in Nixon’s briefing materials for the NSC meeting. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H–23, NSC Meeting, September 10, 1969)
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and decision by the National Security Council. The strategies in this
report are differentiated in terms of the ultimate posture we would
reach. If we were to make any strategy changes which involved major
changes in force structure, particularly in forces deployed overseas in
peacetime, the timing of changes would also be an important factor in
determining reactions of our allies and potential enemies.
In addition, the specific force structures associated with the strategies would require further study before implementation since different mixes of forces are possible within the same overall budget total,
and the analysis in this study is not refined enough to serve as a basis
for detailed force structure decisions.
General purpose forces include:
(1) ground forces with their requisite combat and logistics support;
(2) tactical air forces to support ground forces, to engage enemy
air forces, and to disrupt enemy supply lines;
(3) anti-submarine forces and other air and naval forces to protect
essential air and sea lines of communication and to provide an amphibious capability;
(4) mobility forces to deploy and support forces overseas; and
(5) tactical nuclear weapons for use by ground, air, and naval
forces.
General purpose ground forces—of which manpower is the primary element—are the only forces capable of exercising physical control over territory and people. Other forces, such as strategic nuclear
forces or fighter bombers, can destroy enemy targets, but they cannot
directly control an area or a population.
General purpose forces make up over 60% of the currently projected post-Vietnam defense budget, compared with less than 25% to
be spent for strategic forces. Therefore, the size of our defense budget
is quite sensitive to: (1) the size and location of the overseas areas (including the supporting lines of communications) the United States prepares to defend with general purpose forces, (2) the likely threats to
those areas, (3) the capabilities of local forces, and (4) the risks which the
United States is willing to bear.
II. Devising Alternative Strategies
In devising alternative worldwide strategies, we must first
consider:
(1) the U.S. security objectives, that is, what our interests and
treaty commitments imply about the possible areas we might want to
defend with general purpose forces;
(2) estimates of the possible threats to these areas;
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(3) the capabilities of local forces to meet these threats;
(4) the capabilities of U.S. general purpose forces to meet these
threats; and
(5) the alternative strategies we can pursue in each country or region, that is, the specific components of a worldwide strategy.
A. Interests and Commitments
Besides defending its own borders, the United States has an interest in defending certain areas in the Western Hemisphere, Europe,
and Asia as well as essential air and sea lines of communications. This
interest derives from:
(1) the strategic value of essential international sea routes and contiguous land areas for political, military, and economic purposes—for
example, the Mediterranean area and the Dardanelles, the North Atlantic sea routes, and the Caribbean Basin;
(2) the political and economic importance of our ties with allies,
such as Japan and Western Europe, and the probable risks to our security should a potential enemy control the resources and territory of
these allies; and
(3) our interest in preventing the outbreak and continuation of
hostilities which could lead to major conflicts and thereby endanger
world peace.
[Omitted here is the remainder of Section II, which discusses U.S.
collective defense commitments, including NATO, ANZUS, and
SEATO, and the estimated threats posed by the Warsaw Pact and by
Communist forces in Asia. Section III, also omitted, discusses various
strategies for Asia, limited to either assisting allies or fighting a joint
defense with allies, and for NATO, ranging from a token presence or
an initial defense to a sustained defense or a total conventional
defense.]
IV. Worldwide Strategies
The NATO and Asia defense strategies developed above should
be viewed as the primary components of alternative worldwide defense strategies. The size and cost of each worldwide package depends
on which NATO and Asian component packages are chosen and also
on whether we want to have forces in being to meet the Asian and
NATO threats simultaneously or only one at a time.
This section describes the five most plausible worldwide strategies. In addition to the major Asian and NATO capabilities of each strategy, all the strategies call for the capability to deploy U.S. forces to meet
any two minor contingencies worldwide. The Middle East could be
one such contingency. Each strategy also includes forces for a strategic
reserve and anti-submarine forces to protect U.S. naval forces and mil-
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itary and economic support shipping for the United States and its
allies.
The force structure for each global strategy includes U.S.-based
forces for NATO and Asian contingencies and forces for the strategic
reserve. These U.S.-based forces would be the major portion of our
force structure and would represent about three-fourths of the total cost
of our general purpose forces, that is, less than a quarter of the proposed general purpose force budgets is attributable to forces deployed
overseas in peacetime.
For each of the strategies developed below, the total force structure gets successively larger. Therefore, though we describe the specific additional capability of each strategy, the larger active and reserve
forces provided are available for general use anywhere the President
and Congress choose.
On the other hand, this flexibility would be reduced by the deployment of forces overseas and by the specialized nature of some of
the forces (for example, armored divisions).
To meet any specific contingency the President can:
(1) deploy active or reserve forces which are maintained either
overseas or in the United States for that specific contingency;
(2) deploy active or reserve forces maintained to meet other contingencies, recognizing that we will then be unprepared to meet the
contingency for which the diverted forces were intended; or
(3) create additional forces (available in one to three years, depending on the type of forces required).
The risk of not being prepared to meet a contingency is therefore not necessarily the loss of the territory in question. The relevant risk may be the risk
of leaving other contingencies without their designated forces in order to divert those forces elsewhere. At worst, the risk is that associated with the implications of losing substantial territory to the enemy before U.S. forces would
be created (at least a year later) to mount a counteroffensive. If we did this,
however, the wartime cost and casualties would be much greater than if we
had prepared to meet the contingency initially.
A. Strategy 1: NATO Initial Defense and Assistance for Allies in Asia
1. Capabilities
The forces for this strategy could conduct an initial defense of
NATO Europe while simultaneously assisting our Asia Allies against
a non-Chinese attack, including provisions for a direct “assistance”
force.
2. Cost
This strategy would require average annual outlays for the FY
71–75 defense budget of about $72 billion.

1433_A1-13.qxd

10/12/11

1:51 PM

Page 178

339-370/B428-S/40011

178

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

3. Major Risks
As with current forces and deployments, NATO forces would be
incapable of meeting a full-scale Warsaw Pact surprise attack following a concealed mobilization or of conducting a sustained conventional
defense of NATO Europe. Therefore, if Warsaw Pact forces resolutely
pursue aggression, they could probably overrun NATO Europe, even
if tactical nuclear weapons were used. In Asia we would have no conventional capability against a Chinese invasion except possibly to defend one mainland Asian enclave; for example, in Korea, South Vietnam, or Thailand.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) believe that the overall inadequacy
of the force structure to fulfill U.S. defense commitments in Asia, even
without a simultaneous requirement in Europe, would be evident to
all. To the noncommunist countries this would indicate that the United
States could not be relied on and probably would precipitate some
realignments.
4. Key Foreign Reactions
No reaction is anticipated from our NATO Allies, because our
NATO strategy, our peacetime deployments in Europe, and our
CONUS-based forces committed to NATO would not change in any
significant way. Since we would maintain a substantial base structure
in Asia, including at least some combat forces in Korea, the expected
political reaction of our Asian Allies would not necessarily preclude its
implementation. However, they would be far more likely to accept such
a strategy without a major change in their relations with the United
States if the force reductions inherent in this strategy were implemented
over a period of several years rather than abruptly.
The likelihood of Warsaw Pact aggression against NATO would
remain unchanged. In Asia, with a reduced U.S. general purpose force
capability, the Chinese might increase their support for “wars of national liberation” if they concluded that the circumstances of U.S. military intervention had become more circumscribed than in the past.
However, assuming that we will continue to maintain a substantial
base structure and assistance forces for Asia and assuming that we continue to make clear our interest in the security of Asia, the Chinese
would probably not conclude that they were significantly freer to
threaten our allies, and the likelihood of a large-scale Chinese attack
would not change.
B. Strategy 2: NATO Initial Defense or Joint Defense in Asia (Korea or
Southeast Asia)
1. Capabilities
The United States would be prepared for an initial defense of
NATO Europe (as in Strategy 1) or a joint defense of Asia (Korea or
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Southeast Asia). The forces are designed so that major operations in
one theater must be conducted at the expense of the major capability
in the other, leaving a reduced capability in the non-war theater. For
example, we could assist our allies in Asia against a non-Chinese attack while simultaneously providing an initial defense of NATO, but
we could not conduct an initial NATO defense and a joint defense of
Asia simultaneously. If initially engaged in Asia, by disengaging we
would have the capability for an initial defense of NATO.
2. Cost
The forces for this strategy would require average annual FY 71–75
defense budget outlays of $76 billion, or $4 billion per year more than
for the NATO Initial Defense and Assistance for Asian Allies Strategy
(Strategy 1).
3. Major Risks
As with current forces and deployments, NATO forces would be
incapable of meeting a full-scale Warsaw Pact surprise attack following concealed mobilization or of conducting a sustained conventional
defense of NATO Europe. Therefore, if Warsaw Pact forces resolutely
pursue aggression, they could probably overrun NATO Europe even
if tactical nuclear weapons were used. In the event of a simultaneous
attack by Warsaw Pact forces in Europe and Chinese forces in Asia, we
could be incapable of defending either Korea or Southeast Asia.
The risk exists that in the event the Warsaw Pact forces attack in
Europe while the United States is involved in a joint defense in Asia,
delays will occur in meeting required force deployments to Europe for
initial defense, since some forces will have to be redeployed.
Opinion is divided as to the likelihood of an attack on our allies
by either the Soviet Union or Communist China if the United States
were at war with the other. We can say that because of the Sino-Soviet
split, the likelihood of a closely coordinated Soviet-Chinese attack has
for the present disappeared and that each of the major communist powers is likely to arrive at its own independent assessment of the opportunity for aggression against our allies in one theater while we are engaged in the other. Some believe that the communist nation not at war
would recognize the increased risks of U.S. retaliation with the nuclear
weapons in the non-war theater and consequently act with restraint.
Others believe that a major U.S. involvement in one sector would be
viewed by the Soviet Union or China as an opportunity to press, either overtly or by proxy, for either limited or major advantages in the
other area.
In the first view, the potential aggressor is seen as being deterred
by the fact that we would have little else except nuclear weapons with
which to protect our interests, and, therefore, we would be likely to
use them. China, with a lesser strategic capability vis-à-vis the United
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States, especially after the deployment of Safeguard, might be deterred
by our nuclear weapons. For example, they might expect that we would
attack their limited industrial and military capacity if we were engaged
in a conventional war in NATO Europe.
In the opposing view, the potential aggressor is seen as calculating that we would modify our objectives to match our military
capabilities, and, if we were already heavily engaged, we might be unwilling to become engaged elsewhere with nuclear forces. Supporting
this view is the fact that the Chinese would still have the capability to
mount a limited nuclear attack against our allies or bases overseas and
the likelihood of strong political inhibitions against the initial use of
nuclear weapons by the United States.
4. Key Foreign Reactions
No adverse reaction by our allies is anticipated, provided that they
perceive U.S. policy as adhering to existing commitments in all regions.
In Asia, allied reactions would also depend on the pace at which
CONUS-based forces oriented toward Asia were eliminated from the
force structure. Nor is any increased threat envisioned except if the
United States becomes involved in major conflicts in Europe and Asia
simultaneously. In this respect, as noted, there is no agreement on
whether the non-involved communist power would become more or
less aggressive.
C. Strategy 3: NATO Initial Defense and Joint Defense in Asia (Korea or
Southeast Asia)2
1. Capabilities
The forces for this strategy would allow the United States simultaneously to: (a) conduct an initial defense of NATO Europe, (b) conduct a defense of Korea or Southeast Asia against a Chinese invasion,
and (c) provide forces to assist an ally threatened by a proxy war.
2. Cost
These forces would cost $81 billion annually—$5 billion more than
the forces for the preceding strategy, which would not meet the Warsaw Pact and Chinese threats simultaneously.

2
Of the strategies considered in this report, Strategy 3 most closely approximates
the current Department of Defense (DOD) strategy as defined by the previous Administration, and therefore has been used as the baseline for comparison of the other strategies. However, the current strategy has never been as explicitly stated as the strategies
in this report. Similarly, the forces for Strategy 3 are not identical with those in the FiveYear Defense Program (FYDP), since the forces in the FYDP are simply the projections
into the future of specific force decisions already made, while the forces in this report
are a result of a “fresh look” from the ground up of the overall cost of executing the various strategies. For this reason, the costs shown for Strategy 3 are only roughly comparable to the cost of the currently approved defense program. [Footnote in the original.]
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3. Major Risks
As in the two previous strategies, and as with current forces and
deployments, NATO forces would be incapable of meeting a full-scale
Warsaw Pact surprise attack following concealed mobilization or of
conducting a sustained conventional defense of NATO Europe. Therefore, if Warsaw Pact forces resolutely pursue aggression, they could
probably overrun NATO Europe, even if tactical nuclear weapons were
used. Since this strategy provides forces for only one mainland Asia
contingency against the Chinese, we would not be able to defend Korea and Southeast Asia simultaneously in the event of a two-front Chinese attack and still withhold enough forces to defend NATO.
4. Key Foreign Reactions
None anticipated.
D. Strategy 4: Sustained NATO Defense and Holding Action in Asia or
Initial Defense of NATO and Joint Defense of Asia (Korea and
Southeast Asia)
1. Capabilities
Adoption of this strategy would permit the United States to conduct a sustained defense of NATO while simultaneously conducting a
holding action against a Chinese invasion in both Korea and Southeast
Asia. Alternatively, adoption of this strategy would permit the United
States to provide for the initial defense of NATO while conducting a
defense of Asia (Korea and Southeast Asia). The primary increase, compared with the previous strategy, is the capability to conduct a sustained conventional defense of NATO Europe pending the creation of
additional forces for a counteroffensive.
2. Cost
The additional forces for this strategy would cost $12 billion more
than the preceding strategy. The implied average FY 71–75 annual defense budget is $93 billion.
3. Major Risks
As with current forces and deployments, this strategy does not
permit the United States to defend NATO Europe against a full-scale
surprise attack by Warsaw Pact forces following a concealed mobilization. Also, if the United States is involved in a joint defense of Asia
when Warsaw Pact forces attack Europe, the tasks of disengagement,
redeployment, and reorientation for combat in Europe may not be accomplished in time to provide for the reinforcement required to prevent the loss of NATO Europe.
4. Key Foreign Reactions
Since this strategy contemplates no major changes in overseas force
deployments, a direct allied response to its implementation is unlikely.

1433_A1-13.qxd

10/12/11

1:51 PM

Page 182

339-370/B428-S/40011

182

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

However, when our NATO Allies realize that the United States is
preparing for a sustained nonnuclear war in Europe, they would be
uneasy with the thought that the U.S. nuclear threshold has been raised
and that the link between our conventional and nuclear force deterrents has been weakened. Our NATO Allies view as unacceptable any
strategy which contemplates sustained nuclear or nonnuclear combat
in Europe.
The JCS disagree with the above assessment that our NATO Allies will be reluctant to accept a sustained defense strategy. The JCS
note that our NATO Allies have already endorsed the “direct defense
concept” for Europe with the implication that NATO will plan to “defeat the aggression on the level at which the enemy chooses to fight.”
No significant increase in the Warsaw Pact or Asian communist
threat response is expected.
E. Strategy 5: Total NATO Defense and Joint Defense of Asia (Korea and
Southeast Asia)
1. Capabilities
This strategy is the same as Strategy 4, except that the United States
also prepares to meet the worst case NATO threat of an all-out Warsaw Pact surprise attack following a concealed mobilization. The required forces can conduct a sustained defense of NATO simultaneously
with a joint defense of Asia.
2. Cost
These forces would cost $21 billion more than the Strategy 3 forces,
implying an FY 71–75 average annual defense budget of $102 billion.
Additional U.S. forces would probably have to be deployed to Europe.
3. Major Risks
This strategy has no major military risks.
4. Key Foreign Reactions
As in Strategy 4, we can expect our NATO Allies to oppose a U.S.
decision to prepare for a conventional defense in Europe on the
grounds that this will erode the credibility of our intention to use nuclear forces in Europe’s defense.
As for Strategy 4 above, the JCS disagree with the assessment that
our NATO Allies would interpret our sustained defense strategy as an
indication that the U.S. nuclear deterrent for Europe had become less
credible.
It is probable that if we deploy additional forces to Europe the Soviets will increase their general purpose forces now facing allied forces
in Central Europe.
[Omitted here is a brief summary, including tables, of worldwide
general purpose force strategies and their costs.]
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V. Theater and Strategic Nuclear Capabilities
and General Purpose Forces
A. Europe
In NATO our theater nuclear capability has deterrent value because these weapons could raise the Soviet estimate of the expected
costs of aggression and add great uncertainty to their calculations. Beyond this, however, the value of our theater nuclear weapons is limited if the Soviets respond in kind. Since both sides have substantial
theater nuclear capabilities, our theater nuclear forces would not necessarily enable us to overcome a disadvantage in conventional forces.
In addition, we might use strategic nuclear forces in the defense
of NATO. For example, we could use or threaten to use U.S. strategic
forces against one or a few Soviet cities or against military installations.
(Similarly, the French and the British could use their strategic forces.)
This would impose substantial costs on the Soviets, although it would
also risk Soviet retaliation against our cities and bases and would not
prevent the Soviets from fighting in Europe. Only a complete U.S.
strategic nuclear disarming capability, which we do not have, would
leave us in a position to threaten the Soviets with minimum risk that
they could retaliate.
Therefore, the primary role of our nuclear forces in the defense of
Europe is to raise the Soviet estimate of the expected costs of aggression and to add great uncertainty to their calculations, without necessarily having a decisive influence on the likelihood or form of aggression by Warsaw Pact general purpose forces.
B. Communist China
Our overwhelming strategic nuclear advantage against the Chinese and our expected Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) capability to defend against their Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) threat increases the deterrent and warfighting value of our forces. We can strike
Chinese strategic forces, cities, or major military installations with little military risk, though there may well be political inhibitions to the
initial use of nuclear weapons by the United States. At present the Chinese have no way of responding in kind against CONUS, although they
could strike our Asian Allies. If the Chinese had ICBMs, they might be
tempted to respond by striking U.S. cities, but it would be an irrational
act, since the U.S. return strike, requiring only a small proportion of
our nuclear weapons, could destroy all major Chinese cities.
Tactical nuclear weapons could be used against a conventional
Chinese invasion if the Chinese forces massed for attack against a coherent territorial front or if we were willing to use nuclear weapons on
large areas to destroy their reserve troops and support facilities. Even
with tactical nuclear weapons, however, we could not destroy the
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Chinese capability to fight if they were determined to continue the war.
Also, the Chinese could attack our bases and ports in Asia and the cities
of our Asian Allies with nuclear weapons, a capability which lessens
our nuclear weapons advantage.
Therefore, both our tactical and strategic nuclear forces add to
our deterrence and war-fighting capability against a Chinese conventional attack in Asia. However, the advantage we would gain by using
theater nuclear weapons has to be measured against the effects of a
Chinese nuclear response in Asia.
In summary, neither in Asia nor in Europe are our nuclear forces
a direct substitute for conventional forces. U.S. nuclear policy in Europe and Asia will be discussed in further detail in NSSM–653 and
NSSM–69.4
VI. Impact on Non-Defense Programs and Budgets
A. General
In choosing among defense strategies and defense budgets, it is
important to recognize the impact of such choices on non-defense programs and budgets. The competing demands from non-defense spending, the desire for tax cuts, and private sector demands on limited resources give rise to hard policy choices. We have no way of measuring
whether extra dollars spent for defense are more important than extra
dollars spent for non-defense programs. We can, however, describe the
trade-offs between defense and non-defense programs.
The expected level of government resources and uncontrollable
non-defense spending (for example, social security and interest payments) were projected through FY 75. Other domestic programs not
specifically tied to legislation were held to FY 70 levels except for pay,
price, and minimal workload increases. No special consideration was
given to the attainment of residential housing goals of the 1968 Housing Act. The yearly differences between the total revenue and uncontrollable expenditure projections represent the funds available for defense programs, controllable non-defense programs, and, if necessary,
for a surplus to hold down inflation.

3
NSSM 65, issued on July 8 and entitled “Relationships Among Strategic and Theater Forces for NATO,” is in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. It is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972.
4
Document 42.
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B. Priority Tiers
In order to obtain an idea of possible program trade-offs between
the five defense strategies already described and non-defense program
options, reasonable expansions of existing non-defense programs were
grouped into four broad priority tiers. (It is, of course, possible to have
many differing judgments on which programs should fall into which
tier.)
(1) First Tier ($5 billion in FY 71 to $21 billion in FY 75) is composed of programs to which this Administration has made some commitment. The largest items in the First Tier are the President’s recently
announced welfare reform, revenue sharing, and urban mass transit
programs. Expanded aid to elementary and secondary education, crime
control, and highway safety also have first priority. Other items include
water and air pollution, Head Start and vocational education, rural
housing, water and waste disposal, child health and development, and
others offset by a tightening of veteran programs.
(2) Second Tier ($2 billion in FY 71 to $8 billion in FY 75) includes
Federal Aviation Agency airway modernization, expanded aid to
higher education through direct grants and student aid, and a comprehensive manpower program. Other smaller programs include mental health and additional programs, environmental health including
water supply, and multilateral banks and Agency for International Development programs.
(3) Third Tier ($2 billion in FY 71 to $11 billion in FY 75) contains
as major items aid to urban areas through an enlarged capital outlay
program for renewal of urban facilities and an expanded model cities
program, medicare for the disabled, and initiation of a program to find
public sector jobs for the disadvantaged. Also included are such items
as environmental observation and prediction systems, recreation programs, timber management, more basic research, and Post Office construction and modernization.
(4) Fourth Tier ($5 billion in FY 71 to $20 billion in FY 75) includes
an accelerated manned space program, additional benefits for veterans, and an expanded food stamp program. Prototype development of
the Supersonic Transport (SST), Merchant Marine modernization, construction of scenic roads in national parks, and additional Corps of Engineers projects are included.
C. The Results
The funding levels of the five defense strategies and the four tiers
of non-defense programs were examined for possible trade-offs within
the resources available to the public sector. The results of this analysis
are seen in the next table. The table depicts options possible under the
existing tax structure, assuming no surtax after FY 70.
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Table 6
Defense vs. Non-Defense Program Combinations
Within “Available” Resources
(Current Outlays in $ Billions)

Defense
1. Initial NATO Defense
1. and Assistance to Allies
1. in Asia
2. Initial NATO Defense
1. or Joint Asia Defense
1. (One Area)
3. Initial NATO Defense
1. and Joint Asia Defense
1. (One Area)

FY71 FY73

$72

73

77

5. Total NATO Defense
1. and Joint Asian Defense
1. (Two Areas)

81

86

1st, 2nd, and 3rd
Tiers ($ Billions)

$9

$27

1st and 2nd Tiers
($ Billions)

$7

$20

1st Tier
($ Billions)

$5

$15

Surtax Required for
1st Tier (%)

4%

6%

Surtax Required for
1st Tier (%)

9%

14%

$71

75

82

4. Sustained NATO Defense
1. and Holding Action in
1. Asia (Two Areas)

Non-Defense Priorities FY71 FY73

96

106

The table shows that without a tax increase:
(1) defense Strategies 4 and 5 would not permit us to fund even
the First Tier programs to which the Administration is already
committed;
(2) Strategy 3 is compatible with the First Tier programs, but not
with Second or Third Tier programs;
(3) Strategy 2 would permit us to fund the First and Second Tiers;
and
(4) only Strategy 1 is compatible with three tiers of non-defense
programs.
Additional calculations have been made on the assumption that
the tax reform bill passed by the House of Representatives becomes
law.5 These calculations indicate that revenue loss would drastically re5

The U.S. Congress passed the Tax Reform Act of 1969 on December 22. Nixon,
who had threatened to veto the measure, signed it into law on December 30. The Act reduced individual income taxes and extended the income tax surcharge at the rate of 5
percent through June 1970. (Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1969, p. 589.)
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duce the financial feasibility of available options. If the tax reform bill,
as it stands, becomes law and no surtax is implemented, only Strategy 1 is
compatible with the First Tier non-defense programs to which the Administration is committed.
The hard choices we face, as just described, are based on optimistic
assumptions about the performance of the economy (a high savings rate
and full employment) and on the assumption that U.S. troops will not
be fighting in Vietnam after June 30, 1970 and that the forces will be
phased down to their permanent level over a two-year period. If these
assumptions do not hold, our choices are even more constrained than
suggested by this analysis. For example, if fighting continues into FY
71 while Vietnamization progresses, and a residual U.S. force of 2-1/3
divisions is retained until FY 73, the defense budget in the preceding
table would be increased by $5 to 10 billion in FY 71 and $2 to 3 billion
in FY 73. This would reduce funds for domestic programs accordingly.
[Omitted here is Section VII on balance of payments and Section
VIII on military and economic assistance programs.]
IX. Issues for Decision
The purpose of this paper is to set forth the major considerations
which should influence the selection of a strategy to be used for planning our peacetime general purposes forces. The selection of a particular strategy in large part determines the cost of our general purpose
forces.
We have found that:
(1) Our interests and commitments require that we maintain general purpose forces, and, along with the major threats, these interests
and commitments are a general guide to the areas we might want to
defend with these forces.
(2) We can devise alternative strategies and estimate the required
forces, but given the nature of the threats and the limited resources
available for defense programs, risks are inevitably associated with
every major general purpose force strategy option.
(3) Whatever strategy is chosen, the forces available can be used
wherever the President directs and additional forces can be created
(within a one to three year period) by the President in a political crisis
or at the initiation of hostilities.
(4) U.S. general purpose forces, both those in CONUS and especially those deployed overseas, are a visible indicator of U.S. interests.
Changes in these deployments may influence the policies of both
allies and potential enemies. To a large extent, however, peacetime
overseas deployments could be maintained relatively constant at about
current levels (except for Southeast Asia) for all five strategies considered in this report.
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(5) Every strategy involves significant trade-offs, either in terms
of non-defense programs or increased taxes.
A brief summary of each of the five strategies is presented below,
followed by the major pro and con arguments.
A. Strategy 1: NATO Initial Defense and Assistance to Allies in Asia
The forces for this strategy can conduct an initial defense of NATO
Europe while simultaneously assisting our allies against a non-Chinese
threat in Asia. To maintain these illustrative forces would require average annual FY 71–75 defense budget outlays of $72 billion.
1. Pro
(a) This is the most limited strategy that would permit us to continue our role as a leading NATO ally and support our commitments
in Asia against the most probable threats6 as well as prepare to meet
two minor contingencies elsewhere.
(b) Implementation of this strategy is not expected to give rise to
an increased enemy threat.6
(c) A strategy of this kind, carried out over a period of time, and
in close consultation with our allies, could help to encourage other nations to gradually assume greater responsibility for their own defense.
(d) Our ability to inflict significant damage on Communist China
with nuclear weapons gives us a substantial ability to deter overt Chinese attacks.
(e) Of the strategies considered, this strategy is the most consistent with the assessment that there is no evidence that China intends to
expand its borders by armed conquest or that its forces are well prepared for an overt conventional attack.
(f) This strategy provides NATO an initial conventional capability in what some believe to be the most likely contingencies (for
example, conflict following a period of political crisis or a small-scale
attack with limited objectives), and is consistent with official NATO
strategy.
(g) This strategy is the least costly of those considered plausible
and is the only strategy that would permit the funding of three tiers
of non-defense programs, assuming a tax reform bill does not reduce
revenue significantly.
2. Con
(a) The JCS believe that the forces called for by this strategy would
be inadequate to fulfill U.S. defense commitments in Asia, and that its
implementation would risk allied realignments and increased communist pressure in Asia.
6

The JCS disagree; note the JCS con argument below. [Footnote in the original.]
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(b) The State Department believes that the very substantial reductions in forces that are inherent in this strategy, if carried out too
rapidly, that is, in the next two or three years, and by unilateral decisions, could create such uncertainty and concern with respect to U.S.
policy as to cause at least some of our allies in Asia to loosen their ties
with the United States and seek accommodation with China or the Soviet Union. Such reductions would also be likely to generate an atmosphere in which Communist China and other communist powers
would feel they had greater freedom of action in pursuing their security and political interests in the area.
(c) Our ability to deter overt Chinese attacks with nuclear
weapons is somewhat limited by the fact that we cannot prevent the
Chinese from retaliating with attacks on our allies; our tactical nuclear
weapons will not necessarily give us a decisive warfighting advantage
if the Chinese are willing to bear the greatly increased cost of aggression, and there may be political inhibitions to their use.
(d) In the event of a Chinese attack on Korea or Southeast Asia,
considerable allied territory would be lost, and U.S. wartime costs and
casualties would be high if we attempted a counteroffensive with newly
created forces.
(e) If Warsaw Pact forces mounted a surprise conventional attack
following concealed mobilization or continued a determined conventional attack after a period of about 90 days, this strategy has a low
nuclear threshold and risks recourse to nuclear weapons. Even with
nuclear weapons this strategy risks the possible loss of NATO Europe.
B. Strategy 2: NATO Initial Defense or Joint Defense in Asia (Korea or
Southeast Asia)
Under this strategy the United States would prepare for a 90-day
initial defense of NATO Europe or a joint defense in Asia. The illustrative forces for this strategy would require average annual FY 71–75
defense budget outlays of $76 billion.
1. Pro
(a) The primary advantage of this strategy over the previous strategy is that it would permit us to defend against a Chinese attack on
the mainland of Asia if we were not already engaged in Europe, and
it would be less likely than the previous strategy to risk an adverse allied reaction.
(b) This strategy has essentially the same pros with regard to
NATO as the previous strategy.
(c) It is the view of some that this strategy would meet our security requirements in NATO Europe and Asia even though the forces
provided could not meet the Soviet and Communist Chinese threats
simultaneously. They believe that because of major Sino-Soviet
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differences the likelihood of a coordinated or coincidental attack is
small. They also believe that if we were engaged in war in Europe or
Asia, the threat in the non-war theater would not become significantly
greater because of our involvement; some, in fact, believe that the
threat in the non-war area would be reduced because of a perceived
lowering of the nuclear threshold.
(d) Although more costly than Strategy 1 by $4 billion per year,
this strategy would still permit us to fund the first and second nondefense program tiers without a tax increase, provided the tax reform
bill is revised to prevent a net decrease in revenue.
2. Con
(a) Some believe that if we were involved in a major war in Asia
or in Europe, the non-involved communist power would become more
aggressive. Therefore, those who hold this view believe that not to prepare to meet both major threats simultaneously would involve intolerable risks. For example, if by design or coincidence the Warsaw Pact
and Chinese conventional forces attacked simultaneously, this strategy
has essentially the same risks in Asia as Strategy 1.
(b) The State Department believes that, as in the case of Strategy
1, rapid reductions in our total forces could have adverse consequences
for U.S. security interests in Asia.
(c) If we were not engaged in Europe, this strategy would not permit a simultaneous defense of Korea and Southeast Asia against a Chinese attack.
(d) The cons with regard to NATO are essentially the same as for
Strategy 1.
C. Strategy 3: NATO Initial Defense and Joint Defense in Asia (Korea or
Southeast Asia)
In contrast to Strategy 2, this strategy would permit us to meet simultaneously a Warsaw Pact attack on NATO Europe and a Chinese
Communist invasion of Southeast Asia or Korea. To maintain the illustrative forces for this strategy would require average annual FY
71–75 defense budget outlays of $81 billion.
1. Pro
(a) The primary advantage of this strategy over the previous
strategies is that it would permit us to defend against a Chinese attack
on the mainland of Asia at the same time we were engaged in a major
war in Europe. Thus, the risk of loss of allied territory in the event of
a Chinese attack would be reduced.
(b) Because this strategy approximates our present stated strategy,
it almost certainly risks no adverse allied reactions.
(c) Of the strategies considered, this strategy calls for the largest
force structure which would be fully acceptable to our NATO Allies
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that is, it is militarily the “safest” strategy of those proposed that does
not risk opposition from our allies.7
(d) The pros with regard to NATO would be essentially the same
as in Strategy 1, except that the larger total force structure would give
us more confidence of being able to execute the strategy as planned.
(e) This strategy has the largest force structure that is compatible
with the funding, with no tax increase, of those non-defense programs
to which this Administration is already committed.
2. Con
(a) This strategy has essentially the same cons with regard to
NATO as Strategies 1 and 2.
(b) This strategy still does not permit a simultaneous defense of
Korea and Southeast Asia in the event of a two-front Chinese attack.
(c) Some believe that a force this large is unnecessary because of
the unlikelihood of an overt Chinese attack or of a simultaneous Chinese/Warsaw Pact attack.
(d) The cost of this strategy would permit us to fund only the First
Tier of non-defense programs; therefore, we could not fund any major
new programs, other than those to which the Administration is already
committed, without a tax increase.
D. Strategy 4: Sustained NATO Defense and Holding Action in Asia
(Korea and Southeast Asia) or Initial Defense of NATO and Joint
Defense of Asia (Korea and Southeast Asia)
This strategy provides forces for a sustained defense of NATO Europe and a simultaneous holding action in Asia (Korea and Southeast
Asia). Alternatively, the forces could conduct a joint defense in Asia
(Korea and Southeast Asia) simultaneously with an initial defense of
NATO Europe. To maintain the illustrative forces for this strategy
would require average annual FY 71–75 defense budget outlays of $93
billion.
1. Pro
(a) Because this strategy would permit us to conduct a sustained
nonnuclear defense of NATO Europe against a Warsaw Pact attack, we
would not have to rely on nuclear weapons to defend Europe against
any major Warsaw Pact attack, except a surprise attack following concealed mobilization.
(b) This strategy permits a simultaneous defense of Korea and
Southeast Asia.

7
The JCS do not believe that larger forces would bring about adverse reactions
from our NATO allies. [Footnote in the original.]
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(c) The force structure for this strategy is the largest of the alternatives considered that would place us in a stronger position militarily without risking greater enemy buildups in response to its
implementation.
2. Con
(a) It is the view of the Foreign Reactions Working Group and the
Political Evaluations Working Group (except the JCS) that our NATO
Allies would oppose this strategy because it envisions a sustained conventional defense of Europe; they think that the allies believe such a
strategy might weaken the link between our general purpose force and
nuclear force deterrents and thereby imply at best a rerun of World
War II in Europe and at worst a conventional struggle followed by a
nuclear exchange.
(b) If the Warsaw Pact mounted a surprise attack on NATO Europe following concealed mobilization, this strategy would still risk recourse to nuclear weapons and possible loss of territory.
(c) The same arguments apply with regard to the unlikelihood of
the Chinese threat as in the previous strategy.
(d) The defense budget required by this strategy would preclude,
barring a tax increase of 4 to 6%, the funding of any of the non-defense
program tiers, including the First Tier which is composed of programs
to which the Administration is already committed.
E. Strategy 5: Total NATO Defense and Joint Defense of Asia (Korea and
Southeast Asia)
This strategy is designed to meet simultaneously any aggression
the Warsaw Pact and Communist Chinese are capable of launching, to
include an all-out Warsaw Pact surprise attack following a concealed
mobilization. The forces for this strategy would require average annual
FY 71–75 defense budget outlays of $102 billion.
1. Pro
(a) Of all the strategies discussed, this strategy gives us the greatest capability and the least risk.
(b) The forces required by this strategy can meet simultaneously all
the major threats, including a Warsaw Pact surprise attack.
2. Con
(a) The cost of this strategy would preclude the funding of any of
the non-defense program tiers without a tax increase of 9 to 14%.
(b) As for Strategy 4 above, it is the view of the Foreign Reactions
and the Political Evaluations Working Groups (except the JCS) that our
NATO Allies would object to this strategy because it contemplates sustained conflict in Europe and thereby erodes the credibility of our intention to use nuclear forces in Europe’s defense.
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(c) Additional U.S. troops would probably have to be deployed to
Europe, a move which our allies and the Congress would probably
oppose.
(d) Increased U.S. forces in Europe would probably prompt a
buildup in Warsaw Pact general purpose forces in Central Europe.
(e) As in Strategies 3 and 4, the same arguments apply with regard to the unlikelihood of an overt Chinese attack.

National Intelligence Estimate1

46.

NIE 11–8–69

Washington, September 9, 1969.
SOVIET STRATEGIC ATTACK FORCES
The Problem

To estimate the strength and capabilities of Soviet strategic attack
forces through mid-1971 and to estimate general trends in those forces
over the next 10 years.
[Omitted here is the Foreword, explaining the estimate’s
organization.]
Conclusions
Soviet Strategic Policy
A. For several years, the primary objectives of Soviet strategic policy have evidently been to build a more formidable deterrent and to
overcome the US lead in capabilities for intercontinental attack. Today,
while the Soviets remain inferior in numbers of intercontinental delivery vehicles, they have overtaken the US in numbers of operational
ICBM launchers. Current programs will bring further improvements
in the USSR’s strategic position, already the most favorable of the postwar period. But the Soviets face in the future a strategic situation

1

Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret; [codeword not declassified]. The CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Department of
State, the Department of Defense, the AEC, and the NSA participated in the preparation
of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate with the
concurrence of all members of the USIB with the exception of the representative of the
FBI, who abstained on the grounds that it was outside his jurisdiction. The table of contents is not printed. The full text of this NIE is in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room
(www.foia.cia.gov).
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changed and complicated by projected improvements in US forces and
by the threat of a hostile China with an emerging nuclear capability.
B. We can make only the most general conclusions as to the course
of Soviet strategic policy over the 10 year period of this estimate. In
the absence of an arms control agreement, Moscow will almost certainly continue to strengthen its strategic forces, giving first priority as
in the recent past to the forces for intercontinental attack and for strategic defense. Although we have no direct evidence of Soviet force goals,
we believe that the Soviets will seek as a minimum something that they
can regard as rough parity with the US; it is equally possible that they
will seek some measure of superiority.2
Forces for Intercontinental Attack
C. The Soviets have built forces for intercontinental attack capable of inflicting heavy damage on the US even if the US were to strike
first. Most of the ICBMs and all of the submarine-launched ballistic
missiles are best suited for attacks on soft targets. The SS–9 is the only
ICBM with the combination of payload and accuracy to attack hard
targets effectively, but in its present numbers with single warheads it
could attack no more than a small percent of the US ICBM force. The
USSR’s capability to attack hard targets, however, is likely to increase
considerably over the next 10 years. The Soviets will probably introduce ICBMs of greater accuracy. They are now testing multiple re-entry vehicles on the SS–9 and though the purpose of these tests is unclear, we believe the Soviets will introduce MIRVs3 capable of attacking
hard targets. If the multiple re-entry vehicle tests are aimed at the development of a simple MRV, such a system could reach IOC late this
year. If on the other hand they are aimed at the development of a MIRV

2
For the views of Mr. George C. Denney, Jr., Acting Director of Intelligence and
Research, Department of State; Vice Adm. Noel Gayler, the Director, National Security
Agency; and Maj. Gen. Jammie M. Philpott, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence,
USAF, see their footnotes to paragraph 12. [Footnote in the original. Paragraph 12 of the
estimate deals with the question of whether the Soviet Union was seeking strategic parity or superiority vis-à-vis the United States. In the footnotes, Denney argued that the
Soviet Union would “face great difficulties,” including cost, the threat of exposure, and
an eventual American response to Soviet advances, “in any attempt to achieve strategic
superiority.” On the other hand, Gaylor and Philpott believed that, given the Soviet R&D
expenditures and the pace of deployment, “it is more likely than not that the Soviets are
seeking some measure of superiority.”]
3
See the Glossary for definition of MRV and MIRV. In this estimate, the words
“multiple re-entry vehicles” include both MRVs and MIRVs. [Footnote in the original.
The estimate’s Glossary defines MRVs as a “payload package consisting of two or more
RVs. The individual RVs are dispersed (but not independently-targeted or maneuvered)
in order to confuse enemy radars, to aid penetration, and/or to increase kill area.” It defined MIRVs as a “payload consisting of two or more RVs each of which is independently targeted.”]
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system designed to attack Minuteman silos as described in paragraph
29 of the text, IOC could not be achieved before late 1970.4 A highly
accurate MIRV system or one employing more than three RVs probably could not be developed before 1972, although its IOC might be delayed until as late as the mid-1970’s.
D. ICBMs. In the recent past, the Soviets have sought to improve
their strategic position by a rapid buildup in the numbers of ICBM
launchers. In the strategic situation that is emerging, qualitative
improvements—particularly those related to accuracy, survivability,
damage limitation, and the ability to penetrate defenses—become more
important. Moreover, the number of launchers will probably become
less significant in Soviet calculations than the numbers and kinds of
re-entry vehicles. Considering current deployment activity and the
probable phase out of older launchers, a Soviet ICBM force of some
1,300 launchers appears to be a minimum. Depending upon its composition and the extent to which it is supplemented by other weapons,
such a force could in our view be consonant with a Soviet policy aimed
either at rough parity or at some margin of advantage. Other factors,
however, such as concern for survivability, a Soviet decision not to deploy MIRVs, a substantial delay in Soviet MIRV deployment, a try for
superiority, or even the momentum of military programs could push
these figures upward by some hundreds of launchers. We cannot now
estimate the maximum size of the force which might result from such
pressures.5
E. Space Weapons. There have been extensive flight tests which we
think are related to development of a fractional orbit bombardment
system (FOBS), a retrofired depressed trajectory ICBM, or perhaps a

4
According to paragraph 29, “An alternative [SS–9 reentry vehicle] system can be
postulated and related to the current Soviet test program—one with sufficient flexibility so that variations in the dispersal pattern of the RVs would allow each to be targeted
against closely spaced individual targets, i.e., Minuteman silos.”
5
For the views of Mr. George C. Denney, Jr., Acting Director of Intelligence and
Research, Department of State; Rear Adm. Daniel E. Bergin, for the Acting Director, Defense Intelligence Agency; Brig. Gen. DeWitt C. Armstrong, III, for the Assistant Chief
of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army; Rear Adm. Frederick J. Harlfinger, II,
the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Intelligence), Department of the Navy; and Maj.
Gen. Jammie M. Philpott, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, see their footnotes to paragraph 41. [Footnote in the original. In the footnotes to paragraph 41, which
deals with measuring the Soviet ICBM force, Denney disagreed “with the statement that
we cannot now estimate the maximum size which the Soviet ICBM force might reach.”
He projected a maximum of 1,800 Soviet ICBMs over the next decade. Bergin, Armstrong,
Harlfinger, and Philpott agreed that, despite uncertainties, it was essential to attempt to
estimate Soviet ICBM launchers, which they projected would number between 1,500 and
1,800 over the same period.]
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dual system to perform both missions.6 We have observed no testing
since October 1968. We still think the chances are better than even that
some version of the system will be deployed. Until our evidence is
more conclusive, however, we cannot make a confident estimate as to
the type of system being developed, when it could become operational,
or how it might be deployed.
F. Nuclear-Powered Ballistic Missile Submarines. Production of the
16-tube Y-class ballistic missile submarine continues; some five or six
are now in commission. In addition, the Soviets may be developing a
3,000 n.m. submarine-launched ballistic missile. We continue to believe
that the Soviets are building a nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine force which will be roughly comparable to the US Polaris fleet
by the mid-1970’s.
G. Heavy Bombers. The Soviets still have about 200 heavy bombers
and tankers in operation. We have no evidence that any are currently
being produced for Long Range Aviation, and we consider it unlikely
that a new heavy bomber will enter service. Hence, by 1979 the heavy
bomber force will probably be largely deactivated.7
Forces for Peripheral Operations
H. Soviet strategic forces for peripheral operations consist primarily of MRBMs, IRBMs, medium bombers, and diesel-powered ballistic missile submarines. In addition, the Soviets are probably deploying
some short-range ballistic missiles and some ICBMs against targets in
Eurasia. These forces are arrayed for the most part against Europe, and
in massive strength—an emphasis that will probably continue. The conflict with China, however, has posed new requirements for strategic
forces. These can be met to some extent by retargeting existing systems
(e.g., bombers and ICBMs), but there will probably be some additional
deployment of strategic missiles against China.
I. Within the period of this estimate, the MRBMs and IRBMs now
in service will probably be completely replaced. Our evidence of new
missile development is scanty and inconclusive, but a 1,500 n.m. solidpropellant missile and a missile of longer range (up to 3,000 n.m.) seem

6

The glossary defines FOBS as “a system deployed on the ground, targeted prior
to launch, and launched with intent to attack. Its operational and control requirements
would be like those for an ICBM except for the need for a vehicle to place a warhead
into an orbital trajectory and deorbit it on target. Such a vehicle would be targeted to
attack prior to completion of the initial orbit.”
7
For the views of Maj. Gen. Jammie M. Philpott, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, see his footnotes to paragraphs 61 and 62. [Footnote in the original. In
footnotes to paragraphs 61 and 62, dealing with Soviet bombers, Philpott expressed his
belief that “the USSR will act to maintain a credible bomber threat to the US in the 1970s
and that additional intercontinental bombers will be introduced into LRA.”]
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the likeliest possibilities. We project an MRBM/IRBM force of some
400–700 launchers, supplemented by additional short-range missiles
and ICBMs. The medium bomber force will probably decline from its
present level of some 700–750 aircraft.8 It seems highly unlikely that
any new diesel-powered ballistic missile submarines will be built.
[Omitted here are the Discussion section of the estimate covering
Soviet strategic policy, Soviet forces for intercontinental attack, and Soviet forces for peripheral operations, and an Annex containing the glossary and several tables.]

47.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, undated.

SUBJECT
September 10 NSC Meeting on the NSSM 3 Review of U.S. Military Posture

Purpose of the NSC Meeting
The primary purpose of the September 10 NSC meeting is to review the alternative military strategies and defense budgets developed
under NSSM 3.
At a meeting on June 19, 1969, the NSC reviewed that part of the
NSSM 3 study concerned with U.S. strategic nuclear forces.2 At the September 10 meeting, we will review alternative strategies for general
purpose forces—Army and Marine divisions, carrier-based and landbased tactical air forces, anti-submarine warfare forces, airlift/sealift
forces, and tactical nuclear weapons.
This review will concentrate specifically on strategies for NATO
and for Asia (Korea and Southeast Asia), because these are the major
determinants of our defense posture and budget.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–23, NSC Meeting, September 10, 1969. Top Secret: Nodis. A
September 9 memorandum from Lynn to Kissinger indicates that this memorandum to
the President was drafted by Lynn. (Ibid.)
2
The meeting was held on June 18; see Document 36. For the study, see Document 45.

1433_A1-13.qxd

10/12/11

1:51 PM

Page 198

339-370/B428-S/40011

198

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

In addition to presenting alternative strategies for general purpose
forces, the report presents, for each strategy, the implied total defense
budgets for 1971–1975.
General purpose forces account for over 60% of defense spending
(strategic nuclear forces account for only 25%). Most of the interesting
choices open to you with respect to our future defense posture and
budgets are in the area of general purpose force strategies and forces.
Thus, the NSSM 3 Steering Group chose to link general purpose forces
issues and total defense budget issues in its final report.
The NSSM 3 Report
I have prepared a summary of the NSSM 3 Report and the issues
it raises.3 I suggest you read this summary in preparation for the
meeting.
Issues for Decision
Following is a summary of the decisions I believe you should make
as a result of the study. However, I recommend that you postpone announcing your decisions and how they will be implemented until after the
NSC meeting.
1. Strategy Guidelines and Budget Targets for FY 71–75.
The outcome of this meeting is of overriding importance not only
to our future strategy and force structure but also to orderly defense
planning.
The opportunity now exists to establish the framework for defense planning and budgeting for the next several years and set important precedents.
In particular, perhaps for the first time, you and the NSC will have the
opportunity:
—to consider rationally defense strategy options in light of our political and military requirements to maintain general purpose forces;
—to weigh the cost of each strategy in terms of its impact on priority non-defense programs and on tax policy;
3
This 17-page summary prepared by the NSC Staff states that the choice of strategies turned upon whether to maintain U.S. forces sufficient to counter the Chinese threat,
meet major threats in Asia and to NATO simultaneously or individually, and conduct a
sustained or initial defense of NATO. Such judgments were complicated by expert disagreement about the proper mix of forces to achieve each strategy’s objective. The summary notes that the Pentagon’s “forces are typically designed without much imagination,” and had not “changed much since World War II, with the exception of our extensive
use of helicopters.” The summary continues, “These forces are heavy, technically complex and expensive,” and not “well suited to areas outside of Europe.” Another important determinant of strategy, according to the summary, was “how much we can afford
to spend for defense in the light of our non-defense priorities,” a judgment that depended
on economic forecasts, tax revenues, and funding needed to fight the war in Vietnam.
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–23, NSC Meeting, September 10, 1969)
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—to make decisions on defense strategy and budget guidelines
that will serve as a sound basis for force and financial planning within
the Department of Defense.
Today, it is not possible to get a clear statement of the rationale for
our defense posture from the Defense Department. Without Presidential guidance, the JCS, Services and OSD will continue to disagree about
the strategy for which we should develop and maintain forces.
Moreover, in the absence of forward financial guidelines, the JCS
and Services will continue to design weapon systems and establish requirements which are not disciplined by budgetary considerations.
The alternative strategies are explained in your backup papers.
There are five strategies ranging in cost from $71 billion to $102 billion
per year.
I believe you will want to end up with Strategy 2.
2. Five-Year Force Plan and Base Study.
The specific forces shown in the study report are illustrative only.
There is no agreement within DOD that these are the “right” forces for
each strategy.
Accordingly, you should ask DOD to submit a five year force and
program plan consistent with this guidance. Such a plan should be
completed in coordination with the Department of State so that any effects on our allies can be carefully planned.
Also, so that we can begin to resolve the many outstanding issues
associated with our requirements for overseas bases, you should ask
for a study of the overseas bases needed to support the strategy.
3. Establishment of Defense Program Review Committee.
I believe we should evaluate strategy and budgetary issues on more than
a one-shot basis. We must insure adequate attention to these issues as a
matter of routine for several reasons:
—we are now faced with the apparent necessity to cut the 1970
defense budget by almost 4%. Yet I am not aware of any basis for
determining whether a $3 billion cut will affect our ability to meet our
strategy objectives or how best to go about making cuts of this
magnitude.
—aside from this specific case, given the likelihood of continuing
limits on defense spending, together with the possibility that funds will
be released from Vietnam, there will be intense competition among the
Military Services for the limited resources. This competition will be accompanied by extensive military public relations efforts and lobbying
on the hill. If not carefully supervised in the light of national priorities, such competition could lead to a return of the inter-Service battles of the 1950s and overwhelm any rational defense planning.
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—the growing Congressional concern and involvement with defense issues is not likely to abate. We will face it again when your first
defense budget goes to the hill next year. Congressional efforts could
lead to a piecemeal dismantling of important parts of our military posture. We will be much better able to cope with Congress in a manner
consistent with the national interest if we have not only a national strategy, a well-developed rationale for it, and a forward budget plan, but
also a means for continuous review.
—there are many divergent views within the Administration on
questions of threats, strategy, forces and defense budgets. The Budget
Bureau, Defense, State, CIA and ACDA are all involved. These issues
should be resolved in an orderly manner and under firm National Security Council direction.
—future cuts in defense budgets may have significant impacts on
our relationships with allies. For example, it will be difficult to cut the
budget further, given a continuation of the Vietnam war, without cutting NATO committed forces. We should plan cuts carefully in the light
of their broader implications and not be put in a position of having to
pick up the pieces afterward.
I do not believe major strategy, force and budget issues should
continue to be resolved in bilateral negotiations between the Budget
Bureau and the Defense Department. In a separate memorandum, I
will recommend a framework for orderly reviews and decisions on
such issues which will ensure that your thinking is fully reflected in
the shaping of our strategy and military posture.

48.

Editorial Note

The National Security Council (NSC) met on September 10, 1969,
at 10:05 a.m. to discuss the results of National Security Study Memorandum (NSSM) 3 on the United States military posture. According to
the President’s Daily Diary, the following attended the meeting, held
in the Cabinet Room of the White House: President Nixon; Vice President Spiro T. Agnew; Secretary of State William P. Rogers; Secretary
of Defense Melvin R. Laird; Secretary of the Treasury David M.
Kennedy; Attorney General John N. Mitchell; General Earle G. Wheeler,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS); Director of Central Intelligence Richard M. Helms; Robert P. Mayo, Director, Bureau of the Budget; Paul W. McCracken, Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers;
General George A. Lincoln, Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness; Under Secretary of State Elliot L. Richardson; Deputy Sec-
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retary of Defense David Packard; Henry A. Kissinger, the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs; Alexander M. Haig, Jr., Laurence E. Lynn, and Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the NSC staff; and Ivan Selin,
Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis). (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files,
President’s Daily Diary)
The handwritten notes taken by Haig are the most complete record
of the proceedings found, but his handwriting is often illegible. Haig’s
notes indicate that the discussion generally addressed alternative U.S.
military strategies, particularly as they applied to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) and to Asia. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–109, NSC Minutes, 1969)
According to his talking points prepared by the National Security
Council staff, President Nixon was advised to open the meeting by emphasizing that he and the Council “should take an active part in shaping our national strategy and in establishing fiscal guidelines for our
defense programs.” Nixon was advised to indicate his intention to play
an active role in these decisions, but to state that he did not plan to
make decisions at this meeting. The President then planned to introduce Helms, who would brief the NSC on the Warsaw Pact threat to
NATO and the Chinese threat. Nixon’s talking points are ibid., Box
H–23, NSC Meeting, September 10, 1969. Haig’s notes include no details about Helms’ briefing, which lasted until 10:20 a.m., and no other
record of his comments has been found.
Packard then planned to brief the Council on the results of the general purpose forces (GPF) section of the NSSM 3 report that the Interagency Steering Group, which he chaired, had submitted on September 5 (Document 45). According to his talking points, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense was to review the following “four important
points: First, we have considered alternative strategies, where by strategy we mean a set of objectives in each region of the world which is
specific enough to allow us to plan our peacetime general purpose force
structure. Second, we have considered alternative budgets and strategies simultaneously, not in isolation from each other. We have attempted to make realistic estimates of what objectives we can meet
with various defense budgets. Third, we have looked at force requirements for each strategy from the ground up, rather than simply estimating how we might make changes to our programmed forces, should
we choose to change our strategy. Fourth, we have looked at the impact of each strategy and its implied defense budgets on the entire
economy, including the impact on non-defense federal programs.”
According to his talking points, Packard then planned to describe
“the strategies we believe are realistic alternatives.” The five alternatives identified in the steering group’s report were as follows: Strategy
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1, a NATO initial defense and assistance for United States allies in Asia;
Strategy 2, which included the capability for either a NATO initial defense or a joint defense in Asia; Strategy 3, a NATO initial defense and
a joint defense in Asia; Strategy 4 providing for either a sustained
NATO defense and holding action in Asia or an initial defense of NATO
and a joint defense of Asia; and Strategy 5, a total NATO defense and
joint defense of Asia. Packard intended to acknowledge that there was
one major exception taken to the group’s report: The Joint Chiefs of
Staff believed that “significantly larger forces [were] needed to support
each strategy.” All strategies included “forces to meet two minor contingencies (such as in the Western Hemisphere and the Middle East),
and forces for a strategic reserve.” In addition, all alternatives provided
for anti-submarine warfare and included approximately $9 billion of
overhead and $17 billion for strategic forces, including intercontinental ballistic missiles, strategic bombers, submarines, and such defensive systems as Safeguard. Finally, all strategies provided for at least a
90-day defense of NATO, with the major difference between each being various capabilities “provided to fight in Asia.”
Another key difference was the expected foreign reaction to each
strategy. While the steering group did not anticipate any significant
foreign reactions to Strategy 3, which approximated the current U.S.
posture, it expected that Asian allies would be “more likely” to accept
Strategies 1 and 2 “without a major change in their relations with U.S.
if force changes are not made abruptly.” As for Strategy 4, the NATO
allies were likely to oppose it “because they feel it would raise the nuclear threshold.” Meanwhile, Strategy 5, which envisioned the deployment of an additional 125,000 United States troops to Europe,
would probably provoke a buildup of Warsaw Pact forces, thereby
bringing “about increased threat to NATO.”
There was some uncertainty in the NSSM 3 steering group’s projections, according to Packard’s talking points. Future defense budgets
would be “tighter” if Congress cut taxes, the gross national product
grew less rapidly than assumed, the cost of domestic program unexpectedly increased, or the war in Vietnam did not end by June 1970.
Budgets would be “looser” if the administration was willing to accept
higher inflation or if federal revenues increased more than expected.
Packard’s briefing materials concluded by recommending that a Presidential decision be made on the United States’ worldwide military
strategy, a determination that in turn would affect force structures and
budgets. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–23, NSC Meeting, September
10, 1969)
Kissinger, according to talking points prepared by the National Security Council Staff, planned to state that the differences between the
alternative strategies hinged on the following judgments:
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“—the likelihood of a Chinese attack on Korea or on Vietnam or
Thailand in Southeast Asia and whether it is in our interest to maintain forces to meet such an attack. (Strategy 1 does not call for forces
to meet a Chinese attack but all the other strategies do.)
“—the likelihood of a simultaneous attack by the Warsaw Pact in
Europe and by Chinese forces in Asia. (This issue differentiates Strategies 2 and 3. Strategy 2 does not include forces to meet both threats simultaneously whereas Strategy 3 and the succeeding strategies do.)”
After this sentence, Kissinger wrote on the memorandum, “How do
we meet them?”
“—whether we want to prepare to conduct a sustained conventional defense of NATO Europe. (Only Strategies 4 and 5 would give
us this capability.)
“—whether we want to prepare to meet with conventional forces
a Warsaw Pact surprise attack following concealed mobilization. (Only
Strategy 5 would give us this capability.)”
Kissinger’s preparatory materials also suggested that the Council
be urged to consider the following issues in determining the U.S. defense posture: “the nature of the U.S. interests involved, the likelihood
of the relevant threats, the budgetary cost of maintaining the required
forces, [and] the diplomatic implications of implementing each strategy.” The talking points then rehashed the arguments articulated in the
NSSM 3 Interagency Steering Group’s paper both for and against the
first four alternative strategies. His materials did not address the merits of the fifth alternative. Kissinger’s talking points are ibid.
Secretary of Defense Laird’s point paper, prepared by staff in the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), similarly reviewed the factors
affecting GPF strategy. These factors included the following: the “security interests, regional priorities, and overseas commitment we plan to
maintain,” the threat posed by the Warsaw Pact and the People’s Republic of China (PRC); allied capabilities; “domestic and foreign pressures for reduction/withdrawal of U.S. force,” and the “cost of [each]
strategy and [its budgetary] impact on non-Defense programs.”
Laird’s preparatory materials focused on the risks associated with
each strategy. Strategy 1, which did not provide for a sustained conventional defense of Europe, risked a relatively rapid escalation to the
use of nuclear weapons in the event that war there lasted more than
90 days and if the Warsaw Pact opted to pursue its objectives militarily. It also provided no defense against a surprise conventional attack
following concealed mobilization by the Warsaw Pact. In Asia, the risks
of Strategy 1 were that it offered only limited defense of Southeast Asia
or Korea against a PRC attack and that its potential wartime costs were
high if the United States decided to retake territory in Korea or Southeast Asia initially lost during a Chinese attack. Finally, the OSD was
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concerned that its adoption would decrease “our influence in nonCommunist Asia,” increase “PRC/USSR activities in the area,” and lead
to “accommodations by our allies.”
Strategy 2 carried European risks similar to those of Strategy 1, according to Laird’s point paper. Among its risks in Asia were that the
United States, if simultaneously engaged in Europe, would lack the
ability to defend against a Chinese attack. In any event under Strategy
2, the United States would be unable to defend both Southeast Asia
and Korea against a simultaneous attack from the PRC. Strategy 3’s
risks in Europe and Asia were similar to those of Strategies 1 and 2.
Although the OSD foresaw no risks for Strategy 4 in Europe, it did
present potential challenges in Europe, including an inability to defend
NATO against a surprise conventional attack by the Warsaw Pact following a concealed mobilization. Moreover, the OSD predicted that
NATO allies would “resist a strategy envisioning sustained conventional warfare in Europe on the grounds it reduced the nuclear deterrent to [Warsaw] Pact aggression, and may result in a rerun of World
War II.”
Finally, Strategy 5 carried no risks in Asia, according to Laird’s
point paper. In Europe, the OSD predicted that it would spark concerns among the NATO allies similar to those likely to be caused by
Strategy 4. The OSD also thought that the increased deployment of
United States troops to Europe would cause the Warsaw Pact to build
up its forces in turn. Laird’s point paper is ibid.
Secretary of State Rogers also entered the meeting with some concerns. His talking points, prepared by the Bureau of Politico-Military
Affairs and sent to Rogers under a September 9 covering memorandum, suggested that the Secretary raise the following issues during the
meeting:
“1. We should not plan forces for a major conventional land war
against China. Unanswered [in the NSSM 3 paper] is the question of
what kind of air and naval forces we should retain in the Pacific and
what ground forces we should maintain to support our allies against
non-Chinese aggression. However, we will have to plan on retaining
some ground forces in Korea as a ‘plate glass’ presence (about a division) and air and naval support for ROK [Republic of Korea] forces.
“2. Major force reductions in Asia are inevitable in the next several years as the Vietnam war winds down. The pace of such withdrawals as well as the ultimate size of the forces that remain are most
important from a political standpoint as this will be an indication of
U.S. support of present commitments.
“3. Unrestricted availability of land bases overseas is unlikely in
the future. Therefore, we should not plan a future force posture that is
too heavily dependent on land bases.
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“4. We should give greater attention to the development of equipment, forces and tactics tailored for use in the more likely forms of conflict outside of Europe. If we do not our forces are likely to be too small
and inflexible and poorly adapted to the types of conflict we are most
likely to encounter.
“5. It will be important to gain Congressional support for adequate military aid programs if we hope to shift more of the common
defense responsibility to allies.
“6. Further study is needed for the following specific issues: Europe: What U.S. force levels should we seek to maintain in Europe; what
reliance will be placed on nuclear weapons (NSSM 65); what is the future role of European nuclear forces; etc.?
“Asia: What strategy should we adopt and what forces will be required for Southeast Asia; what bases will be needed to support whatever strategy we select in the Western Pacific; what role can nuclear
weapons play in Asia (NSSM 69)?
“Middle East: How might U.S. force requirements be affected by a
major Middle East war?” Rogers’s talking points are ibid., RG 59, S/S–I
Files: Lot 80 D 212, NSSM 3. NSSM 65 is scheduled for publication in
Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972. NSSM
69 is printed as Document 42.
President Nixon, according to his talking points, was prepared to
close the meeting by again announcing his intention “to take time to
think over these strategy and budget alternatives.” It was also suggested
that he indicate that he “did not believe that major strategy, force and
budget issues should be decided annually as budgetary problems.” Accordingly, he would “soon establish a framework to enable doctrinal considerations to be brought to bear.” The meeting concluded at 12:30 p.m.

49.

Editorial Note

President Nixon held a breakfast meeting on September 24, 1969,
attended by Henry Kissinger, his Assistant for National Security Affairs;
Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird; General Earle G. Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, Chief of
Naval Operations; General William C. Westmoreland, Chief of Staff,
United States Army; General John D. Ryan, Chief of Staff, United States
Air Force; and General Leonard F. Chapman, Jr., Commandant of the
Marine Corps. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White
House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary) No other record of the
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meeting was found. However, Kissinger, in a September 24 memorandum to the President, informed Nixon that Laird had requested that
day’s meeting “to give the Joint Chiefs and the Chairman an opportunity to present the military’s views on Defense expenditures for FY 70
and 71.” In particular, Kissinger expected discussion to focus on a $3
billion reduction in the defense budget already announced by Laird, an
additional $2 billion cut in the military’s FY 70 budget then under consideration, and finally the Bureau of the Budget’s proposed FY 71 budget
level of $71 billion, all of “which the Chiefs will strongly oppose and
assess as a grave impairment of our national security interests.” (Ibid.,
NSC Files, Box 222, Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. IV)
A press conference held by Secretary Laird on August 21, when
the President was away from Washington at the Western White House
in San Clemente, California, had led to the Joint Chiefs’ concern. During his press conference, Laird had announced plans to reduce FY 1970
defense expenditures by up to $3 billion. The Secretary of Defense
warned that the cuts, dubbed Project 703, would “reduce our capability to meet current commitments” and cause “an inevitable weakening
of our worldwide military posture.” (New York Times, August 22, 1969,
page 1)
Nixon sent Kissinger a memorandum on September 22 that reads
as follows: “I feel that most of the Laird cuts are simply shrinking the
whole establishment without selectivity. I feel very strongly that we
ought to be putting more into the strategic forces and less in the conventional forces, per reasons that we have previously discussed.” Although no record of such discussions were found, Kissinger wrote at
the end of Nixon’s memorandum, “Basic pt. is good.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 222, Agency
Files, Department of Defense, Vol. IV)
According to a talking paper prepared for the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, Wheeler planned to make the following opening remarks
during his meeting with the President:
“Worldwide military commitments remain unchanged and no firm
indication from enemy regarding scale-down in SVN.
“Financial resource availability continues to decline. Considering
reductions in FY 69, those made previously in FY 70, and additional
reductions now being implemented mean a total reduction of about
$14 billion in TOA in less than year.”
Wheeler was also prepared to compare current defense spending
with that in FY 1964, the year of the last peacetime military budget.
His Talking Paper reads as follows:
“When the additional $3 billion reductions are implemented, DOD
estimated FY 70 outlays, in FY 64 dollars, would be about $41.8 billion,
after adjustments for inflation and costs of war. Although it is difficult
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to determine pure costs of Vietnam precisely, fact remains that considerably less will be spent for non-SEAsia defense posture in FY 70 than
in FY 64. In this connection, estimated that about 40 percent of total
Vietnam costs have been absorbed internally by Services through cutbacks in non-SEAsia programs.
“Forces in SVN best equipped and supplied in history; however,
done to very large extent through draw-down of other forces and at
expense of modernization and starts for new or improved weapons
systems. Percent of budget spent for R&D steadily down. 9.3 percent
($7.1 billion TOA after 703) in FY 70 contrasted to estimated 20 percent
(roughly estimated at $9.2 billion in ‘70 dollars if expended in US) of
military budget for Soviets in calendar year 1970. Currently, projected
US R&D TOA in FY 70 will be about $1.2 billion less than in FY 64 as
expressed in ‘64 dollars.”
Project 703, Wheeler’s briefing materials warned, “seriously
reduces our military capability in all areas—strategic and general purpose—and thereby decreases options available to NCA. This is occurring at a time when the Soviet Union is improving its force posture significantly, both qualitatively and quantitatively.” Project 705, a
proposed cut of an additional $2 billion from defense expenditures,
“could be disastrous (NATO and war effort SEA). Could be done only
by substantially reducing current forces and mortgaging heavily our
future capability. This will result inevitably in a steady decline over the
years in our force readiness posture.” As for the changing strategic balance, Wheeler’s briefing materials noted, “During past few years, while
we have fought a war in SEAsia, our relative military posture position,
vis-à-vis the Soviets, has suffered” in terms of both strategic and general purpose forces.
Wheeler’s Talking Paper also outlined the following general comments pertaining to the budget cuts’ potential effect on the United
States defense posture:
“Deterrence of nuclear war basic national military objective of the
US since World War II.
“US military capability to provide deterrence and cope with situations calling for military force composed of totality of strategic nuclear forces, tactical nuclear forces, and non-nuclear forces.
“Forces formerly provided credible warfighting ability to support
national objectives since they were measurably superior in numbers
and quality.
“Termination of Korean conflict, Lebanon crisis and Cuban missile crisis clear examples of how deterrent capability served national
interest.
“Since 1964, overall erosion of strategic and general purpose force
capability has been continuous. Gap between US-Soviets in numbers
and quality steadily closed.
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“Without adequate strategic forces in-being probability of nuclear
blackmail or aggression below level of general war is increased due to
lack of clearly evident appropriate response.
“By same token, if additional contingency requiring military action
should arise while heavily engaged in SEAsia, considering current state
of capability to respond with effective non-nuclear means, early decision on nuclear weapons employment could be required or use might
become necessary in situations that would not ordinarily require them.”
In sum, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had concluded “that if further reductions in budget and in military capability, of the magnitude contemplated, are made, our ability to provide a desirable range of options
in future contingencies would be greatly diminished and the protection
of our national security interests would be gravely impaired.” (Ibid., RG
218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 101, 337 Pres. Meeting With (April 68–May 70))
According to Kissinger’s September 24 memorandum to the President, both he and Laird advised Nixon to “listen sympathetically” and
do three things during the meeting. First, they urged Nixon to direct
“the Chiefs to carefully review their individual service postures, with
a view toward minimizing reductions in essential operational components in favor of trimming less critical projects and eliminating fat.”
Second, they recommended that Nixon express his “concern that special attention be paid to U.S. strategic forces in the light of the growing Soviet threat.” And third, they counseled him to “inform the Chiefs
that you share their concern for maintaining a strong posture, thank
them for their views and assure them that you will consider them carefully in future budget decisions.”
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Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant
(Buchanan) to President Nixon1
Washington, September 30, 1969.
One Observor’s Notes from Republican Leadership Meeting,
Tuesday, September 30, 1969

[Omitted here is discussion of topics unrelated to national security policy, including crime and Supreme Court nominations.]
Now we move into a very confidential area. The President said he
had some new intelligence and this is extremely sensitive.2 The Soviets are apparently going full speed ahead with their testing of MIRV.
It is quite clear they don’t mean any business with the SALT talks. In
megatonnage they are now ahead of the United States, and in the total number of missiles, they have pulled abreast of the U.S. If they move
as they have been moving with MIRV, the President said, they will be
substantially ahead of us in a year or two. He said I3 would hold the
Democrats feet to the fire on this; it is an issue of national security. He
said we might even pull the old Lombardi4 trick that New Orleans
looks awful tough. In other words, indicate that we are going to have
a tough time getting it through.5
Mr. Kissinger spoke up now. He said the Soviets are continuing to
test entirely new missile systems other than the SS–9 or SS–11 with an
entirely new warhead on the 9, and another and much heavier warhead on the SS–11 which we don’t even know anything about. He said

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, President’s Office Files, Box 79, President’s Meetings File, Beginning September 28,
1969. Confidential. The following attended the meeting, held from 8:31 to 10:20 a.m. in
the Cabinet Room of the White House: Nixon; Richardson; Kissinger; Senators Hugh
Scott (Minority Leader), Robert P. Griffin (Minority Whip), Margaret Chase Smith, Milton Young, Gordon Allott, and John G. Tower; and Representatives Gerald R. Ford (Minority Leader), Leslie C. Arends (Minority Whip), John B. Anderson, William C. Cramer,
Richard H. Poff, John J. Rhodes, H. Allen Smith, Bob Wilson, and Robert Taft, Jr. (Ibid.,
White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
2
The Soviets were prepared to resume testing MRVs, according to a September 13
memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon based on CIA reports vetted by the NSC staff.
(Ibid., NSC Files, Box 10, President’s Daily Briefs, September 1–22, 1969)
3
Buchanan.
4
Vince Lombardi, coach of the Green Bay Packers and Washington Redskins of the
National Football League.
5
Possibly a reference to the FY 1970 Defense Department appropriation authorization bill, which was approved on November 19.
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it lends itself to any number of applications.6 Kissinger stated “that the
Soviets are conducting a broad-gauge, systematic, wide-ranging program, that not a week goes by without some new system being tested.”
The President said the Soviets have shown no interest in a moritorium
on MIRV; he said if the other side has one of these things, then I want
one too. He said it would be disastrous for the United States to be in
a position inferior to the other, while the other side is making a great
leap forward. He said we probably will get a response from the Soviets on the SALT talks in the next few days; once they make a response
it will be a few months before they talk about verification of tests. In
the meantime, one got the impression that the Soviets would be moving ahead full speed with deployment. The President said that in verification with our satellites, we can’t know how many warheads are on
top of their missiles, even if we know how many missiles there are.
Margaret Chase Smith said the President should keep quite close
to the MIRV resolution now in the U.S. Senate, Senator Brooke’s resolution.7 Congressman Anderson spoke up and said he supported
Brooke’s effort in the House, but the basis was that MIRV was still a
negotiable issue. Is it still negotiable, Mr. President? The President said
yes it is. ABM is also negotiable, except for the ABM directed against
the China threat. The President said the Soviet ABM radar is now
turned against China rather than against the United States.8
Congressman Rhodes said [if] the Soviets are engaged in a massive effort to build strategic weapons, certainly it would be good policy not to keep it quiet, but to take it to the public. The President said
there were some problems with taking it to the public, for example, if
the Socialists over in Germany should make a deal with this tiny 5%
party, it would mean the Socialists would govern Germany, and you
can be sure if they got the first inkling that the U.S. was strategically
inferior to the Soviet Union, they would have every incentive to make
a flip in their position.

6
An undated and uninitialed memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon informed the
President of recent intelligence reports from the CIA indicating “that the Soviets are now
testing what could be two different ballistic missiles of an unknown nature.” According
to Kissinger, the two missile systems, which the Soviets had been clandestinely developing for 17 months, raised serious questions about the United States’ ability to monitor a strategic arms limitation agreement. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 78, Country Files—Europe—USSR, Consequences of MIRV Flight Ban)
7
See Document 43.
8
A July 7 memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon summarized a DIA report estimating that Soviet ballistic missile defenses were oriented against China. A stamped note
on the report reads, “President has seen.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 844, ABM–MIRV, Sentinel ABM System, Vol. 3)
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The President asked Dr. Kissinger to speak for a few minutes. How
many missiles did the enemy have in the Cuban missile crisis?
Kissinger indicated they had about 35 long-range missiles, and the U.S.
had close to 400, something like a 15–1 margin. That no longer exists,
said the President. We have now reached parity and as I9 indicated,
the Soviets are now moving full speed ahead toward superiority. He
said when Golda Meir was here she assumed that if they moved against
the Israelis and smashed the Israelis that the United States would move
in also if the Soviets did. The President said perhaps we would have
done that awhile ago, but that has to be doubtful now. He said it’s true
that the Russian fleet in the Mediterranean is a “hostage there”. The
President said that the U.S. is the only power in the world that can deter war, and to keep our diplomacy credible, we have to keep our power
credible.
[Omitted here is discussion of topics unrelated to national security policy, including the war in Vietnam and Congressional pressure
for American withdrawal from Vietnam.]
9

51.

Nixon.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, October 2, 1969.

SUBJECT
U.S. Military Posture

The Problem
On September 10, 1969 the National Security Council reviewed
five worldwide strategies for our general purpose forces.2 Associated
with each of these strategies were guidelines for force planning and
projected FY 71–75 DOD budgets.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–101, DPRC Working Group Meeting. Top Secret; Nodis. A
September 24 memorandum from Lynn to Kissinger indicates that Lynn drafted the memorandum to the President. (Ibid.)
2
See Document 48.
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I believe it is of considerable importance that you approve specific
strategy and budget guidelines for planning purposes as soon as
possible.
Today it is not possible to get a clear statement of the rationale for
our defense posture from the Defense Department. Without Presidential guidance, the JCS, Services, and OSD will continue to disagree
about the strategy for which we should develop and maintain forces.
Moreover, in the absence of forward financial guidelines, the JCS and
Services will continue to design weapon systems and establish requirements which are not disciplined by budgetary considerations.
Your guidance is essential if your first defense budget, which goes
to the Hill in late January, is to reflect fully your thinking and is to be
based on a coherent strategy.
Strategies
Of the five strategies presented to the NSC, three should be considered seriously. (The other two would require increased forces for
Europe and a defense budget which would preclude the funding of
non-defense programs to which you are already committed.)
The three strategies are as follows:
Strategy 1: we would maintain forces for a NATO initial defense
(a defense of NATO for about 90 days with conventional weapons
against a major Warsaw Pact invasion) and for simultaneous assistance
to an Asian ally against threats short of a full-scale Chinese invasion.
We would emphasize material and logistics support to our Asian
allies, and maintain limited U.S. combat forces (up to four divisions
with tactical air and naval support) to be used in Asia if necessary.
Strategy 2: we would maintain forces capable of either a NATO initial defense or a defense, with our allies, against a full-scale Chinese
attack in Korea or Southeast Asia. That is, we would not maintain forces
to fight on a large scale in Europe and Asia simultaneously.
Strategy 3 is essentially our pre-Vietnam war strategy. U.S. forces
would be maintained for a NATO initial defense and a defense of Korea or Southeast Asia against a full-scale Chinese attack. The forces
would be capable of meeting the major Warsaw Pact and Chinese
threats simultaneously.
Issues
Choosing a strategy requires judgments on these basic issues:
—Is it in our interest to maintain U.S. forces to defend our Asian
allies against a Chinese conventional threat?
—If the answer is no, we are safe to choose Strategy 1. The main
problems would be diplomatic: how to reduce our force structure by
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10 divisions and 2200 tactical aircraft without appearing to be making
a headlong retreat from our commitments.
—If the answer is yes, we must have at least Strategy 2.
The next basic judgment is
—Should we maintain U.S. forces to meet a simultaneous attack by
Warsaw Pact forces in Europe and Chinese forces in Asia?
If the answer is yes, we stay with the present strategy, Strategy 3,
though we can of course examine variants of it.
If the answer is no, we choose Strategy 2. (Strategy 2 would not require us to change our NATO commitments. We might want to “borrow”
some of our NATO-committed strategic reserve forces based in the U.S.
to use against the Chinese in the event of a major war in Asia, but it
is probable we would not.)
To recapitulate, if we believe
—that a conventional war with China in Asia is unlikely or not in
our interest,
—that a war with China and Russia simultaneously is unlikely,
—that we nevertheless want to maintain more capability than
Strategy 1 allows us as a hedge against uncertainty or that we want to
move to Strategy 1 in two phases rather than one,
then Strategy 2 is a good one, at least for the time being.
Strategy 2 will also enable you to fund new non-defense programs
in addition to those to which your Administration is already committed. Strategy 3 would not permit the funding of new non-defense
programs.
Recommendation
I recommend that you approve strategy and budget guidelines for Strategy 2. I believe that a simultaneous Warsaw Pact attack in Europe and
Chinese conventional attack in Asia is unlikely. In any event, I do not
believe such a simultaneous attack could or should be met with ground
forces, which the present strategy, Strategy 3, assumes.3
National Security Decision Memorandum
If you approve Strategy 2, I have prepared an appropriate NSDM
at Tab A.4 The NSDM:
—informs the addressees that Strategy 2, as described in the NSSM
3 study reviewed by the National Security Council on September 10,

3
4

Nixon initialed his approval.
Attached but not printed. See Document 56.
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1969, will constitute the approved general purpose force strategy for
the United States, and
—issues budget guidelines consistent with Strategy 2, and noting
that these guidelines will be adjusted in accordance with actual Vietnam requirements.
In addition, in order to insure that your decision is implemented,
the NSDM directs:
—the Department of Defense to prepare a five year force program
consistent with your decision;
—the Department of State to develop the appropriate diplomatic
scenario; and
—the Department of Defense in coordination with the Department
of State and Bryce Harlow’s office to develop a plan for presenting the
approved strategy and budget guidelines to the public and the Congress.
These tasks are to be accomplished and reports submitted to the
Defense Program Review Committee by January 15, 1969 [1970].
The NSDM also establishes an annual submission by the Secretary
of Defense of his recommended plan for the ensuing five years, plus
periodic submission of any changes to approved guidelines proposed
by the Agencies. All submissions are to be reviewed by the Defense
Program Review Committee.
The NSDM rescinds NSC paper 5904/1, U.S. Policy in the Event
of War.5 This paper was last revised on April 27, 1960. The NSDM supercedes it.
Recommendation
That you approve the issuance of the NSDM at Tab A.6

5
Adopted on March 17, 1959, and last revised on April 27, 1960, NSC 5904/1, “U.S.
Policy in the Event of War,” specified the assumptions used in planning the U.S. military posture. See Foreign Relations, 1958–1960, volume III, National Security Policy; Arms
Control and Disarmament, Document 55.
6
Nixon initialed his approval.
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National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11–3–69

Washington, October 2, 1969.
SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSES
The Problem

To estimate the strength and capabilities of Soviet strategic air and
missile defense forces through mid-1971 and to estimate general trends
in those forces over the next 10 years.2
Conclusions
A. Throughout the postwar period the USSR has devoted a major effort to strategic defense. This effort can be attributed primarily to
the size and diversity of US strategic attack forces, although for the future the Soviets must consider the threat posed by third countries, particularly China.
Air Defense
B. The Soviets have deployed in depth a formidable system of air
defenses, which is very effective against subsonic and low-supersonic
aircraft at medium and high altitudes. The system is less effective
against higher performance aircraft and standoff weapons; it has virtually no capability against penetration below about 1,000 feet except
in a few, limited areas.
C. At present, the major effort is directed against the threat posed
by high-performance aircraft and standoff weapons. The SA–5, which
represents a considerable improvement over older systems in terms of
range, velocity, and firepower, is being deployed as a barrier defense
around the European USSR and for point defense of selected targets.
There are about 40 operational SA–5 complexes and we believe that

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret; Restricted Data. The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations of the
Department of State, the Department of Defense, the AEC, and the NSA participated in
the preparation of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate with the concurrence of all members of the USIB with the exception of the representative of the FBI, who abstained on the grounds that it was outside of his jurisdiction. The table of contents is not printed. The full text of this NIE is in the CIA FOIA
Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
2
This estimate considers only those Soviet strategic defensive forces located in the
USSR and Eastern Europe. The Soviet anti-submarine warfare effort, with its implications for Polaris, will be discussed in the forthcoming NIE 11–14–69, “Soviet and East
European General Purpose Forces.” [Footnote in the original.]
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about 100 complexes will be operational by 1973. In addition, the Soviets are deploying supersonic, high-altitude interceptors. They have
an airborne warning and control system (AWACS) in limited operation. This system, when used in coastal areas and with long-range interceptors, could greatly extend the area in which incoming aircraft
could be engaged.
D. To cope with low-altitude attack the Soviets have deployed allweather interceptors with improved capabilities, and they are continuing to deploy the SA–3, primarily along the Black Sea and Baltic Sea
approaches. More advanced radars, SAMs, AAMs, and interceptors
better suited for low-altitude defense will probably be introduced. The
primary limitation on low-altitude defense, however, is surveillance
and control. Through the dense deployment of new radars, the Soviets have improved tracking capabilities in a few areas down to altitudes of 500 feet and even below, but we do not expect them to extend
such deployment to large areas of the USSR.
Ballistic Missile Defense3
E. Ballistic missile early warning and initial tracking would probably be provided by large, phased-array dual Hen House radars. Those
now operational in the northern USSR are intended primarily to detect ICBMs launched from the US. They also provide some coverage
of the Polaris threat from the north and northwest. The Soviets will
probably take steps to provide additional early warning coverage
against ICBMs, against Polaris, and against the Chinese missile threat.
F. The Moscow ABM system (ABM–1), under deployment since
1962, has achieved some operational capability. Apparently the Soviets will deploy only about half as many ABM–1 launchers as originally
planned. The launch sites still under construction should be operational
in 1970. The Soviets are probably also making some improvements in
the ABM–1.
G. Our analysis of the Moscow system indicates that, as presently
deployed, it will furnish a limited defense of the Moscow area, but that
it has some weaknesses. It appears to have little ability to handle such
sophisticated threats as long chaff clouds and certain other penetration
aids; the small number of launchers and the apparent limitations of the

3
Maj. Gen. John F. Freund, Acting for the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence,
Department of the Army, and Maj. Gen. Jammie M. Philpott, the Assistant Chief of Staff,
Intelligence, USAF, consider that this section underestimates the Soviet missile defense
(ABM) capability. For their views, see footnote on page 15. [Footnote in the original. According to the footnote on page 15 of the NIE, Freund and Philpott remained convinced
that the estimate underrated Soviet missile defense capabilities primarily because they
believed that “the state of available evidence is such that an ABM role cannot be excluded for the SA–5 (Tallinn) system.”]
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fire control radars make the system highly susceptible to saturation
and exhaustion. Its capability to deal with nuclear blackout is probably not high, and none of the system compounds appear to be hardened to withstand the effects of nuclear bursts. Finally, the Moscow
system is primarily an anti-ICBM system; it provides long-range radar
coverage of only a part of the multidirectional Polaris threat.
H. We believe that the Soviets are developing a follow-on ABM
system. Like the Moscow system, it will probably be designed for longrange, exoatmospheric intercept; it could become operational in the
1974–1975 period. We have no evidence that the Soviets are developing a short-range intercept system comparable to the US Sprint. If they
do, it would probably not begin to enter service before the late-1970’s.
I. We still have no evidence of ABM deployment outside the
Moscow area; any extension of ABM defenses will probably await the
availability of the system now under development. The logical first step
in any future deployment would be to augment the defenses of Moscow.
The extent of deployment beyond Moscow will depend heavily upon
economic as well as technical considerations. Deployment of a national
defense system on a scale sufficient to cope with the full US missile threat
does not appear to be a feasible course of action for the USSR within
the period of this estimate. We believe that the Soviets will decide upon
a program that would provide some defense for the most important target areas in the USSR. Some part of this defense would probably be deployed against Communist China and other third country threats.
Anti-satellite Capabilities
J. With existing radars and missiles armed with nuclear warheads,
the Soviets could almost certainly destroy or neutralize current US
satellites in near earth orbits during an early phase of their mission.
With terminal guidance, they could probably use a non-nuclear warhead to neutralize satellites. During the last year we have seen evidence that the Soviets may be developing a co-orbital anti-satellite system. Neither inspection nor destruction operations have been
specifically identified, but the activity observed seems more applicable to an anti-satellite mission than any other. This system now probably has a limited capacity to intercept US satellites, but a fully operational capability is not likely before 1971.
[Omitted here is the Discussion section of the estimate covering
Soviet strategic defense policy, air defense, missile defense, space surveillance and anti-satellite defense, and civil defense.]
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53.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, October 4, 1969.

SUBJECT
Review of Selective Service Deferments and Exemptions

In your message to Congress on amendment of the Selective Service Act of 1967, you mentioned that you were “requesting the National
Security Council and the Director of the Selective Service to conduct a
thorough review of our guidelines, standards, and procedures for deferments and exemptions and to report their findings to me by December 1, 1969.”2 A NSSM to establish the review you requested is enclosed as Tab A.3
The Selective Service system has 37 million registrants, 20 million
of whom are of draft age. Of the 20 million draft age registrants, 13
million are deferred, while 7 million will serve, are serving, or have
served in the Armed Forces. The main reasons for deferment are:
—registrant is in school (2.4 million),
—registrant has a critical job (.3 million),
—registrant has children (4.1 million),
—registrant is serving in the National Guard (1.0 million),
—registrant does not meet the mental or physical standards of the
Armed Forces (5.1 million).
The Administration’s plan for draft reform envisages selecting men
for induction on a “youngest first” basis through a process of random
selection. This reform will not affect the type or number of deferments
and exemptions granted by the Selective Service.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–163, NSSM 78. No classification marking. Sent for action.
2
On May 13, the President, in his special message to Congress on reforming the
military draft, asked lawmakers to amend the Military Selective Service Act of 1967.
Nixon’s suggested draft reforms included changing from an oldest-first to a youngestfirst order of call, reducing the period of prime draft vulnerability, implementing a random draft, and reviewing deferments. He recommended two specific deferment reforms:
allow undergraduates to defer induction until completing their college educations and
permit graduate students to defer induction until the end of the academic year rather
than the end of the semester. Some 6 months later, on November 26, Nixon signed Public Law 91–124. The measure included three of the President’s four suggested reforms:
a youngest-first order of induction, a reduced period of prime draft vulnerability, and
random selection. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 365–369, 970–971)
3
Printed as Document 54.
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Deferment policy, however, has a greater influence on the distribution of the draft burden than the selection process itself. For instance,
the “random selection” of registrants for induction will apply at any
moment only to 1.3 million of the 14.3 million draft age registrants who
haven’t served. The other 13.0 million draft age eligibles will continue
to be affected mainly by deferment policy. Therefore, a review of deferment standards is needed to insure that standards of deferment and
exemption are fair and internally consistent.
In addition to a review of deferment standards, your message to
Congress also called for a review of Selective Service guidelines and
procedures. This review would be useful because of:
—the lack of binding national guidelines on deferments means that
individuals are often treated unequally by the 4,000 local boards;
—the slowness and complexity of the Selective Service’s procedures leaves individuals often unsure of their status and fearful of arbitrary treatment by their local boards.
However, there is some doubt as to the magnitude of these problems. The Selective Service does not believe that the inconsistencies and
delays in its present system are significant.
The attached NSSM will initiate a thorough review of the NSC and
Selective Service standards, guidelines, and procedures along the lines
suggested by your May 13 speech to Congress. This review would be
“low profile” with its Director reporting to the NSC staff and personnel drawn from the agencies. It has been coordinated with the Department of Defense, Selective Service and Peter Flanigan’s staff.
Recommendation
That you approve the attached NSSM to initiate a review of U.S.
deferment and exemption policy.4

4

Nixon initialed his approval on October 8.
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54.

National Security Study Memorandum 781
Washington, October 8, 1969.

TO
The
The
The
The
The
The
The

Director of the Selective Service
Secretary of Defense
Secretary of Commerce
Secretary of Labor
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
Director of the Bureau of the Budget
Director of the Office of Emergency Planning

SUBJECT
Review of U.S. Deferment and Exemption Policy

The President has directed a review of the guidelines, standards,
and procedures for deferments and exemptions.
1. Standards for Deferment and Exemptions. The present standards
for deferment and exemption of Selective Service registrants should be
evaluated. The objective and effects of each present standard should
be analyzed with particular emphasis on (a) occupational deferments,
(b) educational deferments. Alternative deferment and exemption standards should be developed for consideration consistent with the objectives of the President’s Message to Congress on Amendment of the
Selective Service Act of 1967.2
2. Guidelines for Deferment and Exemption. The National Security
Council and Selective Service guidelines on deferments and exemptions should be evaluated in terms of their effectiveness at implementing the standards of deferment and exemption policy. Where
necessary, new National Security Council advice or Selective Service
guidelines on deferments should be developed for consideration.
3. Procedures for Deferments and Exemptions. The procedures of the
Selective Service system should be analyzed in terms of (a) any inconsistency in the treatment of individuals and (b) any uncertainties of individuals about their status. Changes in existing procedures to maintain consistent treatment of individuals and reduce uncertainty should
be formulated where appropriate. In particular, examination of all registrants prior to age 19 should be evaluated, as a measure that could
reduce the uncertainty of individuals who do not meet the medical
standards of the Armed Forces.
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject Files,
Box 365, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. No classification marking.
2
See footnote 2, Document 53.
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This study will be conducted by an Ad Hoc Group. The Group’s
Chairman will be chosen by the Director of the Selective Service. The
Group’s personnel will be drawn from the Selective Service and other
addressee agencies. Administrative support for the study will be provided by the Selective Service and the other addressee agencies. The
report of the Ad Hoc Group will be completed and submitted to the
President’s Assistant to National Security Affairs by December 1, 1969.3
Henry A. Kissinger
3
Kissinger, in a memorandum dated December 26, informed the President of the
preliminary results of the NSSM 78 review, which had found serious inequities in the
Selective Service system caused by a lottery that was in fact not random and by the variable practices of local draft boards. Nixon wrote the following instruction, addressed to
Kissinger and Peter M. Flanigan, Assistant to the President, on the memorandum: “Very
important to clean this up and to publicize the corrections.” A handwritten note on a December 29 covering memorandum to Flanigan with the annotated memorandum attached indicates that Kissinger saw the President’s comments. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 319, Subject Files, Draft Reform [1969–1970])

55.

National Security Decision Memorandum 261
Washington, October 11, 1969.

TO
The Vice President
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 1–50. Secret. A copy was sent to Wheeler. Kissinger sent Nixon
a memorandum on September 17 recommending that he sign an enclosed draft NSDM
establishing the DPRC. Kissinger’s memorandum begins as follows: “Your remarks at
the NSC meeting [of September 10] on the U.S. military posture, strongly underscored
your view that resolution of major defense strategy and program issues must no longer
be the result of ‘treaties’ negotiated between DOD and BOB or compromises struck
among the military services.” Kissinger continued, “As a result of the NSC meeting, I
recommend that we move to establish an interagency” DPRC. Nixon initialed his approval. (Ibid., Box 958, Haig Chronological File, September 1969) Regarding the September 10 NSC meeting, see Document 48.
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SUBJECT
Defense Program Review Committee

To assist me in carrying out my responsibilities for the conduct of
national security affairs, I hereby direct the formation of the Defense
Program Review Committee.
This Committee will review the diplomatic, military, political and
economic consequences of issues requiring Presidential determination
that result from
—proposals to change defense strategy, programs and budgets,
—proposals to change U.S. overseas force deployments and committed forces based in the U.S.,2
—major defense policy and program issues raised by studies prepared in response to National Security Study Memorandums.
The Committee will meet as necessary and supervise the preparation of issue papers for consideration by the National Security Council. Issues will be brought to the attention of this group at the initiative
of the addressee agencies or of the Chairman. Studies of defense policy and program issues undertaken in response to National Security
Study Memorandums will be submitted to the Defense Program Review Committee prior to NSC consideration rather than to the NSC
Review Group.
The membership of the Defense Program Review Committee shall
include:
The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
(Chairman)
The Under Secretary of State
The Deputy Secretary of Defense
The Director of Central Intelligence
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisors
The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

2
Laird had sent a memorandum on September 15 informing the President that he
had approved certain naval force reductions that, according to the JCS, would seriously
degrade the U.S. worldwide naval posture. Kissinger forwarded Laird’s memorandum
to Nixon on September 19, adding his belief that “these developments underscore the
need for” a DPRC. The DPRC would accomplish several things, Kissinger wrote. It would
“prevent you from being hit with faits accompli concerning important changes in our
military posture” and “prevent our allies from being faced with unilateral U.S. decisions
that affect their security without prior explanation or consultation.” In addition, it would
“give State and the other affected agencies the opportunity to work out coordinated
diplomatic and public relations scenarios so that the Administration can speak with one
voice” and “insure that all significant military policy and program decisions are in accordance with your policies and guidance.” The President highlighted these comments
and wrote in the margin, “I completely agree.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Box 222, Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. IV)
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Depending on the issue under consideration, other agencies shall
be represented at the discretion of the Chairman.3
Richard Nixon
3
On December 1, Laird sent Kissinger a letter insisting that the committee avoid
“assessing the programs of individual weapons systems or alternative regional force levels.” Instead, Laird believed that the DPRC should confine its activities to “major aggregate resource allocation issues ancillary to our top-most national goals,” including
balancing U.S. objectives with available national resources and defense and non-defense
spending. (Ibid., Box 221, Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. III) This and other
resistance from the Pentagon led to a breakfast meeting about the DPRC between
Kissinger and Laird on December 11. No record of the meeting was found. According
to talking points prepared for Kissinger by the NSC Staff, he was advised to remind
Laird that the President wanted the DPRC “to consider those issues with major doctrinal, diplomatic, or economic implications.” (Ibid.)

56.

National Security Decision Memorandum 271
Washington, October 11, 1969.

TO
The
The
The
The
The
The

Vice President
Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness
Director of Central Intelligence
Director of the Bureau of the Budget

SUBJECT
U.S. Military Posture

As a result of the National Security Council meeting on September 10, 1969 the President has directed that Worldwide Strategy 2, as
described in National Security Study Memorandum 3, U.S. Military Posture and the Balance of Power, General Purpose Forces Section, dated September 5, 1969,2 will constitute the approved United States strategy for
general purpose forces.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 1–50. Top Secret. Drafted by Lynn. Copies were sent to Wheeler
and McCracken.
2
See Document 45.
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The President has further directed that the general budget guidelines for the next five fiscal years contained in Table 1 will be used for
planning purposes.
TABLE 1
Budget Outlays3
(Billions)
Vietnam Assumption

FY 71

FY 72

FY 73

FY 74

FY 75

$73

$71

$72

$75

$76

B. Phase down to about
260,000 troops by
30 June 1971,
continue combat
through 30 June 1973,
no combat involvement
thereafter.
$76

$76

$75

$75

$76

A. U.S. Combat
Involvement ceases
after 1 July 1970
(NSSM 3 assumption)

Budget outlays should be adjusted in accordance with actual Vietnam requirements.
The President has directed that the following be accomplished:
—The Department of Defense will develop a five year force and
program plan—including overseas deployments and NATO-committed forces—consistent with the approved strategy and budget guidelines, together with an explanation and rationale for the forces in each
major force category and the logistics guidance.
—The Department of State, in coordination with the Department
of Defense, will develop a diplomatic scenario consistent with implementation of the approved strategy.
—The Department of Defense, in coordination with the Department of State and the White House Office of Congressional Liaison,
will develop a plan for presenting the approved strategy and budget
guidelines to the Congress and to the public.
Each of these tasks should be completed and a written report submitted to the Defense Program Review Committee by January 15, 1970.

3
These figures are in current dollars as in NSSM 3 (i.e. including projected inflation and pay raises). The cost of appropriate assistance to allies is included. [Footnote in
the original. NSSM 3 is Document 2.]
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The President emphasized that he will approve revisions to the
strategy and budget guidelines and the five year force and program
plan as required to maintain the security of the United States and its
allies.
The President has directed that once each year, on September 15,
the Secretary of Defense will submit to the Defense Program Review
Committee his recommended five year force and program plan, together with its rationale, for the five fiscal years beginning the following July 1. This plan should be consistent with approved strategy and
budget guidance and should note significant changes from the previous plan.
The President has further directed that proposals for significant
changes in the approved five year force and program plan or in the
strategy and budget guidelines be reviewed by the Defense Program
Review Committee prior to consideration by the President and the National Security Council.
NSC 5904/1—U.S. Policy in the Event of War—is hereby rescinded.
Henry A. Kissinger

National Intelligence Estimate1

57.

NIE 13–8/1–69

Washington, October 30, 1969.

COMMUNIST CHINA’S STRATEGIC WEAPONS PROGRAM
The Problem
To assess China’s strategic weapons program and to estimate the
nature, size, and progress of these programs through the mid-1970’s.
Conclusions
A. China’s nuclear test program continues to emphasize the development of high-yield thermonuclear weapons. The Chinese have
1

Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret; [codewords not declassified]. The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations
of the Department of State, Department of Defense, and the NSA participated in the
preparation of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate
with the concurrence of all members of the USIB with the exception of the representative of the FBI, who abstained on the grounds that it was outside of his jurisdiction. The
table of contents and a map of the locations of China’s advanced weapons facilities are
not printed. For the full text of this NIE see, Tracking the Dragon.
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developed a [less than 1 line not declassified] device that could be
weaponized for delivery by the TU–16 jet medium bomber, or possibly
configured as an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) warhead. They
are probably at least two years away from having a thermonuclear
weapon in the medium-range ballistic missile (MRBM) weight class, but
fission warheads for such missiles could be available now. For the next
several years at least, the production of nuclear materials can probably
keep pace with or exceed the requirements of testing and the number of
strategic missiles and TU–16s the Chinese are likely to be able to deploy.
B. The Chinese have recently begun production of medium
bombers (TU–16s) at a rate of approximately one unit every two
months. We estimate that production could reach a level of about four
or five a month and that about 200 TU–16s might be available by
mid-1975.
C. The evidence suggests strongly that the Chinese are moving toward MRBM deployment. We believe that any major deployment program will involve the construction of permanent complexes, but we
have no evidence that such work has begun. Even if some complexes
were started in early 1969, they would not be operational before about
mid-1970. There is some inferential evidence, however, that suggests
the existence of a few operational MRBM sites in China at this time. If
so, they are probably temporary-type installations intended to provide
an interim capability against the USSR.
D. [1 line not declassified] If a vehicle is available for testing within
the next few months, IOC could be achieved by late 1972 or early 1973.
It is more likely, however, that IOC will be later, perhaps by as much
as two or three years. If the earliest possible IOC were achieved, the
number of operational launchers might fall somewhere between 10 and
25 in 1975. In the more likely event that IOC is later, achievement of a
force this size would slip accordingly.
E. A large complex at Hu-ho-hao-t’e in Inner Mongolia has facilities and equipment adequate for handling solid-propellant rocket motors ranging in size from short-range missiles through the MRBM/
IRBM category and probably into the ICBM class. We lack any basis
for judging how the Chinese will proceed with a solid-propellant program, but we presently doubt that the Chinese could have either an
MRBM or ICBM with solid fuel motors in the field by 1975. Moreover,
a concentrated effort in this field would probably force the Chinese to
restrict severely the deployment of liquid-propellant missiles.
F. [21⁄2 lines not declassified] the Chinese have ambitious space goals.
It will probably be several years at least before the Chinese can use this
facility to its full potential, and the Chinese will probably first attempt
more modest space ventures, perhaps using a modified MRBM as a
launch vehicle.
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G. In general, it is clear that the Chinese continue to press ahead
with high priority work on strategic weapon systems. Many uncertainties remain, however, which leave in great doubt the future pace,
size, and scope of the program. Unlike the Soviet case, where we have
observed numerous programs progress through development to deployment, most of the Chinese effort is not far enough along to provide an adequate historical background for judging China’s technical
and industrial capabilities for developing, producing, and deploying
weapon systems embodying advanced technologies. [4 lines not declassified] China’s disturbed political situation and the increased animosity in Sino-Soviet relations add further uncertainty about the course of
Chinese weapon programs over the next few years.
[Omitted here is discussion of general considerations, trends, and
prospects regarding China’s strategic weapons program, including its
nuclear program and delivery systems.]
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Memorandum From the Senior Military Assistant, National
Security Council Staff (Haig) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, March 2, 1969.

SUBJECT
Memorandum from Secretary Laird Enclosing Preliminary Draft of Potential
Military Actions re Vietnam

—At Tab A is a memorandum from Secretary Laird enclosing the
initial, albeit unsanctioned, plans prepared by the JCS in response to
your request of January 27 for such a scenario.2
—At Tab B is a proposed reply to Secretary Laird for your
signature with some suggestions for modifications which might be
considered.3
The JCS plans, which have been forwarded, are I believe more extensive than the type you and the President visualized as acceptable
signals of U.S. intent to escalate military operations in Vietnam in the
face of continued enemy intransigence in Paris. Furthermore, any such

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1023,
Presidential/HAK Memcons, The President and General DeGaulle, Feb. 28–March 2,
1969. Top Secret; Sensitive. Printed from an uninitialed copy.
2
Tab A, attached but not printed, is a covering memorandum from Laird to
Kissinger, February 21, with an undated twenty-page draft paper including appendices
prepared by the JCS. According to Laird’s covering memorandum, during a luncheon
held in the Secretary of Defense’s dining room on January 27, he, Wheeler, and Kissinger
had “discussed the possibility of working out a program of potential military actions
which might jar the North Vietnamese into being more forthcoming at the Paris talks.”
Laird also emphasized the preliminary nature of the attached paper, which had not been
fully considered by the JCS or OSD. The paper’s introduction begins as follows: “To preclude prolonged stalling tactics by the communists in Paris, a program of military, political, and psychological activities can be employed by the United States to create fear
in the Hanoi leadership that the United States is preparing to undertake new highly
damaging military actions against North Vietnamese (NVN) territory, installations, and
interests.”
3
Kissinger’s signed March 3 memorandum to Laird, attached but not printed, is
at Tab B. In it, Kissinger expressed concern “that the ‘realities’ of the current domestic
and international environment do not lend themselves to an acceptance of these risks at
this time. There may be, however, some less elaborate actions which could be initiated
which although more subtle in nature, might be undertaken with reduced risks of news
media recognition or domestic turbulence.” He asked Laird “to flesh-out the plans with
a spectrum of lower profiled actions” and be prepared to discuss the resulting proposals with Nixon by March 15.
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plans should be forwarded with the views of the Chairman and the
Secretary included. If implemented, they would require some level of
coordination at State. The draft plan, in fact, recommends (Page 6 of
the draft JCS memorandum)4 that an appropriate interagency Task
Force be formed to refine each of the scenarios which have been
developed.
In brief, the plans provide:
1. Actual or feigned airborne/amphibious operations against several objectives in NVN (Appendix A).5
2. An actual or feigned airborne/airmobile expedition in force
against enemy LOCs in Laos and Cambodia (Appendix B).
3. Actual or feigned renewed and expanded air and naval operations against NVN (Appendix C).
4. Actual or feigned subversion of the population and preparation
for active resistance by the people against the Hanoi regime. (Appendix D).
5. A plan for actual or feigned technical escalation of war against
North (nuclear) (Appendix E).6
Recommend
You sign the memorandum at Tab B to Secretary Laird which:
1. Expresses your gratitude for the excellent draft plan.
2. Requests additional refinement to include lower level actions.
3. Requests resubmission in final form by March 15, 1969.

4
The appropriate portion of page 6 of the JCS draft paper reads as follows: “If the
concept of applying psychological pressure to change [North Vietnamese] negotiating
tactics is approved, it is recommended that an appropriate interagency task force be
formed to refine each of the attached scenarios and to prepare detailed plans for their
implementation.”
5
Appendices A through E are attached to Tab A but not printed.
6
According to Appendix E, a “technical escalation” translated as the threatened
use of nuclear or chemical weapons. The JCS recommended 11 actions to implement the
threatened escalation, including a public statement by a high U.S. military official that
the United States was examining the use of “new and more modern weapons” in Vietnam and a visit by a “team of Pentagon technical experts in atomic and chemical warfare” to the Pacific.
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59.

Editorial Note

An outgrowth of the Nixon administration’s policy of linkage,
making negotiating progress in one area dependent on progress in another, was the threatened use of U.S. or allied military force to encourage North Vietnam and their Soviet patrons to reach a settlement
to the conflict in Vietnam. On May 15, 1969, Nixon briefed a joint meeting of the National Security Council and the Cabinet on his strategy of
placing additional pressures on the enemy to achieve a settlement in
Vietnam. A memorandum of the meeting reads as follows: “In a summary statement, the President began by pointing out that the end of
World War II was delayed by the insistence on unconditional surrender. ‘If the enemy knows there is no way out but military defeat, he
has nothing to gain by offering a settlement. What we have provided
is a way out. On the other side of the coin, some people feel that it is
only necessary to put out a proposal to get peace. What must be realized is that we are talking to an enemy whose first objective is not
peace. They want South Vietnam. So if we are going to get genuine negotiations, just putting out a proposal is not enough. We needed to
threaten that if they don’t talk they will suffer.’
“The President listed four principal factors in the U.S. position.
One, we are for peace—we are reasonable. Two, we aim to convince
the enemy that if there is no settlement, we have an option which is
military action not only at the present level but an expanded level.
Three, we want to make clear that they can’t win by sitting us out.
Four, we want to convince them that they aren’t going to get what
they want by erosion of the will of the U.S. So, said the President, we
have offered them a way out. We have tried to indicate that we will
not tolerate a continuation of their fight-talk strategy. We have tried
to convince them that the time is coming when South Vietnam will
be strong enough to handle a major part of the load. Beyond all this,
said the President, it was necessary to give the impression to the enemy that the people of the U.S. are going to support a sound peace
proposal and not accept peace at any price. Then and only then will
the enemy realize that the war must be ended.” (Memorandum of a
meeting by James Keogh; National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special Files, President’s Office Files, Box 1,
Memoranda for the President’s Files, Beginning May 11, 1969) See
also Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume VI, Vietnam, January
1969–July 1970, Document 68.
Nixon made specific threats. On August 3, at the end of his worldwide trip that began on July 22, President Nixon met with Romanian
President Nicolae Ceaucescu at the Council of States Building in
Bucharest. In the course of asking Ceaucescu to help broker a deal be-
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tween the United States and the Soviet Union, Nixon again threatened
escalation of the war in Vietnam. According to a memorandum of conversation, Nixon said the following: “I am concerned by reports from
Paris that the North Vietnamese leaders have concluded that their best
tactics are to continue to talk in Paris with no substance and to continue to fight in Vietnam thinking that public opinion will force us to
capitulate and get out. I never make idle threats; I do say that we can’t
indefinitely continue to have 200 deaths per week with no progress in
Paris. On November 1 this year—one year after the halt of the bombing, after the withdrawal of troops, after reasonable offers for peaceful
negotiation—if there is no progress, we must re-evaluate our policy.
“Let me make one thing perfectly clear about North Vietnam. I
don’t hate the North Vietnamese. While I disagree with their government, I admire the courage of the people, their willingness to sacrifice.
We want an equal chance for both sides; we want justice and peace for
both sides. All we get from them is a take it or leave it position. There
is nothing more important to me than to end this war on a fair basis.
It will make possible the many Romanian-U.S. actions we talked about,
could make possible U.S.-Chinese relations, and would help relations
with the Soviet Union. All this is possible.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1023, President’s Trip Files,
Memcons—The President and President Ceaucescu, August 2–3, 1969)
According to H.R. Haldeman, the President’s Assistant, Nixon intentionally planned to signal to Moscow and Hanoi that he was a “madman” capable of any irrational deed, up to and including using nuclear weapons, to end the stalemate at the negotiating table and bring
about an end to the war. The so-called “madman theory” was first suggested in Haldeman’s memoirs, published in 1978. Haldeman recalled:
“the Communists feared Nixon above all other politicians in U.S. public life. And Nixon intended to manipulate that fear to bring an end to
the War. The Communists regarded him as an uncompromising enemy
whose hatred for their philosophy had been spelled out over and over
again in two decades of public life. Nixon saw his advantage in that
fact. ‘They’ll believe any threat of force that Nixon makes because it’s
Nixon,’ he said.”
Haldeman wrote of Nixon’s belief that President Dwight D. Eisenhower had convinced North Korea, China, and the Soviet Union to end
the Korean war in 1953 only by issuing a nuclear threat. “He saw a
parallel in the action President Eisenhower had taken to end another
war. When Eisenhower arrived in the White House, the Korean War
was stalemated. Eisenhower ended the impasse in a hurry. He secretly
got word to the Chinese that he would drop nuclear bombs on North
Korea unless a truce was signed immediately. In a few weeks, the Chinese called for a truce and the Korean War ended.”
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Although it is unclear whether the Eisenhower’s threat of nuclear
expansion was received as such in China, Nixon planned to use the same
tactic in Vietnam, Haldeman recalled. Although he lacked Eisenhower’s
long military résumé, “he believed his hardline anti-Communist rhetoric of twenty years would serve to convince the North Vietnamese
equally as well that he really meant to do what he said. He expected to
utilize the same principle of a threat of excessive force.”
“The threat was the key, and Nixon coined a phrase for his theory,” Haldeman continued. Nixon reportedly told Haldeman in the
summer of 1968: “I call it the Madman Theory, Bob. I want the North
Vietnamese to believe that I’ve reached the point that I might do anything to stop the war. We’ll just slip the word to them that ‘for God’s
sake, you know Nixon is obsessed about Communism. We can’t restrain him when he’s angry—and he has his hand on the nuclear button’—and Ho Chi Minh himself will be in Paris in two days begging
for peace.” Nixon himself recalled events differently, however. The former President, during an interview with historian Joan Hoff in 1984,
denied using the term “madman theory” and claimed that he rarely
discussed substantive foreign policy matters with Haldeman. (H.R.
Haldeman with Joseph DiMona, The Ends of Power (New York: Times
Books, 1978), pages 82–83; Joan Hoff, Nixon Reconsidered (New York:
BasicBooks, 1994), page 177)
In October 1969, the U.S. military, including its nuclear forces, secretly went on alert, a fact that remained unknown for many years. The
documentary record offers no definitive explanation as to why U.S.
forces went on this alert, also known as the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)
Readiness Test. There are two main after-the-fact explanations: first,
that nuclear brinkmanship was designed to convince the Soviets that
President Nixon was prepared to launch a nuclear attack against North
Vietnam in order to convince Moscow to put pressure on Hanoi to negotiate an end to the war in Southeast Asia; second, that the President
ordered the alert as a signal to deter a possible Soviet nuclear strike
against China during the escalating Sino-Soviet border dispute.
The second explanation grew out of the intensification of the SinoSoviet border dispute in early 1969, which lead to several armed
clashes, raising concerns among U.S. officials that these skirmishes
would provoke a broader clash between the two Communist powers.
Fighting between Soviet and Chinese troops erupted in March along
the Ussuri River, which formed part of the eastern border between the
People’s Republic of China and the Soviet Union. After a brief interlude, armed clashes again took place, this time along the frontier separating the Chinese Autonomous Region of Sinkiang and the Soviet
Republic of Kazakhstan, culminating in a serious engagement on August 13 that reportedly resulted in heavy casualties, particularly on the
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Chinese side. In the wake of that exchange, both the Soviet and Chinese Governments initiated civil defense measures in preparation for
a possible escalation of hostilities. Negotiations ultimately staved off a
Sino-Soviet war, including talks between Soviet Premier Alexei Kosygin and his Chinese counterpart Zhou Enlai in early September and bilateral talks on border questions, which were announced on October 7
and began in Beijing on October 20.
According to the second after-the-fact interpretation, President
Nixon, on the recommendations of Henry Kissinger, initially considered placing U.S. forces on alert as a signal to the Soviet Union to deter a Soviet preemptive strike against Chinese nuclear facilities. As the
following documentation shows, U.S. foreign policymakers received
several credible, but incomplete, intelligence reports beginning in August 1969 that Soviet leaders were considering such a move.
Kissinger, although he did not specifically mention the alert, recalled in his memoirs that the United States “raised our profile somewhat to make clear that we were not indifferent to these Soviet threats.”
Such threats included a trial balloon floated by a Soviet journalist with
special ties to the Soviet Government, who on September 16 suggested
“the possibility of a Soviet air strike” against a Chinese nuclear testing
site. According to Kissinger, “A Soviet attack on China could not be ignored by us. It would upset the global balance of power; it would create around the world an impression of approaching Soviet dominance.
But a direct American challenge would not be supported by our public opinion and might even accelerate what we sought to prevent.”
(Kissinger, White House Years, pages 184–186)
Nixon offered the most direct evidence of the link between the JCS
Readiness Test and Sino-Soviet hostilities during an interview published in the July 29, 1985, issue of Time magazine. The former President revealed that he had “considered using nuclear weapons” on four
separate occasions during his Presidency. One was in Vietnam. In
weighing options to end the war in Vietnam, Nixon said, “one of the
options was the nuclear option, in other words, massive escalation: either bombing the dikes or the nuclear option.” Having decided not to
avail himself of that option in Vietnam, the ex-President recalled also
considering using nuclear weapons during the war in the Middle East
in October 1973 and during the 1971 Indo-Pakistani crisis.
Another time Nixon said he considered using nuclear weapons
“involved China. There were border conflicts. Henry [Kissinger] used
to come in and talk about the situation. Incidentally, this was before
the tapes. You won’t have these on the tapes.” Nixon continued, “Henry
said, ‘Can the U.S. allow the Soviet Union to jump the Chinese?’—that
is, to take out their nuclear capability. We had to let the Soviets know
we would not tolerate that.” (Time, July 29, 1985, pages 52–53)
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60.

Editorial Note

U.S. officials learned in early August 1969 about a standdown by
Soviet air forces. General Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS), announced at Secretary of Defense Laird’s weekly staff meeting
of August 11 and attended by, among others, Laird; Deputy Secretary
of Defense Packard; G. Warren Nutter, Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs; General Westmoreland, U.S. Army
Chief of Staff; and Admiral Moorer, then the Chief of Naval Operations,” that one of the most curious and unexplainable situations is the
current stand-down in Soviet Air Force activity since 1 August. We have
also indications that the Fleet Air Arm of the Soviet Pacific Fleet has
been inactive. There have been call-ups of Reservists and indications
of improved maintenance.” The JCS had failed to “identify any particular reason for these activities,” but it anticipated “no immediate
threat to the U.S. or its allies. Such an event hasn’t happened in 10
years. Consequently, we have put all of the Commanders-in-Chiefs of
the unified and specified commands on alert.” (Minutes of Secretary’s
Laird’s Staff Meeting; Washington National Records Center, OSD Files:
FRC 330–76–0028, Box 9, June–August 1969)
The CIA’s Directorate of Intelligence on August 8 prepared an Intelligence Memorandum entitled “Standdown of Soviet Air Forces.”
The memorandum bears Kissinger’s initials. It reads in part as follows:
“The virtual cessation of Soviet military air activity in the USSR and
Eastern Europe that began on the weekend of 2–3 August 1969 is now
in its seventh day, making this the longest and most widespread air
standdown ever noted in the Soviet Union.” It also noted, “A standdown in military air activity is one of the classic indicators of preparations to initiate hostilities. Inactivity, however, is by no means a conclusive sign of such preparations.” The memorandum continued,
“Indeed, this standdown had endured beyond the time that would be
expected for a pre-hostilities standdown.”
The CIA offered several explanations for the standdown. One possibility was that August 21 marked the first anniversary of the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia and the Soviets were “concerned about
continued restiveness there.” Another alternative was the continuing tension with China: “During the past few months, there has been unusual
military activity on the Soviet side of the border, including a large scale
military exercise in late May and early June in which China was apparently the simulated enemy. The buildup of Soviet forces on the border—
now double the force of a few years ago—almost certainly is continuing, possibly at an accelerated pace. Although Soviet forces on the border
now have an offensive capability, they still do not appear capable of
conducting protracted large-scale operations against China.” Ultimately,
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the CIA concluded “that the USSR will not initiate hostile military action in the immediate future.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Box 709, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. 1)
Kissinger recalled the Soviet measures in his memoirs. “In late August,” he wrote, “we detected a standdown of the Soviet air force in
the Far East. Such a move, which permits all aircraft to be brought to
a high state of readiness simultaneously, is often a sign of a possible
attack; at a minimum it is a brutal warning in an intensified war of
nerves. The standdown continued through September.” (Kissinger,
White House Years, page 183)

61.

National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11/13–69

Washington, August 12, 1969.
THE USSR AND CHINA
The Problem

To estimate the general course of Sino-Soviet relations over the
next three years.
Conclusions
A. Sino-Soviet relations, which have been tense and hostile for
many years, have deteriorated even further since the armed clashes on
the Ussuri River last March. There is little or no prospect for improvement in the relationship, and partly for this reason, no likelihood
that the fragments of the world Communist movement will be pieced
together.
B. For the first time, it is reasonable to ask whether a major SinoSoviet war could break out in the near future. The potential for such a
war clearly exists. Moreover, the Soviets have reasons, chiefly the
emerging Chinese nuclear threat to the USSR, to argue that the most

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Secret. The CIA
and the intelligence organizations of the Department of State, Department of Defense,
and the NSA participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Director of CIA submitted this estimate with the concurrence of all members of the USIB with the exception
of the representatives of the AEC and FBI, who abstained on the grounds that the subject was outside their jurisdiction. The table of contents is not printed. The estimate is
also published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVII, China, 1969–1972, Document 24.
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propitious time for an attack is soon, rather than several years hence.
At the same time, the attendant military and political uncertainties
must also weigh heavily upon the collective leadership in Moscow.
C. We do not look for a deliberate Chinese attack on the USSR.
Nor do we believe the Soviets would wish to become involved in a
prolonged, large-scale conflict. While we cannot say it is likely, we see
some chance that Moscow might think it could launch a strike against
China’s nuclear and missile facilities without getting involved in such
a conflict. In any case, a climate of high tension, marked by periodic
clashes along the border, is likely to obtain. The scale of fighting may
occasionally be greater than heretofore, and might even involve punitive cross-border raids by the Soviets. Under such circumstances, escalation is an ever present possibility.
D. In the light of the dispute, each side appears to be reassessing
its foreign policy. The Soviets seem intent on attracting new allies, or
at least benevolent neutrals, in order to “contain” the Chinese. To that
end Moscow has signified some desire to improve the atmosphere of
its relations with the West. The Chinese, who now appear to regard the
USSR as their most immediate enemy, will face stiff competition from
the Soviets in attempting to expand their influence in Asia.
[Omitted here is a ten-page Discussion section with four parts: Political Background, The Military Dimension, Prospects, and Impact of
the Dispute Elsewhere in the World. The estimate also includes a threepage annex entitled Territorial Claims and a map of the Soviet-Chinese
border.]

62.

Editorial Note

The National Security Council met in San Clemente, California on
August 14, 1969, to discuss U.S. policy toward China and South Korea
and Sino-Soviet hostilities. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the
meeting, which lasted from 9:39 a.m. to 12:25 p.m., was attended by
President Nixon; Kissinger, his Assistant for National Security Affairs;
Vice President Agnew; Secretary of State Rogers; Secretary of Defense
Laird; Attorney General Mitchell; Lincoln, Director of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness; Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
Under Secretary of State Richardson; Director of Central Intelligence
Helms; Marshall Green, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and
Pacific Affairs; and NSC Staff members Halperin, Haig, Laurence Lynn,
and John Holdridge. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
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For the minutes of the portion of the meeting dealing with China
and its clash with the Soviet Union see Document 74, Foreign Relations,
1969–1972, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969–October 1970.
Nixon took handwritten notes during Helms’ briefing about China’s
nuclear capabilities and political trends, including its tense relations
vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. According to Nixon’s notes, Helms stated
that the most recent incident on the border between Sinkiang and Kazakhstan, which culminated in a clash on August 13 that reportedly resulted in heavy Chinese casualties, was less serious than “previous levels,” presumably a reference to the March Ussuri River crisis. Helms
also estimated that although Chinese leaders were “nervous now,” they
neither wanted nor expected a “Soviet attack.” Nixon’s notes are published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVII, China, 1969–1972,
Document 25.
Kissinger provided an account of the NSC meeting in his memoirs. He recalled, “the President startled his Cabinet colleagues by his
revolutionary thesis (which I strongly shared) that the Soviet Union
was the more aggressive party and that it was against our interests to
let China be ‘smashed’ in a Sino-Soviet war. It was a major event in
American foreign policy when a President declared that we had a
strategic interest in the survival of a major Communist country, long
an enemy, and with which we had no contact. The reason a SinoSoviet war was on his mind was that a new increase of tensions along
the border caused us grave concern.” (Kissinger, White House Years,
page 182)
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63.

Memorandum of Conversation1
Washington, August 18, 1969.

SUBJECT
China: US Reaction to Soviet Destruction of CPR Nuclear Capability; Significance
of Latest Sino-Soviet Border Clash; Internal Opposition. Vietnam: US and
Communist Intentions; Soviet Views. SALT: Reason for Soviet Delay. Laos: Soviet
Role
PARTICIPANTS
Boris N. Davydov, Second Department of the Soviet Embassy
William L. Stearman, Special Assistant for North Vietnam, INR/REA

The reported conversation was during lunch at the Hotel America (Beef and Bird Restaurant) in Washington on August 18, 1969. Davydov, whom I have known for several years, was the host. Expectedly,
he began the conversation with questions on our Vietnam policy, but
quickly changed the subject to China with a rather startling line of
questioning.
China
Davydov introduced this subject by asking about our intentions
towards China. Specifically he wanted to know if recent US moves
to improve relations with the CPR were aimed at an ultimate SinoAmerican collusion against the USSR.2 I assured him that this was not
the case and that the modest steps we are taking to improve relations
with China should certainly not be interpreted this way. I told him that
his knowledge of both the US and China ought really to rule out, in
his mind, any serious possibility of such collusion. Davydov had posed
this question in a previous conversation; so it was no surprise. His next

1
Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1967–69, DEF 12 CHICOM. Secret; Sensitive. Drafted by Stearman. On August 21, George C. Denney, Jr., Acting Director of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research, forwarded this memorandum to Helms
and Vice Admiral Vernon L. Lowrance, Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency. Denney’s covering memorandum to the latter reads as follows: “You might be interested in
the attached memorandum of conversation, which Under Secretary Johnson has asked
me to draw to your attention. He is, of course, anxious that all field posts of all agencies be alerted to report immediately any further indications that the Soviets might be
considering a preemptive strike on China’s nuclear facilities.” No record of a response
was found. (Central Intelligence Agency, ODDI Registry, Job 80–R01284A, Box 26, Communist China, 1967–69)
2
President Nixon made an around-the-world trip from July 22 to August 3, during which he discussed China with the leaders of Pakistan and Romania. See Documents
59, 62 and Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVII, China, 1969–1972, Document 20.
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question, however, was totally unexpected and has not, to my knowledge, ever been raised by the Soviets with any other US officials.
Davydov asked point blank what the US would do if the Soviet
Union attacked and destroyed China’s nuclear installations.3 I replied
by asking him if he really meant this to be a serious question. He assured me that he was completely serious and went on to elaborate. He
said, in essence, that two objectives would be served by destroying
China’s nuclear capability. First, the Chinese nuclear threat would be
eliminated for decades. Second, such a blow would so weaken and discredit the “Mao clique” that dissident senior officers and Party cadres
could gain ascendancy in Peking. He pointed out that the Cultural
Revolution proved there was a great deal of internal dissent in China
and that there was widespread dissatisfaction with the policies of Mao
and Lin Piao.4 (He later added that basic changes could only be made
by people in the upper levels of the Army and Party and not by any
regional revolt of minority groups or “tribesmen.”) He then rephrased
his original question by asking: “What would the US do if Peking called
for US assistance in the event Chinese nuclear installations were attacked by us? Wouldn’t the US try to take advantage of this situation?”
I replied that I was obviously in no position to predict exactly what
the US would do in such a hypothetical contingency, but added that
one could count on two things. One, the US would view any outbreak
of major hostilities between the USSR and China with considerable concern as no one could predict the consequences. Two, the US would
most certainly want to keep out of any such conflict. Davydov insisted
that a strike against the nuclear facilities would not affect the US and
there was nothing to fear from this; furthermore, he believed that this
would not cause the Chinese to attack the Soviet Union because they
would fear a more massive Soviet attack in retaliation and because
Mao’s position would be weakened by this blow.
At this point I asked Davydov whether he thought Chinese nuclear capability could ever come close to that of the Soviet Union in
the foreseeable future. He answered that in the not too distant future

3
Kissinger recalled in his memoirs that he took the contents of this conversation
“sufficiently seriously” to convene the WSAG; see Document 64. Such hints by Soviet
officials, he wrote, meant that Nixon’s “conviction expressed at the August 14 NSC meeting that we could not allow China to be ‘smashed’ was no longer a hypothetical issue.
If the cataclysm occurred, Nixon and I would have to confront it with little support in
the rest of the government—and perhaps the country—for what we saw as the strategic
necessity of supporting China.” (White House Years, p. 183)
4
Mao Zedong (Mao Tse-tung), Chairman of the Central Committee of the Chinese
Communist Party (CCP), and Lin Biao (Lin Piao), PRC Minister of Defense and Vice
Chairman of the CCP Central Committee.
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this capability could become a serious threat to the Soviet Union. He
reminded me that there was a time when the US seriously doubted the
ability of the Soviet Union to catch up with it in the nuclear field and
look what happened.
He again sought to elicit information on how we envisage the development of US–CPR relations. I told him that, at the present pace, it
might be some time before these relations reached the present formal
level of Soviet-Chinese relations. After all, these two countries still
maintain diplomatic relations and, malgré tout, recently concluded an
agreement on river navigation.5 Davydov said that the maintenance of
embassies in the respective capitals wasn’t that significant and that Chinese behavior during the recent river navigation talks had been curious. At one point the Chinese broke off the talks without explanation
and then resumed them a day later.
I asked him about the significance of the most recent border
clashes, and he explained that this encounter with a “mob of peasants”
on the Sinkiang border had nothing to do with the Soviet transportation network and could not be related to Chinese nuclear installations
in Sinkiang. In general he felt that all of these border clashes were provoked by the Chinese to detract attention from internal problems. He
said that Chinese border guards had been provoking their Soviet counterparts since 1963 when there were even instances of the Chinese biting Soviet guards. The Damansky Island “provocation” was the last
straw as far as the Soviets were concerned, and the Chinese had to be
shown that they couldn’t continue to get away with these acts.6 He inferred that there was a certain advantage to the Soviet Union in these
provocations by saying that he actually feared the day when the Chinese began putting on a reasonable, peaceful front behind which they
could quietly continue increasing their nuclear strength without raising any alarm.
Coming back to US reaction to the destruction of Chinese nuclear
installations, Davydov asked if the US wouldn’t really welcome this
move since Chinese nuclear weapons could threaten it too; furthermore, the US was supposed to oppose the spread of nuclear weapons.

5
Talks between the Chinese and the Soviets on border river navigation, which had
begun on June 18, ended on August 8 with the signing of an agreement to hold further
talks in China in 1970.
6
Competing claims to Damansky Island sparked a series of battles, beginning on
March 2 and continuing into autumn 1969, which took the PRC and the Soviet Union to
the brink of war. The Sino-Soviet dispute included numerous clashes between Chinese
and Soviet troops along the border separating the Chinese region of Sinkiang and Soviet Kazakhstan which intensified in May and June of 1969.
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I answered that while we very much favor limiting the number of nuclear powers through the NPT, an attack on Chinese nuclear installations was quite another thing altogether.7
[Omitted here is discussion of the war in Vietnam, SALT, and Laos.]

7
During a second conversation with Davydov in Washington on November 10,
Stearman “noted that the question he had put to me (i.e., how would the U.S. react to a
Soviet attack on China’s nuclear installations) was highly unusual. I then probed to find
out why he asked the question in the first place. In replying he was evasive, but gave
the impression that he had tried to get a (relatively low level) U.S. reaction to what he
termed ‘one of a number of contingency plans’ which the Soviet Union was considering
during that period of Sino-Soviet tension. When asked if he had posed this question on
his own initiative, he was again evasive, but did not give the impression that this was
the case.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1967–69, POL CHICOM–USSR)
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64.

Memorandum for the Record of the Washington Special
Actions Group Meeting1
San Clemente, September 4, 1969.

SUBJECT
WSAG Meeting, San Clemente, September 4, 1969
PARTICIPANTS
Dr. Kissinger
The Attorney General
Admiral Nels Johnson
Under Secretary U. Alexis Johnson
Assistant Secretary G. Warren Nutter
Thomas Karamessines
Helmut Sonnenfeldt
John H. Holdridge

1. The group agreed that while the draft2 was a good first cut, some
adjustments would have to be made to make the paper more specific
and more useful. It was agreed that the section on Vietnam should be
strengthened and that the implications of a Soviet blockade of the China
mainland would need to be examined from the legal standpoint in detail. An international study of neutrality was required. In addition, further study on the question of the US relationship with the Soviets was
required. For example, in the event of a Soviet attack, would we drop
discussions with the USSR on SALT, the Middle East and Berlin.
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–71, Washington Special Actions Group Meeting, September
4, 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. No drafting information appears on the memorandum. The meeting was held at the Western White House in San Clemente, where
Nixon vacationed from August 18 to September 8. (Ibid., White House Central Files,
President’s Daily Diary) For the full text, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVII,
China, 1969–1972, Document 29.
2
Reference is to a draft 60-page paper entitled “Immediate U.S. Policy Problems
in Event of Major Sino-Soviet Hostilities,” with an Introduction and four sections: General Posture Alternatives, Immediate Policy Problems and Options, Impartiality Stance
[and] Advantages in Negotiating With the Soviet Union, and Actions to Forestall Major
Sino-Soviet Hostilities. The final section included five options: public statements, discussion at the United Nations, private diplomacy with the Soviet Union, U.S. approaches
to the PRC via an intermediary, and encouraging third countries to influence the Soviet
Union and the PRC. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–71, WSAG Meeting, September 17, 1969) The draft
version of the paper was also discussed at the WSAG meeting of September 17, during
which William I. Cargo, Director of the Policy Planning Staff, reported that some changes
had been made in the paper since the September 4 meeting. “Alternative situations—a
Soviet ‘surgical’ strike and a condition of widespread, major hostilities—have been built
in,” according to Cargo. For the final version see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume
XVII, China, 1969–1972, Document 43. The minutes of the September 17 WSAG meeting
are published in Ibid., Document 32.
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2. It was also generally agreed that the position of impartiality
would have the practical consequences of helping the Soviets. Dr.
Kissinger proposed, and the rest agreed, that in such circumstances we
might try to get something from the Soviets. There were possibly opportunities which might exist for us in other areas such as Korea and
Vietnam.
3. On the question of the public position to be taken by the US in
the UN or elsewhere, there was concurrence on the point that we could
not condone a nuclear exchange, and that if we wanted to quiet things
down we must say so. On asking for a ceasefire, it was accepted that
for the US to ask for one without at the same time condemning the Soviets would appear to the Chinese as “collusion”. With such a condemnation, however, it was acceptable to ask for a ceasefire.
4. Dr. Kissinger remarked that 2 factors are involved: the actual
situation, and what the Chinese perceived. He felt strongly that the
definition of impartiality would be to establish a position which in the
next decade would focus Chinese resentment entirely on the Soviets,
and not on the US.
5. Another point raised by Dr. Kissinger was the undesirability of
creating a situation in which a country would establish a principle of
resorting to nuclear weapons to settle a dispute. If such a principle
were established, the consequences for the US would be incalculable.
It was not enough for us to deplore the effects of nuclear weapons on
health and safety factors and we must make this very plain to the Soviets despite the US nuclear policy in Europe.
6. With respect to the paper itself, it was agreed that it should be
refined into two alternatives: a situation in which major hostilities were
in progress, and a situation in which the Soviets launched a surgical
strike against Chinese nuclear centers. There was general agreement
that a surgical strike would probably lead to greater hostilities, but for
the purpose of the paper this distinction should be made.
7. The group also agreed that section four—what to do to deter—
was most pertinent and urgent. The Soviets, in fact, might be getting
the idea that we are encouraging them and our record should be clear.
8. Dr. Kissinger observed that as in the Korea papers3 it would be
helpful to know something about what DEFCON should be entered
into. He added that it would be insane for Eastern European countries
to attempt to approach the US if the Soviets were to knock out the Chinese nuclear capacity.

3
NSSM 34, issued on March 21 and entitled “Contingency Planning for Korea,”
and NSSM 53, issued April 26 and entitled “Korean Contingency Planning,” are scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XIX, Korea; Japan, 1969–1972.
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[Omitted here is discussion of the United States civil defense posture, the best method for communicating with the Chinese, and United
States reconnaissance flights.]

65.

President’s Daily Brief
Washington, September 6, 1969.

[Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 10, President’s Daily Briefs, September 1–22, 1969. Top Secret. 2 pages not declassified]

66.

Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to President
Nixon1
Washington, September 10, 1969.

SUBJECT
The Possibility of a Soviet Strike Against Chinese Nuclear Facilities

Soviet Embassy Second Secretary Davydov brought up the idea of
a Soviet attack on Chinese nuclear facilities in a Washington luncheon

1
Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1967–69, DEF 12 CHICOM. Secret. Drafted on August 29 by Robert H. Baraz of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Office of Research and Analysis for USSR and Eastern Europe (RSE). Cleared by
INR Deputy Director George C. Denney, Jr., INR Deputy Director for Research David E.
Mark, INR/RSE Acting Director Kenneth A. Kerst, Nicholas Platt of INR/Office of Research and Analysis for East Asia and Pacific (REA), Green, Deputy Assistant Secretary
of the Bureau of European Affairs (EUR) Emory C. Swank, and Samuel G. Wise of
EUR/Soviet Union (SOV). On September 12, Sonnenfeldt and Holdridge of the NSC Staff
sent Kissinger a draft memorandum for the President informing him of these soundings
and Rogers’s opinion that a Soviet strike against Chinese nuclear facilities was unlikely.
Kissinger wrote the following on the covering memorandum: “I disagree with State
analysis. Soviets would not ask such questions lightly—though this doesn’t mean that
they intend to attack.” His note also directed Sonnenfeldt and Holdridge to prepare a
new memorandum for the President that provided “a little more flavor of communist
probes.” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, Box 710, Country Files, USSR, Vol. V) See
Document 70.
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conversation with a Department officer on August 18. I am enclosing
the memorandum of conversation which details the rationale for such
a move which he adduced in asking what the United States reaction
might be.2
Davydov’s conversation was unusual for the length of the argument that he presented for such a Soviet course of action. None of the
other occasional references to the idea in talks with Soviets which have
come to our attention have spelled out such a justification.
—In late March or early April Kosygin’s son-in-law Gvishiani and
Professor Artsimovich who were visiting in Boston reportedly said that
the USSR would have to destroy Communist China’s nuclear arsenal.
They seemed to be soliciting the reaction of the American to whom
they were speaking.
—Italian Communist Rossana Rossanda has claimed that, in July,
the Italian Communist leadership received a message from Moscow
asking how the Italians would react if, in self-defense, the Soviet Union
were forced to make a preventive strike against Chinese missile and
atomic installations. On the basis of past experience, Rossanda is not
to be taken too literally as a reporter, and a more accurate version of
her information may be contained in a Finnish Communist account of
the consultations in Moscow at the World Communist Conference in
June. According to this report, a Soviet leader then asserted that the
USSR had a capability to deal China an immediate mortal blow (presumably more than just a strike at nuclear facilities), but did not
wish to do something so “un-Leninist,” except as an extreme defensive
measure.
—In June the science editor of Izvestia’s Sunday supplement asked
an American Embassy officer in Moscow what the American reaction
to a possible Soviet attack (nature of the blow not specified) on China
might be. The same Russian has avoided the subject more recently, and
in response to the American’s latest query two weeks ago, the editor
merely said that the USSR was trying to better its relations with China.
In July Sidney Liu of Newsweek was asked by Delyusin of the Soviet
Institute of Asian and African Affairs what he thought the Chinese popular reaction would be to a major Soviet attack on China (the nature
of the attack was not otherwise defined in the report.)
—A Soviet communication to foreign Communist parties in early
August left an impression of great concern over the future of SinoSoviet relations, but neither of the two accounts of the message that
we have indicates that it discussed such specific courses of action as a
strike against Chinese nuclear facilities.

2

Printed as Document 63.
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—Finally, the most recent Soviet statement on the subject was by
Southeast Asia Chief Kapitsa of the Foreign Ministry who insisted to
a Canadian newsman that a Soviet strike against Chinese nuclear targets was “unthinkable” and that the very idea was an invention of the
Western press.
It is extremely unlikely that Davydov would be privy to top-level
Soviet discussions on this matter, much less any decisions taken. Rather,
it is likely that he has been given the job of getting as much information as he can on American attitudes on the China issue, and his questioning about the strike hypothesis was in the context of trying to elicit
discussion of American views of Sino-Soviet relations. The idea of a
strike against Chinese nuclear targets is one which has been mentioned
in the United States press and talked about among diplomats and newsmen in Washington. Moreover, Davydov had been asked—at a meeting with Congressional interns a few days before the above cited luncheon—what he thought the United States attitude ought to be in the event
of a Sino-Soviet war, and thus would have had occasion to have thought
through some of the argumentation he used in the memorandum.
What emerges clearly from the foregoing evidence—as well as
from Soviet leaders’ speeches, from Moscow’s propaganda, and from
clandestine source reports on Soviet diplomatic anxieties—is an obvious sense of Soviet concern over troubles with China and of great interest in how others view Sino-Soviet tensions. What remains doubtful is whether the Soviets have ordered their officials systematically to
canvass for reactions to a specific potential course of action—attack on
Chinese nuclear targets. Nevertheless, the Department has considered
the possibility that Davydov’s conversation might have been the first
move in such a probing operation, and, with that in view, has alerted
key American posts abroad to be certain to report analogous conversations. The only response so far was from the American Embassy in
Rome. A Soviet First Secretary told Italian officials he foresaw new and
more serious incidents; he was not reported to have sought reactions
and there was no reference in the report to the idea of a strike against
Chinese nuclear facilities.
In the absence of a cluster of such reports in a relatively short time,
it would appear that Davydov’s recent conversation, as well as the remarks in Boston five months ago, are curiosities rather than signals. It
is certain that Moscow remains preoccupied with its Chinese problem,
and the Kremlin is probably reviewing all of its options. Thus the possibility of a Soviet strike at Chinese nuclear facilities cannot be ruled out.
Nevertheless, my advisers and I do not believe such a move to be probable. The Soviets would have to weigh the risk of triggering an all-out
war with China, a war for which the Soviets are not likely to believe
themselves yet well prepared despite their buildup since 1965. More-
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over, they would not be sure of getting the entire inventory of Chinese
bombs, and would in any case face the prospect that the Chinese would
most likely rebuild their nuclear arsenal with renewed determination.
The National Intelligence Estimate of August 12, 19693 on the SinoSoviet dispute notes that a conventional air strike aimed at destroying
China’s missile and nuclear facilities might be the most attractive military option available to Moscow, if the Soviets believed that they could
do this without getting involved in a prolonged and full-scale war. The
National Intelligence Estimate did not think it likely that the Kremlin
would reach this conclusion, but felt that there was some chance that
it would. Considering all of the military, political, economic, foreign
policy, and ideological implications of any such Soviet attack, the Department’s analysts judge that the chances of this particular course of
action are still substantially less than fifty-fifty and that Sino-Soviet
conflict, if it does occur, might more likely result from escalation of border clashes. That assessment seems reasonable to me.
WPR

3

67.

Document 61.

Editorial Note

Both the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China conducted nuclear tests in late September 1969. China conducted its first
underground nuclear test on September 22. United States intelligence
detected the test [less than 1 line not declassified]. The Central Intelligence
Agency produced an intelligence memorandum two days later than
began as follows: “[2 lines not declassified].” On September 25, President
Nixon received a memorandum from his Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger summarizing the CIA analysis. The real significance of the test, according to Kissinger, was that the PRC had made
sufficient progress in its nuclear program to tackle the technical challenges involved in an underground test. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 958, Haig Chronological Files,
September 1969 and ibid., Box 519, Country Files, Far East, Vol. III,
respectively)
The Soviets conducted a nuclear test on September 25. On September 26, Kissinger sent to Nixon a memorandum reporting that the
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Soviets had tested an SS–9 inter-continental ballistic missile employing
three reentry vehicles, the eighth such test since August 1968. [1 line
not declassified] according to Kissinger’s memorandum. Nixon highlighted this section of the memorandum and wrote in the margin,
“K[issinger]—We’d better keep a close eye on this.” (Ibid., NSC Files,
Box 11, President’s Daily Briefs, September 23–30, 1969)

68.

Minutes of Review Group Meeting1
Washington, September 25, 1969, 2:25–3:35 p.m.

SUBJECT
Sino-Soviet Differences (NSSM 63)2
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Richard F. Pedersen (came late)
William I. Cargo
Donald McHenry
Defense
G. Warren Nutter
CIA
R. Jack Smith

JCS
LTG F. T. Unger
OEP
Haakon Lindjord
USIA
Frank Shakespeare
NSC Staff
Helmut Sonnenfeldt
John Holdridge
William Hyland
Jeanne W. Davis

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS
The Ad Hoc Committee paper3 is to be revised to spell out the consequences of policy choices in three situations:
a. Continued Sino-Soviet tension but no hostilities;
b. Active U.S. effort to deter hostilities
c. Hostilities
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–111, SRG Minutes, Originals, 1969 [2 of 3]. Secret. The meeting was held in the Situation Room of the White House. The entire minutes are published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVII, China, 1969–1972, Document 36.
2
For the text of NSSM 63, issued on July 3 and entitled “U.S. Policy on Current
Sino-Soviet Differences,” see ibid., Document 15.
3
Reference is to the draft response to NSSM 63 submitted by the NSSM 63 Interdepartmental Ad Hoc Group on September 3. The paper included five sections: a review
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1. one-shot strike, or
2. protracted conflict
The revised paper4 will be considered again at a Review Group
meeting5 and then by the NSC.
Mr. Kissinger opened the meeting saying that this was a difficult
paper to write on a conjectural issue of which we do not know the
dimensions. There were, in fact, two papers: a basic paper and a
summary. There was, however, no inevitable relationship between the
two, since parts of the basic paper were not covered in the summary.
He suggested, and it was agreed, that this meeting would deal with
the summary paper plus certain points of the basic paper not covered
in the summary.
He noted the summary’s assumption that the President has already
spoken in favor of Strategy D (“to assert an interest in improving relations with both contestants.”).6 He acknowledged this was true, but

of intelligence regarding the Sino-Soviet relationship; an analysis of the relationship
among the United States, the Soviet Union, and China; Strategic Options Assuming Continuing Sino-Soviet Political Rivalry; Strategic Options Assuming Major Sino-Soviet Hostilities; and Implications for U.S. Policy in Specific Areas. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–40, Review Group
Meeting, NSSM 63 Sino-Soviet Differences, September 25, 1969)
4
On October 17, the NSSM 63 Interdepartmental Ad Hoc Group submitted a revised 23-page paper divided into three major sections: 1. Options; 2. Analysis of the Interrelation: The Soviet Union, China, and the U.S.; and 3. Problems and Opportunities
for the U.S. Assuming Major Sino-Soviet Hostilities. It recommended the following abbreviated options: A. Support China, B. Support the USSR, C.1. Passive neutrality, and
C.2. Current policy with more movement toward China. “Rising Soviet concern over the
nuclear weapons capabilities and future military potential of China may be inducing the
Soviet leadership to take a more aggressive view,” the paper noted, leading them “to
feel that a major military move against China could remove the Chinese nuclear threat
or even undermine the Mao–Lin leadership. In this case they might even encourage border tension to provide a pretext for wider military action.” One option available to the
Soviet Union was “a preemptive strike, e.g., an attempt to destroy the Chinese nuclear
and missile facilities.” The paper continued, “the possibilities that nuclear weapons might
be used, that other countries might be drawn into the war, and that the outcome might
shift the balance of power against us, are sufficiently great to make an escalation of hostilities something we should seek to avoid and to raise the question whether there are
possible actions we could take to minimize the chances of a major Sino-Soviet military
conflict.” (Ibid., Review Group Meeting, Sino-Soviet Differences, November 20, 1969)
The paper’s summary is published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVII, China,
1969–1972, Document 40.
5
The minutes of the November 20 Review Group meeting are published ibid., Document 47.
6
The September 3 draft listed four broad strategies open to the United States: “A.
To support the Chinese position by collaborating with Peking in its efforts to avoid
politico-economic isolation. B. To collaborate with the USSR in isolating China. C. To
adopt a ‘hands-off’ attitude, refusing to have anything to do with either contestant that
might be interpreted by the other as tilting the balance. D. To assert an interest in improving relations with both contestants, gaining leverage where we can from the dispute in pursuit of our own interests.” See footnote 3.
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noted that usually the President’s position was more complicated than
what he said. He (Mr. Kissinger) did not wish to be in a position of announcing to the Review Group what the President’s policy is, then
structuring the meeting accordingly. The President is open to other suggestions if the judgment of this group indicates that another course
would be more desirable. The President’s position was contained in a
public statement that we want to be friends with both sides.7 Mr.
Kissinger interpreted that to mean that in a non-hostilities situation we
would be more inclined to lean toward China while publicly pronouncing that we favor neither. He thought the President’s view was
not so firm that it could not be changed by reasoned argument, and
reiterated that there were no restrictions on this group’s discussions.
He thought the situations could be stated more explicitly than in
the paper, possibly as: (1) continued tension but not hostilities; (2) a
U.S. policy to deter hostilities; (3) U.S. policy during hostilities. He
could see the argument of leaning toward China on the grounds that
in a non-war situation it was more logical to support the weaker against
the stronger. During hostilities, neutrality would have the objective
consequence of helping the USSR, and assistance to China would probably not make any difference to the outcome. Therefore, since policy
in a pre-hostilities stage would not be applicable to a hostilities situation, it would be worth examining policy in both situations.
Mr. Cargo agreed, saying the deterrent policy was presumably a
part of the contingency study under way in the WSAG.8 He thought
the first and third situations (no hostilities and hostilities) were addressed in the paper before the meeting. He noted that Section V examines the implications area by area in both situations.
[Omitted here is discussion of Japan within the context of SinoAmerican relations and the Department of Defense’s position regarding NSSM 63.]
Mr. Kissinger commented that our stance depends on our idea of
a desirable outcome; for example, if we lean toward China in a prehostilities period it would be on the assumption that China will be a
functioning unit. If China breaks up, we are in a different universe and
would no longer have the option of supporting China. We should get
some assessment of the trends in a pre-hostilities phase but it would
be more important in the event of hostilities. We should consider two
possibilities: (1) a military situation where the Soviets have taken out
China’s nuclear capability and nothing else, and (2) a situation in which
the Soviets have moved massively into a protracted ground war. In the
7
Kissinger was referring to the President’s address before the 24th session of the
UN General Assembly on September 18; see Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 724–731.
8
See footnote 2, Document 64.
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first situation, we could make the best of a demonstration of impotence
and in the second, we could enjoy the vicarious pleasures of someone
else’s Vietnam. It was not in our interest for the USSR and China to become a monolithic bloc. If China breaks up, it would not be so much
of a problem. He asked if we should postulate a few assumptions.
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to national security policy.]
Mr. Kissinger said he could make no judgment on what will happen to China, but he thought we should make a judgment on the effect of a single Soviet strike on China vs. a massive ground war and
that it would be worthwhile to look at the position the U.S. should
take. He questioned whether it was worthwhile taking the time of senior people to consider possible political outcomes in China.
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to national security policy.]
Mr. Kissinger said that, to the extent our policy in the Middle East
is influenced by a fear of becoming embroiled with the USSR, we would
have to consider Soviet reluctance to become involved with us in the
Middle East and with China in the Far East. This would depend on the
different possible war outcomes. If the Soviets were involved in a protracted war in the Far East, they would be reluctant to get into another
war. But, if they could make a clean nuclear strike, it would enhance
their fearsomeness and the temptation to intervene in the Middle East
would be greater.
Mr. Shakespeare replied that, even so, the Soviets would have
earned the implacable hostility of China. And they might be in difficulty in Eastern Europe. Would the U.S. be worse off?
Mr. Kissinger asked what the effect would be if the USSR knocked
off the Chinese nuclear capability, even on top of the Czech invasion.
What could China do in 10 or 15 years?
Mr. Shakespeare asked if we gained or lost from the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia?
Mr. Kissinger replied we lost.
Mr. Pedersen commented that we did not want a worldwide deterioration of the situation.
Mr. Kissinger thought the “implacable hostility” of China
wouldn’t hurt the Soviets for 10 years. He cited the Chinese attack on
India in 1962 which resulted in India’s loss of confidence in China. He
thought hostilities might lead to an interesting situation in the Middle
East. But, on the other hand, it might make the Soviets think they
should clean up the situation in the West before they have to face the
East again.
Mr. Shakespeare thought that we should consider whether the possibility of a protracted conflict between the USSR and China could have
decided benefits.
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Mr. Cargo thought we would analyze the possible types of conflicts which would be advantageous, although we would not have that
kind of choice. He thought we must say ‘no’ to a Soviet-Chinese conflict. He thought the nuclear problems—the question of fallout alone—
would require this position.
General Unger noted the third-country problem, and Mr. Cargo
commented that we would be letting the genie out of the bottle.
Mr. Sonnenfeldt commented that arguing the methodology of advantage or disadvantage isn’t going to get far. We should isolate the
consequences and what problems each would pose. In the Middle East,
what would Israel calculate the Soviet reaction to be if they should
march. What would be the effect on the India–Pakistan situation?
Mr. Shakespeare agreed. While the paper assumes that hostilities
should be avoided at all costs, he thought there was another side.
Mr. Kissinger asked whether, even if we assume our interest is in
avoiding conflict, should we not consider it. He thought it would be
very useful to expand the contingency paper9 to 45 days plus. We could
handle the Vietnam issue as a part of the contingency paper in view
of its sensitivity.
Mr. Cargo agreed.
Mr. Sonnenfeldt noted with regard to SALT that the paper says the
Soviets might be more reluctant to go into SALT in the event of major
hostilities. He thought this would be true in the event of protracted
war, but, on the other hand, the Soviets might want to use SALT as a
safety valve and to manipulate the Chinese into a bad position.
Mr. Pedersen noted that the interesting thing in Gromyko’s speech
to the General Assembly10 was his statement that any radical disarmament must include all five powers. This was different from what
he had said last year.
Mr. Kissinger thought this was suspicious unless the Soviets were
getting ready to disarm China.
Mr. Kissinger recommended that, in order to make the NSC discussion useful, we lay out the consequences of various choices in various situations. He thought we might get useful directives as a result.
Mr. Kissinger noted there were overlapping (or possibly conflicting) interests between us and the Soviets which might lend themselves

9

See footnote 8 above.
In his speech at a plenary meeting of the 24th session of the UN General Assembly, September 19, Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko introduced a plan for
“the strengthening of international security,” which was placed on the agenda for the
General Assembly. (United Nations, General Assembly, Twenty-fourth Session, Official
Records, 1756th Plenary Meeting, September 19, 1969, pp. 7–14; ibid., Annexes, Agenda
Item 103, Document A/7654 and A/7903, pp. 1–6)
10
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to negotiations in the case of a period of tension or of hostilities. Except for Taiwan, we might have few similar situations with China.
Which would be easier?
Mr. Sonnenfeldt noted that disagreement over whether “overlapping” meant “converging” or “conflicting”, citing the experience in
drafting the BNSP.
Mr. Kissinger thought we should explore what is really hidden by
“overlapping,” get it explicitly analyzed and resolved.
Mr. Cargo thought we might highlight the principal choices and
their operational consequences and attempt to project them further
ahead.
Mr. Kissinger said we should separate hostilities from a period of
tension and we should sub-divide the types of hostilities—a one-shot
strike vs. protracted conflict. He thought we should bring the matter
to the NSC as soon as possible.
Mr. Cargo noted that the “lean toward” option would be taken
care of in such an approach.
Mr. Kissinger thought we would probably come out with a recommendation to keep open our options toward China in order to and
to the extent that we could get concessions from the USSR. We should
pose the question in terms of the three new basic options he had mentioned at the beginning of the meeting. He asked if we could get a revision of the paper in a week or two.
Mr. Cargo replied we could.
Mr. Kissinger said he foresaw a quick Review Group meeting on
the revised paper, then to the NSC.

69.

Editorial Note

During the autumn of 1969, President Nixon and his Assistant for
National Security Affairs Kissinger searched for ways of achieving a
negotiated settlement to the war in Vietnam by escalating, or by giving the appearance of escalating, the war, thereby encouraging the
North Vietnamese to be more conciliatory in the Paris peace talks. In
his memoirs, Nixon stated, “After half a year of sending peaceful signals to the Communists, I was ready to use whatever military pressure
was necessary to prevent them from taking over South Vietnam by
force. During several long sessions, Kissinger and I developed an elaborate orchestration of diplomatic, military, and publicity pressures we
would bring to bear on Hanoi.” (RN, pages 393, 398)
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Kissinger’s memoirs include a slightly different version of events.
“Nixon tried to play for all the marbles; and as was not infrequently the
case, he began it with a maneuver that appeared portentous though it
reflected no definitive plan. In short, he was bluffing.” Specifically,
Kissinger recalled that the administration tried to create the impression
that the November 1 anniversary of the United States’ halt on bombing
North Vietnamese targets “was a kind of deadline.” The President,
Kissinger wrote, “dropped less than subtle hints that his patience was
running out and that if no progress had been made in Paris by November 1, he would take strong action. So far as I could tell, Nixon had only
the vaguest idea of what he had in mind.” (White House Years, pages
304–305)
Nixon and Kissinger, in a manifestation of linkage, gave Soviet
Ambassador Dobrynin the impression that they were about to escalate
the war on the assumption that the Soviets could and would pressure
their North Vietnamese clients to reach a settlement in Paris. Kissinger
held a meeting with Dobrynin on September 27. According to the memorandum of conversation, President Nixon, by prearrangement, called
during the meeting. Once the conversation was completed, Kissinger
told Dobrynin, “To us Vietnam was the critical issue. We were quite
prepared to discuss other subjects, but the Soviet Union should not expect any special treatment until Vietnam was solved.” Kissinger, after
expressing regret “that all our efforts to negotiate had failed,” informed
Dobrynin that President Nixon “had told me in his call that the train
had just left the station and was now headed down the track. Dobrynin
responded that he hoped it was an airplane and not a train and would
leave some maneuvering room. I said the President chooses his words
very carefully and that I was sure he meant train.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, President’s Trip Files, Box 489,
Dobrynin/Kissinger 1969 [Part 2]) The full memorandum of conversation, which Kissinger sent to Nixon under a covering memorandum,
October 1, is published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969–October 1970, Document 85. See also ibid.,
volume VI, Vietnam, January 1969–July 1970, Document 125.
Nixon called Kissinger after the latter’s meeting with Dobrynin.
According to the transcript of the telephone conversation, the President asked Kissinger if Dobrynin clearly understood “the fact we are
going the hard route?” Kissinger assured Nixon that the Soviet Ambassador understood as Kissinger “had been very tough on him.”
Kissinger then summarized their conversation. “D[obrynin] had asked
what K[issinger] thought of the Sino-Soviet problem” and “whether he
thought they (the Soviets) were going to attack the Chinese. K had
replied that, as a historian, he thought the Soviets were considering it.”
Later during their conversation, Nixon and Kissinger discussed the
merits and timing of “making the tough move” regarding the war in
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Vietnam. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
President’s Trip Files, Box 489, Dobrynin/Kissinger 1969 [Part 1])

70.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, September 29, 1969.

SUBJECT
The US Role in Soviet Maneuvering Against China

In the last two months, the increase in Sino-Soviet tensions has led
the Soviets to sound out numerous American contacts on their attitude
toward a possible Soviet air strike against China’s nuclear/missile facilities or toward other Soviet military actions. These probes have varied in character from point-blank questioning of our reaction to
provocative musings by Soviets over what they might be forced to do
against the Chinese, including the use of nuclear weapons. Some of
these contacts have featured adamant denials that the Soviets were
planning any military moves—thereby keeping the entire issue alive.
(Secretary Rogers’ Memorandum on this subject is at Tab A.)2
Our contingency planning for major Sino-Soviet hostilities is well
along, and NSC consideration of a basic policy paper on the Sino-Soviet dispute is scheduled for October 8.3
Meanwhile, I am concerned about our response to these probes.
The Soviets may be quite uncertain over their China policy, and our
reactions could figure in their calculations. Second, the Soviets may be
using us to generate an impression in China and the world that we are
being consulted in secret and would look with equanimity on their military actions.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 337,
HAK/Richardson Meetings, May–December 1969. Secret. Sent for action. No drafting
information appears on the memorandum. Sonnenfeldt sent it to Kissinger under a covering memorandum of September 24. The entire memorandum is published in Foreign
Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVII, China, 1969–1972, Document 37.
2
Printed as Document 66.
3
The NSC did not discuss Sino-Soviet hostilities as scheduled. Rather, the NSC devoted its October 8 meeting to verification issues regarding a potential agreement to limit
strategic arms. The NSSM 63 Ad Hoc Group produced on October 17 a paper on SinoSoviet differences; see footnote 4, Document 68.
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[Omitted here is a paragraph dealing with PRC representation in
the United Nations.]
I believe we should make clear that we are not playing along with
these tactics, in pursuance of your policy of avoiding the appearance
of siding with the Soviets.
The principal gain in making our position clear would be in our
stance with respect to China. The benefits would be long rather than
short-term, but they may be none the less real. Behavior of Chinese
Communist diplomats in recent months strongly suggests the existence
of a body of opinion, presently submerged by Mao’s doctrinal views,
which might wish to put US/Chinese relations on a more rational and
less ideological basis than has been true for the past two decades.4
Recommendation:
That you authorize me to ask the Department of State to prepare
instructions to the field setting forth guidance to be used with the USSR
and others, deploring reports of a Soviet plan to make a preemptive
military strike against Communist China.5
4
In an August 28 memorandum to Kissinger, William Hyland of the NSC staff
wrote the following: “The idea that we can build up political credit with the Chinese
leaders by displaying our sympathies is not very convincing. If we were serious in this
regard we should take actions to forestall a Soviet strike, which the Chinese could claim
we have full knowledge of.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 710, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. 4)
5
The President initialed his approval and added the following handwritten comment: “Base it on ‘reports which have come here—etc.’ “

71.

Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)
and Secretary of Defense Laird1
Washington, October 6, 1969, 11:40 a.m.

[Omitted here is discussion of military briefing procedures.]
Kissinger asked if Laird thought that “it will be picked up?”
Laird said we can make sure it is, but I certainly don’t want to announce it from here.
1
Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 89,
Telephone Conversations, Chronological File. Top Secret.
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Kissinger said he saw that there is a SAC exercise going on in October. “I’m all for it—but I just want to know what it is. Has it been
announced?”
Laird—no formal announcement.
Kissinger—”Will the other side pick this up? We want them to.”
Laird—They will pick it up. The fact that we are exercising our
bombers.
Kissinger—Could you exercise the “DevCons” (?) [DEFCON] for
a day or so in October? I’ll give you a brief as to why.
Laird—We can.
HAK—The President will appreciate it very much.
[Omitted here is discussion of Laos and an upcoming Nuclear
Planning Group meeting.]

72.

Memorandum From the Senior Military Assistant, National
Security Council Staff (Haig) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, October 9, 1969.

SUBJECT
Items to Discuss with the President, October 9

1. Discuss Soviet contact made by Sullivan with Tcherniakov. Reporting telegram received last night from State is at Tab A.2 (While you
may have been aware of this initiative which obviously did not come
about by the happenstance suggested in the reporting telegram, I was
not. I personally believe that we would have had to ferret out the meaning of the lowered activity in Vietnam before the first of November.
However, professional poker players play their cards with far greater
finesse. Certainly our cards should have been played after October 15

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 334, Subject Files, Items to Discuss with the President 8/13–12/30/69. Top Secret; Sensitive;
Nodis.
2
Tab A was not found attached and is not further identified. The references are to
Yuri N. Tcherniakov, Minister Counselor of the Soviet Embassy in Washington, and, presumably, to William H. Sullivan, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and
Pacific Affairs.
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unless we believed serious upheavals were going to come on the 15th
here at home.3 I do not believe this and would have far preferred our
playing the game at least to the 25th of October. Obviously the fat is
now in the fire and the game has started but our chips are already considerably lower than they might have been.)
[Omitted here are points 2 and 3, dealing with Israel and Biafra
respectively.]
4. Discuss with the President the specific alert measures which Defense can implement starting on the 13th4 or soon thereafter as possible (Tab D). I have checked in pencil what I consider to be the acceptable options of those offered by Defense. They are preparing a detailed
paper on each of these options as indicated in the Pursley memo. Basically, I would implement Items “a” and “b” in the attached memo for
a period of 48 hours each. This would involve radio silence and a stand
down of all combat aircraft in CONAD and EUCOM. I would also implement item “e” which involves ground alert of SAC bombers and
tankers but preferably item “f” with dispersal of CONAD forces. This
would involve movement to military DOB’s but not to civilian DOB’s
and would involve both SAC aircraft and Air Defense aircraft.
Tab D
Memorandum From the Secretary of Defense’s Military
Assistant (Pursley) to the Senior Military Assistant, National
Security Council Staff (Haig)5
Washington, October 8, 1969.
SUBJECT
Significant Military Actions

In response to your request, a number of concepts for military actions are outlined below which would, in our judgment, be considered
by the Soviets as unusual and significant. The following criteria were
employed in developing these potential actions:
a. Ease of detection by the Soviet Union.
b. High possibility of being considered unusual and significant.

3
On October 15, approximately 250,000 protesters marched in Washington during
a nationwide Vietnam moratorium.
4
Monday, October 13.
5
Secret.
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c. Low public exposure in the United States.
d. Feasible of execution as early as 13 October, or as soon thereafter as possible.
e. Lasting sufficiently long to be convincing.
Concepts meeting these criteria would include:6
a. Implementation of radio and/or other communications silence
in selected areas or commands, e.g., in SAC and Polaris forces.
b. Stand-down of flying of combat aircraft in selected areas or
commands, e.g., for 48 hours in SAC and EUCOM.
c. Increased surveillance of Soviet ships en route to North
Vietnam.
d. Increased reconnaissance sorties around the periphery of the
Soviet Union.
e. Increased ground alert rate of SAC bombers and tankers.
f. Dispersal of SAC aircraft with nuclear weapons to only military
dispersal bases, with or without dispersal of CONAD forces.
g. Alerting or sending to sea of SSBNs currently in port or by
tender.
Modification of the Snow Time 70–2–E joint SAC/NORAD exercise has been considered, but does not appear to qualify under the
given criteria.
The significance of the costs and risks entailed by the military actions outlined above must be related to the over-all effect desired, which
is not known at this time. In absolute terms, neither the costs nor the
risks seem to be high.
Robert E. Pursley7
Colonel, USAF
Military Assistant

6

Haig placed checkmarks next to options a, b, c, e, and f.
The original bears Pursley’s typed signature. A signed copy of this memorandum
includes the following postscript that Pursley addressed to Haig: “This is bare-bones
stuff tonight. I have asked the Joint Staff to amplify each of the alternatives listed above
and provide me a follow-on paper in the morning [Thursday, October 10].” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 352, Subject Files, Schedule of
Significant Military Exercises, Vol. 1 [Feb. 69–Oct. 70])
7
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73.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, October 9, 1969.

SUBJECT
Military Alerts

Attached is a memorandum from Defense2 which outlines a series
of concept actions which could be executed as early as October 13th in
order to convey the impression of increased U.S. readiness to the Soviets. There are seven conceptual operations suggested which
include:
1. Implementation of a period of radio and communication silence
in selected commands.
2. 48-hour stand-down of strategic and combat aircraft in selected
commands.
3. Increased surveillance of Soviet ships enroute to North
Vietnam.
4. Increased reconnaissance sorties around the periphery of the
Soviet Union.
5. Increased ground alert rate of SAC bombers and tankers.
6. Dispersal of SAC aircraft with nuclear weapons and Air Defense aircraft to their military dispersal bases.
7. Alert or dispatch to sea of nuclear submarines currently in port.
Of the above proposals, I would recommend that we implement,
starting next week and phased appropriately through the week, the
measures listed above as follows: 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 352, Subject Files, Schedule of Significant Military Exercises, Vol. I [Feb. 69–Oct. 70]. Secret. Sent
for action.
2
See the attachment to Document 72.
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Recommendation:
That you approve the implementation of the readiness measures
listed above, starting as early as October 13th, and to be completed on
October 25.3
3
Printed from a copy that bears no indication whether the President approved or
disapproved the recommended measures. During a telephone conversation with Laird
held at 12:40 p.m. on October 10, Kissinger assured Laird that Nixon had approved. A
transcript of the conversation reads in part: “Concerning the exercises that are to laid on
for October 13 and 14 and running through that week, L[aird] understood one thing—
all of these had been approved by the President last night. K said yes, the President went
over them last night. L said there is no DEFCON business involved in this—we will not
be contacting our allies (Canada or NATO) on any of these? K said that is what we want.
We were worried about getting the allies involved. All of these activities will get some
sort of signal—they will get the word but there will be no DEFCON. There is no military significance to this, and it won’t cost much money, per Laird.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)

74.

Memorandum From the Senior Military Assistant, National
Security Council Staff (Haig) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, October 9, 1969.

SUBJECT
Items to Discuss with the President, October 10

1. Inform the President that you have instructed Defense to proceed with the alert measures he approved yesterday.2 (At Tab A is a list
of pros and cons of each of the measures listed in the memo. Those
which are being implemented and for which detailed plans are being
prepared with a submission date of October 10, are checked.)
[Omitted here are points 2 through 5, which deal with unrelated
matters.]

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 334, Subject Files, Items to Discuss with the President 8/13–12/30/69. Secret.
2
Nixon approved on October 9. See Document 73 and footnote 3 thereto.
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Tab A
Paper Prepared in the Office of the Secretary of Defense3
Washington, undated.
Initial Evaluation of Possible Military Actions

1. Implementation of radio and/or other communications silence
in selected areas or commands, e.g., in SAC and Polaris forces.4
a. Pros:
—low cost.
—easily detected.
—unusual U.S. action.
—high initial impact; possibly alarming in significance.
—could be puzzling for long period.
—low public exposure.
—feasible for early execution.
b. Cons:
—very restricting to normal operational and administrative
requirements.
—will gradually lose significance.
—may be shown up as a sham as Soviet reconnaissance/surveillance fails to turn up complementing activity, such as alerting or movement of forces.
2. Stand-down of flying combat aircraft in selected areas or commands, e.g., for 48 hours in SAC and EUCOM.
a. Pros:
—rather easily detected in perhaps one day.
—would be considered both unusual and significant if event includes sizeable forces.
—feasible of early execution.
—negative cost.

3
Pursley sent the paper to Haig under a covering memorandum, October 9, which
reads as follows: “Yesterday, October 8, 1969, I provided a list of a number of possible
military actions which the Soviet Union would consider as unusual and significant. Attached is an initial evaluation of possible advantages and disadvantages of such actions.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 352, Subject Files,
Schedule of Significant Military Exercises, Vol. I [Feb. 69–Oct. 70])
4
Haig placed checkmarks next to options 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6.
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b. Cons:
—moderately visible to public.
—difficult to extend beyond several days without disrupting training proficiency and administrative schedule.
—lack of supporting actions, such as recall of personnel on leave
and dispersal of forces, might expose overall action as sham.
3. Increased surveillance of Soviet ships en route to North
Vietnam.
a. Pros.
—low cost.
—easily detected by ship and promptly reported.
—significant departure from current operations.
—no direct public exposure.
—feasible of early execution.
—implies significant U.S. interest in Soviet actions.
—can be continued for long period.
b. Cons:
—diverts destroyer, helicopter and patrol aircraft from other important tasks.
—could provoke Soviet charges of interference with shipping on
high seas, with attendant public exposure.
—increases chance of collision at sea.
—could encourage counterharassment of U.S. shipping.
4. Increased reconnaissance sorties around the periphery of the
Soviet Union.
a. Pros:
—easily detected, perhaps over period of one week.
—no public exposure in U.S. unless Soviets take hostile action.
—can be integrated into over-all U.S. surveillance program.
—can be continued over long period.
—would be considered very significant, though not necessarily
unusual.
b. Cons:
—will divert limited resources from other high priority tasks.
—increased risk of shoot-down by Soviets.
—risk of Soviet-sponsored initiatives by other Red countries
against U.S. surveillance craft.
5. Increased ground alert rate of SAC bombers and tankers.
a. Pros:
—rather easily detected over several days.
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—particularly significant when coupled with nuclear weapon
loading.
—low public exposure.
—feasible of early execution.
—low cost.
b. Cons:
—difficult to maintain for weeks without strain on air crews.
6. Dispersal of SAC aircraft with nuclear weapons to only military dispersal bases.
a. Pros:
—easily detected.
—highly significant to Soviets.
—low or negative costs after several days.
—can be executed quickly.
—can be sustained over long period.
b. Cons:
—could be publicly alarming, depending on situation and
interpretation.
7. Alerting or sending to sea of SSBNs currently in port or alongside tender.
a. Pros:
—easily detected by Soviet shore spotters, and promptly reported.
—recognized by Soviets as departure from scheduled operations.
—feasible of early execution for submarines not undergoing extensive repairs.
—absence from port can be maintained for long duration.
—Soviets cannot determine destination or mission.
b. Cons:
—stimulates speculation by dependents and results in positive
public exposure in U.S.
—delays or interrupts repair and upkeep periods.
—degrades long-term readiness.
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Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Wheeler) to Secretary of Defense Laird1

CM–4624–69

Washington, October 10, 1969.

SUBJECT
Significant Military Actions

1. In accordance with instructions from higher authority,2 an outline plan for testing military readiness of selected forces world-wide
has been prepared (Tab A).
2. This plan calls for the standdown of flying training activities in
selected commands, and for the development of increased readiness.
Activities which require prior consultation with our Allies, the degradation of current essential missions, or increased funding requirements
have been avoided. Commanders concerned have been requested to
provide recommendations for additional actions to be taken during the
13–25 October period. These additional actions will be discernible to
the Soviets but not threatening.
3. I have dispatched the messages to the commanders concerned,
as indicated.
4. I recommend the President be informed of our planning and
actions taken with the attached draft memorandum (Tab B).3
Earle G. Wheeler

1
Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 1969). Top Secret; Sensitive. A handwritten note indicates the memorandum
was handcarried to Pursley at 7:15 p.m., October 10.
2
Wheeler received a memorandum on October 9 from Lemnitzer informing him
that Kissinger had “requested an integrated plan of military actions to demonstrate convincingly to the Soviet Union that the United States is getting ready for any eventuality
on or about 1 November 1969.” Lemnitzer added, “Rather than threatening a confrontation (which may or may not occur), the objective of these actions would be a
demonstration of improving or confirming readiness to react should a confrontation occur.” (Ibid.) Later that day, Wheeler sent a memorandum directing the Joint Staff “to prepare an integrated plan of actions which will physically test our military readiness in selected areas worldwide to respond to possible confrontation by the Soviet Union. These
actions should be discernible to the Soviets but not threatening in themselves.” (Ibid.)
More informally, Lemnitzer, in a handwritten memorandum dated October 9, informed
Wheeler “that the President has directed the execution of the five major actions” that
Kissinger recommended in his memorandum, Document 73.
3
Attached but not printed is Tab B, an undated draft memorandum to President
Nixon informing him that “actions have been taken and are being planned to test the
readiness posture of selected U.S. forces.” The memorandum was not sent to Nixon.
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Tab A
Paper Prepared by the Joint Staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff4
Washington, undated.
OUTLINE PLAN FOR TESTING MILITARY READINESS

Objective—To achieve a readiness posture with selected US forces
for the period 13–25 October in a manner which will be discernible to
the Soviets, but not threatening.
Assumptions—Actions will: not require additional funding or resources; not require consultation or agreement with allies; can be taken
without degradation of current essential missions; can be taken with
plausible rationale for public information purposes; be readily apparent to Soviets as increased US readiness for confrontation.
Courses of Action—Selected US military forces worldwide will be
directed to stand-down all flying training activity, and to take certain
other measures.
a. A message will be dispatched to SAC no later than 1200 hours,
11 October, directing stand-down of all flying training and reinstatement of degraded alert sorties to maximum extent possible. Standdown will commence at 0800 local Omaha time on 13 October 1969.
The stand-down will continue until otherwise directed by the JCS.
b. A message will be dispatched to CINCONAD, CINCPAC,
CINCEUR, and CINCSTRIKE, no later than 1200 hours, 13 October, directing stand-down of all flying training activities and assumption of
highest degree of combat readiness permitted by stand-down and consistent with no change in DEFCON. Stand-down will continue until
otherwise directed by the JCS.
Timing—The stand-down postures will continue until US intelligence indicates Soviets have become aware of the increased readiness.
A special intelligence watch has been established for this purpose. SAC
will begin its stand-down 2 days earlier than other participating commands to permit appearance of intensification of US readiness over a
period of several days. The US Sixth Fleet will impose EMCON to create impression of unusual fleet activity in addition to standing down
normal flying training activity. The JCS will determine when commands will be selectively returned to normal posture.

4
Top Secret. Lemnitzer’s handwritten memorandum to Wheeler of October 9 indicates that Laird saw this plan and approved its “execution as directed by the White
House.”
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Possible second Phase—Participating commands will be requested
by separate message to suggest possible additional measures for second phase implementation. These measures will be considered by the
JCS and directed for implementation as selected.
Termination—All operations will return to normal no later than 25
October, and possibly earlier, if directed by the JCS.

76.

Telegram From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(Wheeler) to the Commanders in Chief of Selected U.S.
Commands1
Washington, October 10, 1969, 2205Z.

12650. 1. We have been directed by higher authority to institute a
series of actions during the period 130000Z–250000Z Oct, to test our
military readiness in selected areas world-wide to respond to possible
confrontation by the Soviet Union. These actions should be discernible
to the Soviets, but not threatening in themselves. They may include,
but are not necessarily limited to, the following type actions:
A. Stand-down of flying of combat aircraft in selected areas or
commands, to improve operational readiness.
B. Implementation of radio and/or other communications silence
in selected areas or commands.
C. Increased surveillance of Soviet ships en route to North
Vietnam.
D. Increased ground alert rate of SAC bombers and tankers.
2. To initiate actions within the time frame specified, certain commanders have been directed2 to stand-down training flights and introduce varying degrees of EMCON. These initial actions will cover
the first four days of the 14-day period.

1
Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 1969). Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only; Immediate. Drafted by Rear Admiral
F. A. Bardshar in the Directorate of Operations, Joint Staff, JCS. Sent to General Bruce K.
Holloway, CINCSAC; Admiral John S. McCain, Sr., CINCPAC; General Goodpaster,
CINCEUR; Admiral Ephrain Holmes, CINCLANT; General Seth McKee, CINCNORAD
and CINCONAD; General John Throckmorton, CINCSTRIKE; General George Mather,
CINC, Southern Command; and Lieutenant General Robert Ruegg, CINC, Alaska.
2
Wheeler on October 10 sent separate telegrams to each individual CINC informing them of the specific measures to be taken in their commands. (Ibid.)
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3. I request that you nominate further actions compatible with the
guidance herein, and cognizant of local problems peculiar to your areas, allies, and environment. These nominations are required NLT
122300Z. Actions proposed should be compatible with Project 703.3
4. Warm regards.
3
Laird, during his press conference of August 21, announced plans to reduce fiscal year 1970 defense expenditures by up to $3 billion, a cost-cutting effort dubbed Project 703. See Document 49.

77.

Paper Prepared in the Operations Directorate of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff1
Washington, undated.

Point Paper for the Chairman, JCS, for a Meeting With the President
SUBJECT
Plan for US Military Readiness

Main Thrust of Point Paper
—Initial actions have been taken to achieve readiness posture with
selected US forces for the period 12–25 October 1969. Posture will be
discernible to the Soviets but not threatening.
Actions Taken
—CINCSAC
—Commencing at 0800 local, 13 October 1969 stand-down all training flights until further advised.
—Reinstate degraded alert sorties to maximum extent possible.
—(Actions taken will not affect SEA operations).

1
Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69). Top Secret; Sensitive. Drafted by Colonel Jack L. Buckley, General Operations Division of the JCS. This paper was prepared for Wheeler’s meeting with Nixon,
held on October 11 from 9:45 a.m. to 12:45 p.m. and also attended by Laird, Kissinger,
Moorer, Ryan, and Chapman. (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central
Files, President’s Daily Diary)
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—CINCPAC
—Commencing at 0800 local, 15 October 1969 stand-down all training flights within the Korean ADIZ until further advised.
—Reinstate degraded SIOP alert sorties extent feasible.
—Air units during stand-down will achieve maximum state of
readiness. No DEFCON change.
—USCINCEUR
—Commencing at 0800 local, 15 October 1969 stand-down all training flights until further advised.
—Sixth Fleet operate maximum practicable EMCON commensurate with safety.
—Air units during stand-down will achieve maximum state of
readiness. No DEFCON change.
—CINCSTRIKE/CINCONAD
—Commencing at 0800 local, 15 October 1969 stand-down all training flights.
—Air units during stand-down will achieve maximum state of
readiness. No DEFCON change.
Second Phase of Operations
—Dispatched personal message to CINCs2 which:
—Alerts them to forthcoming operation.
—Requests their nomination further actions which can be taken
under guidelines provided.
—All actions taken will be compatible with Project 703.
—Reaction from CINCs expected NLT 1900 EDT, 12 October—basis for further activity will stem from these inputs.

2

Document 76.
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78.

Telegram From the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe
(Goodpaster) to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(Wheeler)1
Brussels, October 11, 1969, 1155Z.

3162. Reference: JCS 12650 Oct 69.2
1. I anticipate that the actions contemplated in reference, when applied within USEUCOM area, will be quickly picked up by our allies,
and will be the subject of speculation and possible concern. We are
checking now for possible effects on ACE exercises.3 They may find
the actions hard to understand and to relate to the “sweetness and
light” phase they have thought we were in (and have been promoting)
reflected, for example, in US/USSR agreement on the seabeds negotiations and anticipated progress toward SALT discussions.4 Since the
rationale for the proposed actions will be obscure, we may well be subjected to sensitive questioning here.
2. Although I recognize the probable close-hold nature of the decisions leading to the directed actions, I would appreciate any further
information you could provide which could give us our bearings a little more clearly and thus perhaps reduce the probability of exposing
ourselves to unnecessary embarrassment with our allies. In particular,
it would be good to know what notifications and responses will be
given to them by U.S. officials. If a check of our commitments and ob-

1
Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69). Top Secret; Immediate; Eyes Only. An information copy was sent to General David Burchinal, Deputy CINCEUR. A handwritten note on the telegram informed
Wheeler that a response would await his meeting at the White House scheduled for that
day. The telegram bears Wheeler’s initials, indicating that he saw it.
2
Document 76.
3
According to a memorandum from Wheeler to Laird dated October 14, EUCOM
was scheduled to participate in Fairplay 69, a NORAD command post exercise held concurrently with High Heels 69, an annual exercise by United States worldwide military
commands and selected civilian agencies. (National Archives, RG 218, Records of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, WorldWide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69)) According to an undated brief prepared in
the JCS, High Heels 69, to be held October 15–23, was “designed to exercise U.S. General War Plans on a worldwide basis in the course of simulated exercise play.” (Ibid.,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Haig Chronological Files, Box 958, September
1969)
4
The United States and the Soviet Union submitted a joint draft seabed treaty to
the United Nations Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva on October 7. The first round of strategic arms limitations talks between the United States and
the Soviet Union began on November 17 in Helsinki, Finland.
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ligations in this regard has been made, I would be grateful to have a
copy.5
5
Wheeler responded to Goodpaster later that day. His telegram reads in part: “I
share your concern over the paucity of information which we have provided. Since the
beginning of this readiness test we have appreciated the difficulties you would encounter
in working with our allies.” However, Wheeler continued, “Direction for this operation
stems from higher level and additional background information is not available. There
is at present no plan to notify our allies of this operation.” Wheeler concluded by informing Goodpaster of his hope “that as we get deeper into this test we can acquaint
those across the river with the many complexities that may arise as we continue and
modify our actions and disclosure policy accordingly.” (National Archives, RG 218,
Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111,
381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69))

79.

Memorandum From the Senior Military Assistant, National
Security Council Staff (Haig) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, October 13, 1969.

SUBJECT
Items to Discuss with the President, October 13

1. Inform the President that Defense is proceeding with the alert
measures which he approved last week and that the first series of actions will involve a stand down on a selective basis of US worldwide
flying training activities. The stand down posture will continue until
our intelligence indicates that the Soviets have become aware of the increased readiness. We are awaiting recommendations from the field
prior to initiating the other steps which include radio and other communications silence, increased surveillance of Soviet shipping to North
Vietnam, increased ground alert of SAC tankers and bombers, and
movement of SAC and Air Defense nuclear capable forces to their military dispersed operating bases. We expect detailed plans today or tomorrow from Defense.2

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 334, Subject Files, Items to Discuss with the President, 8/13/69–12/30/69. Secret.
2
Kissinger highlighted the paragraph’s final two sentences.
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2. I believe you should discuss with the President the need to inform both Secretary Rogers and Under Secretary Richardson of the increased measures listed above.3 Recognizing that they will probably
object strongly, it is nonetheless essential in my view that they be cut
in since feedback will most certainly come immediately through State
channels. And while we may be able to live with confused Ambassadors in the field, I do not believe Rogers or Richardson will forgive
our failure to keep them informed. In the final analysis, this failure will
probably be brought to the attention of the press with accompanying
criticism.4
[Omitted here are items 3 through 5, which deal with unrelated
matters.]
3
During a telephone conversation held on October 13 at 12:05 p.m., Laird told
Kissinger that he would instruct Pursley to notify Theodore L. Eliot, Jr., Special Assistant to the Secretary and Executive Secretary of the Department of State, “that we are
having a routine SAC exercise and that it has been discussed with the President.” At
9:30 a.m. the following morning, Laird informed Kissinger that he had “played it low
key with State on these exercises. Ted Eliot briefed Richardson. K[issinger] asked if they
squawked. Laird said they asked what it was all about and he told them they would
have to ask the highest authority about it. He told them it was a training exercise.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations,
Chronological File)
4
Kissinger highlighted this entire paragraph, drew a line through it, and wrote a
marginal comment: “how?”

80.

Memorandum From the Senior Military Assistant, National
Security Council Staff (Haig) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, October 14, 1969.

SUBJECT
Significant Military Actions

Background:
On October 7 you informed me that the President had instructed
you to have the Secretary of Defense initiate a series of increased alert

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 958, Haig
Chronological Files, October 1–October 15, 1969 [2 of 2]. Top Secret; Sensitive. Drafted
by Haig on October 13. Printed from a copy that does not bear Haig’s initials.
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measures designed to convey to the Soviets an increasing readiness by
US strategic forces. You also informed me that the President had personally mentioned this to Secretary Laird on the evening of October 6
and that Defense had promised to send over some proposed plans the
following day. On October 7 Col. Pursley called Col. Haig and informed
him that Defense was sending a plan for increased SAC alert to Col.
Haig. When the plan arrived it was merely a résumé of an already approved East Coast air defense exercise, which was not responsive to
the President’s instruction.
Later that day Col. Haig met with Col. Pursley and informed him
that the actions taken should be based on the following criteria:
—be discernible to the Soviets and be both unusual and significant;
—not be threatening to the Soviets;
—not require substantial additional funding or resources;
—not require agreement with the allies;
—not degrade essential missions; and
—have minimum chance of public exposure.2
On the evening of October 8, Col. Haig received a memorandum
from Col. Pursley (Tab A)3 which listed seven specific concepts as possibly satisfying the President’s instructions.
On October 9, you provided the President with a memorandum
listing the options provided by Defense and recommending five of the
seven for implementation starting October 13 and to be completed by
October 25. The President approved your recommendations as indicated on the memo at Tab B.4
The President’s approval action was provided to Col. Pursley.
On the evening of October 9 an additional analysis of the seven
operations was provided to Col. Haig by Col. Pursley (Tab C).5
On October 9 Col. Haig called Col. Pursley and asked for a detailed plan together with press guidance and implementing instructions required to implement each of the proposals which had been approved by the President.

2
Laird telephoned Kissinger at 5:35 p.m. on October 14 to report that military authorities had received “their first inquiries” about the standdown from the press. They
agreed that the official response to such inquiries should be that the United States Government does “not discuss readiness tests.” But Kissinger wished to delay responding
for another day so as to avoid making things “worse” and thereby getting “the peaceniks
worked up about this.” (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
3
No tabs were found attached. Tab A is Tab D of Document 72.
4
Document 73.
5
Tab A of Document 74.
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On October 11 the Secretary of Defense forwarded a memorandum
containing proposed initial actions which could be taken “without prior
consultation with our allies, with no additional expenditures of funds
and without degradation of current essential missions.” (Tab D)
The Laird memorandum enclosed an outline plan at Enclosure #16
which would:
—Implement a stand-down of SAC flying training activity effective 0800 hours October 13 Omaha time. The stand-down to continue
until further notice.
—Provide for dispatch of messages to CINCONAD, CINCPAC,
CINCEUR, and CINCSTRIKE, no later than 1200 hours October 13, directing a stand-down of all flying training activities and assumption of
highest degree of combat readiness permitted by stand-down and consistent with no change in DEFCON. The stand-down to continue until otherwise directed.
Concurrently, General Wheeler dispatched a message to his unified commanders on October 107 informing them that readiness measures might be implemented which would include:
—Stand-down of flying of combat aircraft in selected areas or commands, to improve operational readiness.
—Implementation of radio and/or other communications silence
in selected areas or commands.
—Increased surveillance of Soviet ships en route to North Vietnam.
—Increased ground alert rate of SAC bombers and tankers.
This message also informed unified commanders that certain commanders had been directed to stand-down training flights and introduce varying degrees of electronic emission controls (EMCON) and
that these measures would last for four days of the prescribed 14-day
period (October 13 thru 25). The message also requested addressees to
nominate additional measures which might be taken.
Current Status:
At Tab E is a copy of a talking paper prepared for General Wheeler
in conjunction with the JCS meeting with the President on October 11.8
This talker confirms that three of the five approved measures had been
directed but that two of the original actions directed for execution—
increased surveillance of Soviet ships en route to North Vietnam and
dispersal of SAC and CONAD aircraft with nuclear weapons—had

6

Tab A of Document 75.
Document 76.
8
Document 77.
7
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been held in abeyance because of additional costs and wide-spread
implications.
On October 13, General Goodpaster dispatched a message (Tab F)
to General Wheeler which indicated that the stand-down of activity
would pose serious problems under existing guidance with respect to
questions which would come from NATO allies. General Goodpaster
also questioned to what extent Ambassador Ellsworth and General
Spivy were informed.9
Concurrently, J–3 of the Joint Staff raised the question of possible
conflict with the exercise High Heels 6910 scheduled to commence October 14 and continue through October 23. Among the problem areas
cited by J–3 are:
—Intelligence community concern that High Heels and the increased alert would make assessment of Soviet reaction difficult and
would result in confused signals to the Soviets.
—Planning for exercise High Heels is essentially complete and considerable funds have been expended with field command posts activated and observers in place worldwide.
—High Heels will require a high volume of communications traffic, relocation of military headquarters worldwide to emergency locations, and a shift of numerous personnel from their normal locations.
—Exercise activity is not compatible with achievement of purpose
of the Plan for Increased Readiness.
—Unified and specified commanders have apparently identified
a number of problems with regard to implementation of the alert measures. (Cancellation of High Heels was apparently recommended by six
of the either unified and specified commanders in order to respond to
the increased readiness posture.)
—Commitment to certain allies for participation in other major exercises during the time will be a basis for possible questioning of US
intent.
—Restriction of flying training will impact on production of combat crews for Southeast Asia.
A more detailed fact sheet is at Tab G.
9
Goodpaster’s message of October 13 contained similar reservations to those expressed in Document 79. Goodpaster’s October 13 telegram noted that the questions allies were most likely to ask were as follows: “(1) What forces and measures are involved?
(2) Who directed such measures? (3) Why?” He concluded by emphasizing “the extreme
importance of the U.S. being ready with valid and adequate public (and private) statements as soon as speculation starts to build up. Without them, the possibilities for disarray, resentment and embarrassment for the U.S. seem tremendous.” (National Archives,
RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler,
Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69))
10
See footnote 3, Document 78.

1433_A14-19.qxd

10/12/11

1:52 PM

Page 276

339-370/B428-S/40011

276

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

Discussion:
I do not believe that General Goodpaster’s suggestions are overriding since allies could be told that the stand-down of training flights
was an additional aspect of the High Heels operations.
It does not appear that High Heels and increased alert measures
are incompatible in the communications area. Rather, a one-day period
of the High Heels exercise might be modified to provide for a total
communications stand-down.
I believe that the other measures approved by the President should
be undertaken at the end of this week and that they can be implemented without undo costs and risks. These involve:
—Increased ground alert for SAC bombers and tankers.
—Increased surveillance of Soviet ships en route to North Vietnam.
—Dispersal of SAC and CONAD aircraft with nuclear weapons to
military dispersal bases.
None of the above have been implemented because of alleged costs
and political implications.
A careful review of the situation by Secretary Laird and General
Wheeler (Wheeler should be included) should focus on making the
communications control compatible with High Heels and also making
the air stand-down compatible with requirements of High Heels.
Consultation indicated as a problem by General Goodpaster and
also the CONAD commander with respect to the Canadians can be accomplished with little difficulty by informing the allies concerned that
the stand-down is being directed in conjunction with High Heels as
additional readiness measures.
It would appear that the primary problem is the failure of all concerned to understand the time sensitiveness of the measures directed
by the President and the reasons for which they have been directed. I
believe both General Wheeler and Secretary Laird should provide additional guidance on this and specify the need to have the measures
completed sufficiently before November 3 for the President to ascertain beyond a doubt whether or not the signals have been effective.
Recommendation:
That you ask Secretary Laird to include General Wheeler in the
10:00 a.m. meeting.11

11
According to the President’s Daily Diary, Nixon met with Laird and Rogers from
12:20 to 12:42 p.m. on October 15. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White
House Central Files) See footnote 4, Document 81.
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That the communications and air activity conflicts between High
Heels and the directed alert measures be made compatible by prompt
exchanges between the JCS and the executing commands.
That General Goodpaster and any other unified or specified commander concerned with consultation problems be directed to inform
appropriate allies of the actions being undertaken with the rationale
that these measures have been added to High Heels as additional readiness tests.
That the Secretary of Defense be encouraged to implement this
week through additional messages those measures not already set entrain which were approved by the President. Specifically:
—increased surveillance of Soviet ships en route to North Vietnam;
—preparatory measures and final execution of the movement of
SAC and CONAD aircraft to military dispersed operating basis.
That a greater degree of coordination be effected with State immediately by Defense so that the necessary alerting of affected ambassadors can be accomplished.

81.

Memorandum From the Senior Military Assistant, National
Security Council Staff (Haig) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, October 14, 1969.

SUBJECT
Items to Discuss with the President, October 14

1. Inform the President of Mel Laird’s reluctance to proceed with
the alert measures because of the conflict in exercise High Heels2 and

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 334, Subject Files, Items to Discuss with the President 8/13/69–12/30/69. Secret. Printed from
an uninitialed copy.
2
In an October 14 memorandum to Laird, Wheeler wrote that the “overriding consideration is the fact that Exercise High Heels is conducted but once a year. We have put
a great deal of effort into this exercise and to forego it now would impair our knowledge of command and control procedures as well as waste money and man hours.” (Ibid.,
RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler,
Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69))
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the view of General Goodpaster3 that consultation with allies should
precede the stand-down of military training flights. Tell the President
that you are convinced that these objections are not overriding and that
you will meet with Laird and Wheeler this morning to make the necessary adjustments in both High Heels and alert measures to ensure
that the alerts are carried out this week. Emphasize to the President
that evidence of reluctance in Defense may require some “tail twisting” which you are prepared to do providing you can rely on strong
support from the President.4
3

See Document 78 and footnote 9, Document 80.
According to Haldeman’s diary, on October 15, Nixon “had Rogers and Laird in
after [that morning’s] NSC [meeting regarding Latin America] to try to get them in line
about Vietnam and November 3 speech. Apparently this uncovered all their problems
with K[issinger], because P[resident] called me in to discuss it. Says he’ll have to bring
Mitchell in more because K can’t deal with Rogers and Laird, has problem of communicating with them, and has become an issue.” The underlying problem, according to Haldeman, was that Kissinger “injects himself too much into everything, between P and Cabinet officers, and they just won’t buy it, so he becomes ineffective even at getting them
to do what they already were ready to do.” (Haldeman, The Haldeman Diaries, p. 100)
4

82.

Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Wheeler) to Secretary of Defense Laird1

CM–4642–69

Washington, October 15, 1969.

SUBJECT
Additional Actions for US Military Readiness Tests—Worldwide

1. (TS) As a follow-on to actions currently underway to comply
with the desires of higher authorities to test our military readiness, attached at Tabs2 are proposed actions which will continue the operation
through 30 October 1969.
2. (TS) The proposed actions incorporate recommendations received from the CINCs and remain in the parameters directed (discernible to the Soviets but not threatening).

1
Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69). Top Secret; Noforn.
2
The attachment below combines eight separate tabs.
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3. (TS) With your concurrence we are prepared to start implementing actions phased over the next 15 days. These actions will be
initiated so as to reflect an increase in intensity of signals received by
the Soviets.
4. (TS) These proposed actions will be subject to continued review
for budgetary implications, cumulative impact and relation to detected
reactions.
5. (TS) Detailed timing and coordination of the several actions delineated in this paper are being developed and will be forwarded.3
Earle G. Wheeler
Attachment
CINCSAC
1. On 27 October, implement SEAGA in the Show of Force option
for the [1 line not declassified] and does not require Canadian overflight.
2. To prevent the loss of critical items of combat crew training, authorize to perform selective flying training during the period 17
through 23 October. Flights to be held to the minimum commensurate
with critical requirements. Resume stand down on 24 October.
3. Place maximum feasible number of additional aircraft in the
highest state of maintenance readiness to include loading of weapons.
3
Laird forwarded Wheeler’s package of proposed additional military actions to
Kissinger. According to his covering memorandum, Laird concurred with Wheeler’s proposal. (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 222, Agency Files, Department
of Defense, Vol. IV) In an October 17 memorandum, Haig advised Kissinger to inform
Nixon, during that day’s scheduled meeting with the President, of the additional “worldwide alert measures designed to signal increased U.S. readiness. These measures will increase in intensity up to October 30 and will be monitored carefully for readout.” (Ibid.,
Box 334, Subject Files, Items to Discuss with the President 8/13/69–12/30/69) Wheeler
received a memorandum later that day from a member of his staff informing him “that
the White House has approved the execution of all of the additional actions for U.S. Military Readiness Tests—Worldwide.” (Ibid., RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69))
During an October 18 telephone conversation with Laird, “K[issinger] said the President asked him to thank L[aird] for the plan. K said it’s a little early to tell, but maybe
there will be a little payoff.” Kissinger handicapped the gambit’s likelihood of success
during separate October 20 telephone conversations with New York Governor Nelson
A. Rockefeller and Fritz Kraemer, Kissinger’s intellectual mentor. At 11:10 a.m., Kissinger
told Rockefeller, “the thing they discussed the other day—it’s gotten down to producing little twitches. K said there’s now a 30 percent chance—it would be sheer gold if we
could get away with it.” At 12:30 p.m., he cryptically told Kraemer that “something we
are doing” had a 10 percent chance of succeeding. “It has no business succeeding, but
it may.” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
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CINCPAC

1. [3 lines not declassified]
2. Retain Mace on Alert until 30 October 1969.
3. Increase tactical air [less than 1 line not declassified].
4. Increase Readiness of Tac Air/Air Defense Aircraft and Missiles.
5. Increase Surveillance of Soviet Shipping enroute to NVN and
in CINCAL area.
6. Increase US Local Security and Anti-sabotage Measures in ROK
and Japan.
7. Increase PACOM Intelligence Watch.
8. Selective Augmentation of Primary Command Centers and Selective Activation of Alternate Command Centers.
9. Conduct Exercise Focus Lens 22 October–1 November as Now
Planned.
10. Authorize Flying Training to Meet Critical Requirements 17–23
October.
USCINCEUR
1. Occupy border observation posts.
2. Selectively increase border surveillance.
3. Increase readiness tests within caserns and bases.
4. Temporary Restricted Area (TRA) along West German border.
5. Increase surveillance of Soviet Military Liaison Mission.
6. Increase intelligence gathering along West German border.
7. Stand-down communications radiating for test or training only.
8. USCINCEUR will be authorized to perform selective flying
training during the period 17 through 23 October 1969. Flights will be
held to the minimum commensurate with critical requirements.
CINCLANT
1. Within budgetary restrictions:
a. Sail Newport News from Brest, France, on 17 October as now
scheduled. Proceed to rendezvous with Yorktown hunter killer group.
b. Cancel Yorktown hunter killer group port visits; conduct emergency sortie on 17 October to renedzvous with Newport News. Standdown all flight operations; maintain maximum deck alert.
c. Direct USS Forrestal and USS F. D. Roosevelt to set EMCON and
make high speed 400–500 mile transit towards southeast; transmit several messages; then reset EMCON. Time at your discretion. Stand-down
flight operations on 24 October. Maintain maximum deck alert.
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2. Execute emergency back load and sortie as soon as possible of
CARIB Amphibious Squadron.
3. Stand-down all VP aircraft flight operations at Argentia, Iceland, and Azores.
4. Authorization to perform selective flight training during period
17–23 October. Flights will be held to minimum commensurate with
critical requirements.
CINCONAD
1. Continue increased alert (100% on one hour or less) majority of
forces until further directed.
2. Deploy ADC College Tap interceptors to Richards Gebaur AFB,
Mo, and Stewart AFB, New York for four days.
3. Increase the Air Defense Interceptor deployment to the two
Western Alaska bases.
4. CINC is authorized to perform selective flight training during
the period 17–23 October, but hold to minimum commensurate with
critical requirements.
USCINCSO
1. USCINCSO will place in effect security measures at military installations and facilities within the Canal Zone, and will enforce minimal communications to CONUS and to the Latin American MilGroups.
CINCAL
1. Increase the air defense interceptor deployment to the two Western Alaskan bases.
2. After deployment, maintain maximum ground alert of air defense forces at all bases.
3. Increased alert posture should be supported by appropriate
Communications Security.
4. CINC is authorized to perform selective flight training during
the period 17–23 October, but hold to minimum commensurate with
critical requirements.
CINCSTRIKE
1. Authorization to perform selective flight training during period
17–23 October. Flights will be held to minimum commensurate with
critical requirements.
2. Return selected units to home stations. (Brigade of 82d Abn at
Eglin AFB, Special Forces units engaged in training in West Virginia
and Puerto Rico.)
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3. MIDEASTFOR will accomplish following within budgeting
restrictions.
a. USS Valcour with COMIDEASTFOR abroad will make rapid unscheduled departure from Port Bahrain and steam in Persian Gulf and
Gulf of Oman.
b. Cancel COMIDEASTFOR scheduled visits to Pakistan and
Afghanistan due to quote operational requirements unquote.
c. Have USS Rich depart Djibouti early due to quote operational
requirements unquote, and steam in Gulf of Aden.
d. Have USS Furse visit Mombasa briefly for refueling on 16 Oct
and then depart immediately due to quote operational requirements
unquote. Upon departure Mombasa, have USS Furse join the USS Rich
in Gulf of Aden.
e. Superimpose on all operations a degree of in port security, readiness, and EMCON not normal in routine visits.
f. Remain in port for minimum time during refueling visits.

83.

Editorial Note

As part of its strategy of applying pressure on the Soviet Union
and North Vietnam as a way to achieve a negotiated end to the war in
Vietnam, the Nixon administration developed specific plans for military escalation in October 1969. The National Security Council staff developed one such plan, codenamed Duck Hook, consisting, among
other things, of the mining of the Haiphong port complex, the quarantining of the Cambodian port of Sihanoukville, and intense aerial
bombing of selected targets. According to an October 2 memorandum
to Nixon from Henry Kissinger, the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs, the “basic objective” of Duck Hook was “to give Hanoi
incentive to negotiate a compromise settlement through a series of military blows.” The memorandum is published in Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume VI, Vietnam, January 1969–July 1970, Document
129.
According to the handwritten journal of H. R. Haldeman, Assistant to the President, he spoke with Kissinger the following day and
found him to be “very concerned—feels we only have two alternatives
[in Vietnam]—bugout or accelerate—and that we must escalate or
P[resident] is lost.” Haldeman also noted that Kissinger’s “contingency
plans don’t include the domestic factor.” (National Archives, Nixon
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Presidential Materials, Handwritten Journals and Diaries of Harry Robbins Haldeman, Vol. 3, September 29, 1969–January 12, 1970)
Kissinger had held a series of meetings with the NSC staff in September to plan Duck Hook. According to a memorandum for the record
of one such meeting, held on September 12 in the White House Situation Room with Kissinger in attendance, Soviet perceptions of Nixon’s
state of mind figured into the Duck Hook plan. “If USSR thinks President is a madman, then they’ve driven him to it [military escalation],
and they’d better help calm him down.” (Memorandum for the record;
Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 45,
Geopolitical File, Vietnam, Contingency Planning, Sept.–Oct. 1969)
Another memorandum from Kissinger to the President outlined a
slightly different scenario under Duck Hook. The operation would begin with a diplomatic gambit that included warning “Dobrynin that
unless Hanoi reversed its course in all these areas in the very near future—a matter of a few days, in fact—we would be obliged to take
some form of action to show Hanoi that it could not escape the consequences of its behavior. We should expect as an immediate sign of
Hanoi’s changed intentions a significant constructive move on its part
in the Paris negotiations.” If Hanoi failed to respond, however, “we
would proceed with our military measures.” Once the conventional
military measures were underway, the memorandum added, “We
would assume a heightened PACOM and SAC alert posture militarily
to show our resolve and to respond to whatever contingencies arise.”
(National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 189, White House Memos
(1969))
Nixon expressed reservations about Duck Hook during an October 9 lunchtime conversation with Haldeman. According to Haldeman’s handwritten journal, the President was still “pondering the
course” to take in Vietnam. Although the President had not yet ruled
out Kissinger’s plan to escalate the fighting, Haldeman wrote, he was
leaning toward troop withdrawals, a course favored by Secretary of
Defense Laird and Secretary of State Rogers. Nixon’s “worry about
K[issinger]’s plan is that it will take six–eight months—and fears can’t
hold the country that long at that level—where he could hold for same
period of withdrawals.” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, HJDHRD,
Vol. 3, September 23, 1969–January 12, 1970)
The administration rejected Duck Hook. According to Kissinger’s
memoirs, on October 17 he recommended that the President defer consideration of the plan. President Nixon recalled in his memoirs that, as
a consequence, it “was important that the Communists not mistake as
weakness the lack of dramatic action on my part in carrying out the
ultimatum. We would be able to demonstrate our continuing resolve
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to the North Vietnamese on the battlefield, but I thought that the Soviets would need a special reminder.” (Kissinger, White House Years,
page 285; Nixon, RN, page 405) Nixon was referring to the “ultimatum” he delivered to Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on October 20; see
Document 85.

84.

Diary Entry by the President’s Assistant (Haldeman)1
Washington, October 17, 1969.

[Omitted here is discussion of Nixon’s speech on Vietnam scheduled for November 3 and other matters unrelated to national security
policy.]
K[issinger] has all sorts of signal-type activity going on around the
world to try to jar Soviets and NVN—appears to be working because
Dobrynin asked for early meeting—which we have set secretly for
Monday.2 K thinks this is good chance of being the big break, but that
it will come in stages. P[resident] is more skeptical.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters unrelated to national security policy.]

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, Handwritten Journals and Diaries of Harry Robbins Haldeman, Vol. 3, September
29, 1969–January 12, 1970. No classification marking. The diary entry, which is handwritten by Haldeman, was transcribed by the editors.
2
October 20.
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Memorandum of Conversation1
Washington, October 20, 1969, 3:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS
The President
Ambassador Dobrynin
Henry A. Kissinger

[Omitted here is discussion of strategic arms limitation negotiations and Soviet-American relations as they pertained to the Middle
East and China.]
The President2 then turned to Vietnam. He said that prior to the
bombing halt, “which you are aware will be one year old on November 1st,” Ambassadors Bohlen, Thompson and Harriman3 had pointed
out that the Soviet Union could do nothing as long as the United States
was bombing a fellow Socialist country, and that it would be very active afterwards. The bombing halt was agreed to and the Soviet Union
has done nothing.
Of course, the President said, we now had an oblong table to the
attainment of which the Soviet Union contributed something, but the
U.S. did not consider that a great achievement. All conciliatory moves
for the past year had been made by the United States. The President
enumerated them.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 489, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin–Kissinger, 1969 [Part 1]. Top Secret; Sensitive; Nodis. Drafted
by Kissinger. The meeting took place in the Oval Office. The full memorandum of conversation is published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969–October 1970, Document 93. See also ibid., volume VI, Vietnam, January
1969–July 1970, Document 139.
2
President Nixon received two memoranda from Kissinger on October 18 briefing
him for his upcoming meeting with Dobrynin. Kissinger, in the longer 6-page memorandum, informed Nixon that “several developments” had probably led Dobrynin to request a meeting, including Sino-Soviet issues, Vietnam, and “Moscow’s undoubted
awareness of unusual military measures on our part, preceded by the stern comments I
made to Dobrynin on September 27.” If Dobrynin asked about the measures, Kissinger
advised Nixon to “simply tell him that these are carefully controlled exercises which in
view of the uncertainties of the future you felt it incumbent on you to undertake. They
involve no threat.” However, Kissinger’s other three-page memorandum counseled the
President, if the subject was raised, to respond that the measures were “normal exercises
relating to our military readiness.” According to this memorandum, Nixon’s basic purpose during his meeting with Dobrynin was “to keep the Soviets concerned about what
we might do around November 1.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 489, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin–Kissinger 1969 [Part 1])
3
Charles E. Bohlen, Llewellyn E. Thompson, Jr., and W. Averell Harriman were all
former Ambassadors to the Soviet Union.
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The President said he therefore had concluded that maybe the Soviet Union did not want to end the war in Vietnam. They may think
that they can break the President; they may believe that the U.S. domestic situation is unmanageable; they may think that the war in Vietnam costs the Soviet Union only a small amount of money and costs
the U.S. a great many lives. The President did not propose to argue
with the Soviet assessment. As a great power, it had the right to take
its position. On the other hand, the Ambassador had to understand the
following: the Soviet Union would be stuck with the President for the
next three years and three months, and the President would keep in
mind what was being done right now. If the Soviet Union would not
help us to get peace, the U.S. would have to pursue its own methods
for bringing the war to an end. It could not allow a talk-fight strategy
without taking action.
The President said he hoped that the Ambassador would understand that such measures would not be directed against the Soviet
Union, but would be in the U.S. interest of achieving peace. The U.S.
recognized that a settlement must reflect the real situation. It recognized the right of all Vietnamese to participate in the political process.
But up to now, there had been a complete refusal of North Vietnam to
make its own proposals in order to have any serious discussion.
The President pointed out that all the Ambassador had done was
to repeat the same tired old slogans that the North Vietnamese had
made already six months ago, and which he knew very well could lead
nowhere. It was time to get discussions started. The humiliation of a
defeat was absolutely unacceptable. The President recognized that the
Soviet leaders were tough and courageous, but so was he.4 He told
Ambassador Dobrynin that he hoped that he would not mind this serious talk.

4
The day after his meeting with Dobrynin, Kissinger sent Nixon a memorandum
analyzing the exchange with the Soviet Ambassador. “Dobrynin’s basic mission was to
test the seriousness of the threat element in our current posture and to throw out enough
inducements (SALT, Berlin, direct informal contact with you) to make it politically and
psychologically difficult for you to play it rough over Vietnam.” Kissinger felt that a key
point during the meeting had been the “Soviet acknowledgement of our allusions to possible military actions. Their response was relatively mild (‘shortsighted’ . . . ‘extremely
dangerous.’) But there is no doubt they are concerned and your comments might just
give them ammunition to use in Hanoi in lobbying for a more flexible position.” Kissinger
concluded, “it will be essential to continue backing up our verbal warnings with our
present military moves.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 489, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin–Kissinger 1969 [Part 1]) The October 21 memorandum is printed in full in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969–October 1970, Document 96.)
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President Nixon said he did not believe much in personal diplomacy, and he recognized that the Ambassador was a strong defender
of the interests of his own country. The President pointed out that if
the Soviet Union found it possible to do something in Vietnam, and
the Vietnam war ended, the U.S. might do something dramatic to improve Soviet-U.S. relations, indeed something more dramatic than they
could now imagine. But until then, real progress would be difficult.
Ambassador Dobrynin asked whether this meant that there could
be no progress. The President replied that progress was possible, but
it would have to be confined essentially to what was attainable in diplomatic channels. He said that he was very happy to have Ambassador
Dobrynin use the channel through Dr. Kissinger, and he would be prepared to talk to the Ambassador personally. He reiterated that the war
could drag on, in which case the U.S. would find its own way to bring
it to an end. There was no sense repeating the proposals of the last six
months. However, he said, in the meantime, while the situation continued, we could all keep our tone down and talk correctly to each
other. It would help, and would lay the basis for further progress, perhaps later on when conditions were more propitious.
The President said that the whole world wanted us to get together.
He too wanted nothing so much as to have his Administration remembered as a watershed in U.S.-Soviet relations, but we would not
hold still for being “diddled” to death in Vietnam.5
5
That evening, the President called Kissinger and suggested that he should raise
the subject of Vietnam with Dobrynin on the following day. Nixon instructed Kissinger
“to shake his head and say ‘I’m sorry, Mr. Ambassador, but he [Nixon] is out of control.
Mr. Ambassador, as you know, I am very close to the President, but you don’t know this
man—he has been through more than the rest of us put together. He’s made up his mind
and unless there’s some movement,’ just shake your head and walk out. He is probably
just figuring out what was said [at that afternoon’s meeting].” Kissinger suggested typing up what the President said on a piece of paper and giving it to Dobrynin. The President agreed, noting that Dobrynin would ask, “What does this mean? Are you threatening me?” Nixon instructed Kissinger to respond, “Please now, Mr. Ambassador, the
President isn’t threatening you. He just wants a little movement.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)

86.

Editorial Note

Secretary of Defense Laird was scheduled to meet with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on October 20, 1969. The agenda included discussion of
National Security Decision Memorandum 27 on the U.S. military
posture (Document 56), key issues involved in Vietnamization, and a
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status report on the “Readiness Tests” then ongoing. The Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD) Staff, in advance of the meeting, prepared
briefing materials for Laird’s use, which the Secretary saw according
to a stamped note on the original. Laird’s preparatory package included
a section on “Issues on Special Exercise” which listed the following
questions:
“—Are the ‘Readiness Tests’ being picked up by Soviet and/or
NVN sources? If so, what impact are the ‘Readiness Tests’ having?
“—Are the ‘tests’ yet to be accomplished apt to have more, less,
or about the same impact on the USSR/NVN?
“—What risks are implicit in the continuing ‘tests’? Are the risks
manageable?
“—Can we continue to abide by the public affairs posture taken
so far? If not, what changes can and/or should be made?” (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–75–103, 337, SD/JCS)

87.

Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Wheeler) to Secretary of Defense Laird1

CM–4654–69

Washington, October 20, 1969.

SUBJECT
Movement of Carrier Task Force on Yankee Station Into Gulf of Tonkin in
Connection With Test of Increased Readiness Posture (S)

(1) (U) The attached proposed memorandum to the Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs provides the recommended
response to his request2 for comments on subject.
2. (U) Recommend a response substantially the same as the attached be forwarded.
Earle G. Wheeler

1
Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69). Top Secret.
2
No other record of Kissinger’s request was found.
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Attachment
Draft Memorandum to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)3
Washington, undated.
SUBJECT
Movement of Carrier Task Force from Yankee Station in the Gulf of Tonkin In
Connection With Test of Increased Readiness Posture (S)

1. (TS) Reference is made to your verbal request pertaining to the
movement of the Carrier Task Force farther north in the Tonkin Gulf
in connection with tests of increased readiness posture.
2. (C) At the present time the USS Oriskany and the USS Hancock
are operating approximately 70 nautical miles southwest of Hainan Island in support of combat operations in Southeast Asia. Current operating stations are shown on the attached map.4
3. (TS) In March 1969, elements of Task Force 77 were directed to
move farther north in the Gulf of Tonkin as an “indicator action”
against North Vietnam. The forces in Task Force 77 which moved farther north consisted of the search and rescue (SAR) destroyers, and
positive identification radar advisory zone (PIRAZ) ships. These units
were ordered to proceed to the northern stations, remain for a short
period, and repeat at frequent but irregular intervals. There was no unusual or significant reaction by North Vietnam which could be interpreted as having been in response to the northward positioning of Task
Force 77 units.
4. (TS) It is recommended that Task Force 77 not be redeployed
farther north in the Gulf of Tonkin for the following reasons:
a. Loss of tactical capability in support of combat operations in
Southeast Asia due to the reduction of ordnance carried and/or time
on target, necessitated by the increase in distance to the targets in Laos
and South Vietnam hence increase in aircraft fuel required.
b. The northern redeployment would not be to our tactical advantage in the support of manned reconnaissance flights in the Panhandle of North Vietnam.

3
No drafting information appears on the memorandum. Nels C. Johnson, Director, Joint Staff, JCS sent it to Wheeler for his consideration under a covering memorandum dated October 20. (National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 1969)) There is no indication that it was sent to Kissinger.
4
A map of Southeast Asia is attached, but not printed.
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c. In the event it becomes necessary to launch CVA air strikes
against North Vietnam, this can be done from current CVA locations.
After initial strikes are launched the carriers could move north to optimum launch positions. Thus North Vietnam would not be alerted by
carrier movements prior to first launch.
d. Though the redeployment would be evident to the enemy, it is
unlikely that a significant response would be forthcoming.

88.

Editorial Note

There is documentary evidence that the Joint Chiefs of Staff Readiness Test was detected (if belatedly) by the People’s Republic of China
and the Soviet Union, which eventually initiated a strategic alert and
a military exercise respectively in late October 1969. On October 17,
General Wheeler, Chairman of the JCS, in a memorandum to Secretary
of Defense Laird, reported that as yet there had been “no significant
activity by Soviet Military forces which can be judged as a reaction to
U.S. operations. We believe, however, there has been some increase in
Soviet intelligence collection activities.” Even eight days later, on October 25, Wheeler sent two memoranda to Laird informing him that
the Soviets had not reacted to a menu of specific alert measures, including the following: reduced communications in the Southern and
European Commands (EUCOM), heightened alert of certain nuclear
weapons systems in EUCOM and in the Continental Air Defense Command (CONAD), and enhanced security measures by naval forces in
the Pacific Command (PACOM). Wheeler’s memoranda are in the National Archives, RG 218, Records of the JCS, Records of the Chairman,
General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69). General Westmoreland, Army Chief of Staff, in an undated memorandum to Laird, similarly reported that the Soviet Union
had not reacted either to a communication standdown or increased surveillance of Soviet military facilities in EUCOM or to a training flight
standdown in the Atlantic Command. Westmoreland consequently recommended that these actions continue as planned. A handwritten note
on the memorandum indicates that Deputy Secretary of Defense
Packard concurred with Westmoreland’s recommendation. (Ibid.)
Other reports indicated, however, that the PRC had initiated a
strategic alert and the Soviet Union had launched a military exercise.
These moves began just as the resumption of border negotiations in
Beijing on October 20, first announced on October 7, had lessened the

1433_A14-19.qxd

10/12/11

1:52 PM

Page 291

339-370/B428-S/40011

JCS Readiness Test

291

likelihood of Sino-Soviet warfare. During a telephone conversation
held on October 21 at 6:23 p.m., Laird informed Kissinger that “we got
a response from the Chinese on our exercise—they have gone on alert.”
The two again discussed the topic by telephone at 8:25 the following
morning, during which Kissinger said he “didn’t know whether it [the
Chinese alert] was in reaction to us or what the Soviets did in reaction
to us. L said he didn’t know either.” (Transcripts of telephone conversations; ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
[181⁄2 lines not declassified] Kissinger received a memorandum on
October 30 from James Fazio, a member of the National Security Council Staff assigned to the White House Situation Room, indicating that
Chinese military activity was returning to normal. (Ibid.)
United States intelligence also began to detect that the Soviet
Union had identified and reacted to certain elements of the alert. According to a memorandum from Wheeler to Laird dated October 22,
“U.S. naval actions in the Gulf of Aden are believed to have caused a
change in the Soviet naval posture in that area.” Specifically, two
Soviet ships, spotted heading north in the Red Sea, suddenly reversed
course on October 20 and headed toward either the Arabian Sea or Indian Ocean, along with at least four other Soviet vessels. (Ibid., RG 218,
Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, General
Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct.
69))
On October 25, Kissinger learned from a memorandum sent by
David McManis, an NSC staff member assigned to the White House
Situation Room, of a “possible large-scale Soviet strategic exercise.” According to McManis’ memorandum, [3 lines not declassified].
McManis’ memorandum informed Kissinger that there was “some
evidence, although not conclusive,” that the Soviet exercise was initiated on October 10 and thus was not “a response to our readiness activities. However, some of the components of this Soviet exercise are
of the kind which would be implemented in reaction to our operations.” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 12, President’s Daily Briefs, October 22–28, 1969)
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89.

Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency1
Washington, October 27, 1969.

SUBJECT
Possible Communist Reactions to US Military Readiness Tests

1. CIA has cooperated with DIA in maintaining an all-source
watch on Soviet, Warsaw Pact, and Asian Communist military actions
which might be in reaction to the US military readiness tests which began on 13 October. Of the military measures observed, only a few were
sufficiently unusual to be considered as possible responses to the US
readiness posture. Analysis of the reasons behind these military measures is complicated by Soviet awareness of exercise High Heels, by Operation Deep Furrow in the Aegean area, by the crises in Lebanon and
Somalia, and by the possibility that some of the Chinese and Soviet
measures in the Far East may be related to each other rather than to
the US posture.
2. A list of the noteworthy Communist military measures follows:
[1 paragraph (5 lines) not declassified]
Comment: Because this action occurred less than two hours after
the SAC standdown began and since it was apparently localized in the
Far East, we doubt that it was a reaction to the US readiness test.
[1 paragraph (3 lines) not declassified]
Comment: This predates actions taken by CINCEUR in the US
readiness tests and probably reflects Soviet interest in exercise High
Heels which began on 14 October and of which the Soviets were aware.
[1 paragraph (2 lines) not declassified]
Comment: US Naval Task Force 71 began operations in the Sea of
Japan on 16 October. This would be sufficient cause for increased Soviet [less than 1 line not declassified] activity in the area.
[1 paragraph (4 lines) not declassified]
Comment: This activity may reflect interest in the SAC standdown
or the CINCEUR standdown of 16–17 October, or perhaps both.
[1 paragraph (10 lines) not declassified]

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 351, Subject Files, Exercise High Heels—69. Top Secret; Sensitive; [codeword not declassified]. No
drafting information appears on the memorandum. Deputy Director for Intelligence R.J.
Smith sent the memorandum to Kissinger under a covering memorandum dated October 27. Haig then forwarded it to Kissinger under an undated, handwritten memorandum that reads: “It appears we might spice up the package without undue risk.”
Kissinger initialed the CIA’s memorandum. (Ibid.)

1433_A14-19.qxd

10/12/11

1:52 PM

Page 293

339-370/B428-S/40011

JCS Readiness Test

293

Comment: [41⁄2 lines not declassified] and covers the opening of SinoSoviet border talks on 20 October. It also coincides with press stories
of a US military readiness test based on the sudden breaking off of port
visits by the USS Yorktown and Newport News and the deployment of
Task Force 71 exercises into the Sea of Japan. Thus the Chinese action
could be in response to either Soviet or US actions or both or [less than
1 line not declassified] may be the result of considerations of which we
are not yet aware.
[8 lines not declassified]
21 October—Two Soviet Navy missile ships were in the Red Sea
[2 lines not declassified]. On 21 October the two ships had reversed course
and headed out of the Red Sea. They subsequently rendezvoused with
several other Soviet ships near the island of Socotra off Somalia.
Comment: On 17 October three US Naval ships sailed to rendezvous
in the Gulf of Aden off Somalia. The Soviets were almost certainly
aware of their presence, which they may have associated with the 15
October assassination of the Somali president and the coup d’etat there
on 21 October. Thus, although the movement of the Soviet ships was
probably at least in part a reaction to the presence of the three US ships,
it took place in the context of a local situation rather than as a reaction
to a world-wide US military alert posture.
3. Conclusions: Of the many Communist military actions noted,
only the [less than 1 line not declassified] activity seems clearly related to
the US military readiness tests. And even this might be directed less at
the world-wide US posture than at the specific operations of High
Heels, Deep Furrow, Task Force 71, and the tensions in the Middle East.
All of the other actions seem best explained by other considerations.
There has been no reflection of acute concern by the Soviets such
as a nationwide military stand-down or general alert in the USSR. There
has been no reflection of the US military alert posture in Soviet or Chinese news media or in diplomatic activity.
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90.

Telegram From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to All Commanders
of Unified and Specified Commands1
Washington, October 28, 1969, 2313Z.

JCS 3478. Subj: Increased readiness posture (U). Refs: A. JCS
12650/102205Z Oct 69;2 B. JCS 12761/141959Z Oct 69.3
1. (TS) Ref A informed of worldwide readiness test and solicited
comments from CINCs.
2. (TS) Ref B extended termination date of readiness test.
3. (TS) All activities supporting the increased readiness test will
be terminated effective 300001Z October 69. Units involved will return
to normal operating status.

1
Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69). Top Secret; Noforn; Immediate. Drafted by Lieutenant Colonel R. W. Sennewalt, Operations Directorate, Joint Staff, JCS. Copies were sent to Westmoreland,
Moorer, Ryan, and Chapman. A handwritten note on the original indicates that Deputy
Secretary of Defense Packard concurred.
2
Document 76.
3
In JCS telegram 12761, October 14, Wheeler informed Commanders in Chief that
the readiness test had been extended until October 30. (National Archives, RG 218,
Records of the JCS, Records of the Chairman, General Wheeler, Box 111, 381, World-Wide
Increased Readiness Posture (Oct. 69))
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Memorandum of Conversation1
Washington, November 6, 1969, noon

PARTICIPANTS
Ambassador Dobrynin
Mr. Henry A. Kissinger

I began the conversation by saying that the President had wanted
to make sure that Dobrynin understood the speech2 properly: (1) the
President wanted to point out the seriousness of the threat in case of
escalation; (2) that Dobrynin should not be confused by the various arguments he had heard with respect to linkage—we considered linkage
a fact and not a policy, and foreign policy was made in the White House
and nowhere else; and (3) the President wanted to reiterate that we
were in favor of major improvements in Soviet-U.S. relations but not
until considerable progress had been made on the Vietnam issue.
Dobrynin said with respect to the first question that they had made
their point of view clear and that any escalation by us would have dangerous consequences. I told him that we had taken it into account and
that anything we did would not be directed against the Soviet Union;
they were the best judge of their own interests and would have to decide what to do when the time came.
With respect to the second point, he said he had no illusions about
the linkage problem, and he saw not much point in repeating our wellknown position.
[Omitted here is discussion of conflicting reports about linkage.]
With respect to the third point, Dobrynin said that his government
was now beginning to understand the seriousness with which we took
the position we had indicated, and had given up the illusion that they
had held earlier in the year that major progress was possible even while
the Vietnam war was going on. He added a little plaintively that he
could not understand our attitude because the Soviet Union was not
making trouble for us in Vietnam; they were not trying to embarrass

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 710,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. VI. Top Secret; Sensitive; Nodis. The meeting took
place in Kissinger’s office. The entire memorandum is published in Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969–October 1970, Document 99.
2
On November 3, Nixon gave a nationally televised address in which he announced his plan for the complete withdrawal of all U.S. combat forces from Vietnam.
During his address, Nixon threatened to respond with “strong and effective” action in
the event of an escalation in the intensity of fighting by the North Vietnamese. The full
text of the speech is in Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 901–909.
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us; but they could not get us out of a war into which we had gotten
ourselves. I said I thought our position was clear, and there was no
sense reiterating it.
[Omitted here is discussion of negotiations to end the war in Vietnam.]

92.

Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Wheeler) to Secretary of Defense Laird1

CM–4700–69

Washington, November 6, 1969.

SUBJECT
U.S. Military Readiness Tests—Worldwide

1. Early in October, in response to direction from higher authority, I tasked the Joint Staff to prepare an integrated plan of actions which
would physically test our military readiness in selected areas worldwide. The actions were to be discernible to the Soviets but not threatening in themselves. Additional limitations were that only U.S. forces
would participate, no change in DEFCON status would be made, and
actions would be accomplished within current budgetary levels. The
tests began 13 October 1969 and were terminated on 30 October 1969.
At Enclosure A is a display of the various actions accomplished in each
CINC area.2
2. It is difficult to measure the success of this operation since, other
than the stated reason to test readiness, the objectives of the test are
unknown. Added to this problem were the aforementioned restraints
which introduced a certain degree of artificiality. I am sure you realize

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 351, Subject Files, Exercise High Heels—69. Top Secret; Sensitive; [codeword not declassified]. A
stamped note indicates that Laird saw it on November 10. Pursley forwarded the memorandum to Haig under a covering memorandum of November 10 that reads as follows:
“Secretary Laird asked the Chiefs to evaluate the recent ‘Military Readiness’ exercise.
Attached is General Wheeler’s report. Secretary Laird felt Dr. Kissinger would find the
report interesting.” (Ibid.)
2
Enclosed but not printed.
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that in no way was this exercise a test vehicle permitting an evaluation of U.S. forces’ ability to respond to a threat by increasing readiness. Considering that Soviet awareness was a goal, the number of unusual or unexplained Soviet actions observed by the intelligence
community indicates a degree of success. Tangible benefits resulting
from the tests generally fall in the command and control area as evidenced by the professional competence and flexibility displayed at all
levels of command and staff. Noteworthy was the cooperation between
the operations and intelligence participants. The CINCs expressed satisfaction with experience gained in a number of areas. Some of the benefits accrued included: (a) an opportunity to highlight managerial problems at all command levels, (b) the exercise of command and staff
techniques for crisis management, and (c) an opportunity to achieve,
within prescribed limits and unencumbered by normal day-to-day activities, a maximum attainable readiness posture.
3. It is evident that the Soviets were aware of certain of the U.S.
activities, [6 lines not declassified]. Details concerning these and other
Soviet activities which may have been in reaction to our operations
have been reported to you in a series of Special Intelligence Reports
prepared by DIA and are summarized in Enclosure B.
4. The U.S. intelligence agencies were afforded a unique opportunity to test their procedures under realistic conditions. DIA believes
that this operation confirms the validity of certain day-to-day procedures designed to maintain a continuing intelligence watch over Soviet actions and reactions, [21⁄2 lines not declassified].
5. I would be remiss if I did not elaborate on some of the problems and possibly counterproductive results which this test generated.
The first, and probably foremost, was my inability to furnish the CINCs
with more definitive guidance as to the objectives and goals of the operation. It seems prudent if maximum benefit is to be gained from an
operation of this type that at least you and I and the senior commanders
are informed of the objectives and goals. Second was the loss of vital
flight training caused by the flying standdown. Third, although difficult to assess, was the possibly bruised feelings of our allies, especially
in Europe and NORAD, because they were excluded from both the
planning for and execution of the tests. Finally, in the same area of good
relations, were the diplomatic problems caused by abrupt ship departures from foreign ports and the unexplained cancellation of longstanding, scheduled port visits.
6. As noted in Enclosure B, any additional intelligence acquired
on this subject or on related Soviet activities—if significant—will be
published in a supplemental report.
Earle G. Wheeler
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Enclosure B
Special Intelligence Summary Prepared in the Defense
Intelligence Agency3

DIASIR 310–69

Washington, November 6, 1969.

SOVIET REACTIONS TO US OPERATIONS
Summary
The Soviets were apparently aware of a change in the readiness
posture of US forces [6 lines not declassified].
[4 paragraphs (31 lines) not declassified]
Increased sensitivity to US aerial reconnaissance activities was
noted only in the Far East. During the period 12–29 October, 31 of the
33 US reconnaissance missions in the Far East provoked Soviet reaction, and 10 were intercepted. This reaction was well above what might
normally have been expected.
With the exception of the activities cited above, the USSR’s activities during the period were generally normal. With much of its strategic power in a continuous posture of high readiness, an increase in this
readiness is not easily discernible—nor is such an increase essential
from the Soviet standpoint.
A number of Soviet activities detected by US intelligence could not
be confidently identified as reaction to the US readiness tests because
concurrent events could easily have been responsible. These events included the coup in the Somali Republic, the crisis in Lebanon, NATO
Exercise Deep Furrow, and Sino-Soviet talks.
There was no evidence to indicate that certain unusual Chinese
Communist activity was in response to US operations during the period. The timing and scope of Chinese activity suggested that it was
related to the Sino-Soviet talks, which began in Peking on 20 October.
There were no detectable reactions by North Korean forces which could
be correlated with the US increase in readiness.

3
Top Secret; [codeword not declassified]; No Foreign Dissem/Background Use
Only/Limited Distribution.

1433_A14-19.qxd

10/12/11

1:52 PM

Page 299

339-370/B428-S/40011

JCS Readiness Test

299

Details
Part I: USSR
[13 paragraphs (116 lines) not declassified]
7. Ground Forces: No reactions were noted.
8. Naval Forces: Naval activity during the period 13–30 October appeared generally normal. Two events, however, may have represented
reaction.
An intelligence collector operating in the South China Sea on 17
October moved unusually close (about 5.7 nautical miles) to Da Nang
and drew reaction from the Republic of Vietnam Navy. It is possible
that her movement was part of an intensified collection effort to determine if detected anomolies in US air and communications activities
reflected major changes in US military activity in Southeast Asia.
On 20 October, Kresta-class guided-missile light cruiser 532 and
Kashin-class guided-missile frigate 527 were in the Red Sea [2 lines not
declassified]. Late on the 20th or early on the 21st, however, the two
ships [less than 1 line not declassified] reversed their course, exited the
Red Sea, and proceeded to the Socotra Island area. By 24 October, five
other naval units in the Indian Ocean and four space-event-associated
ships had joined them there. The cruiser and frigate remained near Socotra with most of the other units throughout the period. Soviet concern for unexplained US military operations may have caused these
naval units to leave the confined waters of the Red Sea.
9. Naval Fleet Air Forces: Normal activity included the surveillance
of US units operating in the eastern Mediterranean Sea and the southern Sea of Japan.
[3 paragraphs (52 lines) not declassified]
12. Reconnaissance Activity: Reconnaissance during the period was
generally in accord with normal patterns. Some deviations were noted
in response to particular US operations in the Sea of Japan and the
Mediterranean Sea. [7 lines not declassified]
13. Soviet Reaction to US Reconnaissance: Unusual reactions to US
reconnaissance were noted only in the Far East. Since mid-October, air
defense facilities in the Vladivostok area have shown an increased level
of reaction to such US activities. From 12 to 29 October, the Soviets reacted to 31 and intercepted 10 of the 33 reconnaissance missions flown
over the Sea of Japan near the Soviet coast. This incidence of reaction
and interception is considerably above that to be expected during a period of ordinary US activity. Other possible explanations include increased Soviet training activity in the area, the introduction of Task
Force 71 into the Sea of Japan, and an increase in US reconnaissance
flights as well as US readiness operations.
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Part II: European Communist Countries

On 22 and 23 October, Bulgarian fighters reacted to US reconnaissance aircraft over the Aegean Sea. In each case, the closest approach was about 75 nautical miles. Any Bulgarian reaction to US reconnaissance is unusual. In this case, the indicated increased air defense
posture was probably in response to NATO Exercise Deep Furrow. Little flight activity was noted over East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia during the first week of the US test, probably because poor
flying weather prevailed.
[1 paragraph (10 lines) not declassified]
Part III: Asian Communist Countries
[4 lines not declassified] There is no available evidence to indicate
that the unusual activity was in response to US operations during this
period. The timing and scope of the activity suggests that it was related to the Sino-Soviet talks which began in Peking on 20 October.
There were no detected reactions by North Korean military forces
to US military readiness operations.

93.

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, December 1, 1969.

SUBJECT
Soviet Reactions to U.S. Operations during October

Attached at Tab A2 is a report of Soviet reactions to special U.S.
military readiness measures taken at your request during the period

1
Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box SCI 17,
Memoranda to the President, 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive; [codeword not declassified]. Sent
for information. Drafted by Jonathan Howe of the NSC Staff on November 30.
2
Attached, but not printed, is a nine-page Special Intelligence Report, entitled “Final Summary of Soviet Reactions to U.S. Operations,” produced by the DIA on November
6, 1969. The report noted that a “number of Soviet activities detected by U.S. intelligence
could not be confidently identified as reaction to the U.S. readiness tests because concurrent events could easily have been responsible.” Similarly, “There was no evidence
to indicate that certain unusual Chinese Communist activity was in response to U.S. operations during the period.” Instead, the DIA estimated that the Soviet and Chinese activities were related to the commencement of Sino-Soviet talks.
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October 13–30. The following significant Soviet responses were
detected:
—Increased military signal intelligence collection activity indicated that the Soviets became aware of U.S. operations at least by
October 15.
—General staff communications to selected major headquarters,
utilizing a probable primary alert system, indicated increased concern
on October 23.
—Some military staff elements were apparently moved to alternate command posts and a communications test with tactical air force
headquarters was conducted from Moscow on October 27.
—Sensitivity to U. S. aerial reconnaissance activities in the Far East
increased markedly.
The above measures, along with others contained in the report, indicate that Moscow was aware of U.S. activities and took some defensive precautions.
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National Intelligence Estimate1

NIE 11–11–69

Washington, February 13, 1969.

SOVIET CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE CAPABILITIES
The Estimate
I. Toxic Chemical Warfare
A. General
1. Throughout its history the Soviet Union has placed heavy emphasis on the development of chemical warfare (CW) capabilities. In
early years this emphasis derived largely from the disastrous effects of
World War I chemical attacks against the Russians by the Germans. Although CW was not used during World War II, the Soviets had an ample supply of chemical munitions and required no assistance in this respect from their allies. After World War II, the Soviets continued their
CW development, aided by the seizure of German nerve agent production facilities and personnel.
2. In post-World War II years, the sharp expansion of the Soviet
CW program was probably due in large part to a lag in nuclear weapons
availability. Classified Soviet documents suggest that as late as 1961 up
to two-thirds of the warheads for tactical missiles and Frogs were chemical rather than nuclear.
3. In recent years the numbers of nuclear weapons available to Soviet theater forces has increased significantly and the proportion of
chemical warheads for tactical missiles and rockets has probably declined to about one-third. However, continued stress on the importance
of chemical munitions is evident in Soviet military writings, organiza1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Secret; Controlled
Dissem. The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations of the Department of State, Department of Defense, and the National Security Agency participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted
this estimate with the concurrence of all members of the United States Intelligence Board
with the exception of the representative of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, who abstained on the grounds that it was outside his jurisdiction. The table of contents is not
printed. The full text of this NIE is in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room
(www.foia.cia.gov). The NIE later served as a source for discussion at the NSC Review
Group meeting of October 30 and the NSC meeting of November 18 regarding chemical and biological warfare issues. See Documents 97 and 103.
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tion, training, and armament, suggesting that the Soviets will continue
to retain a significant proportion of chemical warheads in inventory.
B. Doctrine Governing Use
4. Soviet military documents and exercises indicate that the Soviets appreciate both the capabilities and limitations of toxic chemical
weapons. They appear to be satisfied that these weapons can play an
important part in theater operations; documents and exercises stress
their utility in a number of specific tactical situations. On the other
hand, we have no evidence of any consideration of the use of chemical munitions in long-range delivery systems, either independently or
in conjunction with strategic nuclear weapons, and we believe that their
use in a strategic role is not now planned.
5. While the USSR appears to have decided that chemical weapons
are essentially tactical weapons, toxic chemical agents have been regularly and consistently grouped with nuclear weapons as “weapons of
mass destruction” in political declarations and in classified military
writings. Soviet field service regulations characterize modern combat
either as waged with weapons of mass destruction, including chemical weapons, or as waged with conventional means. Thus it appears
that the Soviets think of these chemical weapons as subject to the same
political constraints as those imposed upon the use of nuclear weapons.
In other words, we believe that the initial use of either of these types
of weapons would be a matter for decision at the highest political level.
6. Classified and unclassified writings provide strong evidence
that the Soviets see no restraints on the use of toxic chemicals in situations involving the use of nuclear weapons on any scale. They would
almost certainly use chemical weapons in the event of general nuclear
war. We believe, however, that they would not initiate their use in a
conventional conflict against an opponent capable of retaliation in kind.
They would almost certainly retaliate in kind if attacked with chemical weapons, and they might use toxic chemicals in a nonnuclear war
against a power incapable of retaliation in kind.
C. Tactical Doctrine
7. Soviet tactical doctrine for the use of “weapons of mass destruction” prescribes the employment of CW primarily in close coordination with nuclear weapons, so as to capitalize on the particular attributes of each. The doctrine indicates that CW may be used instead
of nuclear weapons, for example, in an area of engagement where material damage to the target is to be avoided. Through surprise and employment in mass, toxic agent munitions are intended to provide largescale casualties and demoralization throughout the tactical zone of
operations, thereby permitting rapid maneuver and seizure of critical
objectives of fast-moving ground forces.
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8. There is good evidence that, once the Soviet Government has
decided to use weapons of mass destruction, the front2 commander will
normally determine the operations in which chemical agents will be
used, the numbers and types of weapons allotted, and coordination
with use of other munitions. To fulfill local tasks, chemical weapons
would be used on the decision of divisional commanders.
9. Soviet CW doctrine provides for chemical attacks against the
“rear areas as a whole,” indicating a more extensive use of toxic chemical weapons at greater distances behind front lines than is usually considered in Western planning. Such a concept is noted particularly in
Soviet doctrine for neutralization of enemy missile sites, including
those for longer range missiles designated as “operational-tactical,”
and in the provision of chemical warhead options for missiles that have
ranges up to 300 nautical miles (n.m.).
10. Targets for coverage by chemical weapons, designated in Soviet
doctrine, include areas of offensive or defensive combat, areas of troop
concentration, command posts, control points, missile sites, and reserves.
Chemical munitions are particularly useful when an attacking force
wishes to cause casualties, but to leave undamaged enemy facilities such
as airfields, bridges, and roads, as well as combat equipment and auxiliary materials. They can also be used to deny the use of terrain.
11. According to Soviet doctrine, tube and multiple rocket type artillery are the major means of disseminating toxic CW munitions in
close combat. These means may be supplemented by chemical bombs
delivered by fighter-bomber aircraft. The fire offensive is to begin with
“massed group and single strikes” delivering chemical as well as nuclear and conventional munitions. Chemical agents delivered by missiles as well as by aircraft would be used against enemy targets in the
rear and also to prepare for the landing of amphibious or airborne
forces in enemy territory. Coordination of nuclear and chemical
weapons, particularly in connection with missile delivery, is a wellpublished point in Soviet military doctrine. Operationally, the chemical missile would be targeted from 5 to 10 kilometers (km) from the
predicted impact point of a nuclear missile and would be used at the
same time. By this tactic, personnel that have been protected from nuclear radiation and blast by the “shadow effect” of terrain features
would be exposed to the effect of the chemical agent.
12. In a 1961 Soviet Army exercise, use of 226 nuclear missiles and
277 missiles carrying chemical warheads was simulated. In the first

2
In the Soviet Army, a front is a wartime organization composed of several field
armies. Although similar to a US army group, a front is not directly comparable. [Footnote in the original.]
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mass strike, 63 nuclear and 24 chemical missiles were utilized; in the
next two strikes, 194 chemical and 150 nuclear missiles were employed.
The remaining missiles were used in subsequent smaller actions. This
evidence indicates that it then was the Soviet practice to use the greater
portion of the chemical warheads in operations subsequent to the initial, predominantly nuclear, strike. Since 1961, the ratio of chemical to
nuclear warheads has declined. Recent evidence indicates the Soviets
still intend to use the greater portion of chemical warheads subsequent
to the initial strike.
13. Soviet CW doctrine seeks “practically instantaneous annihilation of personnel” through coverage of large areas by heavy, lethal concentrations of toxic agents. The Soviets envisage the delivery of such
heavy concentrations by massive-fill missile warheads detonated at fairly
high altitudes. Soviet military literature refers to the achievement of up
to 80 percent casualties in impact areas; the 80 percent figure contrasts
sharply with Western CW concepts which visualize no requirement to
achieve over 30 percent casualties. This Soviet CW doctrine probably reflects both a traditional penchant for massed fires and the earlier need
to compete with nuclear warheads as “weapons of mass destruction.”
The doctrine also helps to explain large Soviet CW agent stockpiles.
D. Chemical Agents
Nerve Agents
14. Nerve agents have never been employed in major warfare,3
but laboratory and field testing have shown them to be extremely toxic.
Unlike the older agents, these organophosphorus chemicals are practically odorless, and the problem of timely warning has not been solved.
One class of nerve agents, known in the West as “G” agents because
of their German origin, is relatively volatile and presents a lethal hazard by either inhalation of a minute quantity or contamination of unbroken skin by about one gram of agent. A family of even more toxic
nerve agents, known in the West as “V” agents, has been developed
since World War II. These present a hazard primarily by skin contamination because of their much lower volatility, but a very small drop
(on the order of 0.01 gram) can be lethal. Since World War II, the Soviets have produced several of these nerve agents of increasing toxicity and effectiveness.
15. The first nerve agent developed and adopted by the Soviets
was tabun, a G-agent, the quantity production of which probably

3
Nerve agents may have been employed by the UAR in Yemen. [Footnote in the
original.]
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began about 1946 or shortly thereafter. Manufacture of the agent probably continued through the 1950’s, but stopped when emphasis shifted
to other agents. Existing stocks of tabun, whether in bulk or in filled
munitions, have gradually diminished as the result of agent deterioration. Nevertheless we believe that about half the Soviet tabun stock
is still available.
16. The G-agent, sarin, became known to the Soviets at the close
of World War II, when they took over the German production facility.
Quantity production of sarin in the USSR probably began about 1960.
Production of another G-agent, soman, probably began about a year
later. It is more toxic than sarin; no adequate therapy is known. Both
of these agents are now in the Soviet stockpile. Soman is available both
in the normal liquid form and as a thickened agent.
17. At least one V-agent is in the Soviet arsenal and available for
employment. This type of agent may have been known to the Soviets
as early as 1953, but they definitely obtained information on V-agents
from Western sources in 1955 and 1956. Under priority action and assuming Soviet knowledge of the existence of V-agents as early as 1953,
V-agent production could have begun as early as 1956; in any case, at
least one agent of this type had probably entered stockpile by the late
1950’s or early 1960’s.
18. The agent used as a chemical fill in tactical rockets, ballistic
missiles, and cruise missiles is described in Soviet sources as an “agent
of the VR–55 type.” The lack of evidence as to the exact nature of this
agent is a major gap in our knowledge of Soviet CW capabilities. It appears to be a persistent nerve agent or nerve agent mixture that is at
least two or three times more toxic than the Western agent VX, and 25
times as toxic as sarin. According to Soviet sources, VR–55 reaches the
ground in vapor, aerosol, and droplet form and is persistent for one to
three days. To obtain this effect the Soviets may use a thickener to retard evaporation during the fall. It has also been suggested that VR–55
might be a mixture of a highly toxic V-agent with an unknown, extremely toxic, semi-persistent G-agent. The highly persistent V-agent
might retard the evaporation of the more volatile G-agents to permit
sufficient G-agent to reach the ground and supply the vapor hazard.
Older Agents
19. World War I-type agents still in the Soviet stockpile include
hydrogen cyanide, mustard, and phosgene. Hydrogen cyanide is a tactical, nonpersistent agent. The Soviets claim the ability to produce and
maintain an effective concentration lasting from 10 to 15 minutes over
an area. A thickened or otherwise evaporation-retarded agent form may
be used since hydrogen cyanide normally dissipates rapidly. Since the
cyanides are common items produced by the chemical industry, mili-
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tary supply would probably come from diversion of industrial production rather than from a special facility.
20. The vesicant agent, mustard, either alone or mixed with
lewisite, is an important agent in the Soviet arsenal. Manufacture of
mustard in the USSR took place in both World Wars. There is no information which indicates current production.
21. Phosgene is another World War I agent that is still in the Soviet stockpile. The chemical industry uses phosgene as a common reactant, and the chemical is readily available. Although its toxicity is
low compared to that of nerve agents and its volatility is high, its lack
of persistence, cheapness, and ready availability seem to influence Soviet retention of the agent in their CW stockpile.
Incapacitants
22. The USSR is working on CW incapacitants such as the US hallucinogen BZ or an agent very closely related to it, as well as other
types of hallucinogens. We believe that the Soviets have a good understanding of the chemistry of these agents and their mode of action,
but there is no firm evidence that an incapacitant has been put into the
Soviet CW stockpile.
Stockpile and Further Production
23. The Soviets have an extensive stockpile of various toxic chemical agents and munitions designed for employment with a variety of
tactical ground, air and naval weapons. Central chemical depots under national control are believed to be in each military district. We estimate that the Soviet agent stockpile is on the order of 275,000 tons,
but there is some recent evidence which suggests that this figure may
be high. We believe that over half the stockpile consists of modern nerve
agents and the remainder of older chemicals such as hydrogen cyanide,
mustard, and phosgene.
24. Soviet toxic chemical production capacity is expanding. Current stockpiles appear adequate for wartime operational requirements;
additional stocks may be deemed necessary by the Soviets on the assumption that some would be destroyed in the event of strategic attacks, or would be immobilized in their generally remote depots by the
disruption of transportation systems.
E. Chemical Munitions
25. The USSR has a wide variety of modern ground, air, and naval
munitions designed to disseminate lethal and harassing agents, screening and signaling smokes, and flame and incendiary agents. During
World War II, toxic CW munitions included shells, mines, multiple
ground-launched chemical rockets, massive-fill and cluster bombs, and
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aerial spray tanks. Since then the Soviets have been very successful in
developing new toxic agents for dissemination by the most modern
means, such as missiles, and also in adapting older agents for dissemination by modern weapons, such as highly mobile rocket artillery.
Ground Munitions
26. The Soviet ground forces have a variety of toxic chemical delivery means including artillery and mortar shells, multiple rail- and
tube-launched rockets, Frog systems, and Scud tactical ballistic missiles. This array of offensive weapons would enable the Soviets to create a toxic environment over a large area. Any or all of these weapons
could also be used in defensive tactics and could be supplemented by
the Soviet stocks of chemical mines, used alone or interspersed in high
explosive (HE) minefields. Burning-type munitions, such as grenades,
pots, and candles, filled with irritant agents would also be used to produce casualties or to degrade the enemy’s combat capability by forcing troops to mask.
27. Smaller caliber tube artillery rounds were toxic-filled up to
and during the World War II years. Chemical rounds are probably now
available for light and medium artillery and the 120 mm mortar. Sarin,
soman, mustard, and mustard–lewisite mixtures would probably be
used to fill Soviet artillery and mortar shells, and hydrogen cyanide
might also be used. Chemical artillery shells are suitable for use on
small area or point targets and would be available as “gas” (toxic) or
“fragmentation-gas” rounds. Fragmentation-gas rounds have unthickened nerve agents or mustard as the fill and are fitted with relatively large bursters so that the chemical agent is disseminated almost
entirely as an aerosol or vapor. Chemical rounds with low order
bursters and point detonating fuzes are used to disseminate persistent chemical agents such as mustard for heavy liquid contamination
on the target and to disseminate volatile nonpersistent agents such as
hydrogen cyanide at ground level. Airburst rounds with low order
bursters are designed to obtain larger, more even area coverage than
can be obtained with the groundburst types. They are normally filled
with persistent type agents such as mustard and possibly thickened
soman.
28. Bulk-fill warheads are probably available for multiple-rail
rocket launchers capable of firing 140 mm, 200 mm, or 240 mm rockets. Because of their high rate of fire and high ratio of chemical fill to
total weight of round, these weapons are ideal for quickly covering
large-area tactical targets with toxic concentrations of nonpersistent
agents.
29. The Soviets consider chemical landmines especially useful in
defensive situations. The USSR has pressure-activated and electrically
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detonated chemical landmines. During World War II these were filled
with mustard or mustard–lewisite mixtures; while some mines may
still have these fillings, newer agents may be used now.
30. Soviet tactical missiles and rockets with massive-fill warheads are the primary means for delivering heavy concentrations of
VR–55. The Soviets maintain that the optimal altitude (i.e., altitude
providing maximum ground coverage) for the detonation of Frog-delivered massive fill warheads is 400 meters, and that for Scud-delivered warheads, 1,600 to 2,000 meters. Using this technique, the results obtained with the Frog warhead are described by the Soviets as
80 percent casualties over one-third of a square mile; with the Scud
warhead, 80 percent cas-ualties over three-fourths of a square mile.
Lesser percentages of cas-ualties are claimed downwind from these
areas of maximum agent concentration. The Soviet description of effects obtainable with these techniques is presumably based on optimum weather conditions. The inaccuracies in the Frog and Scud systems would also have to be taken into account in a Soviet decision to
employ massive-fill, high-altitude CW attack. The Frog CW warhead
probably contains about 400 pounds of agent, and the Scud warhead
about 800.
Naval Munitions
31. Soviet literature indicates considerable training emphasis on
CW in the navy. Any or all of the Soviet Navy’s cruise missiles could
carry chemical warheads, but shipboard storage might prove hazardous. The most likely candidate for such warheads are those cruise
missiles used by naval coastal defense units.
32. The Shaddock cruise missile can carry an agent payload of
about 1,200 pounds about 300 n.m. The warhead may be a massive-fill
type such as those for the Frogs and Scuds, and similarly detonated.
The Soviets may also have developed a technique for the release of
chemicals on a line from a cruise missile.
33. The Soviet Navy probably has 85 mm and 100 mm chemical
shells for naval guns. Recent information indicates the stockpiling of
130 mm chemical shells for destroyers and 152 mm chemical shells for
cruisers. Such shells are stored in port and placed on ships only during major exercises or in wartime.
Air Munitions
34. Soviet air munitions include massive-fill and cluster bombs,
and possibly spray dissemination devices. The specific characteristics
of Soviet chemical bombs are not known positively, but World War II
types included individual bombs and bomblet clusters for disseminating lethal and harassing agents. Soviet crop-dusting activity indicates
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an excellent capability for spraying toxic agents from low performance
aircraft. Spray tanks were developed in World War II for both fighters
and bombers, but we have no evidence of such equipment for modern
Soviet high performance aircraft. The Soviets have air-to-surface missiles which are capable of carrying CW agent payloads. Soviet aerial
incendiary bombs probably include individual bombs filled with white
phosphorus, thermite, napalm-type agents, or “Pirogel” (a mixture of
powdered metal and petroleum products), and clusters of bomblets
with thermite or thermite-HE fillings.
F. Chemical Warfare Defense
35. The Soviets possess large quantities of a wide range of equipment for use in chemical defense, much of it of recent design. Extensive training in its use is integral to military exercises for all Soviet and East European forces—ground, naval, and air—and dilute
toxic agents are sometimes employed in this training. Equipment and
training for CW defense are combined with that for radiological defense, and the special chemical troops are responsible for both types
of defense. The dual nature of such defense is stressed in military
training, and there are a number of recent examples of Soviet forces
donning chemical defense equipment following simulated nuclear
strikes.
36. The single most critical weakness in Soviet chemical defense
is the problem of nerve agent detection. The Soviets have some manual and automatic devices for the detection of local concentrations of
nerve agents, but we do not believe they are capable of giving timely
warning of chemical attack.
37. We judge that the chemical defense equipment supplied the
individual Soviet combat soldier is technically adequate to protect him
in a toxic environment for a limited time, depending on the nature and
concentration of the agent. Soviet troops exposed to contamination
would be treated at decontamination facilities established by chemical
troops. The equipment and procedures to be used at these facilities appear to be technically adequate.
38. Chemical warfare defense is stressed in Soviet civil defense indoctrination and exercises. Civil defense organizations are supplied
with chemical defense equipment and gas masks are available for purchase by the general populace. We believe it unlikely, however, that
any significant portion of the population has acquired protective
equipment.
39. We believe that the Soviets will continue research and development on chemical defense, but we have no evidence regarding particular lines of development. We presume that major attention will be
devoted to problems of nerve agent detection, protection, and treatment.
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G. Direction and Organization of the Chemical Warfare Program
40. The principal responsibility for the program lies with the Chief
of Chemical Troops, subordinate directly to the Commander in Chief
of the Ground Forces. Administrative control of the Chemical Troops,
including those in the Military District organization, is maintained by
the Chief of Chemical Troops. Other activities under his supervision
include various CW schools. The Central Chemical Proving Ground,
at Shikhany, and other chemical test areas are directly under the Chief
of Chemical Troops. Filling plants and central depots for storage of CW
munitions, bulk agents, and other CW material are probably his
responsibility.
41. Separate and distinct from the administrative control responsibilities of the Chief of Chemical Troops is the operational control of
Chemical Troops, which is maintained by the commanders of military
districts, groups of forces, armies, divisions, and smaller units, through
the chiefs of chemical troops of the respective elements. The chemical
officers so assigned advise their commanders on the use of CW
weapons and other CW matters such as detection and decontamination. They also command the chemical troops, such as the chemical battalions assigned at the military district and army level. In peacetime a
chemical company is an integral part of a division, and a chemical platoon is part of a regiment. In wartime, appropriate chemical units are
also assigned to fronts, armies, and battalions. The main duties of these
personnel are related to CW defense, including detection and decontamination; they are responsible also for handling toxic munitions and
agents in storage and transport.
II. Biological Warfare
A. General
42. The Soviets are conducting research and development programs on the possible military applications of biological agents. In previous years, virtually all available evidence could be related to Soviet
work in epidemiology, public health, and sanitation, and defensive aspects of biological warfare (BW), but recent evidence points to the development of BW weapons.
B. Doctrine Governing Use
43. Soviet documents indicate that the USSR expects NATO to employ BW in the event of war and is preparing to defend against it. We
believe that political considerations would weigh heavily against Soviet initiation of BW. In Soviet writings the subject is linked with nuclear and chemical warfare in terms that indicate a high degree of political control and restraint. The Soviet assessment of relative military
advantages and disadvantages of the use of BW weapons, as well as
the vulnerability of the population, would also impose restraint.
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44. We believe it highly unlikely that the Soviets would employ
BW in an initial strategic attack, although it might subsequently be
used in the course of a general war. BW is especially suitable for clandestine delivery. The Soviets probably believe that BW weapons are of
doubtful effectiveness in many tactical situations because of delayed
and unpredictable effects. There is, however, some evidence which indicates that front commanders would be authorized to employ BW in
circumstances in which Warsaw Pact forces were being compelled to
withdraw, and that the means to do so could then be provided to them.
C. Availability of Biological Warfare Agents
45. We believe that, through their own research and open US literature, the Soviets are well aware of the properties of a variety of BW
agents, and they have the technical capability to develop, produce, and
stockpile them in militarily significant quantities. We have, however, insufficient evidence on which to base an estimate of the types and quantities of BW agents which might be available to the Soviets for offensive
use. The Soviets have done research on increasing agent virulence and
maintaining high virulence for extended periods of time, retarding aerobiological decay, adapting agents to unusual vectors and testing the infectivity of causative agents of diseases not endemic to a particular geographic area. Studies on multiple combinations of bacterial, rickettsial,
viral and toxoid vaccines, which have been conducted primarily by military scientists, have little relevance to Soviet public health requirements.
Similarly, aerogenic studies have featured combinations of antigens that
most likely would be found only in a BW environment, making some
of these studies highly suspect of offensive agent research and development. In particular, there appears to be no other satisfactory explanation for Soviet work on the aerosolization of botulinum toxin.
D. Defense Against Biological Warfare
46. The Soviet military establishment includes organizations
charged with defense of troops against BW. The Chief Military Medical Directorate of the Ministry of Defense has the prime responsibility for developing methods for defense of personnel and for numerous
military and nonmilitary medical research centers which work on BW
defense matters. In addition to medical service troops for BW defense,
epidemiological services exist at all military levels to provide sanitation and disinfection facilities.
47. Soviet military forces are known to undergo training in BW
defensive measures. Defense against BW has been included since 1956
in Soviet civil defense efforts which are now under the control of the
Ministry of Defense. Protective equipment is available and contingency
plans have been made for mass immunization. There have been some
joint civil-military BW defense exercises. These efforts, however, are
not of a scale to indicate any meaningful BW civil defense posture.
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48. At present the Soviets rely on conventional laboratory techniques for detection and identification of biological agents. There are no
indications that Soviet military forces are equipped with automatic BW
alarm systems, but a number of prototypes continue to be evaluated.

95.

National Security Study Memorandum 591
Washington, May 28, 1969.

TO
The
The
The
The
The

Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Director of Central Intelligence
Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology
Director, United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy on Chemical and Biological Warfare and Agents

The President has directed a study of U.S. policy, programs and
operational concepts with regards to both chemical and biological warfare and agents.2
The study should examine present U.S. policy and programs on
CBW, the main issues confronting that policy, and the range of possible alternatives thereto. The analysis should delineate (1) the nature of
the threat to the U.S. and its Allies and possible alternative approaches
in meeting this threat; (2) the utility of and circumstances for possible
employment of chemical and biological agents, both lethal and inca-

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. Secret. A copy was sent to General Wheeler.
2
On April 30, Laird expressed his increasing concern to Henry Kissinger “about
the structure of our chemical and biological warfare programs, our national policy relating to such programs, and our public posture vis-à-vis chemical and biological warfare activities.” Laird requested immediate NSC consideration of the matter. (Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 3, Chemical Warfare and Biological Research) Kissinger replied
on May 9 that he shared Laird’s concerns. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 310, Subject Files, Chemical and Biological Warfare, Vol. I) In a
May 23 memorandum, Kissinger advised Nixon to authorize a NSSM on the matter. “In
the light of the uncertainty surrounding U.S. policy and programs in this area, and in
light of the increasing public concern and attention being given the subject,” Kissinger
believed “that an overall study of present policy and possible alternatives is required.”
(Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–153, NSSM 59)
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pacitating; (3) the operational concepts relating to possible use, testing
and stockpiling; (4) the research and development objectives; (5) the
nature of and alternative approaches to the distinction between lethal
and non-lethal chemical and biological agents, including a review of
current applications of U.S. policy relating to non-lethal agents such as
chemical riot control agents and chemical defoliants; and (6) the U.S.
position on arms control, including the question of the ratification of
the Geneva Protocol of 1925.
The study should include consideration of the effects upon U.S.
international posture in general and upon relationships with Allies in
particular; of the relevant legal questions; of the various cost factors;
and of the environmental control and public affairs aspects of U.S.
policy.
The President has directed that the NSC Political-Military Group
perform this study and that the addressees be included in the PMG for
purposes of this study. The President has authorized the PMG to establish the necessary subgroups for special or technical aspects of this
study.
The report of this Group should be forwarded to the NSC Review
Group by September 5, 1969.
Henry A. Kissinger
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Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, October 22, 1969.

HAK [Kissinger]:2 Originally, President found himself arbitrating
defense issues on a line-by-line basis. He didn’t like being put into this
position.
We’re concerned with political doctrinal implications of long-term
force projections.
You’ve seen NSDM 26. Implications of force postures, in relation
to five year projection,3 and in relation to NSSMs. In this context, this
Group performs same function NSC Review Group performs.
Other contexts are five-year plan due by Jan 15 and next year’s
DOD budget.
We can’t reopen budget line-by-line. We can review implications,
e.g., NATO implications, doctrinal implications, it’s this problem we
are here to deal with.
Defense strategy, overseas deployments and policies and programs.
Comments Elliot?
ER [Richardson]: As a Group we should be concerned with regular mechanism between State and Defense, see that political implications are taken into account. We should improve this machinery.
DP [Packard]: Let me tell you what we’re going to do in response
to NSDM 26, developing a better planning base. Line item basis is
impossible.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969–1973. No classification marking. No drafting information appears on the minutes. The members of
the DPRC, representing their various agencies, were as follows: Kissinger, Richardson,
Packard, Helms, Wheeler, McCracken, and Mayo.
2
According to talking points prepared by Lynn of the NSC Staff, Kissinger was
prepared to discuss NSDM 26, specifically “the kinds of issues the DPRC should address,” and NSDM 27, including the Defense Five Year Force and Program Plan (FYFPP).
Kissinger wanted the DPRC to address strategy, budget, program, and overseas deployment issues. As for NSDM 27, Lynn recommended in the talking points the FYFPP,
which would “display the programs, forces, and budget level which we should routinely
monitor. Then, whenever an agency proposes to change a significant part of the defense
plan, we in the DPRC will be notified automatically.” (Ibid., Box H–99, DPRC Meeting,
October 22, 1969) NSDM 26 is Document 55; NSDM 27 is Document 56.
3
This and all such subsequent references are to the FYFPP. On October 31, Kissinger
sent a memorandum, drafted by Lynn, to all DPRC members with an attached tentative
format for the new FYFPP. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers,
Box 301, National Security Council, DPRC)
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JCS developed JSOP. This hasn’t worked well. No fiscal guidance,
poor communications between Services, JCS, and OSD. We have a better plan.
We get initiation of force structure, fiscal guidance at an early date,
come up with forces. Process has started.
FY 71 budget submissions have been made. JCS will go back and
redo JSOP with guidance from NSDM 27, ISA political in part. This
will give us some analysis of problem by Jan 15. Can’t do thorough
job, but can come up with strategic plan—NATO, SEA—that this Committee can look at.
DP: Five Year Plan will come into reasonable conformance with
NSDM 27 by Jan 15. But it will be into FY 72 budget cycle before we
can get it firm. But we’re trying to put NSDM 27 guidance into specific terms. Force structure and budget will be fairly well in conformance with it.
We should [review?] political, budgetary issues, look at overall
program, not line-by-line. We’ll address the question of how many
airplanes.
HAK: That’s what we think.
Wheeler: I agree with Dave. His role on this body is an appropriate one, precluding line item approach. You can’t strip out single lines.
HAK: We did this this Spring. I didn’t know what we were doing.
Helms: Hear, hear.
HAK: Jim, what do you think?
Schlesinger: We need realistic fiscal objective from outside. Budgetary situation is growing grim. BOB has written to DOD about this
problem.
In past there has been joint BOB–DOD review. They raise questions, which SecDef decides (subject/issues). They report back to Director. These subject/issues are reviewed by Director.
Budget must go to printer by first of January.
HAK: This won’t work perfectly well for FY 71. We don’t want to
be widely inconsistent with NSDM 27.
DP: I don’t object to you people having a look. We need help. I’m
objecting saying that we must have responsibility for fitting plan into
requirement of strategy, fiscal guidance. It’s been helpful to have problem addressed within fiscal contexts.
Schlesinger: I introduce caveat that NSDM 27 doesn’t replace ordinary process of budget review.
HAK: NSDM 27 is guidelines for general posture. This group is
then supposed to work on some of this, along with other fiscal
mechanisms.
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DP: We should give you some definite dates.
HAK: Larry Lynn is my staff man on this.
Stein:4 Can we make advanced provision for tension between fiscal requirements and DOD budgets?
DP: We’re giving five-year guidance consistent with NSDM 27.
We’re trying to avoid bow-waves, designing programs consistent with
FYs 72, 73, 74 and 75.
Wheeler: Fact that we don’t have FY 70 budget puts hooker in
what we do here. I don’t know how you can do better than educated
guess as to next year unless we can get something soon.
DP: I don’t think it will be too bad. We will have a few problems.
Our attempt is to keep flexibility with authorization, see how much
money we want to spend. We’ve time to get on with cuts so all reductions don’t have to come in second half of year.
HAK: Two problems.
1. When to get look at FY 71 budget.
Schlesinger: After December 1.
HAK: President is restive about having to overrule frozen position.
He wants a crack at preliminary discussion before it becomes bureaucratic issue. December 1 is pretty late. You can get it now piecemeal.
Schlesinger: I don’t know what can be done about it. Wheeler
concurs.
ER: I don’t understand this.
Schlesinger: You can’t get overview, get only pieces.
HAK: What are pieces? GPF, Strategy F5 or carriers, etc.
DP: We have a strategy now we’re getting specific. When we get
it done we ought to come in for review.
HAK: When?
DP: December 1 is target. Could do it sooner. Maybe Nov 20 for
briefing.
HAK: Month from now.
DP: Then we have problem of arriving at force levels. One problem is getting end strength. Other problem is nuclear, strategic area,
but no significant changes: we’ll go ahead with basic elements. There’s

4

Herbert Stein, representing the Council of Economic Advisers.
An unclear reference. The report prepared by the NSSM 3 Interagency Steering
Group, which served as the basis for the NSC meeting on September 10 and for NSDM
27, identified five worldwide strategies, numbered 1 through 5. See Document 45.
5
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Phase I of Safeguard. We will probably record against Phase II.6 We
don’t need this step at this time.
HAK: President will be very sensitive to this.
DP: We’re not planning on this. Would require money. We can
show what we are planning for in 71 budget. Force levels are important. Then there’s Vietnam. Soviet naval threats, question of [MIRVs?].
Number of carriers. We can show you our plans, see whether we’re going in right direction.
ER: I would like to enter reservation for the record. I’m not sure I
understand how this whole process will work, whether it’s sufficient
and adequate to insure that political issues get factioned [factored] in,
that State should be excluded until December 1. Doesn’t give us enough
time.
DP: We can get your people involved. You, I and Alex7 can handle this.
HAK: Let Larry sit in on this too.
[no response]8
Stein: Will your [omission in the original] program be with [omission in the original].
HAK: To sum up.
Between November 20–December 1 we will get a look at next
year’s proposals.
When five year plan?
DP: Wait until next Jan 15 deadline to see five year plan.
HAK: Between these contexts we will see all these issues. In the
meantime we will channel through this with the NSSMs and nuclear
policy, deployment in Korea.9
I’d like to circulate to this group some suggestions about format,
get your comments. Headings to enable this group to review it most
effectively. I’d like to circulate a suggestion for comment. Useful for
specific assignment of this group, i.e., not aircraft carrier per se.
ER: But a/c carriers vs bases is important.
HAK: We should show that trade off.

6
Phase I of Safeguard, which Nixon opted to pursue in March 1969, consisted of
construction of ABM defenses at two Minuteman complexes. Phase II, still under consideration at the time of the DPRC meeting, called for construction at additional sites.
See Document 25.
7
U. Alexis Johnson, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs.
8
Brackets in the original.
9
Kissinger was probably referring to NSSMs 64, “U.S. Strategic Capabilities,” and
69, “U.S. Nuclear Policy in Asia.” See Documents 41 and 42.
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DP: Guidance that will help us is what to plan on [omission in the
original] to bases.
Wheeler: Special staff, or putting existing staff together.
HAK: We’ll see if we can use existing staff, not have special staff.
Don’t need new staff. We might want ad hoc working groups.
DP: Reserve Ad Hoc group for some problem.
Schlesinger: [omission in the original] on budget. [If [omission in
the original] strategy, foxes or so in the hole.]10
We gave DOD the most generous figure we could give. We face at
least $9 billion decline in revenues, perhaps further. FY 71 may have
less than FY 70. Largest wave of mandatory increase we’ve ever had.
It is [possible?] we could present budget with a deficit.
HAK: President is aware of budgetary constraints. NSDM 27 reflects the judgment of [what the Bureau?] of [the Budget?] is willing to
stick with.
Wheeler: My forecast is that this group will be surprised at what
U.S. strategic capabilities will be in light of money we are talking about.
It will give our funds [friends] in State a very hard time in dealing with
Allies, e.g., cutback in Navy ships, leak of NSDM decisions. It’s going
to have a major impact.
HAK: Does State not have time to work out a political scenario.
DP: What Buzz [Wheeler] says is right. We are at bottom of barrel
in NATO.
HAK: We’re putting out NSSM on this whole NATO doctrinal
question.11 [The NATO allies?] want maximum of Americans there if
possible, but [do] not do enough to make them meaningful, make us
use our strategic weapons.
We should get something everyone can agree to. We can’t dribble
forces out without creating crisis of confidence.

10

The outer brackets are in the original.
NSSM 84, issued on November 21, is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972.
11
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97.

Minutes of Review Group Meeting1
Washington, October 30, 1969, 2:25–3:55 p.m.

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy on Chemical and Biological Warfare and Agents (NSSM 59)2
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Richard F. Pedersen
William I. Cargo
Ronald Spiers
Donald McHenry

OEP
Haakon Lindjord
USIA
Henry Loomis
ACDA
Howard E. Furnas

Defense
G. Warren Nutter

OST
Vincent McRae

CIA
Edward W. Proctor

NSC Staff
Michael Guhin
Col. Richard Kennedy
Jeanne W. Davis

JCS
Rear Adm. Frank W. Vannoy
Colonel James M. Bates

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS
3

1. The paper is to be reworked by the IPMG to:
a. regroup the 11 issues into three categories: biological warfare,
chemical warfare, and the question of the Geneva Protocol with respect
to tear gas and herbicides;
b. clarify the distinction between offensive and defensive R&D;
c. state the arguments for and against briefing the German Government on deployment of CW stocks in Germany;
d. include a specific policy issue on the UK draft convention on
BW;
e. define an adequate CW retaliatory capability;

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–111, Review Group Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969. Top
Secret. The meeting took place in the Situation Room of the White House. The minutes
are also published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume E–2, Documents on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969–1972, Document 155.
2
Document 95.
3
The Interdepartmental Political-Military Group (IPMG), chaired by Spiers, submitted a 47-page draft response to NSSM 59 on October 15. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–40, Review
Group Meeting, October 30, 1969) The revised paper is Document 99.
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f. state the pros and cons for ratification of the Geneva Protocol4
including the question of a reservation on tear gas;
g. raise the issue of a requirement for a Presidential decision to
use tear gas in conflicts other than Vietnam.
2. The NSC meeting on CBW will be postponed from November
12 to November 19 in view of a conflict with the NPG meeting.5
Dr. Kissinger noted that the IPMG paper had been grouped into
11 issues. He would find it more useful, if the group agreed, to divide
these into three basic categories: biological warfare, chemical warfare,
and the question of the Geneva Protocol with respect to tear gas and
herbicides. He suggested the discussion begin with biological weapons
and identified the three choices: (1) retain full capability including
lethal agents for deterrence and retaliation with an option for first use;
(2) retain capability only for incapacitants; (3) retain only an R&D capability, for both offensive and defensive purposes or defense alone.
Mr. Pedersen asked if BW R&D could be broken down into offensive and defensive weapons.
Mr. Kissinger replied yes, saying defensive moves would include
warning devices, immunization, etc., but with no capability to conduct
biological warfare.
Mr. Spiers noted the military view that we would have to perform
offensive R&D also.
Admiral Vannoy said we would have to have offensive weapons
in order to test our defenses.
Mr. Kissinger asked if this meant there was no point in having defensive R&D only.
Admiral Vannoy agreed.
Dr. McRae noted that some aspects of R&D were specifically meant
to strengthen our offensive capability, e.g., spray capabilities, weapons
development, etc.
Mr. Nutter agreed but said it was hard to draw a line.
Mr. Kissinger asked how we could distinguish between offensive
and defensive R&D.
Mr. Proctor said we would not prepare for mass production in
R&D for defense.

4
By October 1969, 84 nations had become parties the Geneva Protocol of 1925,
which prohibited the use of asphyxiating, poisonous, or other gases and of bacteriological agents. While the United States had signed the Geneva Protocol, the U.S. Senate had
not ratified it.
5
The meeting was held on Tuesday, November 18. See Document 103.
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Dr. McRae stated that, generally speaking, defensive R&D could
be distinguished by leaving out engineering development.
Mr. Kissinger commented that an operational R&D program for
defense would include enough work on offensive to give meaning to
the defensive aspect.
Dr. McRae said offensive R&D would include an engineering component which would enable quick production.
Mr. Kissinger asked if the issues were correctly stated, and if the
JCS favors full capability.
Admiral Vannoy replied yes.
Mr. Kissinger asked if the paper adequately stated the JCS views.
Admiral Vannoy said they had circulated proposed changes to the
paper to give a better balance to the pros and cons.6
Mr. Kissinger asked if everyone else opposed the JCS view.
Mr. Spiers noted that State had not taken a formal position since
the Secretary had not considered the issue. However, State will recommend that he oppose JCS views.
Mr. Kissinger noted that the Secretary would of course express his
views at the NSC meeting. He asked if the paper represented a fair
statement.
Mr. Pedersen commented that some of the proposed JCS changes
would cause trouble for State.
Mr. Kissinger summarized the arguments against a lethal BW capability in terms of its ineffectiveness for retaliatory purposes (e.g., delays in detecting attack, delivering a counterattack and in counterattack taking effect), and that it was not needed in the light of nuclear
and other weapons. He asked about possible Soviet clandestine use.
Mr. Proctor replied that we have no information on Soviet plans.
He noted that our information was at best ambiguous.
Mr. Kissinger asked how we get intelligence information in this
area.
Mr. Proctor replied we have information on exercises in the USSR
and in the Warsaw Pact countries on CW but none on BW.

6
On October 17, Wheeler sent a memorandum to Laird with an appendix detailing the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s recommended chemical and biological warfare policy. The
JCS was against declaring a no-first-use policy and advocated vigorous R&D programs
to maintain chemical and biological agents with both offensive and defensive capabilities. The JCS also wanted to maintain some overseas stocks of chemical weapons. Notes
on the memorandum indicate that both Laird and Packard saw it. (Ford Library, Laird
Papers, Box 4, Chemical Warfare and Biological Research)
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Mr. Kissinger noted that a Czech chemist had told him a major effort was underway but that he was not sure whether this was CW or
BW.
Mr. Loomis noted that the best use of BW would be clandestine
and that such use would not appear to demand field exercises.
Mr. Kissinger asked if there were not an incubation period and
why field exercises would be useful if the weapons were not immediately effective. He thought the major use of BW would be on centers
of population over a period of time.
Dr. McRae pointed out that the military would probably not elect
BW weapons because of their limited effectiveness except in rare circumstances. He cited the incubation period and the uncertain human
response.
Mr. Kissinger asked if it was not easier to produce BW as an effective weapon than certain other alternatives.
Admiral Vannoy agreed, saying that it would be highly effective
on a civilian population.
Mr. Kissinger asked if countries cannot achieve a BW capability
before a nuclear capability. All agreed that this was true.
Mr. Loomis noted that experiments in this country indicated that
BW would be extremely effective in any air-conditioned building.
Mr. Kissinger thought there would be very few occasions where
we would use biological weapons first. If they were used against us,
BW would not necessarily be the best response. He asked if, on moral
grounds, we would not use BW first even if we could conceal it.
Mr. Spiers said he could see some circumstances for first use of
BW, almost as a strategic weapon. In the circumstances, however, he
thought we would also use nuclear weapons.
Mr. Kissinger asked why we would need BW if we used nuclear
weapons.
Admiral Vannoy replied that it would depend on the degree of destruction desired, giving Western Europe as an example.
Mr. Kissinger asked if we could be sure that an epidemic in Western Europe would not spread to Eastern Europe.
Admiral Vannoy replied that the population could be prepared.
He noted also the importance of developing a capability for flexible response. If a stringent nuclear arms control agreement were concluded
we might face a strong Soviet BW capability not matched by the U.S.
Mr. Kissinger asked if General Wheeler would not make this point
at the NSC meeting and Admiral Vannoy replied that the JCS Staff
would so recommend.
Mr. Kissinger asked about the arguments for use of incapacitants
and for an illustrative first-use scenario.
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Admiral Vannoy cited an island situation, saying although we
have BW incapacitants, we have no CW incapacitants. He cited a BW
incapacitant which would, within two to four days, produce a high
fever which would last a week or ten days. He noted we had no militarily significant quantities of lethal BW.
Mr. Kissinger asked if BW incapacitants might not kill people already weakened.
Admiral Vannoy acknowledged there would be a certain incidence
of death, possibly among children, the elderly, and people with other
illnesses, but this was not the primary purpose of the weapon.
Mr. Kissinger asked if everyone but the JCS rejects the island
argument.
Mr. Spiers thought there was a consensus to retain R&D only with
enough offensive R&D for defensive purposes.
Mr. Kissinger asked what the time lag was from R&D to production.
Mr. Spiers replied two to three years assuming we started from
scratch.
Mr. Kissinger asked if R&D only implied no production facilities.
Mr. Spiers said yes, but that some facilities would be required to
produce offensive BW for defensive purposes—testing, etc.
Admiral Vannoy noted that we now have a plant at Pine Bluff
[Arkansas] spending approximately $5 million a year producing BW
for R&D purposes.
Mr. Kissinger saw two issues for the NSC to consider: (1) whether
we should have both offensive and defensive R&D, or defensive only;
and (2) whether we should or should not retain production facilities.
Mr. Pedersen asked if it would be necessary to build a plant from
scratch or whether normal medical or pharmaceutical facilities could
not produce BW.
Admiral Vannoy said it would not be possible to use commercial
plants because of certain control and packaging requirements.
Mr. Pedersen asked if, in a state of war, adaptation of present commercial plants for BW purposes could not shorten the two to three-year
period.
Admiral Vannoy agreed this might be possible. However, he
thought an equally important problem would be development of a delivery and packaging system and that this would be as difficult as the
production of the biological agents themselves.
Dr. McRae noted that we have little data with which to assess the
effectiveness of BW even in an island situation. He thought the degree
of incapacity was ambiguous.
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Mr. Kissinger referred to the UK draft convention on BW7 and
asked if the only decision consistent with the convention would be
R&D for defensive purposes only. Would it be consistent to pursue offensive R&D for defensive purposes?
Mr. Spiers replied no.
Mr. Kissinger asked if there are reasons for supporting the UK convention other than those of substance.
Mr. Spiers noted the verification issue, and also commented that
the UK paper was not widely supported, mainly because it separated
BW from CW.
Admiral Vannoy noted that we have zero capability of determining whether or not there is a production capability without on-site
inspection.
Mr. Proctor agreed.
Mr. Kissinger noted that the JCS believes defensive R&D is impossible without doing enough offensive work to know what to defend against. In itself, this is inconsistent with the UK draft. Also, we
could not tell whether a plant was being used for BW, even less whether
for offensive or defensive purposes, without an obtrusive inspection.
Would we be bothered by such inspection?
Mr. Spiers said there would be complications.
Mr. Kissinger asked that we categorize the arguments in light of
the above discussion in a reshaped paper.
Dr. McRae thought we could eliminate the possibility of acceptance of the UK draft excepting the proposal on R&D.
Mr. Spiers noted the complications of trying to separate continued
production from continued R&D. He noted, however, that the UK draft
was not a high priority problem.
Mr. Pedersen thought, however, that we would have a problem
with both the Soviet and UK drafts and that we will need a position.
Mr. Spiers thought our position on these issues would be affected
by what we want in the way of arms control.
Mr. Pedersen asked if it were possible to pursue this along tactical lines.
(At 2:55 p.m. Mr. Loomis left the discussion.)
Mr. Cargo commented that the verification issue is less acute if we
limit ourselves to R&D.
7
At the July 10 meeting of the ENDC in Geneva, the United Kingdom introduced
a draft agreement to prohibit the development, production, stockpiling, and use of biological agents “in any circumstances.” The proposed agreement also required the destruction of current stocks of biological weapons.
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Mr. Pedersen agreed that if we undertake a unilateral limitation,
we could then argue for the treaty for what we would get out of it.
Mr. Kissinger thought we should offer this as an argument in favor of the UK draft, it we are moving in that direction anyhow. He
commented that others may not know that we have adopted such a
position unilaterally.
Mr. Spiers thought that there were other arguments.
Mr. Kissinger noted the low priority of the BW program, commenting that high level interest sometimes brings with it higher priorities. He thought the low priority interest in BW was a form of tacit
arms control.
Mr. Kissinger moved to the subject of chemical weapons and raised
two issues: (1) are incapacitants covered by the no first-use policy on
lethals; (2) do we want to maintain a capacity for retaliation (both lethal
and incapacitant) or limit ourselves to R&D? He assumed no one was
in favor of first-use of lethal CW.
Admiral Vannoy noted that the JCS position was qualified by the
knowledge that we would have a retaliatory capability. If we had a retaliatory capability, we would, in fact, have a first-use capability.
Mr. Kissinger asked what the difference was between first use and
retaliatory capability.
Admiral Vannoy replied that we would need more to retaliate than
to initiate, since we could assume some stocks would be destroyed by
the enemy in an initial attack.
Mr. Kissinger assumed we would not be bothered by declaring a
no first-use policy since we could always change our mind.
Mr. Nutter questioned the effect of a declaratory policy on our
deterrent.
Mr. Kissinger asked if anyone believed we would undertake the
first-use of CW.
Mr. Nutter noted that we had been careful not to make any such
final statement on nuclear weapons.
Mr. Kissinger replied that we had, however, made a no first-use
statement on CW. He asked if we would let Europe be overrun rather
than use CW first.
Admiral Vannoy replied that at the present we would have no
choice.
Mr. Spiers noted the difficulties involved in reversing present policy on no first-use CW.
Mr. Nutter noted that our statement is one of intention.
Mr. Kissinger asked if there were any significant pressure for altering the no first-use policy for lethal CW.
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Admiral Vannoy said the JCS would fight to retain the capability.
Mr. Kissinger asked if the no first-use policy applies to incapacitants.
Mr. Spiers said we had never said whether this applies to incapacitants. He noted that the only Presidential statement (President
Roosevelt in 1943) referred to “poisonous or noxious gases” and that
we had not had a CW incapacitant at that time.8
Admiral Vannoy replied that we did, in fact, have a CW incapacitant—49 tons of it—but that it was not very good and that we have
had difficulty stabilizing it. In response to questions, he said that it became effective in the respiratory system in 11⁄2 to 2 hours and lasted 3–5
days.
Dr. McRae described the effects of a CW incapacitant on the ability to coordinate bodily functions, giving illustrations.
Mr. Kissinger asked if this had been tested.
Dr. McRae replied that it had.
Mr. Kissinger asked if this were an issue if we have no effective
CW incapacitant.
Mr. Spiers thought that it was an issue—do we want to retain a
CW incapacitant capability because of the production aspect?
Mr. Kissinger asked what we know about the other side.
Dr. McRae replied that we had heard rumors about a Chinese Communist CW incapacitant but they were only rumors.
Mr. Kissinger asked why we would know about their CW capabilities when we know so little else about Communist China? He asked
about possible use of a CW incapacitant—would we use it in an island
situation?
Admiral Vannoy said yes, or wherever we want to acquire real estate without destroying it.
Dr. McRae thought it might possibly be useful if you could get an
effective CW incapacitant—in fact, it would be more useful than BW
because of its quick onset, predictable response, and the fact that it is
not contagious.

8
On June 5, 1942, President Franklin D. Roosevelt stated: “Authoritative reports
are reaching this Government of the use by Japanese armed forces in various localities
of China of poisonous or noxious gases. I desire to make it unmistakably clear that, if
Japan persists in this inhuman form of warfare against China or against any other of the
United Nations, such action will be regarded by this Government as though taken against
the United States, and retaliation in kind and in full measure will be meted out. We shall
be prepared to enforce complete retribution. Upon Japan will rest the responsibility.”
(Foreign Relations, 1942, China, p. 67)
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Mr. Kissinger asked if the arguments for and against CW incapacitants (pp. 26–27 of the IPMG paper) had been adequately stated?9
Dr. McRae thought there was an additional question: should
you plan for the use of a CW incapacitant or merely plan to retain a
capability.
Mr. Kissinger thought the first question could be added to the
question of first-use and that the second should be phrased “should
we retain a capability even though we have agreed on no first-use?”
He asked if there were a consensus that we should retain a capability
for retaliation.
Mr. Spiers commented that the State Department would support
Secretary Laird’s recommendations on CW10 including his recommendation that all stocks of mustard and phosgene gas should be destroyed
or detoxified, and that production of other lethal CW agents should be
discontinued until binary agents are fully developed. He thought they
would recommend to the Secretary of State that once R&D on binary
agents had been completed, we should request a Presidential decision
whether or not to go into production.
Mr. Kissinger summarized Defense position as calling for an end
to production of any more chemical weapons; detoxifying or destroying mustard and phosgene stocks, while maintaining other stocks (e.g.,
non-binary nerve gases); continuation of R&D on binary agents. State
adds the issue of a Presidential decision on the production of binaries
when development becomes possible.
Admiral Vannoy said that JCS wishes to maintain a retaliatory capability with lethal chemicals.
Mr. Spiers commented that State would not have raised the possibility of the destruction of existing stocks.
Mr. Kissinger noted the Defense Department debate on the definition of a lethal retaliatory capability. Secretary Laird has recommended some detoxification or destruction, and the replacement of existing lethals by binary weapons which could be put into production
later. The JCS judgment is that destruction of stocks and failure to produce more would leave us without a retaliatory capability. He thought
this issue should be raised in the paper so that the President could address all CW and BW problems together.
9

See Section II E of Document 99.
The Defense Department’s “Summary Report on Chemical Warfare Programs
and Biological Research Programs,” October 8, recommended that “All stocks of mustard and phosgene gas should be destroyed or detoxified, and production of other lethal
chemical agents should be discontinued until binary agents (suitable for safe handling)
are fully developed. Meanwhile, the chemical warfare program should concentrate entirely on R&D of binary agents.” (Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 4, Chemical Warfare
and Biological Research)
10
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Dr. McRae asked if our existing retaliatory capability is adequate.
Admiral Vannoy replied that it is not.
Mr. Kissinger asked what would be considered an adequate retaliatory capability.
Admiral Vannoy replied 8 tons per division per day.
Mr. Kissinger asked for what objective?
Admiral Vannoy replied for the destruction of Warsaw Pact forces.
Mr. Kissinger asked if JCS was, therefore, defining a retaliatory capability as nothing short of the capability to destroy Warsaw Pact forces
totally by CW.
Admiral Vannoy added in conjunction with conventional
weapons.
Mr. Cargo commented that we should be able to retaliate until the
enemy stops using the weapon.
Admiral Vannoy said that the JCS have stated an additional requirement for deployment in Western Europe.
Mr. Spiers noted that the JCS say stocks are inadequate without
saying what is adequate.
Mr. Kissinger asked Dr. McRae what was meant by an inadequate
retaliatory capability.
Dr. McRae noted that U.S. forces were concentrated in small areas
in Europe such as air bases, they had no protective clothing, no decontamination equipment, no safe transportation between buildings
and their aircraft, etc. An attack by lethal CW could take out our attack air forces. He mentioned that a retaliatory capability would involve more than stocks.
Mr. Kissinger asked if we could distinguish between retaliation
and deterrence—could we deprive an attack of its effectiveness? If we
should retain a deterrent/retaliatory capability, we would need a definition of what is needed. He thought the principals might call for a
study of precisely what is required for retaliation.
Mr. Lindjord asked how far away we are from development of binary agents.
Admiral Vannoy thought it would be 1974 or later.
Mr. Pedersen noted that the IPMG paper stated that the Soviets
have larger stocks than we have.
Mr. Proctor noted the CIA revision of the paragraph on information about the Soviet CW program11 which qualifies our ability to estimate the size of Soviet stocks.

11

Not further identified and not found.
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Mr. Pedersen thought, however, that the net impression of the paper was that the Soviets have larger stocks.
Mr. Proctor agreed that the stocks in Warsaw Pact countries are
larger than those of NATO countries, but said we did not know how
much larger.
Dr. McRae thought this was not too relevant in determining
policy.
Mr. Proctor agreed.
Admiral Vannoy thought it was relevant, however, if we were to
have a retaliatory/deterrent capability.
Mr. Pedersen also thought it was relevant in the no first-use context—if the enemy is far ahead of us this is all the more reason for no
first-use.
Mr. Kissinger said a sensible definition of a CW retaliatory capability would have to include some reference to nuclear weapons. He
thought it inconceivable that we would rely on CW if we were attacked
in Western Europe.
Mr. Proctor said that Soviet exercises clearly combined CW and
nuclear elements with the ratio of CW to tactical nuclear weapons going down in recent years. He thought this could be attributed to the
greater availability of tactical nuclear weapons.
Mr. Kissinger asked if CIA had an estimate of Soviet capabilities?
Mr. Proctor referred to an NIE of February 1969.12 (This paper was
later identified by the staff as having been partially overtaken by a reexamination within the intelligence community of the validity of the
evidence on which it was based.)
Mr. Furnas said ACDA would place more emphasis on the development of binary agents—they would retain a lethal capability until
we see about the development of binaries and until we can see the future of arms control efforts.
Mr. Kissinger concluded that the CW issues were fairly clearly stated
for NSC consideration, and moved to the next question of stockpiles overseas. He noted that, with the withdrawal of stocks from Okinawa, we
maintain stocks only in Germany and asked why.
Admiral Vannoy replied that one needed the deterrent in close
proximity to where one intended to use it.
Mr. Kissinger asked how we would deliver it.

12

NIE 11–11–69 is Document 94.
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Admiral Vannoy replied by tactical air, missiles or artillery. In response to a question, he said that our airlift capacity would be overcommitted in the first 15 days of any difficulty.
Mr. Kissinger said that, if we had no stocks in Germany, we would
be faced with the question of introducing chemical weapons into the
country and that any such introduction would probably be too late to
do any good.
Mr. Spiers commented that it would take 15 days to bring in even
an initial supply, but would take 75 days to acquire the capacity for
any sustained use.
Mr. Kissinger said we could bring them in as a crisis approaches,
but would then be susceptible to the charge that we had intensified the
crisis by bringing them in. Why could we not bring such stocks in during a quiet period. Is domestic pressure an argument?
Mr. Spiers said we should tell the new German government that
we have CW stockpiles in Germany, ask them if this is a problem for
them, and, if so, bring it back.
Mr. Kissinger asked why go to the Germans?
Mr. Spiers thought we should ask them to focus on the question
before it becomes a major issue.
Mr. Kissinger asked, if CW stocks are necessary in Germany, why
raise it with the Germans?
Mr. Spiers thought we needed to explain to them the rationale,
brief the new government on what is there and get their reaction.
Mr. Kissinger thought it would present Brandt13 with a very tough
question if we asked for approval. If we are willing to take these supplies out, well and good. If we are unwilling, we should look very carefully at the question of reopening the question with the Germans.
Mr. Spiers commented that, if it should become a major issue, he
thought the State Department would argue that the stocks in Germany
wouldn’t be worth a major confrontation.
Mr. Kissinger said that if the Germans did not already know we
had CW stocks in Germany, it would be all right to brief them. But they
do know about these stocks and he saw no reason to reopen the question. He thought the German government was already overloaded with
domestic issues. At least he thought the White House should have a
crack at any decision in this area.

13

1969.

Willy Brandt, Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany from October 22,
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Mr. Spiers agreed, saying that the Secretary had not yet been consulted and may not agree with the recommendation for briefing the
new German Government.
Mr. Kissinger thought this issue might be included in the paper.
If we don’t care about retaining the stocks in Germany, it is okay to
raise the question. State should lay out the arguments for and against
briefing the Germans and let the principals decide.
Mr. Spiers agreed to do so.
Mr. Kissinger asked if we would take the weapons out of Germany
if they asked us to or do we prefer to keep them in? If we choose to
retain a retaliatory CW capability, he assumed we would want to keep
them there. Is talking to the Germans the best way to keep them there?
Mr. Spiers thought it might be better to raise the question now
than to run the risk that it might become a major issue and that we
would then have to retreat under pressure.
Mr. Kissinger thought it unlikely that the Germans would make
this a political issue. If not, why embarrass Brandt by asking him about
it?
Mr. Nutter asked where we would put these stocks if we should
remove them from Germany.
Portugal, Spain and the UK were suggested.
Mr. Pedersen asked whether there was a good argument for keeping stocks overseas if we were agreed on a no-first-use policy.
Mr. Nutter replied that NATO wants a retaliatory capability.
Mr. Cargo asked if any of our allies has any CW capability.
Mr. Spiers replied that there is some cooperative R&D for defensive purposes with the UK and the Germans.
Mr. Cargo asked if we could soak up anything from our allies to
contribute to a retaliatory capability.
Admiral Vannoy thought we could get nothing useful from our
NATO allies.
[Omitted here is discussion of the United States position regarding the Geneva Protocol.]
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Paper Prepared in the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs1
Washington, undated.
EUROPE

A. Fundamental US interests continue to require a Western Europe that is stable, peaceful and secure from domination by any one
state. While under present circumstances it is unlikely that the USSR
would risk use of military force against Western Europe, the Soviet
Union will continue efforts to expand its political influence, based upon
its military power. The USSR will seek to reduce US influence in Western Europe by emphasizing and promoting differences between the US
and its European allies. Political cohesiveness of the Western alliance
is of vital importance, and our forces in Europe and committed to
NATO are a major element in preserving solidarity.
B. While effective US military forces in NATO are essential to US
security interests, their importance is at least equally measured in terms
of the concrete evidence they provide of US commitment to common
goals. Our allies will continue to display anxiety about any US reduction of its NATO forces, particularly those in Europe.
C. This Administration has made clear its intention to maintain
US commitments to NATO. The firmness of the US commitment to
NATO is measured in part by the stability of US force levels in Europe;
thus the maintenance of existing force commitments is important from
a political as well as a military standpoint. Current force planning
should assume that the US will retain the present level of its combat
forces in Europe, and will make every effort to retain present commitments to NATO of forces not based in Europe. In view of Congressional
and other pressures, however, it will be necessary to consider thoroughly the strategic, political, military and budgetary consequences of

1
Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1967–69, DEF 1 US. Secret. Drafted
by Leslie H. Brown of the Office of International Security Policy and Planning (ISP) and
Leon Sloss, Director of ISP, on November 3. Cleared by Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Rodger P. Davies, Deputy Assistant Secretary for
European Affairs George S. Springsteen, and Assistant Secretary Green. Copies were sent
to Kissinger, Schlesinger, Gerard Smith, Lindjord of OEP, Clark of the CIA, General Vogt
of the JCS, and Assistant Secretaries of State Green, Hillenbrand, Joseph J. Sisco, David
D. Newsom, and Charles A. Meyer. On November 4, U. Alexis Johnson sent the paper,
under the title “Foreign Policy Assumptions for Defense Planning,” to Packard, who had
requested it, under a covering memorandum that notes that the attached paper “is an
effort to reduce to writing some of the more critical foreign policy assumptions that, in
my view, should govern military planning in the next several years.” (Ibid.) That same
day, Johnson sent the paper to Rogers, who wrote at the bottom of the covering memorandum, “Alex, Good paper. See however p. 2 East Asia.” (Ibid.)
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reductions and the extent these consequences could be made more
manageable by force or equipment restructuring, etc. If it appears that
eventual force reductions will become necessary, on the basis of such
a review, the US will seek in consultation with its allies stable levels of
force commitments to NATO and troop levels in Europe for the long
range.
D. It is highly unlikely that unilateral US reductions in Europe
would lead to matching reductions by the USSR. And while also unlikely, we do not completely rule out some prospect over the next five
years of mutual and balanced East-West force reductions, as a result of
negotiation or even by process of “mutual example.” It will continue
to be our objective to engage the Soviets in discussions on this subject.
E. Europeans face pressures for defense budget reductions and are
not likely to increase their NATO commitments significantly. For political and economic reasons, increases in German force levels are very
unlikely. If there were to be a significant US force reduction in Europe
there would not be a compensating European increase. In fact, this action might trigger decreases in European forces.
F. The US and NATO allies will continue to rely on a combination
of US strategic nuclear forces, US tactical nuclear weapons deployed
in Europe and US ground and air forces deployed in Europe to deter
Soviet aggression. While realizing that the nuclear deterrent may not
possess the credibility of earlier years, Europeans will continue to believe that the possibility of escalation to strategic nuclear levels will
suffice to deter a Soviet attack so long as sufficient US forces and stocks
of nuclear weapons are retained in Europe. In any event, they believe
the Soviet propensity to attack is low. They are unlikely to seek or favor a major change in NATO strategy since they do not have a ready
alternative to reliance on the US strategic deterrent. While an increasing interest in a European nuclear force centered around the existing
French and British forces is possible over the next several years, this
will not basically change the situation.
G. While development of a tactical nuclear or prolonged conventional war option may appear to the US to be attractive, the Europeans
cannot be persuaded of this. They will continue to view conventional
and tactical nuclear warfare as brief transition stages leading rather
promptly to a strategic nuclear exchange. They view this as the heart
of deterrence, and it is deterring a war, not fighting a war that concerns them. It is unlikely that major changes in the size or character of
the current US conventional forces or nuclear stockpile in Europe could
be made without destroying the political cohesiveness of the Alliance.
US efforts to persuade the allies to accept a strategy calling for a prolonged conventional or tactical nuclear war would not only be unproductive but politically damaging to our Alliance relationships.
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MIDDLE EAST AND MEDITERRANEAN
A. Despite the absence of formal security treaties with non-NATO
powers in the Mediterranean Basin, four US administrations have made
clear that the US has a special interest in the security of Israel.
B. In the Persian Gulf, current American Oil and other activities,
which return some $1.5 billion annually to the US balance of payments,
are likely to expand.
C. The requirement for US forces for this area has never been well
defined, but air and naval forces appear to be considerably more important, at least from a political standpoint, than ground forces.
D. Restrictions on US base use (e.g., Greece, Turkey, Spain) if not
outright denial (we must regard Wheelus as lost now2) will continue
to be a significant factor in any contingency involving the Arabs and
Israelis. Soviet involvement in such a contingency may relax these restrictions somewhat, but it should not be assumed that they will remove them. Ways to reduce dependence on these bases should be
examined.
E. Reopening of the Suez Canal cannot be counted upon for the
next two years, or even longer. Therefore, the importance of Diego Garcia and COMIDEASTFOR increases.
F. Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean will not diminish
and may expand further. There is a good possibility that the Soviets
will gain access to air bases in the Mediterranean area.
G. With the British departure from Aden and the Persian Gulf, the
Soviets will continue to manifest increasing naval and other activity in
the Arabian Sea region.
H. Any major changes in the Sixth fleet will have important political implications in the Mediterranean Basin and would have to be
preceded by careful political-military consultations with allied and
friendly governments.
I. While we have no intention of replacing the British in the Persian Gulf area after their withdrawal in 1971, we have no plans to terminate our naval presence there and believe we can maintain our home
porting arrangements on Bahrain over the next few years.

2
The United States announced on December 16 that it had begun to dismantle
Wheelus Air Force Base, located near Tripoli, at the request of the new Libyan Government which had seized power on September 1. (New York Times, December 17, 1969, p.
6) The United States formally transferred Wheelus to the Libyan Government on June
11, 1970.
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EAST ASIA3

A. The US should not plan on the use of major US ground forces
in a war against Communist China on the Asian mainland.
B. The strategic deterrent vis-à-vis the PRC should be effective,
given the continued US superiority in nuclear weapons over the PRC.
Although the possession now by the Chinese of nuclear weapons may
reduce somewhat inhibitions on US use of such weapons on the battlefield against Communist China, such inhibitions will continue to exist. This is particularly true since it will become increasingly difficult
for the United States to convince Asian allies that we can guarantee
low levels of nuclear damage to them in the event the US initiates use
of nuclear weapons.
C. For the foreseeable future, some US ground forces in South Korea will be an essential part of the deterrent against North Korean aggression. With political stability in the ROK, some reductions in the
present level, however, would probably be politically manageable with
compensatory ROK force modernization. Timing would largely depend
upon political considerations. It is very unlikely, given continued US
presence, that the Soviets would participate in an attack on South Korea in conditions short of general war. Given the state of SovietChinese relations, as well as that between North Korea and China, it
seems equally unlikely that the Chinese Communists would do so.
However, if hostilities should occur and North Korea found themselves
being driven back toward the Yalu River, it is likely that the Chinese
Communists would again enter the conflict in their support. If PRC attack on South Korea should occur, we would be faced with the alternative of a major input of US air and ground forces, the use of nuclear
weapons, or abandoning the defense of South Korea.
D. We should plan on the provision of major US air and naval
forces, as well as some ground forces,4 to support South Korea in the
event of a North Korean attack. However, modernization of defensive
capability of the South Korean air force without substantially increasing its offensive capability over a period of time would permit a reduction of the requirement for US air force support.
E. The US will stand by the existing SEATO commitment to the
defense of Thailand. This commitment does not require US combat
forces to assist the Thais in defeating communist-supported insurgency

3
Ex Vietnam and Laos, which require and are receiving separately more detailed
treatment than can be provided here. [Footnote in the original.]
4
Rogers circled and placed an exclamation mark next to the phrase, “as well as
some ground forces.”
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which, under present circumstances, they should be able to contain
with their own forces. The main security threat is the possibility that
China or North Vietnam may escalate support for the insurgency. This
threat will vastly increase if all of Laos should fall under communist
control. Substantial US military assistance will continue to be required
if the Thai armed forces are to meet this threat while also developing
a limited self-defense capability which with US support, limited to
MAP and air and naval forces, should be sufficient in the rather unlikely case of overt North Vietnamese aggression. Such assistance will
also serve to sustain Thai confidence in the US. US forces now in Thailand are there primarily in support of the Vietnam war, and consequently they can be phased out as the Vietnam war winds down.
F. The probability of a Chinese Communist invasion of Southeast
Asia is very low. If it were nonetheless to occur, it is difficult to visualize the use of large American ground forces to meet such an invasion. Under these circumstances, the US would have to face the issue
of the use of nuclear weapons, or of abandoning Southeast Asia.
G. An attack on Taiwan by the PRC is highly unlikely, but if it
were to occur, US support should be limited to air and naval forces,
relying on GRC ground forces for ground defense.
H. A high level of MAP will be required to maintain and improve
ROK and Thai military capabilities. The GRC could also effectively use
somewhat more MAP than it is now getting. Military assistance for Indonesia should probably increase modestly. President Nixon’s Guam
doctrine5 and the increased reliance on indigenous forces implies a
greater emphasis on force modernization in Korea, Taiwan, and Southeast Asia. The US must, therefore, be prepared to consider on its merits the provision of more modern equipment than would be the case if
early direct US military intervention were contemplated.
I. The US base structure in the Western Pacific will shrink. However, mainland air bases (in Korea and Thailand), naval bases (Japan,
the Philippines), off-shore air bases, and logistic facilities (Okinawa,
Japan, Taiwan, Philippines, and if current negotiations are successful,
the Singapore naval base) will probably be available over the next five
years.

5
On July 25, during a tour of Asia, President Nixon outlined what was first called
the Guam Doctrine and later the Nixon Doctrine. While Asia was crucial, he stated that
in the future the United States, except in the case of aggression by “a major power involving nuclear weapons,” would avoid direct military involvement in the region. Instead, the United States would “encourage” Asian nations to be responsible for their
own security. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 544–556)
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WEAPONS SYSTEMS

A. The US base structure world wide will be subject to increasing
pressure at home and abroad. New weapons systems, logistics, support, communications, and intelligence arrangements that promise to
reduce dependence on specific bases or the structure as a whole should
receive priority.
B. Given that it is a US objective to maximize the use of local forces
in mainland Asia conflicts, it is imperative that high priority be given
to the development of air and naval weapons, doctrine and tactics appropriate to the task of supporting these forces. It would be desirable,
for example, to develop capabilities that would permit effective “land
blockades” but which did not involve enlargement of the area of operations, assuming we may again have to deal with the sanctuary problem as in Korea and Vietnam.
C. There is an urgent requirement for the development of military
equipment tailored to defense environments less sophisticated than
that presented in Europe. In particular, it is important that the US have
available high-performance aircraft suitable for MAP and credit sales
to allies. We need to consider urgently whether these requirements can
best be met by less sophisticated versions of aircraft in or planned
for the US inventory (e.g. A7 or F4), or by a new family of airframes
and avionics designed specifically for these needs. Study might
also be given to the utility of encouraging development of foreignmanufactured aircraft for this purpose (e.g. MRCA, Harrier).
MAP
The direction of US strategy in the early 1970’s implies a shift from
direct US intervention toward improving the ability of our allies to defend themselves with US air and naval support where this is necessary.
This, in turn, will require increased military assistance programs in selected countries. If we are to obtain higher levels of military assistance,
it will be necessary to develop a persuasive rationale based on the
proposition that only through such aid can the US continue to protect
important security interests while reducing the need from [for] direct
US military involvement. The Departments of State and Defense should
work together as a matter of urgency on this problem.
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Paper by the Interdepartmental Political-Military Group in
Response to NSSM 591
Washington, November 10, 1969.
US POLICIES ON CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE
AND AGENTS

[Omitted here are the first 22 pages of the paper comprising an Introduction and Part I, which contains background information on Soviet CBW capabilities, current United States policy, United States CBW
capabilities, and international arms control initiatives.]
Part II: CW AND BW Policy Issues
Introduction
Before the nature, scope and direction of a coherent US policy for
CW and BW can be decided upon, several underlying issues should
be addressed and resolved. These issues fall into three categories.
The first two categories deal with CW and BW programs respectively, for policy will indeed be concerned with the objectives, scope
and nature of future programs. The third category deals with a set of
issues concerning the public and international posture of the US on
CW and BW issues. This involves legal issues, arms control policy, and
US positions in international conferences and negotiations.
Before examining the various policy issues, over which there is
disagreement, a few areas of agreement deserve mention.
First, there is need for a continuing US RDT&E program to improve defenses and guard against technological surprise. Indeed, there
is a consensus that, regardless of decisions on the following issues,
there should be more emphasis upon defensive measures and
programs.
Second, the US should continue to work on, develop and improve
controls and safety measures in all chemical and biological programs.
Third, a requirement exists for more definitive intelligence on other
nations’ CBW capabilities.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–25, NSC Meeting, November 18, 1969. Top Secret. The NSC
Secretariat sent the paper to NSC members for their consideration prior to the November 18 NSC meeting. The paper, according to the covering memorandum, had been revised following the NSC Review Group meeting on October 30. (Ibid.) See Document
97. The portions of the paper omitted here are published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976,
volume E–2, Documents on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969–1972, Document
156. NSSM 59 is Document 95.
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Fourth, Declaratory policy with respect to lethal chemicals and
lethal biological agents is and should continue to be “no first use.”
Fifth, no agents except RCA’s and/or herbicides can be used except with Presidential approval.
Finally, to try to keep public opinion problems manageable, public affairs policy should be planned and implemented on an interagency basis in close integration with substantive policy.
I. BW Policy Issues2
A. Should the US maintain a lethal biological capability?
Pros:
1. Maintenance of such a capability could contribute to deterring
the use of such agents by others.
2. Without any production capability and delivery means for
lethal agents, the United States would not be able to reconstitute such
a capability within likely warning times.
3. Retains an option for the United States at very little additional
cost as a hedge against possible technological surprise or as a strategic option.
Cons:
1. Control of the area of effect of known BW agents is uncertain.3
2. A lethal BW capability does not appear necessary to deter strategic use of lethal BW.
3. Limits our flexibility in supporting arms control arrangements.
B. Should the US maintain a capability for use of incapacitating biologicals? (We now have two biological incapacitants in stock.)
Pros:
1. From a military standpoint, incapacitating biologicals might be
an effective method of preparing for an amphibious invasion, disrupting rear-echelon military operations, or of neutralizing pockets of enemy forces.
2. Biological incapacitants could provide in some circumstances a
method of capturing particular targets or areas which might be more
humane than conventional weapons.

2

Relevant legal arguments are discussed in Section III E. [Footnote in the original.]
Although BW agents do require large safety zones, their controllability under
other than a strategic attack is possible, based on results of testing to date. [Footnote in
the original.]
3
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3. Without a production facility in being at the present state of
readiness, it would take approximately 2–3 years, starting from scratch,
to produce biological agents in militarily significant quantities.
4. Maintains the only existing US incapacitant capability for
those situations where incapacitation over a period of several days is
desirable.
Cons:
1. Biological incapacitants have a questionable deterrent or retaliatory value.
2. First-use of incapacitating biologicals would be construed by
most nations, including most US Allies, to be contrary to international
law and the Geneva Protocol.
3. An enemy may perceive no clear-cut distinction between incapacitating and lethal agents under wartime conditions.
C. Should the US maintain only an RDT&E program?
There are really two sub-issues here: (1) should the U.S. restrict its
program to RDT&E for defensive purposes only or (2) should the U.S.
conduct both offensive and defensive RDT&E? While it is agreed that
even RDT&E for defensive purposes only would require some offensive R&D, it is also agreed that there is a distinction between the two
issues. A defensive purposes only R&D program would emphasize basic and exploratory research on all aspects of BW, warning devices,
medical treatment and prophylaxis. RDT&E for offensive purposes
would emphasize work on mass production and weaponization and
would include standardization of new weapons and agents. If a decision were made to continue an RDT&E program for defensive purposes only, it would be necessary to review the necessity for retaining
existing production facilities.
(1) —in the offensive and defensive areas?
Pros:
1. Minimizes risks of technological surprise.
2. Provides knowledge and capability for physical and medical
defensive measures.
3. Retains a relatively short lead time for response to new threats
(depending on level of RDT&E effort).
Cons:
1. Could be construed as preparation to use biological agents in
war.
2. Would degrade US capability for response in kind.
3. Would reduce US response options.
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(2) —in the defensive area only? (Maintenance of a defensive RDT&E
program inherently requires some offensive RDT&E effort.)
Pros:
1. Would provide some knowledge, although less than with the
preceding option.
2. Would result in a more economical program.
3. Could not be construed as preparation for use in war.
Cons:
1. Would, as compared with (1) above, further degrade US capability to employ biological agents.
2. Could require disposal of certain material and facilities and loss
of expertise.
3. Would increase the hazard of technological surprise.
[Omitted here is Part II, Section D, which deals with the question
of whether the United States should support the draft convention prohibiting biological warfare introduced by July 10 by the United Kingdom at the ENDC in Geneva.]
II. CW Policy Issues4
A. Should the US maintain a capability to retaliate with lethal chemical agents? (There is no consensus on what constitutes adequate retaliatory
capability.)
Pros:
1. The principal argument in favor of the development and stockpiling of lethal chemical agents is that such a capability is needed to
deter possible use against US or allied forces by others in war.
2. Reliance on nuclear weapons as the sole deterrent against CW
would deny to the decision-maker the lethal chemical option in retaliation, in the event US or allied forces were subject to a CW attack. Depending on the military capabilities of the enemy, an expanded conventional response could be inadequate and a nuclear response could
prove too escalatory.
3. A response in kind would force an enemy to operate under the
same cumbersome operational constraints (protective clothing, movement limitation and limited logistics) which would be imposed on our
forces.

4

Relevant legal arguments are discussed in Section III E. [Footnote in the original.]
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4. If the US were unilaterally to eliminate its lethal CW capability, this would remove a major bargaining lever for obtaining sound
and effective arms control measures.
Cons:
1. The principal argument against the development and stockpiling of a lethal chemical capability is that other military means, including a whole range of nuclear weapons, are sufficient to deter the
use of lethal chemicals.
2. The deterrent threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons against
a CW attack could be more credible if the US were to eliminate its CW
capability.
B. Should the US destroy or detoxify its stockpiles of mustard [gas]?
(All stocks of phosgene have been disposed of.)
Pros:
1. Mustard is an obsolete World War I type gas which has considerably less military utility than modern nerve agents.
2. An announcement that we planned to dispose of these stocks
would help to demonstrate US interest in controlling lethal chemical
munitions and thus might have some political value.
Cons:
Would remove about 40% of existing lethal chemical artillery capability which although not as desirable as nerve agents do have a
proven casualty producing capability. For these reasons, destruction is
not appropriate until binary agents are available.
C. Should the US continue to maintain stockpiles of Chemical munitions overseas (1) in Europe, and (2) in the Pacific? (European stockpile is
only in Germany)
Pros:
1. Stockpiles in close proximity to where they may be used are
necessary for deterrence and for a timely and adequate response. Current stocks in Europe represent only 8–10 days of combat usage and in
Asia about 15 days.
2. Not to continue to maintain chemical munitions overseas would
impose a delay of at least 14 days for initial response and up to 75–90
days for sustained operations.
3. If stockpiles are not established during peacetime, it might be
provocative to attempt to reinforce chemical stocks quickly in a
crisis.
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Cons:

1. Present stocks do not provide a significant operational capability; the expansion of overseas stocks necessary to create such a capability could involve increased political problems for the US.
2. Even maintaining present stockpiles of lethal chemical agents
on foreign territory could become a source of political friction with the
host country.
D. Should the US consult with the FRG concerning the US CW stockpile in Germany?
Pro:
Early discussion would help to remove a possible irritant in relations before it developed into a major issue.
Con:
If the US decides to retain these stocks, raising the issue could unnecessarily jeopardize this objective and place the FRG in an awkward
position.
E. Should the US preserve a first-use option for incapacitating
chemicals?5
Pros:
1. Successful development of an effective incapacitating agent
could provide a capability to gain a military advantage, but with fewer
casualties than is possible through the use of conventional, lethal chemical, or nuclear weapons.
2. Because they are non-lethal it may be possible to make these
agents acceptable in world public opinion as being more humane than
conventional or nuclear weapons.
3. Eliminating a first-use option without compensating political
or military gains may unnecessarily deprive the US of a means of engaging in armed conflicts with resultant fewer casualties than in conventional war.
Cons:
1. First-use of incapacitating chemicals would probably be construed by most nations, including some US allies, to contravene international law and the Geneva Protocol and to be contrary to past expressions of US policy.6
5
The US currently does not have an effective operational incapacitating chemical
capability. [Footnote in the original.]
6
DOD does not believe such would contravene international law. [Footnote in the
original.]
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2. First-use could lead to escalation to lethal chemical or biological warfare (if the enemy force had the capability) since the enemy
might well not acknowledge any distinction between incapacitating
and lethal agents.
3. First-use of incapacitating chemicals could lead to a loosening
of international constraints on CW and BW, make effective arms control measures more difficult and probably bring the US considerable
international and domestic criticism.
F. Should the US maintain an option for unrestricted use of RCA’s in
warfare, and continue practicing this option in Vietnam? (The discussion
below excludes peacetime use by US forces for crowd control and base
security which is not prohibited by the Geneva Protocol or international law generally.)
Pros:
1. In many military situations, use of RCA can contribute to military effectiveness; reduce US, civilian and enemy casualties and fatalities; decrease the destruction of civilian housing and public facilities;
increase the possibilities of the capture of PWs; and impede enemy avenues of approach.
Cons:
1. The use of tear gases in combat situations could blur the “no
first-use” doctrine and ultimately contribute to a lowering of barriers
against use and proliferation of CW capabilities in general.
2. Use of tear gases in Vietnam as an adjunct to lethal weapons
may be construed by some to be contrary to past US official statements
on use of tear gases in Vietnam.
3. The use of tear gases in war (even if limited to humanitarian
purposes) has been considered by many nations to be contrary to customary international law and by most to be prohibited by the Geneva
Protocol.
G. If the US maintains an option for the use of tear gas in war,
should it be limited to “humanitarian purposes”?7

7
“Humanitarian purposes” has never been clearly defined. By way of illustration,
however, the use of tear gas in Vietnam would be authorized where civilians and enemy forces were thought to be intermingled and the purpose of using tear gas was to
save civilian lives. Tear gas would not be authorized where the primary purpose was to
deny enemy troops cover or concealment and make conventional weapons such as artillery or airstrikes more effective. OSD/JCS believe that no “humanitarian purpose”
doctrine on the use of weapons exists. [Footnote in the original.]
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Pros:

1. Would permit the US to ratify the Geneva Protocol with a
public interpretation that would create a minimum of international
opposition.
2. Wartime use would be allowed in much the same way as riot
control agents are used in time of peace, allowing for broader use than
most restrictive interpretations of the Geneva Protocol would permit.
3. Maintaining this option would help us to explain our use of
tear gas in Vietnam as consistent with our interpretation of the Geneva
Protocol.
Cons:
1. If accepted, the military might well have to be restricted to use
of tear gas in wartime to crowd control and base security which would
deprive the military commander of the most useful military applications of tear gas.
2. Implementation of this principle would cast doubt on the legality of our present use of tear gas in Vietnam.
3. “Humanitarian purposes” is a term difficult to define conclusively and field commanders and others would be constantly beset by
doubts about particular proposals to use tear gas, especially if its use
would save the lives of their own troops, perhaps at the possible expense of the lives of the enemy.8
H. Should the US retain a policy permitting first-use of chemical herbicides? (There is agreement that use of herbicides as a defoliant is not
contrary to international law and is less likely to have international
repercussions than use against crops. Thus the main issue centers on
anti-crop use. Some believe that further research is required at least on
possible long-term ecological effects of herbicides, and on such effects
on human embryos as has led to the recent reaffirmation and extension of the policy banning the use of Agent 2, 4, 5 T in populated areas of CONUS and in Vietnam.)
Pros:
1. Herbicides have been used effectively in Vietnam to clear the
sides of roads, canals and river and around encampments, thereby reducing the possibility of enemy ambush and concealment, and providing more protection to US and SVN forces.

8
ACDA believes that workable rules of engagement could be issued which, at a
minimum, prohibited use of RCA’s in conjunction with conventional weapons such as
artillery or air strikes to facilitate killing of enemy troops. OSD/JCS disagrees. [Footnote
in the original.]
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2. Herbicides have been used effectively in Vietnam to destroy
crops, thereby making it more difficult for the enemy to secure food
supplies.
Cons:
1. The use of herbicides in an anti-crop role blurs a “no first-use”
doctrine.
2. If the US continues to take the position that these agents are excluded from a “no first-use” policy, it could make international control
of CW more difficult.
3. It is difficult to determine that crops are solely for the consumption of the armed forces which is the sole target sanctioned by international law.
I. Should the use in war of all chemical and biological agents, including tear gas (riot control agents) and/or herbicides, require Presidential
authorization?
Pro:
The political implications of the unrestricted use of tear gas and/or
herbicides in war could be of such magnitude that it would be unwise
to have them introduced without Presidential authority.
Cons:
1. These non-lethal weapons should not be singled out of the US
arsenal for special authorization.
2. This type decision should be predelegated in order for adequate
planning and logistics support, if RCA is to be used.

100. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, November 13, 1969.
In attendance: Dr. Kissinger, David Packard, General Wheeler,
Alexis Johnson, Dr. Lynn, Jim Schlesinger, Ron Spiers, Richard Helms,
Major Kanarowski.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969–73. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the minutes, but they were probably prepared
by Lynn. The meeting was held to discuss the FY 1971 Defense budget. All brackets are
in the original.

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 348

339-370/B428-S/40011

348

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

DP: [Described the basic FY 71 budget and options using a tabular layout distributed at the meeting.]2 Vietnam reductions reflected on
the tables begin as of 1 July 1969. The first option would withdraw
roughly 100,000 troops more than we have now committed ourselves
to take out as of Nov. [Packard referred to Phases IV and V, with which
I am not familiar.]3
HAK: As I understand it then, the extreme case would be to withdraw 300,000 troops by the end of calendar 70.
DP: The end strength figure is most important in these options.
We can hit these figures without SVN withdrawals by reducing CONUS
forces or readiness. What we need is guidance on one of these schedules: guidance on end strength figures. If we cannot meet the end
strengths because SVN withdrawals proceed too slowly, then NATO
readiness would have to give.
HAK: If the President decides on Option I, II, or III—I don’t believe Schedule IV is realistic—will it show in the budget?
DP: If Defense adopts alternative I or II, the reduction could be related to a stand down in CONUS. Also, if we commit ourselves to a
budget level, we might be able to find other program reductions to take
the place of VN withdrawals. No matter how we go, I don’t believe
the budget can be reduced below $72.5 or $72 billion without the pay
raise.
HAK: As I understand it then, you need an end strength decision
only—not a withdrawal schedule. The President is most reluctant to
commit himself to withdrawals.
DP: Yes, end strengths only.
GW: I don’t believe that the withdrawal issue can easily be concealed; when Secretary Laird appears before Congress, the questions
will get at the withdrawal assumptions.
DP: CONUS-based readiness will have to give.
AJ: What is the NATO worst case?
GW: The 1st, 2nd, and 5th Divisions now in CONUS and committed to NATO might have to be used for training. This would be evident to our allies and should be reflected in the DPQ.4
DP: This issue will have to be examined more critically.

2

Not found.
See Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume VI, Vietnam, January 1969–July 1970,
Document 114.
4
The United States annually submitted a Defense Planning Questionnaire (DPQ)
to NATO.
3
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JS: I think we are going to have to stick with $72.5 billion or lower
for defense: there is an unbalanced budget program and non-defense
programs are increasing and the surtax issue is unresolved.
DP: We don’t save much in FY 71 by reducing carriers to a lower
level. The savings occur in out years. I believe the DPRC should address the CVA issue. As you know, during peace time we need three
CVAs to maintain one on-station. During a period of crisis, one carrier
out of two could be deployed; and during a war, eight out of ten. Denis Healy5 told me the reasons the UK left the carrier business were that
they don’t want to move families overseas, and without doing that, the
hardships associated with carrier duty became too great. With respect
to ASW carriers, we reduced forces from six to four in order to reduce
FY 70 costs by $3 billion. In general, we can count on one out of two
ASW carriers being deployed since the stations are closer to CONUS.
[There then was a general discussion of deployments to the Atlantic, the Far East, and the Middle East and the risks and gambles.]
HAK: In the Middle East, more forces are needed for ASW.
JS: The S–3 needs to be developed. [Schlesinger also made reference to NSSM 3 force levels6 and asked whether they are our guidance.]
DP: The NSSM 3 force levels are illustrative only.
We won’t let the forces in NSSM 3 be used as guidance. NSSM 3
does not go into detail on the desirability of various force levels to meet
a given strategy.
HAK & GW: Yes.
AJ: What is the relationship between the carriers and the SIOP?
I understand they have a substantive role in the Pacific and the
Mediterranean.
GW: When the carriers are not available, targets are not covered
and other forces have to be committed. For example, the 7th Fleet was
relieved from its SIOP task. During a contingency, these forces could
be flipped back onto the SIOP with warning. Of course, they would
have to move further north. The same general observations apply to
B–52s. Every week I receive a briefing on the “number of degrades.”
DP: With respect to carriers, we need to know how important they
are for non-SIOP options.
HAK: We are losing land bases for aircraft. This raises serious
doctrinal issues of what we should do with carriers. How are calculations for meeting our carrier needs made? From the point of view of
non-military considerations, how many carriers are needed? I think the

5
6

U.K. Secretary of State for Defense.
See Document 45.
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range is probably 12–15 with two in the Med. and probably two in SE
Asia after SVN. Maybe we should have a discussion of this issue; Larry,
prepare something.
GW: When we retire a CVA, we also retire four escorts and one
replenishment ship.
JS: Can we rotate carrier crews like Polaris?
GW: The proposals don’t meet the problem because people are the
expensive item: in fact, the rotation might cost more.
HAK: CVSs are needed in the Med. I would like to leave issues III
and IV on the Navy to Defense; I don’t think the Committee can make
a contribution.
[Dave Packard and General Wheeler went on to describe proposed
reductions III and IV. There was some question as to whether we would
want to maintain forces for an amphibious operation in NATO.]
HAK: Alex, should we look at the planning for amphibious
operations?
[Dave Packard and General Wheeler then discussed the Marine air
wing team. Dr. Kissinger said this issue could be resolved in DOD. He
said what was involved were Systems Analysis-type issues, which were
not DPRC concerns.]
GW: With respect to reductions of tactical Air Force capabilities,
we can now deploy 14 squadrons to NATO in a short period. With the
reductions proposed, a certain number of these aircraft will not be immediately ready for rapid deployment.
DP: The reductions in Air Force squadrons has an impact on deployments to Japan and Okinawa.
HAK: Alex, shouldn’t we look at the effect of the Air Force reductions on our contingency plans?
AJ: Yes.
HAK: Could you give us an assessment of how this reduction in
aircraft impacts on contingency plans? [I don’t know who the “you”
is—probably Packard and AJ together.]
DP: The F–111 is an internal defense issue. We have no specific
commitment to NATO to deploy F–111; however, the deployment is expected as part of our force mobilization. When deployed, their primary
purpose will be deep interdiction. A–7 and F–4 are also an internal
matter.
RH: In other words, for big reductions in the budget, big decisions
are needed.
HAK: Let’s meet again on the NATO issue: I need a brief assessment of the effect of budget reductions on the readiness of NATO forces
and State views of the diplomatic and political consequences of these
reductions. Then we may have to make some recommendations to the
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President. Alexis Johnson and Ron Spiers should do this. Admiral Johnson will give them the impact of the reductions on our contingency
plans.
DP: With respect to the F–14 and F–15 issue, these aircraft are useful in SE Asia. They have a longer range and better load capabilities.
They also are the modernization aircraft we need for the 1975–83 period. However, getting cost down will be a big problem.
[Packard then turned to strategic force issues.]
DP: On Minuteman, we will have 10 in FY 70 and 110 in FY 71.
This is a stretch-out and reduction of earlier planned deployments. FY
71 costs are reduced by $180 million, but the long-term cost will increase by about $50 million. We could have 210 by FY 72, 330 by FY
73, 446 by FY 74, 5001 by FY 75. This decision pushes the Minuteman
modernization problem out in front. As a result of Congressional action on Poseidon, we have reduced modernization from 7 to 3 for FY
71. [This means we would have 16 out of the 31 Poseidon modernized
by the end of FY 71.] We also intend to implement the stellar navigational capability program. This will cost $21 million. We should take
another look at this problem.
The strategic bomber presents a big problem in the long run; however, the FY 71 implications are not great. We are looking at three alternatives saving from $138 million up to $252 million: The Secretary
of the Air Force is recommending something in between. Should we
look at this issue (AMSA) in the Committee?
HAK: Larry, do this.
DP: I will furnish back-up material on the AMSA issue.
HAK: Do we have a big problem with Poseidon?
GW: It takes a long time to refit Poseidon missiles with MIRVs—
one year. Three are now in for refit.
DP: The FY 71 budget includes $958 million for Safeguard. The FY
70 budget included $893 million. There is a little delay in the progress:
completion date is now Sept 1974 for Phase I. There are three alternatives for Phase II: defense of MM, defense of bombers and areas, and
overall China defense. Phase II would be completed by 1976. FY 71
outlay is roughly 1/3 what is shown on the table. I think we ought to
discuss Safeguard next time.7

7
In a November 7 memorandum, Lynn informed Kissinger that the Department
of Defense had concerns about Safeguard. Accordingly, Laird “may welcome delays in
Phase I precisely because they enable him to postpone a decision on Phase II until FY
72. The political problems of convincing Congress that Phase II is necessary now, particularly since SALT will be underway, could appear so difficult to Defense that it may
not want to raise the issue in the FY 71 budget.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting November 13, 1969)
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HAK: We need enough of Phase II to show a commitment to China
area defense.8
DP: When we look at alternatives, we will have to decide whether
we should include Washington, D. C.
HAK: The alternatives should focus on area defense for CONUS.
I would like Dave to give us two alternatives for an area defense.
DP: The modified area defense would be using four sites covering the four corners of the U.S. and some radars oriented against
SLBMs.
JS: I think we ought to start with the Northwest.
HAK: The President wants something like that—and let’s keep
away from Washington. Let’s look at two alternatives, one high and
one low, at a future meeting. We will also look at the NATO contingency and CVAs.9

8
In an undated action memorandum, Kissinger recommended that Nixon approve
the issuance of directions to the Department of Defense “to include at least the area defense of Safeguard Phase II within the budget totals so that the President isn’t forced
into unpleasant decisions at the last minute.” Nixon initialed his approval. (Ibid., Box
844, ABM/MIRV, Sentinel ABM System, Vol. III)
9
In a December 6 memorandum to Kissinger, Lynn summarized the three decisions taken by the DPRC in its November 13 meeting. The CVA force would remain at
15 rather than being cut back to 12. The Pentagon would “proceed with full engineering development of AMSA in FY 71, though there has been no formal commitment to
procurement.” And Defense anticipated “no need to cut NATO readiness” following its
“decision on a residual force objective for Vietnam of 260,000 by June 30, 1971.” Only
one issue, the future of Safeguard, remained unresolved. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, December 9, 1969)
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101. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, November 13, 1969.
SUBJECT
Soviet SS–11 Modification

Since July 23, the Soviets have carried out seven tests of a modified SS–11. The evidence points to the testing of two improved payloads for the SS–11 ICBM, one very possibly carrying multiple reentry
vehicles (MRVs) or penetration aids.
The Test Evidence
The intelligence evidence on the seven modified SS–11 tests indicate that a MRV or penetration aids were probably tested on the third
and sixth of the tests. The other five tests involved only the testing of
a single RV, possibly one with increased accuracy.
While it is possible that our intelligence is misleading, the Soviets
are probably testing both an improved single RV and a MRV payload
for the SS–11. However, intelligence evidence is not yet precise enough
to specify the performance characteristics of either new payload.
The most likely Soviet plan would seem to be to give some SS–11s
a capability to destroy our ICBMs through improved accuracy and to
give some SS–11s a capability to penetrate our defenses with MRVs or
penetration aids. With 830 SS–11 missiles deployed or planned for deployment, the Soviets could substantially improve the effectiveness of
their ICBM force through such modifications.
Deployments of the SS–11
Besides testing a modified SS–11 ICBM, the Soviets have also tested
an unmodified SS–11 at intermediate range, and started construction
of 70–100 SS–11 silos at intermediate/medium range missile
(IR/MRBM) fields in Western Russia.
The most recent NIE2 concludes that the SS–11 missiles to be deployed at IR/MRBM complexes are intended for use at IR/MRBM

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 845,
ABM–MIRV, MIRV Panel Meeting. Top Secret; Sensitive; [codeword not declassified]. Sent
for information. Although no drafting information appears on the memorandum, Lynn
sent a draft to Kissinger under a covering memorandum. (Ibid.)
2
Document 46.
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range against NATO. The Soviets could plan to modernize and harden
their IR/MRBM forces by replacing the missiles now deployed, particularly those at soft sites, with SS–11 silos.
The Soviets have already deployed a large and effective IR/MRBM
force targeted on NATO. If they plan further increases in their
MR/IRBM forces, their incentive is not apparent. Since an unmodified
SS–11 could cover most U.S. targets from the IR/MRBM launch complexes, the Soviets may be deploying the SS–11 for use as an ICBM despite its location in IR/MRBM complexes and recent testing as a
MRBM.
Summary
Since 1968, our understanding of SS–11 testing and deployments
has been inadequate. The Soviet development of an improved SS–11
ICBM payload, particularly involving the use of MRVs or incorporation of accuracy improvements, has not been clearly anticipated and
may have been dangerously discounted.

102. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, November 17, 1969.
SUBJECT
NSC Meeting on CBW, November 18

The NSC meeting is intended to consider the basis U.S. policy issues relating to Chemical and Biological Warfare (CBW).
The objective of the meeting is to establish a policy framework for
future CBW programs which will be consistent with both national security and arms control objectives. Because the subject of CBW is highly
complex, it will be possible during the meeting to address only the key
issues. Your decisions on these issues, however, will provide the policy direction for the groups of sub-issues.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–25, NSC Meeting, November 18, 1969. Top Secret.
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There is consensus on a number of policy aspects of CBW. All agree
that there is need for:
—Continuing research and development, with emphasis on defense.
—Refinement of controls and safety measures.
—Better intelligence on other nations’ CBW capabilities.
—Doctrinal reliance on a “no first-use” policy for lethal chemical
and biological weapons.
—A closely coordinated public affairs policy.
Attached and tabbed are:
—Your talking points, which will introduce the subject and structure the discussion. Briefings are called for by Mr. Helms and General
Wheeler. I would propose to lead the discussion centering about the
key issues. When I complete my outline of the issues, I suggest that
you call on appropriate participants at the meeting for their views. Your
talking points proceed in this way.2
—An “Issues for Decision” paper which includes my recommendation on each of the issues.
You need to read only your talking points and the “Issues for Decision” paper. Additional background material is enclosed in a separate background book.3
Briefly summarized, the topics for discussion are:
1. Policy on Biological Weapons
Specific Issues for Decision
a. Should we retain a capability for combat use of lethal or incapacitating biological weapons? If not, what should be the extent of research and development on biological weapons?
b. Can we or should we support the UK Draft Convention which
would prohibit development, production and use of biological
weapons?
2. Policy on Chemical Weapons
Specific Issues for Decision
a. Should we retain a capability for use of lethal or incapacitating
chemical weapons or should we confine our chemical programs to research and development?

2

Nixon’s talking points, prepared by the NSC Staff, are attached but not printed.
In addition to the President’s talking points and “Issues for Decision,” the enclosed additional background materials included such documents as NIE 11–11–69,
NSSM 59, and the final version of the IPMG’s response to that NSSM dated November
10. See Documents 94, 95, and 99.
3
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b. If we wish to retain a lethal chemical capability should we maintain stockpiles overseas?
c. If we wish to retain an incapacitating chemical capability should
the “no first-use” policy apply to them as well as to lethal chemicals?
3. Policy on Tear Gas and our Position Toward the Geneva Protocol
Specific Issues for Decision
a. Do we wish to continue unrestricted use of tear gas in Vietnam
and to keep this option open for the future?
b. Do we wish to ratify the Geneva Protocol which bans first use
of chemical and biological weapons?
c. If so, are we willing to include incapacitating agents and tear
gas within the strictures of the protocol or can we interpret the protocol to exclude them?
4. Policy on Authorization for Use of Tear Gas and Herbicides
Specific Issues for Decision
a. Should Presidential authorization be required for the use of tear
gas and herbicides outside of Vietnam as it is for all other chemical and
biological weapons?
2. If not, to what level should the authority be delegated?
Tab
ISSUES FOR DECISION
There are four principal policy issues for decision. Each major issue subsumes an additional number of specific questions.
Policy on Biological Warfare (BW)
There are two questions to be decided.
A. What should be the nature and scope of U.S. policy on biological
warfare? There are four options:
1. Retain a Full Capability Including Both Lethal and Incapacitating Biological Weapons.
2. Retain a Capability for Incapacitating Weapons Only.
3. Research and Development Program Only, but for both Offensive and Defensive Purposes.
4. Research and Development Program for Defensive Purposes
Only and to Protect against Technological surprise.
—Some argue that we should retain a full BW capability because
(1) a lethal BW capability helps deter BW attack and gives us another
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strategic option; (2) because it would take considerable time to reconstitute stockpiles and delivery means; and (3) because biological incapacitants—the only effective incapacitating capability we maintain—
could be useful in military operations such as amphibious invasion.
—Others argue that we should maintain a research and development program only because (1) our nuclear deterrent serves to deter
strategic use of lethal BW; (2) the control and effectiveness of BW
weapons are uncertain as are the deterrent or retaliatory value of incapacitants; (3) though they could possibly be useful in a “first-use” situation, such use could risk escalation and would be considered by most
nations to be contrary to the international law; and (4) a research and
development program would protect against technological surprise.
All agencies, except the Joint Chiefs, support Option 4.
Recommendation: That you approve Option 4, (research and development for defensive purposes) to include only enough offensive research and development to protect against technological surprise.
B. Should the U.S. support the U.K. Draft Convention for the Prohibition
of Biological Warfare? There are three options:
1. Defer any decision.
2. Associate in principle only.
3. Do not support.
—If our BW policy is to concentrate on research and development
for defensive purposes (Option 4) we can support the Convention. Under any other policy we would have to oppose it or seek major modifications. The Convention provides for no on-site verification, but relies on procedures for investigation of treaty violations by agencies
under UN auspices. Also, its relation to other CBW arms control proposals is unclear. No one argues that we should agree to the Convention as it stands.
—Some argue that we should associate in principle (1) to evidence
our willingness to consider limitations on biological warfare, particularly if we maintain a research and development program only, and (2)
because we could gain political benefits without tying our hands until questions such as scope of the Convention and suitable verification
procedures were resolved.
—Others contend that there is no urgency to consider the Convention and that any association with it might weaken our opposition
to unverifiable provisions in other arms control proposals.
Recommendation: That you approve Option 2 (Association in Principle) subject to the satisfactory resolution of such questions as verification procedures and the relation of the U.K. Draft Convention to other
arms control measures.
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II. Chemical Warfare (CW) Policy Issues
There are three basic issues.

A. Should we maintain a lethal chemical capability and if so where and at
what level should we maintain stocks? There are two options:
1. Maintain lethal chemical stockpiles for deterrence or retaliation:
a. In the U.S. only.
b. In the U.S. and overseas.
2. Rely on Research and Development only.
—Some argue that we need lethal chemicals (1) to deter chemical
attack, and (2) as a retaliatory option between a conventional response
(which might be inadequate) and escalation to nuclear response. They
also argue (1) that unilateral elimination of this capability would give
up a valuable bargaining counter in arms control discussions and, (2)
that so long as we maintain our declaratory policy of “no-first-use” the
international political costs of retaining the capability are not excessive.
They contend that stocks should be maintained overseas (particularly
in Germany) to assure the capability for timely response and because,
were they to be removed, attempts to replace them in a crisis could be
both difficult and provocative. The JCS also believe that existing stocks
of mustard gas should be retained until improved agents are developed because they represent a large portion of existing casualty producing chemical stocks.
—Others argue that (1) our tactical nuclear capability makes lethal
chemicals unnecessary as a deterrent, and (2) that existence of the chemical capability may encourage chemical attack because the threshold of
response appears lower to the enemy. They believe that an offensive
and defensive research and development program would guard against
technological surprise and the improvement of defensive measures
could lessen the likelihood of chemical attack because of inevitable enemy uncertainty about the true extent of our CW capabilities. They contend that, in any event, we should not retain stocks overseas because
(1) existing stocks are too small for an adequate response and to increase them would cause political problems with our allies; (2) needed
chemical support to theaters of operation can be provided from the
United States quickly; and (3) continued presence of these stocks, particularly in Germany, could become a source of friction. They argue
further that mustard gas is far less effective than our other chemical
weapons and that its destruction would yield political benefit. The Secretary of Defense favors destruction of mustard gas.
Recommendation: That you approve retention of a lethal chemical
capability and retention of the stocks in Germany (Option 1-b). That
you also approve the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation to destroy or detoxify the stocks of mustard gas, but in a phased manner to
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assure an adequate capability while the development of safer weapons
is in progress.
B. Should the U.S. “no first-use” policy on lethal chemicals apply also to
incapacitating chemicals? Two options:
1. Affirm that the U.S. policy of “no first-use” applies also to
incapacitants.
2. Exclude incapacitants from a “no first-use” policy.
—All agencies support our declaratory policy of “no first-use” for
lethal chemicals but there are differing views as to whether it should
apply to incapacitants. The incapacitant we now have is not an operationally effective agent because of its uncertain effects, but research is
continuing with some promise of development.
—The proponents of including incapacitants in the policy argue
that (1) their deterrent or retaliatory value is questionable, and their
principal utility would be in a “first-use” situation against an unprotected enemy; and (2) that most nations would see such use contrary
to the Geneva Protocol, international law and past expressions of U.S.
policy. They argue also that first-use could lead to escalation to lethal
chemicals, and loosen international constraints on chemical warfare.
—The opponents argue that an effective agent, if developed, could
give military advantage in a variety of situations with fewer casualties
and might be accepted internationally as more “humane” than other
weapons.
—The JCS position is uncertain but they probably favor retaining
a “first-use” option. The Secretary of Defense may, and all other agencies will, support including incapacitants in our no “first-use” policy.
Recommendation: That you approve a “no first-use” policy for incapacitants with the understanding that this does not preclude continued research and development toward an effective agent.
[Omitted here are Sections III and IV, which discuss the use of tear
gas and/or herbicides in Vietnam and the Geneva Protocol. On agreements to control the development and use of chemical and biological
weapons, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume E–2, Documents on
Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969–1972.]
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103. Minutes of National Security Council Meeting1
Washington, November 18, 1969.
Minutes of NSC Meeting on Chemical Warfare and Biological Warfare
PARTICIPANTS
The President
Vice President Agnew
Secretary of State Rogers
Secretary of Defense Laird
Attorney General Mitchell
General Earle Wheeler, Chairman, JCS
Director of Intelligence Helms
U.S. Representative to the U.N. Yost
Assistant to the President Kissinger
Under Secretary of State Richardson
Lee DuBridge, Science Advisor to the President
Philip J. Farley, Deputy Director, ACDA
Ronald J. Spiers, Director, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of
State
William Watts, NSC
Michael Guhin, NSC

RN—This is a difficult and unpleasant subject about which we
have little real knowledge.
Helms—(Director Helms briefing is attached.)2
RN—I hope we know more about ours than about theirs.
Wheeler—At the end of World War II, we captured a great deal in
the way of German shells and stockpiles.
There is an apocryphal story that the Germans planned to use
(chemical warfare) against the Normandy landing. It is apocryphal because the German General Staff ignored orders.
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–109, NSC Meetings Minutes, 1969. Top Secret. The meeting
was held from 3:44 to 5:27 p.m. in the Cabinet Room of the White House. (Ibid., White
House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
2
According to a talking paper prepared one day in advance of the NSC meeting,
Helms planned to begin his briefing by announcing, “Our knowledge of Soviet capabilities and intentions regarding biological and chemical warfare is very limited.” Moreover, he acknowledged “a considerable controversy at present in the intelligence community over the size of the Soviet stockpile of chemical warfare weapons.” The
intelligence community did know a bit more about two things: Soviet defenses, which
were “active,” and Soviet doctrine, which regarded chemical and biological weapons as
“weapons of mass destruction” to be used in retaliation within the context of general
nuclear warfare. (Ibid., NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–25, NSC Meeting, November 18, 1969)

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 361

339-370/B428-S/40011

CBW, Safeguard Phase II, the Draft

361

The main use to us of Chemical Warfare is as a deterrent. I am inclined to think that the Soviets’ capability is greater than ours, since
ours is so small. They can resupply quickly by land to Europe or Asia.
They do show plans to use them. They have experimented with
decontaminants.
If the enemy used chemical warfare and the U.S. lacked defenses,
the advantage would accrue to the enemy.
Historically, the use of chemicals has never been initiated against
a nation which had them. The Italians used them against Somalia, and
the Egyptians used them in Yemen.
If we had no retaliatory equipment, we would have to be prepared
all the way along the front. If both had such equipment than neither
would have the advantage.
I therefore conclude that we should have a modest deterrent capability. Chemical warfare has many uses:
—Attrition
—in actions smaller than nuclear exchanges
—to give credibility
—for long-lasting effect
We must deploy our stocks forward; we can’t move them rapidly
in time of crisis.
There are chemical incapacitants which we don’t have in large
enough quantity. They have five too many.
With regard to our biological warfare program, its major value is
deterrence. If this fails, then we have a modest ability to retaliate. Our
stockpiles are in terms of pounds, not tons.
We don’t know what the Soviets have, but they are interested.
If the enemy uses BW, we must take a massive conventional or nuclear response. A nuclear response means the risk of nuclear escalation.
The psychological impact would be high. Our BW program is the only
free-world program. Eighty percent of our program is RDT&E. It costs
$7 million a year for agents and delivery systems.
Our facility at Pine Bluff can go into production in 30 days. If it
were closed, it would take two to three years to reactivate.
The JCS believes that, on balance, it has a low cost, that it would
be a catastrophe if we can’t respond, and there is a difficulty in verifying enemy capabilities. Therefore, the JCS believes that we must retain our present stockpile and the options of production if needed.
With regard to riot control agents, these are primarily tear gas.
They reduce casualties. They assist in withdrawal and breaking off contact. They can reduce the fire aimed at helicopters. They can be used
to deny the enemy avenues of approach.
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Herbicides improve vertical and horizontal visibility and help reduce ambushes.
Kissinger—(Presented the issues and options as contained in his
talking points in attached NSC book.)3
RN—Charlie (Yost), any comment?
Yost—The only action to go to the UN on the subject has been the
Canadian procedural item which refers the subject back to Geneva.4
There is general concern at the UN with CBW and seabeds. If we can
present a generally cooperative position, then there is no immediate
problem. We can go with the Canadian resolution.
Farley—We need to decide the security requirements first. It is difficult to devise an inspection scheme. We would welcome limiting our
own efforts to R&D. We would then be willing to look at the UK initiative.5 But we must look at verification, inspection and complaints
procedures, and the question of aid to countries who claimed they were
attacked.
DuBridge—There is great public interest in this subject. What is
the military use? The value of a BW retaliatory capability is not clear.
There is slow incubation, perhaps two weeks, and then 2 weeks to retaliate. We don’t know how it spreads and we are unsure about possible epidemics.
The military retaliatory value of BW is not great. I would think it
was better to go to chemical warfare than nuclear. We could be in a
better situation.
The whole issue is not clear from the scientific side.
RN—The UK proposal would allow R&D for defensive purposes?
Farley—It is hard to be sure.

3
According to Kissinger’s undated talking points, he was advised to assert that
the following was required: “Continuing research and development, with emphasis on
defense, refinement of controls and safety measures, better intelligence on other nation’s
CBW capabilities, continuation of our declaratory ‘no first-use’ policy for lethal chemical and biological weapons,” and “a tightly controlled public affairs policy.” Kissinger
was also advised to focus the NSC’s attention on four basic issues for decision: policy
on biological warfare, chemical warfare, the use of tear gas and herbicides, and ratification of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. For biological weapons, the issue was retaining “full
capability including lethal agents,” “capability for incapacitating agents only,” or “only
R&D capability for both offense and defense or for defense along.” For chemical weapons,
the two basic policy issues were: 1) “Should we maintain a lethal chemical capability for
retaliation or deterrence, and, if so, what should we do about our stockpiles in the U.S.
and overseas?” 2) “Should we preserve a ‘first-use’ option for incapacitating chemicals?”
(Ibid.)
4
The Canadian Delegation to the United Nations submitted a draft resolution on
August 26 calling for strict observance by all member states of the principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol.
5
See footnote 7, Document 97.
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Rogers—The language is flexible. It could be done.
Wheeler—We don’t feel as strongly about BW as about CW. We
would like to see a minimal RDT&E program pointed to defense,
guarding against offensive actions by the enemy.
Kissinger—On incapacitants, what we have is lethal to anyone
without two nurses.
It would be unlikely that we would use lethal chemical weapons
in a strategic attack. Nuclear weapons would be more cost-effective.
We should therefore use chemical weapons for tactical purposes.
The tear gas question concerns ratification of the Geneva Protocol.
It would ban the first use of CW and BW. It is not clear about tear gas
and herbicides.
Rogers—Australia has ratified without making an interpretive
statement.
Wasn’t the Protocol withdrawn in 1948? Would we have to resubmit it? There is Congressional pressure to resubmit it, and we could
say we comply.
Yost—In 1966, the Administration called for support of the
Protocol.
Kissinger—If we ratify, we must fill in the gap about the first
use of incapacitants. It would be another unverifiable arms control
agreement.
Rogers—It we exclude tear gas, we wouldn’t have really changed
our position.
Laird—This was a good study.6 We should go beyond it. I must
defend these programs.7

6
Laird was referring to the NSSM 59 response, Document 99. At 7 p.m. on November 17, Laird told Kissinger: “the public affairs part of these discussions had been
completely overlooked in the paper. He [Laird] said biological research is something that
can be supported but biological warfare cannot be supported by anyone.” Kissinger and
Laird discussed the issue again at 11:55 a.m. on November 18: “Laird said the thing about
it is that this paper deals with some important issues down the line—it doesn’t address
the basic question—what kind of weapons, strategic, or [word omitted in transcript] that
have conversion capability. Laird didn’t think biological warfare is a strategic weapon.”
Kissinger agreed, stating his view “that we should keep R&D for” defensive purposes.
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations,
Chronological File)
7
According to Laird’s talking points, Laird was advised to make numerous recommendations that, while the United States should forego offensive biological weapons,
it must conduct a biological RDT&E program only for defensive purposes, retain the capability to retaliate with chemical weapons, and keep its European stockpiles of chemical munitions. (Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 3, Chemical Weapons and Biological Research) Laird explained his supporting rationale for such forward deployments during
a meeting with his staff on July 28. “The quantities overseas are very small,” he said.
“When we compare these quantities to the Soviet capability, it is frightening.” (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–76–0028, June–August, 1969)
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We are falling into a bad trap. CW and BW should not be put together. People who are against biological warfare also go against chemical warfare. But the latter is necessary for deterrence. These are two
entirely different subjects. We need to clarify what CW and BW really
mean.
BW does not have a deterrent quality.
We need a strategy for CW. We need a simple and understandable
policy statement on it. We need a legislative and public relations game
plan. This paper doesn’t do that.
I believe we should renounce biological warfare, but go forward
with an immunization program and research. There are communicable disease programs in Atlanta and under HEW. The scientists there
can do good work.
From the standpoint of deterrence, the deterrent program is good.
We are on the verge of losing our CW capability. In the transport
of phosgene gas, we do one percent and private industry does 99
percent.
RN—It is not a good paper.
Laird—Two points are particularly important: CW and BW should
be separated, and a public relations and legislative game plan is not
set forth.
Mitchell—There should be no prohibition of tear gas. This would
be hard on our law enforcement. We need tear gas. And it makes your
sinuses clearer.
Laird—It helps with the reduction of casualties in Vietnam. And
not only necessarily in preparation for attack. It gets the enemy out so
you can see who they are.
DuBridge—I agree with General Wheeler and Secretary Laird. CW
has a deterrent effect. There is the danger of transportation. This can
be lessened with binary weapons.
Laird—We are close to this.
RN—It is important to distinguish these. Also, you should move
some programs to HEW and still get all the information you need. That
relaxes the scientists.
Rogers—There is not really much disagreement.8 We need decisions, and we can work out a scenario. We should not delay.

8
In a November 17 memorandum to Rogers and Richardson, Spiers urged them
to support Laird’s positions on biological and chemical weapons, including the maintenance of biological and chemical research and testing programs “for defensive purposes
and to safeguard against technological surprise.” Spiers also recommended that Rogers
and Richardson “take the position that the US should not maintain an option for firstuse of incapacitating chemicals.” (National Archives, RG 59, S/S–NSC Meeting Files,
1969–1970: Lot 71 D 175, Box 6, NSC Meeting, November 18, 1969)
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Laird—We shouldn’t leak this around town.
RN—The public relations aspect is very important.
Kissinger—You should reflect for a day. We can then issue an
NSDM and work out the public relations and game plan.
RN—We could take a forthcoming position.
Yost—And ratify the Geneva Protocol.
RN—Does this bother you?
Rogers—We should do it with no reservation.
RN—We should approve it without reservation, but make a statement of understanding. We need tear gas and will use it.
Kissinger—We can show this in the NSDM.
RN—We should clear this with Sato.9
We have mixed CW and BW together and should get them
separated.
Richardson—There is no significant international pressure for getting rid of CW stockpiles. The Protocol applied to its use.
Farley—It will go to Geneva, and then you can get it passed back
to me.
RN—We can fuzz up the language. We should develop a simple
statement within 48 hours. Then I want a positive public statement.10
It should emphasize that this is an example of the right leadership, but
which has the national security in mind.
Wheeler—The last time this was before a National Security defense panel was during President Eisenhower’s Administration.
Rogers—We shouldn’t do this while Sato is here.
Laird—That is no problem.
RN—I want a well thought-out statement. It should be released
Sunday for the Monday papers, Bill.
DuBridge—It should say we will destroy dangerous chemicals and
are moving to binaries.
Laird—We would need three years to burn them.

9
Eisaku Sato, Prime Minister of Japan, held meetings with Nixon in Washington
from November 19 to 21.
10
Nixon released a statement on Tuesday, November 25, announcing his decisions
on chemical and biological warfare. The United States, he stated, reaffirmed its renunciation of the first use of lethal or incapacitating chemical weapons and renounced the
use of “all methods of biological warfare.” Nixon announced that he had directed the
Department of Defense to make plans for the disposal of existing stocks of U.S. biological weapons and that the United States henceforth would “confine its biological research
to defense measures such as immunization and safety measures.” Finally, he stated that
his administration would submit the Geneva Protocol of 1925 to the Senate for ratification. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 968–969)
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RN—Bryce Harlow thinks it is imperative to brief the legislature
on Okinawa. Phil Farley and Henry Kissinger did this on SALT. We
should do it on Okinawa.
Rogers—Yes. Alex Johnson and Henry should do it at first, and
then you should come in.
RN—We must brief the Armed Services Committee. They will be
against it.11
11
Nixon hosted a breakfast meeting in the White House on November 25 for select members of Congress during which he, Agnew, Rogers, Laird, Moorer, and Kissinger
explained the administration’s decisions on chemical and biological weapons. (National
Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, General
Wheeler, 337, Meetings with President, April 1968–May 1970) After the meeting Nixon
spoke to the press about his decisions. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 969–970)

104. National Security Decision Memorandum 351
Washington, November 25, 1969.
TO
The
The
The
The
The
The
The

Vice President
Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Director, Central Intelligence Agency
Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness
Director, Office of Science and Technology

SUBJECT
United States Policy on Chemical Warfare Program and Bacteriological/
Biological Research Program

Following consideration by the National Security Council, the
President has decided that:
1. The term Chemical and Biological Warfare (CBW) will no longer
be used. The reference henceforth should be to the two categories separately—The Chemical Warfare Program and The Biological Research
Program.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 1–50. Top Secret; Nodis. A copy was sent to Wheeler.
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2. With respect to Chemical Warfare:
a. The objective of the U.S. program will be to deter the use of
chemical weapons by other nations and to provide a retaliatory capability if deterrence fails.
b. The renunciation of the first use of lethal chemical weapons is
reaffirmed.
c. This renunciation is hereby applied to incapacitating chemical
weapons as well.
d. This renunciation does not apply to the use of riot control agents
or herbicides. A special NSDM on authorization for their use will be
issued.2
e. The Administration will submit the Geneva Protocol of 1925,
“Protocol for the Prohibition of the use in War of Asphyxiating Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare,” to
the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification. An appropriate interpretive statement will be prepared by the Department of State in coordination with the Department of Defense to the effect that the United
States does not consider that the Protocol prohibits the use of chemical herbicides or riot control agents, widely used domestically, in
war. The statement will be unilateral in form and will not be a formal
reservation.
f. Existing overseas stockpiles of chemical weapons can be maintained except in Okinawa without additional consultation. If the matter is raised by the FRG, we will agree to consultations about the future of stockpiles located in Germany.
g. The Secretary of Defense, in cooperation with the Director of
the Office of Science and Technology, shall continue to develop and improve controls and safety measures in all Chemical Warfare programs.
h. The Director of Central Intelligence shall continue to maintain
surveillance of the Chemical Warfare capabilities of other states.
i. The Under Secretaries Committee shall conduct an annual review of United States Chemical Warfare programs and public information policy, and will make recommendations to the President.
3. With respect to Bacteriological/Biological programs:
a. The United States will renounce the use of lethal methods of
bacteriological/biological warfare.

2
NSDM 78, “Authorization for Use of Riot Control Agents and Chemical Herbicides in War,” issued August 11, 1970, required Presidential approval for the use of riot
control agents and herbicides in war. Not printed.
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b. The United States will similarly renounce the use of all other
methods of bacteriological/biological warfare (for example, incapacitating agents).
c. The United States bacteriological/biological programs will be
confined to research and development for defensive purposes (immunization, safety measures, et cetera). This does not preclude research
into those offensive aspects of bacteriological/biological agents necessary to determine what defensive measures are required.
d. The Secretary of Defense will submit recommendations about
the disposal of existing stocks of bacteriological/biological weapons.
e. The United States shall associate itself with the principles and
objectives of the Draft Convention Prohibiting the Use of Biological
Methods of Warfare presented by the United Kingdom at the EighteenNation Disarmament Conference in Geneva, on 26 August 1969. Recommendation as to association with specific provisions of the Draft
Convention should be prepared by the Secretary of State and the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, in coordination
with other interested agencies, for the President’s consideration.
f. The Secretary of Defense, in conjunction with the Director of the
Office of Science and Technology, shall continue to develop controls
and safety measures in all bacteriological/biological programs.
g. The Director of the Central Intelligence Agency shall continue
to maintain surveillance of the bacteriological/biological warfare capabilities of other states.
h. The Under Secretaries Committee shall conduct an annual review of United States Bacteriological/Biological Research Programs
and public information policy, and will make recommendations to the
President.
Henry A. Kissinger
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105. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, November 26, 1969.
SUBJECT
NIE 11–8–69, “Soviet Strategic Attack Forces”

Attached at Tab C2 is the intelligence community’s latest effort at
a comprehensive estimate of present and future Soviet strategic attack
capabilities. (A covering memo from Director Helms is at Tab B.)3 A
memorandum from Secretary Laird on the subject is at Tab D.4
I
The highlights of the NIE are:
—The Soviets continue the buildup of the basic units of their
force—the SS–9, large payload ICBM; the SS–11, Minuteman-type
ICBM; and Polaris-type ballistic missile submarines—at rates at least
equal to those of the past two years.
—The SS–9 is a real threat to Minuteman if the Soviets have a MIRV
system for it and can make the missile carry the heavy MIRV payload
the required distance.
—It is agreed that the heavy payload SS–9 could be made to go
far enough to reach five of the six Minuteman complexes. Whether it
could reach the sixth from present SS–9 sites is disputed.
—The intelligence community is divided over whether the present tests of a triple warhead system for the SS–9 are aimed at developing a MIRV, but it is agreed that even if they are not, the Soviets
could develop a hard-target MIRV capability for the SS–9 by 1972.

1
Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box SCI 17,
Memoranda to the President, 1969. Top Secret; [codewords not declassified]. Sent for information. Lynn sent the memorandum to Kissinger under a November 15 covering
memorandum.
2
Not found attached. NIE 11–8–69 is Document 46.
3
Attached but not printed is a September 15 covering memorandum from Helms
to Nixon.
4
Attached but not printed is Laird’s October 7 memorandum to Nixon that summarized recent trends and developments in Soviet strategic forces and indicated that the
Soviets continued to deploy an ABM system and two ICBMs—the SS–9 and the SS–11—
to which qualitative improvements had been made. In addition, Laird reported that flight
tests probably had begun on a new SLBM and an expanded and improved ASW program was underway.
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—The Soviets must be expected to develop a “next generation” of
missiles. But progress this year on identified systems has been less than
hectic. Work on solid fuel systems is going slowly; construction of test
facilities for several systems has halted. However, several missiles,
including a possible new land-based ballistic missile and a new
submarine-launched missile have been tested.
—We know very little about the purposes of the Soviet force. That
the Soviets desire strategic “parity” with the U.S. and will build at least
1,300 missiles is agreed. Whether they seek “superiority,” how they
would define it, and the likely upper limit of present ICBM construction plans are disputed. Moreover, little is known of Soviet doctrine on
such matters as targeting or command and control.
—The force for “peripheral” strategic attacks, i.e., attacks on Europe and Asia but not the U.S.—which consists chiefly of medium and
intermediate range ballistic missiles (500–3,000 miles) and medium
bombers—continues to be maintained at approximately past levels.
The Soviets have begun deploying SS–11 ICBMs in what the intelligence community believes to be an IR/MRBM role and a prototype new medium-to-long range bomber has been sighted.
Numbers of major units are in the table at Tab A.5
II
This estimate illustrates what I believe are serious limitations in
the process by which estimates are made. This process is an inadequate
means for providing basic analysis of Soviet strategic developments
and prospects for the future.6
1. The most serious defect is the lack of sharply-defined, clearlyargued discussions of the characteristics and purposes of Soviet strategic forces. Admittedly, it is harder to be precise about Soviet deployment objectives or war planning than about the wing span of a bomber
prototype. But there is evidence relevant to these questions—ranging
from studies of missile silo orientation to analyses of power relationships in the Politburo—and it should be reflected in the NIE.7
Since 1964, the Soviets have been steadily expanding their strategic forces. You are entitled to know from the intelligence community

5
Attached but not printed is a page-length table, entitled “Soviet Strategic Attack
Forces,” that lists the numbers of Soviet ICBMs, MR/IRBMs, SSBNs, heavy bombers,
and medium bombers for the years 1969 to 1971.
6
Nixon highlighted this paragraph and wrote “agreed” in the left margin.
7
Nixon highlighted this paragraph and wrote “Right” in the left margin.
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what evidence we have to support various possible hypotheses about
the motive for that buildup. Examples of such hypotheses are:
—a conservatively planned second strike or “assured destruction”
posture deliberately designed to deter a U.S. attack using our present
forces;
—a posture which hedges against a possible U.S. effort to approach
or achieve a “first strike” capability;
—a posture reflecting a simple quest for numerical equality or
slight margin of superiority for political bargaining purposes;
—a posture reflecting the largely purposeless pressure from Soviet
“military-industrial complex” for ever-larger forces;
—an attempt to achieve a significant “first use” offensive capability through force superiority.
Instead, what discussion of Soviet objectives there is in the NIE is
superficial. There is no analysis of the evidence, no systematic presentation of the alternatives. Indeed, there is not even a precise definition
of what our people disagree about and what evidence would resolve
their disputes.8
2. The NIE is too often satisfied with reciting facts and reluctant
to raise fundamental questions about their significance.
As a typical example, the estimate notes that the Soviets have made
two tests which may indicate development of a new, longer range (3,000
mile) submarine missile. The missile, however, appears to be too large
to be fitted into the ballistic missile submarine they are now building
without extensive modification.
Yet the NIE is silent on possible implications of this development.
—What are possible explanations for a new missile too large to be
fitted into submarines now being built?
—Would a longer range missile complicate our ASW problem?
Would it make continuous on-station patrolling easier for the Soviets?
3. The NIE too often fails to make explicit the judgments and background which underlie its conclusions.
For example, one disputed issue is whether the SS–9 has the range
needed to target our whole Minuteman force.
—One side argues that we must assume it has because the Soviets would not continue to deploy SS–9 unless they were certain it had
the range to carry out the anti-MM mission for which it is apparently
intended.

8

Nixon highlighted this paragraph and wrote “I agree” in the left margin.
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—The other side says that the Soviets would not rely on their missile having the necessary range until they had tested it.
Both sides, therefore, are making assertions about likely patterns
of Soviet behavior. But neither presents evidence about either the apparent “rationality” of past Soviet weapon system development or the
thoroughness of Soviet testing in the past.
4. Even on more technical issues, the NIE is sometimes inadequate. Dissents are certainly better than meaningless compromise euphemisms. But, where the intelligence community cannot agree on such
basic questions as the hardness of Soviet silos, the accuracy of the SS–9,
or whether the Soviets are developing a MIRV for the SS–9, we can at
least expect that the disputants will explain precisely what it is they
disagree about and will marshal the evidence for the competing positions. This is seldom done.
Furthermore, on some issues, there are disturbing indications that
differences of opinion are more the product of efforts to defend previous views, than of different evaluations of current evidence.
For example, the CIA has abandoned its earlier insistence, adhered
to as recently as last June, that 1,500 was an upper bound on Soviet
ICBM deployment,9 but it now says the determinants of Soviet action
are too uncertain to make any meaningful estimate of an upper limit.
III
Secretary Laird’s memorandum at Tab D sets forth the DIA position on “recent trends in Soviet strategic forces.” Except for some updating to include recently-acquired data, it recites the same facts as the
NIE, presenting the analysis in a way which supports the DIA position, as expressed in their various dissents in the NIE. But it is also
without any general themes or working hypotheses about what the Soviets’ strategic purposes may be.
IV
I am continuing to examine what can be done to get more rigorous analysis and more effective presentation of evidence into the products of the intelligence community. I will have recommendations for
improvements shortly.10

9

See Document 38.
On December 8, Nixon wrote the following comments in the space below the
final paragraph:
“1. Improvments are essential
“2. This report is virtually useless—except for a superficial, mindless recitation of
what we know from the daily press—i.e.—the USSR is building lots of new missiles.”
10
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106. Memorandum for the Record by the Deputy Secretary of
Defense (Packard)1
Washington, December 8, 1969.
SUBJECT
Safeguard Issues

Phase I of Safeguard was authorized in the 1970 budget (appropriations are not yet settled).
Two sites were authorized, one at Grand Forks and one at Malmstrom. The objectives of Phase I were:
1. To provide a practical engineering check-out of the system. This
involves putting the system together in its operational configuration
and going through the operational shake-down to make sure we have
a system that works at the earliest possible date. (A program of R&D
only could answer some of the questions yet to be resolved but many
problems will not be solved until we have a fully operational system.)
Two sites were considered necessary because there are important
inter-site problems that need to be resolved.
2. The objectives of Safeguard when it is fully deployed are:
a. To provide for the defense of our Minuteman missile force
which is vulnerable to the developing Soviet force of large accurate
missiles including their SS–9, their three warhead version of the SS–9,
and the increasing numbers of SS–11.
b. To provide for an area, country-wide, defense against a small
number (tens or even a few hundred) of Chinese ICBMs, or an accidental launch from any country.
c. To provide protection of our manned bomber force from a short
range attack which would reduce warning time below a safe level.
d. To provide protection for our national command control capability (Washington, D.C.).
When Safeguard was approved by the President,2 it was stated
that it would be a phased program and the next step (Phase II) would
be:

1
Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–75–103, 373.24,
Safeguard. Top Secret. The memorandum was included in Kissinger’s preparatory materials for the DPRC meeting held on December 9. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting,
December 9, 1969)
2
See Document 25.
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1. Initiated when necessary in response to the threat or to the
progress in SALT.
2. Oriented toward the development of the threat.
The developments since the Safeguard decision which need to be
considered are as follows:
1. The Soviets have continued the deployment of SS–9 missiles
(276 are now operational or under construction).
2. The Soviets have continued with the development of the three
warhead versions of the SS–9. There is not conclusive evidence that
this development has the capability of destroying with high probability our Minuteman missile sites but also there is not conclusive evidence that they will not be able to do so. This possibility combined
with the known SS–9 development, 276 sites operational or under construction and a construction rate of 48 per year, is a cause for serious
concern for Minuteman survivability in the near future.
3. Continued deployment of SS–11 missiles, 900 in place or under
construction, adds concern to Minuteman survivability.
4. More rapid production and deployment of Soviet Y Class submarines than was anticipated at the time of the Safeguard decision
causes concern about the launch survivability of our bomber force.
5. Continung development of nuclear warheads by Communist
China and continuing work on their missile test facilities supports concern about the potential threat of Chinese ICBM capability. Evidence
points toward a possible capability in mid-1970 period of later.
In summary, the threat to our Minuteman force appears more serious now than in January 1969. The threat to bomber launch survivability looks more serious. The Chinese threat appears about the same;
it is still realistic but the timing is still uncertain.
There are at least three courses possible in relation to our Minuteman force:
1. Continue with protection of present force using ABM and/or
hard silos.
2. Abandon fixed Minuteman system and go to mobile missiles.
3. Accept vulnerability of MM force and place more reliance on
SLBM and bombers.
There are several courses available for bomber survivability:
1. Go to a dispersed basing program.
2. Proceed with ABM protection of launch survivability.
3. Put less reliance on strategic manned bombers in future.
4. Develop new bomber with survivability against short warning
time threat. This would involve such things as more protection, short
time launch, etc.
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Recommendation. We propose to proceed with Phase I of Safeguard on original schedule. We would recommend a limited Phase II
program, limited to one or two additional sites authorized in FY 71.
A full Phase II has significant funding requirements in 1971 and
1972 (one extra billion in 1971 and two extra in 1972—over the one billion and 600 million for Phase I only in 1971 and 1972, respectively). It
does not appear feasible to meet these requirements, in combination
with other Department of Defense requirements, and remain within total budgetary constraints. To live within these constraints, we would
find it necessary to implement a delayed Phase II, which stretches out
the program by limiting the rate of deployment to two sites per year.
This limits Safeguard costs to roughly $1.5 billion per year and reduces
the 71–72 peak. The result of this stretch-out is to delay completion of
the nation-wide coverage from CY 76 until January 1980.
There are inconsistencies in such a program which should be recognized and which could be the source of much grief:
1. Our argument before the Congress last spring, to initiate Phase
I, rested heavily on the Soviet threat to Minuteman. We made the point
that we were not asking for city protection against the Soviets—that
the Chinese threat seemed remote—and we initially wanted Minuteman protection against such threats as the SS–9 MRV.
2. We’re in no different condition now than we were then, insofar
as a Chinese threat to our cities is concerned. We are in worse shape,
however, where our missiles are concerned. The Soviets are continuing to increase the size of their ICBM force which could threaten
Minuteman.
3. In view of the above, if we go beyond Phase I, increased protection for Minuteman sites would seem to be more in order. The “no
change” condition in Chinese threat between last spring and now
would seem to provide heavy ammunition for those opposing the system to rise and challenge the urgency for area defense.
4. The Minuteman survival problem is quite complex (I intend to
discuss another aspect of it below) and it is not readily apparent that
the approach of Phase 2A is best. Other alternatives should be explored.
Within these constraints, the only alternatives in Safeguard deployment are variation in the sequence of site deployment. If we were
to give complete precedence to Minuteman defense, we should start
work on the Warren and Whiteman sites next. On the other hand, if
we believe that light defense of our cities is most urgent, we should
turn to Boston and Seattle next. There are compromises in between.
For example, we could deploy next the Whiteman Minuteman site near
St. Louis and the Washington, D. C. site, both of which form part of
the defense of our strategic weapons and their command and control
system against Soviet attack and are required also for the full Phase II
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area defense. Another compromise which leans more toward earlier
provision of light city defense would be to deploy next the Washington, D. C. site and the New England site. This choice would have to
be made at about the same time that we decide to proceed. A fact
sheet3 is available which shows various costs and improved Spartan
footprints.
No matter how we optimize Safeguard deployment to match the
observed threat we may not be able to keep pace with it at the funding levels we can afford. Consider defense of our population against a
light attack. Unless all major population centers are covered, we face
unacceptable losses since an enemy could attack the undefended population first. Completion of nationwide coverage by 1979 may well lag
by several years the development of a limited nuclear ICBM force by
Communist China. The defense of Minuteman presents a similar
dilemma because extrapolation of the present build-up of SS–9s plus
better guidance for the growing SS–11 force would require a faster
growth of ABM capability than the $1.5 billion/year limit allows. The
rapid multiplication of Soviet capability to destroy Minuteman which
would result from their retrofitting SS–9 with MIRV and retrofitting
SS–11 with accurate guidance presses hard on the Safeguard deployment build-up even with no cut in Phase II funding. With this in mind,
we are engaged in R&D on new ballistic missile defense components,
particularly radar, which will provide a tougher and, hopefully, less
expensive growth module, for defense of Minuteman.
It is important that the Department of Defense and the Administration consider carefully these issues, that we agree on a recommended
course of action, and that we fully understand the rationale behind that
recommendation before we recommend to Congress a FY 1971 defense
budget.
There are problems in the funding for our strategic forces in future years. Two major considerations, here, are the growth of Soviet
missile forces and the projected improvement in their accuracy, which
are likely to make our land-based missiles vulnerable in the near future. Although our vulnerability is accelerated if the SS–9s MRV is a
MIRV, Soviet ICBM forces are growing large enough that the smaller
missiles, as they are made more accurate, will constitute a threat independent of MIRVs. Figure 1 shows the U.S. accuracy projections and
our judgment of the accuracy of the SS–9.4
We must take appropriate expeditious action now to remedy this
situation and the courses that can be pursued to provide a “fix” are as
follows:
3
4

Not found.
The referenced Figures 1–3 are attached but not printed.
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1. The continued development of Hard Point defense systems is
one possibility; also, we have had under development, and are still
working on, a Hard Rock Silo program.
2. We have recently started to explore several mobile schemes to
add survivability to the Minuteman force.
3. By early spring we expect to be in a position to assess the relative merits of the Hard Rock Silo and Mobile systems and then, based
upon that assessment, initiate action on development of the chosen
system.
As a consequence of the situation described above, one can foresee the possibility that, because of greater inherent survivability, we
may wish to shift the primary role in our strategic deterrent posture to
our sea-based systems. Envisioning this, we are looking for chinks in
our sea-based armor—in the Polaris/Poseidon system. Although we
do not see any immediate chinks, we do see possible future problem
areas. To forestall these, we are initiating development of ULMS
(Underwater Long-Range Missile System). This is a new submarine
based missile system characterized by a much longer range missile (up
to 6,500 n.m.) and a quieter submarine, employing the latest in defensive measures and dedicated solely to the ULMS task. The longer range
expands the searoom available for operation from the present approximate 31⁄2 million square miles for Polaris/Poseidon, to the order of
40–55 million square miles. It also lengthens and complicates the logistics of Soviet attackers, avoids the need for our submarines to operate in chain, permits CONUS basing and simplifies targeting. In combination with the improved, quieter submarine we believe ULMS will
make us substantially independent—at least for many years—of threat
technology advances against our sea-based system.
If we were to pursue all of these systems, the B–1 (AMSA),5 a delayed Safeguard Phase II, ULMS and rebased Minuteman, Figure 2
would represent the increase in funding and Figure 3, the details of the
strategic budget.
There is one specific point which has to do with the relative allocation and build-up rate of the MM Rebasing and ULMS programs. Although we expect to decide this spring on what MM Rebasing option
to pursue, it may not be until possibly 1973 that we are able to determine with certainty our degree of success in “fixing” the MM problem.
Should it turn out to be a good fix, giving us high confidence in the

5
A long-range bomber capable of flying intercontinental missions without refueling, the B–1 was expected to replace the B–52 as the mainstay of the U.S. bomber fleet.
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survivability of a significant quantity of our land-based force, then we
may be able at that time to slow down the ULMS program somewhat
and reduce the rate of expenditure. It could also affect our decision on
hard point defense.
On the other hand, should it not turn our very successfully, we
probably would wish to expedite the ULMS and hard point defense
and possibly terminate MM rebasing.
David Packard

107. Notes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, December 9, 1969.
Packard briefs budget paper.2
Packard: Not sure 260,000 [residual force objective for Vietnam by
June 30, 1971] assumption is safe. May be slippage. Could meet this
figure from other sources, not NATO committed forces. Might hit readiness a little bit, munition levels.
Kissinger: How will handle this before Congress. The President
doesn’t want to show timetable, wants to preserve flexibility. Could
you give me an analysis of what we will be facing before Congress?
Packard: We’re afraid of leaks. Might get away with not revealing
end strength.
Kissinger: Would they err on high side?
Wheeler: Yes. 260,000 to 300,000.
Packard: Doubts there will be a serious problem.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, 1969–73. No classification
marking. No drafting information appears on the notes, which are handwritten with the
instruction “please type.” According to a December 9 memorandum from the NSC Secretariat to the White House Police, the meeting was scheduled to begin at 4 p.m. in the
White House Situation Room. The following attended the meeting: Kissinger, Johnson,
Packard, Helms, Wheeler, Vannoy, Schlesinger, McCracken, Farley, and Thomas Pickering, Deputy Director of the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs. The meeting, according
to Lynn’s December 6 memorandum to Kissinger, was called to address the FY 1971 Defense budget, including Safeguard Phase II. (Ibid., Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, December
9, 1969)
2
The Department of Defense budget paper cited here has not been found. It is apparently the same paper outlining the FY 1971 Defense budget that Packard introduced
at the DPRC meeting on November 13. See Document 100.
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Wheeler: It will be leaked. They will have to have end strength.
Kissinger: We have to leave this issue open. Could destroy much
of what President said on November 3.3 [Asked me to think about it
quickly.]4 Could we turn NATO divisions into [fighting or heavy?] divisions to fuzz things up?
Wheeler: This will be done anyway. We would have 6-1/3 divisions in Europe by M130 rather than 8. We would not have 8 before
M1120 days.
Packard: Maybe we could confuse issue by NATO readiness
reductions.
Kissinger: If we say we will keep our NATO commitment and
make VN drawdown look lower.
Packard: Let’s work on this; send it over to Larry [Lynn].
Kissinger: OK.
Packard: Highlights uncertainty about C–5A [termination?] costs.5
We may be in a position of being in default. Maybe $300 million bill.
What we have is the Air Force’s optimistic projection. No money for
Safeguard. We’re at about the point. I will recommend not going ahead
with CVAN 70. I don’t want to recommend anything else.
[Packard] goes to Phase II of Safeguard. MM survivability even
worse. Submarines going ahead faster. Good argument for keeping emphasis on MM survivability. We have alternatives. I came out we should
proceed with Phase I.6 I think we can put Phase I auth[orization] level
below $1 billion in FY 71. Improved Spartan can be had as early as regular Spartan.
Issue: what Pres[ident] wants to do.
Kissinger: He definitely wants to go into Phase II. Level is subject
to discussion. This move (two sites?) would be consistent with SALT.
[Wheeler?] stressed MM defense. Now we shift to area defense. President has always stressed area defense.
Packard: I pointed out we have other ways of protecting MM, but
these four sites are needed.
Johnson: When is it too late to move these two sites?

3
On November 3, Nixon gave a national address in which he announced his plan
to withdraw U.S. forces from Vietnam. Rather than announcing a “timetable,” the President stated that the rate of withdrawal depended upon progress at the Paris peace talks
and enemy actions. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 901–909)
4
Brackets in the original.
5
First operational in June 1970, the C–5A is a heavy-cargo transport aircraft designed to provide strategic airlift for deployment and supply of combat and support
forces.
6
See Document 16.
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Packard: Next spring. We could reorient it. Options get closed off
next couple of months. I would go ahead with one additional site, but
we could go ahead with two. Would [be willing to agree to] two.
[Packard] gives out funds phasing chart.7 We ought to plan on a
$10 billion level and fit it into that.
Kissinger: Pres[ident] feels strategic forces have been underfunded. Must do more after VN. Safeguard summary: issue is MM protection or area defense. With SALT, can stop at two sites, get reasonable protection if these footprints are right. Issue of going to Phase II
is not open. Issue is what [to] get: added MM protection, area defense.
Farley: Best for SALT is area defense.
Packard: Simplest program is add one site.
Schlesinger: We can expect substantial cost overruns.
Kissinger: Will have to come out of other [programs?].
Packard: We can cover it.
Kissinger: Does this group believe we should go into area defense
rather than MM defense? Alternatives are one extra site, two extra sites.
Packard: Get him [Nixon] to take a look, give us further guidance.
Kissinger: Important point is footprints.
Packard: I can show you footprints without improved Spartan. We
ought to [illegible] for area coverage. Costs are for improved Spartan
unless I tell you otherwise. Bomber issues: do we want one or not?
Kissinger: One would have to see some studies.8
Packard: This group could get into detail.
Kissinger: What is doctrinal issue?
Wheeler: [Interjects]9 Three strings to bow-de-dow.
Kissinger: Maybe Lynn could circulate a paper with issues pro and
con. Then put it up to President. Is this agreeable?
Bus [Wheeler]: Yes; Packard, yes.
Kissinger: If Pres[ident] says yes, then it is a DOD issue.
Packard: This is good. Issue doesn’t have to be decided before FY
71 budget.
Kissinger: Right, we’ll look at it in five-year review.

7

The chart is one of the figures attached to Document 106; not printed.
According to his talking points prepared for him by Lynn, Kissinger was advised
to ask Packard why the Pentagon was unenthusiastic about proceeding beyond Phase I
of Safeguard. He was also advised to ask, “How important is a nation-wide area defense
to the survivability of our bomber force? Are there other ways of assuring bomber survivability that are more efficient?” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, December 9, 1969)
9
Brackets in the original.
8
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Packard: Carriers. Hold current level fifteen. I’m going to recommend not going ahead with new CVAN 70 carrier.
Kissinger: If it upsets services deeply, do it as part of five-year
program.
Schlesinger: BOB may recommend taking force down some, say
to twelve.
Kissinger: We can’t make doctrinal recommendations on short
notice.
Packard: I’m going to stay with $72.5 billion10 when I get [illegible] from committee.
Schlesinger: Committee isn’t always sure of guidance.
Kissinger: Two issues: obscure VN timetable; Phase II Safeguard.
Dave [Packard], you’ll make recommendations on first. I’ll check with
principals on second to make sure I’ve stated it fairly.
Schlesinger: To what extent does it fall within purview of this committee to relate ‘71 force structure to President’s generally lower decision in NSDM 27.11 Army and Marines cut down; Air Force, Navy very
little.
Packard: Force structures in NSSM 312 stand eleven carriers. This
was illustrative only. Committee should get into this in long run. We
haven’t done enough study to know what force structure should be.
We’ve moved ahead in all areas, e.g. CVAN 70.
Kissinger: I tend to agree with Dave. I think we learned how to go
about these fundamental things thoughtfully. We should fix those things
we can and then review five-year program for next budget cycle.
Packard: We’re getting started on ‘72 budget cycle. We’ve got JSOP,
strategy, first year or five-year program.
Johnson: We’ve got three major statements coming up. I’d welcome formation of a working group—a subgroup of this group—on
these statements.13
Packard: We can get a statement over to you, Alex.
10
Laird and Kissinger discussed the aggregate defense budget during a telephone
conversation at 11:40 a.m. on December 1. According to the transcript, Laird “said we
can’t bring the budget down below $72.5 [billion]. K said he completely supports L on
that.” Kissinger added that he “had talked to the P[resident]; it’s out of the question to
go below 72.5. K said he completely agrees with L on this. L said as far as NATO is concerned, we will probably have to make a few cuts even at 72.5. K said we’ll probably
have to reduce forces here. L said here, but not in Europe. L said we’ll tell them we have
a few budget problems, but fears of cutting back in NATO because of Vietnam are illfounded.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
11
Document 56.
12
Document 2.
13
Not further identified.
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Kissinger: We should get a look at it.
Packard: We should have one statement agreed to by everybody.
Kissinger: I agree with having a group.
Johnson: Tom Pickering is my man.14
Packard: BOB may have cut out some key programs in AEC
budget.
Schlesinger: AEC didn’t request money.
Kissinger: Do you want to appeal, Dave? That’s what I’m here
[for].
Packard: Tac[tical] nuc[lear] modernization is important. We
should get on with it.
Kissinger: Make an appeal, Dave, do it fairly soon.
Schlesinger: Wait. There is a formal review process. Agency should
appeal.15

14

Thomas R. Pickering, Deputy Director of the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs.
In a December 10 memorandum to Kissinger, Lynn summarized the results of
the meeting and noted that Kissinger “indicated that the President is already committed to proceeding with Phase II of Safeguard, so that the issue is how to proceed.” Moreover, “The Principals agreed that the additional FY 71 site(s) should be for the purpose
of providing area defense rather than extending Minuteman defense. The alternatives,
it was agreed, are to construct one or two additional sites located so as to provide the
broadest area coverage.” On that note, “Packard indicated in this regard that we could
count on deploying the Improved Spartan missile, which has a larger footprint than the
regular Spartan missile, in both Phase I and Phase II.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, December 9, 1969)
15
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108. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1
Washington, undated.
Safeguard Deployment Alternatives
I. The Issue
How do we proceed with Safeguard in FY 71 in light of developments in the threat, progress in SALT, and technical developments to
date? In particular, what are the options for defining and proceeding
with the area defense component of the Safeguard Program?
II. Questions that Must be Resolved
1. How many ABM Radars and Missiles are Needed to Provide Area
Protection Against Accidental and Third Country Attacks?
—do we design the deployment against simple or complicated
threats;
—do we defend against accidental attacks from both China and
the Soviet Union or from China only.
2. What Modifications, if any, in the Accidental Attack/Third Country
Deployment Would be Needed to Provide Area Defense for our Alert Bomber
Forces?
3. Should We Extend Our Planned Defenses for Minuteman Silos Beyond Phase I?
4. On What Schedule Should we Proceed in Light of How Rapidly the
Threats May Develop and the Availability of Funds in FY 71 and Later Years?
III. Alternatives
Alternative I—Delay a Decision to Deploy New Sites Until Next Year
(FY 72). (This is the DOD category I proposal)2

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, December 20, 1969. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the paper. Under a December 19 covering memorandum,
Lynn sent the paper to Kissinger in advance of the next day’s DPRC meeting. The paper summarizes an undated 18-page paper, drafted by Lynn, that Lynn sent to Kissinger
under a separate December 19 covering memorandum. (Ibid.)
2
In a December 16 letter to Kissinger, Packard outlined three alternatives for the
Safeguard program. The first called for no additional steps in Phase II of the program,
but placed additional emphasis on Minuteman defense R&D. The second would have
implemented a first stage of Phase II directed toward a light area defense. This alternative included three options, 7–A through 7–C, consisting of varying deployment schedules for a seven-site light area defense. The third was to proceed with one or two ABM
sites emphasizing the defense of Minuteman. Packard favored Alternative 2, option 7–C,
the slowest deployment schedule. (Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard)
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If this course were followed, Phase I programs would continue at
their present pace. Some funding ($40 million 1) might be included to
retain a “fast start-up” capability and to continue R & D ($100 million)
for improved Minuteman defense. The total FY 71 cost would be approximately $1,160 million.
Alternative 2—Deploy an Area Defense Against Non-Sophisticated Attacks from China. (This is alternative 1 in the Department of Army alternative listing.)3
This decision could be implemented by constructing two new sites,
one in New England (or the Northeast) and one in the Northwest. This
option would entail increasing Safeguard costs over Phase I by $600
million in NOA for a total of $1,650 million in FY 71 and would involve $930 million in FY 71 outlays.
Alternative 3—Deploy a More Extensive Defense Against the Soviet
Threat to the Minuteman Force. (This is the DOD category 3 proposal)
This decision would include another site at Whiteman, Missouri,
and possibly Warren, Wyoming, to provide protection for the Minuteman wings nearby. Additional missiles would be included for the two
Phase I sites. Approval for these additional sites would be sought in
FY 71, bringing total FY 71 costs to about $1,465 [million].
Alternative 4—Deploy an Area Defense Against Third Country Attacks
and Soviet Accidental ICBM Attacks. (This is the DOD category 2
proposal.)
This decision could be implemented with a total of seven sites and
11 radars. Approval for three of these sites could be sought in FY 71 at
a cost ranging from $1,640 to $1,760 million. The added sites would be
deployed in the following order: Whiteman, Missouri; Washington,
D. C.; and the Northwest site.
A variant would be to proceed with constructing only two sites
now at a FY 71 total cost of $1,510 million. Authority to procure long
lead time items and to survey for the remaining two sites—New England and Michigan/Detroit—would also be sought. DOD believes this
is the most logical step to take and that it could be better defended at this time.
Alternative 5—Deploy an Area Defense Against Third Country Attacks
and Soviet Accidental ICBM and SLBM Attacks.
This decision would call for the twelve-site Safeguard area defense
option previously presented to the National Security Council by DOD.4
It could be funded at an accelerated rate, beginning with $2.8 billion
in FY 71 in order to have all sites in by beginning of 1977. Alternatively,
construction could be initiated on only two sites in FY 71 and total FY
71 budget requirements kept at $1,760 million.
3
4

Not further identified and not found.
See Documents 14 and 16.

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 385

339-370/B428-S/40011

CBW, Safeguard Phase II, the Draft

385

109. Notes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, December 20, 1969.
Safeguard
HAK: The President wants to go ahead with Phase II.2 How we
define it is open. One purpose is to describe our options for Phase II
and how to do it.
Last time we discussed 1 site in Washington, or 1 in N.E. perhaps
moving it westward to get area coverage with Improved Spartan.
Resor: [Speaks for DOD] Alt. 13 would add $0.7 Billion NOA to
DOD Budget; outlays?
Starbird: I don’t know what’s in 1971 budget. It would add $110
million.
Resor: Alt. 3 is old 7C which Packard sent over.
HAK: What is difference between 2 & 3?
Starbird: Preserves option of moving all back to MM. It is old
Phase II.
HAK: You lose area defense if you move to MM?
Starbird: Yes
Resor: 3 gives you Washington, D. C. & Whiteman in FY 71.
AJ: Why Whiteman?
Resor: Strengthens MM defense. We made main pitch last year on
defense of retaliatory forces.
HAK: If you had Whiteman and NW you would:
—add MM defense,
—add area defense for lower Texas.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969–73. No classification marking. No drafting information appears on the notes. The brackets are in
the original. The following attended the meeting, scheduled to begin at 10:30 a.m. in the
White House Situation Room: Kissinger, Johnson, Wheeler, Schlesinger, Farley, Foster,
Secretary of the Army Stanley R. Resor, and Safeguard System Manager Lieutenant General Alfred D. Starbird.
2
Kissinger discussed President Nixon’s wishes regarding Safeguard with Laird
during a telephone conversation held at 7:40 p.m. on December 19. According to the
transcript, Kissinger “said he had been told that Dave Packard had decided to eliminate
Phase II. K said the President wants Phase II started to get the controversy out of the
way. Now what level of Phase II should be discussed—the President doesn’t care about
the size.” Kissinger added, “If Phase II isn’t discussed now, it will never get off the
ground.” (Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
3
See Document 108.
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Starbird: Timing problems; PAR in NW take 5 years. Washington,
D.C. needs only MSR. You get extra time to react if Soviets bring subs
in close.
(Discussion of how fast subs could fire; ours fire 1 minute apart;
we assume theirs do. [Foster: we could cut this down.] Relevant to how
long it would take to penetrate our defenses.)
Resor: Alt. 3 gives you money to shift Washington to Warren if
MM threat gets large enough. This is in DOD budget currently.
4 same as 3 except don’t do advance eng. and procurement for
others 3 sites.
Starbird: You lose a year in getting 7 sites.
5 same as 3 except substitute Warren for D. C. You don’t abandon
thin area coverage, but you defend your deterrent.
Whiteman is part of your area defense. Warren is part of your 12
site area defense.
(Discuss on acquisition assumptions in each option. Avoid going
to Armed Services Committee for land acquisition.)
HAK: Why avoid this?
Starbird: The Committees ask, how far you are going to go? They
object to your taking the land. If you stop short, they think the Administration isn’t committed.
HAK: But that produces endless debate. Shouldn’t you get that
out of the way?
Resor: It’s a judgment as to Congress. RN said do what is necessary but not more than is required.
HAK: To be Devil’s Advocate, RN has said area defense isn’t negotiable; shouldn’t we get that out of the way? Show that MM is regulatable by SALT? If we go MM route, if SALT should get somewhere,
he will be in position of not going any further with non-negotiable part.
Resor: Even if SALT is successful, you need at least this MM defense. Area Defense is where you have the toughest time with Panofsky.4 You buy defense against China for only a short time. They will
go pen aids route.
HAK: We took 10 years. They have primitive economy, no ICBMs
yet. Why could they do it quickly?
Resor: We didn’t go all out pen aids; they would.

4
Wolfgang K.H. Panofsky, Director of Stanford University’s Linear Accelerator
Center and consultant to the Office of Science and Technology and ACDA, wrote a letter to the editor of the New York Times on June 8 asserting that Safeguard would provide
very little defense of the Minuteman’s realiatory force because of its vulnerable radars
and insufficient number of interceptors.
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Starbird: We didn’t have any in pen aids. We published our problems. If he knew where our sites were, he would defeat them with simple exo pen aids. He could steal our secrets.
Wheeler: You will have problems with Congress if you go in with
land acquisitions. I am not as pessimistic about time thin area defense.
It would be useful against CPR. They are pressed, have a limited technology base.
Foster: There isn’t any info on what they will do. You need radars
that look at pen aids, that is problem. But 7 years is a long time. Up
until last year our scientists said pen aids wouldn’t work; but we found
Mark IA pen aid works. So you need radars, say on ships in Indian
Ocean. No evidence of this.
Again 7 years is a long time.
HAK: Leaving aside CPR, other countries with nuclear potential
would have lead time problems.
Foster: 7 site thin defense is fragile, or brittle. It takes 12 sites, original Spartan to make it pretty tough.
HAK: This building had nothing against 12 sites; we approved it
last year. You came up with 7 sites. We could go with 12 sites.
Foster: Original plan presented by President and Laird to Congress
is still valid. Phase II will do jobs we decided it would do. What has
changed?
—Congress was hard on it.
—Money has become tighter.
HAK: We want to know what is right. RN will worry about
Congress.
Foster: Both alternatives are driven by many considerations.
HAK: Why improve Spartan?
Foster: Old Spartan relied on large yield to attack large volume of
objects. Subsequent to that, we saw we could get loiter capability. It
can loiter 50–60 seconds. With last min. info, so you direct it, you don’t
need as much yield, and you can get greater ranges. So you could have
fewer sites.
HAK: I don’t understand. Original 12 sites gave you defense less
easily spoofed, less subject to pen aids. What does it cost to get Improved Spartan?
Starbird: $450 million.
HAK: Why do we want it?
Foster: You can deal with advanced pen aids.
HAK: What you should do with advanced one is add more sites.
Starbird:
—The sites can reinforce each other, so fewer sites needed.
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—If he uses depressed trajectory, big Spartan can’t catch depressed
trajectory.
—Improved Spartan gives you loiter, 150 mile effectiveness against
advanced pen aids. Don’t have to use Sprints.
HAK: We have major doctrinal problem. Chinese won’t have
SLBMs. If rationale is China, aren’t you better off with old Spartan.
Starbird: No, with old, you get non-overlapping coverage. With
Improved Spartan you have overlap. This is important as numbers
build up.
HAK: Why, is it thinner?
Foster: You are carrying out low yield.
HAK: Why not 12 with a mixture?
Answer: That’s what we have, on both.
AJ: Isn’t 7 on way station to 12?
Foster: Yes.
HAK: I’m concerned about what we want. There isn’t more than
2 or 3 next year. Big issue is location. Depends on what you go for, not
Improved Spartan.
Starbird: Not quite right. If you want to fill 12 sites ASAP, need
more than 2 or 3.
HAK: But 1 or 2 wouldn’t get BOB approval.
Foster: You have to decide when you want it. If by 1976, you need
1 or 2. If you let it go until 1977 or 80 you can get away with less. You
have to decide whether or not to choose to meet Chinese or Soviets on
schedule.
HAK: What should we do?
—can’t say
HAK: What if he wants to stay on schedule?
Starbird: 1 or 2
Foster: Whiteman and Warren are ready to go in now. If you want
all 12, there advantages to putting in Southern MM sites first.
JS: If you want population coverage, you are driven to East Coast,
West Coast first.
Foster: If in 1976, a piece is missing, there is a free side in.
HAK: Something has to be last.
Resor: But last summer, we stressed protection of deterrent, even
if SALT is successful. So you have to go ahead with MM sites.
JS: You have to decide on objective.
Farley: Question. How do we maintain survivability of land based
component? Why not land mobility?
Foster: People get enthused with new systems, but discover problems later. With mobile Minuteman, question is cost-effectiveness. We
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can put it in a truck, that’s easy. Problem is with shelters. If garage costs
$1 Million, we are out of business. If we get it for $0.25 mil., we can
do it cheaper than they can build RVs. If this costs more than active
defense, we should have active defense. We haven’t looked at it enough.
HAK: We don’t do this because we can do the other, but we don’t
do the other.
Foster: Cost of hard rock silos doesn’t make it competitive with
active defense.
Farley: Question is how fast we go into MM defense.
Foster: We hope you can select 2 or 3 approaches so we can study
it in detail.
HAK: We have flexibility.
Foster: Unless we go full Phase II, full speed.
HAK: Can we squeeze $700 million out of other programs?
Wheeler, Resor: No, we would need larger ceiling.
HAK: OK
Resor: Buzz wants chance to make a recommendation. You could
narrow area of debate.
Foster: Mel thinks we will have terrible time getting it through
Congress. He’s uncertain about how urgent or important area coverage is going to be. Congress rejected Chinese threat, even neglected
bomber problem. As we saw debate, emphasis was on MM. Even if
SALT is successful—a freeze—you should move ahead on MM. On area
defense, not so much a military judgment. Area coverage is White
House problem. MM defense is military problem.
Farley: Concept of 4 sites, minimum level, with this purpose,
hasn’t been a concept for SALT. We have to decide this one. There
isn’t much understanding about what we mean by area defense.
HAK: If the President wants area defense, why isn’t a military
problem to provide it?
Resor: It’s question of priorities.
HAK: It is a priority.
Basic problems
—What do we need for area defense?
I understand problem at Congressional hearing, area defense
dropped.
Buzz: This was line taken by Congress. Other missions weren’t
addressed.
Foster: We in DOD have dug ourselves in. If we go ahead without MM extension, it looks like a major change.
HAK: We’re going to have a Committee to get a basic paper for
all the government to use. Before we go to Congressional Committees.
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Foster: Therefore $1.5–1.7 billion we can proceed at a rate to give
us area coverage for about 1978.
HAK: We should get a study
—What could you do if President wants to give priority to area
defense.
—What to do if we give priority to MM defense, what this would
do to area defense.
—What we could do with mixed system.
If you went with Whiteman, plus NW or NE, you would argue
you are getting MM defense, also area defense.
There are three basic categories.
Subsidiary decision is what we mean by area defense:
—lightest
—12 sites
—something in between.
Wheeler: We should ultimately have 12 sites. Gives you best protection tech. can provide.
Alt. 3 is step to getting to 12 sites.
3, 4, 5 are way stations.
HAK: President doesn’t want to proceed with D.C. in next year.
He has always wanted to phase it in later. You can make a case for
NCA if you want; gives fourth category.
It doesn’t seem outrageous to protect heavily populated areas first.
Make special case for NCA.
Are these fair statements of options?
Run D.C. consideration into each of these if you want to.
I think 65 and 1 and 2 are not in ball park.

5
Alternative 6, according to a table attached (not printed) to Document 108, called
for a full 12-site Safeguard that included Phase I and Phase II of the program.
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110. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon1
Washington, December 20, 1969.
SUBJECT
Soviet SS–11 Testing

The Soviets have been testing the SS–11 with new payloads since
late Spring. Until recently the tests appeared to consist of the deployment of one re-entry vehicle and several other light objects which might
be intended to be exoatmosphere penetration aids. Analysis of the reentry vehicles on two of these tests indicate that their ballistic coefficient is considerably higher than that of the standard SS–11 re-entry
vehicle, that is to say, the front of the re-entry vehicle is less blunt.
The more obvious reasons for deploying high ballistic coefficient
systems are first, their re-entry errors tend to be less than that of low
ballistic coefficient vehicles and hence give one method by which the
accuracy of a missile system can be improved.2 Second, in that they
slow down less in the atmosphere they put a greater burden upon terminal defenses. Third, it is easier to build terminal decoys for some
sleek re-entry vehicles than for blunt re-entry vehicles. At this time we
do not have enough analysis of the flight to distinguish among these
three possibilities. The preliminary analysis of data seems to indicate
that the penetration aids as deployed would probably be ineffective
against the Safeguard system.
Mel Laird

1

Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard. Top Secret.
Laird discussed Soviet missile testing during his telephone conversation with
Kissinger on December 9 at 6:55 p.m. According to the transcript, Laird said that, while
“he was not trying to be an alarmist about it,” new intelligence indicated that the Soviets had attained a one-mile CEP during the latest round of SS–11 tests. The data suggested that the Soviets, according to the Secretary of Defense, “have gone for better accuracy. K said that has been my nightmare on the SS–9. L said that might be the reason
why they are keeping quiet on this.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
2
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111.

Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and His Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)1
Washington, December 23, 1969, 7:10 p.m.

P said we are going to meet at 9:00 a.m.2 but they are trying to
push us to get the budget finished by tomorrow afternoon. P said I
think it is too soon. P said it seems to me these decisions are so important—Defense, AEC, domestic issues. P said Schlesinger is too abrasive and dogmatic and I can’t make decisions on just pushing. K said
it was unfair to you to be confronted with decisions on the basis of one
person. P said I should not decide some of these issues. P said I think
they should be decided in a group and then brought up. P said in all
agencies they need an outsider. P further said we are pushing some of
these too fast. K said on the two bombs—there has not been a new tactical weapon in several years. K said you have to consider the impact
on the military service. P said yes, I know the problem but on the other
hand I sympathize with Mayo. P said I don’t like Schlesinger—they
know I don’t want to go into every darn item. P said I should deal only
with the big issues of doctrine, morale of services, etc. K said right. P
said Mayo should not have brought in piddly things. K said either it
should be decided or put in writing. K said one should not put the
President in a position of arbitrator with decisions that can be settled
by lower levels. P said Mayo probably talked to budget directors and
they said get the President’s ear. P said they are trying to rush us to
get the budget to print. I am not going to let them do that. If they have
to wait a week—let them wait. P said if we delay all we need is a good
excuse—Congress has delayed its appropriations. P said what I want
to do is get strategy with Mel and then follow from there. I don’t think
Mel and Schlesinger will hit it off. K said No, Mel dislikes him immensely. K said I think after you look at these items you decide if you
want to cut any items and how much and then Mel and I will do it
from there.
[Omitted here is a brief discussion about Soviet Ambassador
Dobrynin]

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone
Conversations, Chronological File. No classification marking.
2
President Nixon met the next day with Mayo and Schlesinger from 10:48 a.m. to
12:10 p.m. No record of the meeting was found. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
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112. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, December 26, 1969.
SUBJECT
Department of Defense FY 1971 Budget

There are two documents which should be signed by you today
so that they can be officially transmitted to Secretary Laird on Monday, December 29th. The first is your decision on the FY 1971 Defense
budget. The second is your approval of Secretary Laird’s strategy for
handling the Vietnamization Program and specifically our force levels
in Vietnam within the context of the FY 1971 budget.
—At Tab A is a memorandum for your signature transmitting to
the Secretary of Defense your decisions with respect to the Defense FY
1971 budget.2 This memorandum confirms:
1. Stretchout of nuclear submarine construction and modification
of the R&D program as it pertains to the Manned Strategic Bomber for
a total savings of $100 million.
2. The decision memorandum also requires an additional reduction, the specifics of which are to be determined by Secretary Laird, of
$335 million including at least a $75 million reduction in marginal naval
forces.
3. Referral of the Manned Strategic Bomber issue to the Defense
Program Review Committee for study prior to a commitment to buy
the B–1A Strategic Bomber.3
4. Approval of the nuclear carrier, with the provision that no funds
will be committed pending the completion of studies required by the

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 206,
Agency Files, Bureau of the Budget, Vol. I. Top Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action. No drafting information appears on the memorandum, but Haig drafted the attachments, according to a carbon copy. (Ibid.)
2
The memorandum at Tab A was signed by Nixon and sent to Laird on December 27. It is not printed.
3
In a December 23 memorandum, Lynn informed Kissinger about his misgivings
regarding AMSA, otherwise known as the B–1A, the prototype of the B–1 bomber. Lynn
was “convinced that neither the concept nor the design for this aircraft has been thoughtfully considered at the policy level.” As a remedy, he recommended that the DPRC carefully review the bomber’s “strategic requirement and concept.” Kissinger wrote “very
interesting” and “Make sure this goes into budget order for Laird” on the memorandum. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 206, Agency Files,
Bureau of the Budget, Vol. I) The first contract for construction of the B–1A was awarded
in 1970.
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Mondale Amendment,4 the Armed Services Committee and the National Security Council.
—At Tab B is a memorandum for your signature to Secretary Laird
conveying your approval of his proposed budget strategy which has
been designed to prevent revelation, either directly or indirectly, of our
timetable for Vietnamization.5 Secretary Laird’s memorandum to you
on this subject is at Tab C6 and provides inter alia:
1. Furnishing end strength figures for all of the services in the Department of Defense public budget, its posture statement and in unclassified testimony before the Congress.
2. Army and Marine Corps force structure figures and Southeast
Asia and non-Southeast Asia cost breakdowns would only be provided
in classified testimony before key committees.
3. FY 1971 strength figures for Vietnam would not be released in
any version to any source.
4. Rationale for testimony would include the following elements:
—We have a plan and have assumed further reductions in the
budget but we are not revealing the timetable for reasons stated in your
November 3 speech.7
—Our budget is flexible enough to support a variable timetable,
depending on decisions at the time.
—End strength reductions in the budget are a result of many factors besides specific Vietnam reductions.
5. The Secretary of Defense recommends, and in fact has already
built his FY 1971 budget around, a strength of 260,000 men in Vietnam
by June 1971.
I believe Secretary Laird’s plan for finessing our Vietnamization
plans in his budget presentation is sound although it will require maximum discipline within the Department of Defense if planned strength
figures are not to be revealed either in the processing of the budget or
through some other leak by a member of his planning staff. For this
reason, I have included in your proposed approval of his plan, a strong

4
Senators Walter F. Mondale (D–Minnesota) and Clifford P. Case (R–New Jersey)
in September 1969 proposed an amendment to the annual defense procurement bill that
called for delaying the authorization of full funding for a new nuclear aircraft carrier
pending a study of the program. The Senate approved the amendment by an 84–0 vote
on September 12. (Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1969, p. 275)
5
The memorandum at Tab B was signed by Nixon and sent to Laird on December
27. It is not printed.
6
Not found.
7
See footnote 3, Document 107.
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admonition that maximum discipline be enforced on the whole issue
of strength figures associated with Vietnamization.
Recommendation:
That you approve and sign the memoranda at Tab A and Tab B.

113. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)
and the Deputy Secretary of Defense (Packard)1
Washington, December 30, 1969, 9:20 a.m.
Packard: Are you leaving today? I wanted to chat about Safeguard.
We have got things worked out here so there are two courses we can
go. Wanted to get your advice which way the President wants to go.
One, is to take the next step with two additional sites going toward
full 12 deployment with some emphasis on the area defense capability. Also going to include some money for R&D to upgrade Minuteman defense in case we need it. Involves $1-1/2 billion in authorization and about $900 million in expenditures. The other course would
be to simply go ahead with phase 1 but put R&D toward area defense.
K: I am practically certain he wants the first course you mentioned.
He wants to get into phase 2 if only for bargaining effect. We had a
talk about that yesterday after Jerry Smith made his report.2 He definitely wants to do that. We were wondering [if] we could start surveying some additional sites just to show we are moving.
P: We will do that. I think I have a pretty good interpretation of
the conversation last week.3 If you are sure the President wants to go
that way, I will go ahead.
K: I am not sure which two sites he would pick—I would guess
Whiteman and the Northwest.
P: It is perfectly—
K: I think he would prefer that to the National Command
Authority.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone
Conversations, Chronological File. No classification marking
2
Nixon met with Gerard Smith from 10:22 to 11:15 on December 29. No other record
of the meeting was found. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
3
Not further identified.

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 396

339-370/B428-S/40011

396

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

P: I think it would save us an argument.
K: I am sure I speak for him on this.
P: I will have it set up that way. We have got to get it in the budget.
I will get things moving ahead on that basis.
K: Could you send over a piece of paper?4
P: Yes.
K: I am sure I speak for him on this because we have talked on
the budget review so we will do two sites and preserve some other
ones.
P: The ultimate 12 sites so we have the whole picture and going
ahead on the whole program.
4

See Document 117.

114. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, December 30, 1969.
SUBJECT
Number of Soviet and U.S. Missile Tests

You asked for information about the number of Soviet and U.S.
missile tests in 1969.
In 1969, the U.S. conducted 104 tests of operational missiles; the
Soviets, 108.
—This was a slight decrease for the Soviets from their 1968 level
of 119, and a substantial increase for the U.S., which ran 78 missile
flights in 1968.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 710,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. VI. Secret. Sent for information. Although no drafting
information appears on the memorandum, Lynn sent it to Kissinger under a December
24 covering memorandum. Nixon wrote the following comments in the margins: “This
doesn’t make my point—what about tests of new weapons? How many new weapons
have they developed in 5 years compared with us? 2) K[issinger]—also, I want a study
made of the point I discussed with you re. How Soviet gets so much more for their 70
billion a year than we do.”
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The major reason for the decrease in Soviet tests was a sharp decline in troop training firings of their older SS–7 and SS–8 ICBMs.
The U.S. increased testing is accounted for equally by an increase
in firings of operational missiles for training and confidence, and an
increase in R&D flights.
—80 of the Soviet tests, as against 57 of the U.S., were of landbased ICBMs.
—Almost half the U.S. flights (47 of 104) were of submarine missiles. Reflecting their fewer operational ballistic missile subs, they ran
only 28 SLBM tests.
—Both countries made substantial increases in the number of tests
associated with research and development rather than training and
confidence testing of operational systems:
—The Soviets made 21 R&D flights, compared with 13 the year
before.
—40 of the U.S. flights were R&D-associated, compared with 25
the year before.
—Most of the U.S. R&D flights were connected with the welladvanced Minuteman III and Poseidon programs; the Soviet R&D
flights include two wholly new missiles.
The tables2 show the figures in more detail.

2
Attached but not printed is a table, entitled “Soviet and U.S. Missile Flights,”
showing comparative figures in four categories—ICBMs, SLBMs, operational, and
R&D—for 1968 and 1969.
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115. National Security Study Memorandum 851
Washington, December 31, 1969.
TO
The
The
The
The

Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Director, Office of Science and Technology
Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy on Toxins

As a follow-up to National Security Study Memorandum 59,2 and
in light of the decisions set forth in National Security Decision Memorandum 35,3 the President has directed a study of all aspects of United
States policy and programs with respect to toxins.4
The review should consist of a presentation of current and alternative United States policies and programs with respect to toxins and
the pros and cons of each. It should include discussion of research and
development programs and objectives, production methods, current
capabilities, the military utility of toxins, and the effects upon the
United States international position.
The President has directed that the NSC Interdepartmental
Political-Military Group (IPMG) perform this study and that the addressees be included in the IPMG for purposes of this study.
The report of the IPMG should be forwarded to the NSC Review
Group by January 16, 1970.
Henry A. Kissinger

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103. Secret. Copies were sent to Helms and Wheeler.
2
Document 95.
3
Document 104.
4
In a December 18 memorandum, Guhin informed Kissinger that “the real issue”
requiring further study was as follows: “The question of the extent of the U.S. toxin program should” be decided on the basis of the toxins’ “relative utility as chemical weapons
and whether or not their stockpiling contributes to national security.” Such a determination also involved the United States’ stance toward international agreements regarding
chemical and biological weapons. According to Guhin, “The current toxin program is not
large and there is now no production other than for R&D.” A note on the memorandum
indicates that Kissinger saw it on December 20. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Box 310, Subject Files, Chemical, Biological Warfare, Vol. 1)
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116. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between President
Nixon and His Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)1
January 6, 1970, 9:47 a.m.
[Omitted here is discussion of matters unrelated to national security.]
K: Okay, we have ABM coming up again. We’ll have the same old
battle lines drawn again. It’s in the budget going in for $_____2 for one
complete Safeguard 1 and going into Safeguard 2. If we are going to
pull off what we are talking about, we need to have it moving so the
Russians can see it. If that stops, the Russians can’t see it. Over the
weekend 10 scientists were invited to Defense. Most of them are opposed. There’s a memo3 on your desk about this, but you haven’t seen
it yet. We ought to get a game plan set on ABM for this year.
P: Yes. It can be won. I don’t want to call Senators this time. We’ll
give it right to Harlow.
K: Packard should put 6 or 7 choices in front of the scientists—
confuse them completely. Put what you choose in the middle. We will
work out a game plan.
P: Yes. Congress came through this year in the second vote, and will
again. I just don’t want Smith and Thompson4 to put out this nonsense.
K: Well, Mr. President, we’re better off planning for 600 and getting 200.
P: Right. Let’s be sure ACDA knows that and doesn’t give up the
game beforehand. I want to be able to bargain for something.
K: You might want to tell Smith nothing comprehensive; we will
work out something more limited. I’ll tell him that ABM is negotiable.
P: We are ready to negotiate, but we mustn’t give it away in
advance.5
[Omitted here is discussion of Vietnam.]
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone
Conversations, Chronological File. No classification marking. The President was vacationing in San Clemente from December 30 to January 8; Kissinger was in Washington.
2
Omission in the original.
3
Not found.
4
Llewellyn E. Thompson, member of the United States SALT Delegation.
5
On January 13, Nixon and Kissinger again discussed Safeguard during a telephone conversation. According to the transcript, the President, who had recently met
with Laird on the matter, told Kissinger that Laird wanted to cut Safeguard. Laird told
Nixon, however, that “he can’t do too much because it involves our bargaining position.” The President “said the whole question is whether it could be done in a way that
is really credible due to the fact that we really don’t know what to do. P said but under
no circumstances can we take away our bargaining card.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
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117. Memorandum Prepared in the Department of Defense1
Washington, January 12, 1970.
MEMORANDUM ON THE SAFEGUARD SYSTEM
The subject of ballistic missile defense has been under intensive
review by the Department of Defense during the past year. The subject has been considered specifically in relation to the FY 1971 budget,
and the following conclusions and recommendations have been arrived
at.
A. Conclusions and Recommendations
Because the threat for which the Safeguard Program was designed
continued to develop during 1969, it is necessary to undertake the next
step toward the full twelve site system in the FY 1971 budget period.
The following program is recommended:
1. Authorize the construction of two additional sites in FY 1971.2
These sites should be chosen to—
(a) Extend area defense against the Chinese Threat;
(b) Broaden the base for Minuteman defense;
(c) Begin to implement the defense against the SLBM threat.
2. Authorize engineering and site selection work for three additional sites.
3. Continue development of the Improved Spartan missile which
will improve the area defense capability of the system.

1
Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the memorandum. On January 13, Packard sent the memorandum
to Kissinger, Richardson, Helms, Wheeler, McCracken, and Mayo under a covering memorandum that reads: “The threat described in this paper represents the combined judgment of the Department of Defense and the Central Intelligence Agency. The document
will be the basis of our discussion of Safeguard” at the DPRC meeting to be held two
days later. (Ibid.) Kissinger also included the memorandum in President Nixon’s preparatory materials for the January 23 NSC meeting. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–26, NSC Meeting, January
23, 1970)
2
The JCS endorsed this recommendation. In a December 31 memorandum to Laird,
Wheeler stated that the JCS supported “a program to deploy, as a next step, two additional sites for Safeguard, one at Whiteman and one in the Northwest utilizing basic
Spartans and Sprints, plus advance preparation for three additional sites. Further, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff support continued selective research and development programs to
exploit available technology for the attainment of an effective ballistic missile defense
for the United States.” (Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard)
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4. Undertake R&D on a smaller radar and on missile modifications suitable for “hard-point” defense of Minuteman sites against the
possibility of an even more severe threat to Minuteman survival than
can be handled with the basic Safeguard system.
5. Plan the implementation of the full twelve site system in consideration of DOD budget constraints in FY 1971 and subsequent years.
This next step is, in fact, urgent at this time to assure that the country can have the protection of the full twelve site system by late 1977,
if the threat continues to grow as is now indicated.3
Specific program recommended:
1. Commit in FY 71 the deployment of the Whiteman and the
Northwest sites, and undertake advanced preparation of three more
sites—Northeast, Michigan/Ohio and Washington, D. C.
2. Plan the deployment of all twelve sites within NOA funding
(exclusive of AEC costs) of $1.5B in FY 71, $2.0B in FY 72, and not more
than $2.3B in any subsequent year. (1969 dollars).
3. Add to the research and development program the development and evaluation of new defense components optimized for “hardpoint” defense. These would be an improved Sprint and a smaller and
cheaper radar and computer system which could be deployed in 1977
in larger numbers than the MSR to provide a higher level of defense
of Minuteman and NCA if and as required. The complete development
of this added capability is estimated to be $750M (RDT&E) at the rate
of about $100M per year (not included in the NOA figures in the preceding paragraph).
4. Continue research and development on advanced concepts for
ballistic missile defense, including consideration of the early midcourse intercept approach.
A discussion of the recommended deployment, together with the
rationale for our choice follows.
B. Safeguard Objectives
The ABM missions and the design of Safeguard (then called modified Sentinel) were proposed by the Department of Defense early in
March 1969. President Nixon accepted the proposed plan and on March
14, 1969, announced the following defense objectives:4

3
On January 14, Packard sent Kissinger a report by the Ad Hoc Panel on Ballistic
Missile Defense, assembled by the Department of Defense to study Safeguard deployment beyond Phase I. In its report, January 9, the panel of seven scientists drawn from
universities and private think tanks recommended Phase II as the optimum deployment
both to provide area defense and to protect the land-based deterrent force. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H–99, DPRC Meeting, January 15, 1970)
4
See Documents 14 and 25.
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—“Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces against a direct
attack by the Soviet Union.
—Defense of the American people against the kind of nuclear attack which Communist China is likely to be able to mount within the
decade.
—Protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from any
source.”
He further elaborated.
—“We will provide for local defense of selected Minuteman missile sites and an area defense designed to protect our bomber bases and
our command and control authorities.”
—“By approving this system, it is possible to reduce U.S. fatalities
to a minimum level in the event of a Chinese nuclear attack in the
1970’s or in an accidental attack from any source.”
The President also stated that “This program will be reviewed annually from the point of view of (a) technical developments, (b) the
threat, and (c) the diplomatic context including any talks on arms limitation”. He emphasized protection of our deterrent as the best preventive for war. Congressional approval was secured to proceed with
an initial increment of two site complexes to be located in Minuteman
fields near Grand Forks AFB and Malmstrom AFB. The purpose of this
deployment was to check out the entire system under realistic conditions and work out the problems that inevitably arise in the deployment of any new major weapon system, as well as to provide protection for at least a limited portion of the Minuteman force. Phase 1
Spartan coverage (see Figure 1)5 forms part of the Phase 2 area defense.
C. Threat
The specific threat as interpreted in February 1969 was in brief:
1. There had been no known firings of CPR ICBM’s. It was projected that the CPR could have operational ICBM’s as early as 1972
with 10 to 25 operational by mid-1975.
2. More than 225 SS–9’s and more than 700 SS–11’s were known
to be deployed or under construction. It was predicted that this force
would continue to grow, but even if no new SS–9’s or SS–11’s were constructed, conversion to MIRV’s on the SS–9’s and high accuracy for
both would give a total of some 1400 accurate RV’s on launcher. If all
of these were targeted against Minuteman, they could destroy over 900
of the 1000.
3. It was known that 6–9 Yankee-class (Polaris type) ballistic missile submarines had been launched and that the evidence pointed to

5
Figure 1, entitled “Basic Spartan CPR Coverage Provided by Phase 1,” is attached
but not printed.
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an increasing construction rate with a possible force of 35–50 Yankeeclass boats by 1975. An on-station force of 15–20 would be capable of
destroying up to 80% of our alert bomber force even with dispersed
basing on 67 bases. Use of depressed trajectory SLBM’s or the fractional
orbital bombardment system (FOBS) will decrease the warning and decision time of our national command authorities from 15–30 minutes
to as little as 5–6 minutes for SLBM attack and essentially no useful
warning against FOBS after deorbit.
4. Possibility of accidental launch from Soviet ICBM’s and
SLBM’s.
Although the Soviet and CPR forces in existence in February, 1969,
did not pose a serious threat, their projected growth did present a severe threat by the mid-1970’s. Our present estimate of the threat follows:
1. Evidence indicates that China has not yet begun testing an
ICBM. However, should a vehicle become available for testing within
the next few months, IOC could be achieved by early 1973. It is more
likely, however, that IOC will be later, perhaps by as much as two or
three years if they encounter considerable difficulties. If the earliest
possible IOC were achieved, the number of operational launchers
might fall somewhere between 10 and 25 in 1975. In the more likely
event that IOC is later, achievement of a force this size would slip
accordingly.
2. The Soviet buildup of SS–9’s and SS–11’s has continued as rapidly as predicted. More than 275 SS–9’s and 800 SS–11’s are now deployed or under construction. Although testing multiple RVs on the
SS–9 has continued the system has not demonstrated the flexibility required for an independent targeting capability against a major fraction
of the Minuteman force. New flight testing of the SS–11 starting in July
1969 suggests that some type of penetration aids and a new reentry vehicle are being developed. If sufficient improvements are made in the
missile’s guidance system the new reentry vehicle would allow accuracy improvements by the Mid 70’s which would permit them to be
effective against Minuteman silos as well as Safeguard radars.
3. Production of Yankee-class boats has continued during 1969. At
present 22–24 Yankee-class boats are believed to be either operational
or under construction. Of these, 12 have been launched, 10 are believed
to be operational, and one Yankee-class submarine has been continuously on patrol since June 1969. A second shipyard is known to be producing these submarines, which boosts last year’s estimated construction rate of 4–8 annually to 6–8 annually.
It is clear that the threat against which Safeguard was configured
last year has continued to evolve. Clearly, to implement Phase 1 only
would not be adequate, and we therefore recommend proceeding with
the first step of Phase 2 deployment.
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D. Proposed Deployment
1. Description. The proposed deployment continues progress toward the full 12-site Phase 2 Safeguard system (Figure 2),6 including
the Sprints added for Minuteman defense and the Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR) additional seaward coverage needed for defense of
our strategic bomber force against the Soviet SLBM’s. This deployment
continues progress toward the objectives set forth by the President.
Funding (NOA) and schedules for this alternative are based on constraining NOA to approximately $1.5B for FY 71 and $2.0B for FY 72
with no constraints thereafter. (NOA funding rate is not expected to
exceed $2.3B in any year.) These funding constraints cause the system
completion date to slip from October 1976 to October 1977. However,
without funding constraints, peak NOA would be $2.7B in FY 72 and
peak expenditure would be $2.2B in FY 73 (all figures are 1969 dollars).
Under these constraints, we must commit in FY 71 the deployment
of two more sites—Whiteman (in the Minuteman fields near St. Louis)
and the Northwest site. In addition, we should undertake advanced
preparation of three more sites—Northeast, Washington, D. C., and
Michigan/Ohio.
The full 12-site deployment could be installed by October 1977. It
provides area defense of the entire United States against a Chinese or
other Nth country attack and of most of the strategic bomber bases
against attack by depressed trajectory SLBM’s. Against the Chinese, the
system would be able to absorb about 100 warheads. Against the SLBM
attack, the system could blunt the leading edge of the attack on the
bomber fields and absorb about 20 to 30 warheads per Safeguard site.
This should provide about 10 or more additional minutes for the protected alert bombers to escape to safety.
The Minuteman defense level increases as the four sites in the Minuteman fields become operational. The first two sites constitute Phase
1 with a total of 60 Spartans and 56 Sprints and will be installed by
late 1974. The third site, Whiteman, will be installed by July 1975, and
the fourth site, Warren, by April 1977. These four sites with a total of
120 Spartans and 264 Sprints provide a capability which depends on
the level of threat against the Minuteman force. The Minuteman defense is expected to be aided by the existence of the area defense since
the Soviets would be forced to divert some of their force to negation
of the area defense. Under these circumstances, if the Soviets stopped
building at their present level, 200 to 300 Minuteman missiles are ex-

6
Figure 2, which illustrates area defense provided by a full 12-site ABM system, is
attached but not printed.
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pected to survive. However, a Soviet expansion of several hundred
more RVs would make the Minuteman defense relatively ineffective.
Because of this sensitivity to an increasing threat, we plan to add
to the research and development program the development and evaluation of new defense components optimized for hard-point defense
(e.g. Minuteman, National Command Authorities). These new components would be an improved Sprint, and a smaller and cheaper radar
and computer system which could be deployed in 1977 in larger numbers than the MSR to provide a higher level of defense of Minuteman
and the NCA as required. The complete development and evaluation
cost of the new components is estimated to be about $750M (RDT&E
funds, not included below) of which about $100M would be obligated
in FY 71.
We will, of course, continue exploration of alternative concepts
which might lead to even more effective defense against ballistic
missiles.
2. Deployment and Schedule. Deployment cost and schedule are
shown below. The NOA and expenditures are in 1969 dollars with no
allowance for inflation. The schedule shows equipment readiness dates
on which equipments will be installed and operable and the site turned
over to military control. Following these dates, there will be a period
of about six months of continuing checkout, training, and acceptance
testing during which there will be a limited operational capability.
Schedules are based on the assumption that public or political problems in site selection or acquisition will not cause delays.
(a) Schedule (Equipment Readiness Dates)
Oct 74
Apr 74
GF [Grand Forks] Malm[strom]
Jan 77
DC

Jul 75
Whit[eman]

Apr 77
War[ren]
M/O [Michigan/Ohio]

Jul 76
NW

Jul 77
Tex
S. Cal.

Oct 76
NE
Oct 77
C. Cal.
Fla/Ga

(b) DOD Costs
AEC costs of approximately $1.2 billion (exclusive of Improved
Spartan, for which development costs have not yet been estimated) are
not included.
FY 71 FY 72 FY 73 FY 74 Total Through FY 78
NOA
$1.50 $2.0
$2.2
$1.6
$11.7
Expenditures
.93
1.3
1.8
1.9
11.7
(c) Sites requiring authorization in full in FY 71 would be Whiteman and Northwest with advanced preparations required for Northeast, D. C., and Michigan/Ohio.
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E. Pros and Cons
1. Pro:
(a) Continues progress toward the announced objectives of the
Safeguard program.
(b) Would continue the momentum of deployment and retain the
production/construction base.
(c) While running some risk, this proposal comes as close to coping with the estimated Soviet and Communist Chinese threats as funding constraints permit.
(d) Provides a defense that will mean either the survival of 200 to
300 Minuteman or the absorption of 300 to 400 Soviet warheads otherwise useable against our cities, and complements other Minuteman
survivability options such as new defense components, super hardening, or mobility.
(e) Is wholly consistent with the arguments based on the Soviet
and Chinese threats used in recent Congressional debate.
(f) The modified R&D program is expected to provide more economical defense of Minuteman against the heavier threats which might
develop, and thus lessen objections such as those raised in Congressional debate.
(g) The fact that the U.S. will be entering substantive Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks with the Soviets in 1970 ought not to lead to
modifications of the Safeguard program at this time. The reasons are
three: First, because a part of the threat—the Chinese ICBM threat—is
not under Soviet control; Second, because a number of plausible outcomes of SALT would not lead to such a reduction in the potential Soviet threat that the requirements for Safeguard were substantially altered; Third, because it is important to effective conduct of the SALT
negotiations that the U.S. make clear its plans for Safeguard and the
threats to which they are responsive in order that the threat reductions
(or other means of satisfying Safeguard requirements) which would be
needed to make reductions in Safeguard acceptable are also clear.7

7
Packard sent Kissinger a memorandum on January 2 adding the following “fundamental point” to an earlier draft of this memorandum: The United States “must continue to deploy those systems which will be necessary for national security in the absence of an arms control agreement just as the Soviets are continuing to deploy. If we
fail to do so, then it is to the Soviet advantage to procrastinate on agreement because
the balance is shifting to their favor. It therefore increases the pressure on the U.S. to
make further concessions to achieve early agreement. If, on the other hand, we have
committed and funded the deployment of these systems, then they become real bargaining counters to trade for limitations on Soviet systems. Moreover, in the very possible event that a significant agreement is not reached, our national security is protected.”
(Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–76–067, 373.24, Safeguard)
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An agreement which limits Soviet ICBM’s to the number operational or under construction now or at any future date still threatens
the survivability of undefended Minutemen unacceptably, because
SS–9’s may be upgraded with MRV deployment or SS–11’s can be upgraded with accuracy improvements. There is serious question whether
these potential upgradings will be prevented by agreement because of
the difficulties of verifications and the expressed Soviet reluctance to
consider “qualitative” limitations.
The proposed program does not preclude modification of the deployment or the expenditures if warranted by progress of SALT.
2. Con:
(a) Would increase our NOA requirement in FY 71 from $1060M
to about $1500M, exclusive of $100M in FY 71 for RDT&E on improved
Minuteman defense components.
(b) Implies a commitment to the full 12-site system.
(c) Will lead to debate about the need for further deployment and
possible adverse effects on SALT.
(d) Opponents will certainly claim that Safeguard deployment is
another step in the arms race.
(e) A claim that Soviets will just exhaust Minuteman defense and
kill all Minuteman. Could also lead to the further claim that land-based
ICBM’s are obsolescent and unnecessary.
(f) A claim that the Chinese will use a kind of pen aid that will
defeat Safeguard.
F. Response to Threats Beyond Safeguard Design Level
The two serious technical arguments against the system are Soviet
ICBM force expansion to the point where they simply overwhelm the
system and the advancement of Chinese technology to the point where
area defense becomes very difficult.
If the Soviets continue to expand their ICBM forces and, in addition, deploy large MIRV (silo killers) and upgrade the accuracy of
SS–11’s, they could achieve an attack level which exceeds the design
goals of the presently proposed deployment. In this event, the U.S.
would have to take additional measures to insure survivability of its
land-based deterrent. We would have a number of options open to us.
One option would be to deploy more of the same Safeguard components (MSR’s and Sprints), perhaps by diverting them from area defense sites. This is a reasonably quick and well understood solution. If
time permitted, we would prefer to deploy the new less expensive and
more effective hard-point defenses, the development of which we are
starting. Since these defense options include hard-point defense of
only a fraction of the Minuteman force, they are compatible with and
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complement other means of improving Minuteman survivability.
Specifically, rebasing part of the Minuteman force in super hardened
silos and/or rebasing part on mobile transporter-launchers are under
study now.
The Chinese, because of their limited economy and lack of the very
expensive, sophisticated range instrumentation needed to develop penetration aids, are not expected to be able to deploy penetration aids
like our Mk 1a or “Antelope” system for many years after they deploy
simple ICBM’s. When they do begin to deploy sophisticated penetration aids we will find ourselves in a technology (rather than force level)
race, which we should be able to win. Our advanced ballistic missile
defense research program now includes the kind of work needed to
counter the later Chinese threat. For example, we are investigating the
use of long wavelength infra red (LWIR) optical sensors for both surveillance and long-range ABM interceptor homing. The LWIR sensors
can detect a reentry vehicle in the presence of chaff because chaff does
not resemble a reentry vehicle at infra red wavelengths.

118. Notes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, January 15, 1970.
At the meeting were: Henry Kissinger, McCracken, Helms, Richardson, Alexis Johnson, Wheeler, Packard, Smith, Lynn, Schlesinger
DP: [Briefing]2 Costs as presented to Congress will include more
this year: R&D, AEC.
GS: Is this the annual review?
DP: Part of it. Also intelligence board, scientific review, and NSC.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, January 15, 1970. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the original. The brackets are in the original.
2
Rear Admiral Frank W. Vannoy, Deputy Director of the JCS Plans and Policy Directorate, prepared a memorandum for the record of the DPRC meeting that summarized Packard’s briefing: Packard “reviewed the status of present program, the threat,
the necessity for Phase II deployment, the alternatives considered, OSD recommendation (build toward full twelve site Phase II, with FY 71 funding from Whiteman and NW
with advanced preparation NE, DC, Michigan/Ohio, with increased R&D to improve
capability), costs, relative seven and twelve site effectiveness against CHICOM, and effect of full twelve site in defense of Minuteman and bombers.” (Ibid., RG 218, Records
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, Admiral Moorer, Box 84, DPRC
File)
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HAK: No formal NSC meeting. President will decide. Stop leaks.
President may put before small group of NSC. But, no extended debate in newspapers.
DP: [resumes briefing]
Tests: no areas of serious concern
—some problems with Sprint, but not troublesome
—may be problem of computers and software, but no major problems so far.
—There will be Spartan intercept in fall, 1970; Sprint in early 1971.3
No technical problems.
HAK: There are people who claim it is no good for hard point
defense.
EW: We have a refutation.
DP: ABMDA doesn’t know status of program.
DP: [on threat] Chinese threat a year slip. Otherwise no easing of
threat we were concerned about.
Alternatives considered:
—cancel Phase 1, R&D only
—delay to 80’s.
—Phase 1 only, R&D for HPD
—questions raised about capability of SG to defend MM.
We agree that if the threat goes above 1400 RV, we need new R&D
on system for HPD. But, that will work along with SG elements.
—MM defense only
—CPR defense only
—overall system
—various schedules.
Why Phase 2 now:
—IOC 1977
—Phase 1 only—delays IOC to meet threat
—Chinese delayed but continuing, but intelligence weak and nuclear program continuing.
—Even if there is an agreement by Soviets to stop building launchers, higher accuracy for existing launchers could threaten MM
—More SSBNs.
—technical progress on SG is promising

3

slips.”

A typed note in the margin next to this point reads: “Note: These are 5–6 month
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Recommendations:
—Step toward full 12-site Phase 2. Good area coverage with SPN.
Full Phase 2 MM.
—Increased R&D on new HPD
—Begin deployment at Whiteman & NW
—Advanced preparation of 3 other sites: NE, D. C., Michigan/Ohio
—R&D on Improved SPN for area defense.
Budget ($ billion)

NOA
Exp.

1971
1.5
.93

1972
2.0
1.3

1973
2.2
1.8

1974
1.6
1.9

1978
11.7
11.7

Schedule for expenditures goes so that we could cut back if we got
agreement this year or early next.
ER: Suppose the agreement allowed a 3rd country system only.
How much of the $930 million would be useful?
DP: Half is R&D.
HAK: Anyway some MM defense is useful even under agreement.
ER: Of the non R&D part?
DP: Much of it is for first PAR, computers. Some engineering work
on sites.
AJ: If you want a light area defense, all this is useful.
DP: Right.
HAK: The light area defense is not negotiable.
GS: But, the issue shouldn’t be treated as untouchable dogma.
HAK: There is no point in arguing here. The President will decide
and hear all arguments. For planning, we should assume that’s what
he wants now.
DP: All is useful for light area.
AJ: Why NW rather than NE?
DP: Have site, politically easier?
AJ: But fewer population.
HAK: Better for Chinese.
DP: Not really. Anyway, no benefit against Chinese unless you
have full coverage, because of blackmail. There is an “interim” seven
site system, which with Improved Spartan gives some coverage all over
country.
[Chart showing usefulness of silos for MM and 7 site]4
4

None of the referenced charts was found.
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Chart showing effectiveness against China
Threat assumed

ICBMs (74–80)
RCS (S band)

Low
5–60 &
1m2
.01m2

High
10–125
1m2
.01m2 (like RCS of our smaller RVs)

ER: What is in a “site”?
DP: Varies: [explain]
DP: On the area coverage against China: There is big debate:
—Will they get small RV?
—Penaids?
The scientific panel discussed the issue at length.5 It has taken us
10 years to penaids. The preponderance of opinion is that the Chinese
won’t have the capability in 1974–80 to develop technical measure to
degrade system.
The people who know most about missile technique say that simple penaids like chaff and balloons won’t work. Need more sophisticated devices.
HAK: Can we see report of scientific panel?
DP: Yes.
DP: [Chart on SAC Survivability]
—There will be serious problem in early–mid-70s no matter what
we do.
Sch: Base structure?
DP: About as present—more dispersal is very costly.
McC: When will 5–6 Ys be on station? (50% of bombers lost)
RH: Early 70s.
HAK: But no point in attacking SAC before they have enough
ICBMs to take out MM.

5
The Ad Hoc Panel on Ballistic Missile Defense (see footnote 3, Document 117) discussed the effectiveness of area defenses against Chinese ICBM attacks. According to
their report, submitted to Laird on January 9 and sent by Packard to Kissinger five days
later, some panelists believed “that the probability is high that a thin area defense will
be highly effective; possibly achieving damage denial, for as much as a decade.” Others
believed that the Chinese “would respond to the presence of a U.S. area defense and
materially reduce its effectiveness by the use of penetration aids and other measures.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, January 15, 1970)
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DP: [MM chart]
[Threat chart]
Sch: Query Soviet accuracies—our CEP estimates are done by error budgets; operational results much worse.
DP: Not true on latest figures for Polaris tests. Anyway, accuracy
improves over time.
Sch: SLBM accuracy may be greater than ICBM.
DP: There really has been progress on accuracy.
HAK: What’s an error budget?
DP: [Eff. measures chart
Surviving MM
Surviving alert aircraft
Time for NCA decision]6
DP: How Soviets could expand MM threat—2000 RV by 1977. Phase
2 MM defense degraded if arriving RVs exceed 1300.
Alternatives:
—more SG
—new HPD
—rebase MM
Cautions
—Threats could develop faster;
—Timing/duration of defense against Chinese is judgmental
—bomber surprise tactics;
—bigger MM threat
HAK: After this year (FY 71) expenditures we can still go either
way.
DP: True, except that NW site is not much good for MM. All work
is useful for area defense.
ER: How about the HPD R&D?
DP: Report of Defense Science Panel:7 [gives members]
HAK: My science advisers have come to the conclusion that:8
6
A hand-drawn brace next to these three items points to the typed and bracketed
word: “[criteria]”
7
An apparent reference to the Ad Hoc Panel on Ballistic Missile Defense.
8
On December 30, 1969, DuBridge sent Kissinger a report by the President’s Science Advisory Committee’s (PSAC) Strategic Military Panel that expressed reservations
about Safeguard’s ability to defend Minuteman silos and instead favored a dedicated,
hard-point defense system advocated by ABMDA. Lynn forwarded the report to
Kissinger on January 5, 1970. Kissinger wrote two comments on Lynn’s covering memorandum: “We must get PSAC def strategy” and “What do the systems tell us about upgrading problem?” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 840,
ABM–MIRV, ABM System, Vol. III)
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—MM defense won’t work and therefore must be abandoned;9
—Area defense will work and therefore must [not?] be abandoned.
DP: [reads more of report] (from part assuming both objectives)
ER: Do they say the system can do the job?
DP: With exception
—heavy MM threat in which case the system will be overwhelmed;
—rapid Chinese movement to defeat system.
HAK: What is basis for argument that only 20 MM will survive?
DP: Depends on assumptions about:
—number of RVs;
—accuracy.
We don’t give them an accuracy today for SS–11 that gives them
enough RVs to give SG much trouble.
HAK: Suppose they target radars? Blackout?
DP: We don’t care how they use up their RVs. We can use the
Sprints to protect radars or MM. Doesn’t make any difference.
HAK: Blackout?
DP: We think we are in good shape on that.
HAK: Would area defense black out HPD?
DP: I think we are OK on that.
The issue not yet addressed is whether this is best of all possible
means to protect strategic capability. Idea is to maintain triad.
Other devices:
—mobile MM.
ER: Political problem of moving them around.
GS: No. It’s a garage system.
DP: One mile radius system.
DP: Or you could go to more subs?
ER: Isn’t it likely that in SALT context that we’d be more likely to
defend area defense more than MM.
GS: We have to ask the President about that.
DP: We recommend more homework on debate this year than last.
Political problems will be serious.
ER: There is also the factor of position relating FY 71 deployments
for Phase 2 to resumption of SALT. We need to be clear about the negotiability of ABM levels. This bears on rate of development and

9

Bracketed correction added by the editor.
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deployment. Must reflect fact that we don’t know if or what agreement
could be—must cover case of no agreement.
HAK: Do we need rationale when budget is submitted?
DP: Yes.
Sch: That’s Feb. 2.
DP: Don’t have to have arguments in budget documents, but there
will be press questions.
HAK: Will be NSC meeting a week from Friday.10
ER: The SALT implications must go into the rationale from the
outset.
HAK: No NSC possible before Friday a week. Assume decision
will be made early the next week. Cannot have various agencies saying different things. Should be group in “here” to work out uniform
rationale which all will use.
GS: I hadn’t realized this was the “annual review.” I thought it was
fall out from budget. I’m in no position to give ACDA view now. If on
Hill, I could not now say that I have been involved in annual review
and am satisfied with outcome.
GS: I sensed that there is some suggestion that we need Phase 2
for bargaining purposes. I disagree: Phase 1 and R&D does as much
for bargaining position as Phase 2.
DP: That’s a key issue—a factor we must consider is effect of decision on SALT bargaining. But, must also consider what would happen if no agreement. Soviets are going ahead.
HAK: The issue is one for the President—same as last year.
GS: If you seek big program and lose in Congress, that really hurts
bargaining position.
DP: I don’t disagree. But, considering all the factors, I think this is
the best thing to do. And we have to get together within the Government if there’s to be any chance on the Hill.
GS: I will support program if President decides for it. But, there
are unanswered issues apart from SALT:
—technical feasibility
—objectives
It is clear that Soviets are most interested in ABM; possibility of
expansion.
HAK: I’m persuaded that if you stop Phase 2, the opposition will
go after Phase 1—especially if it’s unrelated to a bigger system.

10

January 23.
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The opposition scientists are implacable on anti-ABM and they’re
only for alternative HPD because it doesn’t exist.
ER: I think Soviets have worked out bargaining position to give
us maximum trouble:
—carriers, transfers, allied forces give them more bargaining
counters.
—that they’re worried about ABM—or say so—suggests that it is
a valuable bargaining counter.
GS: The real counter to ABM is SSBN/ICBM construction.
HAK: If they would stop. ABM—Phase 2 or otherwise—is negotiable. The issue is what action by us alone now gives more bargaining power:
—on-going capability
—stop with threat to restart
Sch: Could put money in budget with details for later submission.
Harlow is pessimistic.
DP: So is Laird.
HAK: We were told there was trouble over appropriations.
DP: Another factor is the computer facility. Soviets are well behind. They couldn’t build such an ABM system now, because of software problems. They may be very worried about high U.S. SG capability, domestic criticisms notwithstanding.
GS: Can we put a paper before this group?11
HAK: Don’t put it in posture where President will have to overrule ACDA.
ER: How position is put on SALT is very important.
DP: [DOD rationale plan]12
AJ: Developing rationale will also help President decide.
HAK: Such group should be created—even before decision. I will
talk with President on this.

11
On January 21, Gerard Smith sent a memorandum to Nixon in which he recommended deferring deployment of Phase II of Safeguard and instead increasing R&D.
Such a course would, Smith argued, increase Congressional support for the system, maintain U.S. negotiating leverage in the SALT talks, and avoid provoking a Soviet offensive
arms buildup. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 840,
ABM/MIRV, ABM System, Vol. III)
12
On January 14, Packard sent Kissinger an undated 1-page memorandum entitled “Plan for Disseminating Information About Safeguard.” The memorandum outlined
a strategy for crafting a well-coordinated, clear, and well-defended presentation of the
Safeguard program to Congress and the public. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, January 15, 1970)
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DP: Fiscal Guidance:13 “no decision necessary,” unless you want to
do something different.
—Final fiscal guidance March 4.
SEA Assumptions: U.S. Forces (thousands)
end 1971
260
38

VN
Thai

1972
144
24

1973
29
4

Strategic—
ULMS, AMSA—stretched out
Phase 2
Continental Air Defense—minimal
Upgrade ICBMs
GPF:
Down to 16–17 Divisions (3 lower than 65)
9 reserve against 7 in 65
Bigger lift capability (index)
Helicopters
Tac air
CVA
Navy—SSN
Navy—CVS
Navy—Surface ships
Amphibious

Manpower

‘65
19

‘71

‘76
16-1/3

100
4900
5100
16
21
9
278
1 Pac
1
1 Atl
2660

230
10,700
5800
15
52
4
241

360
9000
4600
12
70
3
178

1-1/3

1-1/3

2920

2250

Issue is whether we can live with this level of program.
HAK: We should take this as a point of departure and use it to develop a long term military budget. Also:
CVA
ASW
DP: We recommend
1. A joint effort with BOB & CEA . . .
HAK: And Lynn.
13
On January 13, Packard sent the Defense Department’s Fiscal Guidance to
Kissinger, Richardson, Helms, Wheeler, McCracken, and Mayo. (Ibid.)
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DP: . . . to look at relation of defense to civilian budget and
economy.
2. Get State/DOD study of commitments
AJ: Also deployments—bases, MAP
[Omitted here is discussion of proposed CY 1970 reductions in
United States naval forces committed to NATO.]

119. Editorial Note
On January 22, 1970, Henry A. Kissinger, the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs, sent a memorandum to President Nixon
informing him of indications that the Soviet Union was interested in
limiting anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems through a strategic arms
limitation agreement. While there was some speculation that the Soviets wanted to prohibit all ABMs, Kissinger believed that “Moscow’s
preference was for a limited ABM system for protection against third
country attacks.” Nixon highlighted the above passage and wrote:
“K[issinger]—This is what they will insist on.” The memorandum is
published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I,
1969–1972, Document 49.

120. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, undated.
SUBJECT
NSC Meeting on Safeguard

The purpose of the NSC meeting on Friday2 is to consider the Defense Department’s proposals for the ABM program in FY 71.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–26, NSC Meeting, January 23, 1970. Top Secret; Nodis.
2
January 23.
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Proposal for Conduct of Meeting
So that the meeting will serve to expose the issues which affect
your decision, and to give everyone the feeling that he has had ample
opportunity to make his views known to you, I recommend that it be
conducted as follows:
—Call on me to outline the background of the program, state the
alternatives open to us, and review the principal issues;
—Ask the Defense spokesman to state the DOD position;
—Invite discussion, being particularly sure that Gerard Smith, who
feels he has been inadequately involved in the review of the program,
has a chance to express his views;
—Conclude the meeting by saying that you will make your decision shortly and that once it is made, you are determined that the Government, in presenting and explaining it to the public and to Congress,
must adhere to the single, agreed rationale which will be developed
by the special groups set up for that purpose.
Your talking points3 proceed in this way.
Also included is an issues paper,4 setting forth the background on
the issue, the alternatives, and suggesting the arguments likely to be
raised at the meeting.
[Omitted here is a list of the contents of Nixon’s preparatory materials for the meeting.]
3

Nixon’s talking points were prepared by the NSC Staff; see Document 121.
The 18-page Issues Paper, prepared by the NSC Staff, informed Nixon of his Safeguard options: continue Phase I with only R&D for additional Minuteman defense, build
additional sites designed primarily for Minuteman defense, pursue either a thick or thin
area defense, or construct additional sites toward a full Phase II system of 12 sites capable of area, Minuteman, and NCA defense. The Pentagon favored the latter option, according to the paper. The paper indicated, however, that scientists had raised technical
questions about Safeguard’s ability to defend the land-based deterrent and that Gerard
Smith, among others, believed that pursuing Phase II would torpedo SALT. The paper
concluded, however, that Phase II would give the United States a bargaining chip during SALT and serve as a hedge in case talks failed. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–26, NSC Meeting, January 23, 1970) See also Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, Document 50.
4

121. Editorial Note
The National Security Council met on January 23, 1970, to discuss
Safeguard. According to the President’s Daily Diary, attendees included
President Nixon, his Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger;
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Vice President Agnew, Secretary of State Rogers, Attorney General
Mitchell, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Gerard Smith, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Wheeler, Director of
Central Intelligence Helms, Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness Lincoln, Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard, Under Secretary of State Richardson, and Science Adviser to the President
DuBridge. The meeting was held in the Cabinet Room of the White
House beginning at 10:10 a.m. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
No complete record of the proceedings was found. But according
to his talking points, prepared by the National Security Council Staff,
Nixon was advised to open the meeting by reminding attendees of its
purpose and by introducing Kissinger. (Ibid., NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–126, NSC Meeting, Safeguard (ABM), January 23, 1970) According to his talking points, Kissinger was prepared
to recapitulate the major factors affecting the decision on the Safeguard
deployment: the threat, technical developments, and SALT. (Ibid.) As
for the threat, Kissinger’s talking points noted that the Soviet force
buildup had continued “at a steady pace without sign of slackening,”
while the “most likely date for the first operational Chinese ICBM has
been pushed back a year.” This data had led some to “give highest priority” to protecting Minuteman and to argue that area defense could
be safely delayed. Others pointed out, however, “that the Chinese could
still have significant numbers of ICBMs by the mid-1970s, which is as
soon as a real nationwide area system could be ready.” Turning to technical issues, Kissinger’s talking points noted that, while its test program was proceeding smoothly, there was disagreement about whether
Safeguard was the best way to defend the deterrent force. Finally, before outlining the deployment options, Kissinger’s preparatory materials mentioned that principals also disagreed about how a decision to
deploy Safeguard further would affect SALT.
Following Packard’s briefing on the Department of Defense’s review of the ABM system, Nixon’s talking points advised him to invite
general discussion, particularly from Smith, who felt that he had not
had adequate opportunity to present his views. The President was also
expected to announce that, rather than making a determination during the meeting, he would “take this problem under advisement and
let you know of my decision shortly.”
However, the President departed from his scripted remarks, according to the handwritten notes of Under Secretary of State Richardson, the only record of the meeting found. Richardson’s notes of Nixon’s
comments read as follows: “China will be in roughly same position as
Sovs at the time of Cuban missile crisis. People in SE Asia—part of Asia
petrified at possibility of Chinese. China is just big. They see the enormous threat of Chinese influence quite apart from crossing borders.
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They sit there with a few IBMs [ICBMs]. How many does it take to take
out Taiwan, Jakarta, Manila? Doesn’t take many missiles. Would they
do it? If they have forty, we have 1,000. What American President is going to trade any American city for Jakarta or Manila. The answer is
‘none.’ They [. . .] huffing and puffing, threatening Singapore or Manila
or Bangkok. We can say, ‘lay off’ (treaty obligations). No President is
credible unless he has that kind of defense.” According to Richardson’s
notes, Nixon indicated that in the United States 10 cities constituted 20
percent of the population. In the Soviet Union, it would take 100 cities
to constitute 20 percent of the population, and in China 1,000 cities to
measure up to the same percentage of the population. The President
continued, “I have determined to go along with Defense Department.”
According to Richardson’s notes, Nixon had recently reviewed the
threat and had found that “not less than a year ago, Soviets slightly
greater.” Helms agreed that Soviet capabilities had grown “a little bit
stronger lately.” Continuing, Nixon stated that the Chinese threat had
been “pushed back a year.” “Lucky for us,” Helms added. “We’re talking about diplomacy,” the President continued. “We have to have a credible policy in the Pacific. We see Japan sitting there. Some talk re. great
responsibilities militarily. I will predict that within five years we’ll be
trying to restrain them. We’ll guarantee to Japan its credibility.”
According to Richardson’s notes, Nixon then stated, “You come to
the third point—SALT—that’s a tough one. We must take into account
men who are on the ground. My view is probably a minority one. Have
never felt that what we did in this field had too much to do with their
willingness to negotiate. Editorials thought otherwise. I don’t believe
going ahead with area defense. I have decided we will go forward with
DOD program. Wash. Or NE, we can decide later,” Nixon continued.
“I don’t want there to be any doubt that I’m committed to area defense.
In terms of negotiations, I feel we must go forward with the plan, etc.”
Nixon concluded, “Within admin. [. . .] must have a disciplined
line in admin. We’ve got to play the game better than last time. I will
write memo—take into account adv. Group’s views. Criteria one may
work. Threat probably greater. Negotiations: close point. I doubt the
views of those who believe harmful. Will take into account in terms of
how we lay out the program.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Richardson Papers, Box 97, Memcons, January 1970) The meeting
concluded at 12:48 p.m.
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122. Minutes of Review Group Meeting1
Washington, January 29, 1970, 2:37–4 p.m.
SUBJECT
U.S. Policy on Toxins (NSSM 85)2
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Richard F. Pedersen
William I. Cargo
Capt. George Birdt
Donald McHenry

OEP
Haakon Lindjord
USIA
Frank Shakespeare
ACDA
Howard Furnas

Defense
G. Warren Nutter

OST
Dr. Vincent McRae

CIA
R. Jack Smith

NSC Staff
Michael Guhin
Winston Lord
Jeanne W. Davis

JCS
RAdm. Frank W. Vannoy

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS
The Review Group agreed to:
1. reverse the two sentences of Option 2 and rephrase both Options 1 and 2 more permissively so as to reverse the right of production and stockpiling,3

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–111, Senior Review Group Minutes, Originals, 1970. Secret.
All brackets are in the original. The meeting was held in the Situation Room of the White
House.
2
Document 115.
3
All such references are to a 22-page paper, January 21, entitled “U.S. Policy on
Toxins,” prepared by the IPMG in response to NSSM 85. The IPMG paper listed three
policy options. Option I was to “carry out offensive and defensive research and development programs and produce and stockpile toxins and associated delivery systems.”
Option II was defined as follows: “For those toxins which can by synthesized chemically, carry out a program of full research and development, production and stockpiling. For those toxins which require bacteriological intermediates for production, carry
out a defensive research and development program only.” Finally, Option III was to
“carry out a research and development program for defensive purposes only and to protect against technological surprise.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files, Box H–42, Review Group Meeting, January
29, 1970) The IPMG’s January 30 paper, revised following the Review Group meeting, is
published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume E–2, Documents on Arms Control and
Nonproliferation, 1969–1972, Document 177.
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2. draft public justifications4 for each option and clear with USIA,
3. ask OST to determine how many toxic bullets are produced
commercially, the method of production and if any controls are exercised on their production or sale.
(JCS and ACDA circulated proposed changes and additions to the
paper at the table prior to the meeting.)
Mr. Kissinger asked for a definition of a toxin.
Capt. Birdt referred to recent reports by the UN Secretary General
and the World Health Organization which defined a toxin as a chemical, with the only difference between toxins and other chemical agents
being that the former are also manufactured by living organisms. It is
generally chemical in effect but biological in method of production.
Mr. Kissinger asked how it differs from nerve gas.
Mr. Cargo replied that nerve gas is not produced by living
organisms.
Dr. McRae added that nerve gas changes the function of the
organs.
Mr. Kissinger asked for a definition of disease.
Dr. McRae defined disease as the introduction of foreign matter
into the body.
Mr. Kissinger asked if nerve gas or mustard gas did not constitute
foreign matter. He asked if the considerations were how the material
was produced or the nature of its effect.
Capt. Birdt noted that nerve gas affected only the respiratory system [sic] and caused almost instant death, whereas a botulinus toxin
would cause death in a matter of hours.
Dr. McRae agreed that the difference could be characterized by the
different methods of production or by their effects. He said biological
agents reproduce themselves while chemical agents do not. Therefore,
toxins are chemical although certain of their characteristics resemble
biological agents; for example, the body develops antibodies to toxins.
He thought the basic distinction was whether or not the agent replicates; if it does not, it should be treated as a chemical.
Mr. Kissinger asked if he were right in saying that the present form
of toxins are biologically produced but that their effect is more analogous to chemical agents.

4
The White House Press Secretary issued a press release on February 14 announcing the administration’s policy on toxins. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–26, NSC Meeting, February 11, 1970)
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Dr. McRae agreed that this was true of the toxins that we can now
produce in quantity.
Mr. Kissinger asked if a toxin were produced chemically, would it
not be difficult to distinguish between it and a chemical weapon.
Dr. McRae and Capt. Birdt agreed.
Mr. Kissinger asked for the difference between full R&D and defensive R&D in toxins.
Admiral Vannoy replied that full R&D would give us the capacity to experiment with a weapons system intended for retaliatory use;
defensive R&D would not.
Mr. Kissinger asked what you could do under full R&D that you
could not do under a defensive R&D program.
Admiral Vannoy said that under full R&D you could develop a
toxin of a type you would propose to use. He also said full R&D could
consider delivery systems and production techniques, and would vary
in the amount of material produced.
Mr. Kissinger asked if we should announce a defensive R&D program, would the other side be able to tell that we are not doing full
R&D?
Admiral Vannoy replied that they would not know without fairly
full inspection.
Dr. McRae agreed that it would be difficult for the other side to
see the distinction.
Mr. Kissinger asked, therefore, what we would accomplish by announcing a defensive R&D program. He recalled that defensive R&D
in biological agents involved work on methods of immunization, etc.
Dr. McRae said that under a defensive R&D program we would
not be developing delivery systems specifically for bacteriological
agents or for toxins; for example, we would not have spray tanks. This,
he thought, might be visible to the other side. He agreed that defensive R&D would permit all R&D short of actual engineering development—the same as the Presidential decision on bacteriological or biological agents.5
Mr. Kissinger asked what had been the practical effect of the Presidential decisions on biological weapons—were we closing down the
Pine Bluff installation?
Admiral Vannoy replied that a decision had not yet been reached
on Pine Bluff because that plant produced other things, such as riot
control agents.

5

NSDM 35, Document 104.

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 424

339-370/B428-S/40011

424

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

Dr. McRae said Defense and OST were examining the future of
Pine Bluff. He said Pine Bluff has both chemical and biological programs and he saw no reason to maintain the biological programs. He
said at Fort Detrick the research program has been reduced by approximately one-third, with a personnel cut of approximately 15 percent. He thought these were visible effects of the President’s decision
and that planned additional moves would make the effect even more
visible.
Mr. Kissinger asked what toxins were good for.
Admiral Vannoy replied that with regard to military utility, toxins
are an intermediate weapon between biological and chemical weapons.
They are better than chemical weapons in some ways but not as effective in other ways as biological weapons. You could cover a larger area
with a smaller amount of a toxin than with other chemicals. On the
negative side, however, toxins were not persistent.
Dr. McRae added toxins were not as stable as chemicals, and, because they deteriorate in sunlight, would require a heavier dose for an
effect of similar duration.
Mr. Kissinger asked what we would use toxins for. He recalled
that in a discussion of biological weapons it had been agreed that they
were useful for offensive purposes but less useful for retaliation because of the time lag.6
Dr. McRae suggested that we separate the discussion into lethal
and incapacitating toxins. He said we had one lethal toxin at present—
botulinum—which he considered a poor military weapon. There is an
effective toxoid which can be used to immunize troops which increases
the amount required by 105.
Admiral Vannoy agreed that Dr. McRae’s comments on botulinum
but thought this was not the only lethal toxin on the horizon. He
thought there were others possibly with greater potential, such as shellfish poison.
Dr. McRae agreed that we do not expect to get an effective toxoid
for shellfish poison and that it was more dangerous than botulinum.
It can also probably be produced in significant quantities only synthetically. He thought, however, that masks still provide reasonably
good protection.
With regard to chemical incapacitants, he considered they were of
limited military utility since a mask can provide reasonably good protection. He cited their effects (high fever, faulty coordination, etc.) and

6

See Document 97.
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compared them to food poisoning except that they were taken into the
body through the nostrils. They take several hours to become effective
and their effects last from six to thirty hours depending on the individual and the size of the dose.
Mr. Kissinger asked, since it was agreed that bacteriological
weapons were primarily for offense, if toxins could be useful for
retaliation.
Capt. Birdt commented that their incubation period was from one
to six hours.
Dr. McRae added that, since masks provide good protection
against toxins, they would be good primarily for first use.
Mr. Kissinger said that since we have renounced the first use of
chemical weapons,7 we would therefore not use toxins first. We must
assume that if the other side uses toxins first, they would have masks;
therefore, toxins would not be the most effective retaliatory weapon
against toxins.
Dr. McRae agreed.
Admiral Vannoy commented that in the event of leakage a mask
would not be as effective against toxins as against some other chemical agents, because the amount of toxin required to be dangerous is
less than the amount of a chemical agent.
Mr. Kissinger commented, however, that some chemical weapons
can be absorbed through the skin and that therefore masks would have
no effect.
Admiral Vannoy replied that anyone using chemical weapons
would be wearing decontamination suits.
Dr. McRae agreed that mask leakage would be more serious with
toxins than with other chemical agents, adding that it was difficult to
operate with masks on for long periods of time. He thought if a military commander faced a choice of retaliating with percutaneous agents
or toxins he would use the former.
Mr. Kissinger asked if it would take a smaller dose of toxins than
of nerve gas.
Dr. McRae thought toxins would be better than some nerve gas
but would not be better than VX for retaliation. He thought a combination of nerve gas and toxins could be best because defending troops
would have to be particularly careful of mask leakage and would have
to wear bulky decontamination suits.

7

See footnote 10, Document 103.
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Mr. Kissinger commented that in the earlier discussion we had
covered both chemical and biological agents as first use weapons and
as retaliatory weapons. We had decided, with JCS endorsement, that
biologicals would not be good as strategic weapons and that nuclear
weapons would be preferable. We had agreed that chemical weapons
were primarily for battlefield use. He asked if the same were true of
toxins. Were they largely a battlefield weapon?
Admiral Vannoy agreed that they were.
Mr. Kissinger asked if, as a battlefield weapon, they would be used
essentially in retaliation.
Mr. Smith asked if they could be used against civilian populations
as an adjunct to an attack.
Dr. McRae agreed that this would be possible, saying that shellfish poison would be better than nerve gas. However, we do not know
how to produce shellfish poison in mass quantities and would have to
be able to produce it chemically.
Mr. Kissinger asked why we would use a toxin if we were going
to produce it chemically.
Dr. McRae said a chemically produced toxin would be identical in
its chemical structure to that produced by the shellfish. He cited synthetic penicillin which differs from bacteriologically grown penicillin
only in the way it is made. He thought shellfish poison would be a
more strategic weapon than nerve gas because a larger area could be
covered with a similar dose.
Admiral Vannoy said that we know little about toxins. We had
paid very slight attention to toxins when we were working on biological weapons. Because we knew so little, he thought it would not be in
our interests to preclude our examination of various systems for possible future employment. He thought toxins may prove to be the best
thing we have.
Mr. Kissinger repeated his understanding that while toxins also
exist in nature, in fact, they act like chemicals.
Mr. Furnas added that toxins create a disease which is not
transmissible.
Dr. McRae said scientists see the only difference between chemical and biological agents to be that biological agents reproduce themselves and chemical agents do not. While some toxins can reproduce
themselves, you can get the same human response to a synthesized
toxin although it might require twice as much. He said work was now
being done in a laboratory in West Berlin on a synthetic toxin which
could not be distinguished from a natural product—its chemical structure and the human response to it were exactly the same. He cited alcohol as a toxin because it is a poison, originally produced by a bacte-

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 427

339-370/B428-S/40011

CBW, Safeguard Phase II, the Draft

427

riological process but now easily synthesized. The natural and synthetic products were exactly the same.
Mr. Pedersen asked if the effects of a toxin on the human body
were not more analogous to the effects of a biological weapon than a
chemical weapon.
Mr. Furnas agreed with the exception that these effects were not
transmissible.
Dr. McRae agreed that this was true in bacteriological toxins.
Mr. Kissinger then moved to a discussion of the three options. He
asked if anyone saw any other options.
All agreed that they did not.
Mr. Kissinger characterized our present program as including both
offensive and defensive R&D: offensive R&D involving the production
of agents and including the work on delivery systems with defensive
R&D primarily devoted to immunization programs, plus an option to
produce and stockpile weapons. We are not now doing this but, under
Option I, would not be precluded from it by a Presidential decision.
Admiral Vannoy commented that we have no production facilities
for producing in quantity. He said under Option I we would not renounce production but would not necessarily opt for it.
Mr. Pedersen thought this option should be defined more clearly
since he had understood that it would automatically include the production and stockpiling of toxins.
Admiral Vannoy replied that in practice we had no capability for
production and stockpiling of toxins.
Mr. Kissinger agreed that this was true now but need not be true
in the future.
Mr. Cargo cited the modest size of the stockpile indicated on Page
4 of the basic paper.8
Mr. Kissinger noted the 15 lbs of lethal toxins, but said he did not
know how potent this would be.
Admiral Vannoy said these stocks were maintained basically for
research purposes.
Mr. Kissinger asked about the “toxic bullets”.
Admiral Vannoy replied that those we have are old, are being removed from our stockpile and not being replaced. He noted that such
8
Page 4 of the January 21 IPMG paper stated that the United States possessed less
than 15 pounds of bulk lethal toxins and 100 pounds of incapacitating toxins. These
stockpiles were for R&D purposes only and “would provide only a token military capability.” Three toxins—botulinum, shellfish poison, and staphylococcal enterotoxin—
were considered to have potential military use. The paper also mentioned that the United
States’ stockpile of “poison bullets” was obsolete and scheduled for destruction.
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bullets are produced and sold commercially for various uses—e.g., for
use in zoos, fired from sporting rifles to kill a dangerous animal. In response to a question from Mr. Kissinger, he said these bullets are produced in civilian life, both in lethal and incapacitating forms.
Mr. Kissinger asked Dr. McRae to find out how many of these bullets are produced commercially and how, and if any controls are exercised either on their production or sale.
Dr. McRae commented that a botulinum toxin was produced commercially because it was necessary to produce the toxin before you
could produce the toxoid.
Admiral Vannoy raised the problem of verification and control of
such production.
Mr. Kissinger said that if there were substantial civilian production
of toxins for whatever purpose, foregoing the military production would
not be as significant—nor would it be as convincing to the other side.
He asked if we stay with Option 1 do we not in effect nullify the
President’s decision on biological weapons. How could we answer expected arguments?
Mr. Furnas commented that it was very hard to distinguish between the effect of toxins and of biological agents except that the former are not communicable.
Dr. McRae said we were not producing toxins—a chemical—by biological process, would we not also be building up our biological capability—getting into biological production by the back door. If the
President announced that he is using biological laboratories to produce
toxins what would be the effect on his decision on biological agents?
Mr. Shakespeare thought it would mitigate the entire effect of the
President’s statement.
Mr. Pedersen remarked that this then throws you into Option 2.
Mr. Kissinger said that under Option 2 we would not renounce
toxins but we would renounce biological production and biological
R&D except for defense; we would apply to bacteriological toxins the
same criteria as to other biological weapons and would apply to chemically produced toxins the same criteria as to other chemical weapons.
In other words, we would make a decision not on the effect of the
weapons, but on their origin. The effect of such a decision would not
necessarily eliminate toxins but would make the President’s earlier decision on biological weapons stand up. Such a decision would be consistent with the earlier biological decision and would not differentiate
between different kinds of chemical weapons, i.e., toxins and other
chemical weapons.
Mr. Pedersen noted that under Option 2 we would retain the right
to produce and stockpile synthetic toxins.
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Mr. Kissinger added, however, that we have no present intention
to do so.
Mr. Shakespeare referred to CON–6 of Option 2 and the vast PR
problems that would be created by this option.9
Mr. Kissinger said his problem with Option 3 was that if we eliminated toxins, we would have to go through every weapon in our chemical arsenal to be sure that it does not also occur in a natural form. He
asked if the President could not say that we could continue with chemical toxins if they were considered useful (but would not necessarily
do so) and could reaffirm our renunciation of the first use of any chemical weapon.
Mr. Pedersen noted that under Option 3, since the only present
method of producing toxins is biological, we would be left automatically with only a research program.
Mr. Nutter noted that the biological method might not be the only
method of production in the future.
Mr. Kissinger thought that under Option 2 we could say that if
chemical methods of production were developed, we could consider
the resulting toxins the same as chemical weapons.
Dr. McRae noted that this would permit researchers to produce for
R&D purposes but not to stockpile.
Mr. Shakespeare asked once chemical methods of production were
developed, what would prevent people from producing by bacteriological methods and saying they were producing by chemical
methods.
Mr. Kissinger thought we could close the bacteriological production facilities.
Dr. McRae thought the toxins we would want to produce chemically would be different than those we would want to produce biologically. He said that while Option 2 would permit the elimination of
large bacteriological weapon production facilities, factories producing
toxins could produce biological weapons.
Mr. Pedersen thought we might revise Option 2 to say that we reserved the right to produce chemically produced toxins.
Mr. Kissinger thought it would be hard to convince anyone that
we were not chemically producing toxins if we have a chemical
weapons production capability.

9
According to the January 21 IPMG paper, one argument against adopting Option
II was that it “could continue the contentions over the existence of possible loopholes in
the U.S. renunciation of biological warfare by creating questions as to the significance
of differences based solely on the method of manufacture of toxins.”
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Mr. Shakespeare asked how this related to our problems with the
Geneva Protocol and the UK Draft Convention.10 He asked if we would
have to oppose the UK.
Mr. Pedersen replied that the British statement in New York would
preclude all bacteriological agents for military use. It would bar production of chemical toxins by bacteriological means but would not prevent production by chemical means.
Mr. Furnas said the UK was opposed to toxins but he did not know
how they would react to toxins produced by chemical methods. He
thought this distinction might stand up legally and ethically but would
be hard to defend from an international and a PR point of view.
Mr. Kissinger asked if we would have to say anything about production and stockpiling. Could we just say we are stopping toxin programs? He thought the danger in Option 3 was that it might re-open
the entire chemical warfare question. He said he was not convinced of
the utility of toxins on military grounds. He noted that when the military had considered various chemical warfare programs it had focussed on other forms of weapons, not on toxins, and it had deployed
other chemical weapons overseas. He said although he was not
impressed with the arguments on military utility, he did not like to
preclude all work on toxins.
Mr. Pedersen commented that although toxins are chemical, they
are biological in the public mind.
Mr. Kissinger thought we would be accused of having made a
grandstand play on biological weapons, and of now producing something biologically. He noted the President has renounced biological
warfare and has retained only defensive R&D with enough offensive
R&D to determine the threat and to test our defenses. Why could we
not renounce any weapon which was biologically produced—including toxins? For PR purposes we could make it clear that we have no
chemical production capability. If we should acquire a chemical production capability, we would face the PR problem at that time. By this
time we might be considering chemical weapons in the context of arms
control discussions at which time we could again renounce first use of
chemical weapons.
Mr. Shakespeare asked if, under Option 2, we would proceed with
a crash program to synthesize toxins.

10

See footnotes 4 and 7, Document 97.
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Mr. Cargo thought that any Presidential decision could require that
any production of synthetic toxins would require specific Presidential
authorization.
Admiral Vannoy replied to Mr. Shakespeare’s question that, for
budgetary reasons alone, there would be no crash program to develop
synthetic production methods. He said this was not that high on the
priority list.
Mr. Kissinger asked that the three options be revised to indicate
that under Option 1 we would not necessarily be producing or stockpiling but would be reserving the right to do so, and to include statements of justification for Options 2 or 3 from a PR point of view.
Mr. Pedersen noted with regard to the international aspects of Options 2 and 3 that there was at present a strong drive to eliminate the
production and stockpiling of both bacteriological and chemical
weapons. When the focus shifts to toxins, everyone will want to ban
them also.
Mr. Kissinger said we could certainly agree to consider banning
toxins in an international framework but need not ban them unilaterally. He thought no options would be withdrawn from possible arms
control negotiations.
Mr. Furnas thought this raised the problem of verification and
questioned whether we would be willing to go into an international
agreement without adequate verification and inspection.
Mr. Cargo thought that whatever was done would not preclude
looking at the decision in the international environment.
Mr. Kissinger thought this was true in the entire range of issues.
Mr. Smith asked if we might break Option 2 into two parts.
Mr. Kissinger thought that under Option 2 we would reaffirm our
renunciation of bacteriological warfare; we would renounce production and research in bacteriologically produced weapons, except for defensive purposes; and we would permit R&D on chemical weapons
even if the chemical also exists in nature. We would leave the questions of stockpile and production for later decision.
Mr. Smith asked if the first part of Option 2 was not in fact a part
of the chemical decision.
Mr. Kissinger thought that the first sentence of Option 2 was stated
too positively—it should be rephrased permissively so as to reserve the
right of production and stockpiling. He also thought the two sentences
of the option should be reversed.
Mr. Cargo suggested that the same thing be done in Option 1.
Mr. Kissinger asked that the public justification for each option be
drafted and shown to Mr. Shakespeare.
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Mr. Nutter thought this should also include comments on the form
in which any announcement should be made.
Mr. Kissinger noted the grave security problems on this item and
the need to limit distribution of documents to prevent such things as
the recent New York Times story.11
Mr. Cargo asked if, under Option 3, we limited R&D to defense
only, what in fact would we be omitting which could be included under offensive R&D. Would we be precluded from R&D on a chemically
produced toxin?
Mr. Kissinger thought we would be giving up the options of production and stockpiling.
Mr. Cargo asked if we would be doing R&D on both bacteriological and chemically produced toxins.
Mr. Kissinger asked why bother with chemically produced toxins
if we were interested in defensive R&D only.
Mr. Nutter commented that they might be cheaper.
Dr. McRae noted that if, under Option 3, we were denied the right
to produce and stockpile by a Presidential decision, the R&D people
would probably not try to synthesize toxins since there would be no
possibility of their production, stockpiling or use.
Mr. Cargo asked if we would not need agents for R&D purposes.
Dr. McRae agreed there would have to be some production but it
would not be necessary to synthesize.
Mr. Cargo asked if there could not be possible variants between
synthetic and naturally produced agents.
Dr. McRae agreed there theoretically could be variants but that
naturally produced toxins would be close enough. He thought the nature of our R&D might be different under Option 3 and the military
services might order their priorities somewhat differently.

11
The New York Times reported on January 25 that Nixon had received an interagency paper that presented to him three options for retention of toxins in the U.S.
chemical-bacteriological arsenal. The article also contained details of agency differences
on the issue and of the discussions in the Review Group.
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123. Paper Prepared in the Department of Defense1
Washington, January 29, 1970.
SUMMARY
2

Attached are four alternate Safeguard deployments which differ
one from the other with respect to the FY 71 authorization. For each
the attachment describes: the alternate; the schedule and costs for the
portion of the system authorized through FY 71; and the schedule and
costs for the full Phase 2 deployment. These alternates are:
Alternate 1, which would authorize in FY 71 the Whiteman and
Northwest site complexes and advanced preparation for Northeast,
Michigan/Ohio, and the National Capital Area.
Alternate 2, which would authorize in FY 71 the Whiteman and
National Capital Area site complexes and advanced preparation for
Northwest, Northeast and Michigan/Ohio.
Alternate 3, which would authorize in FY 71 the Whiteman and
Warren site complexes and advanced preparation for Northwest,
Northeast, Michigan/Ohio, and the National Capital Area.
Alternate 4, which would authorize in FY 71 only the Whiteman
site complex and advanced preparation for Northwest, Northeast,
Michigan/Ohio, the National Capital Area, and Warren.
Contrast of Characteristics of the Alternates.
a. Schedule and Costs. As to schedules and costs, there is no great
difference between alternates. Alternate 4, which would authorize in
full only Whiteman would require slightly longer for completion of the
12 sites. It would require slightly less FY 71 NOA but the difference is
not sufficient to warrant a change in the budget submission already
prepared.
b. Military Objectives. As to progress made toward the several objectives of Safeguard by the sites fully authorized in FY 71:
(1) Alternate 1 is relatively balanced in that it emphasizes about
equally Minuteman, area and SLBM protection. However, it does not
advance the protection of the NCA.

1
Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard. Secret. On January 29,
Packard sent the paper, to be used during the January 30 DPRC meeting, under a covering memorandum to Kissinger, Richardson, Helms, Wheeler, McCracken, Mayo, and
Gerard Smith.
2
Not found.
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(2) Alternate 2 advances the Minuteman and NCA protection but
gives lesser progress in area and SLBM protection.
(3) Alternate 3 emphasizes Minuteman protection, gives only
small contribution to the area and SLBM protection, and makes no
progress on NCA protection.
(4) Alternate 4 is similar to Alternate 3 but gives lesser progress
toward Minuteman protection.
c. Opposition. Opposition by those who disapprove of any deployments will probably be about equally severe for all four alternates.
Sites in the Minuteman fields will receive significantly less local opposition than would the case for the Northwest and NCA complexes
of Alternates 1 and 2, respectively. (On the other hand, sites in the Minuteman fields using current Safeguard components will probably be
attacked publicly by technical critics as being ineffective and expensive protection to Minuteman as compared with other approaches.) Opposition to an NCA site located close to the heavily built-up D. C. area
(Alternate 2) will probably be severe, and it might be severe in the case
of Northwest (Alternate 1). Overall in severity, the local opposition will
probably be most intense for Alternate 2 over the NCA complex, somewhat less for Alternate 1 over the Northwest site, and much less for
Alternates 3 and 4 which locate only in the Minuteman fields.
d. SALT and Other International Considerations. The four alternates
differ in their possible effect on international negotiations, including
SALT. (It is assumed in this discussion that whatever alternate is selected will be authorized by Congress.)
(1) Alternate 1, authorizing in FY 71 only Northwest and Whiteman, indicates a balanced response to the Soviet and Chinese threats.
Since it demonstrates a desire to go ahead with an area defense system, it might serve as an incentive to the Soviets to negotiate if they
do not want this kind of defense. Also, the initiation of area defense
would demonstrate to our Asian allies a U.S. commitment to our nuclear policy in Asia. However, authorizing a first site which only contributes to area defense (Northwest) might be interpreted by critics in
Congress as a commitment to an area defense system without allowing an adequate opportunity for SALT to eliminate the need for area
defense. This issue would be avoided this year by deferring the request
to Congress to authorize the Northwest site (or any other exclusively
area defense site).
(2) Alternate 2, authorizing the National Capital Area and Whiteman complexes, presents balanced defense objectives (Minuteman, National Command Authorities, and some contribution to area defense)
and consequently may have the advantage of allowing our negotiations
to stress any one of these objectives at will. Also, defense of the National
Capital Area can be argued to be similar to the Soviet defense of Moscow.
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However, the installation near Washington, D.C., might be misinterpreted by the Soviets as a first step toward a heavy urban defense.
(3) Alternate 3, which would authorize only Warren and Whiteman, would demonstrate to the Soviets our concern about the growing SS–9 and SS–11 threat to Minuteman. Since Warren makes less contribution to area defense than most sites, this alternate does not
demonstrate concern for area defense. The emphasis on Minuteman
defense could be interpreted by the Soviets as skepticism about the
progress of SALT.
(4) Alternate 4, which would add Whiteman alone to the two
Phase 1 sites authorized last year, demonstrates our concern about the
SS–9 and SS–11 threat, but also might indicate a slowing down of Safeguard. This might be regarded by the Soviets as slowing down deployment in anticipation that SALT would reach a low or zero level
ABM agreement and tend to lessen their incentive to negotiate.

124. Editorial Note
The Defense Program Review Committee met on January 30, 1970,
to discuss alternative Safeguard deployment sites for fiscal year 1971.
Attendees included the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger, Under Secretary of State Richardson, Under Secretary
of State for Political Affairs Johnson, Attorney General Mitchell, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Smith, Science
Adviser to the President DuBridge, Assistant Director of the Bureau of
the Budget Schlesinger, Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard, and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Wheeler.
President Nixon, according to talking points prepared for
Kissinger by the National Security Council Staff, had decided at the
NSC meeting of January 23 “to accept the DOD recommendation that
we begin construction in FY 71 of additional Safeguard sites as a first
step toward the full Phase II system. In making that decision, the President is aware of the need to consider its relationship to SALT. He is
determined that the details of the decision—namely which sites to build
in FY 71 and the way the decision is presented publicly—be as constructive as possible from the SALT point of view. For that reason, he
has deferred final, specific decision on sites for FY 71 construction until a further review of the SALT implications of different possibilities.
It is the purpose of this meeting to undertake that review.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, January 30, 1970)
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The record of the meeting consists of handwritten notes in an unknown hand. According to the notes, Kissinger began by stating that
the “leaks must stop.” He also announced that the “President has decided to go ahead with Phase II; area defense is a component of his
program. So, issue here is what step for next year in light of strategic
needs, SALT. Packard will present alternatives.” (Ibid., Box H–118,
DPRC Minutes, Originals, 1969–73) Packard’s briefing closely followed
the Summary of Safeguard alternatives prepared in the Department of
Defense that Packard had distributed on January 29 to DPRC members. See Document 122.
According to the notes from the DPRC meeting, Kissinger, at the
conclusion of Packard’s briefing, asked if having a site at Whiteman
Air Force Base, Missouri, would contribute to area defense.
“Packard: Yes, but it is part of seven-site system. DOD would still
say that on balance Alternative 1 is still best from the point of view of
keeping up progress on all objectives. The choice is, however, really
political and SALT—any one is appropriate from military point of view.
“DuBridge: The real issue is area defense against Chinese, [illegible—Soviet?] subs, or NCA.
“Richardson: The NW site has area value, but it’s also for bombers.
Isn’t crucial question from the point of view of SALT and Congress the
extent to which we want to rely on Chinese threat rationale? The problem: if you do rely on it and it becomes major subject of debate, then
SALT [illegible] is outside Soviet-U.S. relations.
“Kissinger: Only if you assume zero ABM is among acceptable
SALT outcomes. We did say that SALT agreement must allow enough
ABM for China.
“Richardson: But if we say we need area with twelve sites against
China and make it forcefully, we cannot go below twelve sites in SALT.
“Kissinger: It puts on a floor. It makes zero level impossible—but
that doesn’t mean no agreement with Soviets is possible.
“Richardson: That’s right. It says below Phase II is not negotiable.
Once we’re committed to this publicly, we don’t go below it for SALT.
The question is whether President wants to accept that inflexibility in
negotiations at this point. That raises the question whether [illegible]
which one would want to subordinate China defense to get a certain
kind of agreement. It just isn’t true and if we commit to Phase II this
year you haven’t forced a negotiating position because of what had to
be said in selling area defense to China.
“Mitchell: China threat was mentioned last year.
“Richardson: Yes, but no money.
“Kissinger: Every alternative has some area implication because
each includes site preparation on ‘pure’ area sites. That difference may
be pretty slight to public.
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“Richardson: It is a question of what emphasis has to be put on
China threat in argument.
“Kissinger: If we do area, we eliminate zero ABM. If we want to
keep zero ABM open, doesn’t that preclude advance preparation at
other area sites?
“Packard: Advance preparation involves site selection and survey,
no actual construction on the site. Thus, quite a little difference in what
is actually done and in degree of commitment.
“From the point of view of minimal area ABM levels, the area minimum is about Phase II equals 900. Smaller numbers are not much use
because you need [double?] number of interceptors at every site to
avoid saturation.
“Mitchell: Does government already [plan for a?] Northwest site?
“Packard: Yes, but Senator Jackson says we should do it somewhere else—way up in corner away from Seattle. NCA site, have to
find several locations near Washington.
“DuBridge: So, there has to be some survey work on any
alternative.
“Mitchell: Isn’t it quite clear that President insists on area defense
against China?
“Smith: But he also said anything is negotiable.
“Richardson: We may have to protect President from himself.
Make it clear what the implications of the President’s stated position
may be.
“Mitchell: It’s not just a matter of his position, but the diplomatic
base for it.
“Richardson: If that’s absolutely [fixed?]—there’s a lot to be said
for being very clear about committing to area defense. But there are
two counter-arguments we may want—and he may want—to go back
to and look at the commitment in the future. [Illegible] would in the
administration [illegible] enough China defense more than last year.
Not yet sure of Soviet position on area defense on China.
“Smith: Soviet Union’s ABM defense [against] China is very much
more unmanageable than ours. They didn’t design a system which
would give them the defense Phase II would give us.
“Richardson: They may have concluded their only defense against
China is deterrence and superiority. If they think they may not want
us to have a Phase II because of possibility of thickening against Soviet second strike.
“Smith: Soviets have said would consider Phase II a thick system.
“Richardson: Some we recognize. Soviets may want zero. We have
to decide whether President wants to close that option. Second, we
should also look closely at the real usefulness of Phase II in Southeast
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Asia diplomacy. Haven’t done that adequately. The real question
whether [illegible] effect on our diplomacy. Building of ABM system
will do nothing but accelerate China’s own determination to achieve
nuclear capability.”
Richardson then mentioned an article published in the April 1970
issue of Foreign Affairs by A. Doak Barnett, a leading China scholar.
Barnett argued that China was determined to acquire some nuclear capability as a deterrent against a Soviet or U.S. attack. The United States,
by deploying an ABM designed to provide area defense against a Chinese attack, would simply force China to quantitatively and qualitatively improve its nascent nuclear capabilities. Moreover, Barnett wrote,
an ABM would only forestall the inevitable: a credible Chinese deterrent, the acquisition of which, he predicted, would actually lead Beijing to sign arms control measures. For the full text of the article, see
Foreign Affairs (April 1970), pages 427–442.
According to the notes of the meeting, Richardson said that, if Barnett’s predictions came true, the United States would either have to
“thicken” Safeguard or “give up effort to neutralize. The President
might want to review this argument about effect of Chinese ABM [illegible] of knowing what, if anything, he could get in terms of SALT
by giving it up.
“Packard: As to presidential communication, it is possible [for] us
to present ABM case without concerning President. Can keep defense
on bombers, etc.
“DuBridge: But the President [illegible] area element clear. The
congressional debate focused on Minuteman. Shift to NW would require [illegible] enough on China.
“Packard: Chinese won’t accelerate nuclear effort on basis on U.S.
actions.
“Richardson: The argument isn’t they will move faster, but how it
affects efforts to achieve accommodation with China. Will spur to out
build Phase II as soon as possible. You will have paid a lot of money
and maybe SALT for a few years of security against China. The issue
is whether it’s worth it.
“Kissinger: It might be. Chinese are easier to deal with while we
do have nuclear superiority.
“Richardson: The argument may be wrong, as you suggest. But it
must be made.
“Mitchell: The thrust of your argument is to stick to hard sites.
“Kissinger: President identified three objectives. Should we give
up area?
“Richardson: It is not clear. There are five or seven sites which are
useful only for area defense, not Minuteman or NCA. Once you build
one of them, you’d have to dig in so hard on China.
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“Johnson: Washington site covers both area and retaliatory force
(command and control).
“Kissinger: The scientific community (PSAC) wants to kill ABM:
area defense this year; Minuteman later on technical grounds. The scientists I talk to say we can go ahead with Phase I for political reasons.
The dedicated system doesn’t [illegible] and won’t for some time. If
we go on with a Minuteman-only plan, we will be attacked for pushing forward on technically weak Safeguard component defense of
Minuteman.
“Packard: The scientists want us to upgrade Hawk and say SAM
upgrade is impossible! I don’t think 3 (two Minuteman) makes any
sense. 4 has some area usefulness as well as Minuteman and slows
down a bit. The problems in Washington [are?] impossible politically.
The real choices are 4 and 1.
“Wheeler: Chiefs have reviewed alternatives. 1 and 2 make military
sense. Already supports 1, which [moves?] into area defense. Shouldn’t
say NW is purely China. Also SLBMs and bombers.
“As between 1 and 2: 1 starts on SLBM, provides hard point defense. Safeguard does not do enough to defend Minuteman. 2 no SLBM
until you get NE perimeter acquisition radar. Some additional decision
time for NCA.
“Kissinger: How much time?
“Packard: Depends on weight of attack. Option less than thirty
minutes against big attack. Time depends on rate of fire.
“Wheeler: JCS come down on 1 or 2 as militarily sensible. 3 and 4
most unattractive because of scientific critics and because Whiteman
gives little area help. Choice [between] 1 or 2 is political. More heat
from localities on 2 than 1.
“Packard: But we haven’t really looked closely at the importance
of this additional 30 minutes for [illegible]. It’s an important factor. Six
minutes is so short.
“DuBridge: PSAC’s position is that, for area defense, Phase II will
work technologically. No better way. Safeguard isn’t enough for Minuteman defense. More radars are needed. If both objectives are important, go with Phase II. But also go to HPD radars.
“Kissinger: Do they want additional Minuteman defense with
Safeguard?
“Packard: Only use for us is its contribution to area defense.
“Kissinger: If President gives up area defense for the time being
and goes to 3, Minuteman defense only, we will face very serious technical criticism.
“Unidentified speaker: Argument then a mixed HPD system with
small radars plus MSR.
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“Packard: I would agree if we’re interested in Minuteman defense
only, we shouldn’t push on with Safeguard.
“Mitchell: What do you get from NW on bombers?
“Wheeler: Bombers are now on twenty-nine bases. ‘Many eggs in
each basket.’ There are plans, which are rather expensive, for dispersal and movement to the center of country to 76 bases. But B–52 is not
optimal plane for such dispersed deployment. Also problem with number of planes you’d [equip] with nuclear weapons. Time for alert
bombers to take off is crucial. Area defense buys time.
“Mitchell: How much covered by NW?
“Wheeler: Very small fraction. Real protection must wait for twelve
sites.
“Packard: Have never developed bomber-only option.
“Mitchell: How much would Whiteman put you back on HPD?
“Packard: Can’t say. Maybe none because you would want MSR
in Minuteman fields to help.
“Mitchell: So, if you go ahead with Whiteman site, no new sources
of criticism?
“Kissinger: But there is still area at Whiteman.
“Richardson: True, but there is the matter of consistency between
this year’s rationale and last year’s. From point of view, it’s better to
have something other than area defense against China on which to rely.
“Packard: From point of view, Whiteman can be defended just like
last year.
“Smith: How do we conceive Soviets will coordinate an ICBM/
SLBM first strike.
“Kissinger: If you assume fire on warning . . .
“DuBridge: It’s not on warning, but on loss of bombers.
“Wheeler: Loss of bombers is significant. Also, there is the point
of view of time for decision. Have to receive reports, get communications in. That’s the reason we in JCS put emphasis on defending the
NCA to give time.
“Smith: You’d also be seeing the mass launch. So what is the importance of the bomber loss? Would trade 1,000 Minuteman fired for
sure be worth loss of bombers?
“Kissinger: If you want to fire before impact, you know you’re in
a war. But we don’t want to fire on warning.
“Smith: Thirty missiles on bombers is not ‘on warning.’
“DuBridge: Plus ICBMs on horizon.
“Kissinger: Your argument is really against the whole bomber
rationale.
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“Smith: Because it is hopeless to coordinate the problem of taking
out bombers first.
“Wheeler: Disarming attack to reduce retaliatory force.
“Smith: But disarming attack by submarines against airfields isn’t
sensible.
“Packard: Pindown. [The notetaker added parenthetically that
Smith did “not know answer,” which was that “if there is a pindown
ABM won’t work.”]
“Kissinger: Your choice?
“Smith: 2, if I had to pick an additional deployment. If we say in
1970 that we must have a defensive system to operate foreign policy
and is a short-term asset. But the life of a defensive system is limited.
And the [implication?] on defense in the interim will weaken Asian
credibility in our deterrent when area defense doesn’t work. Have we
put question to Asians? There will be no ABMs in Asia.
“Johnson: Japanese have expressed support for U.S. ABM. Not a
definitive view, of course.
“Richardson: There may be real drawbacks to arguing that the
credibility of our Asian diplomacy depends on ABM, problems after it
doesn’t work they want one too.
“Johnson: Yes, our statement, that we need ABM for deterrence
will have to convince them.
“Kissinger: Allies’ reliance on U.S. deterrent—in Europe or Asia—
will erode. In terms of selling 3 makes no sense. 4 has Minuteman defect from scientific point of view, some area defense (though debated).
“Richardson: I like a mixed motivation position.
“Kissinger: NW does have some non-Chinese use: SLBM, accidents. Why do you prefer 2?
“Smith: NCA protection. Matches Soviet system. Protecting command and control is useful.
“DuBridge: Protection of Washington is also useful against China.
“Richardson: Only argument against Washington is political.
“Johnson: Also site problems.
“Schlesinger: Pure area would be NW and NCA. Why?
“Packard: Political problem with NCA. But NW/NCA is possible,
but less trouble with Whiteman.
“Kissinger: Isn’t MSR problem just as bad with HPD with Washington? Why use SLBMs?
“DuBridge: Chinese could attack Washington. Also very important from the scientific point of view to have enough R&D money for
HPD radars. 4 might free some money for that.
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“Schlesinger: Should consider NW/NCA heavy commitment to
area, no Minuteman problem.
“Packard: But case for the defense of Minuteman is strongest on
need desirability.
“Kissinger: We will sum up options, dropping 3 [and leaving] 1,
2, 4, plus Smith’s Phase I plus R&D.
“Smith: [Illegible—Information?] study of pros and cons of 1
doesn’t say it puts pressure on Soviets to negotiate unless you are willing to consider zero ABM.
“Kissinger: In any deployment, we should not rely on China only
in order to give flexibility in SALT. Should not now lock into area defense, so we couldn’t put arguments forward. I will sum up pros and
cons and circulate to principals before they go to President.
“Richardson: A lot depends on how argument is put.
“Kissinger: After the President [makes his decision?], develop rationale in DPRC.”
In early February, Kissinger attached to an undated memorandum
to President Nixon an 8-page list, prepared by the National Security
Council Staff, of arguments for and against each Safeguard deployment
option. See Document 125 and footnotes 5 and 6 thereto.

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 443

339-370/B428-S/40011

CBW, Safeguard Phase II, the Draft

443

125. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, undated.
SUBJECT
Alternative Sites for FY 71 Safeguard ABM Deployment

At the NSC meeting on January 23,2 you indicated that, while you
had decided to accept the Defense Department’s recommendation to
begin construction in FY 71 of additional Safeguard sites as a step toward the full Phase 2, 12-site system, you wanted to have a further review of the particular sites for actual construction in FY 71.
The Defense Program Review Committee has met to consider alternative deployment options.3 Although the number of theoretically
possible combinations is very large, there appear to be only three plausible alternatives:
—Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri (a Minuteman field) and in
the Pacific Northwest, with “advanced preparation, “i.e., site selection
and survey work for Washington D. C., New England (NE), and Michigan/Ohio (M/O) sites;
—Whiteman and Washington, D.C., to defend the National Command Authority (NCA), with advanced preparation for NE, M/O, and
Northwest;
—construction of Whiteman only, with advanced preparation of NE,
NW, NCA, M/O, and Warren Air Force Base, Wyoming (another Minuteman site).
Each deployment combination would also provide funds for:
—substantial R&D funds for improving the Minuteman defense
capability of the system to respond to technical criticisms—mostly
about radars—of continued exclusive reliance on Safeguard components for Minuteman defense.
By contrast, no similar technical objections to the Safeguard
system used for area defense have been advanced by the President’s
Science Advisory Committee or the special group of scientists the
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 840,
ABM/MIRV, ABM System, Vol. III. Top Secret. A handwritten note on the first page of
the original indicates that it was “OBE.” Lynn sent the memorandum to Kissinger under a February 6 covering memorandum, recommending that Kissinger send it to the
President. A handwritten note on Lynn’s covering memorandum indicates that the memorandum was sent to the President on February 7.
2
See Document 121.
3
See Document 124.
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Defense Department asked to review the ABM program.4 The technical concept of Safeguard for area defense is sound. (However, judgments about the size of attack the system can defeat, and the likelihood
of rapid Chinese development of devices and methods to penetrate the
system, differ sharply.)
The alternatives do not differ significantly in costs or completion
schedules, and, because Whiteman would be built in each, all offer
some increased protection for the Minuteman force.
In addition, ACDA has tried to revive its proposal that there be no
additional deployments in FY 71, but that Phase 1’s two sites be continued, with heavy funding of R&D on new hard point defense components and an express commitment to resume deployment unless a
SALT agreement were reached promptly.
The pros and cons of the alternatives are discussed in detail in the
paper at Tab A.5
Comments
The ACDA proposal to “leave Phase II in R&D” is completely incompatible with your decision to proceed with additional deployments.
Among the three deployment plans, Whiteman plus Northwest is in
many respects the best, especially from the point of view of giving
strong public emphasis and commitment to area defense against China.
However, it appears to be ruled out as a practical possibility, because
Senator Jackson, whose support is crucial to Senate approval of the program, strongly opposes having construction of a site in his home state
begin in a year in which be must run for re-election.
Of the remaining possibilities, I believe Whiteman plus Washington,
D.C. (NCA) is the better on the merits:
—There is a strong military case for protecting the NCA, which is
explained at pages 3–4 of the paper at Tab A.6

4
Kissinger was referring to the report of the Ad Hoc Panel on Ballistic Missile Defense, which raised no objections on technical grounds to using Safeguard for area defense. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H–99, DPRC Meeting, January 15, 1970) See footnote 3, Document 117.
5
Attached but not printed at Tab A is an 8-page paper prepared by the NSC Staff,
February 4, entitled “Alternative Sites for FY 71 Safeguard ABM Development.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H–26, NSC Meeting, January 23, 1970)
6
The paper gives three military arguments in favor of defending the NCA: 1) “it
would greatly reduce the possibility of a ‘disorganizing’ or ‘catalytic’ attack by a third
country, hoping to set off a U.S. attack on the USSR;” 2) “The Soviets would be forced to
launch a very large attack to be sure of destroying the NCA, thus eliminating a potentially
attractive less-than-all-out attack option;” 3) “Even against a massive strike, the time for
decision (or evacuation) by the President and other senior officials would be extended by
some thirty minutes, [. . .] if submarine missiles were used to attack the capital.”
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—If we build the Washington site, we will have a militarily useful installation as soon as it is operational, and there need be no delay
in completion of the full area system, providing Defense Department
schedules for starting sites in FY 72 and subsequently are adhered to.
—Building the Washington site starts a site which (when adequate
radar support is available from sites to the north) will make an important contribution to area defense. On the other hand, unlike the
Northwest site, it serves other purposes and so in the debate this year
need not be justified primarily by its area defense mission.
—NCA defense is more attractive to ACDA and State from the
SALT point of view than the Northwest site because it is not a “pure”
area site and can be presented as analogous to the Moscow system.
On the other hand, there are some substantive arguments against
defense of the NCA, e.g., that the debate may serve only to call attention to the vulnerability of our command and control long before a defense is operational. More important, although Bryce Harlow believes
that congressional opposition to NCA defense would be less than to
Northwest, there are political disadvantages to the Washington site:
—Several sites must be found within 10–15 miles of the city, i.e.
inside the Beltway, which is likely to set off strong local opposition.
—There may be protests, however irrational, against defending
“politicians and generals but not ordinary people.”
—Senator Jackson also opposes a Washington site for FY 72 on the
ground that it introduces unnecessary complications into the debate.
That leaves the “Whiteman only” plan. Such a deployment has significant disadvantages:
—Any program which gives primary emphasis to Minuteman defense will focus attention on the technical criticisms, which could call
into question continuing the two Phase I Minuteman sites, as well as
starting a new one.
—Whiteman is, like all the other Phase 2 sites, a part of the full
12-site, and also the 7-site “interim,” area defense system, but it does
not protect the heavily populated parts of the country.
—A deployment limited to one new site might appear to the Soviets to be a backing away from your commitment to expand ABM and
might, therefore, cause them to feel less incentive to be serious in the
SALT talks.
On the other hand, it is essential that whatever is proposed receive
Congressional approval and the “Whiteman only” plan has substantial support:
—Secretary Laird now favors this over the other alternatives.
—Our understanding is that the JCS would prefer to include the
NCA or Northwest site along with Whiteman but that, should you
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choose the Whiteman only option, they would support you in your
decision.
—ACDA’s position is that, from the SALT point of view, it is better to have the fewest possible new sites and to build sites whose
primary purpose is something other than area defense, so they would
presumably prefer “Whiteman only” to the other possible new deployment plans.
—State’s view is that a deployment program—such as “Whiteman
only”—which does not require extremely heavy public emphasis on
protection against China is advisable because it maintains flexibility in
responding to Soviet initiatives in SALT, with only minimal delays in
finishing the entire full anti-China system should we decide to proceed
with it in FY 72.
—Senator Jackson favors having the FY 71 construction program
focus entirely on Minuteman defense, with construction beginning on
the Whiteman site only.
Whatever is proposed must get Congressional approval, and I cannot judge whether for that reason, a minimum deployment, i.e., Whiteman only, must be accepted for this year.
Whiteman plus Northwest7
Whiteman plus NCA
Whiteman only (Secretary Laird’s recommendation)
No new deployments8

7
There is no indication on the memorandum that Nixon approved any of the proposed options, but Laird, in his first full military posture statement, asked Congress on
February 20 for authorization to proceed with a Modified Phase II Safeguard ABM system. He specifically requested authorization for an ABM site at Whiteman and advanced
preparation for five additional sites, including Warren, near Washington, D.C., and unspecified locations in the Northeast, Northwest, and Michigan/Ohio region. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 840, ABM–MIRV, ABM System,
Vol. III)
8
On September 24, a conference of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees limited the administration’s plans when it agreed to accept a defense procurement and research authorization bill (P.L. 91–144) that provided for only two additional
Safeguard sites—Whiteman and Warren—useful mainly for defending Minuteman bases.
(New York Times, September 25, 1970, pp. 1, 5)

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 447

339-370/B428-S/40011

CBW, Safeguard Phase II, the Draft

447

126. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, February 6, 1970.
[Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 275, Agency Files, PFIAB, Vol. III. Top Secret; Code word. 5
pages not declassified.]

127. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, undated.
SUBJECT
U.S. Policy on Toxins (NSSM 85)2

The NSC Review Group has completed its study of U.S. Policy on
Toxins (Tab—Basic Paper).3 To assist you in your consideration of the
issues, I have enclosed a brief background paper.4
The study was initiated because of the ambiguity regarding
whether toxins were classified as chemical or biological and, therefore,
where they were meant to fall under your announced policies for biological research and chemical warfare. This ambiguity flows essentially

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–26, NSC Meeting, February 11, 1970. Secret; Nodis. Richard
Kennedy of the NSC Staff forwarded the memorandum to Kissinger under a February
10 covering memorandum for Kissinger’s review.
2
Document 115.
3
On January 30, the IPMG submitted the 27-page study, revised by the Review
Group during its January 29 meeting (see Document 122). Part I of the study consisted
of background discussion regarding toxins. Part II dealt with policy issues and program
options, which Kissinger summarized for the President in this memorandum. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H–168, NSSM 85) The study is published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume E–2,
Documents on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969–1972, Document 177.
4
Enclosed in Nixon’s briefing materials was an undated background paper, entitled “Policy on Toxins,” prepared by the NSC Staff. The 4-page paper summarized the
methods of producing toxins, current U.S. capabilities, the military uses of toxins, and
related political and arms control issues. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–26, NSC Meeting, February 11,
1970)
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from the fact that while toxins are chemicals (non-living matter which
does not reproduce itself), they currently are produced by biological
processes from living organisms. Though their production by chemical synthesis is technically possible, none of military interest has yet
been so produced. Moreover, if used, the effects of some toxins would
be similar to those of biological agents in the sense that some toxins
cause what is commonly described as disease. Toxins, however, do not
cause contagious disease which is transmissible from man to man, and
are therefore non-epidemic.
There are three options:
OPTION I: Reserve the Option to Develop, Stockpile and Use in Retaliation Toxins Produced by Either Biological Processes or Chemical Synthesis.
(Implicit in the acceptance of this option is an offensive, as well as defensive, research and development program for toxins, produced by
either method, and for related delivery systems/weapons.)
—This option would retain (1) a capability to achieve significant
logistic advantage or large area coverage in either a lethal or incapacitating role, (2) maximum flexibility to develop a variety of toxins which
may have military utility, (3) the most promising current potential to
achieve an incapacitating capability (staphylococcal enterotoxin—produced by biological processes), and possibly (4) a bargaining lever for
future arms control discussions.
—But this policy could be used as basis for charging the U.S. with
preparation for biological warfare. Production of toxins by biological
processes would cast doubt on the significance and credibility of the
U.S. renunciation of biological warfare and cause domestic political
problems associated with production, storage, transportation and testing. Moreover, any use of toxins could be used as justification by others for employing biological agents against U.S. forces. Also, our interpretation of the U.K. Draft Convention on biological warfare would
differ from that of the U.K. itself if we take the position that the production of toxins by bacteriological/biological processes is permitted,
and Senate ratification proceedings on the Geneva Protocol would be
more complicated.5
OPTION II: Renounce the Option to Develop, Stockpile and Use in Retaliation Toxins Which are Produced by Biological Processes. Reserve the Option to Develop, Stockpile and Use in Retaliation Only Those Toxins Produced
by Chemical Synthesis. (Implicit in the acceptance of this option are: (1)

5
See footnotes 4 and 7, Document 97. The administration was preparing to submit the 1925 Geneva Protocol to the Senate for ratification, which President Nixon did
on August 19. Documentation is published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume E–2,
Documents on Arms Control and Nonproliferation, 1969–1972.
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a defensive research and development program only for biologicallyproduced toxins; and (2) offensive, as well as defensive, research and
development programs for the development of chemically-synthesized
toxins and related delivery system/weapons.)
—This option would leave open the development of a toxin capability by chemical synthesis thereby retaining the advantages of flexibility and relative logistics simplicity of Option 1 if synthesis is accomplished. Moreover, it (1) would not require modification of the U.K.
Draft Convention and (2) would remove a basis for claiming that we
were acting inconsistently with the November 25th announcement on
biological programs.6
—But, it would tend to limit future capabilities to lethal toxins
more amenable to synthesis than is the only known incapacitating
toxin. It also would deny toxins to the U.S. for at least 3–5 years while
chemical production methods are developed. Since the end product is
identical regardless of production method, it also might be seen as a
loophole in the renunciation of a biological warfare program based
solely on the method of manufacture. It might complicate future arms
control measures and verification (a country could produce toxins biologically and claim they were chemically synthesized).
OPTION III: Renounce the Use, and Hence the Development and Stockpiling, of Weapons Systems Using Toxins Produced Either by Chemical Synthesis or Biological Processes. (Implicit in the acceptance of this option
are only defensive research and development programs for all toxins
with the purposes of assuring adequate defensive measures and of protecting against technological surprise.)
—This option would provide necessary defensive measures
and protect against technological surprise. It also would (1) eliminate
questions as to the significance and credibility of the U.S. policy on biological methods of warfare and research, (2) put us in the best position to ratify the Geneva Protocol with the type of reservation most
closely corresponding to our policy on chemical warfare and biological research, (3) enable us to accept the U.K. position on the U.K. Draft
Convention, and (4) be received favorably in public discussion avoiding any appearance of loopholes in U.S. policy on biological research;
—But, it would foreclose development of a weapons system which
may have military utility and could place us at a disadvantage if other
countries had toxin programs without similar restrictions. Moreover, it
could expose us to a challenge as to why we are willing to unilaterally
renounce one class of chemical agents but not others. Unilateral

6

See foonote 10, Document 103.
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renunciation of this class of chemicals could weaken our case for insisting on adequate verification of arms control agreements involving
chemicals.
Agency positions and comments on the Review Group paper are
enclosed and tabbed.7
Under Secretary of State Richardson and Ambassador Smith both
favor Option III on the grounds that (1) the need for a retaliatory toxin
capability in addition to current and planned chemical capabilities is
highly questionable and (2) the international and domestic political
costs of retaining the option to retaliate with toxins will be high. Both
believe that preserving an option to retaliate with toxins (Option I or
Option II) would (1) detract from the favorable impact of your November 25th announcement on U.S. chemical warfare and biological
research policy, (2) make more difficult the winning of international
support for the U.K. Draft Convention, and (3) complicate efforts to
gain Senate ratification of the Geneva Protocol. Both also believe that
there is some risk that indication of U.S. interests in toxins could stimulate further interest in them by other countries. Ambassador Smith
does not believe that renunciation of chemically synthesized toxins
would affect our ability to insist on treating biological methods of warfare separately from chemical warfare in arms control negotiations or
impair our ability to insist on verification requirements we deem
necessary.
Dr. DuBridge favors Option II. He believes that it implements your
announced policy on biological research. At the same time he notes
that it would permit development of additional capabilities through
chemical synthesis of toxins, and avoid introducing ambiguities into
what was and was not allowable in the chemical field.
Mr. Shakespeare prefers Option III on the ground that it would be
the clearest follow-through of your November 25th announcement and
thus be most acceptable to the public at home and abroad.
I recommend that you approve Option II renouncing biologically
produced toxins and confining U.S. programs involving them to research and development for defensive purposes only but reserving the
option to produce chemically synthesized toxins. In so doing your renunciation of biological means of warfare will be reinforced and am-

7
Several agencies submitted recommendations for future U.S. policy with respect
to toxins, including the Department of State, ACDA, OST, and USIA. The recommendations are in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–168, NSSM 85; and ibid., Box H–26, NSC Meeting, February 11, 1970. Moorer, in an undated memorandum to Laird, recommended Option I.
Packard recommended Option II in a memorandum to Kissinger, February 12. (Both in
Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 3, Chemical Warfare and Biological Research)
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biguities in our position which could arise from biological production
processes for toxins will be eliminated. We can continue to support the
principles of the U.K. Draft Convention as you announced on November 25th. Though we will be questioned in the Geneva Protocol
ratification proceedings, our position on chemically synthesized toxins
will be the same as that for all chemical weapons and the reservations
we will take need not be modified further. I believe it important to reserve the option for chemically synthesized toxins for two reasons. The
field is new and we do not know where research will take us. I am not
convinced that toxins will have significant military utility. But until we
know what the potential is, we should not unilaterally foreclose development of what may be a useful weapon system. Moreover, toxins
are chemicals however they are produced. If we unilaterally forego the
research and possible future production of chemically synthesized toxins we increase the risk that our entire retaliatory chemical program
will come under attack. If we are willing to renounce one chemical
weapon produced by chemical means, the argument will run, why
should we not renounce all chemical weapons. I do not believe that we
should run this risk.
I have enclosed a draft NSDM8 and draft public statement9 which
give effect to a policy based upon Option II of the Review Group paper which I recommend you approve.
Draft NSDM
Approve10
Disapprove
See Me
Draft Public Statement
Approve
Disapprove
See Me

8

Printed as approved as Document 128.
The White House Press Secretary issued this press release on February 14 announcing the administration’s policy on toxins. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–26, NSC Meeting, February 11, 1970) For text, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume E–2, Documents on Arms
Control and Nonproliferation, 1969–1972, Document 189.
10
The President initialed his approval of the NSDM and the draft statement. Written in an unknown hand above Nixon’s initials is “Option III,” suggesting that the President actually approved that option, the renunciation of the use, development, and stockpiling of toxins produced either by biological processes or chemical synthesis.
9
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128. National Security Decision Memorandum 441
Washington, February 20, 1970.
TO
The
The
The
The
The
The
The

Vice President
Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Director, Central Intelligence Agency
Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness
Director, Office of Science and Technology

SUBJECT
United States Policy on Toxins

Following a review of United States military programs for toxins,2
the President has decided that:
1. The United States will renounce the production for operational
purposes, stockpiling and use in retaliation of toxins produced either
by bacteriological or biological processes or by chemical synthesis.
2. The United States military program for toxins will be confined
to research and development for defensive purposes only.
3. The Secretary of Defense will submit recommendations concerning the disposal of existing stocks of toxin weapons and/or agents.
These recommendations should accompany the recommendations pursuant to National Security Decision Memorandum 353 regarding the
disposal of bacteriological/biological weapons.
4. The Under Secretaries Committee’s annual review of United
States chemical warfare programs and public information policy, as directed by National Security Decision Memorandum 35, will include review of United States military toxins programs.
Henry A. Kissinger

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 1–50. Secret. A copy was sent to Wheeler.
2
See Document 122.
3
Document 104.
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129. Study Prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff1
Washington, undated.
VOLUME I. SUMMARY
PART I. CONCEPT OF LIMITED STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WAR
Section A. Introduction
1. (U) In that this report addresses basic issues of US strategy,
it is appropriate to review briefly the evolution of nuclear power
relationships, resultant strategies and limitations, and the effects on
forces.
[Omitted here is Part I, Section A.2, which recapitulates the history of the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship.]
3. (TS) US/USSR Strategic Military Power Relationship—Present
The United States and the USSR are considered to be at parity in
megatonnage in strategic offensive nuclear weapons, and Soviet forces
are projected over the next decade to increase significantly above those
of the United States in both strategic delivery vehicles and in megatonnage. Programmed US strategic warhead inventory will continue to
exceed the projected Soviet inventory, but this should be considered in
relation to the greater Soviet megatonnage and probable increase in
BMD for Soviet urban areas. The US force mix is intended to provide
assured survival, in any circumstances, of sufficient forces for a second
strike to destroy the Soviet urban-industrial base. US strategic defensive forces are postured largely as protection against bomber attacks
on urban-industrial (U/I) areas. Current and projected Soviet strategic
defense forces are several times larger than comparable US forces. In

1
Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–75–103, 320.2,
Strategic (28 Nov 69). Top Secret. The JCS prepared this three-volume study in response
to NSSM 64, Document 41. Volume I, printed here, is a summary of the entire study. Volumes II and III are entitled “Rationale and Discussion” and “Analysis, Methodology and
Basic Data.” The JCS submitted the study to Laird under a covering memorandum, November 28, 1969. Packard later sent the study to Kissinger under a March 2, 1970, covering memorandum with the following commentary: “The major issue posed at this time
is doctrinal in nature—does the concept, or the threat, of limited strategic nuclear warfare (LSNW) warrant further exploration in order to develop alternative force requirements and their estimated costs?” While the response to NSSM 64 contained “information and logic to support useful deliberation on this conceptual question,” Packard
continued, it failed to “contain enough system definition and cost information to produce
program decisions.” If the concept of LSNW warranted further consideration, he concluded, the JCS response would “provide a foundation for the next stage of DOD study
and analysis including system requirements and costs.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–156, NSSM 64)
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a vigorous strategic offensive force buildup, the Soviets are emphasizing survivability by deploying SLBMs, and by constructing hard silos.
Recent developments in Soviet ICBM weaponry indicate they may be
seeking a capability for an effective first strike on US retaliatory forces.
In summary, while the United States has an assured destruction capability, its damage-limiting capability in offensive and defensive forces
is limited and may be expected to decrease.
Section B. Assured Destruction
1. (TS) Credibility
Under a strategy in which the concept of assured destruction is
emphasized, deterrence is based on the threat of immediate and massive countervalue attack in response to a Soviet nuclear attack on the
United States. Further, according to US declaratory policy, a large-scale
Soviet nuclear attack on Europe could bring full US retaliation upon
the Soviet homeland.
a. In the current strategic power relationship, a strategy which has
as its major element the assured destruction concept may not be completely adequate for all circumstances. While the assured destruction
capability makes a large-scale Soviet attack against the US unlikely,
there is less assurance that it would deter a limited strategic nuclear
attack against the United States. The Soviets could launch such a limited strategic nuclear attack, while reserving forces sufficient to destroy
the United States, in the belief that the United States would be deterred
from a massive countervalue response by fear of the ultimate consequences. Destruction in the United States which could follow might be
considered a worse choice than accepting the conditions imposed by
the initial Soviet attack.
b. Limitations in the credibility of assured destruction as the major element of our strategy would apply, in even greater measure, to
the credibility of US nuclear strategy in support of allies. For example,
NATO nuclear response to an all-out conventional attack by the Warsaw Pact has been credible because it was backed by the threat of employment of US strategic nuclear forces. If, in the assumed strategic relationship of assured destruction, it would appear irrational for the
United States to strike massively with US strategic nuclear forces to
protect allies because of the risk of very high levels of damage to the
United States by the Soviets, the US assured destruction capability may
no longer be credible in those circumstances.
c. Risks. The Soviets may infer from the changed strategic balance
that the United States would be deterred from escalating to strategic
nuclear war in response to a limited nuclear attack by the Soviets, either against the United States or its allies. They may infer that the US
declaratory assured destruction policy is not credible in these situa-
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tions and that they can employ their forces in conventional or limited
nuclear attacks to gain limited objectives with acceptable risk.
Section C. Limited Strategic Nuclear War
1. (S) Introduction
The further development of the concept portion of this report is
based on the assumptions that the possibility of limited strategic nuclear war is inherent in the strategic relationships as discussed above;
and that to evaluate further concepts and capabilities for limited strategic nuclear warfare, limitations, employment constraints, objectives,
deterrence criteria, and attack/response options should be developed.
2. (TS) Concept for Limited Strategic Nuclear War
a. The evolving problems discussed in the foregoing sections illustrate the need to reevaluate US strategic alternatives. While the assured destruction concept is an important component of national military strategy, it is only a part of the entire structure. Because our
nuclear retaliatory capability in the past has deferred a broad range of
opponent actions, there is a tendency to persist in attributing to it and
its assured destruction component a wider deterrent role than it may
be able to perform. Other possibilities, options, and forces must be evaluated. US strategy and capabilities should provide clear and considered alternatives between accepting conditions which could be imposed by a deliberate, limited strategic nuclear attack by the Soviets,
or immediately escalating to execution of the SIOP. In a relationship of
mutual deterrence, the United States should develop options which
have as their objective the reduction of risks and instability which exist for the lower levels of nuclear war.
b. Relationship Between Objectives and Conflict Control. Attacks in
limited strategic nuclear war should be conceived and executed to
achieve specific strategic objectives, including political objectives.
These objectives should be designed to deter further conflict while
achieving national security objectives. A US military objective in any
war is to insure an advantageous position for the United States upon
war termination. In limited strategic nuclear war, it must be recognized that without restraint this objective of gaining advantage could
become self-defeating to deterrence of escalation, which is another objective implicit in the limited strategic nuclear war concept. For this
reason, plus others in the following discussions of limitations and constraints, there is an overriding requirement for close control of the conflict in limited strategic nuclear war by the national command authorities (NCA). Control would become a principal feature of limited
strategic nuclear war.

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 456

339-370/B428-S/40011

456

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

3. (TS) Limitations on Limited Strategic Nuclear War
Limitations discussed here primarily concern the political obstacles to changes or modifications of nuclear strategy which are designed
to increase war-waging capability. The current capability of the NCA
to retain effective control of a conflict is also addressed.
a. Domestic Political Limitations. The United States may face problems in implementing a capability for limited strategic nuclear war,
even as a complement to assured destruction. To lend stability in the
face of public pressures, Americans would need to be assured that the
capability to conduct limited nuclear war would help deter the outbreak of such conflicts, and in the event deterrence should fail, that
such a capability would increase the likelihood of terminating the conflict short of general war. To attain an effective capability, strategic defense improvements would be required and military spending for
strategic forces might increase. These issues may lead to temporizing
and to strategic force programming stretch-outs.
b. International Political Limitations
(1) In projecting a concept for limited strategic nuclear war there
is a risk that we may incorrectly assume that the opponent will adopt
a like strategy and force posture with like objectives.
(2) An immediate international political consideration is how the
United States could reconcile advocating a capability to wage limited
strategic nuclear war with the traditional US policy of limiting the possession and possible use of nuclear weapons. The effect of US advocacy that limited strategic nuclear war is a feasible and necessary option would be unpredictable.
(3) Acceptance of the concept by allies would be problematical.
Would they insist on agreement on strikes? Could the United States
conduct strikes unilaterally while achieving objectives and maintaining control? Can control of such a conflict be successfully retained between two parties only? Should US strategic force employment be decoupled from theater forces and theater threats? What would be the
relationship of US concept for limited strategic nuclear war to British
and French nuclear forces?
(4) In paragraphs (2) and (3) above are some international political considerations which are outside the scope of this study. They appear to be issues which must be resolved in the process of determining the validity of the concept for limited strategic nuclear war.
c. Command and Control by the NCA. The physical effects of nuclear
war may place severe limitations on the capability of the NCA for functions such as directing strategic forces employment, and obtaining
timely and accurate information on both the US and Soviet strategic
potential. A reliable capability to communicate with the opponent
would be highly desirable. Accurate assessment of opponents’ reactions, capabilities and options would be necessary.
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4. (TS) Considerations and Constraints
There are considerations and constraints which are likely to influence force employment in limited strategic nuclear war. They can be
broadly classed as control and planning.
a. Control. Control is directly related to the objective of limiting
the conflict at the lowest possible level.
(1) For example, in selecting targets and the type of delivery vehicle, the possible and expected reactions of the opponent must be
weighed as a constraint. In this sense, attacks on command and control or damaging attacks on urban defenses could result in attack escalation. The ability of the opponent to perceive the actual origin, scale,
and intended objective, is an uncertainty. If warning or attack assessment systems were saturated or otherwise disabled, the level of conflict might exceed that desired by either side.
(2) Another control constraint is the capability for damage assessment. The critical need for timely intelligence in limited strategic
nuclear war makes reconnaissance information and the supporting
communications net to the NCA essential for attack planning. Furthermore, reconnaissance employment constraints must be considered
such as penetration capability through undegraded defenses, ability to
cover all desired targets with the level of detail required, and the tradeoff in time responsiveness versus level of detail.
b. Planning
(1) To demonstrate resolve and capability, success of strikes in limited strategic nuclear war is extremely important. This would place
constraints on selecting attack objectives, types of targets, delivery vehicles, and numbers of warheads.
(2) Weapons resources must be controlled during the conflict to
ensure forces are available to provide for a credible deterrent at higher
levels of conflict and to maintain the essential integrity of the assured
destruction capability, while achieving the immediate objectives in limited strategic nuclear war. The broad range of options available and
the selective employment of forces could cause overextension of
weapon resources introducing the possibility of degradation of SIOP
effectiveness. Should the targets selected for attack in a limited strategic nuclear war, particularly at the lower levels, be covered within the
SIOP, this degradation would be minimized.
(3) Related to the foregoing consideration are the ability to predict or assess the relative balance in residual strategic potential at any
point during nuclear exchanges and the relative strategic position of
either side in war outcomes measures. A constraining factor would be
the ability to identify the decision point in limited strategic nuclear war
when further expenditure of forces would critically degrade the remaining capability of strategic forces.
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(4) Collateral damage should be minimized because of the unpredictable perception of attack objectives by the opponent which
might result from unintended gross effects such as collateral casualties. This would impose constraints in selection of delivery vehicles
and targets so as to achieve desired effects as precisely as possible.
(5) Additional constraints are the requirements for delivery precision and probability of success of each attack attempted.
5. (TS) Force Implications in Limited Strategic Nuclear War
The constraints in control, attack precision, and probability of success indicate that an optimum capability for limited strategic nuclear
war would require concepts and forces that go beyond current criteria
for strategic forces. What would appear to be required is a US advantage in exploitable, usable military power, i.e., military forces that can
survive and be committed to action across a full range of attack options. This would require a range of forces, weapons, and associated
command and control, usable for controlled, selective, and discriminating attacks.
Section D. Objectives in Limited Strategic Nuclear War
1. (TS) The foregoing discussions suggest that an essential characteristic of limited strategic nuclear war is the close relationship between military actions and political objectives. Military actions would
be paced by diplomatic and political events—their effectiveness being
related to roles of allies, international and domestic opinion, and national objectives. These operations would require the coordination of
military plans and action with political and diplomatic effort to achieve
a set of objectives far broader than strictly military ones. These coordinated activities must seek to reduce the opponent’s perceived national interest in the crisis versus the risks and possible losses. At the
same time they must increase his awareness of the depth of US interest and US commitment to employ military force. They must seek,
where possible, to gain domestic and international support for US action and to develop such pressures against the opponent. They must
seek to insure for the United States, and to deny to the opponent critical military support from other nations. They must emphasize to the
opponent his vulnerability to US operations and that continuing hostilities will be increasingly to his disadvantage. They must communicate to the opponent what the United States desires him to do while
signalling both the intent to limit actions and the readiness to terminate on reasonable terms. Finally, they must consider the long-term effects of a limited strategic nuclear war on the United States as a world
power.
2. (TS) To achieve these objectives implies, on the military side,
the discriminate and controlled application of force to communicate
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clearly demands and intentions and to achieve precisely specified effects—effects reflecting and supporting the objectives of the national
authority.
3. (TS) Stated in broad terms, the military objectives would be: to
deter limited strategic nuclear attacks on the United States; if deterrence fails, to defend against such attacks and to respond by coupling
limited strategic nuclear attacks to support political objectives and
maintain relative advantage; to limit damage to the United States and
allies, and to terminate hostilities at the lowest possible level under
conditions advantageous to the United States.
Section E. Deterrence in Limited Strategic Nucler War
1. (TS) Introduction
a. The focus thus far has been upon the needs to which our overall US strategy must respond in changing world strategic relationships
and upon the role of a broadened nuclear capability within that larger
framework. The question arises: how should such a capability be constructed and in what ways should the US nuclear policy be adjusted if
we are to satisfy those needs? New criteria for deterrence in the limited strategic nuclear war context are indicated.
b. General war has been deterred by the prospect of broad devastation of the entire homeland of the United States or the USSR which
would result from massive nuclear attacks. The measures of effectiveness of such attacks and the basis for deterrence has been damage to
the urban-industrial base of each nation. Deterrence has been viewed
as a preinitiation condition and as having little relevance after execution. However, for limited strategic nuclear war, a full range of factors
which affect deterrence should be considered before and during the
course of the conflict.
2. (S) Deterrence Criteria
a. The Soviet Union could be deterred from a contemplated limited strategic nuclear attack on the United States by a single influence
or combination of influences sufficient to make the expected consequences of the attack disadvantageous. These deterrent influences can
be grouped as follows:
(1) Those Which Decrease the Incentive to Attack. One measure which
the United States could take is to avoid confronting the Soviets with a
situation in which limited strategic nuclear attacks would appear appropriate and instrumental for achieving some objective. A related
measure is to avoid postures and force dispositions which appear to
the Soviets as extremely threatening or particularly vulnerable.
(2) Defense Military Influences. ASW, missile, and air defense, depending on their size and effectiveness and extent of deployment, could
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deny or limit the prospect of success in limited strategic nuclear attack
or create substantial uncertainty as to whether specific targets could
actually be hit. Depending on the scope of attack, the Soviets might anticipate substantial losses of attacking vehicles to achieve attack objectives with any degree of certainty. If the forces required could be seen
as disproportionately large relative to the overall strategic resources or
potential gain, Soviet leaders might be deterred from such an attack.
Effective defenses against both bombers and missiles would appear to
be especially appropriate for defeating a limited attack because the defense would not be complicated or degraded by the conditions likely
to exist in strategic nuclear war. While it is unlikely that defenses could
prevent the Soviets from attacking certain targets, defenses could provide for preferential protection of those targets having the greatest political or military significance. Awareness of the difficulty and cost of
attacking such targets would help deter the Soviets.
(3) Offense Military Influences. Offensive capabilities provide the
basis for deterrence in its most familiar form—the threat of retaliation
by inflicting unacceptable damage. This damage may be inflicted on
countervalue targets or it may be directed against military forces. The
threat of military losses adds to deterrence, e.g., the prospect that the
surviving military balance may not favor the aggressor; the prospect
of the loss of military forces essential to national independence and
survival. Finally, there is the prospect that the defender’s retaliatory
counterforce attacks may reduce the aggressor’s remaining offensive
forces sufficiently to prevent or make highly uncertain the attainment
of future objectives. Also, highly survivable offensive systems not only
contribute to deterrence but also greatly reduce the incentive for and
likelihood of small attacks aimed at eroding US retaliatory capability.
Probably the most pervasive deterrent to nuclear attack of any scope
is the prospect that it would lead to some form of offensive retaliation
and carries the risk of escalation to general war. Whatever gains might
have been sought by the initial attack would be far outweighed by the
resultant losses.
(4) Other Military Influences. Given a gross comparability of parity
in numbers between opposing strategic forces, what would be required
to deter limited nuclear attacks is a qualitative superiority on the part
of the United States in terms of technological improvements in existing
systems and in the long term, development of improved weapons systems. Foreknowledge on the part of the Soviet leaders of the qualitative
superiority of US forces across a full range of limited nuclear operations
would most likely deter the USSR from initiating a limited attack.
b. Summary of Deterrence Criteria. The foregoing discussion suggests that the following criteria for strategy, force development, and
force posture would contribute to deterrence of limited strategic nuclear or disarming attacks. The United States should:
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(1) Maintain a qualitative superiority in offensive and defensive
capabilities so that Soviet leaders will believe that US forces would be
more effective than Soviet forces and more efficient in achieving objectives in any limited strategic nuclear conflict.
(2) Maintain command and control systems to permit the controlled and flexible employment of forces in limited strategic nuclear
war and to limit the possibilities for uncontrolled escalation.
(3) Make it clear to the Soviet leaders that any limited strategic
nuclear attack would result in US reaction with its strategic forces
which would be relatively disadvantageous to the USSR.
(4) Avoid emphasizing force compositions, postures, and dispositions which appear to the Soviets as first-strike oriented or which are
vulnerable to limited strategic nuclear operations.
(5) Maintain forces of such a quality and quantity that the Soviets could never calculate, with any reasonable degree of certainty, that
a limited strategic nuclear attack on the United States or our allies
would lead to an outcome favorable to the USSR.
3. (TS) Stability
a. Development of a capability to support a limited strategic nuclear war strategy would probably be apparent to the Soviets. It raises
the question as to whether any improvements would be destabilizing.
The question cannot be answered with assurance and arguments can
be made on both sides.
b. Major force improvements could be considered as destabilizing. However, the same arguments do not necessarily hold for improvements in command and control.
c. Soviet force improvements indicate an increasing counterforce
capability, whereas US defenses and capability for damage-limiting
counterforce strikes are limited. This disparity between the United
States and Soviets is increasing and is destabilizing. US development
of a capability for limited strategic nuclear war across a range of options could tend to counter this disparity.
d. It would be unacceptable to place the United States in a position where there is a serious possibility of a successful Soviet disarming attack, where the United States would have no credible response,
and where the United States might have to accept conditions imposed
by the Soviets. The possibility of such a situation could be minimized
by appropriate force postures and measures to reduce vulnerability to
disarming attacks by the Soviets.
Section F. Attack/Response Options
1. (TS) Strategic Significance of Levels of Attack
a. Nuclear capable forces employed could be considered as a
measure of the level of attack. However, such a measure may be mis-
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leading in that the most important factor is determining the objective
of the attack.
b. Further, the use of nuclear weapons is most likely to achieve
decisive results when some level of military effectiveness is achieved.
Use at some lower level is least likely to be conclusive, and may be
wasteful of resources. Economy in force employment is an important
military consideration in selecting targets and establishing targeting
objectives in limited strategic nuclear war.
c. Because the ultimate goal in warfare is political, demonstration
attacks to indicate resolve or to warn may have a place as a strategic
option. However, these are excluded from detailed analysis in this
study as not being either measurable or militarily significant in determining US capabilities.
d. There is a requirement for small scale attacks to provide some
economical return in damage achieved. Conversely, if large numbers
of weapons were employed in response to a small scale attack, the attacker risks misinterpretation and escalation. This risk of escalation is
the principal argument for keeping attacks at a low level.
e. An objective is to limit attacks to low numbers of weapons,
while retaining the capability to advance to higher levels of attack.
Thus, the concept of limited strategic nuclear war implies a war-fighting strategy with the capability of employing forces incrementally. Because US strategic offensive forces and associated command and control have been designed for massive attacks, incremental employment
of forces introduces additional requirements for endurance of force
command and control.
f. For pragmatic reasons, maximum deterrence would rest on US
strategic capabilities for absorbing and applying a full range of limited
strategic nuclear attacks, including major disarming attacks. Consequently, this analysis emphasized attack/response options in which
military objectives are foremost, with major emphasis on militarily significant counterforce attacks.2
2. (TS) Counterforce Strikes
a. Counterforce attacks as discussed in this paragraph are attacks
on targets which are a direct nuclear threat—primarily strategic offensive weapons systems including controls and weapons storage.
b. Noting the previous discussion of the credibility of assured destruction, large Soviet counterforce attacks may not be deterred. Projected Soviet force developments could be evidence of a move toward

2
An unidentified hand wrote in the margin next to this paragraph, “Could be
wrong tgts [targets].”
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a counterforce first strike capability with favorable exchange ratios. The
possibility of a Soviet counterforce attack at some level to gain relative
strategic advantage over the United States must be considered in US
strategic planning.
c. To accomplish US objectives in response to a counterforce attack, response in kind might be appropriate. A counterforce response
may be preferred because it should not inflict high casualties and damage to nonmilitary resources. Such nonmilitary losses might strengthen
the opponent’s resolve and risks escalation to general war. Because of
this, counterforce attacks might be more politically acceptable than
countervalue attacks and therefore would be a credible option in limited strategic nuclear war.
3. (TS) Nuclear Strikes Against Other Military Targets (OMT)
OMT includes all military assets except strategic forces, their controls and nuclear storage sites. OMT should be targeted to the extent
possible considering political objectives and the competing military objectives of counterforce and countervalue. Targeting OMT may have
value by itself in some circumstances. If the United States can gain no
advantage in strategic counterforce or countervalue attacks, consideration should be given to OMT as appropriate targets to gain or maintain relative advantage.
4. (TS) Countervalue Strike
a. Countervalue attacks are an option in limited strategic nuclear
war. Attacks on certain war-supporting resources, while minimizing
collateral fatalities, would exact a high price and could give some assurance of preventing escalation. However, city attacks as such might
be undesirable in countervalue targeting in limited strategic nuclear
war because of long-term political and psychological effects and the
probability of escalation.
b. In view of the above, this study has not treated countervalue
attacks in which high civilian casualties were a likely result.
[Omitted here are 32 pages comprising Part II, “Information, Decision, and Control;” Part III, “Capabilities of Programmed Forces;”
and Part IV, “Force Capabilities Requiring Improvement.”]
PART V. SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS AND OBSERVATIONS
Section A. Significant Findings
1. (TS) Capability to Deter and Respond
Through the 1970s, the US capability to deter or respond to a limited strategic nuclear war becomes less credible. In general, military
objectives of achieving relative advantage are not attainable and the
United States is unable to control or force termination of conflict. The
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US ability to deter is directly related to our ability to respond. Further,
the US command and control structure was not designed for timely and
flexible response in limited strategic nuclear attacks on a large scale.
2. (TS) Capabilities for Conducting Limited Strategic Nuclear War
The United States possesses a good capability to execute a preplanned attack, but does not have an adequate capability to control
forces in multi-exchanges. This inadequate capability is the major limiting factor in conducting this type warfare.
3. (TS) Survivability of Command and Control
Vulnerability to nuclear attack is the primary limitation on the capability of our command and control systems. Existing command and
control systems, which were designed for preattack and for support of
SIOP cannot be relied upon for continuing effectiveness in multiexchange limited strategic nuclear war.
4. (TS) Information
The gathering and employment of timely, accurate, and reliable
intelligence are vital to the successful conduct of limited strategic nuclear war. Timely knowledge of the condition and location of targets
and defenses is required. In addition to the more common prestrike intelligence requirements, selective and efficient employment of forces
requires continuing damage assessment of strikes by the United States
and the Soviet Union.
5. (TS) Target Categories
There are selective Soviet and US target categories which can be
attacked which result in relatively few urban casualties. Targets may
be selected for attack to achieve either political or military objectives.
6. (TS) Defenses
Currently the Soviets have a defensive advantage over the United
States. Ballistic missile and air defenses can have a significant impact on
limited strategic nuclear war and on the selection of the optimum system for a particular attack. In addition to limiting damage, defenses require the offense to attack to a proportionate level to insure attainment
of desired objectives. The magnitude of the attack against defended targets is subject to misinterpretation and risks escalatory reaction. The US
position could be improved if strategic defensive forces included a mix
of complementary and mutually supporting defenses in-depth.
7. (TS) Alert Rates
Alert bombers and submarines tend to prevent the initiator of a
counterforce strike from gaining a decisive advantage. The survivability of these alert forces tends to lend stability in a crisis and helps to
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preserve an assured destruction capability, thereby reducing the likelihood of war. There is little margin for improving alert/non-alert ratios of programmed forces over a sustained period.
8. (TS) Bomber Hard Target Kill
In our missile force, neither current nor programmed reentry systems have the desirable CEP-yield combination for effective employment against hard targets. An arriving bomber is presently the most
effective hard target killer in our strategic arsenal. Current and programmed bomber weapons with relatively low CEP and high yield are
very effective against targets such as nuclear storage sites and missile
silos. In some circumstances, the time sensitivity of certain targets such
as missile silos may militate against employment of the bomber.
9. (TS) Mobility Concept
Mobile forces tend to prevent the initiator of a counterforce strike
from gaining a decisive advantage. The relative immunity of these
forces to disarming attacks enhances stability and could improve force
potential.
10. (TS) Force Improvements
Qualitative and quantitative improvement in programmed forces
can be made which would enhance their capabilities in limited strategic
nuclear war. Further improvements in force capabilities, especially command and control, can be achieved by addition of redesigned or new
systems.
Section B. Observations
1. (TS) Advantage After an Initial Attack
At the end of an initial disarming attack, the side attacked may
deduce that it has superior offensive forces remaining. In this event, it
is possible to conceive a situation in which the side attacked may perceive an advantage in refraining from a response and attempting to negotiate war termination from a position of presumed relative strength.
2. (TS) Survivability of Presidential Authority
Although survivable command centers can be available to the Presidential authority, the broader problem of insuring survivability of
Presidential Authority must be addressed at the highest levels.
PART VI. ISSUES FOR DECISION
Section A. Fundamental Issues
There are two fundamental issues identified by the NSSM 64 study.
The first is whether the concept of limited strategic nuclear war is valid
in light of the present and projected strategic balance of power between
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the United States and the Soviet Union. The second is whether the
United States should develop a credible capability for engaging in limited strategic nuclear war.
Section B. Validity of the Concept
1. (TS) Questions for Consideration
a. When debating the validity of the concept of limited strategic
nuclear war, there are questions which should be considered. Some of
these are:
(1) What evidence is there that the Soviets might be considering
limited strategic nuclear war as a viable option?
(2) If a US capability were developed, what impact would this
have on the credibility of SIOP and the assured destruction capability?
(3) Is the ability to conduct limited strategic nuclear war capable
of being countered by an opponent developing a similar strategy and
capability?
(4) What effect would development of this capability have on our
allies and other nuclear powers?
(5) If the concept is considered valid, what are the fiscal implications in relation to other national programs?
(6) If the concept is not credible, how is this fact communicated
to the Soviets in a convincing manner?
b. In treating the question of the validity of the concept, the options available are acceptance or rejection. Under either option, risks
are encountered.
2. (TS) Risks in Rejecting the Concept
Some of the risks inherent in rejection of the concept are:
a. The Soviets may develop the capability. This would provide
them with a range of options in the strategic use of nuclear weapons
which the United States could not match. If they chose to make a largescale limited attack, the United States would then be faced with the
following immediately available courses of action: response with SIOP;
negotiate the problem; do nothing. If they make a small-scale attack,
the United States additionally could respond using an extemporaneous selective employment of either nuclear or other weapons. All of
these options may fail to deal properly with the situation.
b. It may close the door on resolution of crises by use of nuclear
weapons at levels less than strategic nuclear war.
3. (TS) Risks in Accepting the Concept
Some of the risks in accepting the concept and developing a capability are that these actions may:
a. Encourage Soviet acceleration of strategic arms development;
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b. Degrade the credibility of the assured destruction capability;
c. Prove too costly to support;
d. Be construed as encouraging the use of nuclear weapons;
e. Be used as justification by smaller nuclear powers for their employment of nuclear weapons;
f. Tend to be destabilizing in certain crisis situations;
g. Tend to make more likely an ultimate escalation to general war
through progressive steps in a sustained conflict.
Section C. Development of the Capability
1. (TS) Courses of Action
a. If the concept is considered neither valid nor necessary at this
time, there is no basis for a strategy embodying the concept and development of a capability.
b. If the concept is considered valid but not necessary, a choice of
developing or not developing a capability exists.
c. If the concept is considered valid and necessary, capability to
conduct limited strategic nuclear war should be developed.
2. (TS) Guidance for Development of a Capability
If a capability for limited strategic nuclear war is to be developed,
appropriate strategic guidance is required. Modification to the criteria
for strategic sufficiency3 could provide the basis for refinement of the
strategy and the development of the capability. The following would
appear to provide appropriate additional guidance:
a. Change Criterion #4 to read: “Deploy defenses to assist in deterrence of limited strategic nuclear attack or, in the event deterrence fails,
to limit damage from such attacks as well as accidental launches to a
low level.”
b. Add as fifth and sixth criteria:
(1) Criterion #5. “Maintain the capability to insure relatively favorable outcomes if deterrence fails. (This means a capability for a relatively favorable ratio of fatalities, industrial damage, and residual military assets, as well as for the destruction of a comprehensive military
target system under a wide range of war-initiation, war-waging and
war-termination situations).”
(2) Criterion #6. “Maintain forces and supporting command and
control systems to permit the enduring controlled employment of
forces in limited strategic nuclear warfare.”

3

See Document 39.
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130. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, March 11, 1970.
[Omitted here is discussion of the implications of National Security Decision Memorandum (NSDM) 43, “U.S. Policy Toward Spain:
Base Negotiations,” issued on February 20. Documentation on NSDM
43 is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume
XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972.]
HAK: Future work.
Pres. wants to establish rationale for claims on national resources.
Need to understand threats, strategies, commitments. Pres. was faced
last year with some of individual issues. He wants to use this group
for doctrinal issues. When indiv. systems involved, it is from point of
view, not mgt. First problem is the five year projections.2
DP: We’re having reviews now with Services & JCS. Guidance for
‘71 is $71.8 billion. Service submissions are $74 billion.
We can put together a package identifying the problems for ‘72
and five years also. Can get a first cut at military and strategic problems. Tucker working on it. Get as simple a presentation as possible.
HAK: Need state of economic inputs, trade-offs. Need to know
what is minimum. Need impact of force structure on threats, foreign
policy. e.g. CVAs Concept of th[eater?] forces, availability of bases.
—What should our national security objective be?
—What are the trade-offs within which we have flexibility?
DP: Problem is carriers, can barely support to 12, number of divisions. We can get broad picture. Can do this very quickly and within
next month.
HAK: Best process is to have a little working group to pull papers
together, identify the issues. Larry Lynn has been designated to do this.3

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, 1969–1973. No classification
marking. Attendees included Johnson, Packard, Wheeler, Kissinger, Spiers, Schlesinger,
and McCracken.
2
In response to NSDM 27 (Document 56), the Department of Defense, on August
18, produced “Defense Planning, 1971–76.” (Washington National Records Center, OSD
Files: FRC 330–73 A–1971, 381, Defense Planning FY 71) The final version of the paper
is Document 152.
3
In a January 19 memorandum addressed to the committee, Kissinger established
the DPRC Working Group and charged it with managing the preparation and review of
studies initiated by the DPRC. Later, in a February 26 memorandum addressed to Rogers,
Laird, Helms, Wheeler, McCracken, and Mayo, he named Lynn to chair the Working
Group. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H–98, DPRC General, 1969–February 1970)
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McCracken: We’ve been extending our work on resource allocations.
HAK: Meeting before Easter—March 27.4 Fundamental choices. So
Pres. knows what he’s got to give up & for what.
JS: Problem is piecemeal commitments on the domestic side so
there is no room left in November.
4
The DPRC meeting on the FY 1972 Defense budget was held on Monday, March
23. See Document 132.

131. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon1
Washington, March 11, 1970.
SUBJECT
Future of the Draft

This memorandum presents DoD comments and recommendations on matters concerning the future of the draft, including the Report of the President’s Commission on an All-Volunteer Armed Force.2
The Department of Defense endorses the basic conclusion of the
Report of the President’s Commission on an All-Volunteer Armed Force
that the draft should be phased out. This should occur when assured
of the capability to attract and retain an Armed Force of the required
size and quality through voluntary means.
It is our view that as we proceed toward this goal, the main emphasis should be on reducing draft calls to zero rather than achieving

1
Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–76–067, 340,
Volunteer Force. No classification marking. No drafting information appears on the
memorandum.
2
Created on March 27, 1969, the President’s Commission on an All-Volunteer
Armed Force (known as the Gates Commission after its Chairman, Thomas S. Gates, Jr.,
Secretary of Defense during the Eisenhower administration) submitted its final report
during a meeting with Nixon held on February 21, 1970. The Commission’s major recommendation was that an all-volunteer armed force could supplant the draft by July 1,
1971, if military personnel were granted a $3 billion annual pay increase needed to attract enough enlistees to maintain the required 2.5 million soldiers. A copy of the report
is ibid., NSC Files, Box 407, Subject Files, Volunteer Army. The record of the Commission’s meeting with Nixon is ibid., White House Special Files, Box 80, President’s Personal Files, Memoranda for the President, Beginning February 15, 1970.
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the All-Volunteer Force, even though the objective of each is identical.
There are many Americans, including some in Congress, who reject the
idea of an All-Volunteer Armed Force but support reduced reliance on
the draft. It will be easier to reach your objective by focusing public attention on eliminating the draft rather than stirring those who object
to the concept of an All-Volunteer Force.
My recommendations on draft reform, which we previously discussed, went to the National Security Council on January 10, 1970.3 For
the purposes of this memorandum, it is sufficient to recommend the
following actions on draft reform to be taken coincident with your
forthcoming message to Congress:4
1. You should proceed with an Executive Order that would phase
out occupational and paternity deferments, and with proposed legislation that would phase out undergraduate student deferments.
2. You should advocate legislation to place the draft on a national
call in order of sequence numbers. A method which uses sequence numbers for calls of pre-induction examinations was introduced by the Selective Service System just a week ago, and it shows early promise of
accomplishing a result which is more consistent with the draft lottery.
Even so, a change in the law is the only way of assuring that local Draft
Boards will use sequence numbers uniformly.
3. You should request a two-year extension of the Induction Authority beyond June 30, 1971, with the provision that you will end the
draft by proclamation if it becomes clear during the two-year period
that the draft can be shifted to Standby Status without jeopardizing national security. An alternative would be to request an extension with a
ceiling on the number that could be inducted in each of the extension
years. The final result from Congress might be a one-year extension,
or a ceiling, but I believe the initial request should be for two years
without a ceiling.
Department of Defense studies confirm that, as currently-planned
force level reductions occur, it will become increasingly feasible and
less expensive to meet military manpower needs without reliance on
the draft. Even if current relationships between military and civilian
pay were to be maintained (and assuming that Vietnamization and
other factors proceed favorably), it is reasonable to estimate that
monthly draft calls will fall to the level of 5000–6000 by the beginning

3
Laird’s Januay 10 6-page memorandum to Kissinger provided the OSD’s position
on NSSM 78, (Document 54). Among Laird’s recommendations were the phasing out of
occupational, paternity, and student deferments and the implementation of a direct national draft call randomly chosen by registrants’ birth dates. (Washington National
Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–76–067, 340, Volunteer Force)
4
See footnote 3, Document 139.
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of FY 1973. With special pay increases and other actions to improve
upon the attractiveness and satisfactions of military service, it may be
possible to further reduce these draft call levels.
In a memorandum I sent to you on December 18, 1969, and in my
statement before the Joint Session of the Senate Armed Services and
Appropriations Committees regarding the FY 1971 Defense Program
and Budget, I recommended a 20% pay increase to be effective early
in 1971 for enlisted personnel with less than two years of service.5
This was to be in addition to the civilian-military general increase.
Provision has been made in the FY 1971 Budget for both of these increases effective January 1, 1971.
We would like to be able to advance the effective date of this special increase to July 1, 1970, and to change the increase amount from
20% to 25%. To do so would demonstrate to the nation and to Congress the high priority you assign to getting on with eliminating the
draft, and relieving the draftee and enlistee of a portion of the tax burden he carries in the form of inadequately low pay. Further, it would
accelerate the timetable for reducing draft calls to zero, and thus increase the possibility that this objective might be achieved by the end
of FY 1972.
The problem, however, is one of cost. The earlier effective date and
the higher increase would involve an additional budget cost of $375
million over the $250 million already earmarked for FY 1971. Also, this
action would invite nearly-certain action by Congress to make the civilian-military general increase effective July 1, 1970 instead of January
1, 1971, with a further additional cost to the Department of Defense of
$800 million. It is simply not possible for this Department to absorb
additional costs by cuts elsewhere in its FY 1971 budget. Reluctantly,
therefore, we must decline to recommend either the earlier effective
date or the higher amount. This leaves us with the civilian-military
general increase and the 20% pay increase for enlisted personnel with
less than two years of service, both to be effective January 1, 1971.
In the course of considering the special 20% increase for enlisted
personnel with less than two years of service, consideration was given
to skewing the pay line by assigning the recruit a different percent than
the second year man. The rationale of the President’s Commission
would assign the higher percent to the recruit, on the grounds that his
pay is lowest compared with his civilian counterpart. Others argue,

5
Laird’s December 18, 1969, memorandum to Nixon has not been found. Laird’s
letter to the Senate Armed Services Committee on April 23, 1970, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to reduce draft calls by increasing the pay rates of certain enlisted
members of the uniformed armed services, is in the Congressional Record, 91st Cong., 2d
sess., Vol. 116, pt. 10, p. 12700.
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however, for giving the lower percent of increase to the recruit and
holding back the higher amount, possibly to be paid as a lump sum
bonus when he completes an honorable enlistment. While its power to
attract new recruits may be questioned, this latter approach could encourage thrift when most military recruits, even though low paid, are
able to assign a portion of their disposable income to savings. Further,
by keeping entry pay at a low level, it would at least reduce the initial
tax burden that would occur in the event of later mobilization.
Notwithstanding these considerations, we believe the 20% increase
is the minimum that should be given to any enlisted personnel with
less than two years of service. Equity demands no less, and a lower
percent of increase would provide no basis for measuring the impact
of a pay increase upon voluntary enlistments.
Three comments on the Report of the President’s Commission are
appropriate for this memorandum. The first is that the Department of
Defense has considerably less confidence than is reflected in the President’s Commission Report that draft calls could be reduced to zero by
July 1, 1971.6 This is because of factors of uncertainty beyond our current reach or control and they include the following:
—The changing attitude of young people toward military service, and its
effect upon enlistments and reenlistments. Many of the manpower supply
estimates for an All-Volunteer Force rely on pre-Vietnam data, and upon
after-the-fact surveys of what induced “voluntary” enlistments. It is not
known how youngsters of high school age have been affected by widespread anti-war propaganda, nor is it known how those already engaged in ground combat in Vietnam will respond to reenlistment.
—The uncertainty of the effect of increased pay. It is assumed that more
pay will buy additional enlistments, but there simply is no way to know
at this time the extent of its drawing power.
—The availability of jobs in the labor market. Our ability to attract
young men to the Armed Forces will be influenced by the range of occupations and number of jobs they have to choose from, in addition to
the military option.
My second comment is to point out that the Commission Report
is in serious error in suggesting that little or no problem exists with respect to compensation of career military personnel. The report com6
During his weekly staff meeting on February 24, Laird criticized the Gates Report for establishing this deadline for the elimination of the draft, a date that Laird felt
would allow “everyone in the Congress who is against the Vietnam war to coalesce with
those who are in favor of the all-volunteer force to come up with enough votes to defeat the extension of the Selective Service Act. If the draft should cease, we would not
be able to meet our commitments. We want to move in that direction [the elimination
of conscription] but the cessation of the draft in 1971 is not a possibility.” (Washington
National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–76–0028, Chronological File)
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pares pay of military personnel with “average” civilian earnings on the
basis of the number of years out of high school or college. This basis
of comparison fails to take into account the degree of knowledge and
responsibility required at various position levels and other factors
which should be considered in determining pay relationships and levels of pay within the military services. It would be wrong to assume
that military pay can be equated with civilian pay on the simple basis
of age and basic education. Such standards are not used as the sole basis for testing the adequacy of pay levels in either private or public
civilian jobs, and neither can they be so used to measure the adequacy
of military pay.
My third and final comment about the Commission Report relates
to the Guard/Reserve Forces. The report relies primarily upon pay
raises and increases in lower ranks as the means of assuring Reserve
strength and readiness. Other factors besides these are vital as we
increase reliance upon Guard/Reserve components. It is essential, for
example, to retain more experienced officer and enlisted personnel to
compensate for the losses of World War II and Korean veterans through
retirement. This means attention to a broad range of Guard/Reserve
interests, including the combat readiness of equipment on which they
train, and the arrangements to compensate for the disruption of family and vocational pursuits while in training. The attitude of the civilian soldier toward military life, including his opinion of its performance quality, is a key factor in our national security.
In moving toward the goal of zero draft calls, the Department of
Defense intends to take positive steps through leadership provided by
this office, the Service Secretaries and Chiefs, and its Project Volunteer
Committee. In addition to what may be done with respect to pay, we
plan the following initiatives to implement this essential goal:
1. Expand the recruiting effort by each of the Services for Active
and Guard/Reserve Forces.
2. Restore the sense of “duty-honor-country” which should symbolize the uniform and the man in it. The spending of money for pay
will not by itself restore this precious sense to our national life. In today’s climate, with the military widely blamed for an unpopular war,
and with the severe cutbacks in Department of Defense budgets, it is
increasingly difficult to maintain morale. One of our major human
goals is to enable the military serviceman to feel the highest pride in
himself, his uniform and the military profession. This is paramount to
the realization of a high-quality military organization, and it will receive our continuing attention.
3. Improve on-base military housing and increase housing allowances, particularly in high-cost metropolitan areas. The FY 1971
Budget already provides for substantial increases in military housing,
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and the recommendations to Congress in support of increased housing allowances and further increases in military housing will be made
later this year.
4. Improve conditions of service and increase military career satisfaction through such actions as expansion of in-service educational
opportunities, expansion of ROTC scholarships, extension of family
moving expenses to short-service enlisted personnel, reduction of KP
and other extra duty assignments, and a broader program to assist
those leaving military service in their adjustment to civilian life.
I believe action on the foregoing recommendations will take us
firmly and safely on our course of reducing draft calls to zero while at
the same time supporting your determination to end inflation, preserve
our defense strength, and keep the Administration in a strong and flexible position. The Administration cannot be placed in the position of
having to reduce forces below National Security Council recommendations because it has acted too soon in taking irreversible steps to
eliminate the draft.
Melvin R. Laird

132. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, March 23, 1970.
JS [Schlesinger]: As side comment, mentioned problem of piecemeal commitments to domestic program throughout the year, so that
DOD becomes the only place to chop.
The Committee should try to solve that problem.
Packard: Mentioned problem of $200 million not being enough.
Would take $300 million.2 HAK said we have no brief for any particular program.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–98, DPRC General, Mar. 1970–Dec. 1970. No classification
marking. Attendees included the following: Schlesinger, Packard, Kissinger, McCracken,
Johnson, Spiers, Vannoy, Tucker, Lynn, and Vice Admiral John Lee representing ACDA.
2
Lynn sent Kissinger a memorandum on March 21 informing him of the meeting’s
agenda: the FY 1972 Defense budget within the context of the overall U.S. budgetary and
economic outlook. The main problem, according to Lynn, was “how to reconcile the disagreements on the size of the budget and Vietnamization.” Lynn advised Kissinger that
Packard, during his briefing, was likely to discuss the Defense Department’s MAP
budget, which included $300 million for Korea. (Ibid., DPRC General, 1969–Feb. 1970)
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I [Lynn?] commented you could never get it from Congress, they
already get large credit sales.
Packard said that was probably true, but shouldn’t specify an
amount or else you’ll blow the whole ball game.
JS: Gives briefing on his handout.3 Emphasizes the likely need for
a tax increase if a deficit is to be avoided. NSDM 274 low level can
barely be met.
DP [Packard]: Mentions that they are up to over $74 billion including pay increases, not counting zero draft calls.
JS: Then points out that other programs—civil rights, environment—plus $2 billion postal settlement, could make pessimistic projections look realistic. We’ve allowed only what the President has already asked Congress for.
President should focus on this problem at this time of the year.
GT [Tucker]: Do we assume President has 100% batting average?
JS: There’s a good chance this will happen, perhaps Congress will
even increase them.
JS: It is possible to trim down on civ.[ilian] programs if President
is determined to do so, but it’s tough.
Appropriate inference is that if President wants low force structure in NSDM 27, he will have to observe extensive stringency on nondefense side.
Piecemeal commitments will produce a gap for DOD in November.
DP: This makes it important to get non-defense program into focus.
HAK [Kissinger]: Can we get tiers of non-defense program so we
can see what is being traded off?
JS: There are no tiers. These are commitments.
HAK: So your asking him won’t do anything now.
JS: Or to review other non-defense programs.
McC [McCracken]: Purpose here is to see totality of commitments.
If we are strained, we have options
—defense vs non-defense
—within defense
—deficit
—tax increase. Admin. may have to face up to this.
HAK: We’ve got to give President idea of what he’s up against,
not just that he’s got extreme stringency.

3
4

Not further identified.
Document 56.
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We should tell him priorities, the options, what this means.
JS: You don’t want to change DOD guidance by $2 billion in
November.
McC: Passes out handout, discusses balanced economy, fact that
projections are in constant dollars.5
HAK: Basic point is that squeeze isn’t going to get any easier.
McC: Right. If we run a deficit, it will make things worse.
DP: What would happen with a deficit?
McC: Deficits aren’t bad per se. Problem is residential construction. Treasury shouldn’t divert savings.
GT: What would tax increase do?
McC: Would defer personal construction expenditures.
HAK: So from that point of view, tax cut was a disaster.
GT: How long would it take to feed back on GNP?
McC: It would take up to 4 quarters to adjust.
Packard: Passes out talking paper. Our guidance is $70.8.6
HAK: Where did you get this?
DP: From NSDM 27, SEA assumption.
GT: Mentions assumption of much greater reserve capability in
new posture.
HAK: Is this upgrading inactive reserves accepted for 12 budgets?
Ans. Yes, except for zero draft.
DP: We’ll have to give you more details on this.
HAK: If we have zero draft, we’ll have to change all the projections. Who will do this?
DP: We’ll do it.

5
The handout was not found. According to a memorandum for the record of this
meeting, prepared by Vannoy, Schlesinger briefed the DPRC on the fiscal outlook for
1972–1976. Schlesinger provided two forecasts, both of which assumed no additional
Presidential domestic initiatives. One indicated that the Defense Department’s current
fiscal guidance of $74.6 billion for FY 1972 would result in a shortfall of $3.4 billion. The
other, more pessimistic forecast indicated a shortfall of $6.6 billion. Both Schlesinger and
McCracken, Vannoy wrote, “made a strong case for the President to have a clear view
of available resources and competing commitments in order to avoid existing piecemeal
commitment of resources in uncoordinated non-defense programs.” McCracken presented the CEA’s “view of the economy and the demands on it,” a review that “disclosed
no significant excess resources until CY 75.” (National Archives, RG 218, Records of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records of the Chairman, Admiral Moorer, 334, DPRC)
6
The talking paper was not found. Packard, according to Vannoy’s memorandum,
identified Defense’s FY 1972 fiscal guidance as $70.8 billion that, when corrected for inflation and with the addition of two pay raises for military personnel, equaled $74.6 billion. Packard stated, however, that even that greater figure did not include funds needed
to move to an all-volunteer armed force.
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HAK: You need 2 CVAs to keep 1 on station?7
DP: 3 for 1. It depends on whether you want to station people
overseas.
We should do it whether it makes any sense or not.
GT: We couldn’t put 5 on station with 12 in the force.
HAK: So you cut force by 3, you cut number deployed by 1?
DP: You could probably cut 1 in SEA, though I know President
wants contingency reserve.
If there is any likelihood this budget is on high side, we’ll have to
come down on 12.
I’m leaving CVAN 70 aside, political problems.
AJ [Johnson]: What if these SEA forces don’t happen?
DP: This is one of big uncertainties. Based on linear phase down.
On strategy, disengagement is a tricky business.
HAK: You could go to nuclear war.
GT: It pulls down threshold at which you escalate.
DP: This assures forces for 90 days in NATO.
GT: You have logistics support for one war.
HAK: You can fight for 90 days. This insures you lose in both
places.
AJ: Support is for ourselves only.
Lee: It’s much less than 90 days. Zero for some of our Allies.
HAK: They only have to punch through in one place.
I get two things out of this
—uncertainty of 90 days
—uncertainty we can get forces to Europe.
Spiers: Assures some strategic warning.
DP: We must do our homework. We should move right on with
our studies.8 This will define our problems more clearly.
DP: Subgroup to Working Group.

7
According to Vannoy’s memorandum, discussion centered on the following
topics: carrier force levels, the validity of disengaging in Asia to fight in NATO, the
validity of the 90-day conventional war concept, and the implications of Southeast Asia
planning assumptions.
8
In a March 13 memorandum to Kissinger, Lynn stated that the Defense Department had proposed that the NSC Working Group oversee two studies: one on defense
commitments and the second on defense versus domestic resources. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–98,
DPRC General, Mar. 1970–Dec. 1970)

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 478

339-370/B428-S/40011

478

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

HAK: This would be a subgroup to Working Group in a manner
similar to Verification Panel.
GT: Summary Report Group would be essentially the Working
Group.
DP: We have resources study. We need a domestic group, say from
Ehrlichman’s shop.
HAK: Domestic staff isn’t interested in purely strategic side, but
when we get to trade-offs, they should show the options.
Now as I understand it, BOB says DOD budget $3.4 billion too
high.
JS: At least.
HAK: So we must see what impact of aid would be on domestic
and DOD side.
Could we see what various levels of cuts in DOD would be, just
as we see it on the domestic side.
DP: We should.
HAK: Should we do it in three increments?
DP: We could ask each of the Services what they would do with
$1 billion. Shouldn’t arbitrarily allocate it.
HAK: President should see both sides. This group can do an analysis of commitments.
All the things people were writing about in the 1950s are coming
true in the 1970s.
GT: There’s a big difference if you take $3 billion out in ‘72 or take
it out over five years.
HAK: But take it out in tiers.
JS: You should look at a ‘72 stretch as well as a cut.
DP: We need to make assumptions about out years, or else Services will show everything can be put off.
DP: We’ve got some issues even at the present level.
HAK: We might end up with net evaluation. Tough ones will be
between forces and foreign policy. Carriers must be looked at from that
point of view. We may want to start a more select group on Vietnamization.
DP: You can’t do any better. We should stick to this plan. Anything
else is plain guessing.
HAK: Let me discuss this work program with President, get some
pieces of paper out.
Vannoy: We’re concerned about Vietnamization. It looks like it will
come at expense of NATO.
DP: JCS are also concerned about $70.8, don’t think it’s enough.
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Vannoy: Also we’re concerned about increasing Soviet capabilities.
HAK: This should be part of that.9
9
Vannoy summarized the meeting’s results in his memorandum for the record:
“There was agreement that the meeting had been a useful exploratory session; that we
had real problems facing us in FY 72; and that the President needs to know what his options and associated risks are.”

133. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1
Washington, undated.
ISSUES PAPER
DRAFT REFORM AND THE ALL-VOLUNTEER ARMED FORCES
We face the problem of how best to meet our future military manpower needs. There are two principal issues:
—The timing of steps toward reducing draft calls and achieving
an all-volunteer armed force. The Gates Commission has unanimously
recommended the establishment of an all-volunteer army supported
by an effective standby draft and four alternative plans for achieving
that goal have been developed by an interagency working group.
—The reforms needed in our present draft system and the nature
of standby draft mechanism to be maintained whenever draft calls are

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–27, NSC Meeting, March 24, 1970. Secret. Under March 23 covering memoranda, the NSC Secretariat sent the paper, which served as the basis for discussion at the next day’s NSC meeting, to Agnew, Rogers, Laird, Shultz, Lincoln, Helms,
Mayo, Hershey, and Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare Robert H. Finch. Copies
were also sent to Mitchell, Wheeler, Richardson, Ehrlichman, Flanigan, and Special Assistant to the President Martin Anderson. This paper revised and summarized a 114-page report prepared in response to NSSM 78 (Document 54) and submitted on January 16 by the
interagency Working Group, which included members drawn from the NSC, BOB, OEP,
the Selective Service System, the President’s Commission on an All-Volunteer Force, and
the Departments of Defense, Labor, Commerce, and Health, Education and Welfare. The
Working Group’s report included the following sections: Selective Service and National
Needs, Fundamental Equity Questions, Methods of Selection and Deferment, Occupational
Deferments, Student Deferments, “Spreading the Call,” Improvements in Procedures, Fairness to Registrants, Proposed Selective Service Data Systems, and the Recommended System. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H–Files), Box H–163, NSSM 78; and Box H–215, NSDM 53)
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ended. A NSC review has recommended interim draft reforms phasing out certain types of deferments and changing the method of allocating the monthly draft call.
On these issues, Secretary Laird has stated that the Department of
Defense favors an All-Volunteer Armed Force and endorses the basic
conclusion of the Commission that the draft should be phased out. He
recommends that, “this should occur when assured of the capability to
attract and retain an Armed Force of the required size and quality
through voluntary means.”
Secretary Laird further recommends that . . . “as we proceed toward this goal, the main emphasis should be on reducing draft calls to
zero rather than achieving the All-Volunteer Force, even though the objective of each is identical. There are many Americans, including some
in Congress, who reject the idea of an All-Volunteer Armed Force but
support reduced reliance on the draft. It will be easier to reach the objective by focusing public attention on eliminating the draft rather than
stirring those who object to the concept of an All-Volunteer Force.”
A considerable sentiment is building in the country against the
draft and it may even be difficult to get an extension of induction authority when it expires on July 1, 1971. An alarmingly high number of
young men are simply not reporting for their physical examination or
for induction.
Moreover, if the Vietnam situation winds down, the pressures for
draft abolition will likely increase, thus making it very difficult to maintain an armed force large enough to sustain our world-wide commitments. On the other hand, there are still forces, particularly among veteran’s organizations, that support retention of the draft.
There are numerous strategies and options available. The options
as to amount and timing of military pay increases can be simply stated:
the earlier and bigger the increase, the better the chance of achieving
an All-Volunteer Force at an early date and the greater the difficulty of
absorbing it in the budget.
The budgetary situation is very tight. Any substantial amount of
new spending in fiscal year 1971 would cause an inflationary deficit,
deep cuts in existing programs, increased taxes or some combination
of these. The current budget estimates for 1972, while admittedly uncertain, show very little, if any, room for new initiatives.
Because of a number of uncertainties in the picture, however, none
of the options can guarantee the delivery of an All-Volunteer Force of
the required quantity and quality on a specific date. Among the uncertainties are:
—The effect on volunteerism of the changing attitude of young people
toward military service. It is not known how youngsters of high school
age have been affected by widespread anti-war propaganda, nor is it
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known how those already engaged in ground combat in Vietnam will
respond to reenlistment.
—The uncertainty of the effect of increased pay on enlistment and reenlistment in both active and reserve forces. It is assumed more pay will help,
but there is no way to know at this time what its drawing power will
be.
—The availability of jobs in the civilian labor market. Our ability to attract young men to the Armed Forces as volunteers will depend in part
on the job options they have outside the military.
—Active Force requirements and Vietnamization. The U.S. presently
plans major reductions in its active force with overall strength to decline from its present level of 3.1 million men to 2.25 million men. With
this planned force reduction, draft calls could decline, even without
any special action or pay, to the low level of about 60,000 inductions
per year. However, our manpower requirements and the timing of our
force reductions will depend largely upon the progress made in Vietnamization. It is possible that both our active force and budgetary requirements could be considerably higher than now anticipated.
—The level of Reserve enlistments after draft calls for active forces fall
to zero. Assuming that we reach zero draft calls for active forces, there
still remains the problem of manning Reserve units. Under the new
military strategy and fiscal limits, the Army will place greater reliance
than ever before on Reserves, so a shortfall there could be as critical as
a shortfall in the active forces. The level of Reserve readiness required
will involve more extensive training and it is difficult to estimate the
effect of these training time commitments on current paid Reservists,
more than 75% of whom are draft-motivated.
If all the uncertainties break in favor of increasing volunteerism,
it would be possible to achieve an All-Volunteer Force for active forces
other than doctors by the end of FY 1972 under the lowest cost of the
options outlined. If the uncertainties break the other way, even the most
expensive option would not bring us to that point by that date.
In this connection it should be noted that the Department of Defense has stressed its inability to absorb additional costs associated with
accelerating the elimination of the draft by taking cuts elsewhere in its
budget or by reducing forces below recommended levels.
The Working Group has identified four optional courses of action,
each with a different budgetary impact.
Optional Strategies
The first option—the recommendation of the Gates Commission—
aims toward eliminating the draft by July 1, 1971. It is the highest cost
option, requiring $3.4 billion more in the FY 1971 budget (the net cost
to the Federal government after taxes would be $2.7 billion). The
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remaining options differ primarily in the timing and composition of
the proposed pay increase, and in the distribution of money between
pay and non-pay incentives. In each case, the bulk of any new spending is shifted into fiscal years 1972 and 1973.
All options also include the implementation of comprehensive improvements in the conditions of military service and personnel recruiting, many of which are recommended by the Gates Commission.
These would include broadening the use of skill differential pay, increased hostile fire pay, retirement vesting, putting terms of enlisted
men on the same basis as officers, expanding choice of military occupation, more lateral hiring, reimbursement of family travel expenses
for enlisted men, and an expanded recruitment effort.
Option One
Goal: Elimination of all draft calls by July 1, 1971.
Cost: Starting July 1, 1970, the pay scale recommended by the Gates
Commission would go into effect. This would increase the average pay
of first-term enlisted men by 75% and officers by about 55%.

Budget Cost*
Net Federal Cost (after taxes)

FY 71
$3.4
2.7

FY 72
$3.1
2.5

FY 73
$2.8
2.2

*The cost is expected to decline because of the planned reductions
in the level of the armed forces.
Arguments in Favor:
—Would be recognized as a clear and uncompromising commitment to move towards an all-volunteer force while draft calls are at
fairly high levels (160,000 men per year).
Arguments Against:
—Would itself create very severe budgetary problems for FY
1971—problems that could be aggravated by pressures for moving up
the general pay increase 6 months from January 1971 at an additional
cost of $1.2 billion.
—Would make it difficult to get Congress to extend induction authority beyond July 1, 1971. If this happened there is considerable risk
that not enough volunteers would be attracted to support our planned
force structure before induction authority expired.
Option Two
Goal: Elimination of all draft calls by July 1, 1972.
Cost: This option would increase pay levels in two steps: (1) a 20%
increase in pay for first-term enlisted men on January 1, 1971, (2) the
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full Gates Commission pay increase for first term personnel on July 3,
1971. The cost (in billions) is expected to be:

Budget Cost
Net Federal Cost
(after taxes)

FY 71
$0.3
0.2

FY 72
$3.1
2.5

FY 73
$2.8
2.2

Arguments For:
—Would provide an excellent chance of achieving an all-volunteer
force by mid-1972, perhaps earlier.
—Reduces budget strain in FY 1971. The FY 1971 budget cost has
already been budgeted and delaying the initial pay increase to January, 1971 would reduce pressure for a general pay increase on July 1,
1970.
—Would require a smaller increase in enlistments than Option 1.
This reduces the risk of not getting enough volunteers to maintain
planned force levels and thereby being forced to continue conscription
beyond the target date.
Arguments Against:
—Still has a substantial cost, and would consume a significant part
of budget flexibility for FY 1972.
—Would give appearance of weaker commitment to ending the
draft than Option 1.
Option Three
Goal: Elimination of draft calls as early as possible, hopefully between mid-1972 and 1973.
Cost: This option is recommended by DOD and would increase
pay in two steps: (1) a 20% pay increase on January 1, 1971, for enlisted
personnel in the first two years of service (same as options 2 and 4) (2)
a second pay increase, probably on January 1, 1972, for both short and
long service personnel. In addition to increasing service pay, this option would increase expenditures for an expanded recruiting effort by
each of the services, improved military housing, in-service educational
opportunities and other conditions of service. The cost (in billions) [of]
the pay and other expenditures is estimated to be:

Budget Cost
Net Federal Cost

FY 71
$0.3
0.2

FY 72
$2.0
1.7

FY 73
$3.5
3.0
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Arguments For:

—Reduces budget strain in FY 71. The FY 71 budget cost has already been budgeted and delaying the initial pay increase to January 1,
1971, would reduce pressure for a general pay increase on July 1, 1970.
—Keeps options open and retains budget flexibility for FY 72 and
beyond; thus avoiding an early commitment to spend more money than
needed to reach our goal or spending it in the wrong way.
—Avoids any significant risk of not obtaining sufficient volunteers
to maintain our planned force levels, because of acting too soon in taking irreversible steps to eliminate the draft.
Arguments Against:
—Would strain the FY 72 budget and absorb a major portion of
the funds available for new initiatives then.
—Would give appearance of a weaker commitment to ending inductions than Options 1 or 2. The greatest steps toward an all-volunteer force would be taken after draft calls had fallen to low levels (60,000
men per year).
Option Four
Goal: Elimination of all draft calls by July 1, 1973.
Cost: This option would increase pay levels in three steps: (1) a
20% pay increase on January 1, 1971 for military personnel with less
than two years of service, (2) a second 20% increase on July 1, 1971,
and (3) a substantial further increase on July 1, 1972. The cost (in billions) is expected to be:

Budget Cost
Net Federal Cost
(after taxes)

FY 71
$0.3
0.2

FY 72
$1.3
1.0

FY 73
$2.8
2.2

Arguments For:
—Postpones full budget burden until FY 73. Some picked up in
FY 71, with a major portion delayed until FY 72.
—Keeps options open and retains budget flexibility for FY 72 and
beyond. Gives one year of experience with effect of pay increases before deciding on amount of FY 73 increase.
—Avoids any risk of not obtaining sufficient volunteers to maintain our planned force levels.
Arguments Against:
—Would strain the FY 72 budget without achieving an all-volunteer force.
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—Gives appearance of a weaker commitment to reducing inductions than the other options.
—Would not achieve an all-volunteer force until mid-1973 when
draft inductions would be at a very low level.
Stand-By Draft
Under any of the proposals to achieve an all-volunteer armed force,
there is provision for an effective stand-by draft mechanism. While the
precise details of such machinery need not be determined now, there
is one major issue which may have to be confronted in the current draft
hearing. This issue is whether the Congress or the President would
have the power to activate the stand-by draft once an all-volunteer
force is achieved. There are three options with respect to this question:
—Delay a decision until an interagency group develops entire program for a stand-by draft;
—Decide now that Congress shall have the authority to activate
the stand-by draft (Gates Commission recommendation)—
Comment: This alternative would be the most acceptable to the
Congress and the least controversial. Furthermore, Congress has never
given the President induction authority for an indefinite term of years.
—Decide now that the President shall have the authority to activate the stand-by draft.
Comment: This option would give the President maximum flexibility to meet a national emergency, but would probably be unacceptable to the Congress.
Draft Extension
Induction authority under the current draft law2 expires on July
1, 1971. New induction authority for the period of its duration serves
as an insurance policy against a possible failure to achieve the goal of
all-volunteer armed force. However, the greater the extension of induction authority requested, the weaker appears the administration’s
commitment to an all-volunteer force.
If the Gates Commission recommendations were fully implemented beginning in FY 71, conceivably no draft extension would need
to be requested because an all-volunteer force might be achieved by
mid-1971. However, if such a course were adopted, there would be no
margin for error in achieving the all-volunteer force by mid-1971.

2

The Military Selective Service Act of 1967.
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Three possible options regarding draft extension are set out below:

1. Two year extension of draft.
—A two-year extension of the draft beyond July 1, 1971, could be
requested. Included in the request for extension would be a proviso
that the President could, by Proclamation, end the draft at any time
during this two-year period.
Argument for:
—Provides reasonable insurance for transition to all-volunteer
armed force.
—Appears consistent with goal of achieving all-volunteer force.
Argument against:
—Appears to be a weaker commitment to an all-volunteer force
than limiting the number of people to be inducted, as in option 3
below.
2. Three-year extension of draft.
Argument for:
—Greater manpower supply flexibility.
Argument against:
—Appears to be weak commitment to all-volunteer force.
3. Two or Three-year Extension (Limited Number of Inductees)
A possible fall-back option would be either a two or three year extension with a numerical limit on the number of men to be inducted.
For example, under a two-year extension the administration could request limited authority to draft up to 125,000 men in FY 72 and 75,000
men in FY 73. Included would be a proviso that the draft could be
ended by Proclamation at any time during this two-year period.
Argument for:
—Presents to the public a clear timetable for phasing out the draft,
even while asking for an extension.
Argument against:
—Limits flexibility of manpower supply during next two years
even though current DoD projected draft calls are lower than the limits set.
Interim Draft Reform
As compulsory inductions will continue for at least 15 months,
and probably for several years, it seems worthwhile to consider interim
draft reform.
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The draft reform recommendations of the NSC study include
changes that could be made by Executive Order in early April. Others
require legislation, hopefully in 1970.
Proposal One: Defer No Undergraduates in Future Not Already Holding
II–S Deferments
Proposal.
Ask Congress to amend the Military Selective Service Act to provide that undergraduate college students who do not hold II–S deferments as of some effective date (e.g., 6 April 1970) shall in future not
be granted such deferments. If selected for induction they would
receive an automatic postponement to the end of their current academic
term. (Analogous changes would have to be made in Class II–A for apprentices and students not seeking baccalaureate degrees.)
The proposed change would result in about 50,000 students having their undergraduate education subject to interruption by the draft
in 1971. For about half of these, the interruption would come at the
end of the sophomore year. The impact on colleges would be approximately a 6% subtraction for two years in sophomore and junior enrollments below increases now expected.
Arguments for Phasing Out Student Deferments.
1. Undergraduate deferments are inequitable as they often enable
individuals with more intelligence and/or money to avoid the draft
completely or at least to choose a low-risk year in which they expose
themselves to it.
2. Abolishing such deferments would probably not alter the number of baccalaureate degrees granted over the next 5 years. Drafted students will have GI benefits and be better able to finance completion of
their studies.
3. Some students are now prolonging their college education by
“changing majors” and by taking courses not required by their academic departments.
4. The American Council on Education has recommended an end
to all future undergraduate deferments.
Argument Against:
In a message to Congress on May 13, 1969, the President expressed
support of undergraduate deferments because they allow the student
to complete his college education without interruption by the draft,
and are “a wise national investment.”3

3

See footnote 2, Document 53.
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Issue: Postponement for Current Academic Year or Term?

The NSC study recommends postponement to the end of the current term for those selected for induction because:
1. Undergraduate students pay fees and receive credits by the
term and not the year. Today, for many particular students, it would
be hard to define their current academic year.
2. A student selected in the fall quarter may be a poor student in
subsequent quarters if deferred to June.
3. Most of the 30% of all inductees who will be ex-undergraduates would become available the same month of the year if postponement was to the end of the academic year. This will cause an uneven
flow of manpower into the services.
The principal argument in favor of a postponement until the end
of an academic year is that many students make their living and
other personal arrangements on an academic year basis. To grant
only a term postponement might impose a major hardship on such
students.
Proposal Two: Occupational/Agricultural/Paternity Deferments
Proposal.
That the President should issue an Executive Order non-retroactively ending occupational, agricultural, and paternity deferments. A
man not holding one of such deferments as of some date (e.g., 1 April
1970) would not in future be granted that deferment. However, until
age 26, a man with an occupational deferment as of the date of the order would have it renewed each year if he stayed with the same employer and job.
Arguments For:
1. After 1970 the draft pool will consist of 19–20 year olds and
hardly any of those will enter essential jobs in which they are
irreplaceable.
2. There is no shortage of labor in industry or agriculture.
3. Determining what occupations and individuals are essential to
community need produces inconsistencies that are a cause of public
dissatisfaction with Selective Service.
4. Deferment in cases of proven financial hardship because of dependent children—about 10% of Class III–A deferments now—would
still be granted.
5. Men who have had II–S deferments are not now allowed by
law subsequently to receive III–A paternity deferments.
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6. A rough estimate of the number of men who might be drafted
in 1971 because of phasing out all three deferments is 10,000.
Arguments Against:
1. Occupational deferments now enable local government units,
such as school boards and police departments to hire young men under age 26 for jobs they might not otherwise accept.
2. Certain employers will be inconvenienced by having to find
other men or women to replace drafted men hired after April 1970.
Issue: Options on Timing.
1. Phase out occupational, agricultural, and paternity deferments
by Executive Order soon (e.g., 1 April 1970) and request the Congress
to require or permit undergraduate student deferments to be phased
out on the same date, or at some date in the future.
2. Request the Congress to phase out undergraduate deferments
as of some date, while undertaking to phase out the other deferments
discussed above by Executive Order effective on the same date.
3. Request the Congress to phase out undergraduate deferments
and undertake to phase out the other deferments when the Congress
has acted on the undergraduate deferments. An assumption of all three
options is that all student deferments (both II–S and II–A—i.e. undergraduate, junior college, and apprentice) would be treated alike and
phased out after passage of legislation.
Option 1 represents strong Presidential leadership in that he acts
immediately to do everything he can to create equity in the draft. It
also places strong pressure on the Congress to act on the undergraduate student deferments.
Option 2 accomplishes almost the same result, but permits Congress to share some of the responsibility. Option 2 has the disadvantage of being likely to create a national gold rush to seek the soon-tobe phased out deferments.
Option 3 is not one of strong leadership, but requires Congress to
share responsibility for ending the various types of deferments.
Issue: Phasing Out or Termination of Deferments.
The NSC study recommended phasing out the deferments discussed above by not granting any new ones after a given date. This
recommendation was based on a desire to provide a gradual transition
to an equitable draft without upsetting the reliance placed by individuals on a prior set of regulations. However, in the name of equity it
could be argued that if undergraduate, paternity and occupational deferments are inequitable, they should all be terminated at once including existing ones, rather than phased out gradually.
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Proposal Three: Direct National Call
Proposal:
Request Congress to amend the Military Selective Service Act so
as to permit Selective Service to “call” men for induction if I–A and
qualified according to their random sequence number. This would replace the present system of assigning numerical quotas for states, and
then in turn for local boards, with resultant board quotas being filled
with men sometimes having widely differing random sequence numbers. In effect there would be a single national pool of I–A qualified
men instead of over 4,000 local board pools.
Argument For:
1. The Direct National Call would provide what the public seems
to have expected from the draft lottery system—namely, a system in
which registrants with number one will be inducted ahead of registrants with number two, etc.
2. The present system of “spreading the call” is inequitable (e.g.,
law abiding registrants in states with high delinquency rates are more
likely to be inducted), provides bad incentives (e.g., boards that qualify few of their I–A registrants attract a smaller quota from State Headquarters), and may be illegal (e.g., “credits” for local men already serving are not evidently granted as legally required).
3. A direct national call by comparison is simple in concept and
operation, and as it would apply uniformly across the nation, the
monthly call would be publicized at once by all media, thereby giving
more advance notice to affected registrants.
Argument Against:
1. The discretion of State Directors in spreading the call among
their boards is ended.
2. State Directors may appear to have less incentive to fill the
monthly call for their state.
3. A number of Congressmen and current Selective Service personnel can be expected to oppose the direct national call on the ground
that it is a first step toward greater centralization and national control
of the traditionally autonomous and decentralized Selective Service
state headquarters and local boards.
4. The direct national call conflicts with the traditional selective
service concept of each state furnishing its numerically-determined
proportional share of men for the nation’s armed forces.
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134. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, undated.
SUBJECT
NSC Meeting on All-Volunteer Army and Draft Reforms

A NSC meeting on the all-volunteer army and draft reform proposals is scheduled for Tuesday, March 24, 1970 at 4:00 p.m.
The NSC Meeting
The basic problem for discussion is how best to meet our future
military manpower needs. There are two basic issues:
—the desirability of establishing an all-volunteer force and the
strategy for achieving it. Secretary Laird is prepared to present the issues and alternatives for discussion.
—the desirability of reforming our draft system while it remains
in operation. Curtis Tarr, your new Director of the Selective Service, is
prepared to discuss this issue.
Prior to initiating these presentations, your talking points2 focus
the discussion on the fundamental issues involved in meeting our future military manpower needs.
[Omitted here is a list of the contents of Nixon’s preparatory materials for the meeting.]

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–27, NSC Meeting, March 24, 1970. No classification marking. Printed from an uninitialed copy.
2
Nixon’s talking points are attached but not printed.
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135. Minutes of National Security Council Meeting1
Washington, March 24, 1970.
Minutes of the NSC Meeting on U.S. Deferment and
Exemption Policy
PARTICIPANTS
The President
The Vice President
Secretary of State Rogers
Secretary of Defense Laird
General George A. Lincoln, Director of OEP
Director of Central Intelligence Helms
Acting Chairman, JCS, Gen. Westmoreland
Assistant to the President Henry A. Kissinger
Secretary of HEW Finch
Secretary of Labor Shultz
Director of Selective Service Tarr
Director, Bureau of the Budget, Mayo
General Lewis B. Hershey
Peter Flanigan
Martin Anderson
John Ehrlichman
William Watts
Stephen Enke
John Court
Jonathan Rose

RN—This meeting has a special purpose. We will discuss the subjects of an all-volunteer army and draft reform. I would like to go immediately to Secretary Laird and Director Tarr.
There is considerable disagreement on the means and timing of this
achievement. We will reach no decision today. We must weigh what is
possible, especially with Congress, together with the national interest.
We must do what is best for the country in both areas.
Laird—We all can endorse the goals of the Gates Report.2 Its conclusion is endorsed. Our goal should be to reduce the draft calls to
zero.
There is controversy on the all-volunteer army.
These two goals arrive at the same place.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–110, NSC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1970. Secret. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting was held from 4:15 to 5:15 p.m. in
the Cabinet Room. (Ibid., White House Central Files)
2
See footnote 2, Document 131.
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The uncertainties one must consider in reaching a zero draft call
include:
—the changed attitude of young people.
—the uncertainty of the effect of increased pay. There is a retention problem, and a factor in housing and education opportunities.
—the availability of jobs.
The time to reach a zero draft call is tied closely to force requirements in Vietnam and Europe. To reach a zero draft call, progress in
Vietnamization is very important.
As we reduce regular forces, there must be greater emphasis on
the reserves and national guard. 75% of those in the reserves or national guard are motivated by the Selective Service System.
RN—It is a shot-gun wedding.
Laird—We will have to build up the reserves and national guard
capability. There are four options:3 First, the Gates Commission
suggestion.
RN—That is out. We can’t do it and shouldn’t consider it.
Laird—The second option would be a 20% pay increase in January 1971 with the balance in July 1971. This would reduce pay and
budget requirements. It would cost $3.1 billion in FY 72 and $2.8 billion in FY 73.
These are conservative estimates. They do not allow 8 reserve
divisions.
The third option is for 20% pay increase for first termers in January ‘71 and for an additional increase in January ‘72. This would cost
$2 billion in fiscal ‘72 and $3.5 billion in fiscal ‘73.
The fourth option is for a 20% pay increase in January ‘71, another
20% increase in July ‘71, only reaching the Gates level in July ‘72. This
is the lowest cost option, and bypasses the Gates’ recommendations. It
shows a lack of desire and will be open to criticism.
The problem with the 3rd and 4th options is that they do not appear to be moving fast enough. But it is a danger to move faster as it
could be a threat to Vietnamization.
The peace groups will unite behind Option 1, since it is the fastest.
I support Option 3. This helps with Congress on the extension of
the draft.
RN—How do things look on getting draft extension through in
July ’71?
Laird—We’ll get it through. It will be a difficult job. There will be
a coalition of anti-war plus sincere peace groups against it.
3

See Document 133.
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RN—The effect on foreign policy of having no draft at all will be
terrible. This is a must vote, just like ABM. Otherwise our credibility
goes down the drain.
Rogers—A negative vote would be devastating to foreign policy.
RN—Let’s go to the issue of draft reform.
Laird—Fine, they are tied together.
RN—What about student deferments?
Tarr—We still have little experience in this area. Many just don’t
believe in the draft system. The number of no-shows is remarkably
high. There are 84 no-shows for every 100 in the State of Washington.
RN—That is because of all those Swedes there.
Tarr—There are many appeals, and individuals demand representation by counsel, and the presence of the entire draft board. We
need to modify the system to make the law enforceable.
RN—Who have you talked with?
Tarr—The NSC study looked into three main problems.
First, there is undergraduate deferments. There are great inequities, since the more affluent and educated can find loop holes. The
deferment policy induces people to go to college—a fact acknowledged
by the National Council on Education.
RN—In a speech I made earlier,4 someone said I was for deferments. I don’t believe in that and they must come out. The draft must
fall equally. When I was in Vietnam in 1967 I asked about morale. I
was told it was great, but a New York Times reporter said that they were
the drop-outs, and the ones back home were the college men. This is
a reprehensible attitude.
Finch—There are a great many who go to community colleges to
avoid the draft.
RN—That is even worse. Those who are studying religion or law
or political science can get out of the draft. If the National Council on
Education has come out against deferments, that is good. When would
the deferments get cut off? After a person has reached 19?
Laird—Yes.
RN—We are only talking about 50,000 deferred students. It just
doesn’t sound right.
Tarr—It also hurts the educational system. It is not in the national
interest.
RN—This is basically a political cause. It is the wrong thing to do.

4
Possibly a reference to his May 13, 1969, message to Congress; see footnote 2,
Document 53.
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Agricultural deferments—of course they go. We need less farmers
rather than more.
What about paternity exemptions. Will there be deferments in
hardship cases?
Tarr—Yes.
Laird—Hardships can apply to farming as well.
RN—I know; local draft boards will help out. You’re from
Wisconsin.
Tarr—The main group affected are the 19–20 year olds.
RN—They don’t know what to do, so they go to divinity school.
Tarr—The younger people have never been better off.
RN—The preachers are the worst.
We should go to a lottery system first.
Hershey—It is difficult to work out how to get rid of deferments.
It is hard to let those stay in a deferred category who are in it now. The
President shouldn’t be in a position of having to pick off on who is dependent and who isn’t.
There is no question as to what is to be done, but when is another
matter.
RN—We must find the practical way to go when we want to. Bob
(Finch) will have some ideas.
Agnew—Can exemptions carry through the year?
Laird—Yes.
Tarr—You could break them in the middle of the year if you want
to. This would let a person complete a semester or term, but not necessarily a whole academic year.
RN—I agree, but those in the law must go to the end of the year.
You can see the general direction of our thinking. The next step is
to make some recommendations.
Tarr—I think we should go toward a national call rather than a local call. The lottery system has focussed on the way the local boards
act.
RN—There are high numbers eligible in some areas and low in
others. Equity demands a national policy.
Laird—When we put the new system in effect we must get all
physicals up to date. There will be a big pool this summer.
Tarr—If we are going to have a number lottery, then it must be a
national call.
RN—We must have a national standard. They must have the same
in New York as in Mississippi, just as we have national standards on
education and welfare.
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Hershey—But national standards can lead to a disaster if all
records are wiped out simultaneously.
Tarr—We could have a national call, but push it through at the local level.
RN—I want to see the recommendations. For legislative purposes
we need to check with our legislative people. What we can do by Executive action can go ahead first.
Laird—It should all go forward together.
RN—I must have a program. And I can send a message telling
what we can do on Executive Order plus a call for legislative action,
plus a call for a zero draft call.
Rogers—How realistic are projections on an all-volunteer army?
Laird—It is difficult to be sure what date. I worry about getting a
set date and then not being able to meet it. This ties the hands of the
President in other policy areas.
Rogers—I do worry about moving toward the all-volunteer army
and then not making the date.
RN—We must move to an all-volunteer army. We must move the
pay scale up, the respect for the military up, and the prestige up. The
all-volunteer army is the best approach.
But what can we do to attain that? First, we must have draft renewal next July. Second, we should not hold out on an unachievable
goal. We must have a program to accomplish the goal, but we must be
careful in delineating the times. Some support the all-volunteer army
concept as right and as the best way to maintain adequate force levels. Others want it to choke off our adequate force levels. It is a toughjudgment call.
Agnew—I agree. It is desirable to go for an all-volunteer army, but
Mel Laird’s concern is a real one. We would build up cumulative support for the all-volunteer army, which is not sincere and which could
kill the draft bill.
Finch—We must lay out all the ingredients and then speak out at
one point. You can’t finesse one issue to get another one by.
Agnew—Maybe it would be easier to get an all-volunteer army in
peace time.
RN—That would give a large supply of potential postal clerks. We
must stand up for the armed services.
Laird—We don’t want all 20-year men in the army. We must have
some younger men who can carry the rifles.
Westmoreland—We must maintain senior men for some of the
hard skills. We need young men for lower ranks, up to age 27. We don’t
want more than a 33% reenlistment rate for riflemen.
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RN—How long should the volunteer service be for?
Westmoreland—For 3 years.
Laird—Maybe there should be two-year people as well. We may
want a shorter first enlistment.
Westmoreland—There is a major savings in three-year enlistments.
Laird—There will still be deferments—ROTC, for example.
RN—Will there still be ROTC?
Tarr—Yes.
RN—Can we get along without Harvard? Basically I prefer Option 1, but we can’t go that route because of the budget. We can’t wheel
that with Congress.
Laird—Yes, and it would also mean giving up the draft.
Flanigan—We have a time problem. We are committed to go before Stennis.
Laird—Yes, by April 1, but we could slip that a week.
RN—I don’t want to delay. I want one package.
Laird—Stennis wants to slip the date, but he wants to put the
blame on us.
RN—Why not set the date about the 10th.
Kissinger—The 14th would be even better.
RN—Okay.
Lincoln—I agree with the zero draft call approach. There is a real
point here; the all-volunteer army would raise real problems with
NATO.
RN—Bill (Rogers), get Ellsworth’s views. We need to know the
NATO viewpoint. There can be a subtle effect.
We must do the right thing. We should work the zero draft call
and the rhetoric more subtly and at the right point.
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136. Memorandum From President Nixon to the Chairman of the
Defense Program Review Committee (Kissinger)1
Washington, April 2, 1970.
This year, I would like to review major defense policy and program issues when the Defense program is still in its formative stages,
well in advance of the final review of the Defense Department’s budget
in December.
I would like the Defense Program Review Committee to assist me
in this review by undertaking immediately a series of studies on our
military posture and forwarding the results to me over the next six
months.
I would like this review to cover the following subjects:
—a definition and analysis of our overall strategy for general purpose and theater nuclear forces in relation to the threats we face and
to our interests and commitments;
—the availability of funds for defense and non-defense programs
over the next five years and potential trade-offs between defense and
non-defense expenditures;
—an analysis of the actual and projected capabilities and costs of
our general purpose forces in relation to specific military threats, in
particular Army and Marine Corps land forces, carrier-based and landbased tactical air forces, and anti-submarine warfare forces;
—an analysis of the actual and projected capabilities and costs of
our strategic nuclear forces in relation to the Soviet and Chinese threats
and to our criteria for strategic sufficiency, including analysis of U.S.
requirements for a manned bomber and for continental air defense
forces;
—an analysis of our overall concept and programs for military research and development in relation to projected requirements for new
weapon systems.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–98, Meeting Files, DPRC General, 1969–Feb. 1970. Top
Secret; Sensitive. Kissinger sent the memorandum to Nixon under a covering memorandum, March 30, that reads as follows: “In order to prevent a repetition of the problems which we had with the FY 71 Budget as it pertained to Defense Department expenditures, a basic charter is needed for the Defense Program Review Committee. It is
requested that you sign the attached memorandum, which is designed to provide direction for this year’s DPRC efforts.”
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Would you please have the Defense Program Review Committee
prepare terms of reference and a schedule of completion for these studies and forward them to me for my review by April 10, 1970.2
Richard Nixon
2
Kissinger breakfasted with Laird on April 8 and discussed, among other items, the
President’s directive to the DPRC. No record of the conversation was found, but in an
April 7 memorandum, Haig advised Kissinger to insist that a representative from the
NSC, rather than the Defense Department, chair the DPRC Working Group so as to moderate the expected “sharp” interagency divisions by retaining “at least the fig leaf of White
House steerage.” According to Kissinger’s handwritten notes on the memorandum, although Laird still had misgivings about the DPRC, he was generally “Pleased with it.”
(Ibid., Box 224, Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. VI, 1 Feb 70–20 Apr 70)

137. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to President
Nixon1
Washington, April 2, 1970.
SUBJECT
Attitudes of the NATO Allies Toward a Volunteer US Army

The following analysis of the likely reactions of our European Allies considers three alternative Administration courses of action, involving efforts to:
—Extend the present draft law that failed;
—Develop an all-volunteer army that failed to achieve required
force levels; and
—Establish an all-volunteer army reaching required force levels
over a period of time, while at the same time maintaining the draft.
Our European Allies would be very troubled by an Administration failure in an attempt to extend the present draft law. They would

1
Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970–73, DEF 6 US. Secret. Drafted
on March 28 by Jackson L. Smith, James E. Goodby, and J. L. Burns of EUR/RPM. Cleared
by Ralph J. McGuire, Director, EUR/RPM. Copies were sent to S/S:RF, EUR, and
EUR/RPM. Hillenbrand sent the memorandum to Rogers on March 30 under a covering memorandum. Nixon had asked Rogers for a study of NATO’s views of the United
States’ potential adoption of an all-volunteer armed force during the NSC meeting held
on March 24; see Document 135.
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view such a defeat as a direct consequence of Congressional and public disenchantment with overseas commitments, growing out of the
frustrations of the Viet Nam War.
The Allies would see a blocked attempt to extend the draft as further evidence of growing US “neo-isolationism” and antipathy toward
the military. They would reason that these factors would erode continued US interest in collective security in Europe.
Knowledgeable Europeans would recognize that of the three Services, the Army is least able to meet its manpower needs without conscription. They would foresee an early reduction in the manning levels of Army divisions in Europe which, along with our Air Force
squadrons, are the most tangible evidence of the US commitment to
European defense. Our Allies would see such a defeat as a precursor
of other Administration defeats on issues relating to the maintenance
of US force levels in Europe, and thus the US commitment.
If the Administration tried to develop an all-volunteer military establishment, but in so doing failed to maintain manning levels and
combat capability in NATO-committed forces, our Allies would also
react negatively. However, the reaction would be less pronounced than
that described above, because the Administration would have avoided
a direct defeat on an issue which the Allies recognize is closely related
to that of the maintenance of US force commitments to NATO. Negative Allied reaction would also be moderated because the effects of this
course on our manning levels and combat capability in Europe would
only be perceived over a period of time.
Nevertheless, the Allies would become convinced that a substantial reduction of US commitments to NATO, particularly forces in Europe, was inevitable.
The Allies would not react unfavorably to an Administration decision to move towards the establishment of an all-volunteer Army capable of attaining required force levels over a period of time, but to retain the draft in the interim. In this case, it would be vital that the Allies
perceive that US force levels and commitments were, in fact, being
maintained. If so, the Allies would see this option as evidence that, despite difficulties, the US intended to fulfill its commitments. In some
European quarters, this option might be favorably viewed as a means
to reduce domestic pressure on the President for force reductions in
Europe.
The Allies would expect that within some years, the level of US
troops in Viet Nam would be so reduced as not to compete for defense
resources. Thus, they could anticipate, at least on the basis of US conscription policy, that our NATO commitments would be maintained
over the medium term.
In my judgment, any US move to terminate the draft would inevitably cause our European Allies to re-examine their own conscrip-
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tion policies. If the US terminated the draft at an early date without allowing time for the volunteer concept to be tested, Allied governments,
under parliamentary pressures, might thereupon be obliged to trim
back their own conscription requirements. On the other hand, if the US
retained the draft while seeking gradually to create an all-volunteer
force, the Allies would be in a far better position to withstand domestic pressures to reduce their conscription requirements.
Ambassador Ellsworth’s views have been incorporated in the
foregoing.
A detailed description of current Allied conscription laws and reserve systems, based largely on information obtained from the Department of Defense, is enclosed.2
William P. Rogers
2
Attached but not printed is an undated 9-page paper detailing the conscription
laws and reserve systems in Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, the Federal
Republic of Germany, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway,
Portugal, Turkey, and the United Kingdom.

138. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) and the President’s Assistant for
Domestic Affairs (Ehrlichman) to President Nixon1
Washington, April 8, 1970.
SUBJECT
Draft Reform and All-Volunteer Army Decision

At the March 24 NSC meeting,2 you indicated that the Administration should move toward reducing draft calls and achieving an allvolunteer force with the following provisos:
(1) We cannot spend the additional $3.4 billion in FY 1971 recommended by the Gates Commission.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 407, Subject Files, Volunteer Army. Secret. Sent for action. A handwritten note at the bottom of
the first page reads, “Presidential Action Indicated”
2
See Document 135.
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(2) We should emphasize to Congress and the public that our goal
is to reduce draft calls to zero.
(3) We must not commit ourselves to a timetable for ending the
draft that we cannot achieve.
(4) We must get the draft renewed on July 1, 1971, if we expect
our foreign policy to be credible.
Within this framework, we agree with Secretary Laird’s recommendation that the following steps should be taken to reduce draft
calls over the next few years:
—During FY 1971, a $300 million (20 percent) increase in first term
military pay should be made to demonstrate your tangible commitment to the all-volunteer concept.
—During FY 1972, a large commitment of funds ($2 billion) should
be made toward substantially reducing draft calls.
—During FY 1973, a larger expenditure ($3.5 billion) should be
made in the expectation that draft calls could be ended between July
1972 and July 1973.
This incremental approach will probably obtain sufficient volunteers to maintain our planned force levels, although there are a number of uncertainties in the picture, namely:
—Active force requirements and the progress of Vietnamization.
—The effects on volunteerism of the changing attitude of young
people toward military service.
—Enlistments in the active and reserve forces after draft calls fall
to zero.
—The feasibility of further increasing military pay in light of the
general pay increase already negotiated, and the strain expected on the
FY 1972 and FY 1973 budgets. If all these uncertainties break in favor
of increasing volunteerism, it will be possible to eliminate the draft by
July 1972. If the uncertainties break the other way, it will take considerably longer. Even so, we can probably plan on ending the draft by
July 1973.
Because of these uncertainties, however, the extension of induction authority and the establishment of an effective standby draft are necessary components of this approach to obtaining an all-volunteer army.
(1) Draft Extension in 1971. Current induction authority expires on
July 1, 1971. To maintain our armed forces, it will be necessary to extend the draft by two or three years beyond the date. While the Congress may be unwilling to grant a three-year extension now, such an
extension would be desirable in light of the uncertainty regarding our
Vietnam force levels and the practical difficulties of ending conscription. Furthermore, if it appears that we are running into problems get-
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ting needed support for the three-year extension, we would then have
the option of compromising for a two-year extension and still meet our
needs. Therefore, we recommend that you initially seek a three-year extension of induction authority to July 1, 1974.3
Seek 3 Year Extension
(Recommended by Harlow, Kissinger and DOD)
Seek 2 Year Extension
(2) Standby Draft. We believe that the establishment of an effective
standby draft will be necessary at whatever time the draft ends. This
should make it possible to reactivate the draft without delay in an emergency. A related issue is the question of who should have the authority—you or the Congress—to reactivate the draft if you place it on
standby. We recommend that you seek the authority to reactivate the draft
during the balance of your induction authority.4
Presidential Authority
(Recommended by DOD)
Congressional Authority
(Recommended by Harlow)
(3) Draft Reform. The major reforms possible in the draft were discussed at the March 24 NSC meeting. Your tentative decisions are outlined below:
—Request Congress to amend the law to permit Selective Service
to induct men according to their random sequence number. In effect
this would provide what the public has expected from the draft lottery
system—that those with lottery number one will be drafted before
those with lottery number two, etc.
—Request Congress to amend the Military Service Act to restore
discretionary authority over undergraduate student deferments to you.
You could then issue an Executive Order providing that those college
students, who do not now hold II–S deferments, would not be granted
such deferments in the future.
—Continue to bar graduate student deferments except for students
in medical and allied fields, for which DOD foresees a special draft
call.

3
Nixon approved neither of these two options. He instead wrote, “Hold til next
year” in the margin.
4
Nixon approved neither of these two options. He instead wrote, “Hold til next
year” in the margin.
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—Issue an Executive Order phasing out occupational, agricultural,
and paternity deferments—except in case of “hardship.” A man not
now holding one of these deferments would not be granted that deferment in the future. [The Secretary of State recommends that an exception to this policy be made for Peace Corps volunteers; his views
will be forwarded shortly for your consideration.]
Approve Draft Reform5
Dispprove Draft Reform
(4) Timing of Executive Order Phasing Out Occupational, Agricultural
and Paternity Deferments. In phasing out existing deferments, you
should decide whether to:
—Take Independent Action. You could phase out the above deferments by Executive Order, requesting Congress to require or permit
undergraduate student deferments to be phased out on the same date.
This would put pressure on Congress to act on the question of undergraduate student deferments but, if Congress did not act, it might look
as if the students were being favored at the expense of other groups.
Recommended by DOD, Kissinger and the Selective Service.
—Require Congress to Act First. You could request Congress to phase
out undergraduate deferments with the understanding that when they
acted, you would act to eliminate the other deferments by Executive
Order. This could be interpreted as a weak commitment to ending inequities in the draft as fast as possible, however, it would require Congress to share the responsibility for ending deferments. Recommended
by the Klein6 media group and Harlow.
Take Independent Action7
Require Congress to Act First
(5) Doctor’s Draft. All interested parties agree that the doctor’s
draft should be extended concurrently with the general induction authority. (There is some disagreement on the extension of draft liability
for doctors which will be forwarded to you for decision in a separate
memorandum).

5

Nixon checked this option. Brackets are in the original.
Herbert G. Klein, White House Director of Communications.
7
Nixon checked this option.
6
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Recommendation: That you approve an extension of the doctor’s draft concurrently with the extension of the general induction
authority.8
Approve
Disapprove
8
Nixon, rather than approving or disapproving this recommendation, wrote
“Hold.” A stamped note next to Nixon’s instruction reads: “Apr 9, 1970.”

139. National Security Decision Memorandum 531
Washington, April 14, 1970.
TO
The Secretary of Defense
The Director, Bureau of the Budget
The Director, Selective Service
SUBJECT
Draft Reform and the Elimination of Draft Calls

Following the NSC meeting of March 24th,2 the President has decided to plan on reducing draft calls to zero while carrying out interim
draft reforms.
1. Conditions
The President has decided that future reductions in draft calls shall
be subject to the following conditions:
—the maintenance of active and reserve forces at levels consistent
with the President’s strategic and fiscal guidance;
—the extension of induction authority beyond its current expiration date of July 1, 1971;
—the availability of adequate funds to meet our timetable for reducing or eliminating draft calls.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–215, Policy Papers, NSDM 53. Secret. Copies were sent to
Rogers, Lincoln, and Wheeler.
2
See Document 135.
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The President wishes the Department of Defense to advise him
when and if these conditions are not met, and to recommend changes,
as necessary, in the implementation plan outlined below.
2. Implementation
To implement his decision, the President has directed that the Department of Defense take the following steps:
—during FY 1971, increase the pay of enlisted men with less than
two years of service by 20 percent ($300 million) to demonstrate our
tangible commitment to the zero draft call concept;
—during FY 1972, plan a large commitment of funds ($2.0 billion)
toward substantially reducing draft calls;
—during FY 1973, plan a larger expenditure ($3.5 billion) in the
expectation that draft calls should be eliminated between July 1972 and
July 1973.
Within this framework, the President wishes the Department of
Defense, in coordination with the other addressee agencies, to prepare
a detailed annual plan of the source, composition, and timing of expenditures necessary and their expected effects upon enlistments and
retention. This plan shall be prepared by September 1 of each year for
the following fiscal year and submitted to the President.
3. Draft Reform
The President has also decided to take the following immediate
action on draft reform:
—Request the Congress to permit the Selective Service to induct
men according to their random sequence number.3
—Request the Congress to restore discretionary authority over undergraduate student deferments to the President. Then issue an Executive Order providing that those students, who do not now hold II–S
deferments, would not be granted such deferments in the future. Students in two year colleges and apprentices should be treated similarly.

3
Nixon sent a Special Message to Congress on draft reform on April 23, stating
that his objective was “to reduce draft calls to zero.” To that end, he announced federal
pay increases designed to attract volunteers to the military. Nixon also declared, however, that budgetary limitations and “overriding considerations of national security,” including the ongoing war in Vietnam, prevented the immediate end to conscription, which
he urged Congress to extend beyond its July 1, 1971, expiration. To make the draft more
equitable in the meantime, the President announced the issuance of Executive Order
11527 that phased out employment and most paternity deferments. Moreover, he asked
Congress to make two amendments to the Military Service Act of 1967: one to establish
a direct national call by monthly lottery sequence numbers and the second to give him
the authority necessary to eliminate new student deferments. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1970,
pp. 394–398)

1433_A20-30.qxd

10/12/11

2:00 PM

Page 507

339-370/B428-S/40011

CBW, Safeguard Phase II, the Draft

507

—Continue to bar graduate student deferments except for students
in medicine and allied specialties for which the Department of Defense
advises the National Security Council that a special draft call will be
required.
—Take independent action in issuing an Executive Order phasing
out occupational, agricultural, and paternity deferments. A man not
now holding one of these deferments would not be granted one in the
future. At the same time, the Congress will be requested to make provision for the other reforms outlined above.
—Grant postponement of induction to volunteers in government
service programs, such as the Peace Corps, to complete their initial
term of service. The granting of new postponements should be continued until the Director of the Selective Service determines, in cooperation with the interested agencies, that the denial of new postponements will not seriously disrupt these government programs.
The President wishes the Director of Selective Service to recommend any further procedural and administrative reforms necessary to
make the Selective Service system as equitable and efficient as possible. These recommendations should be submitted to the President by
July 1, 1970.
4. Induction Authority
The President deferred a decision on the following until next year:
—The extension of authority for general inductions and medical
inductions.
—The establishment of an effective standby draft.
Henry A. Kissinger
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140. Notes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, April 24, 1970.
HAK [Kissinger]: We will work on model of Verification Panel
—W.G. under Lynn
—Study task forces under Tucker.
Studies come to working group, which will pull them together.
Vast majority under DOD. East Asia base structure under Larry [Lynn]
because it cuts across so many things.
Commitments
HAK: We could either focus on NSDM 272 or start fresh.
DP [Packard]: Don’t do either. NSDM 27 as central point. Variants
above and below that. Stick to realistic bases from budget standpoint.
Resources
HAK: This is what Mel [Laird] is so interested in. Ehrlichman staff
represented on Working Group. Keep Ehrlichman man on this.
AJ [Johnson]: We want to keep a man involved, Lee Sloss.
JS [Schlesinger]: If we want to be non-inflationary in FY 71, DOD
budget would be $65.6 billion.
DP: I don’t doubt it. I disagree with taking it all out of defense.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, 1969–1973. No classification
marking. In an April 23 memorandum, Lynn informed Kissinger that the meeting’s primary purpose was “to allow you to provide guidance to the DPRC concerning what the
President wants from the studies he has directed and the desired schedule for their completion.” (Ibid.) Lynn was referring to studies of strategy, available resources for defense
and military commitments, general purpose forces, the U.S. strategic posture, military
R&D, and the U.S. East Asia base structure, as formally called for by the President in his
April 2 memorandum, Document 136. The DPRC had discussed the first two at its meeting on March 23; see Document 132 and footnote 8 thereto. According to Kissinger’s undated talking points for the April 24 meeting, the President desired the studies so as “to
avoid the situation he faced during last year’s budget review, where he was asked to
make fundamental decisions on the size and composition of the defense budget under
extreme time pressure and without a thoughtful analysis to help him.” Notes of the meeting and Kissinger’s talking points are in National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–100, DPRC Meeting, April 24, 1970.
2
Document 56.
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GPF—Need mobilization potential analysis.3
DP: Don’t want to get into too much detail on force levels. Tucker.
JS: Are we going to examine when Allies will join in and when
they won’t?
HAK: Good question.
R&D
HAK: First systematic study of this.
DP: I recommend that we look at this on broader basis than military R&D.
HAK: Is it still manageable?
DP: I think so. You have to assess level and what kinds of things
are being done in non-military area. You’ll get a distorted picture if you
don’t.
HAK: Can you focus on non-military aspects relevant to military?
DP: I think we should have OST in this. How about PSAC?
GT [Tucker]: OST & NSF should be on steering committee.
HAK: I don’t want to tell you how to do this. Is June 15 realistic
deadline for this?
DP: We’ll have to do this.
GT: We can try this.
HAK: That leaves two studies. I want to keep Gardiner [Tucker]
from monopolizing all the working groups.
Asia base structure—should State chair it, since Elliot [Richardson]
suggested it?4 Or at least do political assumption?
DP: It should be a sub-study, part of GPF.
HAK: How about under State chairmanship? Working Group
should develop an outline for it, because it’s so complex.
AJ: Where and how do we get intelligence communication into it?
NSA.
HAK: Any member here should have access to any subcommittee.
DP: What’s your concern on strategic posture?
HAK: Should Larry Lynn chair it?
DP: This is so enmeshed in DOD, Gardiner can do it.
HAK: OK. Larry has crack at it though. All should come to a point
during June. Can you handle this Gardiner?
GT: We can do it. Why June?
3
The unknown notetaker is presumably recording a discussion of general purpose forces.
4
See Document 14.
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HAK: They have to start cycling in June.
DP: GPF has to be done fairly soon or it’s no use. Nuclear can be
put out a bit. It will be influenced by Vienna,5 alternatives for FY 72
budget can be held open until later in the year. We’ve got a major study
underway on strategic business.6
HAK: Larry, get Working Group to work out a schedule. You’ll
want to go over this in working group, then get them before us.
Does this seem reasonable?
5

The second round of SALT negotiations began in Vienna on April 16.
Not further identified. Packard may be referring to the NSSM 64 response, Document 129.
6

141. National Security Decision Memorandum 591
Washington, May 9, 1970.
TO
The Secretary of Defense
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
SUBJECT
FY 1971–72 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile

The President has approved the proposed Nuclear Weapons Stockpile for end FY 1972, the proposed adjusted stockpile composition for
end FY 1971, and adjustments to the previously approved FY 1970–71
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile caused by fire damage at the Rocky Flats
plant, submitted by the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy
Commission on February 6, 1970.2
Accordingly, the President has approved [less than 1 line not declassified] nuclear warheads as the stockpile composition for the end of
FY 1972. He also approved [less than 1 line not declassified] nuclear warheads as the adjusted stockpile composition for the end of FY 1971.
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 51–96. Top Secret.
2
Packard and Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman of the AEC, submitted an undated memorandum to President Nixon with the following subject line: “FY 1971–72 Nuclear
Weapons Stockpile and Certain FY 1970 Adjustments.” (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–216, NSDM 60)
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This will mean a planned production by the Atomic Energy Commission of [less than 1 line not declassified] warheads and a planned retirement [less than 1 line not declassified] during FY 1972, resulting in [less
than 1 line not declassified] nuclear warheads during FY 1972 from the
adjusted FY 1971 stockpile.
The President directs the production and retirement of those quantities of atomic weapons and atomic weapons parts necessary to
achieve and maintain the approved stockpiles; as well as the production of the additional parts of nuclear weapons necessary for transfer
to the United Kingdom pursuant to the agreement for cooperation.3
Authority to produce parts of nuclear weapons for transfer to the
United Kingdom will be operative only if the 1958 Agreement with the
United Kingdom is extended to provide for the transfer of such parts
during the period covered by this Memorandum.
The President has authorized the Atomic Energy Commission in
coordination with the Department of Defense to initiate production of
such long-lead-time nuclear warhead parts as may be necessary to prepare for FY 1973 production of warheads required by the Defense Management Summary.
The President authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission to produce and transfer to the Department of Defense parts of nuclear
weapons, not containing special nuclear material, as may be agreed by
the Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of Defense, for
utilization in nuclear weapons or other defense programs for training,
research and development, or manufacturing or production.
The President authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission in coordination with the Department of Defense to make such changes in the
production and/or retirement of nuclear warheads in FY 1971 and FY
1972 as may be necessary to reflect changes in Atomic Energy Commission material availabilities, production/retirement capabilities, or
quality assurance requirements, or as a result of related changes in military requirements, so long as the quantity of warheads involved in
any single action does not exceed [less than 1 line not declassified] for FY
1971 or [less than 1 line not declassified] for FY 1972. He further authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission in coordination with the Department of Defense to make changes in the production and/or retirement
of nuclear warheads in FY 1971 and FY 1972 as may be necessary
3
The United States and the United Kingdom reached two agreements pertinent to
nuclear technology and weapons in 1958. The first became effective when the two nations exchanged notes on February 22. It stipulated that the United States would, as necessary, supply the United Kingdom with IRBMs. (9 UST 195; TIAS 3990) The second,
which was signed on July 3 and became effective August 4, permitted greater exchange
of nuclear information and materials between the two countries in order to improve their
mutual defense capabilities. (9 UST 1028; TIAS 4078) See Department of State Bulletin,
March 17, 1958, pp. 418–419; July 28, 1958, p. 157; and August 25, 1958, p. 310.
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to reflect changes (not to exceed 610%) in each year in strategic
offensive, strategic defensive, tactical and fleet anti-submarine/anti-air
warfare warhead totals as may be required by the Department of Defense because of changes in military requirements or adjustments in
delivery assets. Any changes indicative of a major or significant shift
in defense policy or Atomic Energy Commission production capabilities will be submitted for the President’s approval.
The FY 1972–1973 stockpile approval request should be submitted
with the Department of Defense deployments request in November,
1970. This request should address the issues of:
—the number of strategic bombs in the stockpile and the appropriate load factor for our strategic bomber force, and
—the size of the tactical nuclear weapon stockpile in light of the
effect of NSDM 274 on the number of tactical aircraft and of decisions
made in other NSDMs and on currently outstanding NSSMs on nuclear weapons and regional strategy issues.
Henry A. Kissinger
4

Document 56.

142. National Security Decision Memorandum 601
Washington, May 9, 1970.
TO
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
SUBJECT
Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization for FY 1971

The President has approved the proposed Nuclear Weapons Deployment Ceiling Plan for FY 1971 contained in the Department of

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 51–96. Top Secret.
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Defense memorandum dated February 6, 19702 with the following
exceptions:
—the President desires that by May 15, 1970 the currently planned
DOD FY 71 ceiling for NATO, rather than [number not declassified] as
requested, be submitted with revised tables, for his approval, and that
for FY 71 and in the future the NATO ceiling be treated on the same
basis as the ceilings elsewhere in the world;
—accordingly, the authorized deployments outside of the U.S. as
of the end of FY 1971 shall not exceed [number not declassified] plus the
currently planned DOD NATO ceiling, rather than the [number not declassified] requested;
—approval of the deployment of [less than 1 line not declassified] to
NATO Europe for support of non-U.S. NATO forces is withheld pending the President’s decision on the ADM Program of Cooperation and
fulfillment of all the requirements for support of non-U.S. NATO forces.
[1 paragraph (11⁄2 lines) not declassified]
The President agrees that the number of weapons shown reflect
year end ceilings with specific conditional deployments treated on a
separate basis and that actual deployments against these ceilings will
be controlled by the Secretary of Defense.
The President is to be advised of any significant changes in contemplated actual overseas deployments within these ceilings. The Secretary of Defense is authorized reasonable flexibility to manage and
alter quantities during the course of the year to cover unavoidable
peaks in deployment due to logistical factors. The President will consider FY 1972 in the next year’s plan, which will deal with FY 1972 and
projections for FY 1973.
The President has authorized the Secretary of Defense in FY 1971
to:
1. Deploy nuclear weapons in the United States without limit.
2. Deploy nuclear weapons to areas outside the United States as
indicated in Appendices A, B, and C,3 hereto, with the provision that:
a. The FY 1971 end-year total authorized in each separate country within each region and afloat (Appendix A) or the total by category
of weapons within each region and afloat (Appendix B) may be exceeded by not more than 10% in the event of unforeseen contingencies.

2
Packard sent a memorandum to President Nixon on February 6 requesting his
approval of the nuclear weapons deployment plan for FY 1971. (Ibid., NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H–216, NSDM 60)
3
Appendices A–D are not printed.
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b. Weapons to be deployed under the specific conditions cited in
Appendix C may be deployed as additive to a. above and to the NATO
Europe and outside of U.S. ceilings.
3. Support non-U.S. forces in accordance with the units and numbers of warheads indicated in Appendix D hereto, subject to the following conditions:
a. The provisions of NSAM 197 and NSAM 143,4 as amended by
NSAM 370,5 pertaining to additional support of non-U.S. forces, continue to apply.
b. The Programs of Cooperation remain essentially the same as
those pertaining when each NSAM 197 action was approved.
c. Custodial arrangements and facilities requirements of NSAM
370 continue to apply.
d. Weapons may be deployed in support of U.S. forces pending
compliance with c., above.
In accordance with NSAM 370, all weapons deployed to NATO
Europe must have permission action link devices installed. In addition,
permissive action link devices will be installed by June 30, 1970 [2 lines
not declassified]. The weapon/yield restrictions of NSAM 143, as
amended by NSAM 1996 and NSAM 370, apply.
The next deployment ceiling plan should be submitted in mid-November 1970 in conjunction with the stockpile approval request. At that
time, or separately, the Department of Defense in coordination with the
Department of State should submit a detailed proposal, with alternatives as appropriate, for the accomplishment of the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Okinawa by the end of 1972.
Henry A. Kissinger

4
NSAM 143, April 10, 1962, is entitled “Nuclear Weapons for NATO Forces.”
NSAM 197, October 23, 1962, deals with communication to other countries of restricted
data on nuclear weapons. Both are in the Kennedy Library, National Security Files,
NSAMs.
5
NSAM 370, “Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization for FY 1969 and FY
1970,” June 11, 1968. For text, see Foreign Relations, 1964–1968, volume X, National Security Policy, Document 207.
6
For more information about NSAM 199, “Loading of SACEUR Land-Based Alert
Strike Aircraft,” October 25, 1962, see ibid. and footnote 5 thereto.
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143. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon1
Washington, May 30, 1970.
SUBJECT
The Defense Budget—Fiscal Year 1971 and Beyond

In order to make any discussion of what we plan to do in Southeast Asia more meaningful,2 it is most essential that we consider first
the severe fiscal problems we face both in FY 71 and FY 72. Not only
must we live within the planned budget constraints for FY 71, but we
must anticipate another $1B reduction in the FY 71 defense budget by
the Congress.
On the basis of the latest projections of the economy and the federal budget for the next five years, it is clear to me that you may be
forced to look to defense for reductions below what we had previously
estimated.3 Non-defense expenditures and decisions already approved
make these circumstances almost a certainty. Lower levels of defense
spending will reduce our military capabilities and require reductions
in U.S. commitments; at this point in our planning I can only estimate
possible consequences. In addition to the following summary of the
fiscal situation, I plan to provide you a more detailed report by early
July on some of the major decisions we must face on our strategy and
commitments.4

1
Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 28, Strategy of Realistic Deterrence, Vol.
1. Top Secret.
2
Nixon, Laird, Kissinger, Packard, Wheeler, Moorer, and others discussed the war
in Vietnam during a meeting held at the Western White House in San Clemente, California on May 31. For the record of the meeting, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume VI, Vietnam, January 1969–July 1970, Document 313.
3
According to the minutes of Laird’s weekly staff meeting, June 2, Tucker announced, “The President has been alerted that we cannot sustain the present level of defense within the dollars targeted for Defense.” Laird added that his purpose was “to
alert various members of the Executive Branch that we can’t keep approving new [domestic] program on a piecemeal basis.” Laird found it necessary “to present a case [that]
is not being adequately presented today. Defense shouldn’t have this responsibility, but
decision-making processes are going on without an over-all look.” Laird, Packard, and
Wheeler agreed that the DPRC was designed to examine defense spending within the
larger fiscal context, but had not “accomplished its purpose.” According to Wheeler,
“there is a tendency for the DPRC to focus on [Defense] programs in detail and ignore
the larger issues. Mr. Laird said if they ignore the larger issues we are not doing our job
of protecting the security of the country.” (Washington National Records Center, OSD
Files: FRC 330–76–0028, June 1970) See also Document 132 and footnote 5 thereto.
4
Laird sent an 11-page memorandum to Nixon on July 8 in which he expanded
on the issues presented in this memorandum. (Washington National Records Center,
OSD Files: FRC 330–74–142, No. 24)
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Since last fall, our planning in the Defense Department has been
based on the strategy and financial guidance in National Security Decision Memorandum (NSDM) 27 (issued October 11, 1969).5 Based on
the projections of federal revenues and expenditures shown below, it
seems clear that the NSDM–27 levels of defense spending are high.
Projected Federal Budgets for FY 72–76
(Outlays in then-Year $ Billions)
FY 72 FY 73 FY 74 FY 75 FY 76
Defense
NSDM–27 Defense Budgets
Increased Inflation
Volunteer Service
Repriced NSDM–27 Budgets
Non-Defense Programs
Total Federal Budget
Total Federal Revenues
Margin

76
1
2
79
154
233
215
218

75
2
3
80
162
242
234
28

75
3
3
81
172
253
251
22

76
4
3
83
182
265
266
11

77
5
3
85
194
279
283
14

The deficits shown are understated for two reasons. First, no new
Presidential initiatives beyond FY 71 are included. Second, some domestic
programs may still be underestimated. A “normal” amount of Presidential initiatives together with cost overruns on domestic programs,
I predict, will widen the gap by $3–5 billion in FY 72, and by much
larger amounts in later years. For example, your new initiatives in FY
71, after Congressional adjustments, are expected to grow from about
$3 billion in FY 71 to about $11 billion in FY 72. Thus, the table above
should not be interpreted to mean that we face only a one year problem in FY 72.
A budget deficit of even $18 billion in FY 72 would cause severe
economic problems. The rate of inflation would rise again, unemployment would decline somewhat, government borrowing would increase
the already high demand for savings, holding interest rates at high levels and holding down housing starts. Further pressures on thinly capitalized industries could cause failures and resulting severe economic
dislocations.
A 10% surcharge on personal and corporate income taxes would
increase revenues only $13 billion, not enough to close the gap.
I agree that we must take steps now to reduce planned federal expenditures. However, the figure that some are using in BOB and CEA
as a defense expenditure rate for Fiscal Year 1972 of $69 billion is completely unrealistic. I realize that we in defense must face up to these

5

Document 56.

1433_A31-40.qxd

10/12/11

2:14 PM

Page 517

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and Safeguard Phase III

517

fiscal problems but the maximum effort we can make would require
an expenditure rate of at least $73 billion for Fiscal Year 1972. As a result the following are steps I presently contemplate:
FY 72 FY 73 FY 74 FY 75 FY 76
Current defense totals
79
80
81
83
85
–7
–7
–8
–9
Reduction
–6
Revised defense planning level
73
73
74
75
76
These revised budgets will cause severe reductions in our military
capabilities and will require some reductions in U.S. commitments. The
following changes from FY 71 budget levels are illustrative of changes
that I will have to initiate:
—retirement of 3–4 attack carriers, 1–2 fewer on forward station
—inactivation of 2 Army divisions, at least one withdrawn from
Korea
—reduction of 4 Air Force fighter/attack wings
—retirement of all 4 anti-submarine warfare carriers
—reduction of 130–140 of our oldest B–52 bombers
—large reductions in continental air defense forces
—reduction of about 800,000 military and civilian personnel
—cancellation of some major procurement programs
These reductions will have to be started in FY 71 to help our FY
71 budget problem and to maximize the savings we get from them in
FY 72. Indeed, our force reductions can be held to these illustrative levels only if we meet our current budget planning assumptions for Southeast
Asia deployments and sortie levels:
End-Year Deployments and FY Average Sortie Rates
Approved
Suggested
Suggested
as of
Budget
Budget
Budget
6/30/70
FY 71
FY 72
FY 73
deployments:
South Vietnam
Thailand
fighter/attack
sorties
B–52 sorties

424,000
42,000
20,700/mo

260,000
34,000
14,600/mo

152,000
20,000
10,200/mo

43,000
4,000
3,400/mo

1,400/mo

1,200/mo

900/mo

300/mo

Less rapid withdrawals or higher sortie levels will cause reductions in the forces not deployed in SEA and seriously affect our NATO
commitments. For example, an increase of 3,000 fighter attack and 200
B–52 sorties per month for one year would cost $500 million. Slowing
the rate of redeployments to only 60,000 prior to February 1971 would
cost $400 million and require an increase of 30,000 draft calls. If offsets
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of this magnitude had to be found, in addition to the reductions shown
above, we would have to withdraw a division force from Europe and
inactivate it and reduce tactical air forces in Europe or our carrier forces
in the Mediterranean.
The changes in forces, commitments and Vietnam levels shown
above must be faced. We must pay for increases in one area with decreases in another. Therefore, unless I hear from you to the contrary I
intend to base our defense program on the revised defense budget levels and on the Southeast Asia assumptions shown above. We will keep
you informed of necessary changes in our strategy and commitments
as our planning proceeds.6
Melvin R. Laird
6
On May 31, Kissinger sent Nixon a memorandum in which he argued that, although
Laird’s memorandum painted a worst-case scenario, it “highlights the serious fiscal implication which should be sorted out in the immediate future” by the DPRC. In the meantime,
Kissinger recommended that the President instruct Laird “to withhold” the actions proposed in the final paragraph of his memorandum pending consideration of the issues by
the DPRC. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 65, Memoranda to the President, May 1970) Two days later, on June 2, Nixon sent a memorandum
to Rogers, Laird, Helms, and Kissinger with Laird’s May 30 memorandum attached. The
President directed the DPRC to prepare a report by July 15 on the FY 1971 and beyond Defense budget for eventual consideration by the NSC. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–98, DPRC General,
1969–Feb. 1970)

144. Summary Paper Prepared by the NSSM 58 Ad Hoc Group1
Washington, June 10, 1970.
[Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–152, NSSM 58. Secret. 12
pages not declassified. NSSM 58 is Document 29.]
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145. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, July 17, 1970, 10:40 a.m.–12:20 p.m.
SUBJECT
Defense Budget
PARTICIPATION
Chairman
Henry A. Kissinger
State
Mr. U. Alexis Johnson
Mr. Ronald I. Spiers
Mr. Leon Sloss
Defense
Mr. David Packard
Dr. Gardiner Tucker
Dr. Donald Rice
JCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Maj. Gen. Richard F. Shaefer

CIA
Mr. Richard Helms
Mr. Bruce Clarke
OMB
Mr. George Shultz
Mr. James R. Schlesinger
ACDA
Mr. Philip J. Farley
Vice Adm. John M. Lee
CEA
Mr. Paul W. McCracken
NSC Staff
Dr. Laurence E. Lynn
Mr. Keith Guthrie

Dr. Kissinger: Today we want to take a first cut at reviewing the
Defense side of the budget. This meeting is an outgrowth of the President’s directive of June 22 asking the DPRC to make a full review of
the implications of the defense budget and program issues raised by
the Secretary of Defense in his memorandum to the President of May
31.3 I issued some additional guidance for the review on June 13.4 The
Working Group produced some working papers that seemed to get

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes Originals ‘69–’73. Top Secret; Nodis.
The meeting was held in the Situation Room of the White House.
2
See footnote 6, Document 143.
3
Laird’s memorandum is dated May 30, Document 143.
4
On June 13, Kissinger sent a memorandum to Richardson, Packard, Helms,
Wheeler, McCracken, and Mayo specifying that the DPRC’s review of the defense budget
should include analyses of available resources, trade-offs between defense and non-defense expenditures, and alternative defense postures and their effect on the United States’
capabilities and its ability to meet its commitments and its strategic objectives. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H–98, DPRC General, 1969–Feb. 1970)
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snatched back as soon as they appeared.5 I understand that everyone
is agreed on using the summary paper that has been prepared as a basis for discussion even though no one is committed to everything that
is in the paper.6
The Administration faces three problems. It must define a broad
economic strategy; it must decide how to allocate outlays between nondefense and defense activities; and, of primary interest to this group,
it must allocate the defense budget so that our defense posture and our
strategic objectives are in balance.
At San Clemente the President, George Shultz, and I discussed
how to help the President make his choices concerning the budget in
the most effective way.7 We want to avoid having the President make
decisions on line items and to keep from foreclosing Presidential participation in resolving big issues because these issues get settled as a
result of negotiations. We want to crystallize the broad alternative
choices which the President can make within a responsible budget level
and to point out the consequences of various levels of budgetary expenditure. The first choice is to consider the broad strategic choices.
After decisions on these, individual line-items should come to the President for decision only if they have proved absolutely insoluble.
Today we want to start our review by considering the broad security choices—that is, what the implications for foreign and security
policy are of allocating the Defense budget among different categories.
This group cannot make decisions, or even recommendations, on what
the domestic spending levels and strategy should be.
As I understand it, the overall economic situation has changed considerably since the time of our NSSM 3 review.8 NSSM 3 foresaw an
$11 million margin for FY 72, inflation at 2.4% and unemployment at

5
In preparation for the Committee’s meeting scheduled for the following day, the
DPRC Working Group met on July 16 to discuss four papers: two prepared by the Defense Department, “Defense Planning, 1971–1976” and “Defense Alternatives;” one by
the State Department, “An Analysis of Possible Reductions in U.S. Defense Programs
and Their Effect on U.S. Foreign Policy;” and one by the CEA, “Economic and Fiscal Implications of the Defense Budget.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–100, DPRC Meeting 7–17–70)
6
The Committee based its discussion of the defense budget on a draft summary
paper, accepted during the previous day’s DPRC Working Group meeting and entitled
“Summary: Defense Planning 1971–76.” The 17-page paper included the following sections: Introduction, Economic Analysis, Defense Options, and Combined Options. (Ibid.)
The final version of the paper is Document 152.
7
The President’s Daily Diary does not record a formal meeting among Nixon,
Kissinger, and Shultz during the President’s stay in San Clemente from May 28 to June
1. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files)
8
See Documents 2, 45, and 48.
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about 4%. Now we face a budgetary deficit of $20–26 billion, 3.6% inflation and over 5% unemployment in FY 72. As I understand it, no
matter what we do we face a sizable deficit in FY 72 and must cut our
currently projected budget outlays. The choice seems to be between
cutting the budget less, running larger deficits, and facing fairly tight
monetary policy; and cutting the budget more, running smaller deficits,
and having the prospect of easier monetary policy.
Could George Shultz or Paul McCracken give us a fuller review
of the economic situation?
Mr. Shultz: The budget process is like solving a set of simultaneous equations; everything is related to everything. As regards our economic choices, I do not regard the economy as necessarily placing limits on what the DPRC might recommend or the President might want
to do. If hard choices are involved, we have to face up to them. We
might, for example, have to look at making a large increase in taxes.
However, at the present we feel this is not wise and that it is not possible to get a tax increase from Congress. That being the case, we have
to consider what the budgetary limitations are, given the existing revenue system and the performance of the economy. If we let things ride
along and follow the path of least resistance, I foresee substantial
deficits that we can’t live with.
Right now there is a lot of evidence that the inflation is beginning
to crack. The rate of price increase is coming down, and there was no
change in GNP during the second quarter, compared to a previous
quarter decline of 3% at an annual rate. We may be beginning to see a
more healthy turn in the economy. Still, the constraints on the budgetary process look very severe to me. High appropriations seem to be
in prospect for domestic programs like education and urban renewal.
Mr. McCracken: A $237 billion FY 72 budget is not too large for
the US economy if we want to use our resources in such a way. But if
we pay no attention to the revenue system we will produce the kind
of deficit that will have significant consequences. It will, for example,
scare hell out of the financial community, with a resultant adverse
repercussion on trends in interest rates. In the monetary field, it would
worry the Federal Reserve, which might start to pursue a policy inadequate to carry along our economic recovery at the rate we desire. Then
we would get the worst of both worlds—a sluggish economy distorted
by the Treasury’s dipping into the financial market to cover a deficit.
There is no question what a $235 billion budget would do to the financial community and the capital market—and the resultant effect on
housing.
Mr. Johnson: What would happen?
Mr. McCracken: It will rekindle fears of inflation in the financial
community. Interest rates reflect the community’s expectations on
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inflation; thus, the rise in interest rates in 1968–69 was in part the effect of a long sustained inflation. We are just now beginning to get to
the point where the financial community believes that the Administration’s policies are going to counter inflation. The interest rate is edging down; this is good for the mortgage as well as the stock market.
We need to have these trends continue; whether or not they do depends on maintaining the slow recovery of confidence in the financial
markets. Other factors may also help; capital expenditures by business
are not likely to be so monolithically strong as in recent years. The point
of all this is that if we try to fit in a $23 billion budget deficit, we have
to consider the effects in all of these areas.
In New York financial circles, $10 billion is being widely used as
a ballpark estimate of the likely budget deficit. These people are up on
the situation, and they never believed the Administration prediction of
only a $1.3 billion deficit. If, as the paper before us points out, we are
talking about an FY 72 budget in excess of $235 billion, it will be difficult to keep on course with our housing programs. If we go back to
a budget in the range of $225 billion, the resultant deficit, given the
current slack in the economy, will probably be manageable, since it will
be roughly the size of what the financial community is currently expecting. At the other extreme, if we pursue a spartan policy, you would
raise the question of whether we could get private demand expanding
rapidly enough to stay on target in attaining full employment by the
end of next year, which I believe we should aim for.
Mr. Packard: Timing is crucial. Now is just the wrong time to announce a deficit. But we’ve got to do some planning now. It is possible that by the end of the year a $20 billion deficit might be less trouble. The situation may get better if pressure is put on wages, and
inflation is coming down a little more.
Mr. McCracken: That’s right. In the view of the financial community, a $23 billion deficit would just mean that that amount of money
would be taken out of the market.
Mr. Packard: Unless the Federal Reserve finances the deficit.
Mr. Shultz: We should remember that the President has criticized
the Johnson Administration for running a similar-sized deficit.
Mr. Packard: But the deficit has a different meaning now. I don’t
see any possibility for getting spending down below about the $230
billion level. It is not wise to go as far as cutting DOD by $6 billion.
We might do this if we postponed the all-volunteer army and some
other things. If we take $6 billion out of the defense forces, it will be
disastrous. As far as non-defense programs are concerned, we need to
get a better handle, George.
Dr. Kissinger: As a matter of legislative strategy, experience has
shown that cuts in defense appropriations tend to stick while non-
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defense cuts can often be restored. Therefore, you can make a case for
being a little more conservative in cutting the defense budget.
Mr. Shultz: That’s the same as letting Congress allocate the resources; they are going to cut DOD, raise the domestic side.
Dr. Kissinger: I also feel that we need some program analysis on
the non-defense side, comparable to the defense side.
Mr. Shultz: That’s a fair comment. I am working with Ehrlichman
on trying to construct something. We want to set up a procedure for
examining domestic options somewhat like that used in the NSC
process. We want to get it worked out right away in the hope of having some impact on Congressional spending plans in the domestic
sphere.
Mr. Johnson: Where do the figures we have on non-defense expenditures come from?
Mr. Packard: From Budget.
Mr. Schlesinger: They are derived from existing programs plus
Presidential requests.
Mr. McCracken: I don’t want to say that overall economic policy
sets limits on what we can do. Nevertheless, within a given financial
system, there is a defined range of expenditure levels which the system can handle. If we go outside that limit, we have to consider adjusting our revenue system.
Mr. Packard: We should not summarily eliminate the possibility
of a tax hike. This may be the only course available.
Mr. Shultz: That is a fair comment, but we should leave it at that.
We should not start out to make our plans on the assumption that we
can always get more taxes.
Dr. Kissinger: Let’s get to the main business of this group. Last
year, in NSDM 16,9 the President approved four criteria for strategic
sufficiency to govern the design of our strategic posture. Then in NSDM
2710 he approved a world-wide strategy for general purpose forces and
a five-year projection of defense outlays. At a spending level of
$225–230 billion, it is clear that some reductions will be required in the
Defense budget even though the existing budget is already below what
is required to carry out approved policy according to the JSOP. I recognize that JCS is reluctant to change strategy on account of a one or
two year shortfall. However, we should know how a continuation of the
existing situation will affect our strategy.

9

Document 39.
Document 56.

10
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We have looked at basically two options for making cuts. Option
1 would cut $6 billion from general purpose forces, leaving projected
strategic budgets as is. Option 2 would cut about $3 billion from both
general purpose forces and strategic forces.11 A possible third option
would be to take all the cuts from strategic forces.
Can we discuss what would be involved in cuts at alternative levels of $3 billion, $6 billion, and $9 billion?
Mr. Packard: The $79 billion figure for FY 72 in current projections
is based on the $76 billion set for FY 72 by NSDM 27, with the addition of $2 billion for the all-volunteer service and $1 billion for increased
costs due to inflation. Our current programs are based on NSDM 27.
But there is a big range in what people think. The JCS felt that the
NSDM 27 force levels were on the low side; on the other hand, in NSSM
3, there was an OSD budget and force level, but they were too low. The
$79 billion figure was worked out by OSD, and I think it is the lowest
practicable figure. That is what is in NSDM 27.
With regard to strategic forces we considered two alternatives: (1)
maintaining the current program or (2) reductions of $3 billion. It is
difficult to determine the adequacy of strategic forces. Our current concept is based on three separate pillars: land-based missiles, sea-based
missiles, and bombers. Each is on its own supposed to be adequate to
provide sufficient deterrence against an enemy attack. Soviet build-ups
during the next few years will bring their total strategic forces up to
levels roughly comparable to ours.
A $3 billion cut would mean that we would reduce our air defense
capability by about half. Our air defense is based on interceptors and
surface-to-air missiles and is already at a low level.
Dr. Kissinger: What job is it supposed to do?
Mr. Packard: Defend against the Soviet strategic bomber force.
Adm. Moorer: Today if an enemy aircraft succeeds in getting to
the periphery of the United States, it is free to move at will.
Dr. Kissinger: What does the Soviet bomber force consist of?
Mr. Packard: It is about one-third the size of ours. They maintain
a level of about 200 bombers.
Adm. Moorer: They are developing a new bomber.

11
Table 5 of the summary of “Defense Planning 1971–76” lists several possibilities.
Alternative A was to maintain the current strategic forces and general purpose forces
programs. Alternative B included two options: the first reduced strategic programs by
$3 billion; the other also reduced GPF programs by the same amount. Alternative C also
included two options: either “low” GPF programs cut by $6 billion or “reduced” GPF
and strategic programs resulting in the same savings. Alternative D slashed $8 billion
from the defense budget, resulting in “reduced” strategic forces and “low” GPF.
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Dr. Kissinger: We have a rationale for ABM; we want Safeguard
to provide against accidents, a minor attack from a major country or a
major attack from a minor country. Don’t we also need a rationale for
continental air defense?
Mr. Packard: We can’t build a good air defense system until we
develop AWACS. This is a vertical radar mounted in aircraft and
needed in order to detect low-flying aircraft. We can save money on
the current air defense system, which is not too good, and put the funds
into technology to develop the improved system we need. It doesn’t
make any difference what we decide today if we don’t develop the
technology we need.
Dr. Kissinger: Still, we could try to find out what is the desirable
lower limit on our current air defense system.
Mr. Packard: Perhaps that might be useful. I don’t know.
To continue with the implications of a $3 billion cut, this would
mean reducing Safeguard to 7 sites rather than 12. We would reduce
our bomber force (bombers are expensive to operate), and we would
go ahead with developing a new bomber but on a longer range production program. We would reduce programs for Minuteman survivability; this means we would be placing more reliance on our SLBMs.
Mr. Johnson: There would be no increase in our SLBMs?
Mr. Packard: That’s right, although they would be improved
through installation of Poseidon missiles. If there is a strategic arms
limitation agreement, the reductions in programs for Minuteman survivability and for Safeguard would be more acceptable.
Dr. Kissinger: Tom, what do you think?
Adm. Moorer: I generally agree with what Dave has said. I think
we should not look at SALT as a means to save money. It is important
to keep the requirements of national security in mind. There has been
a feeling that if we can’t afford our present strategy, we should get one
we can afford. However, never before have the Soviets been building
up their strategic and general purpose forces at such a rate. In some
ways the Soviets determine the strategy we have to follow.
Dr. Kissinger: We don’t change our strategy; we just say our forces
have only a marginal capability.
Adm. Moorer: We are moving into a situation where the President
will have no options in a confrontation with the Soviets. We have fought
the Vietnam war unlike any other in our history in that we did not call
up the reserves. Thus a cutback requires a reduction in our regular forces.
Dr. Kissinger: The impact of cuts depends on our strategy. We don’t
have a precise definition of our strategy. Our strategy as far as bombers
are concerned depends on what we think the impact of cuts would be.
If our bombers are intended to provide a first-strike counterforce against
China, will that capability be affected by the planned reductions?
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Mr. Packard: It would not present any problem today. I don’t know
about five years from now.
Dr. Kissinger: But today’s decision affects what happens five years
from now.
Dr. Tucker: The reductions don’t deprive us of a capability to
launch a pre-emptive strike against Chinese ICBMs. We can use Polaris
for this.
Dr. Kissinger: But the bombers must do something.
Adm. Moorer: The bombers provide throw-weight. They are also
part of our triad concept of three separate deterrent forces.
Mr. Packard: Each of the three forces has the capability of destroying 25% of the enemy population.
Dr. Kissinger: I have no trouble understanding that the bomber
cuts will not affect our capability for destruction of population. But to
the extent we rely on bomber forces against China, B–52s do play a
role. I need to know what the impact would be on our strategy of deterring a first strike.
Adm. Moorer: That is a problem primarily associated with the
USSR.
Dr. Tucker: We could still use our bombers against China but this
would require us to use forces we now rely on against the Soviets. Thus
our security with respect to the Soviets would be reduced.
Dr. Kissinger: What does “reduced security” mean?
Dr. Tucker: It means we would be changing the triad concept. We
would not have an independent capability with each of three forces;
instead, our capability would be based on a combination of three forces.
Dr. Kissinger: I am just playing the devil’s advocate. I don’t have
any position on this.
Another item on the list is a cutback in programs to insure Minuteman survivability. This means that the Minutemen become extremely vulnerable, and we are left to rely on submarine-launched missiles. Is that a fair statement?
Dr. Tucker: Yes. If Minuteman becomes vulnerable, crisis stability
will be affected, since there will be a greater temptation for the Soviets to strike first.
Mr. Packard: If a strategic arms agreement limits large missiles, we
can stand the loss in Minuteman survivability.
Dr. Kissinger: I want a paper that will tell the President: “If you do this,
these are the consequences.”12

12

No such paper was found.
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Mr. Johnson: According to the way the SIOP is structured, we have
up to now assumed we had the capability to deal simultaneously with
China and the Soviet Union. If the President decides a simultaneous
defense is not required, what effect would this have on the forces we
need?
Mr. Packard: That is a complex issue. Right now we do not have
enough warheads to cover all targets; we never have had. The question is how we find a rational basis to deal with this problem. One
thing we are doing is to install Poseidon missiles in our submarines.
This does not increase destructive power but it does increase our flexibility. We are also putting multiple-warheads on Minuteman and developing SRAM to improve the penetrability of our bombers. Thus, we
are taking steps to improve our capabilities, although this progress has
to be evaluated against the Soviet build-up. I think it is all more a matter of the psychological impact. It depends on what the Soviets think
of our capabilities.
Adm. Moorer: The answer to Alex’s question is that there would
be no difference in force requirements.
Mr. Schlesinger: The SIOP is a single integrated plan. If we want
to deter the Soviets while mopping up the Chinese, bombers would be
useful.
Adm. Moorer: We must remember that many of the targets in
China are covered by tactical aircraft.
Mr. Packard: There is a good deal of flexibility.
Mr. Farley: On the subject of Minuteman survivability, it is worth
pointing out that if we fail to get a strategic arms agreement, the conclusion would not be automatic that we would want to put money into
survivability measures.
Mr. Packard: That is one of the problems. Increased hardening can
easily be offset by improved accuracy. We could try to improve the mobility of Minuteman.
Adm. Moorer: What we are looking for is two or three budget levels and a clear statement of the impact of each. We can prepare that.
Dr. Kissinger: If the conclusion is that it makes no difference
whether we cut $3 billion (we only uncover another third of the Soviet
strategic force), then let’s go on to another subject.
However, I think we need to know what the shortfall in the existing projections means and what are the implications of a $3 billion cut. We are not
trying to allocate Defense funds for you, and we don’t want to secondguess on war plans. The question is whether the differences we are speaking of are strategically and politically significant.
The NAC consultation on SALT has shown that the Europeans are
living in a never-never land. They are concerned because we might be
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uncovering additional targets, when all targets have never been covered. It is a tremendous charade.
Mr. Johnson: The $3 billion cut does not involve strategic forces?
Mr. Packard: Yes, it is a strategic force reduction.
Dr. Tucker: You can define separate cuts in strategic and general
purpose forces, and you can combine them.
Dr. Kissinger: What is involved if the entire $3 billion reduction
comes out of strategic forces?
Mr. Packard: The specific reductions are outlined in Table 6 of the
summary paper.13 The $3 billion cut would involve reductions below
current force planning in bombers, interceptors, surface-to-air missiles,
and Safeguard sites.
Mr. Spiers: Why is there such a small cut in surface-to-air missiles
and a large cut in interceptors?
Dr. Tucker: With interceptors you get more money out.
Mr. Packard: In relation to strategic forces, the big issue is Safeguard. Budget cuts may mean giving up the area defense. If we also
give up hardpoint defense as a result of a strategic arms agreement, in
my view we might as well limit the whole Safeguard program to research and development.
Dr. Kissinger: We don’t have to decide that now. Safeguard is a
card we need during SALT. It is the program of greatest interest to the
Soviets.
Mr. Farley: That’s right. Gerry Smith agrees.
(Mr. Shultz left the meeting at this point.)
Dr. Kissinger: The Working Group should prepare an assessment of a
$3 billion cut giving both strategic and political implications. This would
not necessarily mean changing the allocation proposed by Defense within the
limitations established by such a cut. The Working Group should accept
the Defense proposals and see what they mean.
The President says he does not want to make defense decisions on
budget considerations alone. On the question of whether to cut surface-to-air missiles or interceptors, he would not like to get the answer
that we can get more money out by cutting one rather than the other.
Mr. Packard: That is not the only reason. The surface-to-air missiles have a greater capability.
Dr. Kissinger: If you reduce Minuteman survivability and the
bomber force, you are putting a lot of chips on submarines.

13
Table 6 of the summary of “Defense Planning 1971–76” outlines the costs and
risks of alternative strategic and general purpose forces postures.
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I think I have now posed the question that needs to be answered
by the time of the budget review. The table in the summary paper is
an excellent one.
Mr. Schlesinger: The discussion on page 11 of the summary paper needs
to be made consistent with the data presented in Table 6.14
Dr. Kissinger: Larry Lynn can take care of that.
Now we should take up general purpose forces.
Mr. Packard: There are two problems: (1) determining long-term
levels and (2) the problem of making the transition to them. The transition problem has several aspects. For example, if a cut is to be made
during FY 72, it will be necessary to focus on personnel reductions. In
Vietnam if forces are cut back to 220,000 rather than 260,000 in 1971,
$400 million could be saved. Cutting tactical air sorties by 3,000 per
month would lop off another $400 million. If the end-of-1972 troop
level were reduced from 130,000 to 120,000, another $200 million could
be saved.
Illustrative packages of general purpose forces reductions are
shown in Table 6 of the summary report. The individual items can, of
course, be combined in various ways.
Dr. Kissinger: The reductions in divisions would get us down to
pre-Korean War levels.
Mr. Packard: The cuts in escort vessels are particularly severe.
Adm. Moorer: We will be down to the 1930 level.
Mr. Packard: The Chief of Naval Operations says a $6 billion general purpose forces reduction will cut his ability to maintain control of
the seas in the event of a US-Soviet confrontation from 55% to 20%.15
Dr. Kissinger: What does that mean?
Adm. Moorer: In World War II we kept graphs of the amount of
enemy and allied shipping destroyed. At first our losses were greater
than theirs. When the curves crossed, we reached the turning point.
The CNO’s estimate measures the chances of reaching this turning
point in the event of a US-Soviet conflict.
Dr. Kissinger: Would there be any chance at all of reaching it?
Mr. Packard: We can get a definition for you.

14
Page 11 of the summary paper dealt with “Additional Impacts on National Security” of various reductions in strategic and general purpose forces.
15
In a July 15 memorandum to Laird, Zumwalt wrote, “an approximate 10% budget
reduction for FY 72 has reduced my confidence in any confrontation vis-à-vis the Russian Navy from 55% to about 20%.” A stamped note on the memorandum indicates that
Packard saw it. (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–76–076, 110.01,
Budget)
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Dr. Tucker: In considering this, we need to take into account the
significant anti-submarine capability of some of our European allies.
Adm. Moorer: They don’t have a significant capability. And they
won’t be defending US coasts.
The reductions involved mean a cut from 794 to 514 in the number of ships.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Packard) Obviously the Air Force got to you.
Mr. Packard: The impact of large defense budget reductions is just
too great to be seriously considered. We just have to find alternatives
to taking such reductions.
Mr. Schlesinger: At a $230 billion overall budget level, it won’t be
necessary to make large cuts.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we make cuts of $3 billion each in strategic and
general purpose forces?
Mr. Packard: I believe that by allocating our funds a little differently, we can make a maximum cut of $3 billion.
Dr. Kissinger: This would mean reductions in both strategic and
general purpose forces?
Mr. Packard: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: I know nobody here wants to recommend a $9 billion cut. Should we even present such an option to the President?
Mr. Packard: It might be useful in order to show him what a
drastic step it would be in case he were forced to cut back by that
amount.
Dr. Kissinger: In the 1950’s we talked about a superiority that
didn’t exist; we didn’t appreciate our margin. A situation is developing under which there is no rational reason to be found for going to
general nuclear war. The situation we talked of in the 1950’s is coming
true with a vengeance. With 400 Soviet targets uncovered, it simply
can’t be done. At the same time, we are cutting our general purpose
forces and getting out of places like Korea. How are we going to defend
these areas? This question has to be put to the President. He must know what
we are heading into.
Mr. Packard: We have to figure out how to make the best allocation of the cuts we will be forced to make. For example, I believe we
should cut manpower levels, while maintaining the Air Force and
Navy.
Mr. Johnson: The point is that if we cut general purpose forces, we
are more dependent on massive retaliation; yet, massive retaliation is
not adequate.
Dr. Kissinger: At the time of the Cuban missile crisis, the Soviets did
not blockade Berlin because they were afraid of a pre-emptive attack by
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us. They now know this can’t happen. If we attack with our entire force,
they would have several hundred missiles left to clobber us. With cuts
in general purpose forces, this could create a nightmare by 1974.
Mr. Packard: There are various alternatives. One is to cut ground
forces. We need the Navy to supply the ground forces and keep the
sea lanes open.
Dr. Kissinger: I detect in the Government a predisposition to bring
forces out of Europe. These issues must be presented clearly to the President.
Mr. Packard: A faster withdrawal from Vietnam would help.
Dr. Kissinger: Everything that comes out of Vietnam is to be disbanded. The President may get out of Vietnam faster than presently
planned, but if so, it will not be for budgetary reasons.
Let’s put together an assessment of the implications of a $3 billion total
cut, a $3 billion general purpose forces cut, and a $6 billion general purpose
forces cut. We can then present it to the President, along with some suggestions on remedial measures.
Mr. Packard: I think we should come up with a Defense Department recommended program.
Dr. Kissinger: This Committee will not make up a program. The
options should be presented to the President. After we get Presidential guidance, we will ask the Defense Department to come up with a
recommended program.
Mr. McCracken: A $9 billion cut will not be included.
Dr. Kissinger: A $9 billion cut would be a combination of a $3 billion strategic and $6 billion general purpose forces cut.
Mr. McCracken: The “in” thing at the present is to take all budget
cuts out of defense funds. I think we may be going too far. We have to
know what the successive levels of insecurity are.

146. Editorial Note
President Nixon held a series of meetings in the summer of 1970
during which he discussed the fiscal year 1972 Department of Defense
budget. On July 21, Nixon hosted Republican Congressional leaders in
the White House Cabinet Room. Attendees at the meeting, which lasted
from 8:37 to 10:41 a.m., included Vice President Agnew; Director of the
Office of Management and Budget Shultz; Senators Scott, Griffin,
Young, Allott, and Tower; and Representatives Ford, Arends, Taft,
Rhodes, Anderson, Smith, Poff, Cramer, Wilson, and Bow. (National
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Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files,
President’s Daily Diary)
After covering the economy and domestic spending, the meeting
turned to the Defense budget. President Nixon spoke “about the Soviet strategic capability, that they had more missiles than we did, they
were ahead of us in conventional weaponry, they had a 3–1 advantage
in throw-weight. We were not building any more missiles, by 1974 the
President said they will catch and pass us in nuclear submarines. While
we are ahead in MIRV, the Soviets have an MRV which carried 3–5
warheads in the 5 megaton range, which is 5 times the size of our Minuteman Missile. He said American power and superiority which has
been responsible for avoiding a world war thus far; it is the only thing
now standing between the expansion of powers and their expansion.
“He noted that the Soviets had built 40 land-based missiles in the
last few months. The President said further that he is utterly convinced
that the decisions we make now about defense are the decisions this
country is going to have to live with the next few decades. I know it
is not fashionable to put things in cold war rhetoric, but we’ve got to
come out and tell the truth about these things.” (Notes of the meeting;
ibid., White House Special Files, President’s Office Files, Box 81, Memoranda for the President, Beginning July 19, 1970)
Six days later, on July 27, according to the President’s Daily Diary,
Nixon met with Secretary of Defense Laird, Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard, and the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger at his office in San Clemente, California. No record of
the meeting has been found. According to a July 26 memorandum from
Kissinger to Nixon, the main subject of discussion was expected to be
the FY 1972 Defense budget. Kissinger advised the President that Laird
would “emphasize that reduced defense expenditures” would have numerous harmful results, including base closures, reduced research and
development, and delays in force modernization and the move toward
an all-volunteer armed force. Kissinger recommended that Nixon assure Laird that he placed great stock in the ongoing Defense Program
Review Committee deliberations, which were “designed to surface the
very problems” raised by Laird. (Ibid., NSC Files, Box 225, Agency
Files, Dept of Defense, Vol. 8, 21 Jul 70–Sep 70)
Following his return from San Clemente, Laird discussed the
budget situation, “the toughest problem we face now,” at length during his weekly meeting with his staff on August 3. According to the
minutes of the meeting:
“Laird said we need to make an all-out effort to save as much as
we can whenever we can with as little public exposure as possible. This
will be the take-off point for the Congress. The President will probably veto several appropriations bills to dramatize his concern. He will
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emphasize security and foreign policy concerns. The U.S. faces the
SALT negotiations, the NATO/Warsaw Pact problems, the Middle East
problems, etc; and this is not the time to use the National Security Budget as a substitute for taxation and other problems. Each Presidential
veto hardens the Congressional attitude and they will generally override future Presidential vetos. We are coming to a period where the
President will make an all-out effort to dramatize the need for present
Defense budget. The over-all situation puts us in kind of a bind. We
will not only have to go through much of FY 1971 without a budget,
but will have problems in FY 1972 as well.”
Laird added, “we have to make an all-out fight in FY 1971 to keep
our powder dry for FY 1972.” Packard later echoed those comments.
“Defense is the dog getting wagged by the tail. We have to make a
greater effort than ever made before,” he said. Although Packard
“thought we were in bad shape last year,” the Defense Department was
now in a more serious “appropriations crunch.” (Washington National
Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330-76-0028, Chronological File)

147. Record of Meeting with President Nixon1
San Clemente, California, July 28, 1970.
PRESIDENT’S REVIEW OF DEFENSE POSTURE
Selected Comments
RN: “We are at a hell of a disadvantage in conventional forces with
respect to the Soviet Union.”
He notes in two tables he was given that non-Vietnam DOD budget
is going up as the costs of the war come down. “I want to look at that,
where it’s going.”
“You’ve got to increase your conventional forces in the light of
strategic considerations.”

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–100, DPRC Meeting 7–28–70. Top Secret. Nixon visited San
Clemente from July 24 to August 3. On July 28, he held a budget meeting with Kissinger,
Shultz, Weinberger, Schlesinger, and Ehrlichman, among others. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary) See also Document 148.
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“If you limit [build?] ABM, why have air defenses? It’s just ridiculous. Air defense makes damn little sense.”
“Primitive area defense makes diplomacy credible for ten years.”
The President placed considerable emphasis on role of forces in
supporting diplomacy, indicating repeatedly that diplomacy is what
really matters.
“Foolish to throw in Titans2 before agreements.”
“ABM opponents don’t want defense, don’t believe Russia is a
threat.”
“B–1 ridiculous.”
B–52s useful as a deterrent against N. Korea.
“We are 8 years away from when you can put land-based missiles
to sea.”
Ehrlichman: “There will be a strong wave of resentment at standing down the bombers.”
RN: Schlesinger’s idea is a good one: cut crews but keep bombers,
just not flying around.
“Air Force is a disgrace. Unbelievable bureaucracy. Still fighting
World War II.”
Navy is one we need the most. Credible power in area of world
where we have brush fires. Navy, Marines, airlift are important. Navy
has done better planning in Vietnam.
“Using a carrier against a major enemy is ridiculous. You get the
issue of 15 vs. 12, etc. Carrier is battleship of today; gunboat diplomacy
is now carrier diplomacy.”
“Amount you can take out of defense safely is damn small.”
“We have to do some very tough thinking, crack a hell of a lot of
heads in the Pentagon. Don’t need assistant secretaries of Services, even
Service secretaries. Laird knows this. Unbelievable to see layers of bureaucracy. We shouldn’t take busy men, give them these jobs. Pentagon is in hell of a shape. [Ehrlichman: In DOD, they have a pudgy exadvance man as assistant secretary with full colonel carrying his bag.]3
Taking the Services down evenly to keep everyone happy is coming.
We should decide what we need; otherwise, they will keep chicken
colonels, take out the guts.
HAK: We should use DPRC mechanism. We’ve wasted 8 years.
RN: “Eight years of $80–90 billion per year and what have we to
show for it?”
2
A reference to the Titan II, a liquid-fueled ICBM carrying a single 9-megaton warhead with penetration aids deployed in 1963.
3
These and the remaining brackets are in the original.
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HAK: Should go back to bureaucracy and ask questions we raised
here. [Discusses GPF. Big disagreements, e.g. NATO planning horrendously sloppy.]
RN: “We’ve been here 18 months, they were here 8 years. We’re
waddling along at the same damn thing; we’ve done nothing.”
HAK: You’ve got to let me do some bloodletting in the Pentagon.
RN: We’ve got to do it.
HAK: SIOP is a horror strategy.4 [goes on at length] [goes on about
NATO]
RN: “Isn’t it time we get at this thing?”
HAK: If you order study, you will get answers.
RN: I don’t want a study. We’ve got to. We’ve got to bite the NATO
bullet.
HAK: We could probably afford reduced program plus some
strategic cuts. We could get $5 billion, perhaps down to $4 billion. I
was initially opposed to any cuts.
RN: I was too. In this case, it doesn’t cut our real strength. But, we
must beef up our strength in other areas.
HAK: Our analysis isn’t good enough to justify the low program.
RN: It’s important not to have impression that budget tail wags
defense dog. We’ve got to ask for budget review for purpose of doing
some fundamental thinking. We’ve done a lot, but we’ve got to grab it
more.
HAK: DPRC meeting next Tuesday or Wednesday.5 We can get
limited or reduced GPF, $1 billion from strategy, say limited reduction
and more air defense. We must change SIOP.
RN: Slip Volunteer Service to FY 73.
Schlesinger: Need not slip program. Can get attractive power for
$1 billion because of smaller manpower base.
HAK: I think defense budgets not going to go up.
Ehrlichman: Can we find out what it will take?

4
Kissinger’s talking points for the meeting, prepared by the NSC Staff, noted, “We
have no coherent doctrine for how to use our strategic nuclear forces under today’s circumstances in which the Soviet Union also has an assured destruction capability.” In
particular, the current SIOP included only the options of a massive retaliation against either all Soviet military targets or those targets plus Soviet cities. “We can withhold whole
countries from an attack,” the talking points continued, “but not parts of countries. We
cannot attack a limited number of targets for specific reasons with a specific type of
weapon.” In the section of the talking points dealing with SIOP, Kissinger wrote, “No
retargeting.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–100, DPRC Meeting 7–28–70)
5
The next DPRC meeting was held on Monday, August 10. See Document 149.
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148. Summary of Meeting1
San Clemente, California, July 28, 1970.
Defense Budget Preview Session
I. Major Program Areas
1. Strategic Forces. Of the $2 billion cut in the strategic package,
the Safeguard item was felt to be most critical. Safeguard provides a
major bargaining element in SALT, and, failing a satisfactory agreement, an essential [element] in the force structure. Bomber reduction
and Titan II phaseout were of lesser inherent importance, but should
not be implemented prior to a SALT agreement, since they provide bargaining counters. Some interest was expressed in O&M reductions,
while retaining bombers in the force structure. Substantial Air Defense
reductions could begin in the immediate future—with no untoward
consequences for SALT.
Approximately $1 billion in FY 72 reductions could take place.
With completion of SALT, it might go higher, perhaps $11⁄4 billion, from
the $2 billion enumerated in the strategic list.2 But, success in the SALT
negotiations might also permit an additional $1 billion or more of cuts in
outlays for strategic forces.
2. General Purpose Forces. Dr. Kissinger emphasized possible inadequacies in the general purpose forces. A contrast was drawn between
reductions in previously programmed forces and reductions in the ability to perform relevant missions—in light of force ineffectiveness or
inadequate rationale regarding their employment. In essence, the $3

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–100, DPRC Meeting 7–28–70. Top Secret. See also Document
147.
2
Following the DPRC meeting held on July 17 (see Document 145), the DPRC
Working Group submitted the fourth revision of its summary paper, “Defense Planning,
1971–76,” on July 23. The seventh and final revision of the paper is Document 152. A revised table, which was included in Kissinger’s talking points for the July 28 meeting,
outlined five alternative Defense Department programs and budgets. Alternative A was
the current Defense program. Alternative B included two options: either a $2 billion reduction in strategic forces programs or a $3 billion cut in GPF programs. Alternative C
called for “limited reductions” in both strategic and GPF programs totaling $3 billion.
Alternative D included two options: either “reduced” strategic and GPF programs totaling $5 billion or “low” GPF programs also resulting in a $5 billion cut. Alternative E
called for reduced strategic programs and low GPF programs totaling $7 billion in cuts.
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H–Files), Box H–100, DPRC Meeting. 7–28–70)
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billion reduction associated with the Reduced Program seemed appropriate, though no hard decisions were made regarding the individual elements. The Low Program seemed imprudent. Concern was expressed
regarding any further reduction of land forces. Emphasis was placed
on avoiding equal share allocation of budget reductions among the
Services.
3. All Volunteer Force. The President felt that the program might
have to be slipped to FY 1973. It was indicated that, due to the projected decline of military manpower, the same attractive power for volunteers outlined in NSDM 533 could be obtained with $1 billion FY 72
outlays as with the $2 billion mentioned in the NSDM. Discussion was
left at that point, with the President retaining the option to defer till
FY 73.
4. Total Indicated Cuts
Prior to SALT Agreement
Subsequent to Agreement

$4.8–5.0 billion
possibly $5.2–5.3 billion4

II. Future Trends and Problems
1. It was indicated that, barring a transformation of the international climate, the trend for defense spending would be upward in light
of pay and price increases and the need for strengthening the general
purpose forces. Stress was placed by Dr. Kissinger on the need to develop serious, non-suicidal options for the strategic forces by expanding upon or supplementing the standard SIOP options. Beneath the
strategic umbrella, it will be necessary to strengthen and improve the
General Purpose Forces to insure that the President has adequate options in various contingencies, especially NATO.5

3

Document 139.
A handwritten notation indicated that SALT was expected to yield an additional
$1 billion in savings.
5
Kissinger sent a memorandum to DPRC members on August 4 informing them
that the President had “decided to postpone issuing revised fiscal guidance” to the Defense Department until the Committee had reviewed a host of issues, including the U.S.
air defense posture and air, sea, and ground forces deployments, including those assigned to NATO. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–101, DPRC Working Group Meetings)
4
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149. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, August 10, 1970, 11 a.m.
SUBJECT
Defense Budget
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Mr. U. Alexis Johnson
Mr. Ronald I. Spiers
Mr. Leslie H. Brown
Defense
Mr. David Packard
Dr. Gardiner Tucker
Dr. Donald Rice
JCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Maj. Gen. Richard F. Shaefer
CIA
Lt. Gen. R. E. Cushman
[name not declassified]

OMB
Mr. George P. Shultz
Mr. James R. Schlesinger
Mr. Caspar Weinberger
ACDA
Mr. Philip J. Farley
Vice Adm. John M. Lee
CEA
Mr. Herbert Stein
NSC Staff
Dr. Laurence E. Lynn
Col. Jack N. Merritt
Mr. David White

Dr. Kissinger: Our discussion today will be a continuation of the
discussion at the last DPRC meeting.2 At that time we reviewed the
general categories contained in the defense budget, and following
the meeting we asked for separate packages on these categories. We
wanted each category evaluated separately. After that meeting, we had
an internal review of the defense budget at San Clemente by the White
House staff. At that time, we simply brought the President up to date
on our discussions.3 In reviewing the tables that had been prepared,
one of the things that concerned the President most was that these tables were telling him the impact of various budget cuts on current programs, but they were not telling him what the purpose of the programs
was nor what overall effectiveness could be expected. Thus, after the
San Clemente discussions, we circulated a number of questions reflecting the President’s concerns.4 Certainly all these questions can not
be answered this year, but we must make a start.
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–98, DPRC General, Mar. 1970–Dec. 1970. Top Secret; Nodis.
The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room.
2
See Document 145.
3
See Documents 147 and 148
4
See footnote 5, Document 148.
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With respect to SIOP, [less than 1 line not declassified].
Adm. Moorer: [less than 1 line not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: We have also been told that over 85% of the force is
targeted in a damage-limiting role. This would seem to lead me to ask:
Just what are we trying to do with our weapons systems? What are we
designing our forces for? Other questions which arise are: What are we
trying to accomplish with tactical nuclear weapons in Europe? How
do we intend to use these forces, if ever? How do these weapons relate to our NATO strategy?
The paper5 we have before us tells us how budget cuts will affect
current programs. But the paper doesn’t tell us the value of the programs themselves. There is also the question of our air defense capabilities. On this subject the annex paper is very good.
Mr. Packard: Yes, the annex is a very good study.
Dr. Kissinger: The paper before us has developed three options for
strategic weapons: continuing the current program, a limited reductions program, and a reduced program. It has also developed four options for our general purpose forces: the current program, a limited reduction program, a reduced program, and a low program.
We plan a NSC meeting on August 19 on this subject. Separate from
this meeting, the military chiefs will have an opportunity to present their views
to the President.
Bombers
Dr. Kissinger: Let’s look at some of the tables. In the table on page
106 there are big differences in the number of bombers in the alternative programs, and also in the amount to be spent for air defense. Another consequence of a reduced budget seems to be the stretching out
of programs such as the B-1 bomber.
Mr. Packard: In considering the defense budget, we must separate
the different issues such as Safeguard, bombers, air defense, and general purpose forces.

5
An apparent reference to a revised version of “Defense Planning, 1971–76.” Neither the paper nor its annex was found, but the paper’s seventh and final revision is
Document 152.
6
The table, entitled “Comparison of Illustrative Strategic Forces” and included in
Kissinger’s talking points, listed the number of strategic forces, including bombers,
Titan and Minuteman missiles, Polaris/Poseidon boats, air defense interceptors, SAM
missiles, and planned Safeguard sites, available under the Current, Limited Reduction,
Reduced, and other programs. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–98, DPRC General, Mar. 1970–Dec. 1970)
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Dr. Kissinger: Yes, there are a number of problems to be solved.
Of course, some, such as SIOP, can not be solved now.
On the question of bombers: What are they for? In relation to SALT,
I’m worried that a unilateral reduction in bombers and in the Safeguard
program would have a profound effect upon the SALT negotiations.
Mr. Packard: I agree completely. If we unilaterally reduce our
bomber force, and do not continue with the Safeguard program, the
SALT negotiations will be undermined.
Dr. Kissinger: The problem we face is this: The final SALT session
in Vienna will be held this week, and the members will not meet again
until November 2 in Helsinki. Thus, there will be no further substantive talks on SALT until after the budget has been locked up. It has
been suggested that rather than reducing the number of bombers, we
could simply reduce the number of crews. This would allow us to cut
the budget without unilaterally reducing our visible bomber force.
Mr. Packard: Yes, there are several things that we could do to pare
the budget without reducing the number of bombers. We should agree
to maintain the current visible bomber force until the end of the year.
Dr. Kissinger: Does everyone agree? We shall not cut the visible
bomber force until the SALT talks have been resolved, but the Department of Defense will attempt to reduce its operating costs within
this framework.
Adm. Moorer: Everyone should understand that once a crew has
been separated it will take more than one month to reactivate them. It
will take at least one year to reactivate and retrain the crews that are
going to be released.
Mr. Packard: That’s true. But we must reduce the budget while
keeping the visible level of bombers up.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Packard) Could you work up a presentation for
the NSC meeting on how to accomplish this? The plan should give the
President an idea of the direction this action will take. I will assume
that there will be no visible reduction in bombers until the SALT talks
are concluded.
Dr. Rice: On page 13 we discussed this option.
Mr. Packard: We will work out the details.
Dr. Kissinger: Larry (Lynn) says that the option on page 13 reduces
the number of bombers.
Dr. Rice: No, it just reduces the number of crews.
Adm. Moorer: Specifically, it reduces the number of crews on alert.
Mr. Packard: It cuts out 24 alert sorties.
Mr. Farley: I agree that the preferred course is the one you have
decided upon. But maybe we should still consider how important the
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bombers are in the SALT bargaining processes. Certainly the bombers
are not as important as Safeguard, especially when you consider the
modernization program involving the B–1’s.
Safeguard
Dr. Kissinger: What about Safeguard?
Mr. Packard: It must be continued.
Dr. Lynn: What will be our proposal to the Congress?
Mr. Packard: That we continue the current program. Our Congressional people tell us that we are now one vote ahead in Congress. We
are telling the Congress that we only want to continue the current program, and that we are not recommending further increases at this time.
Mr. Farley: Does that change the figures on the number of sites?
Mr. Packard: I don’t know. The present plans call for 12 sites at a
cost of $2 billion. Probably there will be a slight reduction.
Mr. Spiers: Does that mean that there will be no new sites in 1972?
Dr. Kissinger: There has been advanced preparation on a number
of sites this year. What do we do with them?
Mr. Packard: Hold down the costs on these sites.
Dr. Kissinger: So we will be working on only three sites this year?
Mr. Packard: We will have to analyze that.
Dr. Kissinger: Could we get the analysis immediately?
Mr. Packard: We’ll have it in time for budget recommendations at
the end of the year.
Mr. Johnson: It seems to me that we need it today.
Mr. Packard: We’ll come out not affecting the FY 71 budget level,
or even the FY 72 level. The figures depend primarily upon the question of what we do with the additional sites.
Dr. Kissinger: Well, it’s clear that we can’t do anything until the
vote in Congress. But we should look at the implications of various
steps in Safeguard. We need to get several alternatives from which to
choose.
Titans
Dr. Kissinger: What about our Titans? Everyone agrees that they
are not strategically useful, but they are the largest we have.
Mr. Packard: We have to have them throughout the SALT negotiations.
Dr. Kissinger: How much does the program cost?
Dr. Rice: About $50 million a year.
Mr. Schlesinger: That could go down.
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Mr. Packard: We will see if we can’t minimize expenditures without reducing visibility.
Dr. Kissinger: Then we have concluded that the impact of SALT on Titans, bomber levels, and Safeguard is to make it necessary to hold these programs at their current levels. On bombers, however, we will try to cut the
budget without reducing the visibility. On Safeguard, we will need to look at
the choices involving the various alternatives, but this will not be required at
the next meeting. We have also agreed that the Titans should be kept until a
SALT agreement is reached.
Air Defense
Dr. Kissinger: Let’s turn to the air defense question. The required
level of air defense is not related to SALT. My view is that we don’t
have a very clear concept of what our air defenses are supposed to accomplish. The annex is useful for this, but much more needs to be done.
(to Packard) What posture do you propose?
Mr. Packard: I’ve looked at the question of our air defenses for
some time. Our current force is designed to counter a high-level attack
under all circumstances except severe jamming. Our current forces will
not be effective against a low level attack. The table on page 4 of the
annex shows that in the assumed cases, only 2 to 20 million fatalities
would be averted by perfect air defenses. We could go to a lower level
of air defense by taking out the surface-to-air missiles. However, this
would not take us down to the recommended level.
Dr. Kissinger: The problem is that unless we know what is necessary, we can’t decide what level of air defense to develop. When we
look at the number of Soviet missiles, it’s reasonable to ask whether
they would use bombers to destroy the American population.
Mr. Packard: But we don’t want to invite them to use bombers.
Dr. Kissinger: Are we trying to prevent a bomber attack on the U.S.
population then?
Adm. Moorer: We just don’t want to give the enemy a free ride.
Dr. Kissinger: Does the current defense program assume simultaneous air and missile attack?
Adm. Moorer: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: After the enemy missiles have struck, will our air
defense be working?
Adm. Moorer: Some of it. If we have no air defense then we will
lose sovereignity of our air space.
Dr. Kissinger: I need a definition of what sort of air defense we
need. We agree that the present air defense can’t defend the U.S. population against a low level attack.
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Adm. Moorer: But it’s effective today. The Soviets don’t have a low
level attack force at this time.
Mr. Packard: The present system isn’t very effective even for an
attack today. But we don’t want to give the enemy a free ride if they
decide to attack us. That is the reason we are developing AWAC and
other programs. If the budget is cut too low, then everybody would be
able to fly around over our heads. However, we have a lot of tactical
air divisions around the globe made up of F–4’s and F–100’s. Maybe
we can make some of these planes available for our defense program.
Dr. Kissinger: The landing of the Cuban plane at Homestead Air
Base when the President was only a few miles away is strong evidence
that our current air defense system is not working.7
Mr. Packard: We can’t do anything about one plane. We don’t know
whether it’s private or commercial, where it is going, or what it is
up to.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t know what the right level should be for our
air defense system. Can we get a statement of objectives? (to Packard) Can
we have some recommendations on improving our present system within the
current budget, such as your suggestion of reassigning F–4’s? At least then
we will have a yardstick by which we can measure our needs.
Mr. Packard: I don’t know how much we can do in a short time.
Dr. Kissinger: The annex is a good start.
Mr. Shultz: What budget level would be necessary to build an effective surveillance system?
Dr. Kissinger: Let’s do with air defense what we have done with the other
topics in this paper. Let’s have a separate package on the different possible levels of air defense.
General Purpose Forces
Dr. Kissinger: In the MBFR study8 we reviewed many questions
whose answers will affect our general purpose forces strategy: What is
the role of tactical nuclear weapons? What should be our role in NATO?
What role will the French forces play? Do we plan for the level necessary to defeat the Warsaw Pact forces? Is a 90-day supply of equipment
sufficient in the NATO area?

7
On October 5, 1969, a Cuban Air Force MIG–17 unexpectedly landed at Homestead Air Force Base, located near Miami, at the same time that Air Force One was at
the base preparing to fly President Nixon to Washington after his stay at Key Biscayne.
(New York Times, October 6, 1969, p. 15)
8
An apparent reference to NSSM 92, “Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Between NATO and Warsaw Pact,” issued on April 13. For the text, see Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XXXIX, European Security, 1969–1976, Document 21. Regarding the
MBFR papers prepared in response to NSSM 92, see ibid., Document 32, footnotes 4 and 5.
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Certainly we want to avoid the present situation, in which our
main forces in NATO are in the least critical areas. Our main forces
are now in areas which are the least likely to be involved in battle.
Further, we have much larger stockpiles in NATO than any other
areas.
When I looked at Tables 5 and 6, it seemed that the biggest difference was in the level of tactical air and naval forces, particularly in
tactical air. There was a big difference in the number of tactical air wings
under the various alternatives. The problem with deciding what tactical air level to support is like the question raised by our bombing study
in Southeast Asia. We don’t know what we’re trying to accomplish with
our tactical air program. The tables vary the number of air wings in
Europe from 23 to 25. What does this mean? How many wings are
required?
Adm. Moorer: All you can do is make the best estimate possible
of the requirements.
Dr. Kissinger: I’m not challenging your judgment. All I’m saying
is that there is a difference of two wings in the two plans. What does
that mean? What can you do with 25 wings that you can’t do with 23?
Adm. Moorer: There’s only a difference in degree. What you must
do is assume a scenario with each. Our forces are designed so that we
will have to take no more than a prudent risk.
Dr. Kissinger: In the Southeast Asia bombing study we discovered
that only 30% of the missions were being used for close support of
ground troops. The remaining missions were for deep interdiction
bombing. Is this a general planning rule? Or is this just the case in
Southeast Asia?
Adm. Moorer: This percentage just applies to Southeast Asia. The
attrition of planes in Europe would be much higher. In a war with Russia, our first goal would be to gain control of the air. Further, the Navy
would have to protect ships rather than fly support missions for ground
troops. The percentage of planes used in different missions in WWII
changed as the war progressed. In WWII, close support of troops was
only 15% of the overall air effort.
Mr. Packard: We have 4,600 U.S. tactical aircraft assigned to NATO.
If you include the 2,500 NATO allied planes you arrive at a total of
7,100 allied aircraft in the NATO area. The Soviets and their Warsaw
Pact allies have only 6,100. And we not only have more planes, but we
also have better planes than the Warsaw Pact forces. When we talk
about reducing the number of planes committed to NATO, we are only
talking about removing F–105’s and F–100’s. Since these are our least
capable planes, the reduction is not as significant as it might be.
Dr. Kissinger: Are we assuming that we are going to be attacked?
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Adm. Moorer: The Soviets are producing Foxbat 2’s and Flagons.9
These aircraft are in full production.
Dr. Kissinger: How many planes would survive a Soviet attack?
Adm. Moorer: What kind of an attack?
Dr. Kissinger: An attack designed to achieve their objectives.
Adm. Moorer: At this time we are concentrating more and more
of our fleets on fewer and fewer fields. This makes budgetary sense
but increases vulnerability.
Dr. Kissinger: How many fields are they concentrated on now?
Adm. Moorer: Most of our planes are on five fields.
Dr. Lynn: Can they be dispersed rapidly or will they be caught off
guard in an attack?
Mr. Packard: It depends on how it starts. Their planes have a
shorter range than ours. If we can force them back, then we would minimize their effectiveness. But there is no simple answer.
Dr. Kissinger: In trying to decide the answer to this problem,
shouldn’t we recognize that there is a big difference between a first
strike by them and a first strike by us? Another question: In the MBFR
discussion10 it was assumed that we would need tactical nuclear
weapons early. Can any of the current fields be used for this purpose
after an attack?
Adm. Moorer: Not all the fields would be usable, but some could
be used. The use of tactical nuclear weapons would decrease the time
needed to decide the outcome of the war. The tempo of the war would
be increased and the outcome would be obvious sooner.
Dr. Kissinger: Whoever uses nuclear weapons first could make the
air fields of the enemy unusable?
Adm. Moorer: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we shift between conventional and nuclear
weapons on an aircraft?
Adm. Moorer: Yes.
Dr. Tucker: Every war game we have played results in extensive
damage to both sides.
Dr. Kissinger: How sensitive is our nuclear force to the number of
planes that we have? Is the effective nuclear capability significantly affected by the difference between 7,100 and 6,100 planes?

9

The Foxbat and Flagon were Soviet high-altitude interceptor aircraft.
The Verification Panel discussed MBFR on July 30. See ibid., Document 32, foot-

10

note 4.
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Adm. Moorer: As the battle progresses and planes are shot down,
it would become significant.
Mr. Packard: The most important objective is to avoid nuclear war;
and the smaller our general purpose force, the more likely that a nuclear war will occur early. Without general purpose forces, if a conflict
starts the only alternative is to go to nuclear weapons.
Dr. Kissinger: Unless the Russians believe that a large conventional
war makes nuclear war less likely. This is like the old circular discussion with the Europeans that building up conventional forces makes a
nuclear war less likely, which makes a conventional war more likely,
thereby making a nuclear war more likely. This is a serious question.
Hillenbrand argues that if the Russians see that we have only a 90-day
supply for our forces in Europe, they might conclude that we will have
to go to nuclear weapons early.
Adm. Moorer: We keep conventional weapons in order to give
them pause, that is, to provide a deterrent.
Dr. Kissinger: We agree that right now we don’t need to take any major steps in order to have a sufficient conventional war capability. What we
do need is a recasting of the NATO structure.
Mr. Packard: But we don’t have sufficient conventional capabilities against surprise attacks.
Dr. Kissinger: The U.S. has only a 90-say supply for forces in
NATO, but the Germans have supplies for only three weeks, and the
Belgians for two days. In a conventional war, if the enemy broke
through our lines this supply shortage would be critical.
Mr. Packard: If we have a satisfactory warning, then we can solve
this problem.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we get a figure on how long it would take to solve
the supply problem?
Dr. Lynn: We are doing that.
Adm. Moorer: We have wrestled with the supply problem in
NATO for 15 years, but NATO just will not face up to it. A big question concerns the French. If we have to supply our forces in a hurry
what will the French do? We would need their ports for a rapid supply operation.
Dr. Kissinger: NATO could refuse to face this problem in the 50’s
and 60’s. However, [less than 1 line not declassified] and the balance might
look much more attractive to the Soviets. In 1961 we could put SAC
on alert; but now, can we afford not to answer these questions? I know
that such questions would blow the lid off NATO, but these questions
are facts of life. They are not even policy questions.
Mr. Packard: The U.S. tactical air program is in good shape. The
question is, what would our European allies do? We can take out our
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lower-capability planes and cut costs without seriously affecting our
situation. We could go down to 21 wings if all the F–100’s and F–105’s
were removed. We can go down some without serious risk. Our ground
forces are good, but they are not prepared to handle a surprise attack.
However, the allies are in bad shape.
Dr. Kissinger: The only possible conclusion is that we must make
our allies face the facts of life.
Adm. Moorer: For years the defense ministers in NATO countries
have used our nuclear umbrella as an excuse for their inaction.
Dr. Kissinger: If we’re going to stumble through the 70’s in the
same way, we want to know why. Some of our moves over Berlin did
not make sense. But there was a question in the minds of the Soviets
as to whether they should take steps that might lead to war. The President and the principals must decide whether to rock the boat in NATO, but
we are agreed that we can’t go much further with our current discussions until we know what our NATO allies will be willing to do.
Mr. Packard: Yes.
Mr. Johnson: We must realize, however, that it will rock the boat.
Dr. Kissinger: And we must be careful how it’s presented. In the
1961–63 period we asked the right questions, but the way we asked
them had a serious adverse affect. That is why we need the NSSM 84
study.11
Mr. Packard: That is why we shouldn’t reduce significantly our
general purpose forces until some of these questions are answered.
Dr. Kissinger: I agree. Reductions would be very dangerous given
the current strategic balance.
Carriers
Dr. Kissinger: How does one think about the right size for our carrier forces?
Mr. Packard: I think we will have to come down to 12 carriers
while continuing the S–3A program.
If you look at our overall naval program, you can see that we must
keep our tactical submarines. The number of Russian submarines is going up. We must also keep the number of escort vessels up. If we keep
these levels up, then only 12 carriers would be necessary. We would
like to build less expensive ASW carriers.

11
NSSM 84, “U.S. Strategies and Forces for NATO,” was issued on November 21,
1969. It is scheduled for publication ibid., volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO,
1969–1972.
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Dr. Kissinger: I don’t know what we need in the way of carriers.
How do we decide this?
Mr. Packard: The ASW paper is well done.
Dr. Lynn: You have an advantage over us, we have not seen that
paper.
Mr. Packard: Well, it shows where we come out on the issue of
carriers. We will distribute the paper. Basically, it says that we will keep
our present ASW program, and with the new developments that are
already planned we’ll be in good shape. We would then be in a position to limit our tactical air program.
Dr. Kissinger: In some places there is no land to base aircraft on.
Adm. Moorer: This has always bothered me about our swing strategy. The Soviets have a large force in the Pacific. Even if we are fighting a NATO war we will have to have a lot of ships in the Pacific. The
objective of an aircraft carrier is to destroy the enemy. We can’t switch
CVS/CVA uses. Fighting against ASW aircraft and against submarines
is completely different. We must build smaller, simpler ASW carriers
so that we can switch ASW’s to a strike posture. We must realize the
differences in the various operations. We can put some anti-sub
weapons on other ships. Generally, however, an ASW war is a war of
attrition. Twelve attack carriers, with six in each ocean, is absolutely
the minimum. At many places in the Pacific we have no bases, and the
Pacific is very large. The Navy is required to cover a very large area
there.
Mr. Johnson: Could you give ASW’s dual capabilities against carrier based air support and against submarines?
Adm. Moorer: We could take off the anti-submarine and go to air
support planes.
Dr. Kissinger: We could go to smaller ships with more limited war
functions.
Adm. Moorer: The big cost of a carrier is its electronic and other
special equipment. The ship itself, the platform, is only 40% of the entire cost. The more aircraft you can put on a platform, the cheaper the
overall operating cost of each plane. However, one ship can not be in
two places at once, and we need to cover as much area as possible.
These are the factors that must be considered in deciding on the size
of vessels.
Mr. Packard: The first objective of the Navy is to insure freedom
of the seas: both over, under, and on the seas. The second objective is
to support amphibious operations where there are no bases. Only after these objectives have been reached should we argue whether we
need carriers where we have land bases.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Johnson) What was your speech on Asia?
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Mr. Johnson: What trade-offs between carrier and land-based air
support and U.S. land forces will we be making in Asia? As negotiations proceed under the Nixon Doctrine, I suspect that we will have a
need for more carrier-based and land-based air support and less need
for U.S. land forces. I also assume that we will have fewer land-based
air facilities. Thus, we will definitely need more carrier air support in
that area.
Dr. Kissinger: Are you saying that we need a larger defense
budget?
Mr. Packard: How safe do you want to be?
Dr. Kissinger: Alex’s question is one of basic strategy.
Dr. Lynn: In charting our budget needs in order to gain air-to-air
superiority, what percentage of the total air effort would be required?
Adm. Moorer: You can’t separate the various functions of air
power. Your first objective is to destroy the air fields of the enemy. After you have gained air superiority, you shift the mission of your Air
Force. Thus, air power must be flexible.
Mr. Packard: The Israelis are a good example. In 1967 they bombed
the air fields of the Arabs in order to gain air superiority. A percentage
breakdown of the various missions is a very complex question.
Dr. Lynn: What force is required to gain superiority?
Dr. Kissinger: That question has already been asked.
Adm. Moorer: The first thing you must do is go for the other fellow’s planes.
Mr. Packard: If you look at current forces levels, we have a good
chance of maintaining superiority without nuclear weapons.
Dr. Kissinger: The President doesn’t want to know what you can buy
at different budget levels. He wants to know what the consequences at the various budget levels would be. The question he is asking is: If I give up this program, what does it mean? If you go down 1, 2, or 3 steps in the budget, how
will you affect the situation? Apparently our strategic situation is pretty good.
In the NSC meeting we need to decide what each level of military spending
means. What will be the consequences of buying at the various levels. I will
check with each of you on these questions before the meeting. (to Packard) I
know your problems with planning the current budget.
Mr. Johnson: What needs to be done?
Dr. Kissinger: The current paper does most of the work. With one more
round on this paper, with the ASW paper, and with an initial look at the carrier situation, we should have enough material for the NSC meeting.
SIOP
Mr. Packard: With regard to SIOP, [11⁄2 lines not declassified]. Its maximum effectiveness is not in destroying population but in striking the
military forces of the other side after the fight has started.
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Dr. Kissinger: But conditions have changed in the last few years.
Mr. Packard: Not all that much. Targets are still air fields, silos, etc.
In the short term our weapons, such as Poseidon, will be effective
against these targets.
Dr. Kissinger: Is SIOP budgeting handled the right way? Under
the conditions now emerging, won’t greater flexibility be needed? Of
course, if we look at the options regarding SIOP today, we will be constrained by basic philosophical questions.
Mr. Shultz: What does all this come down to? Before the meeting
began, Alex said that the military budget for FY 72 was $79 billion, but
that $3 billion might be taken off. Where would the $3 billion reduction come from—the volunteer army program or what? Of course there
are a lot of strategic questions to think through. But a lot of things discussed here today don’t seem to fit into the strategic needs. That would
take my thinking for FY 72 somewhere below the $76 billion figure.
Mr. Packard: The biggest variable is Vietnam. At present we have
to hold tight on our budget there. In our overall budget, we might come
down under $76 billion a little, if we could come back up if necessary
later on.
Adm. Moorer: We must keep in mind the question of credibility
with both our enemies and our friends. To a great extent, the threat we
face determines the budget we must have. If the U.S. is to maintain its
position as a leader of the free world forces, we must not let our budget
determine our military force level.
Mr. Shultz: I agree. But if an increase in the defense budget is
needed, we will have to have a tax increase. If that is the situation, then
there is much work to be done.
Dr. Kissinger: That should not be necessary. But we do need the
answers to several questions. After the NSC meeting, we will make a
stab at some of the answers. Until that time, we should continue our
efforts to find ways to decrease the budget.

1433_A31-40.qxd

10/12/11

2:14 PM

Page 551

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and Safeguard Phase III

551

150. Memorandum for the President’s File by the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, August 18, 1970.
RE
Meeting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Tuesday, August 18, 1970,
10:37 a.m.–11:46 a.m.

The President met with the Joint Chiefs of Staff in order to consult
them prior to the NSC meeting on the Defense budget of August 19,
1970, on the impact of possible Defense budget reductions. The session
was intended to reassure the Chiefs that the President understood their
concerns and would take their views most seriously when contemplating budget decisions.2 A list of those who attended is at Tab A.3
After a brief photo opportunity for the press the President asked
Admiral Moorer, the Chairman of the JCS, to monitor the discussion.
Admiral Moorer then called on each Service head in turn to present
the major problems of his Service together with the impact of possible
budget reductions.
General Westmoreland began by giving a rundown on the condition of the Army and the impact of the draft, pointing out that draft
calls had failed to supply the necessary personnel and consequently
the Army was running short worldwide. He felt that the single most
critical issue facing the Army was the extension of the draft. He stressed
that for the next several years the Army would be heavily dependent
on the draft and indicated concern that Congress and the public might
have the impression that it had an alternative to the draft in the short
run.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, Box 82, President’s Office Files, Memoranda for the President, Beginning August
16, 1970. Top Secret; Sensitive. Another copy of the memorandum indicates that Haig
drafted it. (Ibid., Box 245, Agency Files, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Vol. I, 1969 & 1971)
2
In an August 11 memorandum to Haldeman and Chapin, Haig requested that a
meeting with the JCS be scheduled and described its purpose as follows: “Were the President to approve the FY 1972 Budget without prior consultation with the Service Secretaries and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, we could be subject to severe criticism in the light of
the reductions currently contemplated. The meetings, therefore, are designed to give both
groups an opportunity to air their concerns and to minimize the kind of criticism that
might come out of the Defense Department were the President to fail to meet them.”
(Ibid., NSC Files, Box 225, Agency Files, Deptartment of Defense, Vol. VIII, 21 Jul 70–Sep
70)
3
A list of the attendees is attached but not printed. According to the President’s
Daily Diary, the meeting was attended by Nixon, Kissinger, Laird, Moorer, Westmoreland, Zumwalt, Ryan, and Chapman and was held in the Oval Office. (Ibid., White House
Central Files)
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During the discussion of the draft which ensued all the Chiefs
agreed that it was not feasible to have a volunteer Army with the present public attitude and that failure to reinstate the draft would create
a chaotic situation wherein the Army could not meet its commitments.
In stressing his concern for the need to proceed with Army modernization General Westmoreland reported that our enemies will be superior to us on the field of battle before the end of this decade unless
we begin modernization. With respect to the personnel situation he
counseled that there are limits to the speed with which we can reduce
our manpower programs and that we have reached those limits.
In their presentations most of the Service Chiefs stressed that reductions in general purpose forces should be carefully evaluated in the
context of strategic nuclear parity. General Westmoreland felt the Soviet Union would not be deterred by threats of nuclear retaliation from
putting pressure on the United States in Berlin or the Middle East and
that they would base their judgments on suitable strategies on a realistic assessment of our overall conventional capabilities.
The Chief of Staff of the Air Force stated that a budget cut would
further reduce our confidence in the narrow edge of deterrence. In commenting on the increasing divergence between the missile and aircraft
strengths of the Soviets and the United States, he noted that the Soviet
trend was up, in both numbers and quality, while ours was either stable or diminishing. He also briefly touched on the threat from China.
After detailing the impact of recent budget cuts on the Air Force, he
spelled out what the effect of a further $1 billion reduction would be
on both strategic and general purpose forces.
Like the other Service Chiefs, General Ryan emphasized that the
biggest problem of accommodating a cut would be the personnel turbulence caused by the large numbers of persons released and that those
remaining would incur personal hardships that would affect recruitment and retention for many years.
The Chief of Naval Operations began by briefly outlining the significance of strategic forces and the relationship of conventional forces
to them. He then turned to conventional forces, distributing a series of
charts which indicated that by each measure Soviet capabilities are improving relative to our own. He emphasized that at issue is whether
the restraint of the past will continue in light of changes in relative
strength of the two Navies. He stated he had only 55 per cent confidence we could retain control of the seas in a conflict with the Soviet
Union and that with other anticipated reductions his confidence would
be reduced to 30 per cent.4 He commented that Soviet analyses would

4

See footnote 15, Document 145.
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conclude that their maritime policy could be more aggressive and their
risk taking greater than in the past. In concluding, he stated that a reduction in the FY 72 budget below the current guidance level would
be tempting to the Soviets and reduce below a reasonable margin our
confidence in the control of the seas which is essential to the reliability of our sea-based strategic system and our conventional projection
of power.
The Commandant of the Marine Corps then commented that the
Marines had gotten too big and were enthusiastically reducing in size.
He indicated that the FY 72 guidance, while imposing some constraints,
would not materially affect the combat capabilities of the four Division/
Wing teams, although amphibious lift capability would be much lower.
The main impact on the Marines would be in reduced personnel
strength, down to about 2/3, and increased personnel turbulence.
Admiral Moorer then summarized by stressing the need to reverse
the public attitude with respect to the Services. In response to a question from the President, he said that if we were unable to do this it was
very likely that the Russians would do it for us and that their buildup,
while we cut back, had significantly reduced our options. He also stated
that in order for the Nixon Doctrine to succeed we must maintain our
credibility and must also have a suitable MAP program.
The President then concluded by indicating to the group his understanding of their concerns, his determination to meet national security needs, and his appreciation of the outstanding performance of
the Service leaders in particularly difficult times. The President commented that it had been an excellent meeting. The group left with the
feeling that the President had a full understanding of the situation.
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151. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, August 18, 1970.
SUBJECT
August 19 NSC Meeting on the Defense Program

Background
On June 2, you directed (see Tab A)2 the DPRC to review the implications of the issues raised by the Secretary of Defense in his memorandum of May 31, 1970 (see Tab B).3
I presented a preliminary review of the DPRC work to you in San
Clemente on July 28.4 At that time you had a number of questions. Subsequently, I conveyed these questions to the DPRC (see Tab C).5 The
paper we will be considering in the NSC was revised to address the
issues you raised.
Much thoughtful work has gone into preparing this paper and,
while we continue to have a number of basic questions, we can act with
much greater confidence as a result of exploring the issues in depth as
we have.
It is generally agreed that the Department of Defense can and must
accept some budgetary reductions for FY 72. Following are the major
issues:
All Volunteer Force
It is agreed that there can be reductions of $700 million in FY 72,
and perhaps more, without seriously affecting the credibility of your
commitment to the All-Volunteer Armed Force.
Strategtic Force
The DPRC agreed that we must not make visible reductions in
our strategic forces which would undermine our position in SALT.6

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–29, NSC Meeting—Defense Budget 8/19/70 [1 of 2]. Top
Secret.
2
Nixon’s June 2 memorandum to Rogers, Laird, Helms, and Kissinger is attached
but not printed.
3
Laird’s memorandum, sent on May 30, is Document 143.
4
See Documents 147 and 148.
5
Kissinger’s August 4 memorandum to the DPRC is attached but not printed.
6
See Document 149.
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However, there are ways of reducing costs without seriously affecting the visible force and without serious loss to our strategic
capabilities.
Strategic Bombers. The Department of Defense Current Program reduces B–52 bombers by 76 aircraft while adding about 40 FB–111s, giving a force of 503 bombers in FY 72 as compared to the existing 540
bomber force. If we accept that there can be no visible reductions to
the strategic bomber force, we may still be able to develop options
which reduce operating costs for the retained force.
Titan Missiles. Ultimately, we intend to phase out Titan missiles
since they are both inaccurate and unreliable.
Safeguard. If we get a SALT agreement by July of 1971 which limits or bans ABM, we would be able to save more than $1 billion for the
NCA option or about $2 billion for the zero option.
If SALT discussions continue beyond January 1971, however, we
must send up the next phase of the program in the FY 72 DOD budget.
We can consider a full-speed-ahead program for Safeguard in FY 72,
or we can select the option of zero, one, or two new sites for FY 72,
which will mean smaller outlays. However, slowing down the program
delays the completion of Safeguard two to four years and increases total costs $1 to $3 billion.
Air Defense. There is general agreement that we can make significant reductions in CONUS air defenses. Not only is our defense relatively ineffective against Soviet low-level attack techniques, there is
also the question as to the value of building air defenses without having a missile defense.
We may want to make some qualitative improvements in our air
defense at a later date, but no decisions are needed now.
General Purpose Forces
The DPRC looked at reductions of $2.4, $3.0, and $5.0 billion in
outlays for General Purpose Forces. It was generally agreed that a reduction of $5 billion would seriously impair the capability of our General Purpose Forces and should not be considered.
The likely reductions appear to be in the area of tactical air forces,
attack carriers, anti-submarine warfare (ASW) forces, and amphibious
task forces.
While we can probably make these reductions without serious risk,
we do not have a good understanding of the role of tactical air forces
and their contribution to our capability. It may well be that some of the
missions for tactical air forces do not make an important contribution
(we believe this to be so in Vietnam), but I believe much more thoughtful work needs to be done.
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Similarly, we do not to my satisfaction understand the role and capabilities of our ASW forces. This will be covered in the Defense review I am starting at San Clemente.
Ground forces remain the same in all the feasible alternatives. We
will have about 830,000 men in the Army, the lowest level since the Korean War. Yet, there are serious questions about the adequacy of our
NATO posture and many argue that we should put more reliance on
our nuclear deterrent. However, with a balance in both strategic and
tactical nuclear forces, which now exists, if we reduce our General Purpose Forces too far, we may be inviting exploitation in the area of our
greater weakness.
In summary, I think we have reasonable understanding of our
strategic forces and have developed sensible options, although some
additional work has to be done. While there is much less certainty surrounding our General Purpose Forces, I think we have identified suitable areas for reduction, given that reductions must be made.
The NSC Meeting
I recommend that:
—you defer decision on specific items during the NSC meeting;
—you state that, after deciding, you will provide revised budgetary guidance and your priorities for shaping the defense posture.
Your talking points are in your book.7

7
Nixon’s briefing book for the NSC meeting included his talking points, a 1-page
paper prepared by the NSC Staff that scripted the President’s opening and closing remarks. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H–29, NSC Meeting—Defense Budget 8/19/70 [1 of 2])
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152. Paper Prepared by the Defense Program Review Committee
Working Group1
Washington, August 18, 1970.
DEFENSE PLANNING 1971–76
I. Introduction
The last National Security Council review of this subject occurred
in September 1969 when the results of NSSM–3 were considered.2 Subsequently, the President issued five-year fiscal guidance and selected
a strategy which calls for military capabilities for an initial defense of
NATO Europe or a joint defense of Asia (Korea or Southeast Asia) together with support of Asian Allies against non-Chinese attacks plus
a minor contingency (NSDM–27, October 11, 1969).3
During the past year, the economic and fiscal projections on which
NSDM–27 was based have changed substantially for the entire planning period, as illustrated by:
—revenues in FY 72 have been reduced $7 billion because of the
Tax Reform Act of 19694 and softness in the economy;
—costs of non-defense programs in FY 72 are $24 billion higher
because of Administration initiatives ($11 billion), higher costs in formula-controlled programs, Congressional changes to Administration
proposals, higher interest costs, and less rapid decline in inflation (totalling $13 billion);
—costs of defense programs in FY 72 are $3 billion higher because
of increased pay costs, the decision in NSDM–535 to provide a Volunteer Service, and less rapid decline in inflation;

1
Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–73A–1971, 381,
Defense Planning FY 71. Top Secret. Previous drafts of this paper were discussed at the
DPRC meetings of July 17 and August 10 and a special meeting, attended by Nixon, held
on July 28 at the Western White House in San Clemente to discuss the defense budget.
See Documents 145, 149, and 148, respectively.
2
The NSC met on September 10, 1969, to discuss the response to NSSM 3, submitted 5 days earlier. See Documents 45 and 49.
3
Document 56.
4
The Tax Reform Act of 1969 (P.L. 91–172), which cleared both Houses of Congress
on December 22 and was signed by Nixon on December 30, was the most comprehensive revision of the tax code since the implementation of the income tax in 1913. The
measure provided for annual tax cuts totaling $9.1 billion and long-term tax reform expected to generate $6.6 billion in additional revenues. (Congress and the Nation, 1969–1972,
pp. 2–3, 79–85)
5
Document 139.
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—a $23 billion budget deficit is projected for FY 72 rather than a
surplus.
Table 1 shows the current projections of the costs of defense and
non-defense programs, estimates of federal revenues, and the resulting budget deficits. These projections include no new Presidential initiatives beyond those announced to date by the Administration. Past experience would indicate that new initiatives add from $1–3 billion in the
first year (FY 72) and $5–15 billion in succeeding years. The budgetary
projections shown in Table 1, together with current estimates of the behavior of the economy under current policies, call for a reevaluation of
defense and non-defense programs.
TABLE 1
Federal Budget Projections
(Then-Year $ Billions)
Federal Revenues
Federal Expenditures
Defense6
Non-Defense base
Announced initiatives7
Total
Margin

FY 71 FY 72 FY 73 FY 74 FY 75 FY 76
$198 $214 $231 $253 $280 $306
74
138
1
213

79
147
11
237

80
158
13
251

81
165
15
261

2$15 2$23 2$20 2$8

83
174
18
275

85
185
21
291

1$5 1$15

The following sections of this paper describe the relevant economic
considerations for alternative federal budgets, the range of defense and
non-defense programs consistent with those budgets, and the implications of these program changes.
II. Economic Analysis
Given the projections of Federal outlays above, the range of possible FY 72 budgets is $220–$240 billion, though the lower end would
require some very substantial and severe budget reductions. The relevant issues are:
—Would budget expenditures within this range be consistent with
reasonable stability of the economy?

6
NSDM–27 budget, adjusted for pay and price increases and Volunteer Service
(NSDM–53). [Footnote in the original.]
7
Includes only initiatives announced to date; not new ones. Figures are net with
increases offset by $2.2 billion reduction each year in proposed program reforms. [Footnote in the original.]
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—Would budget expenditures within this range be consistent with
satisfaction of high-priority non-Federal claims for resources?
—Would budget expenditures within this range be consistent with
the Administration’s credibility upon which its leadership depends?
The answers to these questions depend in part on tax and monetary policy. The questions are discussed on the assumption of no general tax increase, which means revenues around $210–$215 billion in
FY 72. The answers also assume that the monetary authorities have a
basically similar perception of economic conditions and needs, and respond in an expected and appropriate way. Based on these assumptions, the $220–$240 billion expenditure range can be structured at three
budget levels:
1. Expenditures in excess of $235 billion are probably inconsistent
with achievement of high-priority goals for housing construction and
for State and local expenditures, including expenditures for environmental improvement.
2. Expenditures between $225 and $235 billion are probably consistent with achievement of high-priority non-Federal goals and with economic stability, but they involve certain risks which would be smaller,
the lower in the range actual expenditures are. These risks are:
a. Recommendation of a deficit of, for example, $20 billion would
so contradict popular notions of economic soundness and statements
of the Administration as to create doubts about the Administration’s
ability or desire to manage its economic affairs and would, accordingly,
raise questions about the Administration’s leadership.
b. The announcement of a deficit of $20 billion would generate an
expectation of inflation which, even though not “really” justified,
would at least temporarily set back the decline of long-term interest
rates and the revival of housing and State and local investment.
c. The Federal Reserve might exaggerate the extent to which the
budget deficit requires monetary restraint to offset it, and consequently
hold the real economy below the levels that are feasible and would be
achieved if the budget deficit were smaller.
d. The estimate that a $235 billion budget is consistent with achieving other goals assumes that the economy will be allowed to rise to its
potential by mid-1972. If the Federal Reserve, out of concern with inflation, stretches the recovery out over a longer period, there will be
less real resources in FY 72, and our ability to meet both a $235 billion
budget and greater goals will be correspondingly reduced.
e. The higher expenditures are in FY 72, the higher they are likely
to be in subsequent years when total claims on resources are likely to
be greater than in FY 71 and 72. A large budget in FY 72, therefore, endangers the achievement of other goals in later years (for example, projected revenues for FY 73 are $231 billion, see Table 2).

1433_A31-40.qxd

10/12/11

2:14 PM

Page 560

339-370/B428-S/40011

560

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

3. Expenditures below $225 billion raise a risk of another kind. This
is the risk that monetary policy could not stimulate expansion of nonFederal expenditures fast enough to prevent a lag in the recovery of the
economy to its potential.
On the assumption of no general tax increase, the foregoing considerations lead to an expenditure target in the $225–$230 billion range
in FY 72, yielding a deficit around $10–$15 billion. These considerations, of course, have to be balanced against the benefits of some $8–$13
billion of Federal programs that would be sacrificed in getting the
budget down to this range.
The safe level of budget expenditures could be raised by increasing taxes. However, it is generally believed that such a step would be
extremely unpopular—i.e., inconsistent with the public’s priorities—
and most unlikely to be approved by Congress. Planning for the expenditure side of the budget should proceed on the assumption of no
tax increase until the impossibility of a satisfactory solution on that basis has been demonstrated.
The receipts, outlays, and surplus (or deficit) for two feasible budgets are shown in Table 2.
TABLE 2
Two Feasible Federal Budgets
(Then-Year $ Billions)
FY 71

FY 72

FY 73

FY 74

FY 75

FY 76

High Budget
Receipts
Outlays
Surplus (deficit)

198
213
(15)

213
232
(19)

231
251
(20)

253
261
(8)

280
275
5

306
289
17

Low Budget
Receipts
Outlays
Surplus (deficit)

198
211
(13)

212
225
(13)

230
240
(13)

252
252
0

279
267
12

305
280
25

III. Defense Options
The projections of total Federal budgets and the economic analysis cited above point up the need to examine the alternative levels of
defense budgets. This section describes the impact of several alternative defense budget levels on defense strategy and national security interests and commitments, and highlights the management and timing
problems associated with large reductions.
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A. Review of Current Planning
1. Budget Guidance
For planning purposes, NSDM–27 specified DOD budgets for FY
71–75. Since NSDM–27, there have been two major changes in the assumptions on which these budgets were based: (1) there have been pay
and price increases due to greater than expected inflation; and (2)
NSDM–53 added provisions for a Volunteer Service. The NSDM–27
budget, these changes, and the resulting current projections are shown
in Table 3.
TABLE 3
Projections of Defense Outlays for FY 71–76
(Then-Year $ Billions)
FY 71 FY 72 FY 73 FY 74 FY 75
NSDM–27
$76
$76
$75
$75
$76
Increased inflation
11
12
13
14
Volunteer Service
12
13
13
13
Current Projection
$74
$79
$80
$81
$83

FY 76
$778
15
13
$85

Thus, simply to keep defense costs within NSDM–27 levels, about
an overall 10% reduction in programmed forces, procurement, manpower, etc., would be required in the out-years. In FY 72, cuts of about
$3 billion would be required. In addition, defense might be forced to
absorb further reductions to keep Federal deficits within the bounds
noted in Section II.
As a result, a major review is needed to display the potential impacts of alternative reductions in defense budgets. Because orderly
planning of even a $3 billion reduction in FY 72 will have major impacts in FY 71, decisions on defense planning targets are needed soon.
Should actions on a FY 72 defense budget cut of $5 billion or more be
delayed until January 1971, the transition problems will become almost
unmanageable, as is discussed in Section D.
The current projections in Table 3 are based on the assumptions in
Table 4 for the war in Southeast Asia. DOD budgets in the future will be
very sensitive to changes in these assumptions. For example, increasing
or decreasing the planning level of 260,000 men in South Vietnam by
50,000 men by the end of FY 71 would increase or decrease the incremental cost of the war in FY 72 by $500 million. Increasing or decreasing tactical air sorties by 4,000 per month and B–52 sorties by 200 per

8
Not given in NSDM–27; based on extrapolation from FY 74–75. [Footnote in the
original.]
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month would also change the war costs by about $500 million. The remaining sections of this paper do not vary the assumptions in Table 4.
TABLE 4
Southeast Asia Assumptions
(End-Year Deployments and Average Sortie Rates)

Men in SVN
Men in Thailand
Fighter-Attack sorties/month
B–52 sorties/month
Incremental Cost of the War
(outlays in then-year $ billions)

FY 70 FY 71
FY 72
FY 73
Actual Budget Projected Projected
424,000 260,000 152,000 43,000
42,000 34,000 20,000
4,000
20,000 14,600 10,000
3,000
1,400
1,200
900
300
$12

$8

$4

The current projections in Table 3 assume that a Volunteer Service
is to be created and that it will cost as much as was indicated in
NSDM–53. The remaining sections of this paper do not vary this assumption. However, NSDM–53 may need re-evaluation in conjunction
with this review of total defense budgets. If the defense budget is reduced significantly, the resulting force levels may be lower than those
assumed in NSDM–53, and the costs of a Volunteer Service might therefore be lower. In view of the total Federal budget situation, it may also
be appropriate to review the goal of a Volunteer Service and the timing of spending to achieve it.
Two alternatives are available for reducing spending on the Volunteer Service from NSDM–53 levels. The first would defer spending
in FY 72 except for that which is already committed (e.g., the 20% first
term pay raise effective in mid-FY 71). This alternative would save
about $1.4 billion in FY 72 outlays. A second alternative would slow
the pace of spending designed to achieve a Volunteer Service while
allowing additional actions in FY 72 to improve pay and benefits (primarily for first termers), and improve recruiting and retention for active and reserve forces. This alternative might save $0.4–0.7 billion. Both
alternatives would be designed only for delaying attainment of the Volunteer Service. However, the first alternative could be interpreted as
cancelling the commitment made by the President in April,9 since there
would be much less overt action taken toward the objective in FY 72.
The second alternative would allow the implementation in FY 72 of a
number of specific actions designed to move toward a Volunteer Service, and would help maintain credence in the President’s commitment.

9

See Document 139.
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If adopted, savings from these alternatives would be additive to the illustrative reductions in forces and budgets shown in Table 10.
2. Strategy Guidance
For planning purposes, the following strategy guidance was established after the NSSM–3 review of strategic and general purpose
forces:
a. Strategic Forces. NSDM–1610 directed that planning for strategic
forces would be based on the following sufficiency criteria:
“a. Maintain high confidence that the U.S. second-strike capability is sufficient to deter an all-out attack on our strategic forces.
“b. Maintain forces to insure that the Soviet Union would have no
incentive to strike the U.S. first in a crisis.
“c. Maintain the capability to deny to the Soviet Union the ability to cause significantly more deaths and industrial damage in the U.S.
in nuclear war than they would suffer.
“d. Deploy defenses which limit damage from small attacks or accidental launches to a low level.”
b. General Purpose Forces. NSDM–27 directed that planning for general purpose forces would be based on strategy 2 of NSSM–3. In addition to providing forces for a “minor contingency” and a “strategic
reserve,” strategy 2 provides that:
“The United States would be prepared for an initial defense of
NATO Europe or a joint defense of Asia (Korea or Southeast Asia). The
forces are designed so that major operations in one theater must be
conducted at the expense of the major capability in the other, leaving
a reduced capability in the non-war theater. For example, we could assist our allies in Asia against a non-Chinese attack while simultaneously providing an initial defense of NATO, but we could not conduct
an initial NATO defense and a joint defense of Asia simultaneously. If
initially engaged in Asia, by disengaging we would have the capability for an initial defense of NATO.”
The President has also announced a policy for assisting Asian nations against conventional aggression:
“We shall furnish military and economic assistance when requested and as appropriate. But we shall look to the nation directly
threatened to assume the primary responsibility of providing the manpower for its defense.
“This approach requires our commitment to helping our partners
develop their own strength. In doing so, we must strike a careful balance. If we do too little to help them—and erode their belief in our commitments—they may lose the necessary will to conduct their own selfdefense or become disheartened about prospects of development. Yet,
if we do too much, and American forces do what local forces can and
should be doing, we promote dependence rather than independence.
10

Document 39.
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“In providing for a more responsible role for Asian nations in their
own defense, the Nixon Doctrine means not only a more effective use
of common resources, but also an American policy which can best be
sustained over the long run.” (Message to Congress, February 18,
1970)11
This guidance was the initial product of the comprehensive review
of national security policy initiated by this Administration. In evaluating the alternative defense programs discussed in the next section of
this paper, it is important to note that the strategy guidance itself is under review. At the President’s direction, the DPRC is preparing studies of the strategy guidance in order to define its implications and to
re-evaluate its adequacy in relation to our national security interests.
It may be necessary to modify the NSDM–16 strategic sufficiency
criteria. For example, the United States no longer has clear strategic superiority over the Soviet Union; in some areas (for example, total megatonnage and numbers of ICBMs) the Soviets have superiority. Since the
Soviets have an assured destruction capability, we cannot rely on a favorable strategic balance to assist us in managing crises such as Berlin
and Cuba. In addition, the Soviets may be developing a capability to
make an initial strike, then threaten U.S. cities with their remaining
weapons, which would be hardened so that we could not destroy them.
Therefore, it might be desirable to change the sufficiency criteria to include an increased capability for strategic warfighting.
On the other hand, our strategy and foreign policy have assumed
that the Soviet Union, in a first or second strike, could do unacceptable damage to the United States and its allies. A Soviet initial strike
which withheld enough weapons to hold our population hostage
would be a dangerous tactic. While U.S. strategic forces could not be
used reliably for destroying hardened Soviet missiles, they would provide the President with a variety of nuclear options short of all-out retaliation against Soviet cities. Some believe that a U.S. capability to destroy hardened Soviet missiles would threaten the overall Soviet
deterrent and thus could provide a stimulus to the strategic arms race.
The NSDM–27 strategy for general purpose forces needs to be reevaluated and clarified as a basis for force planning. For example, the
strategy includes the concept of curtailing operations in Asia and redeploying selected forces to Europe if necessary for an initial defense
of NATO. This concept is subject to considerable uncertainty. The
NSDM–27 strategy does not specify how far forward we would want
to defend in Europe, or what defense perimeter we would want to

11
A reference to President Nixon’s First Annual Report to the Congress on United
States Foreign Policy for the 1970s, issued on February 18. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1970,
pp. 115–190)
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maintain in the Pacific in a war with the Soviet Union. We may also
wish to reconsider the requirement that we be able to meet Chinese aggression in Southeast Asia with U.S. land forces, because providing for
this contingency is a large restriction on our planning flexibility. Large
differences in force levels depend on these factors.
B. Alternative Defense Programs
The alternatives that follow should be considered illustrative only
and representative of what could be done at various budget levels.
If, for example, we were to reduce ABM funding to an R&D-only
level, we could maintain one additional active Army division, two additional tactical fighter wings, an additional attack carrier with its associated aircraft, and an additional one-third of an amphibious task
force. Such action would increase our general purpose force capability
at the expense of meeting the fourth NSDM–16 sufficiency criterion.
1. Strategic Force Alternatives
General. The strategic forces needed to implement any set of strategic sufficiency criteria are subject to uncertainty about the threat, differing views on the amount of redundancy and thus confidence that is
needed, and various interpretations of the scenarios against which we
should design our forces. For example, we currently maintain an assured destruction capability in each of three forces: bombers, ICBMs,
and SLBMs. This Triad concept hedges against Soviet development of
counters to our forces and against unexpected failures in our forces. As
the Soviet counterforce capability improves, one or more of these systems may become vulnerable, making it an attractive target in a crisis.
We must then either make the investment necessary to restore its survivability, or remove it, abandoning the Triad concept. In the latter case,
to maintain the same total confidence in our assured destruction capability, compensating improvements in the reliability, survivability,
and penetrability of the remaining strategic forces would have to be
made. To maintain the same total destruction capability, the level of
these remaining forces would have to be increased. The adequacy of
alternative strategic force postures must be assessed in light of the inherent uncertainties and different possible design assumptions.
Some of the illustrative programs described below show major reductions in continental air defense forces. Appendix A gives a more
complete discussion of objectives and alternatives for air defense
programs.12

12
Seven appendices are attached but not printed: A. Continental Air Defense, B.
Theater Nuclear Forces, C. Alternative Safeguard Programs, D. Non Visible Bomber Force
Reductions, E. Anti-Submarine Warfare, F. Tactical Air Force Levels, G. NATO—Strategy
Forces and Burden Sharing.
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Four alternative illustrative forces considered below are summarized in the following table, with end-FY 70 forces shown for
comparison:
TABLE 5
Comparison of Illustrative Strategic Forces13
Limited
Current Reduction Reduced
End FY 70 JSOP Program Program Program
Strategic Forces
Bombers
Titans
Minuteman
Polaris/Poseidon Subs
Air Defense Interceptors
Surface-to-Air Missiles

540
54
1,000
41
650
1,570

503
36
1,000
41
627
1,685

503
36
1,000
41
579
1,370

443
—
1,000
41
410
290

346
—
1,000
41
266
290

Planned Safeguard Sites
Cost of Strategic Forces15
FY 72 Outlays

12

12

12

8

414

$15

$12

$11

$10

$14
$15

$12
$11

$11
$10

$ 9
$ 9

FY 76 Outlays
Average Annual Outlays FY 72–76

a. JCS Recommended Objective Forces. This alternative (JSOP) was
developed by the JCS in consideration of NSDM–16, with no specific
fiscal restraints. It represents the JCS view of attainable forces with a
prudent level of risk. These strategic forces would cost about $15 billion in FY 72. The JSOP objective levels include the B–1 starting in FY
77, the Undersea Long-range Missile System (ULMS) in FY 78, and the
rebasing of 140 Minuteman III into hard rock silos (3,000 psi) by FY 77.
The JSOP forces are intended to meet all the NSDM–16 strategic sufficiency criteria.
b. Current Program. This alternative was developed under fiscal
guidance consistent with NSDM–27 and would cost about $12 billion
in FY 72. It would contain about the same offensive forces as the JSOP,
but the Minuteman hard rock silo program would be replaced with a
hardening program to upgrade existing silos, and ULMS would become operational in FY 80 versus FY 78. The forces under this alternative are still designed to meet all the strategic sufficiency criteria. If

13
Out-year objectives. In most cases these force levels would be obtained by endFY 72. [Footnote in the original.]
14
Could be seven if a light area defense of CONUS were deployed rather than a
four-site defense of three Minuteman fields and the National Command authority. [Footnote in the original.]
15
FY 72 $ billions. [Footnote in the original.]
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the Soviet strategic threat increased at rates above those projected in
intelligence estimates for planning, and we did not adapt to such
changes, some of the NSDM–16 sufficiency criteria might not be met
in the late 1970s. The substitution of a hardening program for Minuteman III in existing silos versus rebasing Minuteman III in hard rock
silos could result in as many as 150 fewer survivors (375 fewer RVs) in
the late 1970s. Possibly less than 100 missiles would survive. Air defense capabilities would be as described for the Current Program option in Appendix A.
c. Limited Reduction Program. As part of an annual overall defense
reduction of $3 billion in outlays, strategic forces could be reduced by
about $0.6–0.7 billion from the Current Program. The eight-site Safeguard deployment plan would provide a light area defense of the country and some protection of Minuteman. This planned deployment
would provide the basis for emphasizing National Command Authority (NCA) and Minuteman defense or could be a step towards a 12-site
defense level deployed at a reduced rate. Damage limiting capability
against aircraft attacks, small missile attacks, and accidental missile
launches would be reduced with this program. Thus, the fourth
NSDM–16 sufficiency criterion might have to be changed. The first
three NSDM–16 sufficiency criteria should be met with limited risk
against the greatest threat projected in the National Intelligence Projections for Planning (NIPP). An independent assured destruction capability in each of the three force components should be maintained
through the mid 1970s. The phase out of 36 Titans would result in the
loss of 325 megatons and our only missile warheads with yields of over
1.2 megatons. However, there would be no significant loss in counterforce capability because of the limited accuracy of Titan. The current
capability to use bombers against the CPR would be retained, though
at the cost of a temporary degradation in some Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) tasks against the Soviet Union. However, our flexibility to use strategic bombers for conventional operations would be
reduced.
All strategic bombers would continue to be included in the SIOP.
They would continue to be targeted against all categories of targets including urban industrial targets, key military installations, and nuclear
threat targets such as heavy and medium bomber bases, command and
control facilities, submarine bases, ICBM sites, and hardened nuclear
storage sites. Our capability to execute the SIOP would be decreased
because of the lower force levels; we would lose up to 240 (264 megatons) high-yield gravity weapons out of about 2,000. Strategic bombers
could be diverted to other than the SIOP commitment, but SIOP effectiveness would be reduced if this were done. The direct effect on the
SIOP would be a function of the size and the location of the force that
was diverted. For example, current support of Southeast Asia causes
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degradation of 20 alert (out of about 170) and 20 non-alert (out of about
280) B–52 sorties from Guam. These sorties are responsible for targets
in Communist China and North Korea. Elimination of these 40 sorties,
with no compensating retargeting, would result in 38 CPR targets (out
of about 270 targets covered by bombers) being completely uncovered.
The air defenses in the early 1970s would have approximately the
same capabilities as those described for the Austere option in Appendix A, but the retention of 410, instead of 266, interceptors would
provide some additional confidence against light bomber attacks. In
the mid to late 1970s, the air defenses would have approximately the
same capabilities as the fourth or “Expanded” option in Appendix A,
when the Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radar16 and AWACS aircraft become
operational.
d. Reduced Program. Under this alternative, annual outlays for
strategic forces would be reduced by about $2 billion (including related
intelligence and R&D reductions) as compared with the current program. There would be either a very light (seven-site) area defense system against ICBMs or a four-site system that could defend portions of
four Minuteman fields. Alternately, if SALT terminated installation of
Safeguard at Minuteman sites by 1 July 1971, a reinforced NCA site
complex could be installed by mid-1978. If the seven-site light area defense of the country were chosen, rather than the four-site system which
could defend portions of four Minuteman fields (or alternatively the
NCA and three Minuteman fields), it would be necessary to cancel the
Malmstrom site already authorized and underway and the Whiteman
site for which authorization is now being sought before Congress.
Also, it is unlikely that long leadtime funding for the additional sites
could be obtained until 1972 in light of Congressional opposition to the
concept of the area ABM defense. Under those conditions, the full operational capability of the system could not be obtained until FY 80, at
which time the CPR could possibly have the missile capability to penetrate such a defense.
The reduced program would not fully maintain the Triad concept,
because an independent retaliatory capability in the land-based missile force would not be assured beyond the mid-1970s, and the number of bombers would also be reduced. The capability of the land-based
missile force would be reduced in the mid to late 1970s as Minuteman
survivability against the estimated Soviet threat decreased. However,
the capability of the sea-based missile force would be increased as Po-

16
A radar system that uses atmospheric reflection and refraction phenomena to extend its range of detection beyond the line of sight. Over-the-horizon (OTH) radars may
be either forward scatter or back scatter systems.
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seidon missiles with MIRVs were deployed. Thus, Soviet incentives to
concentrate on ASW would be increased since a larger proportion of
our overall surviving capability would be in sea-based missiles. The
reduced Minuteman survivability would result in less damage-limiting capability, and there would be reduced confidence that Soviet
incentive to strike first was sufficiently low. Our flexibility to use strategic bombers in conventional conflicts while maintaining SIOP alert
would be severely reduced. Sufficient bombers would be available for
strategic attacks on China only by accepting a temporary loss in capability against the Soviet Union. Simultaneous attacks against the
Soviet Union and the CPR would have reduced coverage. If ABM funding were used for defense of Minuteman, the fourth NSDM–16 sufficiency criterion would not be satisfied. The reduced air defenses would
provide approximately the same capabilities as described for the Austere option in Appendix A in the early 1970s. In the mid to late 1970s
the capabilities would be essentially those described for the third or
“Austere and OTH” option.
All strategic bombers would continue to be included in the SIOP.
They would continue to be targeted against all categories of targets as
under the Limited Reduction Program. Our capability to support the
SIOP tasks will be affected because of the lower force levels; we would
lose 628 (690 megatons) high yield gravity weapons out of about 2,000
in the total bomber force loading. In addition to this permanent reduction of SIOP weapons, continued support of the war in Southeast
Asia would create further temporary SIOP degradation. While strategic bombers could be diverted to other than the SIOP commitment,
there would be a resulting reduction in SIOP effectiveness based on the
size and the location of the force that was diverted. In a crisis, we would
be forced to execute the SIOP with a reduced bomber contribution. In
addition to targets currently uncovered because of the diversion of
bombers to Southeast Asia, some additional targets requiring accurate
weapon delivery and some more non time-sensitive targets would be
left untargeted (e.g., nuclear storage sites and submarine bases).
Support of the war in Southeast Asia is currently being performed
by specially modified B–52 C–F aircraft. If the bomber force levels in
the Reduced Program were reached prior to the desired end of B–52
bombing in Southeast Asia, we would have to use B–52 G/H aircraft
to fly Arc Light missions. This would necessitate modification of some
of the B–52 G/H aircraft. For example, at least 21 months would be required to modify 60 aircraft at a cost of $24 million.
e. SALT. The JSOP or Current Program would have no significant
effect on SALT. The Limited Reduction Program and the Reduced Program, with reductions in Safeguard and retirement of Titan and some
B–52s, might weaken our bargaining position, but the reduced forces,
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instead of being destroyed, could be retained in non-operational
status to mitigate any adverse impacts. Alternatively, in order to minimize the effect of strategic bomber reductions on the US–SALT negotiating position, we could keep a force of about 500 bombers in FY 72.
To reduce costs, four bomber squadrons could be deactivated and the
65 aircraft, together with reduced ground and flight crews, could be
redistributed from these units to the remaining B–52 bases. There
would be an attendant loss of 24 out of about 170 SIOP day-to-day alert
sorties; however, in times of emergency, manning and basing would
be adequate to generate virtually all bomber aircraft to an alert status
in about 48 hours (compared to 24 hours with the current program).
Such an increased alert status could be maintained for short periods of
up to 30 days. The FY 72 savings for this alternative would be $0.2 billion, as compared with $0.3 billion for the Limited Reduction Program
or $0.4 billion for the Reduced Program. Neither of the alternatives
with strategic force reductions is based on any presumption of a SALT
agreement which would cause an alteration in force planning. A SALT
agreement, as contemplated by NSDMs 69 and 73,17 could allow reductions in strategic forces beyond those in the Reduced Program. As
examples, if ABM spending were reduced to R&D only, FY 72 outlays
could be reduced about $0.8 billion; if bombers were reduced by about
100 below the Reduced Program, FY 72 outlays would be cut $0.3 billion. However, annual savings over the longer term cannot be projected
with certainty until a complete agreement is reached.
f. Additional Considerations. If U.S. strategic forces were reduced,
the Soviet Union might perceive itself to have achieved a position of
relative strategic advantage and, so believing, embark on even more
aggressive courses of action. On the other hand, the Soviets might be
satisfied with a rough strategic balance, and U.S. reductions could
provide them with the opportunity to devote a greater share of their
economic resources to priority non-defense programs or to general
purpose defense programs.
If the planned Safeguard program were reduced to a four-site defense of Minuteman under the Reduced Program, it would not be possible to meet the fourth NSDM–16 sufficiency criterion. Such action
would deprive us of the added flexibility in crises involving a Chinese
nuclear threat, which is one of the major purposes of the Safeguard
program.
While we currently maintain sufficient forces to provide an independent retaliatory capability in each of three offensive force compo-

17
For the texts of NSDM 69, “Strategic Arms Limitation Talks,” July 10, and NSDM
74, “Detailed Statement of Provisions of U.S. SALT Position,” July 22, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Documents 94 and 100.
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nents (the Triad concept), reductions in strategic forces would make it
unlikely that an independent retaliatory capability could be maintained
in the Minuteman force. A more vulnerable Minuteman force could increase the Soviet’s incentive to strike first and possibly violate the second NSDM–16 sufficiency criterion.
The reduced strategic defensive force levels in the Limited Reduction and Reduced Programs would require coordination with the
Canadian Government. Diplomatic efforts would be needed to preserve Canada’s participation in the air defense of North America.
2. General Purpose Force Alternatives
The general purpose forces required to meet the broad goals described in NSDM–27 are subject to uncertainties concerning the size
and quality of the threat, the availability and quality of allied forces,
and the performance of our own forces. There are also varying views
concerning the specific interpretation to be placed on the NSDM–27
goals and the degree of risk acceptable in implementing them. Table
618 shows a range of force requirements for NATO, for the Pacific
against the CPR, and for minor contingencies. The higher forces are
those recommended by the JCS for meeting the requirements of
NSDM–27 with a prudent level of risk. Moving toward the lower levels introduces additional risk by making favorable assumptions for
some of the following issues:
(1) Whether French forces are included with NATO forces.
(2) Whether forces are sized to give a NATO commander confidence of defeating the Pact or sized to match capabilities, giving
neither side assurance of success, and perhaps deterring the Pact from
initiating military actions.
(3) Whether allied air ASW forces can be relied upon for area
ASW. In all cases, allied escorts must be relied upon for convoy protection during the first month of a war.
(4) The percentage of USSR tactical aircraft assumed active in a
NATO war.
(5) The size of the enemy force that can be sustained in combat.
(6) The quantity of tactical aircraft allocated for deep interdiction
missions.
(7) The relative quality of U.S. and enemy forces.
(8) The capabilities of allied forces.
The land forces, tactical air forces, and naval forces which support
sea-based tactical air forces shown in Table 6 for different theaters will
not add to give total forces because simultaneity is not assumed. For
other naval forces, a war with the USSR would probably be a two ocean
war, and area ASW forces and escorts must be provided for both the

18
Attached but not printed is Table 6, entitled “Range of U.S. Force Requirements
in Mid-1970s.”
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Atlantic and Pacific. On the other hand, an Asian conflict with the
Chinese would have little impact on the naval balance between the
Atlantic and Pacific. Therefore, these naval forces are displayed as allocated between Atlantic and Pacific in a ratio of 2 to 1.
Table 719 compares the capability of the forces in each of the five
alternative general purpose force programs described below to the requirements shown in Table 6. In Table 7, the columns headed NATO
show for each alternative the force levels that can be deployed to NATO
within 90 days, while simultaneously retaining peacetime deployments
in the Pacific and withholding the forces shown for Minor Contingencies and Strategic Reserve. The columns headed Pacific show the maximum deployments possible to a war with the CPR in Korea or Southeast Asia while retaining the capability to reinforce NATO.
In the reduced force alternatives, older ASW escorts would be
retired in numbers consistent with the reductions in aircraft carriers
needing protection. The reduced programs would continue to rely on
allied, U.S. naval reserve, and Coast Guard escorts for convoys. The
JSOP, current planning, and all reduced programs provide escorts for
naval forces (e.g., aircraft carriers, amphibious groups, and underway
replenishment ships), but do not provide active escorts for military or
economic support shipping. Thus, the escort force levels shown in the
reduced force alternatives represent no change in force planning factors from previous plans, but the resulting escort levels provide less
flexibility in meeting possible requirements of the strategy.
Each of the alternatives for reduced forces would retire ASW aircraft carriers. However, using ASW aircraft on CVAs could restore ASW
capability lost with the CVS reductions. There would, however, be displacement of tactical aircraft by ASW aircraft on CVAs and a resultant
reduction in sea-based tactical air capability. Currently, because of the
limitations of the S–2 ASW aircraft, CVSs are only marginally effective
for ASW. None of the illustrative reductions described below would
alter our planning for nuclear submarines. The Reduced and Low GPF
options would reduce land-based patrol aircraft about 10%.
Since FY 71 is a year of transition, decisions for FY 72 should set
the basis for our plans for the 1970s. In addition to defense budget issues, it is important to consider the possibility of changes to to the
NSDM–27 strategy guidance. All of the alternative general purpose
forces considered below are based on attempting to satisfy the
NSDM–27 strategy and are evaluated with respect to their ability to
meet it. It would be possible, however, to consider different degrees of

19
Attached but not printed is Table 7, entitled “U.S. Forces Available in Mid-1970s
To Meet Requirements Under Alternative Illustrative Programs.”
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emphasis on various force components and to develop different general purpose programs at the same budget levels, with or without
changes in the NSDM–27 strategy. Trades between tactical air forces,
naval forces, and land forces could be made, as well as trades between
strategic and general purpose forces, as discussed in the previous section. For example, a roughly equal cost trade would be one Army division with its associated initial support increments for one-third of an
amphibious task group or three Air Force F–4 wings. Moreover, as is
discussed later, trades could be made between expensive procurement
programs and the retention of additional forces with less expensive
modernization programs. Thus, all the alternatives discussed below
should be considered only illustrative; other mixes of forces could be
developed at the same budget levels.
The following table summarizes the five illustrative forces considered in the next section, and for comparison, the end-FY 70 forces:
TABLE 8
Comparison of Illustrative
General Purpose Forces20
Limited
End
Current Reduction Reduced
Low
FY 70 JSOP Planning Program Program Program
General Purpose Forces
Active Divisions
Total Divisions
Fighter Attack Aircraft21

201⁄3 191⁄3
291⁄3 281⁄3
5,800 6,100

161⁄3
251⁄3
5,300

161⁄3
251⁄3
4,900

CVAs/CVSs
Escorts
Amphibious Task Forces

15/4 16/8
240
265
11⁄3
12⁄3

13/4
204
11⁄3

111
275
$58
55
55

C–5A
C–141
Cost of General Purpose Forces23
FY 72 Outlays
FY 76 Outlays
Average Annual Outlays
(FY 72–76)

20
275

1422
172
1

161⁄3
251⁄3
4,400
12
169
1

141⁄3
231⁄3
4,100
12
169
1

78
275

78
275

78
275

78
195

$49
42
43

$47
39
41

$46
36
37

$44
32
35

20
Out-year objectives. In most cases these force levels would be obtained by endFY 72. [Footnote in the original.]
21
Includes active and reserve. [Footnote in the original.]
22
Total carriers; the mix of CVAs and CVSs to be determined; four ASW air groups
would be retained, possibly operating from CVAs. [Footnote in the original.]
23
Cost in FY 72 $ billions. Includes incremental cost of the war in Southeast Asia,
as shown in Table 4. [Footnote in the original.]
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a. JCS Recommended Objective Program. This alternative (JSOP) was
developed by the JCS in consideration of the NSDM–27 strategy guidance with no fiscal restraints. It represents their view of a prudent level
of risk, and the general purpose forces, including the cost of the war
in Southeast Asia, would cost about $58 billion in FY 72. Of the total
divisions, 16 are active Army and 3 are active Marine divisions, and
there are 26 Air Force, 16 Navy, and 3 Marine tactical fighter wings.
With these force levels, the higher range of requirements shown in Table
6 could be met for all theaters, but not simultaneously. CVA deployments and commitments could remain at current levels, as could the
commitment of Navy ships to NATO.
b. Current Program. This alternative was developed under fiscal
guidance consistent with NSDM–27 and would cost about $49 billion
in FY 72. Compared to the JSOP, this alternative would have three fewer
Navy carrier wings and three fewer Air Force fighter attack wings.
Peacetime forward deployments would be reduced by one wing in both
NATO and the Pacific. CVA deployments to Southeast Asia would be
reduced by one (as is currently planned), and the commitment of Navy
ships to NATO would have to be reduced somewhat. Compared to the
JSOP, the Current Program would involve increased levels of risk in
meeting the NSDM–27 strategy because of the reduced levels of active
forces and increased reliance on strategic warning, an earlier decision
to mobilize, and reserve readiness. With the forces in this alternative, a
total of 16 divisions (14 Army and 2 Marine) and 31 tactical fighter attack wings (six on CVAs) could be deployed to NATO within 90 days,
compared to the ranges of 14 to 17 divisions and 27 to 42 tactical fighter
attack wings, shown as requirements in Table 6. With regard to Pacific
areas, the high side of the requirements range could be met for all but
naval forces, which would exceed the low side of the range of requirements, causing increased risk. As in the JSOP, active U.S. ASW escorts
would be sufficient for meeting only naval forces escort requirements.
c. Limited Reduction Program. This program would reduce general
purpose forces by about $2.3 billion annually from the Current Program.
With the reduction in amphibious task forces, a division-sized amphibious assault capability would be lost in one theater. (There would
be a one-brigade assault capability in the Atlantic and a two-brigade capability in the Pacific, with a “swing” of one brigade between oceans
being possible within about 30 days.) Changes in current deployments
would be the same as for the Current Program. In addition to planned
land force reductions in SEA, one division would withdraw from Korea in FY 71 and two-thirds in FY 73 (one brigade would be left), and
one attack carrier would withdraw from Southeast Asia in FY 71.
The general purpose forces in the Limited Reduction Program
would be sufficient to meet the NSDM–27 strategy, but at greater risk
than in the Current Program. Two fewer fighter attack wings could be
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deployed to NATO or the Pacific by M190 than under the Current Program, but capabilities would still be greater than the low side of the
range of requirements in Table 6 (with acceptance of risks and favorable assumptions previously discussed) except for Navy escorts. This
alternative maintains ASW modernization programs at the expense of
retiring older, less capable ASW forces. This would result in a degraded
ASW capability, especially during the early 1970s. The U.S. force would
have a marginal capability to contain the Soviet submarine threat in
the Atlantic; sea lines of communication in the Pacific might be exposed
during a NATO war. As in the current program, full reliance would
have to be placed on some 315 allied, 35 naval reserve, and 15 Coast
Guard escorts for point defense of convoys (NATO Allies have about
225 escorts, Pacific Allies about 90).
d. Reduced Program. This program would make a $3 billion annual
reduction in outlays for general purpose forces. Support and modernization levels for the forces would also be reduced relative to the Limited
Reduction Program. Forward deployments would be the same as in the
Limited Reduction Program, with the exception of a decrease of one more
tactical air wing for the Pacific and one more in Europe. Both reductions
would not have to be made in FY 72, but it would be desirable to do so.
This program would involve more risk than the Limited Reduction Program, but capabilities for NATO and Asian conflicts would exceed the low side of the requirements range in Table 6 (with acceptance of risk and favorable assumptions previously discussed) except
for the capability to deploy one additional air wing. The ASW escort
level would involve about the same level of risk as in the Current Program. As in the Limited Reduction Program, full reliance would have
to be placed on allied, naval reserve, and Coast Guard escorts for point
defense of convoys.
e. Low Program. This program would result in an annual $5 billion
reduction in outlays for general purpose forces. It would be desirable to
accelerate the withdrawal of the 2⁄3 division from Korea to FY 72 instead
of FY 73. These reductions would make it desirable to change the
NSDM–27 strategy by reducing forces available for deployment to Asia,
because the extremely heavy reliance upon strategic warning, coupled
with severe reductions in forces, would provide no flexibility of response
except at the expense of a marginal NATO initial defense posture. This
change could be consistent with the Nixon Doctrine only if our Asian
Allies develop their self-defense capability at an accelerated rate.
f. Additional Considerations. The five general purpose forces programs discussed above reflect a progressive degradation of capability
in meeting elements of the approved strategy. Compared to the JSOP
program, which the JCS designed to provide the capability of meeting
all elements of the strategy at a prudent level of risk, the Current
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Program and Limited Reduction should meet the various strategy elements with some increased risk, primarily involving reliance on strategic warning, an early decision to mobilize, and on reserve readiness.
These plans call for greater reliance on ready reserves in the 1970s than
in the 1960s. Yet it may be difficult to maintain even current levels of
reserve readiness as we move toward a Volunteer Service, since the
draft is a major stimulus to participation in the reserves. The Reduced
Program would involve increased risks, particularly for tactical air and
naval forces, but also for land forces, as support and modernization
would be curtailed significantly. While the NSDM–27 strategy could
be supported under the Reduced Program at substantial risk, it probably could not be supported under the Low Program, since our potential future commitment of forces to Asia would have to be reduced.
Force modernization would be progressively reduced with decreased funding for general purpose forces. At the Reduced Program
level, many modernization programs previously delayed as a result of
Southeast Asia funding would be eliminated. On the other hand, many
high cost modernization programs are included in all alternatives, although they are slipped or reduced in some cases. For example, the
B–1, ULMS, DD–963, S–3A, F–14, and F–15 are included in all alternatives. It would be possible at equal cost to replace some of these programs with less costly ones to retain more operational forces. For example, if the DD–963 and DLGN programs were replaced with less
expensive destroyer and missile escort programs, it would be possible
to retain one more active Army division or two to three more F–4 fighter
attack wings. We could keep such additional forces at the expense of
adopting more austere procurement programs under any budget level,
but there would be the potential increased risk in the performance of
the less expensive systems against the Soviets.
As the total general purpose forces are reduced, our ability to maintain overseas deployments would be degraded. Major end-FY 70 deployments and FY 72 changes thereto that would be necessary under
the various general purpose force alternatives are shown in the following table. In addition to these changes, an additional two-thirds of
a division would be withdrawn from Korea in FY 73 under all cases
except the Low Program, where it would come out in FY 72.
It should be noted that large sections of the NATO–Warsaw Pact
front are manned by our allies, and not by U.S. forces. Currently these
allied forces are not adequate in size, nor adequately equipped, to defend conventionally against a Warsaw Pact offensive for 90 days. In
considering U.S. force levels in Europe, it should therefore be emphasized that the outcome is greatly dependent on our allies’ performance
and is not solely dependent upon the U.S. force structure. Another consideration for U.S. force planning is that since the opening weeks of a
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war in Europe would be critical, forward deployed forces are much
more important than long-term reinforcement capability.
Reductions in overall force posture and forward deployments
could lead potential aggressors to conclude that they could pursue their
objectives with less risk, thereby leading to more aggressive foreign
policies and hostile initiatives. Rapid and precipitous reductions in deployment might preclude orderly and fruitful consultation with allies.
Our commitments of naval and tactical air forces to NATO would
have to be changed under the various reduced programs, as is shown
in Table 9 on page 20. The reductions in the commitments of naval
forces would be politically significant, since they would continue the
series of reductions in NATO committed forces that have been going
on for the last two years. The change in commitment of tactical air
forces under the Low Program would also cause concern on the part
of our allies about our ability to support the current NATO strategy.
[Omitted here are Table 9, “Illustrative General Purpose Force Deployments in FY 72,” and Table 10, “NATO Defense Planning Questionnaire (DPQ) Commitments and Changes That Would Be Required
As Result of Reduced Programs.”]
In general, the force reductions included in the Current Program
should present no unmanageable foreign policy problems. The reductions in deployments included for the Low Program would present
more serious political problems. The cut in Korean-based forces, if accelerated as shown, could cause the Asian Allies to have misgivings
about the Nixon Doctrine and its implementation. The cuts in the Low
Program, particularly if combined with major strategic force cuts, could
undermine Japanese confidence in U.S. security guarantees and cause
a change in the direction of Japanese security planning. On the other
hand, some believe that American force cutbacks have been anticipated
and probably discounted by our allies and our potential opponents
alike for some time.
g. Other Mission Changes. All of the illustrative reduction options
include changes in other defense missions, such as intelligence, communications, and research and development. The combined $7 billion
reduction of reduced strategic forces and low general purpose forces
includes a $0.6 billion cut in other missions. The reduction in intelligence programs would cut only marginal programs, but it would
thereby reduce flexibility to respond to new requirements. The reductions in research and development would hold the FY 72 level about
even with that for FY 71. Some believe that reduced programs could
require increased intelligence programs, because the reduced programs
plan increased reliance on strategic warning. Similarly, it could be
necessary to expand R&D efforts to provide hedges against the decreased capabilities in the reduced programs.
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h. Support to Other Nations. The Nixon Doctrine relies on increases
in support for our allies as a partial substitute for U.S. forces. This Support to Other Nations includes the Military Assistance Program (including Foreign Military Credit Sales) funding in the DOD budget for
procurement of war reserve stocks for our allies, and on-going combat
support of allied forces in SEA. All alternatives provide for continued
support of South Vietnamese combat forces at declining levels of activity through the FY 72–76 period ($2.6B in FY 72 declining to $1.1B
by FY 75–76). All alternatives provide MAP/FMCS at $1.0–1.1B per
year ($0.3–0.4 above FY 70–71 levels) and a total of approximately $2B
in FY 73–76 for building war reserve stocks of ammunition and equipment for U.S. allies. Given current Congressional attitudes and problems with Support to Other Nations authorizations, it may prove
difficult to win Congressional authorization for these increases.
B. Total Defense Program Alternatives
Table 10A shows alternative defense budgets and alternative combinations of strategic and general purpose forces programs. The reductions shown for FY 72 are from the current defense budget projections in Table 3. Table 11 summarizes illustrative force changes and
other impacts associated with each of the strategic and general purpose forces illustrative alternatives discussed above. The impacts of
any case in Table 10A can be determined by referring to the appropriate sections of Table 11. For example, Case D2 is described by the right
column of Strategic Forces and the next to the last column of General
Purpose Forces. For all cases in Table 10A, reducing the Safeguard
program to research and development only would produce an additional $0.8 billion reduction in FY 72 (an $11.5 billion reduction in FY
72–80). An additional $0.4–1.4 billion reduction could be obtained by
deferring the Volunteer Service.
TABLE 10A

Case
A
B1
B2
C

Alternative DOD Programs and Budgets
Strategic Forces General Purpose Budget Changes from Current
Programs
Forces Programs
Planning24
(Outlays in FY 72 $ Billions)
Current
Current
20
Reduced
Current
22
Current
Reduced
23
Limited
Limited
23
Reductions
Reductions

24
Includes appropriate changes to support programs and Other Mission Programs
(such as intelligence and research and development). [Footnote in the original.]
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D2
E

Current
Reduced
Reduced

Low
Reduced
Low

579

25
25
27

C. Evaluation of National Security Impact and Possible Effects of Defense
Programs
Decisions regarding U.S. strategic and general purpose force levels must be made in the context of national security interests and commitments and the possible effects various defense programs would
have. In the past decade the strategic balance between the United States
and the Soviet Union has shifted from one of U.S. nuclear superiority
to one of nuclear parity. Some believe the Soviets will attempt to achieve
nuclear superiority. Whereas a decade ago the strategic balance appeared to constitute a real constraint on the Soviets, these advantages
may no longer pertain in the future. Despite U.S. nuclear superiority,
the United States has assumed for at least eight years that the Soviets
have a strong second-strike capability. Thus, Soviet advances leading
to rough numerical parity may not change the impacts of this longheld assumption.
It is within this broader context that the preceding illustrative reductions between FY 70 and FY 72 of up to 25% in active divisions,
25% in carrier decks, 20%–25% in fighter attack aircraft, 35% in strategic bombers, and 50% in air defense fighters must be weighed. Some
believe that our potential adversaries, under economic pressures substantially like those which confront the United States, would use U.S.
force reductions to justify comparable reductions in their armament investments. Others hold that our adversaries would see in U.S. defense
program reductions an opportunity to acquire military advantages and
greater freedom for political initiatives.
[Omitted here is Table 11, “Comparison of Illustrative Forces and
Implications on Strategy and Commitments.”]
Any major changes in U.S. force levels will be visible to allies and
enemies alike. The chance will exist that our capabilities, intentions,
and resolve might be misinterpreted. Reductions in U.S. military forces
will be used by factions within the Soviet Union and elsewhere to argue for further testing of our abilities and commitments to our allies.
Historical precedents, such as Berlin—1948, Korea—1950, Berlin—1961,
Cuba—1962, and Vietnam—1961–1965, suggest that Communist aggression may be induced, in part, by reduced U.S. force levels. At the
times of the Berlin and Cuban missile crises, the Soviets apparently
perceived the United States as having the capability to pre-empt their
strategic weapons, which may have been the major factor in their decisions not to escalate those crises further. Since the Soviets now have
rough strategic parity with the United States, the U.S. strategic forces
could form less of a deterrent to Soviet escalation in a crisis. We may
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therefore be more dependent on our general purpose forces to handle
crisis situations.
The Nixon Doctrine calls for U.S. allies to assume a greater burden of their defense, particularly with respect to ground forces. Thus,
reductions in U.S. forces do not necessarily reduce total free-world capabilities if our allies increase their own capabilities and strengthen regional security arrangements. There are, however, major political barriers to substantial increases in the military forces and budgets of our
NATO Allies. Increases in allied capability in Asia will be dependent,
for at least several years, on increased U.S. materiel support.
Our allies already have considerable capability as indicated below.
They generally, however, spend a lesser share of GNP on defense than
does the United States. Thus, consideration can be given to increased
allied defense spending, especially with U.S. assistance, and at least
the question of what is the U.S. and allied fair share of defense should
be raised.
TABLE 12
Selected U.S. and Allied Defense Forces
U.S25
Other NATO Japan S. Korea
Ground Forces,
1,000,000
1,000,000
200,000 600,000
Active Manpower
Fighter/Attack Aircraft
5,200
2,500
400
230
Naval Escorts
200
232
35
6
Submarines
85
119
10
—
Defense Exp. as % of GNP
6.5%
4.5%
0.9%
4.0%
Defense Exp. per Capita
$380
$78
$11
$6
It has been suggested that reduced conventional forces for defense
of Europe are made more acceptable by the fact that we can, if necessary, fall back on tactical nuclear weapons for European defense. For
the past decade, we have maintained forces designed to avoid primary
reliance on tactical nuclear weapons against the more likely conventional threats in NATO. We would continue to do so under the Reduced or Low Programs considered in this paper. (Against the unlikely threat of mobilization by the Pact with no corresponding NATO
mobilization, our conventional forces would be inadequate to prevent
the Pact from making a deep penetration into Western Europe, but nuclear weapons would not be likely to provide a more favorable outcome.) We maintain tactical nuclear forces primarily to deter the Pact
from starting a nuclear conflict and to cause them to be uncertain as

25

Based on current planning for FY 73. [Footnote in the original.]
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to our response if they mount any type of aggression. Thus, NATO’s
nuclear forces assist in preventing the Pact from making a confident
assessment that they could achieve a favorable outcome in any conflict, even one that started with only conventional weapons. Our nuclear forces also provide a capability to engage in a nuclear conflict
and destroy Pact forces if deterrence fails. Reliance on tactical nuclear
forces in NATO Europe for waging war (as opposed to deterring war)
would provide little assurance that the ultimate war outcome would
be favorable to NATO. Both sides have significant inventories of survivable tactical nuclear weapons. An exchange would result in heavy
destruction to both sides, with the ultimate outcome highly uncertain.
The military and civilian losses in a tactical nuclear exchange are likely
to be considerably larger than in conventional conflict. Therefore,
such a strategy would not lead to reductions in conventional force
requirements.
In Asia, our long-range plans call for the Asian Allies to develop
more effective armed forces and alliances for self-defense. Our experiences in Korea and Vietnam show that it takes years of steady effort
and a reasonable degree of security to achieve a self-defense capability. A deliberate plan of phased reductions with reserve capability to
respond to crises, coupled with extensive diplomatic efforts and MAP
programs, is essential to effective implementation of the Nixon Doctrine in Asia.
We have also maintained forces designed to avoid reliance on the
use of nuclear weapons to counter the more likely conventional threats
in Asia. Such a policy could be continued under the Current Program
or the Reduced Program. (In the event of concurrent major CPR and
Soviet aggression, which the NSDM–27 guidance does not provide for,
adequate conventional forces would not be available in Asia.) The more
likely threats in Asia, with the exception of Korea, have been and continue to be insurgencies rather than large overt attacks with a relatively
well defined battle line. Against such threats, nuclear weapons would
have limited tactical utility at best. Tactical nuclear forces are maintained primarily to deter the use of nuclear weapons by the CPR and
to cause them to be uncertain as to our response if they mount any
type of large overt attack. Thus, our nuclear forces oriented toward
Asia assist in preventing Asian communists from making a confident
assessment that they could be successful in an overt attack. Such forces
also provide a capability to counter Asian communist aggression if deterrence fails.
The issue arises whether tactical nuclear powers (as opposed to a
major strategic nuclear strike) would provide an adequate hedge or
option against the CPR in cases where general purpose forces appear
insufficient. As the CPR develops its nuclear weapons and delivery
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capabilities (IR/MRBMs in particular) such a strategy becomes increasingly less attractive. Because of the concentration of U.S. forces
and the difficulties of support and supply, a tactical nuclear campaign
in Korea or Southeast Asia against the CPR when it has the ability to
retaliate is not likely to be to U.S. advantage. Such a situation should
exist by the the mid-1970s at the latest. Thus, while reliance on tactical nuclear weapons might appear to be an attractive alternative to
modifying our Asian strategy (e.g., by redefining potential lines of defense) when conventional forces appear to be inadequate, tactical nuclear forces actually are not a reasonable alternative for conventional
defenses. Thus, under the Low Program it would be more appropriate
to modify the strategy rather than rely on tactical nuclear forces.
D. Transition Problems
The problems of transition to lower defense budgets and force
levels fall into two categories, those relating to foreign policy and relations with our allies and those relating to the management of reductions within DOD. As discussed below, there will be serious transition problems in FY 71 and FY 72 even if the defense budget is
maintained at current planning levels. During this period, we are already planning major reductions in defense programs for two reasons: (1) we plan reduced activity in Southeast Asia, and (2) we are
reducing our post-war baseline forces in keeping with the strategy
and budgets in NSDM–27. Further reductions will magnify these
already serious transition problems. The severity of the transition
problems will depend on the extent of the reduction and the leadtime available for phasing. The most critical aspect of the transition
problem is timing. To make large reductions, action must start soon
to minimize management problems within the Defense Department
and to allow time to explain strategy and force changes to both Congress and foreign governments to maintain their confidence in Administration policies.
1. Foreign Policy Considerations
The possible adverse effect on SALT of reductions in strategic
forces prior to any agreement has been discussed earlier. Also mentioned earlier was the need for a deliberate transition plan, coordinating our planned force and deployment changes with diplomatic efforts
to preserve the confidence of the allies in NATO’s continuing effectiveness and to induce the allies to make compensating increases in
their commitments to match our reductions.
Vietnamization is a keystone in the Nixon Doctrine. But flexibility
to slow or stop currently planned reductions in activity levels to meet
unexpected developments in Southeast Asia is severely constrained at
defense budgets $6 billion below the currently planned level. The force
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reductions shown for the reduced and low general purpose force
levels depend on meeting the currently programmed schedule of withdrawals from Southeast Asia (see Table 4). For example, the higher
levels of Vietnam activity cited on page 5 would cost a total of $1 billion. Offsetting such an increase within the defense budget would require additional force or procurement reductions, such as inactivation
of a CONUS division committed to NATO ($500 million), retirement
of two CVAs ($200 million), and cancellation or deferral of major procurement such as nuclear frigates and the B–1 bomber. Thus, at reductions as large as $6 billion, the President’s options to slow programmed cuts in Vietnam force and activity levels would be sharply
limited, unless he were willing to accept substantial reductions in our
capability to reinforce NATO.
2. DOD Personnel Management Problems
To bring about a $6 billion reduction in the defense program in FY
72, it would be necessary to reduce defense manpower levels by over
700,000 during FY 71 and another 500,000 during FY 72 (see Table 13).
This total reduction of 1,200,000 personnel in two years is about 500,000
more than would be necessary under current planning. It may not be
possible to reduce manpower this rapidly. If this were so, for each
100,000 reduction not made by the end of FY 71, an additional $1 billion of procurement and R&D budget authority would have to be cut
to reach the FY 72 outlay target.
TABLE 13
Total DOD Manpower
(Millions at End Year)
Current plans
$6 billion reduction

FY 69

FY 70

FY 71

FY 72

4.9

4.4
4.4

4.0
3.7

3.7
3.2

These large and rapid reductions would cause a number of serious problems which would affect the attractiveness of military careers,
and would make it more difficult to attract and retain career personnel. The following are possible resulting consequences:
a. A combination of involuntary discharges and reduced promotion opportunity for military personnel would be necessary. For example, to maintain “normal” promotion opportunity, over 100,000 (of
a total of 1.1 million) senior enlisted men would have to be forced out
in FY 72. This could be partly alleviated by forced retirement of some
of the 130,000 enlisted personnel with over 20 years service. Legislation may be required to release regular officers, temporarily increase
officer grade structure, and obtain severance pay for career enlisted
men.
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b. About 200,000 men would be released early from service while
over 100,000 others are being drafted to meet Vietnam requirements in
FY 71.
c. There would be a 30–40% increase in transfers of military
personnel, with attendant personal hardships and reduced combat
readiness.
d. There would be involuntary assignments to Vietnam for second or third tours, particularly in special skills. For example, about
2,000 (12% of the total) Infantry, Armor, and Engineer Captains and
Majors would have return tours in FY 71.
3. Effect of Defense Reduction on National Economy
The reductions in defense manpower, coupled with reduced
procurement programs and the 40–50 base closures that would be necessary, would cause large economic dislocations. In addition to the
defense personnel reductions, employment in defense products industries would fall by 700,000 (200,000 more than under current planning). Thus, the total reduction in defense-related jobs would reach
nearly 2,000,000 (700,000 more than under current planning), or about
2% of the nation’s labor force. Even if the decision to reduce were made
today, the phasing of the reduction would not be sufficiently gradual
that these workers could be immediately absorbed into other sectors
of the economy. As a result, unemployment might be 0.2–0.3% higher
by the end of 1971 than at current defense planning levels.
4. Timing Considerations
All of the impacts described above would be alleviated by a more
gradual phasedown of manpower. This would result from either a
smaller budget reduction or from deferral of the uncommitted Volunteer Service spending as part of whatever reduction must be made.
Conversely, all of these effects would be exacerbated by a delay in decision, whatever the magnitude of reduction that must be made. For
example, a delay until January 1971 in deciding to reduce defense by
$6 billion in FY 72 would mean that manpower reductions would be
smaller in that year and that reductions of an additional $2 billion in
procurement and R&D budget authority would be needed to reach the
outlay target.
[Omitted here are Section IV, which outlines non-Defense program
options, and Section V, which includes a table representing 12 combined Defense and non-Defense budgetary options.]
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153. Memorandum of Conversation1
Washington, August 19, 1970, 9:45 a.m.
National Security Council Meetings
SUBJECT
Defense Budget

President: Let me introduce the subject. This discussion is coming
earlier this year than usual. The Defense budget is so large a part of
the total that we want to think about what our defense posture should
be and what we can do to get the funds needed.
I’ve been meeting with the Secretary of Defense, the Service Secretaries2 and the JCS3 and others on this subject. We are at a time when we
can say the USSR has reached nuclear parity with the US. Do we have a
viable defense posture in light of the other areas of world where we have
responsibilities? Dulles4 talked of massive retaliation; it worked then because they [the Soviets] had only 70 ICBMs. It’s not true today. We want
a defense policy which makes it possible for us to have a foreign policy.
We need the confidence of others. We think there is some question abroad
about that confidence. Budget cutting may then raise questions about our
role in the world, resulting from our posture. Dick [Helms]?

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–110, NSC Minutes Originals 1970 [3 of 3]. Top Secret. The
NSC meeting took place in the Cabinet Room of the White House and lasted until 11:50
a.m., according to the President’s Daily Diary. (Ibid., White House Central Files) Brackets are in the original.
2
On August 17, Nixon met with Laird, Kissinger, and the three Service Secretaries,
Resor, Chafee, and Seamans. The meeting’s purpose was to give the Secretaries “an opportunity to air their concerns over the diminishing allocation of national resources to
Defense.” The Secretaries expressed their concern that decreased Defense expenditures
would reduce combat effectiveness and R&D, delay force modernization and the move
to an all-volunteer armed force, and result in base closures. Nixon concluded the meeting by assuring the Service Secretaries “that the budget could not be the sole determinant of decisions concerning the strength of the armed forces. He also indicated that
force levels must be designed to accommodate essential national interests and objectives
and that our problem was to bring our strategic objectives, defense posture and defense
budget into balance.” The President also “indicated that some less essential programs
might have to be eliminated.” (Memorandum for the President’s File; National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 225, Agency Files, Department of Defense,
Vol. VIII, 21 Jul 70–Sep 70)
3
See Document 150.
4
John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State, 1953–1959.
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Helms: Let me review the principal developments:
—They are continuing their SS–9 and SS–11 ICBM deployments.
We have detected four new groups. 1969 was their busiest deployment
year. By mid-1972 they will have 306 launchers in service. Of the SS–11,
86 groups are now identified. That means 790 launchers now operational. Of the SS–13, two new groups have been identified; that means
20 operational. Sixty more are in the works, all to be completed in 1972.
That’s a total of 1252 launchers now. They’ll have 1466 at least by 1972.
Testing of new versions of each continues. The Soviets could deploy
an MRV soon if they want to.
—The SS–9 has been tested also in a fractional orbital mode.
—An SS–11 modified for longer range (6,000 miles) is also ready.
Also a shorter-range version.
—There is an SS–15 test program going on now.
—In their navy, their 17th Y-class ballistic missile submarine has
been launched. They have two units in the Atlantic now. They have
been testing a new 3,000-mile missile last summer.
—In air defense, no significant new developments.
—They have a new swing-wing bomber.
President: Is the swing-wing bomber a significant weapon?
Moorer: Yes. It is longer-range and higher-performance than our
B–52. Our F–111 is one of these.
President: When did they start this development?
Helms: About 1966–67 the decision was probably made.
Laird: If we decided today on the B–1, the first one would come
in in 1978.
Helms: The Soviets design a plane for a single purpose, not multiple purposes.
President: They seem to have made decisions to move ahead all
across the board, without too much selectivity.
Helms: Yes.
Smith: What range does the bomber have?
Helms: It can reach the US with refueling. It is a medium-range
bomber.
Smith: Do they have a tankers fleet?
Helms: About 60.
Mitchell: But the lead time for tanker building is short.
Smith: They make tankers out of bombers.
Helms: Let me review their General Purpose Forces:
—They have 1.5 million ground forces and 3000 tactical aircraft.
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—Those opposite NATO are 31 divisions—421,000 men—all combat-ready, in Eastern Europe. In 1960 they had only 26 divisions. And
there are 26 divisions in Western Russia.
—Their Air Force has 1500 fighters in air defense and 1000 fighters for ground attack.
—They are also improving Pact forces. There are 830,000 in ground
forces (52 divisions, 7 brigades). There were only 47 two years ago.
Their reliability will depend on their political reliability in a war with
NATO. Pact Doctrine is for an attack on NATO forces in 2 echelons—
31 divisions.
Let me discuss the Soviet approach to a war with NATO. In 1950
the USSR thought it would begin with massive nuclear attacks. In the
past few years they have come to think that a long period of tension
gives warning. War begins with: first, a conventional attack; then a
NATO tactical nuclear response; and then the Pact forces advance using nuclears. They have been increasing the nuclear and conventional
fire-power of their divisions. They have developed and stockpiled nuclear warheads for use by the Scud, Frog and tactical aircraft.
On the Sino-Soviet border, the USSR has increased its ground and
air forces on the border. There are 36 divisions on the border, 320,000
men. China has 34 divisions, and 294 aircraft—600,000 men.
President: What was it before?
Helms: All the Soviets came there since 1965.
Rogers: What is the relation between an American and a Soviet
division?
Moorer: An American division is twice as large but the Soviets
have the same number of tanks per division as we.
Vice President: Is our bulge mostly in support?
Lincoln: Do ours have greater staying power?
Moorer: Yes, mostly in staying power. They have greater shock effect but they do not have the staying power.
Laird: They rely on the civilian economy for support.
Shultz: In Czechoslovakia didn’t they have to press people into
service from the economy?
Laird: They did, but it was a good operation.
Rogers: Did you [Moorer] say we estimated it was 1.5 to 1 for an
American to a Soviet division?
Moorer: Yes. The men are more in an American division but
weapons are closer to even.
Laird: They use equipment—trucks—from the economy for
support.
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Vice President: Back to the breakdown of troops in a division. Do
we have more combat personnel in one division than they?
Laird and Moorer: Yes, 1-1/2 to 1.
Helms: Soviet military equipment is very good.
Their build-up opposite China is not at a cost of forces opposite
NATO. Peking has been cautious in its response but now it has moved
some forces into the area. They have 600,000 men in the area bordering the Soviet Union and Mongolia.
Chinese General Purpose Forces have a new look compared
to 1960. They now produce their own hardware on copies of Soviet
equipment.
Rogers: How many Soviet divisions have moved to the China border since this Administration took office?
Helms: About 10.
President: How do they do this?
Helms: They move into newly constructed bases right on the border area.
President: How about the China “Pentagons” we saw?5 What are
they?
Helms: We think they may be for conventional artillery firing.
There is no evidence that they have a nuclear capability. The Chinese
are deployed well back from the border. It’s a defense in depth.
President: Thank you. What are the Service Secretaries speaking
of?
Laird: Their present fiscal guidance is NSDM 27.6 They fear the
impact of any further cuts.
The Titan operating cost savings will only be about $10 million.
Kissinger: All of the proposals for the budget assume that a SALT
agreement will not be reached by the time the budget is to be submitted. If an agreement is reached later, we may get some savings but it
should not show in the budget.

5
In a September 15 memorandum, Kissinger informed Nixon of the conclusions
reached in an Intelligence Memorandum, “The Large Mounded Strongpoints in Communist China,” issued by the CIA’s Directorate of Intelligence on September 3. Kissinger
wrote that the CIA had determined that the “most likely explanation” for some
18 unusual mounds discovered in China was “that they are ground defense strongpoints
to protect certain strategic areas from invasion.” Kissinger added “that the mystery of
the mounds has not yet been solved. It is inconceivable to me that the Chinese would
construct Pentagon size structures for only four to six [conventional] firing positions.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 520, Country Files, Far
East, China, Vol. V)
6
Document 56.
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President: I want a full update on this intelligence briefing by December 1.
Kissinger: On ABM, some changes can be made. We will present
the alternatives to you in the next few weeks.
Our land-based missile force will increase in vulnerability.
President: What does MIRV do for us?
Moorer: In retargetting we would put Poseidon on the targets that
are now covered by Minutemen and move the Minutemen against missile targets. MIRV increases our capability against urban industrial
targets.
Kissinger: The problem is that we can’t retarget, thus we might be
attacking empty silos if they struck first.
Packard: It increases the assurance that we can deliver warheads
on target, including through an ABM. You are not increasing total destructive capability for the Minutemen and only a slight increase in Poseidon, but you can cover a few more targets. It’s important to keep
until we get an agreement from the other side. We have an adequate
capability to attack urban industrial targets but do not have a good
counterforce capability. We need to improve this.
Moorer: By the three criteria: In number of weapons, the USSR is
moving up. In total megatons too.
Helms: By mid-1974 we will be way behind unless we have the
MIRV.
President: What of diplomacy—the numbers are important.
Rogers: Shouldn’t we emphasize to our allies that we are ahead
with MIRV numbers?
President: That’s why I raised the question—we have to keep our
allies and friends aware that we are ahead in MIRVs—we don’t want
to give impression we are withdrawing.
Rogers: We want to take any cuts very carefully. The impression
of our withdrawal would be disastrous.
President: We must maintain the credibility of our posture. I am
concerned over the Navy and what the Soviets have done.
Rogers: All our friends must be assured that what we say we
really will do. We must be careful of any announcements.
President: I agree we must be careful of how it’s presented.
Packard: The USSR doesn’t have a Navy like ours. We are building more tonnage; they are building more ships.
Smith: All of us seem to be agreed that we shouldn’t cut bombers
before a SALT agreement. But probably it wouldn’t really have any effect on the Soviets. If we don’t need them—or if we keep Titan—then
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don’t keep them just for the effect on SALT. But we must keep up R&D
for future weapons.
President: But doesn’t it make sense to hold even these to give up
in an agreement?
Smith: It’s not necessarily any real advantage.
Vice President: Is there something we could do in Asia to offset
the effect of our withdrawals?
Rogers: We have proposed a $1.5 billion additional Korea
program.7
President: We must sell that to Congress.
Vice President: That’s good but more important is a presence and
a commitment.
Laird: But this is difficult—will have to reduce carriers on station
under the fiscal guidance.
President: I can’t see the Navy cut backs.
Johnson: We could do some “big lift” exercises.
Laird: With the C–5’s, which are impressive and useful. It takes
six carriers to keep two on station in the Mediterranean.
Kissinger: The Vice President’s question is the key question on the
issue of reassurance. We are in danger of sliding into a period of massive retaliation even though this is absurd. Our general purpose forces
must be looked at. We have to have forces in which we can believe before we can project. We must be able to project a credible power abroad
in a situation where general nuclear war is no longer a likely or reasonable alternative. The general purpose forces are the way we are seen
by allies—they are the contact and the reality.
Rogers: This problem is already past us. We already have cut.
Vice President: McCain speaks of Diego Garcia8—in the Indian
Ocean. An American military presence there in the Indian Ocean before the Suez Canal opens could be symbolic.

7
Two days after the NSC meeting, Kissinger sent Nixon a memorandum informing him that the NSC Under Secretaries Committee had recommended an additional $1.5
billion in spending on modernizing Korea’s armed forces. Nixon approved the recommendation. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 291,
Memoranda to the President, July–Aug. 1970)
8
Diego Garcia is an atoll in the Indian Ocean that became a United States naval
base. NSSM 104, “Soviet and Friendly Naval Involvement in the Indian Ocean Area,
1971–1975,” November 9, initiated a review of the Soviet naval threat and United States
interests and basing alternatives in the region. On December 9, the Review Group discussed the results of the study. See Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXIV, Arabian
Peninsula; Middle East Region, 1969–1972; Jordan, September 1970, Documents 42, 44,
49, and 50.
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Laird: We have Diego Garcia before the Congress. It’s been a long,
two-year fight. The Soviets have built two facilities in the area
meanwhile.
Vice President: It’s a symbolic act.
President: I like the symbolism of this modest proposal.
Kissinger: Any major reductions in our general purpose forces
would . . .
President: How about the All-Volunteer Army. The Service Secretaries seem not to believe it will work.
Laird: They think it will work okay except for a war situation, and
provided that we put in the support it takes. This costs. Can you devote the needed additional resources to this in a time of reducing the
budget?
President: Can the draft be extended?
Laird: Probably we will have to.
President: The deeper problem we have to think about is whether
we can develop an opinion in this country on which we can base the
defense we need. We have to try to see how this can be done. The question is whether the people will support the very significant defense we
will need for a long time. We have to start by knowing ourselves and
having the conviction. As we wind down Vietnam, we must develop
a new defense posture which we can make people understand the need
for.
Bring in the three Service Secretaries and the Chiefs to the NSC
group for a briefing on their problems. Laird should set this up.
Packard: The problem gets down to the question of manpower—
100,000 men are a $1 billion. We could put more into ships and aircraft
if we can cut our commitments of ground forces.
President: We should make sure that the commands are lean and
tight—they shouldn’t have too many people; they should have what
is needed. We may have to move to higher-paid, higher-quality but
smaller forces. We should look at all the ways we could slim out
people and get lean. We must look at the Services to see exactly what
programs should be kept and what not kept. Between now and December 15 we must have a new concept for a national defense program—one which can be sold around the world—one which will be
supported by the American people and one which does not destroy the
morale of the Services.
Vice President: The chance of success of the volunteer force depends on how the people of America treat and regard them. We need
to develop public acceptance of a lean, tough professional force. How
do we encourage high-school youngsters to move away from the
dropout class to recruit for our military?
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President: We have to think in terms of Armed Services of the right
size and that the American people are proud of them. They key is leadership. The academies are important in this.

154. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, September 1, 1970.
SUBJECT
Defense Budget Guidance

As a result of the DPRC studies,2 my discussions with you, and
the discussions in the NSC on August 19,3 I have prepared a draft
NSDM which sets forth your revised fiscal guidance for the Department of Defense for FY 72–76. (See Tab A)4
The issues surrounding the development of the guidance are explained below. First, however, I have included an issue somewhat apart
from the fiscal guidance but which arose during the discussions.
Separate Issue
There are two views as to what we should do with our bomber
force pending the outcome of SALT. For some time, the Department of
Defense has planned on phasing out 76 B–52s by the end of FY 72 while
activating some 40 FB–111s.
—Some argue, Gerry Smith, for example, that we could make the
reduction without serious impact on SALT because the bombers involved are not strategically very significant; further, the Soviets prob-

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–219, NSDM 84. Top Secret. Sent for action. Lynn sent the
memorandum to Kissinger on August 28 under a covering memorandum. Kissinger
wrote two comments near the top of the memorandum’s first page. The first reads, “Hold
implementation ‘till Monday [September 7].” The other, addressed to Wayne Smith of
the NSC Staff, reads, “Run this past Schlesinger.” In a September 7 memorandum, Haig
informed Kissinger that Schlesinger concurred. (Ibid.)
2
See Document 152.
3
See Document 153.
4
Attached but not printed is Tab A, an undated, unsigned draft of Document 155.
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ably expect substantial reductions in older B–52s, so they already have
reduced value for bargaining purposes.
—On the other hand, the reduction could affect SALT in one of
the following ways:
1. Our negotiating position could be weakened if the Soviets believed that we will be forced to make strategic force reductions for
budgetary reasons, regardless of SALT.
2. Since we have advanced the position that bombers in storage
should not count in the negotiations, the Soviets might charge us with
duplicity if we start to put large numbers of additional B–52s into
storage.
3. Finally, we argue, in the SALT negotiations, that the FB–111 is
not a strategic bomber. The reduction of B–52s with the simultaneous
activation of the FB–111s gives the Soviets good grounds to argue that
the FB–111s should be counted as equivalent to B–52s for arms control
purposes.
The draft NSDM maintains the existing force of 540 bombers for
the time being. If you prefer to adopt the other course, please indicate
below and I will revise the NSDM.
Do not revise the NSDM, maintain the existing bomber force (my recommendation)5
Revise the NSDM to permit the planned reductions
The Fiscal Guidance
Strategic Forces.
We plan to preserve the existing strategic force posture until the
completion of SALT except for air defense (and, possibly, bombers,
depending on your decision above). There are, of course, substantial
savings to be made in connection with a strategic arms limitation agreement.
Air Defense. There is general agreement that we can make sharp
reductions in CONUS air defense missiles and aircraft. Originally designed against a high altitude attack, our air defenses are relatively ineffective against Soviet low-level attack techniques. Moreover, there is
a serious question as to the value of air defense without a similar defense against missiles. In reducing the air defense we would be making very little reduction in capability since the most important part, the

5

Nixon initialed this option.

1433_A31-40.qxd

10/12/11

2:14 PM

Page 594

339-370/B428-S/40011

594

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

warning and surveillance system, would be retained. The reductions
in air defense will save about $400 million.
Safeguard. While we do not recommend changes in Safeguard at
this time, you should be aware of the fiscal implications. If we get a
SALT agreement by July of 1971 which limits or bans ABM, we should
be able to save more than $1 billion for the NCA option or about $2
billion for the zero option.
If SALT discussions continue, however, we can consider alternatives to our current full-speed-ahead program. By selecting the option
of zero, one, or two new sites in FY 72, we can reduce outlays, although
at the expense of both stretching out the program and increasing its total cost. No one recommends selecting such an option at this time, and
the fiscal guidance is consistent with the current program of three sites
in FY 72.
Titan Missiles. While we think the Titan should remain in the force
until after SALT, there are some minor reductions which can be made
in the operating costs. After SALT, we can retire the Titans at a savings
of about $50 million a year.
General Purpose Forces.
It is generally agreed that we can accept a reduction of about $3
billion in general purpose forces. While it is true that we have a far better understanding of strategic forces, I think we have gained some insight into the general purpose forces during the DPRC study. Given
that reductions must be made, I believe that they should be made in
the following areas: tactical air forces, escort ships, anti-submarine warfare (ASW) forces, and amphibious task forces. While these forces contribute to our capability, it is not certain how much. Compared to the
alternative of cutting divisions, there is little doubt that we should reduce in these areas.
In the draft NSDM, I have been quite specific as to the priorities
to ensure that we protect the division forces which make the fundamental contribution to the NSDM 27 strategy.
Volunteer Force. The $2 billion for the volunteer force which you
directed in NSDM 536 is reduced to $800 million. When added to about
$500 million in pay increases for enlisted personnel with less than two
years service, we have $1.3 billion as tangible evidence of your commitment to the zero draft concept. I have retained the NSDM 53 level
of $3.5 billion for the FY 73–76 guidance. This amount may be larger
than required for the force levels we are now envisaging and we may
want to reduce it later.

6

Document 139.
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Support Costs. Finally, the NSDM includes reductions in support
costs of $300 to $400 million. This is a reasonable reduction which Defense can spread across all programs.
Summary
The above reductions total about $4.5 billion. The FY 72 Defense
outlays for the current program are estimated at $79 billion. Thus, the
revised guidance for FY 72 is $74.5 billion. The FY 73–76 guidance is
adjusted accordingly and rounded to the nearest billion dollars.
Additional Consideration
Since you have been pressing the Congress to pass the Defense Appropriation prior to the elections, the publication of a formal document
making the kinds of reductions we have made might well be used in
an attempt to make substantial reductions in the FY 71 appropriation.
However, I feel that it is important to issue the guidance, along
with your priorities, if we are to avoid a last minute crunch with the
cuts being apportioned uniformly across the Services or having ground
forces and support items reduced while retaining procurement programs and hardware-intensive forces which we believe make a lesser
contribution to our overall capability.
If you choose not to issue the NSDM until after passage of the Defense Appropriation and after the election, I can see that Defense gets
the FY 72 figure for planning.
Recommendation
I recommend that you approve the draft NSDM:
Approved, issue the NSDM7
Disapproved, give the FY 72 fiscal guidance to Defense informally
Disapproved, withhold any guidance until later

7
Nixon approved this option and added the following comment: “K—Talk to
Shultz (per our telephone conversation—9/2)”. The referenced telephone conversation
was not further identified and no record of it has been found.
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155. National Security Decision Memorandum 841
Washington, September 11, 1970.
TO
The
The
The
The
The
The

Vice President
Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Director, Office of Management and Budget
Director of Central Intelligence
Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness

SUBJECT
Defense Program FY 72–76

As a result of the National Security Council meeting on August
19, 1970,2 the President has directed the budget guidelines displayed
in the following table. These guidelines constitute a revision to Table
1 of National Security Decision Memorandum 27, dated October 11,
1969.3
Budget Outlays4
FY 72
74.5

FY 73
75

FY 74
76

FY 75
78

FY 76
79

The President has directed the following priorities for reductions
in the current FY 72 defense program:
1. The President reaffirms his continuing commitment to the Volunteer Force concept. The FY 72 outlay includes about $1.3 billion for
the Volunteer Force, including cumulative costs. Precise allocations for
FY 72 will be determined after considering the plan requested by
NSDM 53.5 The guidelines for FY 73–76 include $3.5 billion for Volunteer Force implementation.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 51–96. Top Secret. Copies were sent to Moorer and McCracken.
2
See Document 153.
3
See Document 56.
4
a. Current dollars (to nearest billion beyond FY 72) including projected inflation,
future pay raises, and the all-volunteer force. Also includes support of allies. b. Vietnam
assumptions are as stated in Table 4 of DPRC report, Defense Planning 1971–76 (Revision 7). Budget outlays should be adjusted to reflect actual Vietnam activity rates. [Footnote in the original. The DPRC report is Document 152.]
5
Document 139.
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2. Strategic programs (except for air defense) for FY 72 should reflect no visible reductions from existing levels pending resolution of
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). The FY 72 outlays for
strategic programs should be reduced by making reductions in air defense force and operating costs for strategic bombers.
3. The priority for General Purpose Forces reductions should be
given to tactical air forces, ASW forces, escort ships and amphibious
task forces. The Defense Program should maintain no fewer than
16-1/3 active divisions.
In the event of agreement on strategic arms limitations, the above
guidelines will be adjusted to reflect such agreement.6
Henry A. Kissinger
6
Nixon submitted his FY 1972 defense budget to Congress on January 29, 1971.
Congress passed a Defense appropriations bill on December 15, 1971, authorizing $70.5
billion in spending. (Congress and the Nation, 1969–1972, pp. 205, 211–213)

156. Letter From Secretary of Defense Laird to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, October 27, 1970.
Dear Henry:
As I indicated in our telephone conversation earlier today,2 I am
seriously concerned about the Minuteman survivability question and
the tremendous cost implications associated with insuring its invulnerability in the face of the growing Soviet counterforce threat.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 225,
Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. IX, 1 Oct 70–Nov 70. Top Secret; Sensitive.
Kissinger initialed the letter. In an October 29 memorandum, Wayne Smith informed
Kissinger that Laird “has sent you a brief against Minuteman defense and for sea-based
systems.” (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–217, NSDM 74)
2
Laird expressed concerns about Minuteman survivability, and the cost of protecting it, during his October 27 telephone conversation with Kissinger. According to the
transcript of the conversation, Laird said, “The Soviet Union have made changes in their
program and we shouldn’t do what they are doing but take measure[s] to screw up their
program.” Kissinger concurred and said, “We have to look at survivability problem.”
(Ibid., Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
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In my view, it is particularly important for the President to address this question and be aware of its central importance with regard
to our negotiating position at Helsinki3 and our overall strategic posture for the future.
The negotiating proposal defined by NSDM–744 and tabled at
Vienna5 contains provisions which, in their aggregate, preclude all effective measures by which the United States could provide fixed landbased ICBM survivability in the long term. At the same time, this proposal does not preclude the improvements to Soviet ICBMs which
could result in a credible first strike threat to Minuteman.
Recent intelligence indicates that the Soviets are vigorously developing a payload for the SS–11 with three re-entry vehicles and the
potential for improved accuracy. The character of this development,
which was not specifically forecast last year, suggests it is designed to
penetrate Safeguard. We cannot discount the possibility that this SS–11
program is intended to evolve into a MIRV capability against
Minuteman.
The Soviets have also resumed testing of the triple re-entry vehicle payload for the SS–9, which we have regarded as a possible counterforce weapon against Minuteman. There is little doubt that the Soviets could deploy an accurate MIRV system with a greater number of
warheads in the 1972–74 period which would give one SS–9 missile a
clear capability to destroy more than one Minuteman silo.
The successful development and deployment of accurate MIRV
payloads on the SS–9 and improvements in SS–11 accuracy, even with
the limitation on the number of launchers in the NSDM–74 proposal,
could give the Soviets the capability by the mid-70s to destroy most of
our Minuteman silos unless we take timely measures to increase their
survivability or make a conscious decision to concede potential Minuteman vulnerability as a trade-off to permit acquiring additional offensive capability.
1. Improving Minuteman survivability
Possible measures for long term improvement in Minuteman survivability include relocating Minuteman into hard rock silos, defending Minuteman fields with Safeguard or other ABM defenses (i.e.,
“hard point defenses”), or placing Minuteman missiles on mobile

3

The third round of SALT talks began in Helsinki on November 2.
NSDM 74, issued on July 31, consists of a detailed statement of Option E, a U.S.
SALT negotiating proposal. For the text, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII,
SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 100.
5
Vienna was the site for the second round of SALT negotiations that began on
April 16.
4
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launchers. We do not yet have full technical confidence in the feasibility and adequacy of any of these measures. Some combination may be
required. But the present formulation of the NSDM–74 proposal prohibits them all, except for the option to relocate 250 silos, or to replace
Minuteman land launchers on a one-for-one basis with sea-based
launchers or bombers. This proposal does permit the hardening of
existing Minuteman silos, but this measure is only an interim solution
which can be overcome by continued improvements in Soviet missile
accuracy and MIRV payloads.
2. Other Alternatives
As noted above, NSDM–74 does provide for the replacement of
fixed land-based ICBM capability with other systems within overall
limitation on strategic delivery vehicles. This “freedom to mix” would
permit the construction or retention of bombers, the relocation of Minuteman to a mobile platform afloat, or the substitution of other seabased ballistic missile capability (surface or submerged platform),
should such a path be indicated by developments in the threat to
Minuteman.
3. Discussion
Under the current SALT options, there appear to be three ways to
approach the Minuteman survivability issue. First, the most desirable
to an arms control agreement remains the reduction approach
embodied in our earlier Option D.6 This option provides for mutual
U.S.-Soviet reductions in the number of land-based strategic delivery
vehicles over the next five years and, therefore, would allow us to reduce our most vulnerable systems without incurring a numerical disadvantage. It could also result in reduced strategic force budgets,
whereas savings are less likely under NSDM–74 provisions. Even
though the negotiability of Option D is questionable, we should keep
it as an active proposal.
If we were successful in negotiating Option D, then the problem
of Minuteman survivability would essentially be solved by
negotiations.
On the other hand, if Option D did not serve as a basis for agreement, and we proceeded with Option E, we still retain the flexibility
of adjusting our force mix, should the Soviets give indications that they
are continuing to pursue a capability to destroy fixed land-based
ICBMs. This is the second alternative.

6
NSDM 51, issued on April 10, established Option D as a negotiating proposal for
the U.S. SALT Delegation heading into the Vienna talks. For the text, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 68.
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A third approach is to modify NSDM–74 to permit land-based mobile launchers in addition to the other options noted above. Presumably, such an option might be acceptable to the Soviet Union, since its
“basic provisions” would allow mobiles, but this would require modification of our negotiating position and severely complicate verification
requirements. We could also propose other changes in our negotiating
position such as permitting a hard-point ABM defense of fixed silos.
In sum, the issue revolves around our commitment to the invulnerability of fixed land-based ICBMs. If it is national policy to remain
committed to the invulnerability of our fixed land-based ICBM force,
then the provisions of NSDM–74 could cause us severe problems. If,
on the other hand, we adhere to the “freedom to mix” concept of
NSDM–74 and take steps to insure that we can preserve our offensive
capability by this means, then we need not be overly concerned about
a developing Soviet counterforce capability.
The concern about fixed land-based missile vulnerability can be
viewed as a major trap or a major opportunity. Given the current situation: namely, approval of Safeguard for Minuteman defense only;
recognition that such defense may not be adequate or justified in itself
for only Minuteman protection; our SALT position; and the increasing
threat—a continued commitment to the invulnerability of fixed landbased ICBMs could become a major trap. We could be faced with a situation of devoting substantial and scarce resources to preserving the
current capability in Minuteman at the expense of added offensive capabilities in the face of a growing threat.
Convincing Congress of the need for devoting an ever-increasing
percentage of scarce strategic dollars to defense of Minuteman alone
with no apparent guarantee that the defense can keep up with the offensive countermeasures poses difficult problems indeed.
On the other hand, we could take advantage of the current situation and use it as a major opportunity to make carefully reasoned and
politically acceptable adjustments in our forces; or, we could take steps
this year to preserve the flexibility to do so through appropriate options. Either course could be a clear signal to the Soviet Union, a signal that we recognize that they are developing such a counterforce capability, but that we can bypass the problem through appropriate
alternative force decisions which do not contemplate a defense of Minuteman at any cost. NSDM–74, as now written, does permit the latter
action.
Henry, I have given considerable thought to this problem and several others relating to our broad National Security Strategy for the
1970’s and beyond. I will be communicating with the President and
with you on the broader aspects of our strategy in the near future but
in light of the resumption of talks next week in Helsinki, I thought it
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important to bring this aspect of the problem to your attention at this
time.7
Mel Laird
7

On October 30, Kissinger sent Laird a letter informing him that the President
had seen his letter and that Nixon had directed the DPRC to undertake a study of the
issue. That same day, Kissinger sent a memorandum to Irwin, Packard, Shultz, Helms,
McCracken, and Moorer, informing them that Nixon had ordered “a study of U.S. strategic force survivability and effectiveness.” (Both in National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 225, Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. IX, 1 Oct
70–Nov 70)

157. Editorial Note
In a November 6, 1970, memorandum to President Nixon, Secretary of Defense Laird proposed a new national security strategy, called
“Strategy for Peace—A National Security Strategy of Realistic Deterrence.” According to Laird’s memorandum, his “basic goal” was “to
make the transition from war to lasting peace and freedom with a restructured U.S. military force that would require 7 percent or less of
GNP, made up of 2.5 million volunteers or less. Such a force, combined
with adequate strength, true partnership and progress in negotiations,
would be designed to deter war, and contrasts with the force requiring more than 9 percent of GNP, made up of a draft-heavy strength of
3.5 million men engaged in war, which you inherited.” Laird wrote that
his proposed strategy was sufficiently flexible to provide for program
options, including the development of new weapons—specifically
Safeguard and the Undersea Long-range Missile System—that could
be adopted depending upon the outcome of strategic arms limitation
negotiations and changes in the military threat presented by the Soviet
Union. Laird’s proposed strategy rested on the following goals:
“A larger share of free world security burden to be taken by those
free world nations which have enjoyed major U.S. support since
World War II, rapid economic growth, and a relatively low defense
contribution.
“A strong emphasis on regional defense arrangements.
“A U.S. military force which in a stable peacetime environment
would require 7 percent or less of our annual GNP.
“Volunteerism for U.S. manpower.”
Laird claimed it was time “to make hard decisions,” and defined
his strategy: “It is not a policy of warfighting; it is not a policy of status quo; it is a policy to move this country and the world towards a
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generation of peace based on three principles—partnership, strength,
and willingness to negotiate.”
Laird stated that his “new strategy of realistic deterrence would
use as its basic premise the prevention or deterrence of war at all levels of conflict.” Accordingly, he recommended that nuclear and conventional weapons be “coupled” by adopting two revised “strategy assumptions.” One assumption of current U.S. strategy held that “U.S.
strategic power will be sufficient to deter a nuclear attack on the U.S.
and its allies. Under Laird’s proposed strategy that assumption would
read: “Nuclear power will be sufficient to deter nuclear or major attack by a nuclear power on the U.S. and its allies.” Current U.S. strategy also assumed “U.S. diplomatic and political efforts will actively
foster political and military arrangements among our allies that, coupled with U.S. assistance, will become adequate to provide for common security.” Under Laird’s proposal, that assumption would read:
“U.S. diplomatic and political efforts will actively foster political and
military arrangements among our allies that, coupled with U.S. assistance, will become adequate to provide for common security and will
tend to deter aggression at all levels.” The Secretary acknowledged that
acceptance of these revised assumptions would “necessitate revisions
to the current military strategy following by Defense in its planning.”
According to a February 3, 1971, memorandum from Kissinger to Laird,
Nixon read Laird’s proposal “with great interest.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 319, Subject Files,
Memorandum for the President from the Secretary of Defense: “Your
Strategy for Peace,” 11/6/70; ibid., Box 236, Agency Files, DPRC and
Defense Budget, 1971, respectively)
Laird explained his rationale for submitting the proposal during
his weekly staff meeting on December 14. He stated, “we still face
tremendous problems in having everyone fully understand our national strategy. This is of major concern to him. We will have tremendous problems in preserving our present force capabilities and to gain
or create options to add to our capabilities. We have cut the Defense
budget as far as we can. The President has expressed a desire for a new
strategic concept that is tied to his foreign policy objectives and that is
not necessarily tied to detailed specifics on forces and weapons. Mr.
Laird said his basic desire in responding to the President’s desire is to
develop a strategy comprehended by a majority of the country and one
which both House and Senate can support. We must recognize realities, protect the FY 1972 forces as a minimum, provide the basis for increased flexibility in the short-term, and lay the foundation now for
strengthening forces of all major categories during the next five years.”
(Memorandum of conversation; Washington National Records Center,
OSD Files: FRC 330–76–0028, Chronological File)
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The next day, Laird, in preparation for his annual Defense Report, submitted his proposed strategy as a Tentative Strategy Guidance to the Service Secretaries and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for comment. The Joint Chiefs subsequently expressed reservations about
Laird’s proposals. In a February 9, 1971, memorandum to Laird, Admiral Moorer wrote that the Tentative Strategy Guidance “adopts a
conceptual approach in which available resources seem to predetermine strategy.” According to Moorer, the Joint Chiefs “consider that
U.S. security interests and threats to those interests should be the
prime factors in defining U.S. military strategy.” Furthermore, the
Joint Chiefs objected to Laird’s suggested decoupling of deterrence
from warfighting capability. Moorer wrote, “in the judgment of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, deterrence can best be achieved by maintaining
both a full range of warfighting capabilities and a manifest national
determination to use them when necessary, in order to make unmistakably clear to our adversaries that the price for aggression, at any
level of conflict, would far outweigh any possible gain.” (Ibid.: FRC
330–76–207, 320.2, Strategic)
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158. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, November 9, 1970, 4:10–5:40 p.m.
SUBJECT
Defense Programs—NSDM 84
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Under Secretary John Irwin
Mr. U. Alexis Johnson
Mr. Ronald I. Spiers
Mr. Leon Sloss
Defense
Mr. David Packard
Dr. Gardiner I. Tucker
CIA
Mr. Richard Helms
Mr. Bruce C. Clarke
JCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Maj. Gen. John Elder

OMB
Mr. George P. Shultz
Mr. Caspar Weinberger
Mr. James Schlesinger
ACDA
Mr. Philip J. Farley
Vice Adm. John M. Lee
CEA
Mr. Herbert Stein
NSC Staff
Brig. Gen. Alexander Haig
Dr. K. Wayne Smith
Mr. John C. Court
Mr. D. Keith Guthrie

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
The Chairman emphasized the need to provide the President with
clear information on the strategic, political, and economic implications
of the Defense Department budget proposals, particularly in the light
of the altered strategic situation which the United States will face in
the 1970s. Accordingly, it was agreed that the Defense Department
would submit additional analysis of force and program alternatives.
This analysis should cover different force mixes and deployments and
should evaluate trade-offs between maintaining deployments and decreasing readiness and between maintaining existing force structures
and providing for modernization.2

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 235,
Agency Files, DPRC & Def Budget—Vol. 2–1970. Secret; Nodis. The meeting was held
in the Situation Room of the White House. All brackets are in the original.
2
In a November 18 memorandum to Rogers, Laird, Shultz, Helms, and McCracken,
Kissinger directed the preparation of additional analyses of alternative GPF packages
for FY 72–76. The analyses were to include the following: an assessment of the current
U.S. readiness posture, rationales for and evaluations of alternative GPF structures, and
projections of the financial and manpower resources required to support each alternative package. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–98, DPRC General, Mar.
1970–Dec. 1970)
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Dr. Kissinger: I thought I would review briefly the origin of this
study, and then we can go on to the substance. On September 11 we
put out NSDM 84,3 which was based on discussion at an NSC meeting.4 NSDM 84 gave defense budget guidelines for FY 72–76 and
indicated that because of SALT there were to be no visible reductions
below existing levels in strategic programs. It also established certain
priorities for general purpose forces reductions.
Some questions arose in connection with general purpose forces.
NSDM 84 was based on the illustrative forces in the Reduced Program
developed earlier by the DPRC.5 Some thought that other ways of packaging should be considered. Since we did not wish to make a decision
on the basis of what was only an illustrative program, we then put out
another memorandum asking for various alternative packages—and
the implications of each—within the general fiscal guidance approved
by the President.6
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss those packages. However, we do not exactly have a set of alternative packages. What we
have is another overall program, with strategic forces based on a modification of the NSDM and with another package of general purpose
forces.7 We will discuss this program, but it is difficult to make a judgment on it beyond saying that it probably fits the general fiscal guidance. Unless we choose to consider Paragraph 3 of NSDM 84 as an alternative package, then the only thing we have available to discuss this
morning is another comprehensive program.
I have some questions on specifics. However, first I want to make
one other point—with regard to overseas deployments. The Defense
paper includes assumptions on FY 73 deployments from Korea about

3

Document 155.
See Document 153.
5
See Document 152.
6
In a September 14 memorandum to Agnew, Rogers, Laird, Shultz, Helms, and
Lincoln, Kissinger requested the submission of alternative packages on GPF and their
strategic and military implications. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–100, DPRC Meeting, Defense Programs, 11–9–70)
7
On November 9, the Defense Department responded to Kissinger’s September 14
memorandum with a paper entitled “Defense Planning 1972–1976,” which Tucker circulated to DPRC members under a covering memorandum. The 36-page paper includes
5 sections: Introduction, Economic Implications of Defense Expenditures 1971–76, National Security Policy and Strategy, DOD Planning, and Planning Alternatives for U.S.
Force Reductions—FY 72–76. In it, the Defense Department recommended a further
drawdown of two brigades from Korea in FY 73. (Ibid.) The Department of State considered such a proposed reduction “unacceptable on political grounds,” according to an
undated and unsigned memorandum from Irwin briefing Rogers following the November 9 DPRC meeting. (Ibid., RG 59, PM/ISP Files: Lot 72 D 503, DEF 1–DPRC–DOD
Budget, 10/70–8/71)
4
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which the Secretary of State has raised serious questions. We also need
to consider more carefully what our alternatives are for deployments
in Europe.
Mr. Packard: (to Dr. Kissinger) Let me go through the presentation
we have prepared, and perhaps some of the issues you have raised will
come out. Our purpose in undertaking this study has been to arrive at
specific decisions on the FY 72 budget and to develop planning guidelines for the FY 72–76 period, together with alternative force levels. The
conclusion we have reached is that we have gone just about as far as
we can go in reducing forces at the present time. As noted in Section
II of our paper, while we recognize the importance of shifting from defense to non-defense expenditures, we must point out that we have already made some very serious cuts.8 We have difficulty assessing what
our general purpose forces should be several years hence. As concerns
strategic forces we have made no visible reductions, and we see little
likelihood of substantial savings even given a SALT agreement. There
are a number of problems to be taken into consideration if we are to
make further reductions in general purpose forces. Many of these are
political and diplomatic in nature, e.g. developments in NATO, the rate
of withdrawals from Southeast Asia, the level of appropriations available to provide military aid to strengthen our allies, and, of course,
what the Soviets do. I think that for the present our planning should
be kept targeted on the force structure we have outlined in our paper.
I expect that the modifications we are proposing will have to be tailored to future developments; we cannot commit ourselves to particular changes in particular programs.
There have already been significant reductions in the Defense
budget. Let’s see what we are buying with our dollars in the FY 71–72
budget. We can compare with what we were spending earlier in the
decade and see where we have come in terms of real purchasing power
as measured in 1970 dollars. [Mr. Packard was referring to the chart
entitled “DOD Budget for Selected Fiscal Years” in the Defense paper.]9
Note that our Vietnam war expenses are going down, and also that we
are including funds in FY 72–73 for the volunteer army. Taking these
factors into account, our baseline budget in FY 72–73 will be around
$56 billion. This is lower than at any time back to 1955.

8
Section II of the paper, entitled “Economic Implications of Defense Expenditures
1971–76,” stated the Defense Department’s opposition to further cuts in the FY 72 Defense budget. Section II also recommended a study of how “to minimize dislocations
caused by large regional and sectoral shifts” in force deployments undertaken to balance “our national security requirements and non-defense needs.”
9
The referenced chart and 11 other charts are attached to “Defense Planning
1972–1976.”
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The next chart [“Military Forces for Selected Fiscal Years”] shows
trends in force levels over the past decade. The FY 72 figures are not
in terms of the NSDM 84 guidance, but we think we can still find
enough reductions when we make our budget scrub to attain about the
NSDM 84 levels. If we cut much below that, we will be in serious
difficulties.
For strategic missiles there will be no change, with the total remaining at 1710. Strategic bombers dropped a little in FY 70 but will
increase again in FY 71 with activation of the FB–111.
Some savings are possible on air defense. One possibility is to come
down further on SAMs and interceptors.
Army divisions will be down to 122⁄3—the lowest level in recent
history. This is just enough to meet our NATO commitment and our
minimum commitment in Southeast Asia.
There was a proposal to cut back to 12 CVAs, but in view of our
recent experience in the Mediterranean, it was decided to maintain a
level of 15. This will enable us to continue stationing two in the Mediterranean and two in Southeast Asia. Incidentally, this CVA question provides a good example of what I mean when I say that planning should
be kept on a flexible basis at this time. We should keep in mind that if
Soviet power is to be countered in the Mediterranean, the US is the
only country to do it; and for that we need two CVAs.
We are proposing to retire a number of older submarines, but the
introduction of newer attack submarines will keep the total level about
the same. There were proposals to cut further on escort ships, but we
think we should maintain a level of 204 as shown on the chart.
These items I have been discussing point up areas where tradeoffs are possible; however, they should be examined carefully. As regards tactical air, we plan to cut the Navy and thus lower the number
of wings to be used with our fifteen carriers. There has been a slight
reduction in Marine tactical air, and the Air Force capability is already
down somewhat from the 1968 level. Our total of active fighter-attack
aircraft will be about 4,000, which is much lower than in 1961. However, the aircraft—F–4s and F–111s—are better, and our capability is
therefore probably improved. Our tactical air reserves have increased
by the transfer to them of aircraft formerly in the active category. The
overall total of tactical aircraft is now about 600 less than in 1961.
To conclude, this is the lowest level of forces that I can recommend
in view of our commitments. Whether we can achieve it depends on
many things, including the actions taken on the FY 71 budget.
Our next chart [“Military Manpower for Selected Fiscal Years”]
deals with manpower. The FY 72 level for the Army would be 915,000,
the lowest since 1961. The Navy will be at the lowest level since 1955,
the Marines at about the same level as in 1955, and the Air Force at a
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low level. The overall manpower total will be 2,457,000. This is about
the same as the 1961 level, which was the lowest since 1950.
The next chart [“Defense Manpower”] shows in graphic form the
downward trend in manpower. The red dotted lines show the maximum rate at which personnel levels could be brought down, but we
believe we ought not to aim at this maximum because of the effect on
the morale of our people.
The economic impact [referring to chart entitled “Total DOD Procurement”] of the program we are proposing is very important. Generally we feel that the defense and non-defense interests of the country are better served by a healthy economy. The defense budget
particularly affects the capital goods and research and development
sectors—both of which are currently depressed. Under NSDM 84, DOD
procurement would be down to $12.4 billion, measured in 1970 dollars. We are proposing to level off at the figure set in the March fiscal
guidance [$14.7 billion]. Keep in mind that a cut of $3 billion means
300,000 men out of work.
I am sure that we all realize that we have not been able to get the
MAP levels required to support the Nixon Doctrine. (to Tucker) Is that
in our budget?
Dr. Tucker: What is in the budget is what we have now. Note that
the level would be higher if we get a supplemental.
Mr. Irwin: Are these NSDM 84 figures with or without MAP?
Dr. Kissinger: MAP is included.
Dr. Tucker: MAP is included at the levels we have had in prior
years.
Mr. Packard: We have another chart [“Defense and the National
Economy”] to indicate the effect on the economy. Defense contract
awards are declining from $42.3 billion in 1968–69 to $34.4 billion at
end FY 70 and $28.0 billion at end FY 71. Industrial defense-related
employment is falling from 3.5 million in 1968–69 to 2.8 million at
end FY 70 and 2.4 million at end FY 71. Under the NSDM 84 guidance, employment at end FY 72 would drop further to 2.2 million. 1.3
million workers have already been affected by the action taken to date
to reduce the Defense budget, and this will rise to 2.1 million in the
next year. If we figure on the NSDM 84 level for FY 72, then we have
about as far to go in terms of additional unemployment as we have
already gone [since 1968–69]. Those who are concerned about political considerations will note that that would be just before the 1972
election.
Dr. Kissinger: Are you saying that we shouldn’t go down to that
level? Or are you saying that we can go down that far and that you
can handle it?
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Mr. Packard: We should not cut down on items that affect the economy. The impact both from an economic and security standpoint indicates we should not go down so far.
Mr. Shultz: There are two broadly independent questions involved
here. One is the right level of spending in terms of overall economic
policy and available revenues. The other is the right mix of programs
with a given overall level of spending. The argument that the right
combination would be one which emphasizes defense over nondefense spending doesn’t have much to recommend it. Obviously there
is a problem during the transition period.
However, if we are not moving fast enough on other efforts, such
as environmental programs, then let’s get moving. Our struggle on the
overall budget has involved trying to get the domestic agencies to examine questionable programs and make room for spending on the environment. In that context, I hate to see defense spending justified in
this way. There are ways to spend more money if we want to.
Mr. Packard: I quite agree. All I am saying is that if we look at defense requirements, there are legitimate reasons not to cut back so fast
on the budget. This can also have a helpful impact on the economy.
Adm. Moorer: The first thing to do is to look at defense requirements. We think that it is dangerous to have the other side building up
while we keep cutting down. These force levels are low. We don’t know
how the war in Southeast Asia will come out, and we may need flexibility. We are destroying career incentives with these reductions; this
goes against the objective of an all-volunteer force. As for research and
development, the personnel involved in that have very special qualifications. It is very difficult to get them back once they have been cut
off. We need to develop better weapons. In addition, we haven’t had
a chance to talk to our allies about what we are planning, and we
haven’t completely scrubbed the budget.
Dr. Kissinger: What do you mean by scrubbing the budget?
Mr. Packard: There are thousands of items in the defense budget
that have been delayed and on which it is possible and desirable to cut
back a little. Since we can’t actually spend as much as is budgeted on
these items, we can trim that much from the current budget. I have lots
of these items coming to me all the time for decision.
Adm. Moorer: There is no straight-line relationship between a
budget at Level A and Level B. Later on in the 1973 part of the planning cycle, we will know more about Vietnamization, Cambodia, SALT,
European forces, and Congressional support for the Nixon Doctrine. I
think we are going too far right now. $74.5 billion is too low. $77 billion is the rock-bottom figure needed now. We can look in the out-years
for additional cutbacks.
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Mr. Shultz: The appropriate discussion here is what is needed for
defense in the light of the issues you have raised. The issue of economic policy involves deciding what the budget can stand, taking into
account such factors as the prospects for an increases in taxes. All I was
doing was just criticizing the notion of defense spending for the purpose of pumping up the economy.
Mr. Weinberger: (to Moorer) Has anything happened from the
strategic point of view that has made your concerns more explicit than
they were earlier? Or are you in general reiterating the same concerns?
Adm. Moorer: The points I am making are basically a reiteration
of our earlier position, but they also reflect the fact that we are confronted with further development of the Soviet threat, and there is no
indication that the Soviets are levelling off.
Mr. Weinberger: You are not proposing an increase in missiles but
do want more divisions and carriers.
Adm. Moorer: There are a number of things that are happening in
connection with strategic forces that should generate a fallout favorable to our strategic situation. More important, it is important to remember that our last two wars—Korea and Vietnam—were fought
with general purpose forces, and this was also the case with the incidents in the Middle East.
Dr. Tucker: Nobody is proposing an increase in the budget.
Mr. Packard: I intend to meet the $74.5 billion target, but I don’t
want to cut the spending in out-years down to the NSDM 84 levels.10
We have to talk to our NATO allies. There are decisions that have to
be made in the out-years that should not be made at this time. We have
got to keep flexible.
Dr. Kissinger: This shows what I have been having a spectacular
lack of success getting done in this Committee. This is a good example of how you get a $74.5 billion program by having the Armed Services negotiate with each other. We are sure the program is do-able. Nobody questions that. But we have not provided an answer to Cap’s
[Weinberger’s] question: What are these forces to do? What can you do
with one that you can’t do with the other?
At the NSC meeting we recognized that we were moving into a
new age, strategically speaking. The decision to go to nuclear war is
qualitatively different now. That is a fact of life. We are currently cut-

10
On November 12, Packard sent a memorandum to Kissinger in which he argued
that $75.7 billion, rather than the $74.5 billion established by NSDM 84, was the “rock
bottom needed to protect U.S. security interests.” (Washington National Records Center,
OSD Files: FRC 330–73A–1971, 381, National Security)
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ting our general purpose forces. This may be logical but it is not at all
self-evident. When we make these changes in army divisions, in tactical air wings, in carriers, we really don’t know how this affects our capabilities. (to Moorer) Tom, on this basis, you are going to get cut and
cut and cut year after year. If every year the defense program is decided strictly on the basis of budgetary consequences, no one can prove
that half a million makes any difference in a budget of $74.5 billion.
Mr. Packard: These issues have been looked at.
Adm. Moorer: That’s right.
Mr. Irwin: The budget situation is obviously very tight whatever
you do. If you stick with the $74.5 billion, does that mean we keep our
NATO forces without cuts and that we maintain our troops in Korea
without cuts? If that can be done, then we have no problem with the
budget. If that cannot be achieved, then we do have problems on broad
national security grounds.
Another question I have relates to procurement. Will the level of
our procurement programs have an effect on our active troop strength?
Adm. Moorer: That is not an issue.
Mr. Packard: The issue is whether we will have forces adequate
for the end of the decade. We can have more troops if we don’t want
to buy any new equipment.
We can take another look at our strategic forces. We could make
reductions in bombers and perhaps in continental air defense.
Dr. Kissinger: If we can go back to my point, the fact that we are
meeting commitments made five years ago doesn’t answer the question of where we will be five years from now. Look at the figures on
the REFORGER units in NATO. They show that readiness is slower.
The time frame for their employment no longer makes any sense. If
keeping the units means decreasing their readiness, we ought to know
this.
Mr. Packard: There definitely is a question about readiness. We
will be prepared to provide an analysis but it hasn’t all been completed
yet. The trade-off is between decreasing readiness or increasing the
budget.
We can cut back on tactical aircraft, but this affects NATO and our
support in Korea and Southeast Asia.
Adm. Moorer: The problem is that we don’t have any back-up. We
can’t cut the force requirements down to the level specified in the contingency plans; otherwise, we wouldn’t have enough to sustain operations in the face of losses that will occur.
Dr. Kissinger: You are saying that this program enables us to meet
our commitments in terms of numbers but not in terms of readiness.
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Mr. Packard: Essentially this enables us to meet our commitments
in NATO and Southeast Asia, although there will be some reduction
in NATO because some ships will be deactivated.
Adm. Moorer: Any NATO war by definition is a war with the Russians. Russian submarines will be active in the Atlantic and the Pacific.
To maintain our lines of communication, we must have an antisubmarine capability.
Mr. Johnson: What do we do on the air side of NATO?
Dr. Tucker: We maintain the deployed aircraft, and we maintain a
reinforcement capability up to 21 wings, the minimum JCS requirement.
Adm. Moorer: That doesn’t provide for a sustained effort.
Mr. Johnson: Will NATO ground forces be substantially the same
for FY 72?
Dr. Tucker: The deployed ground forces will.
Mr. Johnson: Another division will come out of Korea in 1973?
Dr. Tucker: Yes.
Mr. Packard: On Page 29 of our paper is a discussion of what 121⁄3
divisions can do. “We still would be able to deploy a total of 16 divisions to NATO by M 1 90.” Page 30 explains the situation on tactical
air. It states we could cut active wings to 20 if we were willing to reduce the reinforcement capability to NATO by M 1 90 to 22 wings and
the reinforcement capability in the Pacific by M 1 90 to 14 wings.11
Dr. Kissinger: Let me ask if all this is true, why does the JCS want
$77 billion? What would you do with it?
Adm. Moorer: It would have an effect all the way across the
budget—on army divisions (we could have a higher number), on carriers, tactical air, research and development. Our readiness would be
generally improved.
Dr. Kissinger: But if we can meet our commitments with the present budget, why is this necessary?
Adm. Moorer: Our NATO commitments don’t represent all the
forces we require in a NATO war. The Soviets have forces in the
Pacific.
Mr. Packard: We have looked at the levels carefully and think this
is the minimum we need to meet our commitments.
Mr. Johnson: I am worried about the out-years.

11
The referenced pages of “Defense Planning 1972–1976” dealt with land forces
and tactical air forces, two portions of the paper’s fourth section on “DOD Planning.”
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Mr. Packard: I don’t want to make a commitment on the out-years.
We need flexibility. We have to see what happens. We should keep our
planning level high.
Dr. Kissinger: We are meeting commitments made for a period that
is giving way to a new period. We have already pointed up many of
the new problems in the NSSM 84 study.12 We are proceeding into the
1970s with a scrubbed-down, low-readiness version of the forces designed for the 1960s.
Adm. Moorer: We are talking about the forces that have been earmarked for NATO according to SACEUR plans. There will be reductions in submarines and in our sustaining power.
Dr. Kissinger: When were these commitments made?
Adm. Moorer: At the outset of the 1950s.
Dr. Tucker: This program is specifically designed to implement the
NSDM 27 strategy, which was adopted just last year.13
Mr. Packard: We have talked about the new strategy, but we are
not far enough along to be sure how to implement it. If we reassess the
forces we need, we can make changes. If there is a change in the strategic situation due to SALT, we can make other changes. We have got to
keep flexible.
Adm. Moorer: We have to look at the threat. This is what determines our requirements. The capability of the other side is a fact of life.
Dr. Kissinger: NSDM 27 was an abstract statement of contingencies we needed to prepare for. The assumption was that we would examine the content of those contingencies during the next fiscal year. In
NATO every analysis we have made concluded that the problem was
how to insure NATO’s survival between M and M 1 15. Now this shifts
back to M 1 26 in some cases. What I am suggesting is that there is
grave danger in fulfilling commitments in the abstract made 15 to 20
years ago when there is a totally new strategic situation. We don’t know
what we are doing.
Maybe this is the best we can do this year. I recognize the pressures on the Defense Department to get its budget assembled. But we
are running enormous risks to national security if we don’t examine
these questions.
Mr. Irwin: We should try to find some criteria to evaluate national
security.
Mr. Packard: We can make changes. But some of these policies have
not been settled yet. We have to keep flexible.

12
13

See footnote 11, Document 149.
Document 56.
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Dr. Kissinger: Take Korea, for example. A point could be reached
where our drawdown in Korea produces the nuclear rearmament of
Japan. This would be a substantial political cost to us. This is the sort
of thing for which we lack a yardstick.
Mr. Packard: In the case of Korea, we still haven’t been able to
come up with an aid package.
Dr. Kissinger: The MAP question will be settled next week.
Mr. Packard: It has to be approved by Congress, and that will not
happen next week.
Adm. Moorer: These forces have been planned in accordance with
the fiscal guidance. Your questions are addressed in the JSOP. The figures are not absolutely fixed. They are best estimates. We can give figures for what we think would be required under various sets of circumstances. This can be done. But we know the cuts that have been
made constrain the President’s options.
Mr. Packard: We have tried some of these alternatives out in naval
war games. We found that there was only a 20% chance that our navy
would survive a naval war with the Russians.
Dr. Kissinger: After the Jordan crisis,14 one of the Chiefs—perhaps
it was Admiral Zumwalt—told the President: “Next year you won’t be
able to do this.”
Mr. Packard: You won’t have that problem with the forces we are
proposing in this program.
Adm. Moorer: That is true in the Atlantic, but not in the Pacific.
Dr. Kissinger: I want to know what we can do with one set of forces
that we can’t do with another.
Mr. Packard: I can give you some analysis based on the war games.
Dr. Kissinger: I have seen a table of defense expenditures with constant prices that shows that we are now spending the same amount as
several years ago but have fewer forces.
Mr. Stein: The prices of equipment have gone up.
Dr. Kissinger: But this is with constant prices.
Mr. Packard: Yes, but equipment costs have gone up.
Adm. Moorer: You have got to compare your new equipment with
the other side’s new equipment. The Soviets have many new weapons.
For example, they have developed a 30-knot submarine.
Mr. Packard: You can’t afford to have an $80 million submarine
anymore, when the Soviets have built a better one.

14
A reference to the war pitting Jordan against Palestine Liberation Organization
insurgents and Syria in September 1970 that resulted in a show of force by the U.S. Sixth
Fleet in the Mediterranean.
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Mr. Shultz: Isn’t this another way of saying what Henry [Kissinger]
has been pointing out? All sorts of things have changed in the last ten
to twenty years, including the development of new weapons systems.
In the light of these changes, what is the appropriate strategy? What
forces are needed?
We have terrific budgetary constraints to worry about. Our job is
not to cut the budget but to get a grasp of what the needs are and to
make sure that the President understands what is involved.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Packard) Dave, what do you want out of this
Committee?
Mr. Packard: Specific guidance on the FY 72 budget. We plan to
meet the $74.5 billion limit and to do it with the force structure we have
outlined here. We have analyzed the hell out of it, but we can give you
more analysis.
We do need to give you more on the question of readiness. If forced
to choose, the Services generally prefer to hang on to forces and to go
light on readiness.
Dr. Kissinger: We found out that in Europe there is only a 37-day
supply of ammunition.
Adm. Moorer: The reason is that you can always get more
ammunition.
Mr. Packard: The budget has already been squeezed pretty hard.
Dr. Kissinger: We are not trying to squeeze fat out of the budget.
This Committee must relate the budget to national policy. We need to
assess the impact of force levels on the ability of our diplomacy to
achieve its objectives. We can’t scrub the budget for you, but we can
develop criteria for evaluating it.
Mr. Irwin: I would like to recap what Gardiner Tucker said about
NATO. Ground, air, and navy forces will remain the same, but reserve
forces will be decreased.
Adm. Moorer: The categories will be changed—from 30 days to
six months readiness. Also there will be a difference in staying power.
Mr. Irwin: Once we understand that, it is our obligation to say
whether what you propose is adequate. From our point of view there
shouldn’t be any change in NATO forces during the balance of this Administration. If you say this involves giving up all new aircraft, then
something has obviously got to give.
Dr. Kissinger: We should be analyzing what it means to us when
we have a situation in which Soviet nuclear forces are growing, our
land bases are shrinking, Chinese strength is increasing, and the Nixon
Doctrine has to be implemented.
Mr. Helms: One can only be impressed with how well off we were
in the 1960s.
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Adm. Moorer: That is why the Soviets backed down in Cuba.
Mr. Johnson: With the strategic situation changing to one of nuclear parity, general purpose forces are now the ones to be used as instruments of national policy around the world. What are we going to
do if we cut our general purpose forces while the Soviet general purpose forces are increasing?
Mr. Packard: That is what we have looked at. We think we have
gone as far down as we should go, perhaps farther.
Mr. Johnson: I am thinking about our deterrent capacity. Will we
have what we need in Southeast Asia?
Dr. Kissinger: Without challenging this budget, could we obtain
some data on what one could do with additional forces and with other
mixes that you cannot do under this program. NSSM 84 has turned up
several problems related to NATO and will lead to recommendations
for changes in that area. It is very worrisome when we face a new
strategic situation with forces designed for the 1960s.
Mr. Weinberger: Could I get a clarification? There is no proposal
to increase the budget over $74.5 billion?
Mr. Packard: That’s right. We will do our best to hit that figure.
Mr. Weinberger: The flexibility is in the planning for subsequent
years?
Mr. Packard: We will have to resolve the budget level each year.
Dr. Kissinger: What is the rationale for the trade-off between a decrease of one army division and an increase of two tactical air wings?
Mr. Packard: That is answered on Page 30 of our paper. It has to
do with protecting our capability to respond to NATO commitments.
Dr. Kissinger: It has to do with NATO?
Mr. Packard: Yes, although I don’t know specifically what the difference of one or two wings there means.
Adm. Moorer: No one can give you finite requirements.
Dr. Kissinger: My concern is that we are giving the President a
budget that has been sort of negotiated out and are saying that this
meets our commitments—without having redefined what our needs
are for the 1970s. What can he do? What happens if he rejects it?
Mr. Packard: We can give you some other ways of saving money.
Dr. Kissinger: We are not trying to save money. What we want to
do is to develop forces to support national policy. We want to be able
to say: “If you do this, the consequences are as follows.” I don’t want
him to be rubberstamping something he will have to live with in every
crisis. I would not want him to find that a carrier is not available for
use in a crisis such as Jordan and say that he wasn’t warned.
Mr. Packard: We can give you this sort of information, for example, carrier availabilities. There are so many alternatives.
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Dr. Kissinger: I think that except for Jim Schlesinger there is not a
person here who can argue line items. What we should be concerned
with is the relation between foreign and domestic policies and between
different packages of defense programs.
Mr. Helms: Back in the 1950s, we were in a much better position.
There was really nothing against us.
Dr. Kissinger: That minor league operation in Jordan a few weeks
ago tied up our whole strategic reserve. The Cubans could have invaded Florida, and we wouldn’t have had any forces to deal with them.
Mr. Packard: Let me see if we can put something together to answer these questions.
Mr. Irwin: What does this do to the anticipated MAP for FY 72?
Do we have what is needed in Southeast Asia?
Mr. Packard: Some of it is included, but not all.
Mr. Johnson: We will continue to need massive funding for Southeast Asia.
Dr. Tucker: We need about $1 billion.
Adm. Moorer: (to Johnson) You want to have a force level that will
meet the NATO earmark requirements?
Mr. Johnson: Yes.
Mr. Irwin: We do not want to see a reduction. I don’t know what
this means precisely, but perhaps Ron Spiers could tell us.
Mr. Spiers: This means no changes in deployments. There would
be changes in readiness, but these are not critical from a political
standpoint.
Dr. Kissinger: We lose the war, but we have good NATO Council
meetings.
Mr. Shultz: The NATO problem troubles me. As I understand it,
we have a strategy that we are not in a position to implement tactically
because the Allies are not equipped to do so. That suggests that either
we improve our tactical capability or change the strategy to fit our tactics. This is very different from meeting a commitment to have x number of divisions in place. This really troubles me. I would like to see a
strong defense.
Mr. Packard: Tactical nuclear weapons are a particular problem.
Adm. Moorer: On strategy, we can take the present one, which we
got our allies to accept by twisting their arms. Or we can go back to
the earlier strategy. However, there is no magic strategy. It is determined by what the Soviets do and the forces they have.
Dr. Kissinger: In our discussions on NATO, we were not able to
show that the use of nuclear weapons would not make the situation
worse.
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Adm. Moorer: The alternative is to have all of Western Europe
overrun. If we employ a strategy of controlled response and the Soviets nevertheless break through, we can shift to a nuclear strategy or
get out.
Dr. Kissinger: But we need a theory of how to use nuclear weapons
in Europe.
Mr. Packard: The truth is that there is no way to use them and no
way to get rid of them.

159. Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency1
Washington, November 10, 1970.
SUBJECT
Recent Tests of the Soviet SS–9

In mid 1968 the Soviets began testing a multiple re-entry vehicle
version of their largest ICBM, the SS–9. We have referred to that system as the SS–9 Mod 4. The program consisted of flight tests over their
normal test range within the Soviet Union and to longer ranges in the
Pacific Ocean. As of April 1970, there had been seventeen tests of the
system—[11⁄2 lines not declassified].
[1 paragraph (131⁄2 lines) not declassified]
As a result, the intelligence community has been in agreement that
the system, as tested, was a Multiple Re-entry Vehicle (MRV) system
rather than a Multiple Independently targetable Re-entry Vehicle
(MIRV).
There was a break in the SS–9 Mod 4 testing program from [less
than 1 line not declassified]. Since [less than 1 line not declassified] there
have been four triple re-entry vehicle tests of the SS–9. At least two of

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 713,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. X. Top Secret; Sensitive. Helms sent the memorandum
to Kissinger under a November 10 covering memorandum that begins, “Here is the paper requested on your behalf last evening.” Wayne Smith summarized the CIA memorandum in a November 13 memorandum to Kissinger, who initialed Smith’s memorandum. (Ibid.)
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these and possibly a third suggest that development of a MIRV system
is under way.2
[4 paragraphs (20 lines) not declassified]
[51⁄2 lines not declassified] Such a system could not be used against
widely separated targets, however, as can Minuteman III and Poseidon.
The guidance system employed on the SS–9 Mod 4 through at least
April 1970 did not provide the three re-entry vehicles with the accuracy needed to produce a high probability of knocking out hard targets such as Minuteman silos even if they were independently targetable. If the suggestion that testing of a MIRV system is under way
is correct, it is possible that the Soviets may also attempt to improve
the guidance system. We have not yet determined whether the guidance accuracy has been improved but we are studying all aspects of
the problem.
Should the Soviets decide to deploy a MIRV system based on these
tests without improving other parts of the system such as the guidance
components, it could reach operational status in late 1971. If improvements are made to the guidance system in order to achieve a high probability of killing three hard targets with the three warheads, then the
system would probably not be operational until late 1972.3

2
Wayne Smith first alerted Kissinger to the possible outcome of the renewed round
of SS–9 tests in a memorandum of November 4. Smith wrote, “if the [less than 1 line not
declassified] tests reflect a test of [3 lines not declassified] then the Soviets have begun a
new stage of SS–9 Mod 4 flight testing which could lead to a MIRV system.” (Ibid.)
3
The CIA sent the NSC an Intelligence Memorandum on December 7 reporting
that the SS–9 deployment program had slowed and perhaps temporarily stopped. There
were also preliminary indications that deployment of the SS–11 and SS–13 had ended.
In a December 15 memorandum, Wayne Smith informed Kissinger of this new intelligence regarding the slowdown, which he suggested could be interpreted as a “signal”
from the Soviet Union regarding SALT. (Both ibid., Box 714, Country Files, Europe, USSR,
Vol. XI)
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160. National Intelligence Estimate1
NIE 11–8–70

Washington, November 24, 1970.

SOVIET FORCES FOR INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK
The Problem
To assess the strength and capabilities of Soviet forces for intercontinental attack, to estimate their size and composition through mid1975, and to forecast general trends thereafter.
Summary Conclusions
I. Present Status of Soviet Intercontinental Attack Forces
General
A. The intercontinental attack forces considered in this paper include intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and heavy bombers. In the course of the past
10 years the Soviets have engaged in a vigorous and costly buildup of
these elements of their military establishment. While all defense spending increased during the period, the estimated share allocated to these
forces doubled, going from about 5 percent in 1960 to more than 10
percent in the later years of the decade. The 1969 level—an estimated
2.3 billion rubles (the equivalent of $5.6 billion)2—was more than three
times as high as the 1960 level. For the decade as a whole, spending
on intercontinental attack forces accumulated to about 16 billion rubles
(about $36 billion) with ICBMs accounting for about 80 percent of this
amount. These figures do not include the cost of research and devel-

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret. The
CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Department of State, the Department of
Defense, the AEC, and the NSA participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Director of the CIA submitted this estimate with the concurrence of all members of the
USIB with the exception of the representative of the FBI, who abstained on the grounds
that the subject was outside of his jurisdiction. The table of contents is not printed. The
full text of this NIE is in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
Nixon sent a letter to Helms on March 8, 1971, thanking him for the NIE, which marked
“a considerable improvement over last year’s version.” The President commended the
NIE’s “frequent sharply-defined, clearly argued discussions of various contested issues;”
its “attempt to incorporate a wide range of sources,” including Soviet SALT statements;
its attempt to identify the most likely Soviet force models and goals; and its quantitative detail. (Central Intelligence Agency, Executive Registry Files, Job 80–B01086A, 157,
White House) NIE 11–8–69, September 9, 1969, is Document 46.
2
The dollar figures (appearing in parentheses after the rubles) are approximations
of what it would cost to purchase and operate the estimated Soviet programs in the US.
[Footnote in the original.]
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opment (R&D), which rose faster during the 1960s than any other component of Soviet defense spending, and which we estimate has now
surpassed that of the US.
B. As a result of this effort, the Soviets had on 1 October 1970 an
estimated 1,291 operational ICBM launchers at operational ICBM complexes, and they will have an estimated 1,445 launchers operational by
mid-1972. To this number may be added: (1) an estimated 80 SS–11
launchers (120 by mid-1972) believed to be deployed at intermediaterange ballistic missile (IRBM) and medium-range ballistic missile
(MRBM) complexes and possibly intended for use against Eurasian targets, which are nevertheless capable of reaching the US, and (2) some
90 launchers which we believe are located at test or training sites. Of
the 1,445 ICBMs estimated to be at operational complexes by mid-1972,
306 probably will be of the large SS–9 type and 850 the smaller SS–11.
The remainder will consist of older SS–7 and SS–8 missiles, plus an estimated 80 of the small, solid-propellant SS–13s.
C. While these ICBM programs were under way, the Soviets were
also energetically developing nuclear-powered, ballistic-missile-firing
submarines. Of these the most notable is the Y-class, which, like the US
Polaris, has 16 tubes for launching missiles. The missile presently carried by this class has an estimated range of about 1,300 n.m., a yield
of [less than 1 line not declassified] and a system Circular Error Probable
(CEP) [less than 1 line not declassified]. Y-class submarines are now being produced at the estimated rate of 7–8 a year; we believe that 14 are
now operational and that some 5 others are in various stages of fitting
out and sea trials. Another 12 or 13 are believed to be in various stages
of assembly. Besides the Y-class there are submarines of earlier design
which could contribute to the intercontinental attack mission.
D. The USSR has not, in recent years, shown equal interest in
manned bombers of intercontinental capability. At present there are 195
heavy bombers and tankers operational, all of them of the Bison and
Bear types, whose designs date from the 1950s. We believe that a prototype now exists of a new aircraft, [less than 1 line not declassified]. It
might be used in an intercontinental role, and the force may be built
up beginning about 1974 or 1975.
The Principal Types of ICBMs
E. The SS–11, by far the most numerous of Soviet ICBMs, is estimated to have a CEP of [less than 1 line not declassified] and a yield [less
than 1 line not declassified]. It is thus a weapon best suited for use against
soft targets—cities, industrial installations, and some military targets. It
can reach all parts of the US, but has also been tested to ranges as short
as 500–600 n.m., indicating much flexibility in its possible uses. In 1969
testing began of a modified version. Analysis of these tests has not yet
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produced a full understanding of their implications; we remain confident
nevertheless that the modified SS–11 will still be a soft-target weapon, designed to improve the ability to penetrate antiballistic missile defenses.
Deployment of the SS–11 may have ceased at ICBM complexes, and appears to be tapering off at IRBM and MRBM complexes.
F. The SS–9 now exists in four variants: Mod 1, which carries a reentry vehicle (RV) weighing about 9,500 pounds; Mod 2, whose RV
weighs about 13,000 pounds; Mod 3, which has been tested both as a
depressed trajectory ICBM (DICBM) and as a fractional orbit bombardment system (FOBS); and Mod 4, which carries three RVs. Leaving Mod 3 aside for the time being, our analysis of evidence on the capabilities of Mods 1, 2, and 4 turns up some perplexing problems.
G. There is general agreement that the SS–9 was developed, early
in the 1960s, to provide better accuracy and a larger payload than the
SS–7, presumably for use against hard targets—i.e., the US Minuteman
system. The Mod 1 appears reasonably well adapted for this purpose.
In 1965, however, the Soviets began to test the Mod 2, which with its
heavier payload was estimated to have a yield of [less than 1 line not
declassified]. These tests were pursued with great vigor, and the Mod 2
was actually deployed before the Mod 1. [4 lines not declassified] But the
Mod 2 has never in its numerous flight tests actually demonstrated
enough range to reach any Minuteman complexes. We believe that its
demonstrated range could be increased sufficiently to cover most or
all of them (there are differences on this point) by using up more of
the available propellant, removing telemetry packages, etc. Yet it remains curious that the Mod 2, alone among ICBMs except the SS–13,
has never been tested to what we would presume to be its intended
operational range.
H. The kill probability of a missile against hard targets is more
sensitive to accuracy than to yield. The accuracy of the SS–9 cannot be
ascertained from observations. It must be deduced [31⁄2 lines not declassified]. In the Intelligence Community, opinions as to the CEP of the
SS–9 range from a low of 0.4 n.m. to a high of 0.7, with the most probable figures being either 0.5 or 0.6. Small as they may appear, the significance of these differences is considerable.3 It is generally agreed that
in actual operational employment, accuracies in the force as a whole
would be somewhat poorer.

3
See paragraphs 52–54 for a discussion of the effect of differences in accuracy and
yield. [Footnote in the original. Paragraphs 52–54 examined a table, “Kill Probability
Against Minuteman,” illustrating the effects of differences in accuracy and yield. The
NIE explained that 65 percent of single SS–9 Mod 2 RVs with yields between 18 and 25
MT and a 0.5 n.m. CEP would knock out their targeted Minuteman silos. If the CEP were
0.6 n.m., 55 to 60 percent of the attacking missiles would accomplish their missions.]
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I. In sum, with respect to the capability of the Mod 2 against Minuteman, we have estimated that it can have sufficient range to reach
most or all targets even though such range has not been demonstrated
in tests. We see no reason to doubt that in the event of general war the
Soviets would use it for whatever it could accomplish against the Minuteman system. But, the Soviets would have to deploy several times
the present number of SS–9 Mod 1 and Mod 2, with their present capabilities, before achieving a force which would pose a serious threat
to the Minuteman force as a whole. This brings us to a consideration
of the Mod 4.
J. In August 1968, the Soviets began testing the SS–9 Mod 4, carrying three RVs. By April 1970, they had carried out 17 tests, about the
usual number for a missile before it goes into operational deployment.
In these tests, the three RVs [2 lines not declassified] were not independently targetable, and the weapon as tested was not a multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV). [less than 1 line not declassified] we presume that the Mod 4 has not been operationally
deployed, though it could be at any time.
K. In October 1970, tests resumed, and by 5 November there had
been four more. One of these was like the earlier tests; one was a failure. The two others exhibited [5 lines not declassified] one practicable
method of developing a MIRV, though it is a different method from
that used by the US. Data are still scanty, and analysis far from complete. Should the Soviets decide to deploy a MIRV system based on
these tests they could probably begin to do so in late 1971, using the
present SS–9 guidance system. This guidance system would give each
RV a CEP no better than that of the SS–9 with a single RV. The yield
of each of the three RVs is estimated to be [less than 1 line not declassified]. The Mod 4 has sufficient range to reach Minuteman silos.
L. Returning now to the SS–9 Mod 3, as observed above it has
been tested both as a DICBM and as a FOBS. In neither form does it
have sufficient accuracy to attack hard targets effectively; its apparent
function would be to attack soft strategic targets, avoiding early detection by the US Ballistic Missile Early Warning System. (New US
warning systems give promise of reducing or eliminating this advantage.) There is some difference of opinion as to the capability of this
vehicle operating as a FOBS. It is agreed, however, that the Mod 3 has
been deployed only to a very limited extent, and that its future deployment will also be limited.
II. Soviet Policy and Future Programs
M. The broader reasons for the USSR’s energetic buildup of intercontinental attack forces are neither complex nor obscure. In the early
1960s the Soviet leaders, politically and ideologically hostile to the US,
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and thinking and behaving as rulers of a great power, perceived that in
this particular respect their military forces were conspicuously inferior
to those of their most dangerous rival, the US. Consequently, they set
themselves to rectify the imbalance—to achieve at a minimum a relation of rough parity. Parity in this sense cannot be objectively measured;
it is essentially a state of mind. Such evidence as we have, much of it
from the strategic arms limitation talks, indicates that the Soviet leaders think that they have now achieved this position, or are about to
achieve it, at least in respect to weapons of intercontinental range.
N. Many aspects of the present force structure are also susceptible to simple and probably correct explanation. The Soviets built a
large number of ICBMs in order to match—and now to surpass—the
number of US ICBMs, and also to increase the probability that many
would survive an initial US attack. They built missile-launching-submarines which are virtually invulnerable to attack when deployed, and
they retained a manned bomber force as yet another option.4 The intercontinental attack force is obviously capable of being used in war,
but there is no reason to believe that the Soviet leaders intend deliberately to make nuclear war. The force is an attribute of power, an instrument to support policy, a deterrent to the US.
O. Looking to the future, it seems clear that the Soviet leaders intend to maintain at a minimum such forces as will continue to give
them—in their own phrase—a sense of “equal security” with the US.
One method of doing so might be through an arms limitation agreement; they appear seriously interested in this possibility. We do not
know whether an agreement will be reached, or on what terms. If it
were indeed concluded, the development of Soviet intercontinental attack forces would be subject to its terms, but in this Estimate we confine ourselves mainly to a consideration of the situation in the absence
of agreement.
P. With the general attitudes and policies of the USSR being what
they are, it might seem obvious to infer that the Soviet leaders will
strive to achieve marked superiority over the US in strategic weaponry.
We do not doubt that they would like to attain such a position. The
question is whether they consider it a feasible objective—whether they
believe the chances of success good enough to justify allocation of the
necessary resources, adjustment to the political implication of an all4
Maj. Gen. Rockly Triantafellu, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does
not believe Soviet missile-launching submarines are virtually invulnerable to attack.
Based on the discussion of Soviet submarine patrol activity (paragraphs 127–132), only
a few appear to be deployed at any one time; the remainder become vulnerable softtargets in port. In view of extensive US efforts in ASW operations he further believes
that some portion of the deployed subs would also be vulnerable and that vulnerability
will increase as ASW technology improves. [Footnote in the original.]
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out arms race, and acceptance of the risk that instead of surpassing the
US they might fall behind, especially in the technological competition.
They might, in any case, think it feasible to seek a strategic posture
that, while falling short of marked superiority, makes clear that the Soviets have advantages over the US in certain specific areas. For example, they can now claim an advantage in numbers of ICBM launchers.
While this might not be significant militarily, it would help to dramatize the strategic power of the Soviet Union.
Q. But even if Soviet intentions go no further than maintenance
of “equal security,” their arms programs are bound to be vigorous and
demanding. This is in part because Soviet leaders must have an eye
not to what forces the US has at present, but to what it can have, or
may have, in future years. In this respect they are likely to be cautious—to overestimate rather than underestimate the US threat. Moreover, the weapons competition nowadays is largely a technological
race; each side is impelled to press forward its R&D lest it be left behind. Weapons programs also tend to attain a momentum of their own;
the immense apparatus of organizations, installations, personnel,
vested interests, and so on, tends to proceed in its endeavors unless
checked by some decisive political authority.
R. On the other hand, there are constraints upon Soviet arms programs. The most obvious is economic; resources are not unbounded;
the civilian economy demands its share; one weapon system competes
with another for allocations; and intercontinental attack forces compete
with strategic defense and general purpose forces. The various bureaucracies with interests in one or another area compete partly with
rational argument and partly in sheer political infighting. Soviet leaders must also consider how far they may wish to press their own programs lest they provoke countervailing programs in the US. And they
must assess not only the present and future US threat, but also that
from China, and elsewhere.
S. While the foregoing considerations probably govern the nature
of Soviet decisions as to future weapons programs, they provide us
with little or no basis on which to estimate in detail what these programs will be. We have never had solid evidence on the problem, and
there is no reason to expect that we shall have such evidence in the future. Moreover, in the present era the rapidity of technological advance
tends to produce especially vigorous action and reaction between military programs of the USSR and the US, and it has made the strategic
relationship more susceptible to change than ever before.
T. Yet the possibilities are not unlimited, certainly in the next five
years or so. For one thing, intercontinental weapons systems are of such
complexity that their development, testing, and deployment take a long
time. We can observe the testing phase, and thus project potential
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deployments. It usually takes about two years from the time we observe
the first flight test of a new ICBM until that system becomes operational
in the field. The interval for SLBMs is about the same or longer, and for
bombers it is much longer. We can therefore estimate with much confidence that the kinds of weapons systems deployed by the Soviets during the next two years or so will be those already in operation or in the
late stages of development. Even in the period from two to five years
from now the force will be composed largely of existing kinds of delivery vehicles, though towards the end of the period some new ones
may come into operational status, and some older ones be retired.
U. Because of the lead times involved in construction and deployment, we can also be highly confident of the number of launchers
of intercontinental weapons which will be operational up to about two
years from now. Beyond two years uncertainty increases as the time
period of projection increases. Some reasonable limits to this uncertainty can nevertheless be derived from our knowledge of past deployment rates, especially those obtaining at a time when the Soviets
appeared to be making a particularly vigorous effort.
V. But it is not in new types of weapon systems or in gross numbers of launchers that the most significant developments in Soviet
forces for intercontinental attack will probably lie during the next several years. Rather it is in qualitative improvements to present systems,
and of these the most important are in accuracy of missiles and multiple re-entry vehicles for them.
1. Accuracy. On technical grounds, we believe that the Soviets,
without going to new guidance concepts but mainly by improving the
components of the present guidance systems and changing the configuration of their RVs, could in two years achieve CEPs of about 0.25
n.m. for their ICBMs, and begin to introduce these improvements into
the force. Hitherto, the Soviets have demonstrated no urgent disposition to achieve high accuracies. But they are likely to do so—at least
for the SS–9—in the next few years, primarily because of the great increase in capability against hard targets which this development would
afford them, and because, if for no other reason, the necessary technical developments are sure to occur in the normal course of product
improvements.
2. Multiple Independently Targetable Re-entry Vehicles. We continue
to expect the Soviets to develop MIRVs capable of attacking hard targets such as Minuteman. These could proceed from the current SS–9
Mod 4 program, or from a different concept such as that represented
by the “bus” system used by the US. With the high order of accuracy
desired in a hard target MIRV, we think that neither could be operational before late 1972 at the earliest. A MIRV with no more accuracy
than the present SS–9 Mod 1 or Mod 2 could eventuate from the current Mod 4 program by late 1971.
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3. Land-Mobile ICBMs. The Soviets will probably continue work on
these, but it remains to be seen how extensively they may deploy them.
There are many difficulties of maintenance, security, transportation,
and the like which cause us to believe that the Soviets might have
doubts about the practicability of such a system. In any event we would
not expect it to become operational before 1975.
W. With respect to submarines, the Soviets will almost certainly
continue to increase their Y-class fleet at the rate of about eight per year,
for some time to come. Meanwhile, a new missile, the SS–NX–8, has
been undergoing flight tests at a deliberate pace since June of 1969. Its
range is indicated to be about 3,000 n.m., a substantial improvement
over the missile presently carried by the Y-class. A puzzling aspect,
however, is that the SS–NX–8 appears too large to be fitted into the
Y-class. Moreover, we have no evidence of a new submarine class designed to carry this missile. We think it likely that, at a minimum, the
SS–NX–8 will be deployed on 10 modified diesel-powered G-class
units. Evidence is insufficient, however, for us to make a confident estimate as to the nature or extent of any further deployment. By about
1975 Soviet submarines could have missiles equipped with multiple
warheads or penetration aids; the system CEP would probably be about
0.5 n.m. or worse.
X. The fleet of intercontinental manned bombers will probably diminish in numbers gradually until at least 1975, when the new [less
than 1 line not declassified] could begin to enter operational units. We
believe that the [less than 1 line not declassified] is best suited for peripheral operations, but that it has some capability for intercontinental
attack. All but the Air Force believe that our knowledge of this aircraft
is still too limited to justify a confident judgment of its capabilities and
future employment. The Air Force believes that the capabilities of [less
than 1 line not declassified] as now assessed, indicate a Soviet intent to
employ the aircraft in both intercontinental and peripheral operations.
Y. The various uncertainties summarized above make it evident
that no exact estimate of the future Soviet force structure, at least after
about the end of 1972, could be defended. We have therefore constructed, in Section XII of this Estimate, several illustrative models to
depict various possibilities.5 The first, called Force A, represents little
5
Section XII, “Future Forces,” included four sections: A Strategic Arms Limitation
Agreement, Possible Forces in the Absence of an Agreement, Soviet Perception of the
Threat, and Multiple Re-entry Vehicles and Accuracy. The section outlined three broad
strategic alternatives available to Soviet military planners: allowing their “relative position to deteriorate somewhat” while still maintaining a credible deterrent, “maintaining
a position of rough parity with the US, either through an arms control agreement or by
making appropriate changes in their forces in the absence of an agreement,” or improving
“their position by trying to outrun the US in an arms race.”
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more than a completion of programs presently under way; it seems
highly unlikely that the Soviets would stop at this. Another model,
Force D, is a sample of what we believe would be a maximum effort
short of converting to a wartime basis; this also appears highly unlikely. Force C, without going as far as Force D, represents something
the Soviets might undertake if they were to place top priority on the
early acquisition of a capability to knock out virtually all of the US
ICBM force; we also think this unlikely.6
Z. Between these outer limits of reasonable force structures we
have set forth three others designated respectively B1, B2, and B3. These
differ primarily in the rapidity with which the Soviets, either for technological or other reasons, deploy MIRVs, and they reflect also some
differences in general force structure which would seem likely to obtain because of such differences in MIRV development. Our estimate
is that Soviet intercontinental attack forces are most likely to fall somewhere in the area depicted by these B-models, but we wish to emphasize that these and the other models are strictly illustrative, and not to
be regarded as confident estimates or as projections for planning. As
one moves beyond the next two years or so, all projections become increasingly uncertain; beyond five years they are highly speculative.7
[Omitted here is the Discussion section of the estimate.]

6
Maj. Gen. Rockly Triantafellu, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does
not agree with the judgments in this paragraph. For his views, see his footnote to Section XII, page 61. [Footnote in the original. Triantafellu’s reservations stemmed from two
factors: the estimate’s analytical methodology and its projection of Soviet force goals in
the absence of a strategic arms limitation agreement, which he felt was low.]
7
Maj. Gen. Rockly Triantafellu, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does
not agree with the judgments in this paragraph. For his views, see his footnote to Section XII, page 61. [Footnote in the original.]
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161. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, November 24, 1970, 2:37–3:50 p.m.
SUBJECT
Military Manpower Policy
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
U. Secy. John Irwin
Mr. U. Alexis Johnson
Mr. Thomas Pickering
Mr. Seymour Weiss2
Defense
Mr. David Packard
Dr. Gardiner I. Tucker
Mr. Roger T. Kelley
Mr. William K. Brehm
CIA
Mr. Bruce C. Clarke
JCS
Lt. Gen. Richard T. Knowles
Maj. Gen. Richard F. Shaefer
ACDA
Vice Adm. John M. Lee

OMB
Mr. James Schlesinger
Mr. Caspar Weinberger2
CEA
Mr. Herbert Stein
White House
Mr. Peter Flanigan
Selective Service System
Mr. Curtis Tarr2
Mr. Byron Pepitone
OST
Dr. Edward David
NSC Staff
Mr. K. Wayne Smith
Col. Richard Kennedy
Mr. John Court
Mr. D. Keith Guthrie

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
1. A memorandum will be forwarded to the President analyzing
the relationship between planned draft calls for the first half of 1971
and the maintenance of planned overseas deployments through FY 72.3
The memorandum should clearly set forth the implications of maintaining draft calls at the present rate in terms of shortfalls in Army

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes Originals, ‘69–’73 [1 of 3]. Secret. All
brackets are in the original.
2
Left the meeting prior to completion of Mr. Brehm’s briefing. [Footnote in the
original.]
3
On December 10, Kissinger sent a memorandum to Laird, Shultz, and Tarr announcing that Nixon had “decided that draft calls over the period January–April 1971
should be at a rate of 17,000 a month.” However, a handwritten notation on the memorandum indicates that it was rescinded, at Haig’s direction, two hours after its issuance.
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 319, Subject Files, Draft
Reform [1969–1970])
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strength in Vietnam and other areas. It should also explain how draft
calls would have to be increased in order to meet presently planned
deployments.
2. A working group will be established under the DPRC to review
important issues relating to overall manpower policies, including those
identified in Secretary Laird’s memorandum of November 19, 1970.4
The Working Group’s conclusions will be submitted to the DPRC for
review prior to being forwarded to the NSC.
Dr. Kissinger: We got this meeting together because we have found
on a number of occasions that our deployment decisions were being
driven by manpower decisions. Also the Secretary of Defense has requested that a broad manpower review be undertaken within the NSC
system. As we move toward a volunteer force and project the Defense
budget over the next few years, we face some crucial manpower issues. This meeting is to define the issues.
(to Packard) You are ready to present your preliminary conclusions on the question of manpower and overseas deployments.
Mr. Packard: We are going to present the specific problem the
Army faces. It is the Army which has a problem; the other services are
not dependent on the draft. The relationships linking draft calls, the
war in Southeast Asia, and the shortfall problem can be brought into
focus by looking at the situation the Army confronts. I am going to ask
Bill Brehm to present the briefing.
(Mr. Brehm’s briefing was based on a series of charts, copies of
which are appended to these minutes.5 Individual charts are referred
to by number at appropriate places in the minutes.)
Mr. Brehm: We want to show what serious alternatives exist for
combining various deployments in Vietnam during FY 72 with different draft call levels during the next few months. First, I want to point
out certain ground rules and assumptions on which our analysis is
based. (Chart 1) Manpower procurement lead time is at least seven
months. This is an attempt to give the Selective Service at least two
months lead time and to provide five months for training. Lead time
for carrying out manpower reductions is one to two months. In general, it is better to err on the high side in planning manpower procurement. This increases options and protects against uncertainty. For
instance, there are variations in the number of enlistments and in the

4
Laird sent Kissinger a memorandum on November 19 calling for a review of manpower issues directed by the NSC. (Ibid.)
5
Not found attached.
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rate at which people get out of the Army. At present the latter rate is
55,000 enlisted men per month.
I would like to describe the situation in Vietnam. (Chart 2) It brings
out the importance of lead time. When the Army was developing its
FY 71 budget, we made the assumption that Army strength would decrease in a straight line until June 1971. Shortly thereafter, in January
[1970], the decision was made to hold Army strength constant for an
extended period of time, and this decision became the basis for our
current plan. Because of the lead time requirement, we could not bring
people into the Army to build up its strength. Nevertheless, we tried
to implement the decision, but we had to do so at the expense of other
areas. The shortfall in Vietnam was about 14,000 in August [1970]; however, in October we made the planned level. Shortfalls were the price
we paid for not knowing soon enough that we were going to have more
men in Vietnam than we planned.
Dr. Kissinger: Would the shortfall have been greater than shown
if the Marines had been taken out earlier? I take it that the gap you describe is in Army strength and not in total strength.
Mr. Brehm: The Marine Corps withdrawal schedule was taken into
account in our plan.
Mr. Packard: The Army did not have time to carry out manpower
planning.
Mr. Brehm: In Korea (Chart 3) the Army had planned to make
withdrawals during the three-month January–March 1971 period. That
plan has changed, and Army strength is now to be sustained longer.
Because of the diversions to Vietnam, we had a peak shortfall in Korea of 10,000 in August [1970].
To define specifically what we mean by a shortfall, let me present
some figures for the 4th Armored Division in Europe (Chart 4). The
current authorized manning level is about 90% of full wartime strength.
However, current strength is even lower. The shortfall is the difference
between the authorized manning level and the actual current strength.
Dr. Kissinger: Do the Europeans know this?
Mr. Brehm: I don’t know.
Mr. Packard: They probably do, but they have worse problems of
their own.
Dr. Kissinger: Everybody trades off his own shortages, and nobody talks about those of others.
Mr. Irwin: What type of shortfall is involved?
Mr. Brehm: It is mostly at the lowest level—the squads and platoons. The aggregate shortfall [in August 1970] was 58,000. (Chart 5)
When we break down this shortfall, we find that 24,000 was in Korea
and Vietnam. In any further manpower program, we wouldn’t want
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to put the shortfalls in Korea and Vietnam. Europe and CONUS would
have to bear the brunt.
Let’s see what has happened in Europe. (Chart 6) In August 1970,
we had 10 tank crews per tank company instead of the 17 authorized
under the TO&E. In the artillery, there were 3.5 crews per battery versus 6 under the TO&E. As for hard combat skills, we had 31,000 personnel as compared to 38,000 needed under the authorized manning
level. The shortfall is concentrated in these areas.
In October 1970 we were better off. (Chart 7).
Dr. Kissinger: Practically, wasn’t it about the same? Rather than
show a shortfall, we were just redeploying faster. You were just reducing the ceiling so that you did not have a shortfall.
Mr. Packard: One important point is that it is the fellows on the
front line who are cut back.
Mr. Schlesinger: The driving force behind these developments is
lower draft calls?
Mr. Packard: Yes. We’ll get to that later.
Mr. Brehm: We have three major variables (Chart 8): vary accessions, vary Army strength in Vietnam, or vary Army manpower shortage outside Vietnam.
Dr. Kissinger: To my untutored mind, this amounts to a choice of
increasing draft calls, decreasing Army strength in Vietnam, or decreasing Army strength outside Vietnam.
Mr. Brehm: That’s correct.
Mr. Irwin: Could you reduce the required strength?
Dr. Kissinger: That amounts to changing the target.
Mr. Schlesinger: How about varying the loss rate?
Dr. Kissinger: The practical effect of the second and third options
[of Chart 8] is to change our overseas deployments. We decrease our
strength in Vietnam and/or some place else. We either lower the authorized level or just have a shortfall.
Mr. Brehm: That’s right.
Let me point out some of the ground rules on which we operate.
[These are set forth in Chart 9]. The early release policy used to apply
to those who had three months or less to serve. However, most of these
people have one month leave when they get back, and it requires a
couple of weeks to process them into a unit. Besides, they are not well
motivated.
Lt. Gen. Knowles: They have had their war.
Mr. Brehm: Hence we changed our policy and now provide early
release for those with five months or less to serve. Many commanding
officers are unhappy about this. They want to let returnees out right
away.
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The assumption that there will be one additional enlistee for each
additional draftee may be shaky in the short run. Personally, I think it
is questionable. As for the assumption that there will be no enhancement of enlistments in the next eighteen months, we have a program
for stepping up enlistments, but it is still in the proposal stage.
Mr. Schlesinger: How sensitive are your final conclusions to that
assumption?
Mr. Brehm: Not very. Any enhancement of enlistments would be
deferred into FY 72 or perhaps until the last quarter of FY 71.
Mr. Kelley: This also follows from the six to seven month lead time
requirement.
Mr. Brehm: The extent of DOD reliance on the draft is shown in
the next chart. (Chart 10) The figures on draft-induced volunteers are
based on an analysis of the lottery sequence numbers of enlistees.
Dr. Kissinger: It has been said that if all our combat forces were
taken out of Vietnam, we would only need to draft 50,000 men per year
to support our forces. Yet, you are planning to spend $3.5 billion on an
all-volunteer force. Is that because we need to compensate for the losses
[in draft-induced volunteers] of the other services if the draft is ended?
Mr. Brehm: Perhaps.
Dr. Kissinger: That is a hell of a lot of money to spend to avoid
drafting 50,000 people.
Mr. Packard: That must be a wrong estimate.
Dr. Kissinger: Can somebody find out?
Mr. Brehm: We have three draft-call options. [These are set forth
in Chart 11]. The low option will involve draft calls of 10,000 per month
during January–June 1971. The medium option requires 14,000 per
month during the same period; and the high option from 15,000 to
17,000 per month.
Dr. Kissinger: Which option is our present program following?
Mr. Brehm: That is what we are trying to determine.
Dr. Tucker: We haven’t yet established the January draft call.
Mr. Brehm: We are three weeks behind in advising Curtis Tarr of
our requirements. It is urgent to decide soon.
Our planning assumptions for Vietnam call for a decrease in Army
strength from 203,000 at the end of FY 71 to 115,000 at the end of FY
72. (Charts 12 and 13) The total DOD strength in Vietnam at the end
of FY 71 will be 260,000. The highest curve [of Chart 13] shows the impact of maintaining a ceiling of 10,000 per month on draft calls. There
will be a shortfall of 40–60,000. We will continue to have the readiness
problems we have today, and we will have special difficulties in
CONUS and Europe. The two lower curves show the shortfalls under
the medium and high draft call programs.
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Mr. Irwin: Is it a fair question to ask how this relates to the budget?
Mr. Brehm: The swing [over the three options] amounts to about
$350 million for FY 72.
Mr. Packard: Today we are looking at the problem apart from the
budget.
Dr. Kissinger: That’s right.
Mr. Packard: This shows that with a 10,000 per month ceiling on
draft calls, we will be in serious trouble under the current 203–115 reduction plan.
Mr. Kelley: Unless we take some action that has impact toward
achieving zero draft calls.
Mr. Packard: There is not much that we are likely to be able to do
on this during the early period.
Dr. Kissinger: This 40,000 shortfall has to be distributed over Europe and CONUS?
Mr. Packard: Yes.
Mr. Schlesinger: Can we hit other than divisional forces, for example, the brigades in Alaska and the ones in Panama?
Mr. Brehm: There is not much gold to be mined there.
Let’s go on to the other alternatives. One would be a 192–115 plan
from end FY 71 to end FY 72. (Charts 14 and 15)
Dr. Kissinger: That would make only a difference of 10,000 in the
total shortfall?
Mr. Brehm: Yes.
The lowest projection is from 180,000 at end FY 71 to 102,000 at
end FY 72. (Charts 16 and 17)
Mr. Packard: This represents the optimum balance unless we are
willing to increase draft calls. If we adopt this plan and if we can also
make progress in increasing the number of volunteers, we would do
fairly well. We could live with this. A 30,000 shortfall is no worse than
what we have lived with before.
If we want to maintain our strength in Vietnam and keep the shortfall down, there is no alternative but to go to higher draft calls—up to
15,000 per month.
Dr. Kissinger: If we cut back to 180,000 in Vietnam [at the end of
FY 71], we will still have a shortfall.
Lt. Gen. Knowles: There will be 20,000 fewer than the CINC says
he requires.
Mr. Kelley: The time of maximum shortfall is the point at which
we ought to be making some progress on the all-volunteer force. As
we go ahead, we should be able to flatten out that [shortfall] curve.
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Mr. Packard: These are all lower force levels than under the current plan.
Dr. Kissinger: Can the situation in Vietnam be helped by keeping
the Marines there?
Lt. Gen. Knowles: According to the Marine Corps Commandant,
he has a drastic personnel turbulence problem. The Marines do have
a problem of repetitive tours overseas.
Mr. Schlesinger: How high a draft call would eliminate the shortfall?
Mr. Packard: 15,000 per month.
Mr. Schlesinger: With the 180–120 option?
Mr. Packard: If you went up to the 203–115 option, the required
draft calls would go up to 20,000 per month.
Dr. Kissinger: The 203,000 level is the present plan?
Mr. Packard: Yes. We would have to go up to a 20,000 per month
draft call in January in order to eliminate any shortfall.
Mr. Brehm: The hump [in the shortfall curve] relates to the fact
that our training base is limited. We could put more people in if we
changed that assumption.
There are two other variations. One would be if the President decided to hold our strength in Vietnam constant for a period after the
beginning of FY 72. (Charts 18 and 19) If Army strength were maintained for three months, then there would be very steep spikes in the
shortfall curve.
Dr. Kissinger: If there was an offensive any time during these periods [of peak shortfall], we would be in the position of having to withdraw while the offensive was going on.
Mr. Packard: Yes.
Mr. Flanigan: We could put most of the shortfall in the United
States.
Lt. Gen. Knowles: We need to maintain a training base in the US.
Mr. Irwin: What is it practicable to reduce in the US?
Lt. Gen. Knowles: I don’t think you can cut much. We need the
training base.
Mr. Irwin: Then substantially all of the cuts will come out of Europe in FY 72.
Mr. Packard: We are just down to bare bones as far as strategic reserve is concerned.
Dr. Kissinger: Remember what we were up against in the Jordan
crisis.
Mr. Packard: The problem is not the budget but the draft. Even if
we get all the money we are asking for, we couldn’t do what is
required.
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Dr. Kissinger: What creates the draft problem?
Mr. Flanigan: It’s a little bit of a political problem. Having kept
calls at the present low level for a while, it is difficult to raise them.
Mr. Packard: What has been the recent draft call level?
Mr. Pepitone: Around 10,000 per month.
Mr. Packard: There is a political question whether we can indeed
raise calls over 10,000 per month.
Mr. Brehm: In August 1970 an announcement was made on this.
We advertised the calls as less than 10,000 per month.
Mr. Packard: If we go up to 15,000 we might generate a political
problem.
Mr. Irwin: It is a choice of which political problem to face—the one
here or in Europe.
Mr. Schlesinger: What would it cost to extend the tour of duty in
Vietnam?
Mr. Flanigan: That would help in Vietnam, but not here.
Lt. Gen. Knowles: Changing the length of tour for men who are
already over there would hurt morale.
Dr. Tucker: It would be hard to do unless there were an enemy
offensive.
Mr. Packard: One possibility would be to change the policy of early
release for those with less than five months to serve.
Mr. Brehm: That adds warm bodies.
Mr. Kelley: The high potential shortfalls indicate we ought to get
on with the volunteer force.
Dr. Kissinger: What is holding it up?
Mr. Packard: Nothing except our own planning.
Dr. Kissinger: It is not a budgetary problem?
Mr. Packard: It is entirely in our [DOD’s] hands. We have a number of things under way.
Mr. Kelley: Our judgment on draft calls shouldn’t be based on the
expectation that the [shortfall] curve will be as high as shown in this
chart.
Mr. Brehm: It is dangerous to quantify this. I think that any shortfall above 30,000 is serious.
Mr. Packard: We need some black magic.
Dr. Kissinger: Like what?
Mr. Packard: A big boost in enlistments.
Mr. Irwin: If you increase draft calls, increased enlistments will
result.
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Mr. Brehm: There is a second “hold” option [involving maintaining Army strength in Vietnam constant for three months after January
1972]. (Charts 20 and 21.)
Dr. Kissinger: Where do the [shortfall] peaks come from?
Mr. Brehm: They are the result of holding Army strength constant
in early 1972.
Dr. Kissinger: The shortfalls are actually worse in combat units.
They are as high as 45% among tank and artillery crews, on the basis
of what you showed us about the situation in Europe.
Mr. Packard: A one-month extension in Vietnam would give us
18,000 people to apply against the shortfall.
Mr. Brehm: Let me show a wrap-up chart. We don’t want to seem
presumptuous, but this gives the conclusions that can be drawn from
the data we have presented. (Charts 23 and 24) If the President wishes
to retain the current withdrawal plan in Vietnam, he must either accept sustained shortfalls in other areas of over 50,000, agree to draft
call levels of over 15,000 per month during the first half of 1971, or
agree to changes in established personnel policies, such as the twelvemonth tour in Vietnam. If the President wishes to limit draft calls to
about 10,000 per month, then he must either reduce Army strength in
Vietnam below currently planned deployments, accept sustained shortfalls in other areas, or agree to changes in established personnel
policies.
Dr. Kissinger: This shows what we have got to face. We can distribute the material contained in the briefing to this group.
Mr. Brehm: We have to decide whether we want to retain the original 203–115 Vietnam withdrawal plan or to limit draft calls to 10,000
per month.
Dr. Kissinger: What happens if we go to a level of 193,000 in Vietnam? We would still have shortages.
Mr. Brehm: That’s right. The alternatives I cited are the extremes.
Mr. Packard: Remember that in the briefing we did not take into
account the Air Force, Navy, and Marines. As long as we have draft
calls, we can proceed on the assumption that these services can continue to be manned with volunteers. However, this does not address
the long-range situation.
Dr. Kissinger: This briefing answered about all of the questions I
had expected to ask. However, I would like to know about the shortfalls in the next few months.
Mr. Brehm: In gross terms we will come out about even in December [1970]. There will be localized shortfalls because of shortages
of specialized skills.
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Dr. Kissinger: What about the following six months?
Mr. Brehm: There will be a peak shortfall of about 35,000 in March.
Dr. Kissinger: There are two problems to be put before this group.
One is the impact of manpower policies on deployments. The other has
to do with the broader question of what our manpower policies should
be. Secretary Laird has written me to suggest an NSC study of the latter problem.6 However, we can’t address it without some staffing, and
I propose to create a working group to undertake this. We would then
come back to the DPRC and then go to the NSC.
It is obvious from today’s briefing that we have been operating
on two totally inconsistent tracks. On the one hand we have the
Presidential directive that there are to be no further withdrawals
from Europe, Vietnam, or Korea beyond those he has approved for
FY 71.7 On the other hand we have manpower policies that force the
President to make changes which make it impossible to carry out
planned deployments. The President has to address this problem immediately. We should take into account any alleviating features, such
as progress on the all-volunteer army.
Within a very brief period of time we should present the President
with a summary of this briefing, with your [Brehm’s] conclusions,
which seem to me unchallengeable. We should also point out that Korea is in poor condition for any further reductions because of the political impact these would have on Korea. Further cutbacks also run
counter to the conclusions of the NSC meeting last Thursday [November 19, on NATO strategy and forces].8
Even as the manpower situation stands, it gives us no latitude. We
can continue withdrawals from Vietnam in the face of an offensive or
undertake a drastic drawdown in Europe. Therefore, if you agree, we
will submit this briefing to the President. The most elementary decision he has to make is whether to reduce draft calls or go below the
established withdrawal program. One of them has to go. If we go below the planned withdrawal level, we run into the CINC’s conclusion
that this would mean jeopardizing the military situation and the Vietnamization program.

6

See footnote 4 above.
Kissinger sent a memorandum on October 27 to Rogers, Laird, and Shultz announcing a Presidential decision that there were to be no additional withdrawals of U.S.
forces from NATO, Korea, or Vietnam pending further analysis of manpower issues by
the DPRC. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–98, DPRC General, Mar. 1970–Dec. 1970)
8
The record of the meeting is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972.
7
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Mr. Irwin: There is another question it might be worth investigating, and that is how this all relates to the budget.
Dr. Kissinger: That is no problem. The budget relates to the 203,000
level.
Mr. Packard: Essentially it does although there may be some flexibility. The point is that the budget is not controlling. There are several
things that might be done. The decision should be made on the basis
of the discussion here.
As for the all-volunteer program, the best that we can achieve on
that will result in only a marginal saving.
Dr. Kissinger: At least for FY 72.
Mr. Packard: For CY 71 and FY 72. It will give us some margin of
safety.
Mr. Flanigan: With regard to FY 72 and the All-Volunteer Force,
we want to make sure it is clear by the end of that period that the
program is leading to success. We don’t want to limit the enthusiasm
for the All-Volunteer Force.
Mr. Packard: We are moving ahead. We have a firm commitment
from the Army to put it on the front burner.
Dr. Kissinger: As I understand the briefing, the shortfall in combat effectiveness is even worse than the overall shortfall. This undercuts the NSC decision on Europe and the appeal we want to make to
our Allies.
Mr. Johnson: That is an important point.
Mr. Schlesinger: Remember that combat personnel are made up of
draftees. Everyone who fights is drafted.
Mr. Flanigan: The situation can be alleviated by changing the policy on letting returning Vietnam veterans out of the Army after five
months. This might affect that draft profile. We would not have such
a sharp sweep upward in early 1971.
Mr. Schlesinger: The problem is that we have arrears that have to
be made up.
Mr. Flanigan: That is a big percentage increase if you look at the
politics of it.
Dr. Tucker: We generally have low draft calls at the end of the year,
followed by a surge at the start of the following year. This is the established pattern.
Dr. Kissinger: We have to have that memorandum for the President done this week. The facts are obvious. This has been one of the
most uncontroversial, if depressing, meetings I have ever attended.
This is one case where the facts really do speak for themselves.
We will need to elaborate a little on what they mean in a few cases
when presenting this to the President. We should particularly explain
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about the impact on combat effectiveness and the possible effect if there
is an enemy offensive in Vietnam.
To handle the long-term aspects, we will get the Working Group
going.
This could affect NATO, Korea, and our whole basic defense policy. It will determine whether our policy is to be driven by draft calls.
Mr. Schlesinger: (to Brehm) What is your assumption as to Army
loss rates?
Mr. Brehm: 45–50,000 per month.
Mr. Schlesinger: That is more than the previous figure. It shows
the volatility of the loss rate. This affects the basic draft calls although
it doesn’t change the basic conclusion.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Packard) I have been pressing you for a long time
to give us options, and the first time you do, I don’t like them.

162. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, November 25, 1970.
SUBJECT
Secretary Laird’s Proposal

Secretary Laird has provided you with his “view of the basic approach we should follow in seeking to implement your Foreign Policy
and Strategy for Peace in the 1970’s.” (His book accompanies this memorandum.)2
The Secretary’s Conceptual Approach
Secretary Laird defines our “basic defense goal” as:
—Transferring part of the U.S. security burden to our allies.
—Building up allied forces and emphasizing regional defense
arrangements.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 225,
Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. IX, 1 Oct 70–Nov 70. Top Secret; Eyes Only.
Sent for action.
2
See Document 157.
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—Cutting the defense budget from 9% of our GNP to 7% and developing a volunteer army.
The Secretary believes this can be done if we adopt a new defense
planning rationale. According to his rationale we would:
—Devise forces on the basis of their deterrent capability rather than
their warfighting capability. This would mean we would rely on nuclear weapons to deter large-scale conventional threats such as that
posed by Warsaw Pact forces.3 If we adopted this strategy, sizable U.S.
forces could be withdrawn from Europe.
—Rely on the Nixon Doctrine in Asia, Latin America, and Africa
by supplying military assistance to strengthen indigenous friendly
forces to meet the likely threats. The Secretary expects the Japanese to
play a greater security role in Asia. Whatever the Japanese do, however, the Secretary does not believe the U.S. should maintain ground
forces to meet what he judges is an improbable Chinese threat. If it
turns out that indigenous forces do not deter a Chinese attack, the U.S.
would rely on naval and air forces to conduct an island defense
strategy.
The Secretary’s Forces
The Secretary’s conceptual approach leads him to propose major
changes in our force posture for the 1970’s:
—He would maintain 100 to 150,000 troops in Europe versus the
presently authorized 323,000.
—He would withdraw additional U.S. forces from Korea.4
—All U.S. forces except advisors would be withdrawn from Vietnam by mid-1972, whereas you have not made any redeployment decisions beyond July 1, 1971.5
—The number of Safeguard sites would drop to 4 from the currently planned 12.
—Our carrier force would decline from 15 carriers to 12.
On the other hand, much of our currently planned force would
not be altered. For example:
—We would continue to maintain a strategic posture of about 1050
land-based missiles and 41 missile submarines. It would be improved
with the B–1 and ULMS.

3
Nixon underlined the portion of this sentence reading “. . .would rely on nuclear
weapons to deter large-scale conventional threats. . .” and wrote, “not credible,” in the
margin.
4
Nixon highlighted each of the first two points and wrote, “not now” in the margin next to each.
5
Nixon highlighted this point and wrote, “no—leave air power” in the margin.
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—We would continue to maintain about 14–16 ground force divisions and 33–36 tactical air wings.
My Views
I have some serious doubts about the Secretary’s proposed
strategy:
—(1) Deterrence Versus Warfighting
The Secretary believes that our current policy of planning our general purpose forces on the basis of their warfighting capability has been
in error. He contends that we should build deterrent forces instead.
This is a serious definitional mistake. The deterrent value of any force,
nuclear or non-nuclear, cannot be substantially greater than its warfighting
capability.6
The crux of the matter of designing forces is to convince potential
enemies of their warfighting capability. One cannot substitute doctrine
and rhetoric for a force that will convince our enemies that an attack
would not achieve its objectives.
The Secretary seems to believe that by building forces that have a
warfighting capability we increase the likelihood of conflict because
the enemy knows our specific capabilities. But the reverse is actually
the case. If we have a warfighting capability, the enemy is deterred by
the possibility that we will use it to defeat his attacks. If we had no
such capability and we could not hide our deficiencies from the enemy, then the enemy would know we could not meet his attacks. Therefore our actions would become predictable, and since his capabilities
would exceed ours, aggression would become more likely, not less.
Therefore, warfighting and deterrence are essentially the same
thing.
—(2) Secretary Laird’s National Security Versus Military Approach
Secretary Laird distinguishes between:
—a national security approach which relies on nuclear weapons
to establish greater disincentives to aggression, and
—a military approach that designs forces to meet various threats
but does not give particular emphasis to our possible first-use of nuclear weapons to exert downward pressures on possible conflicts.
The problem with this distinction really goes back to the question
of warfighting and deterrence. NATO is a case in point.
Applying his approach to NATO, the Secretary believes that, if we
used nuclear as opposed to conventional forces to deter large conven-

6

The President highlighted this point and wrote, “I agree” in the margin.
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tional attacks, we would enhance the deterrent value of our forces. We
would be taking a “security approach” rather than a “military approach” that seeks to design forces to meet the conventional attack.
But the recent NSC meeting on NATO7 showed that planning to
use nuclear weapons in this NATO role would enhance our deterrent
only if you are willing to run the risk of nuclear war and our nuclear
warfighting capability and willingness to escalate exceeds that of the
other side. As was pointed out at the NSC meeting, such a policy is of
doubtful feasibility if the Soviets have an assured destruction capability. You rejected the idea that you be left with only two alternatives
should the Warsaw Pact launch a large-scale attack: (1) giving up Europe, or (2) escalation to nuclear attacks on Soviet targets.
In sum, while Secretary Laird’s security approach suggests a massive retaliation strategy for NATO, the defense (or warfighting) approach favors:
—our current short-term conventional defense option, and
—the possible use of nuclear weapons on the battlefield to halt a
massive attack (our flexible response option).
—(3) My Views of a National Security Framework
My view of a national security strategy encompasses a different
set of issues than Secretary Laird’s. A true national security strategy
should include our diplomatic posture, our economic assistance and
trade policies, and our cultural and education programs as well as our
military posture.
If all of these instruments are brought to bear in an integrated fashion, we will establish a broader and more lasting basis for national security than that obtainable by forces alone. There must be an overall design.
Then the policies of our allies and friends will enhance our interests, and
the options open to our potential enemies will be minimized.
Secretary Laird’s concept of national security gives insufficient
weight to our political posture in Asia and Europe.8 Sudden changes
in our force posture, not worked out with our allies, could upset the
political balance in vital area of the world.
Considering the Secretary’s proposals within a national security
framework would entail examining:
—how our NATO allies would react to the withdrawal of
100–150,000 U.S. troops,9

7

The meeting of November 19; see footnote 8, Document 161.
Nixon underlined this sentence.
9
President Nixon highlighted this and the following three points.
8
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—how Korea would respond to the withdrawal of more of the U.S.
troops stationed there,
—the military and political implications of the complete U.S. withdrawal of U.S. combat forces from Southeast Asia by mid-1972,
—how Japan would react to the proposed withdrawals from Asia.
It is entirely conceivable that our actions could spur Japan to develop
nuclear weapons.
These are the issues that must be addressed before the possible
consequences of the Secretary’s proposals will be clearly understood.
As you know, the State Department holds firm views on many of the
political assumptions behind Secretary Laird’s views. Others would
question his views about how countries such as Japan would use their
forces and influence. We need to examine these issues at the same time
we consider the Secretary’s force proposals.
The Secretary’s Contribution
While the Secretary’s proposals need to be thoroughly examined
within our overall security framework, among the very real problems
he raises are the following:
—We do bear a disproportionate share of the burden of defending NATO. Our allies there do have the capability to improve their
forces and if they did so, this could ultimately allow significant reductions in U.S. forces.
—We do have to make major improvements in the design and
readiness of our own forces that will better enable us to cope with the
contingencies that might arise in the Middle East and Latin America.
—We may want to reconsider the desirability of maintaining U.S.
forces to meet a full-scale conventional Chinese attack on mainland
Southeast Asia.
Your Response
I believe you should take advantage of Secretary Laird’s initiative
to ask him to help in a fuller development of his proposals and others
that merit attention. At Tab A is a memorandum for Secretary Laird for
your signature that is designed to obtain his cooperation in this effort.10
Recommendation
That you sign the memorandum at Tab A.
10
Nixon signed the memorandum at Tab A on December 1 and sent it to Laird.
Nixon wrote that he believed Laird’s proposed strategy provided “new and useful thinking on the vitally important subject of national security.” Nixon added that he shared
Laird’s view that the U.S. defense program should “rely more heavily on the contributions of our allies” and asked Laird to prepare a draft of his proposal for consideration
by the DPRC and, later, by the NSC.
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163. National Security Decision Memorandum 961
Washington, December 14, 1970.
TO
The Secretary of Defense
SUBJECT
Nuclear Weapons Safety Rules

Under the provisions of NSAM–272 of November 13, 1963,2 the
Defense Department has been forwarding to the President information
on all approved changes in nuclear weapons safety rules. In general
these changes have been routinely noted. Such a system serves the
prime objective of insuring that this important area receives the attention it deserves. There are, however, several problems:
—The changes described are usually highly technical and difficult
to evaluate without a precise knowledge of the characteristics of the
weapons involved.
—At this point the President does not have a clear idea of what
the overall system for nuclear weapons safety is and how the approved
changes relate to it.
In order to deal with these problems, the President has directed
that:
—NSAM–272 be revoked.
—An annual report be forwarded to him at the beginning of each
calendar year describing the nuclear weapons safety rules in effect for
all weapons systems and noting changes in those rules during the past
year.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 51–96. Secret. Kissinger sent a memorandum to Nixon on December 8 recommending that he approve the attached NSDM. The President initialed
his approval. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–221, NSDM 96)
2
NSAM 272, issued on November 13, 1963, by President John F. Kennedy, established certain safety rules for nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons systems. It also directed the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the AEC to inform the President
about general safety rules for those weapons and systems then in effect. (Kennedy Library, National Security Files, Meetings and Memoranda, National Security Action Memoranda, NSAM 272)
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—He be informed promptly of the rules approved for new
weapons systems and of any significant changes with regard to existing systems.
The President requests that a proposed format for the annual report be forwarded to him for his review by January 15, 1971.
Henry A. Kissinger

164. Memorandum for Record1
Washington, December 15, 1970.
SUBJECT
DPRC Meeting on General Purpose Forces, 15 December 1970

1. Principal attendees at subject meeting were:
Dr. Kissinger, NSC (Chairman)
Deputy Secretary Packard, Defense
Under Secretary Irwin, State
Admiral Moorer, CJCS
Mr. McCracken, Economic Advisor
Dr. Schlesinger, OMB
Mr. Weinberger, OMB
Mr. Helms, Director, CIA
VADM Lee, ACDA
Dr. David, Science Advisor
Mr. Stein, CEA
Messrs. Spiers and Brown, State
Mr. Court, NSC Staff
Dr. Tucker, OSD
Dr. Christie, OSD (SA)
MG Elder, JCS
2. The meeting was introduced by Mr. Packard, who stated that
Defense had not completed resolution of its Defense budget. He stated
that he expected to have finished resolution of the major budget issues

1
Source: National Archives, RG 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Records
of the Chairman, Admiral Moorer, 334, DPRC. Top Secret; Sensitive.
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by the end of the week. He then turned the floor over to Dr. Tucker
who presented a briefing along the lines of the 14 December memorandum to the DPRC Working Group.2
3. The discussion during the course of Dr. Tucker’s briefing is
keyed to the following pages of the 14 December memorandum:
—Page 13—Dr. Tucker explained that the three forces reflected had
to be considered as illustrative only since Defense had not finished the
budget scrub. He noted that the low force for structure cost alone was
about $.6 billion below the planned force and that the high force was
about $1.4 billion above the planned forces. He also stated that related
shifts in readiness would amount to about $1 billion in either direction.
—Page 5 4 —No significant discussion.
—Page 7—Major points developed in discussion on this chart5
were that readiness was the limiting factor in land force reinforcement
in NATO but lift was the limiting factor in reinforcement in the Pacific;
that both factors, combined with airfield reception capability, were limiting in tactical air reinforcement; that the chart indicated unopposed
reinforcement capability and that no shipping, airfield and other losses
were taken into account; that each area reinforcement capability was
considered in isolation and that all CONUS-based forces were considered available; that no forces were withheld for minor contingencies,
strategic reserve, or other purposes; that there were significant equipment shortages limiting the deployment readiness of reserve forces but
that this situation should be improved by end-72 though not necessarily at NSDM 846 funding levels.

2
On December 14, Tucker forwarded to DPRC Working Group members a package of materials in preparation for the meeting. The materials included some 43 pages
of tables and charts and a 32-page working paper, entitled “Fiscal Year 1972 General Purpose Forces.” The paper comprises eight sections: Introduction, U.S. General Purpose
Forces Planned for FY 72 and Possible Alternatives, Peacetime Deployments, Reinforcement Capabilities of U.S. and Allied Forces, Sustaining Combat Capabilities of U.S. and
Allied Forces, Projected FY 72 U.S. and Allied Forces Needed to Meet Threats by Various Criteria, Relationship Between Forces to Meet Text Criteria and U.S. and Allied Force
Capabilities and Needed Improvements in U.S. and Allied Forces. (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–101, DPRC Meeting General Purpose Forces, 12/15/70)
3
The preparatory materials distributed by Tucker on December 14 include at page
1 a table, entitled “Summary of U.S. Alternative Forces for FY 72,” that outlined three
program options: planned, low alternatives, and high alternatives.
4
At the fifth page of Tucker’s package is a table entitled “Sustained Peacetime Deployment Capability With Alternative FY 72 Forces.”
5
The chart at page 7 outlined “Alternative U.S. Reinforcement Capabilities” in Europe, Korea, and Southeast Asia and in the event of minor contingencies.
6
Document 155.

1433_A31-40.qxd

10/12/11

2:14 PM

Page 648

339-370/B428-S/40011

648

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

—Pages 9, 10, and 127—No significant discussion.
—Pages 13 and 14 8 —Mr. Packard indicated that decisions within
the last 24 hours would improve the indicated munition capability in
NATO in the 30–60 day period and in Asia for the 30–270 day period.
Dr. Kissinger indicated that we needed to apply pressure to our allies
to improve their munitions position for both land and air forces. Admiral Moorer indicated that the situation was not as black or white as
the chart portrayed since commanders would ration ammunition to
avoid running out. There was considerable discussion of the meaning
of the term “90 days” in NSDM 27 9 in respect to the NATO defense
with no evidence of a clear and accepted understanding. In the course
of the discussion, Dr. Kissinger stated the belief that any assumption
based on operable strategic warning for Korea was in his view
fallacious.
—Page 16 10—Dr. Kissinger questioned setting aside 456,000 as a
Soviet strategic reserve in M130 and not counting them in the threat
to NATO. There was also general discussion of Soviet readiness posture and a consensus that we had no “feel” for Soviet stockage beyond
the 30 days in units.
—Page 1711—No significant discussion.
—Page 1912—Dr. Kissinger questioned the 28 North Vietnam divisions reflected as available on M130 and received no satisfactory answer. (Dr. Tucker will attempt to explain this figure.) Admiral Moorer
questioned the figure that showed Chinese reinforcement in either
Northeast or Southeast Asia only after M130, and received no satisfactory answer.

7
At these pages are three tables: “Approximate FY 72 European Allied Reinforcement Capabilities,” “FY 72 Asian Allied Reinforcement Capabilities,” and “FY 72 Allied
Naval Inventories.”
8
At pages 13–14 are two separate charts representing the capabilities of the United
States and its allies to provide sustaining materiel support in NATO and Asia (Korea).
The charts estimated that the U.S. land forces in Europe could be sustained from 210
days to an indefinite period of time, European allies from 30 to 114 days, and U.S. land
forces in Asia and Asian allies indefinitely.
9
Document 56.
10
The table at page 16, “Approximate Estimated Soviet Forces Available for Early
Commitment,” assumed that the Soviets withheld 456,100 ground forces for strategic reserves to be used against NATO in the event of hostilities.
11
The table at page 17 is entitled “Total Warsaw Pact General Purpose Forces Available for Early Commitment Against NATO.”
12
The table at page 19, “Approximate Asian Communist Forces Available for Early
Commitment,” estimated that North Vietnam had 28 divisions available for commitment
within 30 days of mobilization.
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Dr. Tucker then explained the model used in Charts on pages 22
through 36.13 Dr. Kissinger questioned the use of ratios, commenting
that the Germans had met with no inconsiderable success in World War
II in both the East and West despite a position of numerical inferiority.
Dr. Tucker stated that the model was imperfect at best and that you
could not compute the outcome with respect to Germany and World
War II.
—Page 2214—Dr. Kissinger stated that the main conclusion to be
drawn from this chart was that if the Soviets got a 15-day jump in mobilization this could be critical—the Soviets would achieve a tremendous advantage and if we then commenced to mobilize they would
have a tremendous incentive to launch an immediate attack. Dr.
Kissinger also commented that it seemed to him that the chart indicated a need for more mobility. Mr. Packard agreed but observed that
there was an even higher initial payoff in added investments for readiness. In the course of a general discussion of strategic warning and
what would constitute a sufficient basis to order mobilization, Mr.
Packard indicated that we might be paying insufficient attention to intelligence regarding Soviet general purpose forces. It was also observed
that we probably would recognize after two weeks that we should have
mobilized two weeks ago.
—Pages 24, 26, and 2715—No significant discussion.
—Page 3116—Dr. Kissinger and Admiral Moorer again questioned
the threat basis and why Chinese forces were not shown as arriving
prior to the M160 period. Mr. Packard indicated that he felt this chart
made a good case for providing ammunition and modernization for
ROK forces since it appeared that ROK forces alone met the manpower
requirements.
4. At this point, Dr. Kissinger halted the briefing and said he believed everyone had gotten the point and that he considered the briefing to be thoughtful, stimulating and illuminating. He then asked what
conclusions were to be drawn.

13

Pages 22–36 of the briefing materials included numerous tables, charts, and
graphs regarding forces in NATO and Asia.
14
The graph at page 22 plots total manpower in the NATO center region in FY
1972 against the number of days following mobilization day.
15
At pages 24, 26, and 27 are three graphs: “Tank/Anti-Tank Summary—FY 72
NATO Center Region,” “Aircraft Capability & Requirements FY 72—Europe—All Regions,” and “Aircraft Summary—FY 72 Europe—Center Region.”
16
The graph at page 31, “Manpower Summary—FY 72 Northeast Asia,” plots available U.S. and allied manpower versus days after mobilization by Communist countries
in the region.

1433_A31-40.qxd

10/12/11

2:14 PM

Page 650

339-370/B428-S/40011

650

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

Mr. Packard answered that first, more emphasis was needed on
readiness, and second, that there might be a few force structure areas
which needed building up. He stated that he thought we might find
that the $74.5 billion provided in the NSDM 84 guidance could not do
all that we needed to do. He stated that he was still working the budget
and trying to find tradeoffs and hoped to be done by the end of the
week.
Mr. Spiers stated that State was very interested in seeing what
could be done at the $74.5 billion level.
Dr. David stated that he did not believe that there had been enough
factoring of relative effectiveness in such areas as ECM.
Admiral Moorer stated that we are still fighting the war in Vietnam, that we have substantial requirements deriving from NSDM 9517
that we must meet, that readiness was being severely eroded, and that
it was his judgment we could not get there at the $74.5 billion level.
He stated we would wind up non-ready, non-modern and without options and flexibility for the President.
Mr. Weinberger stated that he shared Admiral Moorer’s concern
and would like to see what $76.5 billion could do.
Mr. Packard stated that he agreed with Admiral Moorer and would
be prepared at the end of the week to show what $76.5 billion would
provide.
5. The meeting concluded.
John H. Elder, Jr.
Major General, USA
Chief, OP&MA Division

17
NSDM 95, “U.S. Strategy and Forces for NATO,” issued on November 25, 1970,
is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972.
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165. Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Secretary of
Defense Laird1
JCSM–572–70

Washington, December 16, 1970.

SUBJECT
Worldwide Posture of US Military Forces (U)

1. (U) Reference is made to:
a. JCSM–760–69, dated 11 December 1969, subject: “Worldwide US
Military Posture (U).”
b. JCSM–288–67, dated 20 May 1967, subject: “Worldwide US Military Posture (U).”
c. JCSM–221–68, dated 10 April 1968, subject: “Worldwide US Military Posture (U).”2
d. JCSM–548–68, dated 14 September 1968, subject: “US Military
Posture Assessment (U).”
e. MC 14/3, dated 16 January 1968, subject: “Overall Strategic
Concept for the Defense of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
Area.”3
2. (U) In reference 1a, the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided an assessment of the worldwide US military posture as of end FY 1970 when
all planned reductions, including those of Project 703, would have been
completed.4 Further, the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised that, when the
force level decisions based on the FY 1971 budget were announced,
they would reassess the capability of US military forces. Although the
FY 1971 budget is yet to be approved and final force level decisions
are still to be determined, the impact on US worldwide capabilities of
force level reductions and fiscal restraints incurred to date are considered to be of such significance that this updated assessment is deemed
appropriate.

1
Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–76–0076, 320.2,
Strategic. Top Secret; Sensitive. According to an attached note, this memorandum was
intended for Packard in preparation for his December 18 meeting with Laird, Moorer,
and the rest of the Joint Chiefs regarding the FY 1972 Defense budget. No record of the
meeting has been found. Notes on both the JCS memorandum and the covering memorandum indicate that Laird saw them.
2
Printed in Foreign Relations, 1964–1968, volume X, National Security Policy, Document 202.
3
References a, b, d, and e have not been found.
4
During his press conference held on August 21, 1969, Secretary Laird announced
plans to reduce FY 1970 defense expenditures by up to $3 billion, an effort dubbed Project 703; see Document 49.
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3. (TS) The Joint Chiefs of Staff view with increasing concern the
continuing degradation in the strength, disposition, and readiness of
the worldwide US military posture when measured against national
security objectives and the growing capabilities of Soviet and Chinese
communist general purpose and strategic forces. They recognize, as a
fact of life, that military resources will rarely be available in sufficient
quantity to satisfy all requirements. However, recognizing limitations
on resources does not change the nature of the threat nor eliminate the
requirement to maintain capabilities to counter it. Forces should be developed at a reasonable cost, but US military capabilities must be maintained to support US interests and to counter the threats to these interests. This concern, expressed previously in references 1b, 1c, and 1d,
has been intensified as additional force reductions and fiscal restraints
have continued the degradation of the US military capabilities, an assessment of which is provided in paragraphs 4 through 19 below.
4. (TS) North America. Soviet strategic nuclear forces continue to
pose the most dangerous threat to the United States. To counter this
threat, the United States must maintain strategic forces in sufficient
strength to deal effectively with a direct, deliberate nuclear attack in a
crisis. In addition, strategic forces, sufficient in numbers and quality,
contribute to the total credible deterrence in support of national objectives worldwide. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have previously provided
(reference 1d) their views on the declining trend of the US strategic
posture relative to that of the Soviet Union. A discussion of the impact
of subsequent force reductions follows.
a. Offensive. The numbers and target coverage potential of forces
which can be made available for commitment to the Single Integrated
Operational Plan (SIOP) have been further reduced. The phaseout of
B–58s and Mace and the phasedown in Titan missiles have resulted in
a net reduction in the SIOP capability of [number not declassified]
weapons. When viewed in light of the increases in Soviet strategic nuclear capabilities, the reduction in SIOP weapons has significantly reduced the weapon density on some preplanned targets, thereby lowering the desired damage expectancy, and has reduced coverage of
Soviet hard intercontinental ballistic missiles.
b. Defensive. The United States is confronted by a continuing and
significant threat from bombers and submarine-launched cruise missiles which can be engaged by air defense weapons. US air defense
forces have been phasing down, while the Soviets have improved the
survivability and capability of their bomber forces by the adoption of
low-level penetration tactics and by the addition of air-to-surface missiles. The accelerated phasedown of the US air defense system has severely reduced the US air defense capability and enhances the strategic value of the Soviet bombers and submarine-launched cruise
missiles by offering attack options which an effective air defense would
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deny. Any further reduction in US air defense forces would increase
the risks to national security.
(1) The density of Army CONUS air defense fire units has eroded
from a maximum 134 Nike–Hercules fire units deployed in 1963 to the
present force level of 82 units. The reduction of these fire units has adversely affected the overall defense of the United States. All Army air
defense has been eliminated in the center of CONUS. Elimination of
units in the perimeter has reduced the capability of those defenses. Although remaining units represent a significant factor in defense of the
areas where they are deployed, there are other vital target areas where
no missile defense exists and none is planned.
(2) From a peak of 27 SAGE Combat and Direction Control Centers in 1962, command and control has declined to the present six
CONUS region control centers; 12 BUICs providing backup. During
the same period, the total US Active and Air National Guard (ANG)
interceptor force has been cut from approximately 1,700 to about 550.
During the last year, 110 US long-range radars and 17 gap fillers have
been reduced to only 87 long-range radars. Indicative of Soviet expanded capabilities is that, since the beginning of 1969, almost 500 Soviet reconnaissance and bomber flights have penetrated the Alaskan
and Greenland–Iceland–UK radar coverage. Some have approached as
close as 40 miles off the Labrador/Newfoundland coast and 15 miles
off the Alaskan coast.
(3) The reduction of interceptor squadrons, including the transfer
of a number of squadrons from the Active force to the ANG, has reached
the point that now ANG squadrons outnumber active squadrons. The
consequence of this trend is a degradation of the ability to respond rapidly to an emergency, since ANG units have fewer aircraft on alert and
must be recalled to further generate the force. The reduction of forces
has also resulted in elimination of the airborne long-range radar input
capability that previously existed on the east coast of the United States
and has depleted severely the airborne early warning capability available for the west coast. Except for intermittent manning of the station
between Florida and Cuba, there is no routine station manning on either coast of the United States such as existed a year ago. The radar reductions have not only denuded the central part of the United States
but also have caused a severe loss of overlap coverage which is essential in the event that penetrating bomber forces attack and attempt
to degrade the US ground environment. Furthermore, because of budgetary restraints, progress in developing US electronic counter-countermeasures capability has come to a standstill.
(4) Programmed reductions in weapon systems have resulted in
the loss of 21 BOMARC launchers (13 percent) available in the northeast corridor, five active interceptor squadrons, 18 percent of the
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Active force air-to-air nuclear capability for air defenses, all surface-toair missile (SAM) defense of Hawaii, and one-third of the SAM fire
units in Alaska. Further, other SAM units in the Strategic Army Forces
(STRAF) have been inactivated, and a comparable number and type of
units in the Army Air Defense Command have been redesignated as
STRAF units to replace them. (They will remain under operational control of CINCONAD, unless required for employment elsewhere.)
(5) The United States presently has no capability for active defense
against intercontinental ballistic missile/submarine-launched ballistic
missile attack and has only a very limited capability to engage enemy
satellites.
(6) Reductions of ships and aircraft dedicated to antisubmarine
warfare (ASW) and the stretchout of procurement of the P–3C patrol
aircraft degrade US defenses against missile-equipped submarines.
Furthermore, this threat has increased with the regular deployment of
Soviet Yankee class submarines, each armed with 16 ballistic missiles.
ASW forces are insufficient to provide an effective defense against this
threat and simultaneously carry out other missions and tasks.
5. (TS) Europe/Middle East/North Africa. The most likely areas for
Soviet military activity continue to be Europe, the Mediterranean,
North Africa, and the Middle East.
a. The NATO military posture in Europe, already weakened by
France’s nonparticipation, is further jeopardized by the downward
trend in numerical strength of NATO’s immediately available forces.
These forces are now marginal and, in the event of major aggression,
would require early and large-scale reinforcement. This situation has
placed an increased reliance on rapid augmentation of NATO’s forward posture. US military forces are fully committed in support of
worldwide requirements; thus, the reinforcement of NATO would require major redeployment from PACOM and would substantially reduce operations in the Pacific area at the expense of US interests and
commitments.
b. Soviet military strength and influence in the Middle East and
the Mediterranean area have steadily increased relative to that of the
United States. The loss of Wheelus Air Base,5 together with a substantial Soviet military presence in the UAR, continuing aid to certain Arab
States, and increased Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean, provides added opportunity for the USSR to extend its influence and to
enhance its bargaining position in obtaining additional air and naval
rights, authorizations, and facility arrangements on the southern

5
The United States vacated Wheelus Air Force Base, located on the Mediterranean
coast near Tripoli, Libya, in June 1970.
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Mediterranean littoral. Soviet Forces, especially naval and air forces,
threaten essential sea and air lines of communication (LOC) and challenge the US ability to meet military contingencies in this area.
c. Eight Active Army divisions are committed to NATO; five are
M-day divisions (four and one-third in Europe and two-thirds in
CONUS). (The US reply to the DPQ for end CY 1970 indicates that nine
additional divisions are maintained for national purposes and are considered as a potential source of reinforcement for SACEUR.) Budgetary
and personnel restraints cause the four and one-third US Europeanbased M-day divisions and their support to be organized at less than
desired strength. Under REFORGER agreements, the two-thirds division in CONUS is required to be available in Europe within 30 days.
It is currently projected that this unit can meet the 30-day objective
availability in Europe. Two of the other three divisions required for
NATO employment by M130 could be available under full mobilization conditions by M160 (the deployment times shown above assume
ready pre-positioned stocks in Europe). The third division would not
be available until the period M160 to M1120. Because of the reduced
readiness of one of the Active armored divisions, the United States has
agreed to make a CONUS-based airborne division available to NATO
in an emergency by M145 days. However, this substitution does not
provide an equivalent combat capability. The remaining Active divisions would require redeployment from PACOM. None of the Reserve
divisions for reinforcement of Europe could be deployed by M16
months. A maximum of five Reserve component brigades, with their
initial support increments (ISIs), and six roundout maneuver battalions
could be deployed to Europe prior to M16 months.
d. With the decommissioning of one CVA in December 1970, 14
CVAs will be available, of which five are committed to NATO by M12
and five more by M130. Of three mission-capable CVSs, two are committed to SACLANT by M12. This reinforcement of NATO would require major redeployment from the Pacific and would substantially reduce naval operations in the Pacific area, particularly west of Hawaii,
at the expense of US interests and commitments. At the present time,
Soviet naval forces are increasingly aggressive and continuously
shadow the major units of the Sixth Fleet. However, the Sixth Fleet is
unable, with forces presently committed to the Mediterranean, to maintain comparable surveillance of Soviet naval elements while concurrently meeting other mission requirements. There are insufficient ASW
forces to provide other than marginal ASW protection for carriers, replenishment groups, and amphibious groups. In essence, the Sixth
Fleet’s ability to accomplish its missions in the Mediterranean (such as
control of the sea, surveillance, convoy protection, air support, and
landing amphibious forces) is challenged.
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e. Two Marine Amphibious Forces (MAF) are committed to NATO.
The LANTCOM MAF is scheduled to arrive in Europe by M130 days;
however, reductions in amphibious lift will require greater reliance on
a mix of amphibious and Military Sealift Command (MSC)/commercial shipping to meet this schedule. Actual arrival and configuration of
the M130 MAF depend on the timely arrival and loading of assault
shipping from the Pacific Fleet. Capability to lift the assault follow-on
echelons is limited by the capacity and availability of MSC/commercial shipping. The increased reliance on MSC/commercial shipping impairs the capability to make an opposed landing. This capability is impaired further by the shortage of naval gunfire support ships. The
LANTCOM MAF provides the Special Mission Force–Guantanamo. The
PACOM MAF, with three-ninths in CONUS/Hawaii and six-ninths on
Okinawa/Japan, is scheduled to arrive in Europe by M160 days.
f. Sixty-two Air Force tactical fighter squadrons are scheduled to
be deployed to Europe by M130. Of these, 21 are in-place, including
four squadrons with the primary role of air defense. An additional four
squadrons (Crested Cap) are dual based in CONUS. The 37 additional
tactical fighter squadrons would be provided by M130 days. However,
of these 37 squadrons, only 15 active squadrons are available in
CONUS; the remaining 22 squadrons can be provided only by redeployment from Asia at the expense of support in these areas and from
the 26 ANG tactical fighter squadrons, most of which are still equipped
with obsolete F–84/F–100 aircraft. It is also significant that delay in
modernization of the Air Force tactical fighter squadrons impairs their
ability to operate in a NATO/Warsaw Pact combat environment.
g. REFORGER/Crested Cap exercises are considered an essential
element of US support. During the Trilateral Talks of 1967, in which
the “dual basing” concept of US NATO Forces was established, the
United States gave assurance to the NATO Allies that dual basing was
not the first step in a long-term program of US force withdrawal from
Europe.6 The United States stated that it would annually exercise dualbased units in Europe. Despite such assurances, many allies doubted
that dual basing was anything other than a US withdrawal plan. In the
aftermath of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, first priority was
accorded to an immediate REFORGER/Crested Cap exercise as a
demonstration of US resolve to support NATO. Failure to continue to
exercise these units in Europe would not only abrogate the trilateral
agreements but would tend to dilute their NATO orientation and reinforce the fears of NATO Allies that this is another step in a long-term
program of US force withdrawals from Europe.
6
For the final report on the U.S.-U.K.-German Trilateral Talks held October
1966–April 1967, see Foreign Relations, 1964–1968, volume XIII, Western Europe Region,
Document 249.
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h. Reductions in US strategic forces are discussed in paragraph 4
above, and the command and control problems of SACEUR and
USCINCEUR are discussed in paragraph 12 below.
i. The logistic problems of USCINCEUR are discussed in paragraph 14 below.
6. (TS) Atlantic. The strategic significance of the Atlantic stems
from NATO’s reliance upon it for LOC for economic and military support and from the growing capabilities of the USSR to use it as a missile launch area for attack against North America and Europe. US naval
forces have two primary tasks in the Atlantic: to gain and maintain
general naval supremacy, including defense against missile-launching
submarines and protection of LOC, and support of the defense of
NATO. Present LANTCOM forces are limited in their ability to perform all these tasks concurrently. Even with the redeployment of
NATO-committed forces from the Pacific Fleet, surface ASW forces required for defense against missile-launching submarines and for convoy escort necessitate a drawdown on those normally assigned to protect carrier, replenishment, and amphibious groups, thus increasing the
vulnerability of these forces.
7. (TS) Latin America. Latin America is important because of its
proximity to the United States, the Panama Canal, and the availability
of strategic routes through and around South America. The principal
threat to Latin American nations is one of subversion and insurgency.
In addition, Cuba continues to pose a threat to US security interests.
a. Priority of US military efforts in Latin America will be given to
defense of the Panama Canal. In addition, US Forces must be prepared
to conduct military operations to meet contingency requirements, including combat, evacuation, surveillance, quarantine, and/or show-offorce operations.
b. Soviet and Communist China objectives continue to be long
range, emphasizing expanded presence and influence through diplomatic and trade relations, cultural activities, and cooperation with favored governments. Options to take advantage of favorable opportunities will be kept open, and covert participation and support of armed
insurgence might occur if the prospect of success is sufficient to justify
the risks involved. Recent USSR naval and air operations in the
Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico and airlift operations to Peru offer additional evidence of Soviet interests in the area and of its growing capability to undertake distant deployments in support of political
and/or military objectives.
c. US Forces available will have a very limited reinforcement capability to assist in the defense of the Panama Canal and the US Naval
Base at Guantanamo in the event of a major contingency outside the
hemisphere.

1433_A31-40.qxd

10/12/11

2:14 PM

Page 658

339-370/B428-S/40011

658

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

d. There is insufficient amphibious shipping to sustain the
Caribbean Ready force at sea on a continuing basis; thus, its reaction
time in response to contingencies is increased.
e. The steady erosion of US influence, military advice, and assistance in this part of the hemisphere lessens the ability of the United
States to project and promote national security interests in Latin America. In this regard, the ascendancy of a Marxist-oriented President in
Chile offers particular opportunities for the expansion of communist
influence in Latin America.7
8. (TS) Pacific Area. The commitments that the United States has
with certain nations of the Western Pacific/East Asian area and the importance of the Pacific area to the defense of the United States make
this area strategically important. Control of vital sea areas and protection of vital sea and air LOC are essential to meeting US commitments
in the Pacific area and to the defense of North America. US Forces are
presently deployed in a forward posture to assist allies to deter or contain communist aggression. Assistance is being provided selected nations in the area to improve their ability to deal with subversion and
insurgency as well as with external aggression.
a. The program of redeployment of US Forces from Southeast Asia
was originally based on progress in Vietnamization. Accelerated redeployment could degrade the Vietnamization program and increase the
tactical risks. This is especially true in Military Region 1 where the enemy can mass forces capable of inflicting a major defeat of Army of the
RVN or US units and of seriously disrupting or reversing the course
of Vietnamization.
b. Redeployment of combat forces from the Pacific to Europe in
the event of a NATO/Warsaw Pact war would leave remaining US
Forces with reduced protection. With virtually all US surface and air
transport and ASW capability dedicated to the movement of troops
and equipment to NATO, residual US Forces in Asia would be hard
pressed to defend vital areas of PACOM against attack and to maintain control of essential bases and LOC. The effect could be that the
point at which nuclear weapons must be employed by the defending
US Forces might be reached earlier.
c. Announced US troop reductions in the ROK have necessitated
an overall modernization program for ROK Forces. The anticipated
timelag between US withdrawals and completion of the ROK modernization program will result in decreased defensive capabilities in
the ROK. Airlift and sealift resources are not presently available to meet
the desired time phasing of forces required for the defense of the ROK.

7

A reference to Salvador Allende Gossens, President of Chile, 1970–1973.
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Phasing down of the logistic base in Japan and lack of funding for new
construction in the ROK have degraded the US capability for augmenting and sustaining combat operations.
d. The Army portion of the PACOM reserve is one division and
one separate airborne brigade. The separate airborne brigade and twothirds of this division force are still committed to combat in the RVN.
This impairs CINCPAC’s capability to respond to contingencies, including reinforcement of the ROK. The adverse situation resulting from
an insufficient reserve is aggravated by reductions in already marginal
sea, air, and amphibious lift.
e. Reduction to three carriers in the Seventh Fleet has decreased
the number and types of missions flown by embarked aircraft and has
made it impossible to provide full-time carrier coverage of both the
Gulf of Tonkin and Sea of Japan. Reduction of replenishment ships imposes restraints on ships providing naval gunfire support in the RVN.
Limited assault shipping continues to restrict the flexibility of the amphibious forces. Inactivation of the Pacific Fleet’s only heavy gunfire
support ship will commence in December 1970. ASW forces have been
reduced to the extent that adequate protection for LOC will be delayed
until augmentation forces are made available.
f. The progressive reduction in tactical air sorties in Southeast Asia
has eased the pressures against the enemy. The reduction of Arc Light
sorties from 1,400 to 1,000 sorties/month has also significantly reduced
the amount of firepower available to support US and allied forces. The
redeployment of three of CINCPAC’s four F–105 squadrons to CONUS
has resulted in a loss of conventional and nuclear capability, impacting on both contingency and SIOP planning.
g. The command and control problems of CINCPAC are discussed
in paragraph 12 below.
h. PACOM logistic problems are discussed in paragraph 14 below.
9. (TS) General Purpose Forces. The concern of the Services over the
diminishing capabilities of the already marginal general purpose forces
continues to increase. While the United States reduces the size and effectiveness of its Armed Forces, the USSR continues its emphasis on
improved capabilities for nonnuclear warfare and a growing Soviet capability to project its armed strength into noncontiguous areas. This
situation supports the need for strong US general purpose forces for
deterrence and to provide increased defense options. This concern is
amplified as the USSR increases the tempo of political and military operations in support of its expansionist doctrine. Examples of circumstances which limit the availability and capability of US general purpose forces to meet contingencies are discussed below.
a. After presently directed reductions, there will be 13-2/3 Army
divisions, with 11-2/3 ISIs, seven sustaining support increments (SSIs),
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and three MAFs (Marine division/wing teams). The disposition of
some of these forces limits their availability for use in contingencies.
Two and two-thirds Army division force equivalents will remain committed to combat in the RVN; one Army division, one ISI, and onethird SSI will be forward-deployed in the ROK; four and one-third
Army divisions, four and one-third ISIs, two and one-third SSIs, and
one-ninth Marine division will remain in Europe; and one-ninth Marine division force will remain in Guantanamo. In addition, three and
two-thirds Army divisions, two and two-thirds ISIs, one SSI (including REFORGER), and two MAFs are NATO committed with attendant
restrictions on their use.
b. In the area of air operations, reductions in tactical fighter and
reconnaissance forces and the lack of modernization in tactical fighter
forces, together with substantial cuts in research and development and
in weapon systems and supporting equipment and services, have jeopardized the capability to accomplish air superiority and close air support missions. The basic design of the latest US fighter, the F–4, is over
15 years old. During this time, the Soviets have developed several prototypes; and one of their latest operational aircraft, the Foxbat, is far
superior to the F–4. In addition, the curtailed procurement of the F–111
limits US offensive counterair and interdiction capability, particularly
all-weather. The continuing phaseout of tactical electronic warfare support aircraft, without a programmed replacement, degrades this support for tactical air, ground, and naval forces.
c. Regarding sea forces, at a time when US Forces are being continuously reduced, the USSR is building a modern navy with greatly
increased capability to challenge naval supremacy. An advanced submarine building program continues with the introduction of five new
classes of submarines since January 1968. Out-of-area Soviet submarine deployments have quadrupled since 1965. Modern Soviet naval
ships now deploy regularly to the Mediterranean, the Western Pacific,
and the Indian Ocean; they also operate in the Caribbean and the Gulf
of Mexico. By contrast, the US naval building program is inadequate
to update and/or replace aging ships, 45 percent of which are now 20
years of age or older.
d. Another major deficiency is the US tactical nuclear stockpile
which, for the most part, is based on technology 10 to 15 years old,
whereas the USSR has continued to improve in this area.
10. (TS) CONUS-Based Army Forces. Support operations in the RVN
have lowered the readiness of CONUS-based Army forces.
a. The STRAF will have four divisions, three ISI and one and onethird SSI. One STRAF division with one ISI and one SSI has a worldwide commitment. The NATO reinforcing component of the STRAF
consists of three divisions, two ISI and one-third SSI. The two-thirds
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REFORGER division with two-thirds ISI and SSI, while CONUS based,
is not part of the STRAF. The availability of these forces for deployment ranges from 4 to 16 weeks. Although the eight Reserve component divisions have attained a training readiness of 15 to 20 weeks after mobilization, they cannot be deployed for approximately 18 months
due to equipment shortages. Currently, these units have on hand approximately 26 percent of mobilization requirements.
(1) Readiness shortfalls in the Active and Reserve components and
force inactivations preclude the conduct of sustained operations outside Southeast Asia without mobilization. Presently, the Army could
deploy one division force equivalent in support of a contingency; however, the support of this force could cause further degradation of the
already strained training/rotation/sustaining base.
(2) Considering major units (division and brigade) and total deployable assets, logistical shortfalls will preclude deployment of more
than five Reserve component brigades within 180 days. Deployment
of these five brigades assumes redistribution of the total Reserve component assets to high-priority units and a decision to deploy five
brigades with major equipment shortages, including antitank weapons,
communications equipment, and heavy engineer items which are currently in worldwide short supply.
b. Sustaining US Army deployments in the RVN, Thailand, and
the ROK has been a major concern. Both the CONUS and long-tour areas, including STRAF and US Army, Europe, contribute to the
training/rotation/sustaining base for Southeast Asia. The disproportionate distribution of skills between long- and short-tour areas, particularly in logistic units with long leadtime training and equipment
problems, has resulted in a high level of personnel movement and turbulence throughout the sustaining base units of the Army. Continued
reduction in the base during RVN redeployments will prolong the personnel turbulence problem.
11. (TS) Airlift and Sealift. As forward deployed forces are reduced,
the requirements for mobility resources will increase, if the United
States is to provide a credible deterrent by having the capability to reinforce or respond to contingencies. Current and projected airlift and
sealift resources are insufficient not only to meet CINC-stated timephased requirements for deployment of forces and resupply to reinforce NATO but also to respond to a CPR aggression in Asia.
a. Strategic Airlift. C–133 and C–5 aircraft are presently the only
available aircraft in the Active force capable of transporting outsized
cargo (items too large to be transported on C–141 aircraft). The accelerated deactivation of 48 C–124 aircraft from the active inventory
has reduced the active outside force from a total of 86 to 48 UE aircraft,
including 10 C–5 aircraft. This creates an imbalance of forces, since
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movement of outsize items is more of an airframe availability problem
than a total airlift capability problem. Therefore, the US capability to
respond rapidly to contingencies and to provide airlift for this outsize
as well as other cargo will be restricted until additional C–5 aircraft are
available.
b. Tactical Airlift. The STOL (short takeoff and landing) (C–7 and
C–123) force has been reduced by the cumulative attrition of Southeast
Asia operations. This attrition, coupled with the programmed transfer
of two C–123 and three C–7 squadrons to the RVN Armed Forces, will
reduce the original 11-squadron force to four squadrons. The reduced
force will not be adequate to support operations in a major contingency
and constitutes a serious deficiency in the intratheater airlift force.
c. Amphibious Lift. The lack of sufficient amphibious lift for two
MAFs, one each in LANTCOM and PACOM, limits forcible entry/
reentry options. Assault lift is available to lift only two Marine amphibious brigades (two-thirds of a representative MAF) in each ocean.
Augmentation from MSC/commercial ship resources is necessary to
meet movement requirements. The use of MSC/commercial ships as a
substitute for assault shipping impairs operational capability to project amphibious assault elements ashore because of the lack of landing
craft, helicopter platforms, well decks, and communications capability
in MSC/commercial ships.
d. Sealift. The MSC dry-cargo nucleus fleet is overage, with only
three ships less than 25 years of age. It will be necessary to phase out
the bulk of the fleet in the next several years. The numbers of breakbulk ships in the commercial fleet suitable for deployment of certain
military equipment (e.g., wheeled and tracked vehicles and nonselfdeployable aircraft) to a forward objective area is decreasing. The US
Merchant Marine is replacing older ships with container ships which
have limitations in supporting military operations. Attempts to modernize the MSC nucleus fleet by means of a “build and charter program” have not been successful, due to industry pressures in Congress
and a lack of Maritime Administration support. Continued degradation of the MSC nucleus fleet and nonresponsiveness of US commercial ships because of configuration will result in a marginal responsiveness to meet critical time-phased sealift movement requirements.
12. (S) Command and Control. Reductions in the Worldwide Military Command and Control System will further reduce facilities and
will continue the undesirable ground alert status of important airborne
command posts, which degrades the potential flexibility and survivability of the system. This practice lowers the probability that the National Command Authorities could exercise strategic direction of the
Armed Forces, including execution of the SIOP, under conditions of
general war.
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a. Inactivation of both of the ships comprising the National Emergency Command Post Afloat has eliminated this alternate command facility directly supporting the National Command Authorities, thereby
decreasing the survivability of the command and control systems.
b. SACEUR/USCINCEUR and CINCPAC have no hardened facilities capable of surviving a nuclear attack. Communications between
SACEUR/USCINCEUR and CINCPAC and their subordinate headquarters and forces are dependent on ground and high-frequency transmission paths which are extremely vulnerable to nuclear effects. At
present, this vulnerability problem can only be overcome, and reasonable assurance be provided that effective command and control of SIOP
forces can be exercised, by means of the airborne command posts (when
airborne). Ground alert status reduces the degree of survivability of
these command and control elements to a dangerous degree.
13. (TS) Intelligence. Force level reductions and fiscal restraints
have had the cumulative effect of sharply reducing the capability to
acquire the intelligence data needed to deal with the major threats to
US national security and objectives. Areas of particular concern are
noted below.
a. There has been a reduction in the ability to monitor the nuclear
threats to the United States/allies and the conventional threat to NATO
Europe and to US interests worldwide. The United States must have
as much strategic warning as possible of preparation for attack by hostile forces and must have reasonably accurate information on the enemy’s capabilities.
b. Reductions in the General Defense Intelligence Program, including the Defense Intelligence Agency and the Defense Attaché System, have reduced the US capability to collect and process intelligence
information and to produce finished intelligence.
c. Budget cuts have also necessitated reductions in the intelligence
resources organic to the forces assigned to the unified and specified
commands. Their capability to conduct necessary intelligence activities
is being degraded seriously in the areas of detection of early warning
of attack and production of intelligence needed locally—especially electronic order of battle and air target charts in SAC.
d. During FY 1969 and FY 1970, there was considerable degradation in the Consolidated Cryptologic Plan (CCP) when US Forces overseas were reduced because of the US balance of payments problems
and to lower the US profile. These reductions included manpower cuts
of more than 7,000 and reduced the number of field stations in Europe
and Japan by about one-third. The cryptologic reductions, which are
to be achieved by end FY 1971, will further reduce the CCP manpower
by more than 8,000, will close nine operational sites, and will seriously
reduce the mission capability of at least nine others. The prospects of
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improving future capabilities will be jeopardized to the degree that research, development, test, and evaluation efforts are reduced and the
modernization and replacement of mission equipment are deferred.
These CCP resource cuts have eliminated current SIGINT coverage of
research and development on the Soviet SS–9 and other strategic
weapons and unique coverage of Soviet satellite photo reconnaissance
efforts over Manchuria/East Asia. In addition, coverage has been reduced on CPR industrial/nonoperational military activities, East European military/security forces, and Southeast Asia noncommunist
political/military targets.
14. (S) Logistics. Currently imposed fiscal year constraints will impede improvement in this area. Several major programs are affected
adversely by the reduction of resources for FY 1971. Most categories of
reserve stocks are at a low level. Equipment replacement objectives for
certain modernization items cannot be met at this time. Personnel
strength readiness for logistic units is below desired standards. Some
improvement in terms of increased asset availability for redistribution
to worldwide claimants is expected as a result of reduced requirements
in Southeast Asia as redeployment of US Forces progresses.
a. FY 1971 budgetary constraints imposed for programming purposes constitute a major deterrent to the attainment of authorized Service acquisition objectives. Resultant major equipment procurement programs, which will serve to replace peacetime losses, will afford only
limited progress in the support of overall modernization objectives and
buildup of war reserve stocks.
b. The tempo of operations during the past several years, reductions in personnel providing logistic support, the reduction in procurement programs for repair parts, and the increased requirements
generated by the retention of overage equipment will further increase
maintenance backlogs, thereby accelerating the deterioration of logistic readiness.
c. By the end of FY 1971, the Army will have approximately $1.7
billion worth of equipment that cannot be repaired for issue to claimants
because of insufficient depot overhaul funds in FY 1971 and prior years.
The value of this equipment relates to an actual overhaul fund requirement of $435 million. Repair of equipment that is in a “not ready
for issue” condition is the most economical and expeditious way to improve the logistical readiness of Active and Reserve component units.
d. The current munitions management concept requires a production base with the ability to expand to meet post D-day consumption prior to depletion of war reserve munitions stocks. The Serviceowned production base, as well as munitions loading and assembly
facilities, have been operated intensely in support of three wars and,
in many areas, are in need of rehabilitation and modernization. De-
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creased funding, associated with lower Southeast Asia requirements,
is rapidly degrading the US ability to maintain a production base capable of providing the rapid expansion necessary to meet post D-day
production requirements. An ancillary effect is a rapidly disappearing
commercial base for the production of specialized components required
for munitions.
e. Readiness of Navy ships and squadrons has been adversely affected by unfunded requirements for stockage of repair parts and
equipage and for component repair. The resultant impact is an inability to support ship and unit allowances properly in these categories.
f. USEUCOM reports a marginally acceptable level of overall
readiness. Major constraints to performing wartime missions are:
(1) lack of an assured wartime LOC in Europe; (2) lack of adequate
reception facilities and port clearance capability; (3) concentration of
logistic facilities near Kaiserslautern that increase vulnerability of
stocks; and (4) inadequate POL storage located long distances from
points of intended use. There are also critical personnel, supply, and
maintenance deficiencies in all Services. Ammunition and POL war
reserve materiel storage, distribution, and onhand deficiencies require additional funds and construction for a near-time-frame resolution. USAFE deficiencies in wartime basing, POL, and ammunition
storage facilities degrade its capability to perform its wartime mission. Overall USEUCOM maintenance support of vital command and
control communication is inadequate and has an overall deleterious
effect on readiness. The current reduction in FY 1971 operation and
maintenance funds below the austere FY 1970 level will have further
impact on the USEUCOM readiness posture and mission capability.
g. PACOM reductions are resulting in a transition from a flexible
supply and maintenance position to a vulnerable concentration of activities and a significant increase in intratheater logistical pipeline
length. USARPAC current war reserves and operational project stocks
are insufficient to meet existing requirements. War reserve levels are at
approximately 60 percent and operational projects theaterwide are at
approximately 34 percent fill. Buildup of war reserve stocks and prepositioned equipment in the Pacific will be deferred, pending reduced
requirements in Southeast Asia. Inadequacies in POL, ammunition storage, airfield facilities, and LOC in the ROK will continue.
h. In USSOUTHCOM and ALCOM, low stocks of certain prepositioned equipment and war consumables are a serious problem. In
addition, funding limitations have resulted in an increasing backlog of
essential maintenance of facilities and equipment.
15. (TS) Personnel. The current posture reflects the extreme turbulence associated with the rapid US force phasedown dictated by
austere funding levels. Without exception, the commanders of the
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unified commands have expressed deep concern over their readiness
posture and ability to react. Past force level reductions and fiscal restraints have resulted in accelerated separation of skilled personnel
and have created an acute personnel shortage in certain critical skills.
A few examples depicting the seriousness of the personnel situation
are as follows:
a. In the ROK, the 8th US Army has only 86 of 123 units which
meet personnel readiness criteria. USAREUR was 17,000 men below
authorization on 30 September 1970. Seventy-one percent of infantry
and tank battalions are C–4 in personnel.
b. Within the Pacific Fleet, 108 ships and 37 aircraft squadrons
have personnel deficiencies which significantly affect their ability to
perform their primary missions.
c. In the Atlantic Fleet, there exists a quality deficiency in filling
some 10,000 billets, and there are 144 ships and 47 aircraft squadrons
that have personnel deficiencies which significantly affect their ability
to perform their primary missions.
d. Significant reductions of uniquely qualified electronic intelligence analysis personnel have degraded electronic warfare intelligence
support capabilities.
e. Recently, an Army CONUS-based division was alerted for possible Middle East deployment. The deployment strength of the division was 81 percent of full TOE at the time of initial alert. Realignment
of assigned personnel was necessary to facilitate deployment of the initial brigade at 85 percent strength. Deployment of the second brigade
would have had to be at 70 percent and the remaining brigade left nondeployable until filled, processed, and trained.
16. (TS) Reserve Forces. The decision to rely upon the Reserves
rather than draftees to provide the needed manpower in future crises
has necessitated numerous studies to determine the time and costs involved to raise Reserve units to the required state of combat readiness.
A summary of initial findings follows. Army Reserve components were
discussed in paragraph 10 above.
[Omitted here are detailed discussion of reserve forces and paragraph 17 of the memorandum dealing with military assistance.]
18. (S) Research and Development
a. The present overall lead held by the United States over the Soviet Union in military research and development is in danger of disappearing through lack of emphasis and support. The Soviet technological growth rate is greater than that of the United States, and Soviet
research and development is devoted almost entirely to military capabilities. Immediate capabilities will not be affected as they would
be in the event of a force structure decrease, but the lack of continu-
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ous programming for the development of weapon systems which
would be qualitatively superior to those of the USSR could have disastrous effects in the long run because of long leadtimes involved.
Basic research and some phases of exploratory development are essential in order to arrive at operational systems which will be required
in the long term.
b. The budget for research, development, test, and evaluation has
declined sharply in the past several years, not only in the absolute sense
but also particularly in terms of real buying power (on the order of 17
percent between FY 1969 and FY 1971). Soviet expenditures for defense
and space technology now exceed those of the United States and are
continuing to increase; this increase is not only in terms of funding but
also in quality and quantity of manpower and facilities committed. Soviet expenditures for certain areas of atomic energy technology, such
as controlled thermonuclear research and peaceful uses of nuclear explosives programs, rival or exceed those of the United States with no
indications of diminishing effort in the future. The net result is a sluggish technological base in the United States which permits neither qualitative superiority over the Soviet Union nor the ability to correct quantitative deficiencies quickly.
19. (S) Chemical and Biological. Plans are being formulated to destroy the US stockpile of biological and toxin weapons and agents, in
conformity with announced Presidential policy.8 Although the actual
size and composition of the Soviet chemical warfare stockpile are not
known, evidence indicates that the overall capability of the Soviet
Union substantially exceeds that of the United States. Budgetary constraints have reduced the level of effort applied to the development of
binary munitions (combination of two innocuous substances to form a
toxic chemical agent), and the current estimate for the earliest availability of these munitions is late in the decade.
20. (TS) The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognize that strategic concepts
and force capabilities will be influenced by the actions taken relative
to strategy studies now in progress and to possible changes in national
priorities. Further, they caution that any changes in force capabilities
conforming to changes in strategy guidance and/or priorities should
be determined only after the political and military implications of such
changes (e.g., the lowering of the nuclear threshold) have been assessed
thoroughly.
21. (TS) The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the current US military posture represents a continued degradation from that reported to
you on 11 December 1969, in reference 1a, and that the capability of

8

See Document 104.
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US military forces to execute the national strategy is being impaired
seriously.
For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
T. H. Moorer
Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

166. Memorandum by the Deputy Secretary of Defense (Packard)1
Washington, January 13, 1971.
MEMORANDUM FOR
Dr. Henry Kissinger
Mr. John N. Irwin II
Mr. Richard Helms
Dr. Gerard Smith
Lt. Gen. John W. Vogt
SUBJECT
Attached Paper on Safeguard

I would appreciate your handling the attached papers on a closehold basis for now. They deal with the Administration posture on Safeguard for FY 72.
The reasons for including the Washington, D.C. site in our FY 72
proposed programs are three:
(a) It is the next logical step towards the area defense the President is committed to.
(b) It is a part of the U.S. SALT approaches and proposal.
(c) We need to find out whether Congress is willing to authorize
a Washington Defense or not. If they will, we should proceed with it.
If they won’t, we must adjust our defense program and SALT approaches accordingly.
I would like to get together with the addressees on Saturday morning (1/16/71) to discuss the issue. Thereafter we can determine any
further modification and distribution of the paper.
David Packard

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–30, NSC Meeting, Safeguard, 1/27/71. Top Secret; Eyes Only.

1433_A31-40.qxd

10/12/11

2:14 PM

Page 669

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and Safeguard Phase III

669

Attachment
MEMORANDUM FOR ADDRESSEES
SUBJECT
Safeguard and Related Strategic Programs

In the FY 72 Defense Department Budget we are proposing the following key programs:
—Proceed with a hardening program to upgrade the Minuteman
silos to 1000 psi.
—Continue the 4-site Safeguard program and add advanced funding for the Washington, D.C. site. Maintain the option to start area defense procurement in FY 73.
—Initiate Advanced Development of a Hard-Site Defense system
to augment the 4-site Safeguard deployment in the late 1970s.
—Do concept formulation on mobile Minuteman as a further
hedge to Minuteman survivability.
In coming to these proposals we have had to address four key
issues:
1. What do we do about the future of Minuteman? We have the options
of (a) leaving Minuteman to become vulnerable which raises crisis stability questions, (b) phasing it out, which compromises the President’s
“diplomatic” sufficiency criterion2 (no conspicuous or apparent disadvantage) until an alternative force could be deployed, or (c) improving
its survivability which improves the confidence in our deterrent.
2. Do we want a U.S. area defense system? There has been no decrease in the threat from accidents or Nth countries which could rationalize our eliminating the area defense component of Safeguard.
Such a defense would meet our strategic sufficiency criterion against
small attacks and provide protection for strategic bombers and command and control sites.
3. Do we want an NCA defense? An NCA defense would give added
warning and decision time and could give effective protection against
small or accidental attacks. Such a defense would be consistent with
the latest U.S. SALT position.
4. What is the relationship between the issues above and our latest SALT
proposal? There is a clear difference between the rationale for our

2
NSDM 16, Document 39, established “strategic sufficiency” criteria upon which
to base the U.S. defense posture.
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planned strategic forces in the absence of an arms control agreement
and the rationale for the forces permitted in our latest SALT proposal.
The U.S. is committed to an area defense and survivable forces through
the Strategic Sufficiency Criteria. Yet Option E3 gives up area defense
of the U.S. and precludes any option (except upgrading the hardness
of existing silos) for improving Minuteman survival against Soviet
threats which are feasible within the limitations of Option E. In addition, even though we have proposed an ABM defense of Washington
coupled with offensive constraints in SALT, Congress failed to approve
the Washington, D.C. site in the FY 71 budget.
The program we are proposing for FY 72 is based upon the following DOD assessment of the issues above and of the future direction for U.S. strategic forces:
—We need to maintain a survivable Minuteman force so long as
we can effectively do so;
—We are committed to an area defense of the U.S.;
—We desire a defense of the NCA either as part of an area defense,
as an addition to a Minuteman defense, or alone as a possible part of
a SALT agreement; and
—We desire to reach an equitable and verifiable agreement on
strategic arms limitations. Our current SALT position is subject to modification because of changes in the strategic situation since tabling of
the U.S. proposal. Clearly a successful agreement could modify the
three directions above.
The attached paper on Safeguard planning and related strategic
programs focuses in more detail upon these issues and the proposed
programs.4 We would welcome your views on the major issues affecting these programs.

3
NSDM 74, issued on July 31, 1970, consists of a detailed statement of Option E.
For the full text of NSDM 74, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I,
1969–1972, Document 100.
4
Attached but not printed is a 9-page paper, dated January 13 and entitled “Safeguard and Related Programs.” It includes sections on the Threat, Technical Progress on
Safeguard, SALT, Area Defense, Minuteman, NCA Defense, and the DOD Proposed Program and Rationale for FY 72.
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167. Minutes of Verification Panel Meeting1
Washington, January 16, 1971, 10:05–11:10 a.m.
SUBJECT
Safeguard
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
John N. Irwin
Ronald Spiers
Defense
David Packard
Gardiner Tucker
CIA
Richard Helms

JCS
Lt. Gen. John Vogt
ACDA
Gerard Smith
Philip J. Farley
OMB
James Schlesinger
NSC Staff
K. Wayne Smith
Jack Merritt

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS
It was agreed that:
—the NSC should meet on the subject of how to proceed with Safeguard. The meeting will be scheduled for January 27, 1971.
—the Verification Panel will meet again to discuss the issues to go
before the NSC. At this meeting Defense will present a briefing on hardsite defense concepts and ACDA will present the implications of such
defenses for the Soviets.
The meeting opened with Mr. Packard summarizing the essentials
of the DOD paper on Safeguard and Related Strategic Programs.2
Mr. Kissinger: I understand what you propose is the 4-site defense
either to defend Minuteman or as part of area defense and doing work
on the NCA in order to shift to our SALT position.
Mr. Packard: Also, the NCA is consistent with area defense.
Mr. Kissinger: Your paper tells me that we are building one kind
of defense, justifying another and talking in negotiations about still another. Gerry (Smith), this has profound implications for SALT. What is
your view?

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–107, Verification Panel Minutes, Originals, 1969–3/8/72
[3 of 6]. Top Secret. The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room.
2
See the attachment to Document 166.
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(Ambassador Smith passed out a paper at this time which is
attached.)3
Amb. Smith: I have put my thoughts into writing. In addition to
the points on the paper, I have two others I want to make. First, our
bargaining power depends on our program having bi-partisan support
in Congress. If we get into a big fight, and the Soviets will certainly try
to manipulate Congressional opinion, we may lose our bargaining
power.
Mr. Kissinger: Dave, are you asking for money for site development?
Mr. Packard: For the NCA, only.
Amb. Smith: The implicit assumption in David Packard’s paper is
that they get Galosh and a Moscow defense and we get hard-site defense. I don’t think that is a reasonable expectation.
Mr. Kissinger: I do not understand why our defending our Minuteman should bother the Soviets. I can see why an area defense might
worry them, but not defense of our ICBMs. Why, in the theory of arms
control, is not this the least escalatory thing we can do?
Amb. Smith: For the same reason we worry about the Soviets. They
can expand a missile defense and they have located their missiles near
their cities.
Mr. Kissinger: But we haven’t.
Mr. Packard: I don’t think they worry about hard-site defense. They
worry about Safeguard. If you want hard-site defense, you wouldn’t do
it with Safeguard—Safeguard is not optimum for missile defense. One
alternative would be to change to a dedicated hard-site defense.
Mr. Irwin: I think this is a logical program, but there are worries
in SALT, and difficulties with Congress. It (the paper) says the reasons
for Safeguard are inadequate.
Mr. Packard: No—the reasons for Safeguard are: defend Minuteman, area defense, Nth country and so on. The reasons are still valid.
Mr. Irwin: That is for the area defense.
Mr. Packard: One reason we asked for NCA planning was to put
to the Congress squarely the issue—will they or will they not approve?

3
Smith’s January 16 memorandum urged Packard, Kissinger, Irwin, Helms, and
Vogt to take SALT negotiations and the possibility of a Soviet strategic reaction into account when reaching a decision on Safeguard. With those factors in mind, Smith recommended a “minimum rate of construction at Grand Forks and Malmstrom,” that the
initiation of construction at Whiteman be deferred, and that no additional sites be procured. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H–221, NSDM 97)
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Mr. Kissinger: Do we want to know that? Seriously.
Amb. Smith: This is different from the Washington site we asked
for last year. The NCA won’t be a part of Safeguard. Congress may
view it much differently in an arms limitation sense.
Mr. Packard: I agree. I think we can get support for NCA if we
slow the 4-site defense. We would present it to the leadership that way.
Mr. Kissinger: Let me interject a question of timing. By when do
we need Presidential decision? I doubt that we can get it before the
State of the Union address.4
Mr. Packard: We can leave it in the budget and just not make an
issue.
Mr. Kissinger: We can have an NCA meeting when the issues can
be presented to the President. If we are low-key, we can leave the $1.4
billion in the budget without a specific discussion. The Russians will
be more interested in our rationale and decisions than the amount of
budget. We’ll schedule the NSC for a week from Wednesday (January
27) and hope to get the President’s decision by the following Monday.5
Mr. Helms: This is the most difficult problem I have seen us faced
with.
Mr. Kissinger: We have two problems: what is sensible in Safeguard in the absence of an agreement; what is sensible this year in relation to SALT.
The 4-site defense saves only 60 Minutemen for $3–4 billion, but
if it is an interim system of more value—
Mr. Packard: Safeguard gives an interim level defense.
Mr. Kissinger: What is most helpful for negotiations? Gerry’s argument is that the Soviets view our actions as devious or that we are
reaching a point where Safeguard is irreversible. But, if we give it
up, why should they negotiate? If they worry about irreversibility,
shouldn’t they be more inclined to negotiate?
Mr. Irwin: I think the mobile ICBM is a separate issue. The Packard
paper doesn’t look at the effect of hard-site defense for both the U.S.
and USSR, nor does it treat mobiles in this way.
Mr. Kissinger: Can we sum up the issues for the President? We
need to determine our program for this year in relation to what Safeguard should be without a SALT agreement and in relation to what is
helpful to SALT.

4
President Nixon gave the annual State of the Union message to Congress on January 22.
5
February 1.
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Mr. Packard: Option E6 and the NCA are not consistent with area
defense and not consistent with the President’s strategic criteria.7
Mr. Irwin: Would you use Safeguard or hard-site defense for NCA?
Mr. Packard: Safeguard. It gives a better defense of Washington
and would be cheaper. Hard-site defense is too localized in its defense.
Mr. Irwin: The problem with area defense or NCA is that they don’t
defend Minuteman. If you do not go to hard-site defense, you have a
more unstable situation, but if you do, it is contrary to SALT. Silo hardening does gain time—but what happens later on?
Mr. Packard: I don’t think NCA makes any sense at all. The only
reason to go ahead is for an agreement. We will have trouble justifying it. Hard-site defense, like Henry said, is consistent with the theory
of arms control.
Amb. Smith: Can we face the prospect of the Soviets doing the
same thing?
Gen. Vogt: We operate now on the theory that we can’t destroy
their missiles.
Amb. Smith: If we saw the Soviets building a hard-site defense we
would be concerned.
Gen. Vogt: I don’t think the Soviets will feel compelled to build a
hard-site defense. Our MIRV is low-yield and inaccurate. Our policy
of not attacking their retaliatory force is public knowledge. On the other
hand, the threat of SS–9s has increased.
Amb. Smith: Packard’s paper tries to show the projected threat increased—that is untrue and misleading.
Mr. Kissinger: It makes no difference—if the threat hasn’t lessened,
then the logic still holds.
Amb. Smith: The Soviets can not rely on our not getting a counterforce capability. We know we can get one quickly if we want to. They
have to plan on it.
Gen. Vogt: I think they plan on the basis of our programs which
are public knowledge, just as we plan on the basis of their programs.
Mr. Kissinger: Gerry, why should we object violently to protection
of their missiles?
Amb. Smith: Because of the potential it gives to upgrade to population defense.

6
7

See footnote 3, Document 166.
See footnote 2, Document 166.
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Mr. Kissinger: We could let them have their NCA and we could
have hard-site defense. Or, you could have both sides keep what they
are building. That is an intellectually respectable position.
Mr. Irwin: But what about Minuteman?
Mr. Packard: It makes sense to go to a 3 or 4-site Safeguard and
leave them the Moscow system. Another alternative is hard-site and
NCA for both.
Mr. Irwin: And drop Safeguard.
Mr. Packard: Right.
Mr. Irwin: But you will have Congressional problems.
Mr. Packard: I’m not sure—the main interest is Minuteman defense. Of course, Gerry worries about SA–5 upgrade. Incidentally, there
is a study showing SA–5s have a significant capability now.
Amb. Smith: There is another problem—the Soviets just accepted
NCA—do I change our position now?
Mr. Kissinger: We don’t want to just plod along building something we don’t want, just because of a prior incorrect decision, if it was
incorrect.
Amb. Smith: Don’t forget zero.
Mr. Kissinger: Right, zero is attractive. We are building an area defense which we can’t have, justifying a missile defense which won’t
work and negotiating an NCA defense we don’t want. It seems that
staying where we are or hard-site defense makes sense. Although,
Gerry, I wouldn’t want to be there when you tell Semenov.
Amb. Smith: Perhaps I won’t be.
Mr. Kissinger: For next year’s program, we should discuss issues
of hard-site versus NCA versus zero. Area defense is not consistent
with SALT—the President’s decision on area defense was made in
SALT. The price of SALT was giving up area defense. We would keep
it open if SALT fails, but not in SALT. We have never in NSC looked
at hard-site or NCA versus what we are doing.
Mr. Irwin: I keep coming back to Option D and reductions as the
best solution.8 Is “D” out of the question?
Amb. Smith: No—but the Soviets showed no interest in Option D.
Mr. Kissinger: These are the issues we can discuss in February. In
the NSC meeting we need to talk about hard-site defense in three different ways: unrestrained defense and its implications; restrained and

8
NSDM 51, issued on April 10, 1970, established Options A through D as negotiating proposals for the U.S. SALT Delegation. For the text, see Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 68.
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how you could define it; something which is more or less ‘stay where
you are.’ If NCA is meaningless we might push for zero or trade zero
on our side for something else.
Mr. Packard: I can get a briefing together on hard-site defense.
Mr. Kissinger: Please do—we will have it next meeting.
Amb. Smith: I would also like to cover it from the Soviet view.
Mr. Kissinger: Fine, Gerry, good point. We will have one more
meeting of this group before the NSC.
Mr. Schlesinger: I want to point out that the budget doesn’t lock
us in. There isn’t anything specific and we can always amend it in view
of a Presidential decision.
Amb. Smith: I would like to point out that every time I mention a
3 or 4-site defense, people say it is militarily meaningless.
Mr. Kissinger: Dave (Packard), would you get us the information
on this for the next meeting? It is an important point.
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168. Minutes of Verification Panel Meeting1
Washington, January 25, 1971, 3:40–5:00 p.m.
SUBJECT
Hard-Site Defense and the FY 72 Safeguard Program
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
John N. Irwin
Ronald I. Spiers
Raymond Garthoff2
Seymour Weiss3

ACDA
Gerard Smith
Philip J. Farley
Spurgeon Keeny
OST
Dr. Edward David
Attorney General John N. Mitchell

Defense
David Packard
Paul Nitze
Gardiner Tucker

OMB
James R. Schlesinger

CIA
Richard Helms
Bruce C. Clarke
JCS
Adm. Thomas Moorer
Gen. Royal B. Allison4

NSC Staff
Col. Jack Merritt
Helmut Sonnenfeldt
K. Wayne Smith
Jeanne W. Davis

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS
It was agreed:
—to formulate the issues for the President so as to get a decision
on what our FY 72 Safeguard Program should be, and its relation to
our SALT position;
—to put before him the full range of proposals, including Mr.
Smith’s views on the difficulties in changing our SALT position;
—to review our SALT position during the next month.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–107, Verification Panel Minutes, Originals, 1969–3/8/72
[3 of 6]. Top Secret; Nodis. The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room.
2
Deputy Director of the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs; member of the U.S.
SALT Delegation.
3
Member of the Planning and Coordination Staff.
4
Assistant to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for strategic arms negotiations; JCS representative on the U.S. SALT Delegation.
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Dr. Kissinger: I thought we could use this meeting to get from
Dave Packard a sense of the meaning of a hard-site defense—what it
is and how it differs from the four-site defense plan.
(Mr. Packard briefed from the outline at Tab A.5 He was interrupted from time to time by the following questions.)
Mr. Kissinger: Why is hard-site defense cheaper? Is it because of
the radar?
Mr. Packard: It would use smaller radars and local interceptors.
The proposed hard-site configuration is spelled out on pages 14 and
15 (of Tab A).6 Each pattern would include three radars and six interceptor farms with 16 missiles in each farm. This would give you 100
missiles and 21 silos defended. You could have a heavier defense
against a higher threat since the modules and the concentration of interceptors in the modules could be built up.
Mr. Kissinger: I have heard the argument that the entry price for
one MSR is the same as the entry price to saturate the system—that
there is no difference between one radar and ten. Would these radars
all be netted in the same general area?
Mr. Packard: They would operate autonomously.
Dr. Kissinger: Suppose they should go after Whiteman and all the
Sprints were controlled by one MSR. To get one radar they would pay
the same entry price as to saturate the system. We don’t solve the problem by putting in 10 radars.
Mr. Packard: But we would increase the number of interceptors
and make it more difficult to saturate.
Dr. Kissinger: If I may be the devil’s advocate—if the key element
is the number of interceptors, why not increase the number of units in
Safeguard?
Mr. Packard: It would be more expensive.
Dr. Kissinger: You can increase the number of interceptors at lower
cost?
Mr. Packard: Yes, Also, they could operate to a reasonable degree
without MSR. We would have 700 interceptors.

5
Tab A was not found attached. Another copy of the 28 page outline indicates that
Packard’s briefing dealt primarily with two issues: hard-site defense and the FY 72 Safeguard program. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–007, Verification Panel Meeting, SALT, 1/25/71)
6
Pages 14 and 15 of Packard’s briefing outline proposed a hard-site defense system that, using modified Sprint interceptors and integrated into the existing Safeguard
command and control network, defended 10 to 40 Minuteman silos per radar module
deployed.
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Mr. Kissinger: 700 interceptors to defend 100 Minutemen? In terms
of SALT if we want an agreement that would permit hard-site defense,
we would have to have a high limit on interceptors.
Mr. Packard: We can’t put a limit on interceptors.
Mr. Nitze: The number of radars and the number of interceptors
are both important. We would have to have both.
Mr. Packard: (returning to the briefing outline) On page 16 we indicate what a four-site Safeguard would contribute to hard-site
defense.7
Dr. Kissinger: You are proposing a combination of four-site Safeguard and hard-site defense?
Mr. Packard: We’re showing what four-site Safeguard would contribute to hard-site defense.
Dr. Kissinger: If you take away these Safeguard things, you are
vulnerable to pin-down,8 for example?
Mr. Packard: You would be more vulnerable to pin-down. That
and the next point on defense-in-depth of Minuteman are the most
significant.
Dr. Kissinger: Isn’t pin-down decisive?
Mr. Packard: Pin-down is determined in part by the frequency of
the radar and the time involved. You could get some protection against
pin-down with a dedicated system without Safeguard.
Dr. Kissinger: But if you can’t, you’ve had it?
Mr. Packard: Some scientists say ‘yes’ and some say ‘no’.
Mr. Nitze: The pin-down risk is largest for SLBM. A four-site system with Spartans gives you some defense of Minuteman against
SLBMs.
Dr. Tucker: This is the point of the omni-directional defense. The
proposed system for hard-site defense would defend only against the
ICBM corridors. The four-site system would be a convenient way to
defend against SLBMs from the ocean.
Mr. Packard: To summarize: if the defense of Minuteman is the
only problem, in the interest of lower expenditure you could go to a
dedicated hard-site defense directly. You remember Panofsky was critical of the Safeguard system for Minuteman and thought there were
cheaper ways to do it.9 I agree with him now. Also, the area defense

7
Page 16 of Packard’s briefing outline listed seven ways in which Safeguard contributed to hard-site defense.
8
Pin-down refers to the possibility that an opponent could destroy missiles still in
their silos or soon after launch by exploding nuclear weapons in their paths.
9
See footnote 4, Document 109.
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capability of Safeguard adds to the effectiveness of hard-site defense.
The Safeguard program is already underway. Hard-site defense could
be added in these terms.
Dr. Kissinger: If the essentials of a hard-site defense are a larger
number of radars and interceptors, is it reconcilable with SALT? How
would you specify what would be permitted and what prohibited?
Mr. Packard: We have presented two options on page 17 (of Tab
A): set a finite time period for negotiation, after which we would
begin deployment of hard-site defense, or a symmetrical agreement.10
Asymmetrical agreements are not attractive.
Dr. Kissinger: To us or to them?
Mr. Packard: To them.
Dr. Kissinger: How about an NCA defense for them and a foursite Safeguard for us?
Mr. Packard: It would be better than what we have now.
Dr. Kissinger: It would provide a base.
Mr. Packard: On page 18 (of Tab A) we have indicated that hardsite defense would be allowed only at launch complexes east of the
Urals in the USSR and west of the Mississippi and east of the Rockies
in the U.S.11 This would mean roughly equal populations. On page 19
we discuss the effect of Soviet cheating. Even without hard-site defense, if 300 Minutemen survived, without cheating, they could generate 29 percent Soviet fatalities by themselves.12 With cheating, this
drops to 4 percent with 2500 Soviet interceptors and zero with 5000.
The situation would be very bad if there were cheating without hardsite defense. If we had hard-site defense and the Soviets cheated, we
would still have a reasonably livable situation. The question, of course,
is whether the Soviets are more likely to cheat if we have hard-site defense? The program that we are recommending is derived from a combination of Air Force and Army studies. We might modify the details,
of course.
Dr. Kissinger: What are you recommending?

10
The referenced page detailed the two options. Under a “finite time limit,” the
United States would “continue to negotiate for an agreement that could involve reductions to limit land-based missile vulnerability, but formally state that if an agreement is
not reached in a finite time period (say 4–5 years), we would begin deployment of HSD.”
A symmetrical agreement would “include provisions now for an HSD deployment by
both the U.S. and the Soviet Union.”
11
Page 18 of Packard’s briefing outline listed “HSD Constraints to Aid in Verification.”
12
A table, entitled “The Retaliatory Capabilities of Minuteman Alone With Soviet
Cheating on ABMs,” appears on page 19.
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Mr. Packard: We are recommending that we consider changing our
SALT instructions and that we move along with our R&D program for
hard-site defense.
Dr. Kissinger: Those are two separate questions. Should we stick
with our current proposal for the next year?
Mr. Packard: Next year we should move into advanced R&D for
hard-site defense.
Dr. Kissinger: Would you continue construction at all the authorized sites?
Mr. Packard: Our Safeguard alternatives are on page 28 (of Tab
A).13 1) We could slow up the program at the cost of approximately
$1 billion per each year’s delay. 2) We could maintain the four sites already approved by Congress which would maintain continuity, keep
costs where they are and maintain momentum. 3) We could continue
with the four sites plus advanced Washington preparation. We would
have to include this in the budget. This has the same features as the
four-site program but adds more. It is a logical step toward area defense, and it starts deployment around Washington which agrees with
our latest SALT proposal. We think this is the best alternative.
Mr. Schlesinger: There wouldn’t be much saving in FY 72.
Mr. Packard: We estimate about $100 million, which is of course,
worth saving. I might say that the estimate of additional cost brought
about by delay is a very general estimate.
Mr. Schlesinger: Don’t you have another option: to go ahead with
what is in the budget but not tie the construction money to the Warren site. If SALT goes in the direction of NCA, you could then use the
money for NCA.
Mr. Packard: If we get agreement on NCA we could transfer some
of the work to the NCA configuration if we could get it approved.
Mr. Schlesinger: Or you could go for authorization for a fourth
site, that would not necessarily be Warren.
Dr. Kissinger: We have three things to consider: 1) what should
our next year’s Safeguard program be? 2) what is a sensible Safeguard
program in the absence of a SALT agreement? and 3) what is a sensible Safeguard position to take in SALT? We don’t have to answer (2)
as long as we do not do anything inconsistent with our SALT objectives. We need to get a Presidential decision on the first question and
how to relate it to our SALT position. We need to know what we
really want in SALT. I know some of you will shudder at any change
in our SALT position and we will certainly not undertake it lightly. If

13

Page 28 detailed the three Safeguard alternatives summarized by Packard.
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a move from our present NCA–ABM position would scuttle the negotiations, the President would obviously weigh it very seriously. But we
should have a discussion before March 15 of what we really want from
SALT.14 Would the Russians buy a three or four-site system in exchange
for NCA? We need to look at the problem. Our immediate problem is
how to frame the issues for the President to decide. What we need to
put before the President is the immediate issue of the FY 72 Safeguard
Program, with enough of SALT to relate the two. (to Gerard Smith)
Would you summarize your position, Gerry?
Mr. Smith: I haven’t changed my position after listening to Mr.
Packard’s briefing. If I go back to the Soviets with limited radars and
interceptors and then we decide on a new system—in General Allison’s
words, that dog just won’t hunt. We would be kidding ourselves and
the President if we presented this as a thing he would like to go before the world proposing. Some people might argue that we could take
the line that the Soviets had accepted NCA but not as part of the package. Therefore, we could feel free to propose X thousands of interceptors which would work to our advantage. This would raise a real question about the President’s seriousness of purpose. Also, we might lose
on the Hill on Safeguard. This would give added strength to Safeguard
opponents.
Dr. Kissinger: If we adopted a stay-where-we-are on ABMs, this
would mean three or four sites as against NCA. Each site would be
keyed to the existing system.
Mr. Smith: We could say to the Russians, how about one or two
sites. But four sites as against Moscow hasn’t a chance with the Russians or with public opinion.
Mr. Kissinger: You know my hang-up; we are creating a rationale
for an area defense, building a three or four-site defense and asking
the Russians for an NCA defense. We have no authorization for NCA
defense and don’t really know why we want it.
Mr. Packard: The key issue is not hard-site defense. The key is to
insure the survival of our land-based missiles. It might be possible by
a mobile land system or by controlling or reducing their ability to attack and their accuracy. But we can’t avoid facing the issue of survivability of our land-based forces. We could, of course, move to launchon-warning, but I wouldn’t recommend it. We could also go to a
sea-based system which has some attractions and some advocates.
Dr. Kissinger: (to General Allison) What dog will hunt?
Gen. Allison: The question is whether or not the August 4 proposal in its totality permits the US to do the things necessary to pro14

The next round of SALT talks was scheduled to begin in Vienna on March 15.
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tect the security of the US.15 I think it does. If this is the case, we should
proceed down a path which would not require a change in the August
4 proposal which would further diverge the U.S. and Soviet views. This
might be to proceed with an NCA-type structure but slow down the
full Safeguard program.
Mr. Kissinger: So you support which position? What does the President ask for next year? Does he ask for authority for a fourth site or
for NCA?
Mr. Schlesinger: Authority for a fourth site is in the budget.
Mr. Packard: (referring to page 17 of Tab A) We don’t need to
change the present proposal. One of our options is the finite time limit.
We could continue R&D in 1972. If we get what we ask for, we would
modify the program.
Mr. Smith: You’re talking about four or five years. That’s a lot of
money in the bank compared to 12 months. I wouldn’t advertise this
time period. I would recommend we go ahead with R&D but not commit ourselves to do something in four or five years.
Mr. Packard: We have to do something.
Mr. Smith: I agree, but we could keep our options open in R&D.
Mr. Kissinger: Gerry Smith wants to limit construction to two sites
and continue R&D. Dave Packard wants to continue on four sites and
advanced preparation for NCA. (to General Allison) What do you want
the President to authorize? What does he decide on the program for
next year?
Gen. Allison: I would shave off one site and go toward an NCA,
or at least do something to show some interest in the NCA concept. I
agree with Mr. Smith; it would be disastrous to SALT to change our
proposal.
Mr. Mitchell: Don’t you have the authority for four sites? It’s a
question of funding, isn’t it?
Adm. Moorer: There’s also a question as to whether Congress will
go along with NCA.
(Mr. Irwin circulated the paper at Tab B)16
Mr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Irwin) What is your rationale for this?
Mr. Irwin: We would do what we can under Option E; harden
some Minuteman sites; continue construction on two sites; defer construction at Whiteman (approved in FY 71); request no authority for
15
On August 4, 1970, the U.S. SALT Delegation tabled a detailed “Description of
the U.S. Proposal for an Initial Strategic Arms Limitation Agreement,” which was based
upon NSDM 73 and NSDM 74. For the texts of those NSDMs, see Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Documents 97 and 100.
16
Not found attached and not further identified.
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procurement or construction at Warren (site survey authorized in FY
71); carry out R&D for a hard-site defense; and carry out studies for
NCA. We shouldn’t commit ourselves to a complete program. We
should slow down the construction of Safeguard sites. If we go NCA,
we could go ahead with Warren and call off the work on Whiteman.
This would keep our options open. I would go along with Gerry
(Smith)’s position plus Dave Packard’s point of Washington advanced
preparation. I wouldn’t go as far as the whole Defense proposal. My
position is similar to General Allison’s.
Mr. Kissinger: (to General Allison) I thought you said four sites
plus advanced Washington preparation.
Gen. Allison: Mr. Irwin’s proposal wouldn’t stop the four sites. (to
Mr. Irwin) You wouldn’t plan to cancel construction, would you?
Mr. Irwin: Would you continue construction now?
Adm. Moorer: We would ask for authority for Whiteman and no
authority for Warren.
Gen. Allison: It would be a difference in pace.
Mr. Helms: Has anyone taken any soundings on the Hill on NCA?
Mr. Packard: No, but I don’t think there’s much interest. There’s
more interest in Minuteman survivability. There would be a problem,
though, if we back off from what we asked for last year.
Dr. Tucker: But we have authorization for four sites.
Mr. Mitchell: But you only have authorization for a site survey at
Warren.
Mr. Smith: We got construction authority for Whiteman last year
and would ask for construction authority for Warren this year. I might
cite a passage from the conference report on the authorization for the
FY 71 appropriation in which Congressman Rivers made it clear that
the House conferees considered protection of national command and
control essential and that nothing should be done to prohibit programs
to ensure the survivability of this vital element. This indicates the
House sentiment on NCA.
Mr. Kissinger: This doesn’t explain why we want NCA.
Mr. Smith: Central to any beginning of management of the Chinese threat is a hardened control center. This is central to any control
system.
Mr. Kissinger: But last year we were told that Minuteman defense
was bearable and area defense was out.
Mr. Smith: I have to have an effective system for bargaining purposes. This would give us ten minutes over Washington to decide.
Mr. Kissinger: Suppose we said both sides could continue building what is already underway. Suppose the Soviets accepted or said
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they would discuss NCA or a three or four-site system. Which would
we accept?
Mr. Smith: I would accept the four sites, but I don’t think this is
likely. The potential for expansion would be tremendous—it would be
so easy to jump to a broader system.
Mr. Kissinger: Is it easier to jump from a four-site system to area
defense or from Moscow to area defense? I thought their system was
more expandable.
Mr. Smith: We won’t have a hard-site defense in six years if we
started to build it today. I think there might be a possibility of discussing one or two Safeguard sites, but not four sites.
Mr. Nitze: If NCA defense is authorized next year, we would not
be spending more than $11 million. If we delay authorization for a year,
we would delay a year in starting NCA.
Mr. Kissinger: How can we object to asking for authorization for
NCA if we are proposing it to the Russians? How can we convince the
Russians we’re serious? If it’s so important, why not ask for it?
Mr. Helms: We should get some feeling for the sentiment on the Hill.
Mr. Kissinger: It would be a helluva thing to negotiate for it and
then find out we can’t get it. (to Ron Spiers) What do you think?
Mr. Spiers: If we plan to move away from the August 4 proposal,
we shouldn’t go beyond the design study for NCA. If we propose to
reaffirm the proposal, we could go beyond this stage.
Mr. Garthoff: We would give a signal with a design study and
would give a stronger signal if we undertook a site survey.
Mr. Kissinger: It would be even stronger if we go for authorization. I don’t want to be stuck with an agreement and no authority to
proceed.
Mr. Packard: If we can’t change the SALT instructions, it is very
important that we don’t give on anything.
Mr. Kissinger: How would you change the instructions?
Mr. Packard: I recognize the practical matters of negotiation.
Maybe we could put it in better terms. We could say that we are concerned about Minuteman survival. We need assurances on the reduction of their long-range, land-based missiles. If we can’t get a satisfactory reduction, we will have to consider measures of protection,
including hard-site defense.
Mr. Mitchell: What would be your Congressional approach?
Mr. Packard: We would tell Congress that we plan to move ahead
on the same basis on construction of the four sites, since we have to
protect ourselves if we don’t get an agreement. We wouldn’t accelerate the four-site construction, but would go ahead on the same basis
and add a requirement for NCA.
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Mr. Schlesinger: You ask for the fourth site and, if you get an agreement, put the money into NCA.
Mr. Spiers: Might this stimulate new Congressional interest in an
ABM agreement? They might think this is money down the drain.
Mr. Packard: I don’t think so, but I have no specific judgment.
Mr. Weiss: If we can get an agreement under Option E, would we
be prepared to forego Safeguard? Would we not be concerned about
the threat to the survivability of our forces under those circumstances?
Mr. Kissinger: The answer is to change our instructions if the threat
to survivability would be so large. Or we might take other measures
under the agreement. We have to decide what we want if we can get
it. For purposes of the immediate decision, we have to put before the
President the range of the proposals that have been made. We must
consider a sensible ABM proposal and the question of survivability.
During the next month we can take a look at our SALT position. We
will draw the President’s attention to Gerry Smith’s views on the difficulties in changing our SALT position. Since it is the survivability of
Minuteman that worries us and not the survivability of Washington,
why not protect what worries us if it doesn’t add to the dangers. This
is our last chance to bring our thinking and our negotiations into line.
We won’t change our position lightly, but let’s take a look at it.
Mr. Irwin: If we’re going to change our instructions to something
other than Option E this will affect the budget.
Mr. Kissinger: We would have to consider the impact on Congress
and the impact on the negotiations. Are the Russians more likely to
reach an agreement if they see it would take an agreement to stop our
program? Or will they think we are locked into our program and the
negotiations are just a cover? Gerry (Smith) thinks the Soviets may
think we are just using the negotiations. On the other hand, if they can
slow us down by talking about an agreement, might this give them an
incentive to talk but not to settle?
Mr. Smith: Even if a four-site system were negotiable, we would
need $16 billion.
Dr. Tucker: $8 billion for a four-site system; $16 billion if you include NCA.
Mr. Smith: It still wouldn’t do what needs to be done. The Soviets could do it in. If we start with one site we could get operational experience and still have the potential to expand.
Mr. Mitchell: Isn’t there a time factor? Could we just lay it on the
table and say we would be willing to back up? We have an investment
but we would be willing to scrap it to get an agreement?
Mr. Smith: That’s our proposal. But we would be negotiating to
let the Russians have Moscow and we would have the four sites and
would be spending for a hard-site defense.
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Mr. Mitchell: That’s time insurance.
Mr. Kissinger: We can defer that decision. But we need a decision
this week on: (1) which of the options for next year would be the most
consistent with a basis for SALT agreement; (2) if we could, do we want
to change our SALT position; (3) if the answer to (2) is yes, would the
improvement be great enough to warrant upsetting the structure of the
negotiations?
Mr. Packard: We might look further at the mobile option. Gerry
(Smith) could accept that change.
Mr. Kissinger: I agree. Let’s make that part of the review.

169. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1
Washington, undated.
ISSUES PAPER
NSC Meeting on Safeguard and SALT
January 27, 1971
Background
Last year we requested, in the FY 1971 President’s Budget, funds
for:
—Construction of an additional site at Whiteman, Missouri (in addition to the Phase I two-site construction at Grand Forks, North
Dakota and Malmstrom, Montana).
—Advance preparation of five sites at: Warren, Wyoming, Northeast,
Northwest, Michigan/Ohio, and Washington, D.C.
The Congress approved construction at Whiteman and advance preparation of Warren only.
In announcing the Safeguard Program,2 you said your decision on
subsequent deployments would be based on a review of:
—technical developments;

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–30, NSC Meeting, Safeguard, 1/27/71. Top Secret; Nodis.
Kissinger sent the paper to Nixon as an attachment to a January 26 memorandum.
2
See Document 25.
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—changes in the threat; and
—the diplomatic considerations, including SALT.3

Review and Conclusions
In reviewing Safeguard, we had to take into account:
—our future plans for Safeguard in the absence of a SALT agreement;
—the implications of ABM alternatives in SALT, both those in our
current proposal and other alternatives;4
—the effects of your ABM decisions on the future of SALT.
The following general conclusions were reached as the results of
review and discussion:
1. There are no significant technological problems. Successful intercepts of ICBMs have been conducted by both Sprint and Spartan and
there are no significant problems with other components. However, there
are significant increases in cost estimates since last spring. Last year we estimated total deployment costs of $12.3 billion; the estimate is now
$14.8 billion, an increase of $2.5 billion.
2. In the absence of a SALT agreement, we would want to continue to
develop an Area Defense. An examination of the threat shows that your
reasons for initially deciding to deploy Safeguard remain sound. Indeed, the Chinese have tested a ballistic missile to a range in excess of
2200 miles. This indicates that they can have an ICBM capability in the
early 1970s.
3. As a result of our SALT negotiations over the past year, however, it would
be inconsistent to request preparation of sites for the area defense. In your decisions on SALT you decided you would give up area defense in return
for the increased strategic stability of an agreement. The Soviets have indicated an interest in ABM limitations, proposing an agreement on NCA
levels. Until it is clear we are not going to achieve a SALT agreement, it
would be inconsistent to seek extensive deployment of an area system.

3
In a November 28, 1970, memorandum to Rogers, Laird, Helms, Moorer,
McCracken, Shultz, and Gerard Smith, Kissinger announced that Nixon had ordered a
review of the Safeguard program covering these topics. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 842, ABM–MIRV, ABM-System, Volume VI, May 70–30
Jul 71)
4
Kissinger met with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on January 9 and informed him
that the United States was “prepared to make an ABM agreement, provided it was coupled with an undertaking to continue working on offensive limitations and provided it
was coupled with an undertaking that there would be a freeze on new starts of offensive land-based missiles until there was a formal agreement in limiting offensive
weapons.” He added that there might be some special provision that would have to be
made for submarines. (Memorandum of conversation; ibid., Kissinger Office Files, Box
78, Country Files, Europe, USSR, SALT) For the text, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976,
volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 124.
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The U.S. ABM Position in SALT
In reviewing our ABM position in SALT, a number of issues were
raised suggesting changes in our SALT position. Alternatives were discussed to provide background for the decision on the FY 1972 Safeguard Program. We will make recommendations relating to SALT as appropriate prior to our return to Vienna on March 15; however, no decision is
needed at this time.
Alternative FY 1972 Safeguard Program
—A high-level, full construction program which involves construction at Warren and Whiteman in addition to Grand Forks and Malmstrom. Additionally, advance planning would be requested for the
NCA. This is the DOD recommended alternative.5
—An intermediate level would be to begin the authorized construction at Whiteman, but make Warren contingent upon SALT (e.g.,
the Warren site or the NCA site, depending on the progress in SALT).
As a practical matter, the DOD proposal would have this effect since
we would stop work on Safeguard and continue the NCA work if we
had an agreement. However, an explicit proposal of this nature might
be more attractive to Congress and could facilitate negotiations. OMB
supports this proposal and Defense would probably not be opposed to it.
—A low-level program which would continue minimal construction
on the Grand Forks and Malmstrom sites, but do no construction at
Whiteman or Warren. Advance planning for NCA would also be done.
This is Gerry Smith’s proposal and he is supported by State.6
Arguments Surrounding the Alternative Levels
In deciding how to proceed in the FY 1972 Safeguard program, we
have to consider the effect on negotiations and the political problems we
may encounter.
If the Soviets are concerned about the irreversibility of our ABM
program, it can be argued that:
—We should give some signal of our seriousness in negotiations
by proposing a lower level program for 1972, i.e., a slowdown in the
work on the four-site Safeguard defense.
—If the recent slowdown in SS–9 deployments7 is an attempt to
give us a signal of Soviet intent, we should respond by slowing down
our defense against the Minuteman threat.

5

See Documents 166 and 165.
See footnote 3, Document 167.
7
See footnote 3, Document 159.
6
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On the other hand, it can be argued that, if the Soviets are seriously
concerned about irreversibility, they should be all the more eager to
make some agreement, perhaps at Vienna, which will limit Safeguard.
Moreover, if they can get us to slow our ABM deployment by merely
talking, they will continue to talk rather than negotiate. Therefore, to
slow the deployment at this time would be a serious negotiating error.
The other major consideration in deciding on the FY 1972 Safeguard level has to do with Congress.
If we accept that it is inconsistent with our position in SALT to ask
for any area sites in FY 1972, we have, to a great extent, de-fused our
political problems.
—We have support in the Congress for the four-site Minuteman
defense.
—If presented as a part of an arms control package, we could probably get support for initial NCA work. Although Congress rejected the
Washington site last year, the rejection may have indicated opposition
to an area defense, rather than to the idea of NCA defense.
To the extent we ask for less than full construction for the four
sites for Minuteman defense, it can be argued that we will minimize
Congressional opposition.
On the other hand, if we do not ask for full construction, it can be
argued that:
—We are weakening our entire ABM position with the Congress
and inviting the opposition to more determined efforts to kill ABM
completely.
—We would, in effect, be denying our own arguments from last
year concerning the importance of a “bargaining chip.”
We might soften some of the effects of asking for less than full construction by tying it to the SS–9 slowdown, but it may be dangerous
to do so if we don’t have any assurance that the Soviets really intend
to stop deploying SS–9s.
Failure to go ahead with the full construction would delay completion of the four-site defense and the area defense by a year. (Extends
four sites from 1977 to 1978, area defense from 1980 to 1981. It costs about
$1 billion in total costs for each year the program is stretched out.)
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170. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon1
Washington, January 27, 1971.
SUBJECT
1972 Safeguard Program

I regret that my commitment to appear before the Senate Armed
Services Committee precludes my attending the NSC meeting today
on the FY 72 Safeguard program. Dave Packard will represent
Defense.
In my view, there is a clear contradiction between the strategic sufficiency criteria of NSDM–16,2 and the SALT guidance of NSDM–74.3
The sufficiency criteria call for area defense of our population
against Chinese or other small missile attack. This criteria can only be
satisfied by deployment of the full 12-site Safeguard (area
defense).
The criteria also require that we give the Soviets no incentive to
strike first in a crisis, and therefore require that we assure the survivability of our deterrent forces. The currently authorized 4-site Safeguard system would perform this function. We have another system
in development (Hard Site Defense—HSD) which may prove capable
of supplementing Safeguard to handle projected qualitative improvements in the Soviet threat, or of replacing Safeguard as a missile defense of Minuteman only.
NSDM–74 specifies our willingness to forego area defense of the
country and any defense of our deterrent forces against Soviet missiles,
if the Soviets will agree to limit ABM’s to Moscow and Washington
and to accept numerical limits on offensive systems.
These are in contradiction because the provisions of NSDM–74 allow improvements in the Soviet missile threat which could by the mid70’s make Minuteman vulnerable, and because these provisions preclude our area defense without limiting the Chinese or other threats
identified in NSDM–16.

1
Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard. Top Secret; Sensitive. Haig
forwarded the memorandum to Kissinger under a covering memorandum dated January 27. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H–30, NSC Meeting—Safeguard 1/27/71)
2
Document 39.
3
See footnote 15, Document 168.
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Abandoning area defense may be, on balance, a proper price to
pay to achieve a strategically acceptable agreement with the Soviets. I
believe, however, that we cannot tolerate a vulnerable Minuteman
force. Therefore, I recommend that NSDM–74 be modified to make
clear that the agreement described is an initial agreement which must
be followed before the mid-70’s by a further agreement which adequately fixes the vulnerability problem (for example, by mutual reductions in offensive forces), or else the U.S. must then proceed to deploy defenses of Minuteman.
The immediate issue to be presented at the NSC meeting is the FY
72 Safeguard program. There are two options:
1. Continue with the 4-site program already authorized at our
Minuteman fields, and add advanced preparations for a site near Washington, D.C.
2. Slow the program to deployment at only 2 Minuteman sites and
add “design study” of the Washington, D.C. site.
I support the first option for the following reasons:
• The NSDM–16 criteria must be satisfied unless we have an arms
control agreement. We need to proceed at least this fast to keep up with
projected threat improvements.
• With a strategically acceptable agreement, we may still need
4-site Safeguard on this schedule for defense of our deterrent.
• We need to determine Congressional willingness to support defense of Washington, D.C. before proceeding further towards a commitment to it in SALT.
• This is not the time, before the next round of SALT in Vienna in
March, to back down from the Safeguard program already authorized
by Congress.
Either option includes advanced development of the Hard Site Defense system in FY 72 as a hedge against possible threat developments,
but not a commitment to deploy the system.
There is no significant difference in FY 72 outlays between these
two options.
Mel Laird
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171. Memorandum of Conversation1
Washington, January 27, 1971, 10:10 a.m.
SUBJECT
NSC Meeting: SALT and Safeguard ABM
PARTICIPANTS
President Richard Nixon
William P. Rogers, Secretary of State
General George A. Lincoln, Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness
John N. Mitchell, Attorney General
David Packard, Deputy Secretary of Defense
John N. Irwin, Under Secretary of State
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Lt. Gen. Royal B. Allison
Richard Helms, Director of Central Intelligence
Gerard Smith, Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Dr. Edward David, Science Advisor to the President
Paul Nitze, Department of Defense
Ronald Spiers, Department of State
Philip Farley, Deputy Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Dr. Wayne Smith, NSC
Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC
Colonel Richard T. Kennedy, NSC

[The meeting began with a 15-minute briefing by Director Helms
(attached) on Soviet ballistic missile forces, the Soviet ABM, and the
Soviet attitude to Safeguard].2
RN: Thank you. As I understand it, the latest information is not
clear about whether the Soviets are slowing down their SS–9 deployment purely for refitting them.
Helms: The information is not conclusive.
RN: It would take two years for them to develop a MIRV?
Helms: Yes.
Rogers: What significance do you attach to their abandonment of
the sites? Have they done this before?
Helms: They may be trying to see the effect on us.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–110, NSC Minutes, Originals 1971 thru 6–20–74 [5 of 5]. Top
Secret; Ruff; Umbra. The meeting, held in the Cabinet Room of the White House, ended
at 11:13 a.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary) All brackets are
in the original.
2
The text of Helms’s briefing is attached but not printed.
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RN: What is the significance of the testing they’ve been doing?
Helms: Our information on their testing is better now; thus our
data over the past year may be a reflection of this. But the fact is that
their testing has been heavy this past year.
RN: Would they know about our testing program?
Rogers: Yes.
Moorer: They have a trawler in the area.
RN: In sum they have not cut back their testing of new programs.
Helms: Yes. And with the 1400 launchers they have already, if they
put in more it will cause us concern. They may be doing it.
RN: The submarine program continues?
Helms: Yes, they are going up to launching eight submarines a
year. They have three on station now and we can expect an increase—
they are about 1300 miles off our coast.
RN: What about Chinese testing?
Helms: There has been some. There have been some deployments
of what may be an MRBM. They do it in the most secretive way; it’s
all hidden. Its range would cover Asia but they’re mostly aimed at the
Soviet Union.
RN: Henry, can you fill us in on where we stand?
Kissinger: The Verification Panel has discussed three issues,3 Mr.
President, though we need a decision only on one of them.
—What kind of Safeguard ABM system would we want in the absence of a SALT agreement?
—Whether our position in SALT should be changed because of
flaws in it?
—What is the right program for us for next year to keep open your
options?
There is no consensus yet for a change in our SALT position. Nevertheless our present position has the following anomalies: Our ABM
was originally justified in SALT as an area defense. We are now building four sites to defend Minutemen. And we have proposed an agreement to the Soviets on NCA, which we are not building. We will put
this before you in February. We have a defense concern as to Option
34—it does little to defend our forces yet our forces become more vulnerable every year as Soviet numbers and accuracy increase. The Soviet threat is growing to the survivability of our Minuteman.

3
4

See Documents 167 and 168.
Reference is to the third of the four alternatives listed below.
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The problem we face today is what should we do in next year’s
programs. We asked last year for the construction of one site in Missouri and advance preparation at four other sites. Congress approved
Whiteman in Missouri and one preparatory site at Warren but not the
others. The alternatives are:
—Defense recommends we go ahead with the four sites approved
and request authority for Washington—the NCA site.5
—The second choice is to ask for four sites but have Warren and
NCA interchangeable and dependent on SALT progress.
—Third, we could go ahead with only three sites and ask for advance preparation at Washington.
—Gerry Smith’s proposal is that we go ahead with construction
of the original two sites, and with advance preparation at Washington.6
There are two issues: What effect will it have on our overall ABM
program? And what effect will it have on the SALT negotiations? Anything other than the Defense proposal will mean a delay of a year in
the program. If Safeguard is not the best system to defend Minuteman—which has been the justification to the Congress—Defense would
prefer to go to different radars and missiles. If we slow down, one view
says, the Soviets will see this as a sign of our serious intent in the SALT
negotiations; it will show we are not sliding into the Safeguard program and instigate suspicion that we are using SALT as a means to
cover Safeguard development. Others believe that the maximum incentive is given by a full program go-ahead until they agree; they have
an incentive then to agree and not just to negotiate to hold us up. The
judgment then is between these two assumptions. In either event we
need another discussion of what the best ABM program is. These options keep your options open for another year. All here agree that we
need to do something on Washington to make our position plausible.
RN: What is the timing of the talks?
Kissinger: March 15.
RN: Then we need not only a budgetary decision but also a position for the talks. We have to decide what we do and also how we package it for the talks.
Kissinger: One argument for going for NCA this year is to find out
whether the Congress will approve it.

5
6

See Documents 166 and 165.
See footnote 3, Document 167.
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Rogers: The alternative Minuteman/NCA option looks like we are
going ahead with confidence but it wouldn’t commit us. The fourth
site option is still open to the President.
Mitchell: But if we go for only three sites it’s not.
RN: Dave [Packard], what is the status of our program?
Packard: Our progress in testing has been good. Our computer capabilities are coming along well. The status is as follows: In the construction at Grand Forks, as of June 30 this year, 60% of the big radar
construction will be complete, and 15% of the missile site. By 30 June
1972, it will be 95% complete.
We planned the schedule so that at Malmstrom the hard construction will be 10% along by June 1971. At Whiteman, there will be
no construction by June 30 this year. About 5% of the hardware is under contract.
At Warren, there will be nothing by June of this year. The key dates
are: At Whiteman, the main construction sites’ contracts are to be let
by August ’71. At Warren, we have a full calendar year to decide; it’s
a March ’72 contract date.
The cost picture looks like this: There’s a $1.8 billion added cost,
due to inflation and accounting. There’s $0.6 billion added due to
program changes, and $0.1 billion in other costs. We are spending $100
million monthly. 50–100,000 people are involved. Whether we go for
four or three or four and NCA will make little difference in the fiscal
costs in 1972. If you terminate the program here will be a significant
effect in 1972.
The Defense Department recommends that we go ahead with the
three sites already authorized; that we go ahead with the Warren site;
and that we begin the advance preparation for the NCA site in Washington. We believe the original objectives of 1969 are still valid—that
our own progress is good, that SALT is not moving, and that the threat
continues to develop.
No decision is necessary now as to the hardsite program. The original plan could handle 1500 reentry vehicles, and this remains the goal.
If the situation changes we can reevaluate it. We don’t recommend going ahead with anything except hardsite components at this time.
Therefore, we believe we should go ahead on the program and we
have provided funds for four sites and NCA plans and hardsite components research.
RN: How do you see the developments in the past two years?
Packard: The program has been going well, and except for the
SALT issue I would recommend we go ahead with the original 12-site
plan.
RN: If Congress allowed.
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Rogers: Will the Congress see hardsite component research as an
expanded program?
Packard: No, it is a supplement if you have more reentry vehicles—but this plan was meant as an area defense against light attack,
accidental launch and bomber bases. For defense of Minuteman you
would need some more.
RN: Thank you. Gerry?
Smith: I think the best program from the SALT point of view is to
go ahead with construction of two sites, don’t construct the third, don’t
ask for the fourth, and do the design of an NCA. A moderate pace is
desirable. This is the diplomacy of restraint. The situation has changed
since 1969 and we can afford a slower pace. Even a full SS9 program
would be near 300, rather than the 420 as we earlier thought. They could
turn it on again, of course—but a moderate pace would deter them.
RN: Is there a public point before the March talks?
Smith: Yes, the budgetary decision.
The Soviets have accepted our view of an ABM at a low level or
zero. This is evidence that the SALT process is working. They don’t
have a new program but they have the R&D to do it. We don’t want
to push them into it.
If our program is a bargaining chip, we will pass the point of no
return: if we get beyond three sites the Soviets will question whether
we would demolish it. Thus I conclude that the program I suggest gives
us a better chance of getting a SALT agreement.
RN: Paul Nitze, do you have anything to add?
Nitze: No, I think the issues have been put well.
RN: I think we understand the issues.
Lincoln: We have to bear in mind the relation to the continuity of
the government program. We would probably need to improve it over
the next year. If there is to be a defense of Washington, we need to prepare. It would have a major impact on what we need to do to improve
the reliability of the current program.
Packard: The area defense consists of 100 interceptors, a combination of Sprints and Spartans, with missile site radars and perimeter
acquisition radars. The Spartan components would cover a defense
from the Canadian border to Florida. But we would have only 100—
which could be overwhelmed. It could handle a few submarines. The
incremental cost would be within reason and would be worthwhile.
Rogers: Can you get into an NCA as fast as Warren?
Packard: No. We couldn’t let the contracts until April 1973. That
would put a hiatus on the program in manufacture and would be
difficult.
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Moorer: The Defense Program gives the greatest flexibility. It gives
the option over two years of moving in either direction.
RN: All of us are working to the same goals. We don’t know what
the results would be on the diplomacy. It has subtlety; it’s a question
of the thrust it would have.
Nitze: If the Russians would give us a real word on what they
mean by slowdown, we could have money in the bank.
Rogers: Why don’t they tell us?
Nitze: They are not authorized to tell us anything now.
Rogers: If we could give some gesture not affecting our security,
it would be helpful, but Packard says the program would be set back
a year.
RN: Thank you, gentlemen.
[The meeting adjourned.]

172. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, February 3, 1971.
SUBJECT
Safeguard Review

Your decision is now needed on the options for proceeding with
the Safeguard Program which were outlined in the NSC meeting on
Wednesday, January 27.2
While Safeguard funds are included in budget documents in only
the most general ways, it is important to obtain a decision and formulate our rationale prior to the appearance of Secretaries Laird and
Rogers before Congress to defend the budget.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–221, NSDM 97. Top Secret. Sent for action. A stamped note
on the memorandum reads: “The President has seen.” Wayne Smith and Sonnenfeldt
sent this memorandum to Kissinger under a covering memorandum, January 29.
2
See Document 171.
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The Options discussed at the NSC Meeting were:
Option 1:
Continue construction on the existing two sites and begin construction already authorized for Whiteman. Additionally, request authorization for construction at the Warren site and for advance preparation for Washington, D.C.
This is the program proposed by Secretary Laird.
Option 2:
Continue construction at the existing two sites and begin construction already authorized for Whiteman. Additionally, request authorization either for construction at the Warren site or for advance
preparation for the NCA defense at Washington, D.C., depending upon
progress at SALT.
This program is supported by Director Shultz and would probably be acceptable to Secretary Laird. This option appears close to my understanding of Secretary Rogers’ position.
Option 3:
Continue construction at the existing two sites and begin construction already authorized for Whiteman. Additionally, request authorization for advance preparation for the NCA defense at Washington, D.C. Do not request construction authorization for Warren.
There are no open advocates for this program, although Ambassador
Smith would probably prefer, for negotiating reasons, this program to
Option 1 or Option 2.
Option 4:
Continue only minimal construction on the two existing sites but
defer the authorized construction at Whiteman. Additionally, request
authorization for advance preparation for the NCA defense at Washington, D.C. Do not request construction authorization for Warren.
This program is proposed by Ambassador Smith and would probably be
acceptable to Secretary Rogers.
It is generally agreed that we should request authorization for advance preparation for the NCA defense. This should enable us, if we
make the proper effort, to determine whether we can get Congressional
support for NCA and relates our Safeguard proposal to our SALT
position.
As discussed in the NSC meeting, the decision as to the amount of
construction undertaken turns principally on judgments concerning Congressional attitudes and Soviet reactions to our moves during SALT.
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The arguments concerning negotiations are summarized as
follows:
—On one hand, it is argued that the Soviets may be concerned
about the irreversibility and expandability of our Safeguard program,
that they may have given a signal of restraint in the slowdown of SS–9
deployments,3 and that we should return a strong signal by slowing
our ABM program.
—On the other hand, it is argued that if the Soviets are concerned
about irreversibility, they should be more inclined to negotiate at Vienna, that the SS–9 slowdown is not unambiguous, and that if we slow
our ABM program without specific progress in SALT, they are encouraged not to reach an agreement.
The arguments concerning Congressional reaction are summarized
as follows:
—On one hand, it is argued that the less we ask for in Safeguard
the less opposition we are likely to get in the Congress. Moreover,
the opposition is likely to use the apparent SS–9 slowdown and the Soviet ABM-only proposal as arguments to defeat our proposals. If our
proposal is defeated in Congress, we will have lost, rather than maintained, leverage in SALT.
—On the other hand, it is argued that slowing Safeguard now will
encourage even more opposition and that we would be unlikely to ever
revive any ABM even in the absence of a SALT agreement. Moreover,
asking for a reduced level of construction denies our “bargaining chip”
arguments of last year unless we turn to the ambiguous SS–9 events
for justification, a questionable course, unless we also get some constraint on Soviet offensive systems.
My Recommendation
On balance, I think the most prudent course is to approve Option
2, which involves continuing construction at the two existing sites; initiating construction at Whiteman; requesting authorization either for
construction at Warren or for advance preparation of the NCA defense
at your discretion based on our progress in SALT.
This program would give an appropriate signal to the Soviets and
relates our Safeguard program to SALT without sacrificing the impetus of the program or encouraging the Soviets to talk rather than to
negotiate.
We would face more opposition in the Congress with this option
than with Ambassador Smith’s proposal. However, this is unavoidable.

3

See footnote 3, Document 159.
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The alternative would be to risk weakening our principal bargaining
card in SALT without getting limits on Soviet forces. One important
aspect of proposing NCA or Warren is that it gives you a rationale,
should you feel it prudent to do so, to withdraw the request for Warren before a Congressional vote, giving you important flexibility in
working with the Congress.
You will note that I have not mentioned Gerry Smith’s proposal
for unilateral declaration stopping Safeguard as long as the Soviets stop
offensive deployments. I think this is an important option but it needs
more analysis and you can take that action at any time. I will send you
a separate memorandum concerning this matter.
Finally, I recommend you direct the establishment of an interagency coordinating committee to prepare the legislation and rationale for our Safeguard program. This is essential to insure the Government speaks with a single voice on this issue.
Attached is a NSDM (Tab A) reflecting the above considerations.
If you approve, please sign the NSDM.4
4

Nixon initialed the approve option. Tab A as signed is Document 173.

173. National Security Decision Memorandum 971
Washington, February 8, 1971.
TO
The Members of the National Security Council
The Attorney General
The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
The Director of Central Intelligence
SUBJECT
Safeguard Review

As a result of the review of the Safeguard program conducted by
the National Security Council, I have decided on the following Safeguard Program subject to Congressional authorization where required:

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 364, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 97–144. Top Secret. Copies were sent to Moorer and to Senior
Members of the U.S. SALT Delegation.
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1. Continue construction at the sites at Grand Forks, North Dakota
and Malmstrom, Montana.
2. Commence (in 1971) the construction already authorized for the
site at Whiteman, Missouri.
3. Begin (in 1972) advance preparation on the National Command
Authority defense at Washington, D.C. or construction on the site at
Warren, Wyoming. I will decide between these alternatives based upon
a review of developments in SALT.
To insure a clear and coherent presentation of my decision in connection with the budget I direct that an interagency coordinating committee be formed under the direction of a representative of the Secretary of Defense2 with membership composed of representatives from
appropriate agencies and appropriate elements of the Executive Office
of the President.3
Richard Nixon

2
Laird submitted a “Rationale for the FY 72 Safeguard Program” to President Nixon
under a covering memorandum, March 1. (Washington National Records Center, OSD
Files: FRC 330–76–207, 337, White House)
3
During a telephone conversation on April 14, Nixon and Haldeman discussed the
administration’s strategy for obtaining Congressional approval of this phase of Safeguard. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Record of
Conversation between Nixon and Haldeman, Oval Office, Conversation No. 479–3) A
conference of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees limited the administration’s plans, however, when it adopted the Senate committee’s plan to limit deployment of Safeguard to only two of the four previously authorized sites: Grand Forks and
Malmstrom. The full Congress passed the defense procurement authorization bill (P.L.
92–156), which contained provisions for the two-site ABM system, on November 11. (Congress and the Nation, Vol. 3, 1969–1972, pp. 212–213)
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174. Minutes of National Security Council Meeting1
Washington, February 11, 1971, 10:15–11:15 a.m.
SUBJECT
The President’s Annual Review of Foreign Policy
PARTICIPANTS
President Richard Nixon
William P. Rogers, Secretary of State
Melvin Laird, Secretary of Defense
General George A. Lincoln, Director of Emergency Preparedness
John N. Mitchell, Attorney General
John N. Irwin, II, Under Secretary of State
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Richard Helms, Director of Central Intelligence
Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs
William Safire,3 White House
Colonel Richard Kennedy, NSC
Winston Lord, NSC

RN: I want to review the work going on on the Report that I will
make on the 25th.2 I have not yet gone into the final draft. I want to
ask Director Helms to give a general briefing on the world and I will
ask Dr. Kissinger to summarize the Report. Then I’ll ask Mel [Laird]
and Bill [Rogers] to note which sections we want to work on. I will be
working on it this weekend. Dick [Helms]?4
Helms: Around the world we see a number of developments.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–110, NSC Minutes, Originals, 1971 thru 6–20–74. Confidential. The meeting was held in the Cabinet Room of the White House. Kissinger sent Nixon
a memorandum on February 10 briefing him on the purpose of the meeting. (Ibid.) The
memorandum is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume I, Foundations of Foreign Policy, 1969–1972, Document 84.
2
The President transmitted his Second Annual Report to the Congress on United
States Foreign Policy on February 25. The report includes the following parts: The Nixon
Doctrine, Relating National Interests, The Soviet Union, Securing National Interests, The
World Interest, and The National Security Council System. For the text, see Public Papers: Nixon, 1971, pp. 219–345.
3
Special Assistant to the President and speechwriter.
4
All brackets are in the original.
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I’ll start with the Soviet Union. The Soviets are deploying a third
group of SS–9s. They have a new task group heading for Cuba.5
Laird: It will enter Cuban waters today.
Moorer: It’s an N-Class submarine, not nuclear firing.
Helms: They are moving ahead with preparations for the Party
Congress which was scheduled previously for February. They face serious problems of resource allocation in their economy, of reform, and
whether to crack down on the East Europeans. Some in the leadership
want to modernize the economy. Brezhnev and Kosygin are aging, so
there may be some leadership changes but it is unlikely there will be
major changes in policy.
Let me turn now to China. Their missile development is moving
toward an ICBM, but there is no firm evidence of any deployment.
RN: What kind of missiles do the British and French have?
Helms: Both the French and British missiles are IRBM’s.
RN: Then China would be the third to have ICBM’s. What about
submarine missiles?
Laird: The British have Polaris.
Helms: China has a 1400-mile missile being tested. They could
have an operational ICBM by 1973. They have an active nuclear test
program and can deliver a 3-Megaton weapon with their IRBM.
They do not have a missile for their missile submarines. They are
developing a new sub but we have no evidence of a nuclear-powered
sub yet. Their submarines strictly stick to Chinese waters.
Their Cultural Revolution is still having an effect. There is no clear
pecking order in their 25-main politburo. Mao is still in charge; the others are a mixture of groupings.
Their international relations have regained momentum. The image now given is one of stability and reasonableness. Peking is no softer
on Southeast Asian issues but there is an indication they would see a
negotiation as advantageous. There are still border talks going on with
the USSR. There have been no more clashes. The Soviets have tripled
their forces on the border; the Chinese have also moved forces to the
border. There is now no contact between the Soviet and China Communist Parties. The Soviets attacked the Chinese over the South Vietnamese invasion of Laos, claiming that the Chinese had alienated the
peoples of Southeast Asia and the Chinese attitude was thereby detrimental to the anti-imperialist struggle.

5

Reference is to Soviet naval activity near the Cuban port of Cienfuegos.
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RN: How new is this sort of attack?
Helms: It’s a recurring theme but this is one of the most virulent
instances. It evidences real distaste.
Rogers: It’s interesting that the Soviets take the Laos invasion as
an opportunity to take off on China. It’s useful in noting to Congress
that it’s unlikely China and the USSR would team up against us; this
rules out a conference on Indochina with Peking and Moscow.
Kissinger: Hanoi has a problem here, too.
Rogers: Hanoi can’t go either.
Helms: Let me review the effects of recent developments in Southeast Asia. The Communist position in South Vietnam has deteriorated
sharply in the last year. Cambodia is now denied to them as a sanctuary and port. In Cambodia they now have an active opponent claiming further resources. The Laos invasion threatens their last logistics
route. The fact that the Lon Nol6 Government survives complicates
Hanoi’s problem. The odds favor the survival of a non-Communist
government.
If successful, the present offensive will cut the Ho Chi Minh Trail
and prevent their reinforcement for a year. The Communists have real
problems in the countryside. They concede in the Delta that only 12%
of the people are under their control. The elections this year will be a
demonstration of the viability and strength of South Vietnam. They are
still strong and will fight in south Laos, and also will fight in the North.
Hanoi must feel that things are coming to a head. They see an anticommunist coalition being formed and the United States shows no evidence of concessions in Paris. In short, Hanoi’s strategy is not working.
In the Middle East, there is no evidence of a break in the fundamental deadlock. There has been no fighting—there’s 30 days more
ceasefire. In the long view all the issues boil down to the territorial
problem. The Israelis insist on defensible borders and won’t give up
Jerusalem, Sharm el-Sheikh, Gaza and the Golan Heights. They are not
specific on the rest. Sadat’s7 Suez proposal was trying to take some
danger out of the situation. Mrs. Meir8 insists on a peace treaty before
any withdraw; she’ll talk about Suez separately.
Jarring9 is now more active. He made new proposals to the Arabs
and Israelis. He’s asked for simultaneous commitments. He’s received

6

Lon Nol, Prime Minister of Cambodia.
Anwar al-Sadat, President of Egypt.
8
Golda Meir, Prime Minister of Israel.
9
Gunnar Jarring, Swedish Ambassador to the Soviet Union and United Nations
Special Representative for the Middle East.
7
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no answer yet but there’s not much hope. The level of armaments is
rising throughout the area. Israel can defend itself against any or all of
them but it’s becoming more difficult. They would preempt, but the
Arab air forces have increased their air defense. There are 13,000–14,000
Soviet military personnel in the UAR. This could result in their direct
involvement if the fighting resumes.
Rogers: There is a report that the UAR sees 150,000 losses if they
try to cross the Canal. That’s certainly a stabilizing factor. Egypt knows
it would get licked. Both sides are concerned.
RN: Thank you, Dick. Henry?
Kissinger: Let me briefly summarize the purpose of this Foreign
Policy Report—the procedure, and what it attempts to do.
We started at the end of September by sending out a NSSM requesting the agencies’ contributions.10 These were received by the end
of November. They were worked on by my staff, on the basis of comments and drafts we received from the agencies which were incorporated into the document and our general understanding of the President’s approach. A draft then went out to the departments around
January 20. We have received many comments. We are now incorporating the changes and we will take up any questions. So the final draft
will reflect the agreement of all the senior advisors. Most of the comments we have received improve the draft and do not change the philosophy. I am going to work with the President in Florida and then
send the drafts to the agencies again for review.
What is the purpose of the document? It is to get beyond what
happened to why it happened. It is to put to the American public, the
bureaucracy and foreign governments a picture of the world as you
see it, where you see us and the world going. That is the meaning of
a generation of peace—to look beyond crisis-management toward a
long view. This can make a contribution to the level of public debate.
Debate will be in the framework of the document rather than just newspaper nit-picking of day-to-day actions. This can improve the understanding by the American people, foreign governments and the bureaucracy, of the major issues of foreign policy.
The thrust is that there have been major changes since the end of
the war and up to the time this Administration came into office. Other
countries, especially Europe and Japan, have grown stronger; the
United States no longer enjoys a nuclear monopoly; the Communist

10
NSSM 102, issued on September 21, 1970, called for submissions from the Departments of State, Defense, and the Treasury and the CIA in preparation for the President’s second annual review of United States foreign policy. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 43–103 [1 of 2])
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world is no longer a monolith. All these developments have implications for our policy. One theme is a new partnership with a greater contribution to be made by others. This is known as the Nixon Doctrine.11
It also means we need a new doctrine for our strategic and general purpose forces in a new strategic situation. Thirdly, there is a new approach
to the Communist world, because of the new situation.
Thus the Report is organized into a section on relations with allies and friends, a section on relations with our adversaries, a long chapter on the meaning of the Nixon Doctrine, and a strategic section which
includes a balanced description of strategic forces and a description of
arms control—both of which are discussed in detail.
RN: Dobrynin always says “disarmament;” we use the phrase
“arms control.” That’s their propaganda.
Kissinger: This is the general outline and the philosophy. I want
to be brief; I want to allow some time for the others to speak. This has
been a cooperative enterprise, and the whole government has been involved in it. It shows that our policy has had a coherent point of view
since you took office.
RN: I will have to read it. I’ll do it this weekend.
Laird: I have one concern. I felt the Report last year12 presented
the three major points of the Nixon Doctrine. That was good. I see that
the draft now says we were the ones who suggested an ABM ban; this
is a problem for me. I want to fudge it a little. I want to avoid mention
of the four options because then we’ll have to explain them in
testimony.
RN: It’ll leak if we have too much detail. We’ll have to face a lot
of questions.
Laird: During the 1960’s we were sold the flexible response doctrine. This was the McNamara approach. The Nixon Doctrine got away
from flexible response; we moved to the initiative with partnership and
negotiation. This is the thrust of our initiative—we want to get away
from “flexible response” and turn to “deterrence”—”realistic deterrence” tied to the Nixon Doctrine. We will sell to the Congress and the
people the idea of deterrence and a policy of initiative rather than response. A policy of response is negative rather than the initiative we
need for the 1970’s. We should get this incorporated in the Report more
fully.

11

For the origins of the Nixon Doctrine, see footnote 5, Document 98.
Nixon’s First Annual Report to the Congress on United States Foreign Policy for
the 1970s was transmitted on February 18, 1970. For the text, see Public Papers: Nixon,
1970, pp. 116–190.
12
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The strategic section doesn’t tie in with the SALT section. We can
make the sections work together.
The section on the NSC System: Last year it emphasized the improvements we had brought about; this year it seems to emphasize [crisis] management. We want to emphasize that we still want to look at
the long term.
Rogers: We fully support the idea of the Report. We will make a
report to the Congress also, that goes into greater detail in many areas.13 I think the idea of this Report is excellent. The coordination has
been very good. We had an opportunity to make comments on the
SALT part. I support Mel on this: I think we should drop the options.
We can state our approach. Otherwise it’s a target for attack. I’m sure
we can work it out with Henry.
RN: On the SALT part: the pathetic idealism on arms control in
this country means it would be best to speak on it often. We know that
cosmetics have a lot to do with how people see this, regardless of the
substance. It’s important to people.
Rogers: There’s no criticism of us in the public or any question
whether we are forthcoming. But if too much is let out it gives the opposition fire.
Laird: Everybody knows what our position is. Gerry Smith’s briefing leaked; the Soviets are putting out their side.
Rogers: It’s well written and a good report, but it’s too long. It’s
twice as long as last year’s, particularly in light of the State and Defense reports14 that are also coming out. Last year’s was about right.
There’s some repetition. We must watch how we say that we thought
of everything; we can make it more subtle, I think.
Kissinger: We’re cutting it now by 15%–20%.
RN: I want it tight.
Rogers: We want to balance the length with the substance of the
chapters. I think our report fits well together with this one.
[The meeting adjourned.]

13
“United States Foreign Policy 1969–1970: A Report of the Secretary of State” was
transmitted to Congress on March 26. The report includes an introductory statement by
Rogers and sections on Relations Among States and The Common Concerns of Diplomacy. For the text, see Department of State Bulletin, April 5, 1971, pp. 465–477.
14
Regarding the Defense Department report, see Document 177.
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175. Conversation Between President Nixon and the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, February 16, 1971.
Nixon: And the other thing is, my view is this: that we now have
information that the SS–9 is MIRV warhead.2 [unclear] I mean, MIRV
in our sense.
Kissinger: Yeah.
Nixon: Well, that’s what we—
Kissinger: That we would be their [unclear].
Nixon: This is at best—intelligence people all agree, isn’t that—
Kissinger: Yes.
Nixon: That’s what [unclear] all along.
Kissinger: That’s what—remember—I told you in May ‘69 about
[unclear exchange].
Nixon: [unclear] talking about the MIRV footprints. [unclear] But
now what you’re saying is that this is independent, [unclear] what we
think is an independent. Is that the point?
Kissinger: An independent target capability is—it depends on the
release time and space.
Nixon: [unclear] six.
Kissinger: Well, no. They have three.
Nixon: Three?
Kissinger: The six they think they may be able to get [unclear].
Nixon: Now the other point that I make is this—
Kissinger: What they have [unclear] directed to vary the release
time of those three things.
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: And that gives them an independent capability.
Nixon: Right.
Kissinger: Because defending as well as [unclear exchange].
Nixon: Now, is it your view that this whole [unclear]—that’s why
they’re slowing down their SS–9. [unclear]

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Recording of Conversation between Nixon and Kissinger, Oval Office, Conversation
450–11. No classification marking. The editor transcribed the portion of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The transcript is part of a larger conversation that occurred from 10:49 to 11:03 a.m.
2
See Document 159.
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Kissinger: Well, that could be one reason, but the primary reason,
I think, is that they’re building a new silo, which I told you about over
the weekend.
Nixon: Yes, [unclear]. Does that have to do with MIRV?
Kissinger: Well, we don’t know what it has to do with. It might be
an entirely new missile, a new warhead.
Nixon: Yeah, yeah.
Kissinger: But you can’t mention that. That’s very secret.
Nixon: Yeah, I know. Okay. But what are we—on this MIRV thing—
Kissinger: On the MIRV slowdown—on the SS–9 slowdown—I
would say it might mean that they have the [unclear]. It might mean
that they’re putting on new warheads. And, if the evidence is very
ambiguous—
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: And, if I were [unclear exchange].
Nixon: Take a quick look at the substance as you prepare [unclear].
Kissinger: [unclear] You’re getting by too [unclear].
Nixon: Yeah, and spoil it. I don’t want to say too much. The other
thing about the arms control thing, I think the logic you should take
there is that we have developed our own position with regard to—well
first, without going into anything about ABMs, where they are—just
say that we believe that there can be no meaningful arms control without the control of both offensive and defensive missiles.
Kissinger: Right.
Nixon: That’s what we are—that is our objective. And, the arms—
we’ve got to deal with the arms control allegation that will be presented in our position in Vienna in March.3
Kissinger: Right.
Nixon: How’s that sound to you?
Kissinger: [unclear] You can say we are reviewing our position.
Not from the point—well, they’ve—in the light of what has gone on
before at the negotiations. But, I would say there has to be a link between offensive and defensive weapons. And remember that the threat
comes from the offensive weapons that are now deployed. I would hit
that hard. That’s what the danger is.
Nixon: I know.

3

The fourth round of SALT talks was scheduled to begin in Vienna in March.
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176. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, February 16, 1971.
FROM
Henry A. Kissinger
SUBJECT
NIE 11-8-70, “Soviet Forces for Intercontinental Attack”2

Attached at Tab A is the intelligence community’s latest effort at
a comprehensive estimate of present and future Soviet strategic attack
capabilities.
I.
The highlights of the NIE are:
ICBMs
—The Soviets have continued the numerical build-up of their
ICBM force, but at a slower rate. (Subsequent intelligence indicates that
the Soviets have started no new groups since June 1970 and have halted
construction on two SS-9 groups (six launchers each) and one SS-13
group (ten launchers), which were among the last groups to be started.)
—The SS-9 is a real threat to Minuteman if the Soviets improve its
accuracy and develop a MIRV system for it.
—A system evidenced in recent Soviet flight tests of the SS-9 Mod
4 could lead to a MIRV with initial operational capability by late 1971,
but this would be no more accurate than the present SS-9 which means
limited effectiveness against hard targets.
—The Soviets could develop a MIRV with three or six RVs and
with the accuracy for hard targets [less than 1 line not declassified] by
late 1972.
—Soviet R&D testing, which has been quite active, has concentrated on testing improved versions (i.e., better accuracy, penetration
aids) of ICBM systems which are already deployed, rather than on new
systems. The intelligence community believes this trend will continue.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject Files,
Box 405, USSR SS-9 Deployment. Top Secret. Sent for information. The memorandum
bears a note indicating that the President saw it.
2
Document 160.
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—It is agreed that the Soviets will probably continue work on landmobile systems. However, the one mobile missile program which has
been suggested as being an ICBM appears to be in limbo or to have
been cancelled.
SLBMs
—The Soviets are energetically developing SSBNs. The Y-class submarine is the mainstay of this fleet. Fourteen are now operational. At
the present production rate—which shows no signs of slackening—the
Y-class force will reach forty units (comparable in size to the U.S. Polaris fleet) in early 1974.
—Soviet SSBNs have started patrolling in the past year within missile range of the U.S. No particular pattern is yet discernable.
—The Soviets are developing a new SLBM with an extended range
[less than 1 line not declassified] which could add greatly to the flexibility and survivability of Soviet submarines. (Subsequent intelligence estimates that the missile could have an initial operational capability by
late 1971.) The missile is too large to fit in the Y-class submarine without major ship modification. It appears most likely that the missile will
be initially deployed in one earlier model SSBN and ten diesel submarines, for a total of 66 launch tubes.
Bombers
—At present, the Soviets have only 197 heavy bombers and tankers
operational, their designs dating from the 1950’s.
—The Soviets are proceeding smoothly with flight tests of a new
strategic bomber, [less than 1 line not declassified] which should be ready
for operational use by 1974-76. Because of the relatively limited range
of the bomber, all in the intelligence community, except [less than 1 line
not declassified] believe that the aircraft is best suited for peripheral operations, though (especially with refueling) it could be used for intercontinental attack.
Overall
—The number of major Soviet strategic forces and projections for
mid-1972 are shown in the table on the next page.3
—We know very little about the purposes of the Soviet force. All
agree that the Soviets seek, at a minimum, a position of acknowledged
strategic parity with the U.S. But how they are most likely to define
“parity” and how likely it is that they might seek some quantitative
edge is unclear. Moreover, little is known about Soviet perception of
U.S. intentions, command and control, and war-fighting strategies.
3

The one-page table is attached, but not printed.
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II.
This year’s NIE is a major improvement over last year’s. As you
might recall, that effort had serious defects:
—Most serious was a lack of sharply-defined, clearly-argued discussions of the characteristics and purposes of Soviet strategic forces.
—It was too often satisfied with reciting facts and reluctant to
raised fundamental questions about their significance.
—Judgments and background which often underlie conclusions
were not made explicit.
Recognizing the weaknesses in last year’s product, Dick Helms
asked for comments from intelligence consumers. After getting your
reaction, I provided comments and had my staff work closely with the
intelligence community. The result, as reflected by this NIE are encouraging:
1. There was some frank, clear discussion of the characteristics and
purposes of Soviet forces. For instance,
—Penetrating beyond the fairly obvious generalization that the SS9 was (at least initially) intended for hard targets, there is an extensive
discussion of possible roles and missions of the SS-9. (Pages 46-48)
—Likewise, possible Soviet purposes behind deploying some SS11s in MR/IRBM sites are examined carefully. (Annex E)
2. The discussion is backed by considerable detail which is presented in usually very clear ways (e.g., graphics) and which even spills
over into a number of annexes. As a rough measure, last year’s NIE
(which also included peripheral attack forces) was 47 pages long with
annexes versus 159 pages for this year’s.
3. A wide range of sources is often used to advance the analysis.
For instance,
—[less than 1 line not declassified] is used to suggest a shift in SS-9
targeting strategy.
—The Soviet SALT statements are used to support the conclusions
that the Soviets will continue at least exploratory research on a mobile
missile and will convert some diesel submarines to carry an extendedrange SLBM.
4. One of the best improvements is the development of a wide
range of alternative force models based on assumed differences in Soviet objectives, the pace of Soviet technological developments, and the
resources which the Soviets are willing to apply. This approach forces
everyone to remember that estimates rely heavily on underlying assumptions. However, to avoid the real danger that any point along the
wide spectrum would be undifferentiated from any other point, the
NIE designates certain assumptions and their accompanying illustrative force structures as most likely.
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All the alternative force models are provided in considerable numerical detail which is essential for an understanding of the differences
between the alternatives and for performance of some simple threat
calculations—e.g., on the possible vulnerability of Minuteman.
III.
While this year’s NIE is a major improvement over last year’s, considerably more work is required. The present NIE suffers from two serious weaknesses:
1. It still fails to draw on all sources and research methods which
could advance the analysis.
The greatest emphasis is still heavily on observed activity at test
ranges, construction sites, and operational bases. However, a variety
of other material could be useful—e.g., Soviet doctrinal and strategic
writings, economic information, analysis of Soviet institutions. The NIE
includes a section on these approaches, but that section mirrors the
weakness of the old NIE—it lacks detail and clear-cut differences in
viewpoints. For instance, the NIE is almost fatuous when it ponderously concludes: “It can only be said that military policy is made as a
result of a political process involving debate, hard bargaining, and bureaucratic infighting, in which the military interest plays a ‘substantial’
role.”
2. The NIE often fails to estimate Soviet objectives and strategies,
yet such information is fundamental to understanding present Soviet
programs and estimating future ones. The NIE made a few attempts
to improve its work here—notably with the discussion of the roles and
missions of the SS-9—but the gaps are many.
—How sophisticated is Soviet strategic thinking? How do various
individuals and groups define “parity”?
—What are likely Soviet war plans? What are Soviet views as to
the possibility and outcomes of limited strategic war? Will the Soviets
tend to hold many units in reserve?
—How good is Soviet command and control?
IV.
I will commend Dick Helms for the improvement in this NIE. At
the same time, I will indicate that more can, and must, be done.
I will also continue to work with the intelligence community over
the next year to insure that improvements are made.
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177. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, February 22, 1971, 3:15–4:10 p.m.
SUBJECT
Defense Posture Statement
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Under Secretary John N. Irwin
Mr. Ronald I. Spiers
Mr. Seymour Weiss
Defense
Mr. David Packard
Dr. Gardiner I. Tucker
Mr. William J. Baroody, Jr.2
CIA
Mr. Richard Helms
Mr. Bruce C. Clarke
JCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Maj. Gen. Richard F. Shaefer

OMB
Mr. James R. Schlesinger
Mr. Caspar Weinberger
ACDA
Mr. Philip J. Farley
Vice Adm. John M. Lee
CEA
Mr. Paul McCracken
OST
Dr. Hubert Heffner
NSC Staff
Dr. K. Wayne Smith
Mr. John C. Court
Mr. D. Keith Guthrie

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
1. The DPRC Working Group will review the draft Defense posture statement3 to insure its consistency with outstanding guidance on
strategy. For this purpose, the Working Group will make a compilation
of existing guidance based on NSDMs and the President’s Annual Foreign Policy Review.4 To facilitate this review, the Defense Department
will distribute copies of the proposed posture statement to all appro-

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, ‘69–’73 [1 of 3]. Top Secret. The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room. All brackets are in the original.
2
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, 1969–1973.
3
Laird’s 143-page draft Statement on the FY 1972 Defense Budget and FY 1972–1976
Program, February 13, is in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–101, DPRC Meeting, Defense Strategy,
2/22/71. Laird released his second annual Defense Report to Congress on March 9. The
191-page posture statement recommended a policy of “realistic deterrence.” A 11⁄2 war
strategy, drawing upon annual military expenditures equal to 7 percent of GNP, would
require U.S. allies to bear a greater share of the defense burden and would eventually
result in the elimination of U.S. ground troops assigned to Asia by the end of the 1970s.
(Washington Post, March 10, 1971, pp. A1, A9) See also Document 180.
4
See footnote 2, Document 174.
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priate agencies. In connection with the review, the State Department
will submit comments on relevant political factors.
2. The DPRC agreed that it was important that the Defense Posture statement not imply any degradation in US readiness under
FY72–76 defense programs. Specifically, the posture statement should
make clear that GPF capabilities relative to those of the Eisenhower administration have been improved even though force levels have been
reduced. The interdependence of deterrence and war-fighting capability should be recognized. Similarly, care should be taken to avoid appearing to abandon the 11⁄2-war concept without making clear in other
ways the contingencies under which the US is prepared to take military action.
3. It was agreed that the forthcoming State Department report on
foreign policy5 will be submitted for review under the NSC system.
4. The DPRC will review the FY73 Defense fiscal guidance.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Packard) Do you want to have Bill [Baroody]
present a briefing on the posture statement?
Mr. Packard: There are a few things I want to say first. In our defense planning we are dealing with two problems. We need to present
our plan to the public and to the Congress. We also have to undertake
detailed planning ourselves. What we are concerned with today is the
first of these tasks, that is, presenting our plan to the public and the
Congress. This must be done in a way that is consistent with the President’s foreign policy address and also with the statement which the
Secretary of State will be making. Since the Defense presentation will
be fairly comprehensive, it is especially important that it be tied together with these other statements.
Mr. Baroody: (Mr. Baroody’s briefing was based on a series of
charts, copies of which are attached).6 This first chart indicates the order in which the major administration statements on foreign and national security policy will appear. Last year it was decided to present
a transitional one-year defense program to Congress.7 However, at that
time Secretary Laird committed himself to present a coherent five-year
program the following year. Secretary Laird’s statement will follow that

5

See footnote 13, Document 174.
Not found.
7
Laird issued his first annual defense report to Congress on February 20, 1970. The
report, excerpted in the New York Times, emphasized the military gains made by the Soviet Union and the need to keep pace by pursuing Safeguard and other measures. (New
York Times, February 21, 1970, p. 14)
6
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of the Secretary of State, which we understand will be forthcoming
about the first week in March. The chart also indicates the basic elements to be included in the Defense report and notes that the JCS Chairman, the service secretaries and the service chiefs will be making additional statements.
The next chart [Chart 2] lists the table of contents of the report. It
is divided into two sections. I will not be dealing with Section II, which
concerns management, in this presentation. The appendices include
charts setting forth the Eisenhower, Kennedy–Johnson, and Nixon administrations’ defense strategies and a number of statistical tables.
This chart [Chart 3] provides a comparative overview of the strategies of the three administrations. The budgetary figures are keyed to
constant 1964 dollars.
The next two charts [Charts 4 and 5] provide more detail on the
Eisenhower and Kennedy–Johnson strategies. The brackets are designed to give a rough indication of the types of conflict each of the
various forces is designed to deter or respond to.
This chart [Chart 6] outlines the factors of change which have led
to the new Nixon strategy. The quotes in our statement come from the
comments which we submitted on the draft Presidential foreign policy report. They will be reviewed as necessary so as to be keyed precisely to the language of the President’s statement.
Our next chart [Chart 7] sets forth the three pillars of our strategy:
partnership, strength, and negotiation.
Here [Chart 8] we have depicted the Nixon strategy of realistic deterrence. The forces listed are the FY72 baseline forces. As noted on the
chart, the Defense Department is most concerned with two of the three
pillars of the Nixon strategy for peace, that is strength and partnership.
Mr. Schlesinger: Where do you show that many of the fourteen
Eisenhower administration divisions were paper divisions? In other
words, how do you convey the point that we are maintaining our conventional strength?
Dr. Kissinger: That is a good point. If you compare the Eisenhower
assumptions and force levels, and if you consider that the Eisenhower
administration was relying on nuclear deterrence, then it is difficult to
explain why the Eisenhower administration had more forces in every
general purpose force category than we do.
Mr. Packard: That is an important point.
Dr. Kissinger: If I were on a Senate committee, that is the first question I would ask.
Mr. Baroody: In the report we state the assumptions of each administration’s strategy. We can show that the forces indicated for the
Eisenhower administration were designed to serve as a trip-wire.
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Dr. Kissinger: That is just the point. Despite the difference in strategy, the Eisenhower administration apparently had larger general purpose forces. We need to have something in the text of the statement
that explains this apparent anomaly.
Mr. Schlesinger: Five of the Eisenhower administration divisions
were essentially training units.
Dr. Kissinger: If you explained that, the statement would be fine.
Otherwise, I don’t know what reasons you have for thinking that with
a different doctrine smaller general purpose forces are adequate. There
were more forces provided under the trip-wire concept.
Dr. Tucker: One factor is the possibility of simultaneous war in
both theaters.
Dr. Kissinger: I want to get to that later.
Mr. Baroody: To continue the briefing, this chart [Chart 9] states
the principles underlying Secretary Laird’s report. These are Secretary
Laird’s interpretations of elements of the President’s foreign policy
report.
Mr. Irwin: What is the meaning of “decisive” with reference to
strategic nuclear retaliatory capability?
Mr. Baroody: That is another word for assured destruction.
Mr. Schlesinger: What do you mean by stating that Free World deterrent forces should be “independent” of strategic nuclear forces?
Mr. Baroody: What we are talking about is the erosion that has
taken place at the strategic level and the need for the President to have
available to him the option of using these other deterrent forces.
Dr. Heffner: From what I have seen of the President’s report, there
is nothing in it that says that NATO forces are to be independent of
our strategic forces. This statement could be taken as an indicator that
we favor such independence.
Mr. Packard: This is designed to provide for deterrence independent of nuclear forces.
Dr. Heffner: As I read the President’s statement that isn’t what he
said.
Mr. Packard: We will take a look at the wording.
Mr. Baroody: As shown in this chart [Chart 10], our planning is
organized around the key elements of the strategic spectrum: strategic,
theater nuclear, theater conventional, and subtheater/localized.
Dr. Kissinger: One wonders when seeing that chart why it is considered that our strategic forces can be sufficient but not modern
whereas our theater nuclear forces must be modern and sufficient. The
requirements seem to be less strict for our strategic forces. This is just
a nitpick.
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Mr. Schlesinger: What do you mean by stating that responsibility
for theater nuclear forces can be shared with certain allies?
Mr. Baroody: This refers to the French and British nuclear forces.
Mr. Schlesinger: Their forces are essential for city-busting.
Mr. Packard: It all depends on how you define theater nuclear
forces.
Adm. Moorer: They provide delivery vehicles. The phraseology
can be rationalized on that basis.
Mr. Baroody: I am not implying that the French and British are to
contribute to deterring a strategic nuclear attack on the US. Our forces
are designed to be self-sufficient in that capacity. In preparing the Defense report we looked for a single new term to provide an umbrella
of all of the elements that affect Defense planning. This we have called
the total force planning concept.
It is important to distinguish between total force planning for US
forces and that which takes place under the partnership concept involving Free World forces. For the US, the key elements [as set forth
in Chart 11] are baseline forces, better utilization of existing forces, modernization of the reserves, improved readiness, and greater use of technology. Total force planning for the Free World can be summarized in
the three categories [combined planning, complementary forces planning, and security assistance, shown in Chart 12]. This terminology is
not used in the report but is a convenient way of summarizing what
is involved.
Total forces planning in the broadest sense can be exemplified by
our Vietnamization strategy, which seeks to combine diplomatic efforts,
negotiations, economic and security assistance, and cooperation among
the Asian nations. [Chart 13]
This chart [Chart 14] lists the major threats to free world security
and keys them to the spectrum of possible types of conflict.
The last charts [Charts 15 and 16] give more information about
how the concept of total force planning will be treated in the report.
The material presented in the charts is, in effect, a table of contents for
Chapter 4, which deals with force planning. The discussion of theater
and subtheater forces is drawn from the presentation made to the DPRC
on December 14.8
Dr. Kissinger: I take it this is not exactly the way you will present
the material in the report.

8
The meeting was held on December 15, 1970. For the record of the meeting, see
Document 164.
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Mr. Baroody: On the contrary, these charts I showed are the table
of contents. This is precisely the way it will be organized in the report.
The forces will be keyed to the type of mission each serves.
Dr. Kissinger: Are you gong to distribute a draft of the statement
to interested agencies, particularly State and CIA?
Mr. Baroody: We will do that.
Dr. Kissinger: We don’t want to spend time on nitpicking. I have
had enough of that in preparing the Annual Review. To cite an example, in the text of the section dealing with species of animals in danger of extinctions, there was a statement that “animals do not recognize national boundaries”. One agency wanted to change this to
“some” animals. The only thing else that was needed was to add a footnote that “animals that don’t recognize national boundaries don’t deserve protection.”
In connection with the Defense report, I want to raise two conceptual issues. I don’t objective to the phrase “realistic deterrence”. It
is a great phrase. However, I do object to giving the impression that
we are not interested in war-fighting, as opposed to deterrence. It is
not easy to see how deterrence can be achieved when we are telling
the other side that we are not interested in fighting. Deterrence has to
be based on war-fighting capability. I am afraid that in our attempt to
package our strategy differently, we are making a distortion that could
lead us to appear to be following a policy that the other side will think
is a bluff. We have to be careful about elaborating these distinctions in
a government document. In the Presidential statement we have emphasized the deterrent.
Does anyone have any other views?
Mr. Packard: I generally agree with what you have said. I have
had some doubts about the way some of these concepts are presented
in our report. I would like to take another look at the language.
Mr. Baroody: The language in the Defense report has been changed
to fashion the statement of our strategy in such a way that it will not
be necessary to make further revisions to cover this point.
Dr. Kissinger: Rather than phrasing the statement negatively,
would it not be better to make a positive statement of what we seek to
achieve in the way of deterrence and war-fighting capability?
Mr. Packard: I agree.
Adm. Moorer: War-fighting capability comes first. Deterrence
stems from that capability. Deterrence is a state of mind based on the
enemy’s evaluation of our war-fighting capability.
Dr. Kissinger: That is exactly the point. Could you look at the language in the report with a view to taking that into account?
Mr. Packard: Okay. We have already talked about this in Defense.
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Dr. Kissinger: There is one other thing I want to bring up. The McNamara 21⁄2-war strategy seemed bloodthirsty; on the other hand, we
didn’t ever have the forces required to carry it out. I understand that
we don’t want to nail ourselves to the wall on the subject of how many
wars we want to fight simultaneously. Yet I wonder about the advisability of publicly abandoning our previously stated concepts. I understand the concern about the American public’s reaction to the 11⁄2-war
terminology. The public is unhappy enough with our 1⁄4 war. On the
other hand, I am concerned about how the other side would interpret
our giving up the 11⁄2-war concept. Could we avoid phrasing this in
such a way that it invites misinterpretation by the other side?
Mr. Packard: We can take a look at that. I think the 11⁄2-war concept is not a very good way of defining what we want to do. But we
don’t want to give the impression that we are not willing to fight if
necessary.
Dr. Kissinger: That’s right. I don’t want to stick on figures—21⁄2
wars, 11⁄2 wars, 11⁄4 wars, or what have you. But I don’t want the other
side to be saying: “Since they are engaged in Vietnam, by their own
definition they can’t take on anything more.” I am concerned that by
giving up the numbers game, we may unintentionally create the wrong
impression.
Is this group particularly docile today? No comments?
Adm. Moorer: One solution might be to mention the 11⁄2-war concept this year and then next year get away from it completely. It is
really not too meaningful. We could use phraseology such as “the strategy referred to last year as the 11⁄2-war strategy”.
Dr. Kissinger: It wouldn’t bother me if we failed to specify the
number of wars we were going to fight as long as we list the contingencies under which we expected to take action.
Adm. Moorer: In his 21⁄2-war concept McNamara was really talking about World War III, that is, a world-wide war involving general
purpose forces.
Mr. McCracken: As a layman, I am not sure I understand what
some of this terminology implies. Is a war a definable unit?
Adm. Moorer: We are really talking about the areas in which we
are going to fight—the Pacific, the Atlantic, etc. The half-war concept
originated with the Dominican Republic intervention. I would recommend we get away from these designations.
Dr. Kissinger: Okay, but we should retain some specificity about
our capabilities.
Mr. Packard: I think we need to emphasize that we have smaller
but more capable forces. The increased capability is achieved by better readiness, use of reserves, and application of technology.
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Mr. Baroody: In discussing deployment capabilities in the report,
we talk about those for Europe, Asia, and for contingencies. We also
refer to the 21⁄2- and 11⁄2-war concepts in order to make a transition in
terminology. We state that in the FY71 budget we decided to harmonize our strategy with our forces and that we called the result a 11⁄2-war
strategy.
Dr. Kissinger: As long as we explain our objectives in terms of capabilities, we don’t have to specify the number of wars. I think Paul
McCracken’s question is one the non-laymen should have asked five
years ago. Nevertheless, we don’t want to give the impression that such
a large number of semantic changes are hiding a real degradation in
our readiness.
I got the impression from your presentation that you are saying
that in Asia we should never use ground forces. I think that is a dangerous thing to say.
Mr. Baroody: No, that is not what we say. We specifically state that
we have to maintain a capability in both Asia and Europe, but that under the Nixon Doctrine we are looking to our Allies to improve their
capabilities.
Dr. Kissinger: What exactly is the total force planning concept?
Mr. Baroody: I covered that in the last three slides. Total force planning is an attempt to take into account all the tools we have available
to maximize the capability of our forces to fight.
Dr. Kissinger: Do you include allied forces?
Mr. Baroody: We consider US forces separately, including the capability for augmenting them through use of reserves.
Mr. Irwin: Is the total force planning concept directed more to our
reserves or to our Allies?
Mr. Baroody: In the narrow sense, it refers to US forces, including
augmentation via the reserves. In the broader sense, it takes into account Free World forces.
Mr. Helms: How do you handle the problem of shifting from the
draft to an all-volunteer force? Do you phase one into the other, or do
you plan to continue the draft until the transition to an all-volunteer
force is complete?
Mr. Baroody: In the report we set a goal of zero draft calls by July 1,
1973. However, we also list the actions that will be required in order to
achieve that goal. Most of these are not under our control. We are therefore seeking to extend the draft for two years beginning July 1. Whether
we can dispense with it after two years depends on how things go in
Vietnam, the support we get from Congress for the all-volunteer force,
and how well we are able to improve manpower accessions.
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Mr. Packard: In other words, we are going to give it a good college try.
Dr. Kissinger: The next step is for the principal agencies to see the
draft Defense report. Then we need to have the DPRC Working Group
under Wayne Smith summarize the existing strategic guidance based
on the NSDMs plus what can be distilled from the Presidential statement. Then we can get together and see if the posture statement is consistent with the existing guidance. (to Irwin) We can also eventually
get a crack at your [the State Department] statement.
Mr. Irwin: I think a draft ought to be ready shortly.
Mr. Weinberger: Is it by design that there is no mention of fiscal
implications in the Defense report?
Mr. Baroody: The report makes some references to this matter. The
Secretary states that the proposed forces and budget levels should require no more than 7% GNP and an active force of 2.5 million.
Mr. Packard: The report will also show five-year force levels.
Mr. Baroody: But not dollars.
Mr. Weinberger: In the budget we have seen the overall totals on
a five-year basis. I wonder how consistent the report is with these
figures.
Mr. Baroody: The only [five-year] figure in the report is that referring to 7% GNP.
Dr. Kissinger: I think a reasonable procedure would be to get together to see what the criteria of the various NSDMs dealing with strategy are. Then if we find any gaps, the President will have to modify
the existing directives or the Secretary will have to change his speech.
Mr. Irwin: Can we feed in political comments at this point?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes. We will need to have a separate DPRC meeting
in a couple of weeks to take a look at the FY73 fiscal guidance.
Mr. Packard: Yes, we need a meeting to confirm our guidance.
Mr. Schlesinger: What is the guidance you have put out?
Mr. Packard: It is just about right.9

9
In a February 24 memorandum to Irwin, Packard, Helms, McCracken, and Shultz,
Kissinger reiterated and detailed the conclusions reached at the DPRC meeting. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H–101, DPRC Meeting, Defense Strategy, 2/22/71)

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 724

339-370/B428-S/40011

724

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

178. National Intelligence Estimate1
NIE 11–3–71

Washington, February 25, 1971.
SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSES
Summary Conclusions

I. The Present Status of Soviet Strategic Defenses
A. Confronted for many years with a strategic threat from the US
much greater in size and complexity than that which the US faced from
the USSR, the Soviets have regularly expended greater resources on
strategic defense than the US. Consequently, they have deployed the
most extensive and, in some respects, most modern strategic defenses in
the world. This Estimate treats mainly those Soviet forces designed to
defend the USSR against manned bombers and their air-to-surface missiles (ASM), against ballistic missiles, and against ballistic missile submarines in the open ocean. Briefer treatment is given to Soviet capabilities to render inoperable or destroy satellites in orbit, and to civil defense.
B. As total Soviet outlays for military and space programs grew
during the 1960s by some 50 percent, the proportion devoted to strategic defense remained constant at about 15 percent. (This compares to
about 15 percent for intercontinental and peripheral strategic attack, 25
percent for general purpose forces, and 45 percent for command and
general support, research and development (R&D), and space programs for the decade of the 1960s as a whole.) Of the share for strategic defense, about 75 percent went to air defense, 5 percent to ballistic
missile defense, and the remainder to antisubmarine warfare (ASW).2
Expenditures for these defenses in 1970 approximated 3 billion rubles

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret. The
CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Department of State, the Department of
Defense, the AEC, and the NSA participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate with the concurrence of all members of the USIB with the exception of the representative of the FBI, who abstained on
the grounds that it was outside his jurisdiction. The table of contents, a glossary, and an
annex with tables of the estimated characteristics and performance of weapon systems
are not printed. The full text of this NIE, excluding the glossary and annex, is in the CIA
FOIA Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
2
The forces costed under ASW are multi-missioned naval forces. For the purposes
of this Estimate we have included the entire cost of these naval forces under ASW although the specific portion of their cost which is dedicated to countering the US fleet
ballistic missile force cannot be distinguished from those costs incurred in acquiring their
other mission capabilities. [Footnote in the original.]
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(the equivalent of about $9 billion).3 These figures, however, represent
only the cost of producing, deploying, and operating already developed weapons systems. They do not include amounts allocated to R&D,
which we cannot quantify, but which are very substantial, and are especially significant in the fields of ballistic missile defense and ASW.
Air Defense
C. As a result of this effort, we estimate that the Soviets had on 1
January 1971 a strategic air defense establishment with some 3,300
ground-based radars, 3,300 interceptor aircraft, and over 10,000 surfaceto-air missile (SAM) launchers at 1,200 sites. During the past few years
they have introduced new automated techniques in order to control these
forces more rapidly and effectively. The airborne warning and control
(AWAC) aircraft, Moss, is now believed to be operational and capable
of limited overwater patrols for early warning, and probably airborne
interceptor control. Their integrated systems provide excellent defense
against bomber attacks at medium and high altitudes. Defense against
current air-to-surface missiles (ASMs) at these altitudes is almost as good.
D. The Soviets still have not solved fully the problem of intercepting aircraft coming in at low altitudes. Soviet capabilities against
aircraft flying below about 1,000 feet remain limited, although gradual
improvements have continued over the past several years. For example, in the Leningrad area ground-based radars on masts probably can
now provide continuous tracking of an aircraft flying as low as about
200 to 300 feet. The SA–3 has been modified to permit intercepts down
to about 300 feet, and deployed more widely. Some models of the SA–2
may also now be able to intercept at altitudes as low as 300 feet in favorable locations, although 500 to 1,000 feet is a more general lowaltitude limit. The Firebar interceptor aircraft can attack targets down
to about 600 feet, and perhaps somewhat lower over water and flat terrain. To engage penetrating aircraft at such low altitudes with a variety of weapons, however, puts a very heavy burden on the command
and control network.
Ballistic Missile Defense
E. During the past eight years the Soviets have installed a ballistic missile early warning system on the periphery of the USSR and an
antiballistic missile (ABM) system around Moscow. Additional early
warning radars are still under construction, and an improved ABM system is under development at Sary Shagan. The Moscow ABM system
is not yet maintained at a high state of readiness. Tests of the Galosh
3
The dollar figures (appearing in parentheses after the rubles) are approximations
of what it would cost to purchase and operate the estimated programs in the US. [Footnote in the original.]
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interceptor missile show that it can attack an incoming missile either
outside the earth’s atmosphere at long ranges, or within the atmosphere at much shorter ranges; the use of both modes against a single
target allows a two-layer defense with an improved probability of success. But the system cannot discriminate between re-entry vehicles
(RVs) and decoys and chaff outside the atmosphere. Moreover, since
the interceptor missile does not have very high acceleration (unlike the
US Sprint), it cannot wait for the sorting of RVs and penetration aids
by the atmosphere before being launched.
F. Assuming optimum conditions, our theoretical calculations indicate that the Moscow ABM system, using a two-layer defense, could
at best successfully engage about 45 ICBM targets before running out
of interceptor missiles. Decoys and chaff puffs would appear as valid
and separate targets, and their use could rapidly exhaust the missiles
on launcher. The system could handle an equal number of submarinelaunched ballistic missile targets if they arrived from sectors covered by
large acquisition and tracking radars. In an attack from other directions,
however, such as from the western Mediterranean, the defenses would
have to rely on engagement radars at the missile sites for acquisition of
targets and could be saturated by a relatively light attack.4
G. Because of its long range, the Moscow system has an inherent
capability to defend regions outside the Moscow area, but it can protect such regions with only a single layer, and therefore quite thin, defense. This area defense would be more effective against attacks by a
small third country or an accidental or unauthorized launch, as the
number of targets would be small, and several interceptor missiles
could be sent against one target. The ability of the Moscow system to
protect Moscow and its environs from a moderate, unsophisticated attack, and its ability to defend a much larger area against a light attack,
make it well suited to the National Command Authority (NCA) type
of defense which has been proposed at the strategic arms limitation
talks (SALT).
H. There is ample evidence that currently deployed Soviet SAMs
have not been modified to provide them with a ballistic missile defense
capability. It is technically feasible, however, for the Soviets to augment
their ballistic missile defense by upgrading their SA–2 and SA–5
systems for such a purpose. The marginal effectiveness of additional
ballistic missile defense which would result, along with the degrada4
Vice Adm. Noel Gayler, the Director, National Security Agency, believes that with
respect to command and control, the performance of the Moscow ABM system on its
first full-scale test—when actually under ballistic missile attack—is almost certain to be
well below design level. The cumulative effect of its various weaknesses suggests that
the Moscow system has little capability to defend Moscow, except against a small and
unsophisticated attack. [Footnote in the original.]
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tion in bomber defenses that almost certainly would result, make it a
very unlikely Soviet course of action. It is agreed within the Intelligence
Community that even in an arms control environment, in which Soviet
opportunities to deploy ABM defenses would be limited, the shortcomings of upgrading SAMs for an ABM role would be recognized by
the Soviets and would discourage them from following such a course.5
Defense Against Ballistic Missile Submarines
I. During the past three years the Soviets have deployed new surface ships, submarines, and aircraft with improved sensors and
weapons which represent a concerted effort to deal with the problem
of detecting, identifying, locating, and destroying nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines in the open ocean. There is general agreement
that the sonars on new surface ships and submarines represent an improved capability to detect and maintain contact on target submarines,
although the degree of improvement remains debatable. (See alternative views in Section IV.)6 The Soviets are employing two new ASW
Moskva-class helicopter ships, which operate as the leaders of a task
force and greatly improve their capability for surface search for submarines. New nuclear-powered attack submarines have more powerful sonars, greater speeds, and operate more quietly. Two new ASW
aircraft have much greater range and load carrying capability. The Soviets are also experimenting with fixed hydroacoustic arrays and with
new types of moored and air-dropped buoys.
J. Despite these improvements, the Soviets are still a long way
from developing an effective defense against ballistic missile submarines operating in the open ocean. For one thing, although two
Moskva-type task forces may be able to place some constraints on Polaris operations in the Mediterranean, they do not constitute a significant threat to the survivability of Polaris submarines operating there.
Because of the larger areas to be searched, the capability of these task
forces against Polaris submarines in the relatively unrestricted waters
of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, and the Norwegian and Barents Seas
would be even more limited.7

5
On June 14, PFIAB sent President Nixon a “Report to the President on Soviet
Strategic Defenses.” The report, which bears a stamp indicating that the President saw
it, endorsed the findings of NIE 11–3–71 and noted the agreement in the intelligence
community that the Soviets were unlikely to attempt to upgrade air defense missiles for
an ABM role. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 276,
Agency Files, PFIAB, Vol. VI, Chronological File)
6
Section IV deals with Defense Against Ballistic Missile Submarines.
7
Maj. Gen. Rockly Triantafellu, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does
not agree with judgments expressed in this paragraph. For his views, see his footnote to
Section IV, page 50. [Footnote in the original.]
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K. Lacking an open-ocean search capability, the Soviets might employ their new submarines to detect ballistic missile submarines at vulnerable points in their mission, while they are leaving port or passing
through narrow straits, for example, and trail them to their open-ocean
operating areas. Such trailing tactics might be either covert or overt.
But present Soviet submarines still are unable to detect and trail
covertly a Polaris submarine while it is on, or en route to, station. Their
noise levels are still higher than Polaris. This not only degrades the
performance of their sonars but also makes it virtually impossible for
them to approach close enough to a Polaris submarine to trail it with
passive sonar without being detected themselves. Elimination of the
problem probably would require redesign of the submarines.
L. Overt detection and trail of patrolling or transiting Polaris submarines is a more likely possibility. The speed advantage and sonar
performance of the new V-class submarine are such that they may have
reduced the effectiveness of present US countermeasures in breaking
trail. The theoretical Soviet capability of maintaining an overt trail does
not now constitute a significant threat to the survivability of the Polaris deterrent, however, since there are not enough V-class submarines
to conduct such trails on a sufficient number of Polaris submarines simultaneously, and since construction of the V-class is currently at a rate
of only two a year. Moreover, the problem of initial detection remains.
Antisatellite Defense
M. The deployment of an extensive space tracking network and
the development of an ABM system have provided the Soviets with an
antisatellite capability as a by-product. We believe that a non-nuclear
intercept capability has been demonstrated and could be used at any
time against selected US satellites. The Moscow ABM system as located
at Moscow and at the Sary Shagan test center has the accuracy and
guidance to kill satellites with non-nuclear weapons at altitudes up to
about 300 nautical miles (n.m.), at slant ranges of a few hundred n.m.
The system could also be used in a ballistic intercept mode against
satellites up to about 450 n.m. altitude, although this might require use
of a nuclear warhead. The Soviets have also demonstrated a capability to perform orbital intercepts using maneuverable satellites. In tests,
wherein the target and interceptor were launched so as to be in the
same plane, the interceptor maneuvered in-plane to overtake and close
on the target. A fully operational system would require greater flexibility than was displayed in these tests.
II. FUTURE PROGRAMS AND CAPABILITIES
N. The Soviets have traditionally been preoccupied with defense
and willing to expend the necessary resources for nation-wide defense
in depth. The momentum of existing programs will continue for at least
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several years and keep the commitment to strategic defenses high.
Moreover, the forces capable of mounting a nuclear attack on the USSR
will continue to grow in extent and complexity, as the US brings in new
systems, its NATO Allies continue to develop their nuclear armaments,
and the nuclear capability of Communist China grows. The resources
devoted to strategic defense will reflect such considerations as the status of technological development, bureaucratic competition for scarce
resources, and general policy aims. Of these, technological development will probably have the most influence on future capabilities.
Technological Development
O. Since World War II, strategic offensive innovations have usually exceeded the capacity of defensive technology to counter them.
The resulting defense lag is most acute in two areas: that of providing sensors—radars and sonars—to detect, identify, and keep track of
targets, and that of providing the computers and associated equipment needed to process the information on which defensive systems
operate. For without sensors and processing equipment to pinpoint
the target accurately, the task of destroying it becomes very difficult,
if not impossible. The principal defensive problems being encountered
by the Soviets stem from the inability of current technology to provide sufficiently effective equipment at costs which permit widespread
deployment.
P. Air Defense. The principal continuing problem in Soviet air defense is development of an effective capability to intercept lowaltitude intruders. The major problem of low-altitude air defense lies
in the fact that in most of the current radars, the echoes from attacking aircraft are lost in reflections from terrain features. An airborne
radar system which can look down over land, as well as over water,
and see targets against the background return from the terrain, would
offer significant advantages over a vast proliferation of ground
radars, however improved. The Soviets are undoubtedly working on
the technology for an airborne warning and control system (AWACS)
with an overland look-down radar, though apparently at a slower
pace than estimated several years ago. As the required capabilities
have not yet been demonstrated by the Soviets, its introduction before 1976 now seems unlikely.
Q. An interceptor that would work with the AWACS, utilizing a
look-down air intercept radar and missiles with radar guidance that
would enable them to engage aircraft penetrating at lower altitudes, is
a Soviet requirement which will probably be met in the mid- or late1970s. Such a system could be put on a further development of the new
Mach 3 Foxbat interceptor just deployed, on a new interceptor specifically developed for this role or, more likely, on both.
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R. Another defense problem for the future will be that of intercepting ASMs now under development to be carried by US bombers.
These nuclear-armed ASMs will not only present extremely difficult
targets to Soviet air defenses, but they will also pose a saturation problem to Soviet air defense command and control systems. In order to
intercept these ASMs with SAMs—there will be too many to attempt
to do so with interceptor aircraft—the Soviets would have to upgrade
considerably their current SAMs or deploy widely a new SAM system,
or both. The modifications required to the SA–2 (if such were to be
made) would include substantial changes in—or even replacement of—
the radar, shortened reaction times, and faster interceptor missiles.
These modifications, incidentally, might pose a serious intelligence
problem because they might be confused with those for the upgrading
of SAM systems for ABM use.
S. Antiballistic Missile. Soviet ABM development has been limited
by the capabilities of radar systems to acquire a target, to tell whether
the launch unit should shoot at it, and to do this in time if there is a
large number of potential incoming targets. The development of new
phased-array radars should provide significant increases in target handling capabilities for a follow-on ABM system in the mid-1970s or later.
We believe that the Galosh missile of the Moscow system has sufficient
propulsion flexibility for use in a loiter mode, i.e., a mode in which the
interceptor is launched toward the general vicinity of the incoming objects, flies at reduced thrust until the target can be identified as it enters the atmosphere, and is then directed to the target at accelerated
thrust. The loiter thus utilizes atmospheric sorting of RVs, but does not
require a very high acceleration interceptor missile. There is still no
firm indication of Soviet development of a high acceleration Sprinttype interceptor, or that launchers and radars are being hardened, as
would be required; it is therefore unlikely that such an interceptor will
become operational before 1975.
T. We believe a new defensive missile system is being developed
in what may be a new complex at Sary Shagan. Galosh-type interceptor missiles are being tested at one launch site within the complex. The
possibility of an air defense role cannot now be ruled out. The weight
of our limited evidence indicates, however, that these components
will probably have a significant ABM capability and that the system is
probably intended to fulfill an ABM role. The Soviets may be developing a system utilizing a two-layer defense consisting of a modified
Galosh in association with a new smaller missile and new radar. It
might be used to increase the effectiveness of defenses around Moscow
and may lend itself to rapid deployment.
U. Antisubmarine Warfare. The fundamental limitation of Soviet
ASW remains the difficulty of detecting a submarine in the open ocean.
We expect that Soviet sonars will continue to be improved during the
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1970s, and that their submarines will be made more quiet. Even with
the improvements projected for the end of the decade, however, a new
submarine could not gain an advantage over Polaris sufficient to give
any significant probability of maintaining covert trail for an extended
period. The Soviet use of long-range acoustic detection systems is now
limited by geographic and hydrogeographic conditions around the periphery of the USSR. Development of remotely emplaced acoustic detection systems may enable the Soviets to overcome this limitation in
the next 10 years. To do this, however, would require significant improvements in their sensors and undersea cable technology. In any
event, an open-ocean search or trailing capability, utilizing acoustic
means of detection, and sufficient to neutralize the on-station force of
Polaris submarines, appears beyond the reach of the Soviets during the
1970s.8
V. But we are not so confident in our judgments with regard to
non-acoustic sensor developments. Non-acoustic methods seek to exploit thermal or electromagnetic radiation from the submarine, disturbances of the earth’s magnetic field caused by the submarine, or characteristic wakes created as it passes through the ocean. There is
evidence that the Soviets are seriously investigating various techniques
of non-acoustic detection. But we have almost no technical information about their programs. Indeed there is much uncertainty about technical feasibilities in this field, and little basis on which to estimate with
confidence the contribution that non-acoustic systems might make to
the solution of Soviet ASW problems in the coming decade. If significant Soviet progress should occur, the result might be a decidedly improved Soviet system for search of the open ocean. Though we might
become aware that the Soviets were detecting US submarines with unexpected success, we might not be able at first to recognize the technical means by which they were doing so. In this sense, the development might come as a technological surprise.9 There would, of course,
still remain the problem for the Soviets of incorporating these tech-

8
Maj. Gen. Rockly Triantafellu, the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, does
not agree with judgments expressed in this paragraph. For his views, see his footnote to
Section IV, page 50. [Footnote in the original.]
9
Mr. Leonard Weiss, for the Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of
State; Vice Adm. Noel Gayler, the Director, National Security Agency; and Rear Adm.
Frederick J. Harlfinger, II, the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Intelligence), Department of the Navy; believe US investigations of ASW applications of non-acoustic
phenomena have been, and continue to be, sufficient to make the likelihood of technological surprise very small. Mr. Leonard Weiss further believes that the translation of
such a development into an ASW weapon system capable of neutralizing the US
missile-launching submarine force would still be a major undertaking extending over a
period of several years, and doubts that such a capability would come as a surprise to
the US. [Footnote in the original.]
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niques into an effective counter to the US fleet ballistic missile force.
W. Antisatellite Defense. Efforts made thus far indicate the Soviets
will have in the coming decade a tested non-nuclear antisatellite capability based upon their maneuverable satellite and ABM programs.
As these two programs grow in sophistication and to the extent that
additional ABMs are deployed, antisatellite capabilities will grow. A
reliable capability for non-nuclear disabling of satellites up to and including synchronous altitudes (19,800 n.m.) can be expected in the late
1970s, and any widespread deployment of ABM defenses will increase
the opportunities for attacking satellites in low-earth orbit. In addition,
a laser system capable of producing physical damage to the film, the
optical system, and other components of a satellite, could be available
for use by the mid-1970s.
Strategic Alternatives
X. Developments in Soviet strategic defense forces over the next
two or three years are reasonably clear, as they result from construction programs now discernible. Thereafter the alternatives open to the
Soviets in the planning of their future strategic defenses become increasingly varied. A major indeterminate factor at present is the possibility of a strategic arms limitation agreement. If one is agreed upon,
explicitly or tacitly, it may be limited to an agreement on ABM deployment, or it may be more comprehensive, including means for intercontinental attack as well. In these cases the Soviets might at a minimum accept mutual deterrence as a basis for strategic defense and do
little more than complete current deployment programs. Without an
agreement, they might continue to develop their forces at rates consistent with past trends, or they might attempt to achieve a maximum
defense posture through greatly expanded deployment of improved
and new air defense, ABM, and ASW systems. As between the various
defensive forces concerned, they might continue to emphasize air defenses, while concentrating mainly on R&D programs in the ABM and
ASW fields in a search for better solutions before deploying new systems. Or they could deploy ABM and ASW systems widely, with less
emphasis on air defense. Within each of these general courses of action a large number of strategic force developments could take place.
Y. The various uncertainties summarized above make it evident that
no exact estimate of the future Soviet force structure, at least after about
the end of 1972, could be defended. We have therefore constructed in Section VII of this Estimate,10 several illustrative force models to depict selected possibilities. The first, called Force Model I, represents little more

10

Section VII is entitled Future Forces for Strategic Defense.
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than a completion of programs presently under way; it seems unlikely
the Soviets would stop at this. Another model, Force Model IV, is representative of what we believe would be a rough upper limit, short of converting to a wartime basis, especially if it were to accompany extensive
deployment of intercontinental attack forces; this also appears unlikely.
Z. Between these models we have set forth two others which we
consider to be more likely, but under differing conditions. Force Model
II illustrates the level of effort and technical progress that might obtain
if there were to be a comprehensive arms control agreement. Force
Model III illustrates an approximate level of effort and of technical
progress we think likely in the absence both of an arms control agreement and of a significant step-up in the arms race. But we wish to emphasize that all of these models are strictly illustrative, and not to be
regarded as confident estimates or as projections for planning. As one
moves beyond the next two years or so, all projections become increasingly uncertain; beyond five years they are highly speculative.
[Omitted here is the 80-page Discussion portion of the estimate.]

179. Editorial Note
The National Security Council met on March 8, 1971, in the Cabinet Room of the White House. Attendees included, among others: President Nixon; Vice President Agnew; Secretary of State Rogers; Secretary of Defense Laird; Kissinger, the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs; Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard; Moorer, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Director of Central Intelligence Helms;
Gerard Smith, Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; and
John J. McCloy, Chairman of the President’s Disarmament Committee.
The meeting was primarily held to discuss the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT). Relevant portions of the minutes are printed in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document
137.
Helms began the meeting by briefing the NSC “on the latest intelligence on Soviet programs.” Helms’s notes indicate that he briefed the
Council on new intelligence regarding the construction of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) silos “of an entirely new type” by the Soviet Union. Notes of Helms’s briefing are in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H–31, NSC Meeting, SALT, 3/8/71. Laird had informed Nixon about
this new intelligence in a March 1 memorandum. (Ibid., NSC Files, Box
715, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. XIV)
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After Helms completed his briefing, the minutes of the meeting
read as follows:
“President: It’s clear there’s a throw weight advantage to the Soviets. In nuclear submarines of the Polaris type, they will equal the
United States by 1975. In aircraft, I see we still have a three-to-one advantage.
“Laird: They have superiority in air defense.
“President: In ABM, are the Soviets ahead of us or behind us in
the technology?
“Helms: They’re ahead in deployment but behind us in the
technology.
“Rogers: What about MIRVs?
“President: The Soviets have or have they not tested MIRV on the
SS–9?
“Helms: They have tried but they have not really tested a MIRV
yet successfully. [2 lines not declassified]
“Laird: They don’t really need MIRV’s as long as they’re targetting our Minuteman fields. But it is clear they can get MIRV if they
want.
“President: In accuracy, are we far ahead?
“Laird: We’re not sure how far ahead we are. We can’t make a
claim that we are far ahead. They can acquire accuracy. They have the
technology to do it.
“Helms: We are ahead in MIRV accuracy.
“Laird: But our missile systems in general are much more accurate.
“Smith: In calculating the strategic balance we have to remember
our forward-based systems in Europe. They add a great deal to our
capability.
“Laird: We should not believe that all our forward-based aircraft
with nuclears could hit the Soviet Union. They could hit the Pact area
but not necessarily the Soviets unless they’re one-way missions. The
Soviets have their IRBM’s targetted on Western Europe.
“Rogers: What would the penetration capability of the forwardbased aircraft be?
“Laird: Their penetration could be effective.
“Smith: We have a calculation of producing 20% casualties in the
Soviet Union by an attack with the forward-based aircraft. We have to
take this as a plus.
“Laird: Let’s assess the threat. We have to be a little pessimistic in
our assumptions. Their new silo work is a source of concern to us. So
my recommendation is we have to be tougher in the negotiations. Suc-
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cess depends on the kind of agreement we get, not just that we get an
agreement. I believe we need to modify our proposals. We must allow
mobile sea-based and land-based systems. Because of new information
we have on the Soviet momentum on their larger systems.
“On ABM, protection of the National Command Authority is important because their attack should not reach Washington, D.C. Our
proposals should allow us to decide where we want to have our system. The decision on location should be up to us; the numbers should
be negotiable.
“The major Soviet concern is our ABM system. They show some
concern over the forward-based aircraft and other items but most of
their concern is on our ABM.
“We should not bargain on less than 250 large missiles—preferably 300.
“There is little likelihood of approval of an NCA (Washington,
D.C.) ABM system.
“We should modify our proposal. This is my position. If an agreement is entered into, there should be a termination date if this is a limitation rather than a reduction. We’ll never get funding if we are talking treaty. They can do it but we can’t. No President can take action—he
won’t get support.
“Moorer: Our great concern is that the potential is high for changing the strategic balance by an agreement. So we must look at it in detail. We should use the negotiations to determine the sincerity of the
Soviets. There is indication that they want to build a superior position
while we talk. Our ABM and forward-based aircraft are our key leverage in the negotiation. We should look at the ABM in the broader context—what is the best way of protecting our systems?
“If we start negotiations on FBS posture, that will have a major effect on NATO. It will cause serious doubt among our allies. The nuclear capability we provide has been the cohesion to keep the Alliance
together.
“Packard: We should keep the overall strategic problem in mind:
The Soviets have built land-based missiles in greater numbers and bigger than ours. There is no need to debate whether their accuracy can
be improved; they can do it. We must therefore decide to move to control the numbers both of their large missiles and of all their missiles.
They are concerned about Safeguard—but this we should use this to
get control of their numbers. An agreement limiting ABM only would
be a mistake.”
After discussion of SALT, the meeting continued:
“President: When we announced our Safeguard ABM program in
1969, we said there would be three criteria for its continuation: the
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threat, progress in arms control, and developments in technology. How
is the technology progressing?
“Packard: It’s coming well. We’ve had live intercepts in the past
year. The test record is very satisfactory—in fact, above average. Construction is moving. There are no problems in the radar. The problem
is to get the whole system working together with the computers. For
this we’ll need one full year at Grand Forks.
“President: How about progress vis-à-vis other powers than the
Soviets?
“Packard: If there is a weakness, it is in the inability to deal with
a large number of warheads. It’s O.K. against a few incoming missiles.
It would do O.K. against the Chinese threat.
“President: Are the Soviets O.K. against the Chinese, too?
“Packard: Yes, but their effectiveness is limited to a Chinese-type
threat. We have many more interceptors. Despite all the criticism, our
system is better than the Soviets’ in capabilities.”
After further discussion of SALT, the meeting continued:
“[President:] We must realize—Jack McCloy understands this—
that when the American people and others who rely on the credibility
of the American word and on our nuclear deterrent—when they realize that we are only the second most powerful nation, there will be a
serious effect everywhere. We must refer to the facts in ‘who is first.’
We are a sea power and they are a land power. They have land threats,
we don’t. What is sufficient for them is different from what is sufficient
for us.
“It is important—I say this to Mel—that we have some advantages.
In our NATO strength we are better off than the Pact. We look good;
they have problems on the other side. We must have adequate naval
power. Despite the Soviet Navy’s growth we have an enormous
advantage in naval power around the world. So we can’t give the
impression we are Number 2. Look at Japan, Germany, the Europeans—
we must not talk in terms of superiority but must say that we have
enough to deter any threat and to meet all our treaty commitments.
And we must be sure our naval power is not eroded.”

180. Editorial Note
Secretary of Defense Laird discussed his second annual Defense
Report, issued on March 9, 1971, during his weekly staff meeting held
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on March 8, which began immediately after he returned from the National Security Council meeting held earlier that day (see Document
179). Others in attendance at Laird’s staff meeting included Deputy
Secretary of Defense Packard; Moorer, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff; Secretary of the Navy Chafee; Chief of Naval Operations
Zumwalt; Tucker, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Systems Analysis;
Kelley, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Personnel;
and Ryan, Air Force Chief of Staff. The Defense Report, the topic of the
Defense Program Review Committee meeting held on February 22 (see
Document 177), drew upon Laird’s proposed “Strategy of Realistic Deterrence.” According to the minutes of the staff meeting, Laird stated
that his report “recognizes that the period of the 1970s will be different from the 1950s and 1960s. In a position of relative strategic nuclear
parity we do not have the same policy options as obtained under the
‘assured destruction’ strategy of the 1960s and ‘massive retaliation’
strategy of the 1950s when we possessed nuclear superiority. This situation makes the conventional deterrent of greater importance. It puts
us in a position where the public needs to get a realistic portrayal of
the situation.”
Laird added that the new strategy “takes into consideration what
our objectives are both as regards foreign policy and military forces.
The strategy then tries to apply available resources in a realistic fashion to meet these objectives. Often times in the past, we have not paid
as much attention to available resources, not only in the U.S., but also
in the Free World. If we do not pay attention to this, we will not be
able to develop a strategy that can be credible.” He later added, “We
must now show we have been realistic in our approach. We have to
rely on our allies. Just as we here in the United States have problems,
our allies have the same sort of problems with resources. We must,
however, realistically consider the total resources we can expect to plan
on during the next five years.”
Laird stated that it was essential that the United States “use the
most imaginative and best type of initiatives to put our resources together and to do the best job in the conventional, tactical nuclear, and
strategic nuclear areas. Recent information on [Soviet] efforts in the
strategic field has been publicized. We know they are spending two
times the amount that we are in the strategic nuclear area. We now see
new missile construction starts which could change the whole picture
in connection with our Minuteman forces. The budget we are defending is the best one we could work out and come up with. We know it
will be cut by the Congress because of the atmosphere in which we operate. We have to use gamesmanship to sell it.” (Washington National
Records Center, Department of Defense, OSD Files: FRC 330–72–0028,
Chronological File)
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181. Minutes of Senior Review Group Meeting1
Washington, March 12, 1971, 3:08–4:40 p.m.
SUBJECT
Asia Nuclear Policy (NSSM 69)2 and China (NSSM 106)3
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Under Secretary John N. Irwin
Mr. U. Alexis Johnson
Mr. Marshall Green4
Mr. James M. Wilson, Jr.
Mr. Wreatham Gathright
Mr. Leslie Brown
Defense
Mr. David Packard
Mr. Armistead I. Selden
Col. Paul Murray
CIA
Lt. Gen. Robert E. Cushman
Mr. Bruce C. Clarke

JCS
Gen. William C. Westmoreland
B/Gen. Adrian St. John
B/Gen. Foster L. Smith5
Col. Melvin H. Johnsrud
USIA
Mr. Frank Shakespeare6
ACDA
Mr. Philip J. Farley
Vice Adm. John M. Lee
NSC Staff
Mr. K. Wayne Smith
Mr. John H. Holdridge
Col. Richard T. Kennedy
Mr. John C. Court
Mr. Keith Guthrie

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
The Senior Review Group agreed that:
1. Asia Nuclear Policy. A working group will be established to revise and expand the analysis contained in the NSSM 69 study7 in the
following areas:

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–112, SRG Minutes (Originals), 1971 [5 of 6]. Top Secret; Nodis. The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room. A memorandum for the recored of
this meeting, prepared in the Department of Defense, is printed in Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XVII, China, 1969–1972, Document 108.
2
Document 42.
3
NSSM 106, which inaugurated a review of U.S. policy toward China on November 19, 1970, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XVII, China, 1969–1972,
Document 97.
4
Not present at the beginning of the meeting. [Footnote in the original.]
5
Not present at the beginning of the meeting. [Footnote in the original.]
6
Not present at the beginning of the meeting. [Footnote in the original.]
7
An Interagency Group, including representatives from the Departments of State
and Defense, CIA, and JCS, completed its response to NSSM 69 on May 14, 1970. The
69-page paper included an Introduction and the following sections: Factors Influencing
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a) Projection of the Chinese threat over the next decade. What is the
likely rate of growth of the Chinese nuclear arsenal? How will this affect the U.S.–Chinese nuclear balance and the feasibility of employing
nuclear weapons against China? What range of conventional threats
could realistically be posed by China taking into account constraints
that prevent China from employing the full weight of its armed forces
against neighboring countries?
b) U.S. strategic options. How much reliance should the U.S. place
on strategic forces to counter a Chinese conventional attack? on tactical nuclear forces? To what extent does employment of tactical nuclear
weapons against China imply use of strategic nuclear forces? How
would employment of strategic forces against China affect SIOP
capabilities?
c) Force levels. What specific force levels are required to carry out
the strategic options open to the U.S.? How are required levels of general purpose, tactical nuclear, and other forces related?
d) Basing of tactical nuclear weapons. What is the deterrent value of
forward-basing? What political factors affect deployment in specific
countries?
2. Force levels on Taiwan. The Defense Department will provide the
following information regarding U.S. forces on Taiwan:
a) A breakdown into two categories: (1) forces required for the defense of Southeast Asia and (2) forces maintained for the defense of
Southeast Asia.
b) Alternative arrangements which might be made for basing of
forces in Category 2 above.
c) Already planned reductions in U.S. forces on Taiwan.
The SRG agreed that there was no requirement for increasing U.S.
combat or non-combat forces on Taiwan.
[Omitted here are summaries of the meeting’s conclusions about
Chinese representation in the United Nations and a possible agreement
with China to renounce the use of force in the Taiwan Straits.]
Dr. Kissinger: We have two subjects to discuss today—U.S. nuclear
policy in Asia and the China paper.8 The study of U.S. nuclear policy

U.S. Nuclear Policy in Asia, Alternative Uses of U.S. Strategic Nuclear Capability Against
China, U.S. Theater Nuclear Capability in the Pacific, Alternative Postures and Basing
Arrangements, Nuclear Assurances, Nuclear Proliferation, Communications Requirements, and Issues for Decision. Packard forwarded the report on June 30 to Kissinger
under a covering memorandum. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–161, NSSM 69) See also Foreign Relations, 1969–1976,
volume XVII, China, 1969–1972, Document 108, footnote 3.
8
A reference to the NSSM 106 response.
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in Asia is about a year old and is essentially a Defense Department effort. It has a very interesting analysis which, however, does not branch
out into policy recommendations because of differences among the various agencies.
I would like to see if I can group the issues in such a way that we
can see what problems we need to address and where we go from here.
There are three different questions to be considered. First is the degree
to which we should rely on strategic forces to resist Chinese conventional threats. This is affected by two factors: our assessment of the
growth of Chinese strategic forces and the strategy we propose to pursue in the event we use our strategic forces to resist a Chinese conventional attack. Second is the degree to which we want to rely on tactical nuclear weapons to counter a Chinese conventional attack. This
raises the issue of the mode of employment and where and in what
numbers tactical nuclear weapons should be deployed. The third question is what general purpose forces posture we want to have in the Pacific in relation to foreseeable Chinese threats.
These are the three issues I have distilled out of the study. Is that
a fair statement?
Mr. Packard: Yes. The first thing we have to recognize is that with
China we face a different problem than with the Soviet Union. Since
there is nuclear parity between us and the Soviets, we have decided to
place more reliance on conventional forces. At this time parity does not
exist with China. We have superiority in strategic forces, whether or
not our weapons are technically called strategic or tactical weapons.
Dr. Kissinger: I recognize that the distinction is fuzzy.
Mr. Packard: Furthermore, we are not likely to be in a position to
address a Chinese attack with conventional forces. This suggests that
we have more reason to think about how we use our nuclear forces in
Asia. They can be used for deterrence, for a possible pre-emptive attack, or for addressing a conventional attack by the Chinese.
Dr. Kissinger: Are you including the use of strategic forces in ways
not contemplated in Europe?
Mr. Packard: I think that we can differentiate somewhat between
strategic and tactical forces. However, as long as we have bases in Korea, the Philippines, and Taiwan, tactical forces such as the F–111 and
B–52 can be employed with what we call tactical nuclear weapons in
a strategic role. We can also use strategic weapons against China. We
can use bombers alone more effectively against China than against the
Soviet Union. There are a number of issues involved, which are not
completely unrelated to our overall strategic posture.
Dr. Kissinger: The extent we want to use nuclear weapons against
a Chinese conventional attack depends on the extent of our superiority over Chinese forces over a period of time. At what point do you
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think China would have enough nuclear weapons to make us think
twice before launching a nuclear attack? At what point will the Chinese nuclear arsenal present a problem for our use of nuclear weapons?
Mr. Packard: This is an issue we are addressing in connection with
Safeguard.
Mr. Cushman: The Chinese have a handful of nuclear weapons
now. Perhaps by 1975 they might have a limited first strike capability
against us.
Dr. Kissinger: One problem with your analysis is that it doesn’t
differentiate among the categories of Chinese weapons that are likely
to appear. Also, you speak of 300 warheads but 260 weapons in 1975.
Why is there this disparity?
Mr. Packard: I don’t know.
Mr. Clarke: It is because Chinese nuclear weapon technology runs
ahead of that for delivery systems. We think they can build weapons
for which they have not yet developed missiles. They will make up the
gap over time.
Mr. Kissinger: Taking the composition of the Chinese nuclear forces
as specified in this study—10–25 ICBMs, 80 MRBMs and 200 bombers—
would there under conditions of zero Safeguard or the conditions
presently being negotiated for Safeguard be any problem about the
penetration of these 10 or 20 ICBMs? I know there is an extraordinary
disparity between our nuclear strength and that of the Chinese. I take
it we are assuming that we use nuclear weapons against these 10–25
ICBMs and can be assured of destroying them.
Mr. Cushman: [2 lines not declassified]
Dr. Kissinger: Why?
Gen. Cushman: [3 lines not declassified]
Mr. Irwin: [1 line not declassified]
Gen. Cushman: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: Do you yet have an explanation for the mounds [that
have been observed]?9
Gen. Cushman: We think they are a tactical type of defensive system.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t believe it. Would they be building a
Pentagon-size system for only six firing elements?
Mr. Clarke: They are and they have.
Dr. Kissinger: It seems implausible, but I have no better theory.
Mr. Clarke: It is difficult to figure out. The emplacements seem to
be for artillery. They are not big enough to hold nuclear weapons.
9

See footnote 5, Document 153. Brackets in the original.
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Dr. Kissinger: There are six openings for artillery?
Gen. Cushman: That is all we see.
Dr. Kissinger: What does it mean?
Mr. Clarke: The evidence suggests that the mounds are integral
parts of an overall thick defense against overland attack.
Dr. Kissinger: It seems a tremendous investment for that.
Mr. Clarke: They are heaping up a lot of dirt, but it is not such a
tremendous investment.
Gen. Cushman: They have the manpower.
Mr. Packard: For some reasonable period of time we will be in a
position to attain a pre-emptive attack against China, but the situation
will be continuously changing. If we decide that this is a viable option
today, it will have to be re-examined continuously.
Dr. Kissinger: With existing and projected forces would it be possible for us to use battlefield nuclear weapons without strategic
weapons? In the case of the Soviets, it is possible that we could be reasonably sure about the feasibility of using tactical weapons alone because the Soviets would have reason to think they could ride out a first
strike. On the other hand, with the Chinese, if nuclear weapons are
used, they might think that this was only the precursor of an attack
upon China. Thus, they might decide to make a first strike. It is a paradox that because the Chinese strategic force is small, we might have
to make a pre-emptive strike.
Mr. Packard: That would certainly be my view. With existing force
levels, we could handle such a situation. What you are up against is
that if you use tactical nuclear weapons on the battlefield, you have to
neutralize the Chinese strategic force simultaneously. At some point
this will no longer be a viable strategy, but we are not there yet. I think
it should be our policy now.
Dr. Kissinger: I notice that the JCS have commented that whatever
is done against China should not degrade SIOP. At what point will an
effort against China inevitably degrade SIOP?
Mr. Packard: SIOP is already degraded now by the targeting
against China [21⁄2 lines not declassified]. That way we can provide the
capability we need against China with less deterioration of SIOP.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Irwin) What do you think?
Mr. Irwin: I think the projection made by you and Dave [Packard]10
is a logical military plan. What we should do depends on what comes
up. [11⁄2 lines not declassified] and the Vietnam war winds down.

10

Brackets in the original.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 743

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and U.S. National Security Policy

743

Mr. Johnson: It all boils down to whether we envision any circumstances in which we would use tactical nuclear weapons without
a pre-emptive strike. We have to remember that the equation is not
China vs. the United States. The equation is China vs. our allies in Asia.
We have to consider China’s neighbors—Japan, South Korea, Taiwan,
and the countries of Southeast Asia. I don’t know where we come out
on this.
Mr. Packard: I don’t know either. However, the issue we are addressing today is whether we have the capability to do these things—
not whether we should actually do them. We are able to maintain the
capability [less than 1 line not declassified] and to back this up with a
neutralizing attack against the total Chinese nuclear force. As long as
we can maintain this capability, we ought to do so. We ought to be prepared so that we can have this option available.
Mr. Johnson: No one argues about maintaining the necessary capability. The question is the relationship to the level of general purpose
forces in the area. Do we increase or decrease our tactical nuclear deployments as the level of general purpose forces goes down?
Mr. Packard: There is a further problem. [21⁄2 lines not declassified]
Mr. Irwin: [1 line not declassified]
Mr. Packard: [2 lines not declassified]
Gen. Westmoreland: Our war games show that if the Chinese do
engage in aggression, [11⁄2 lines not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: The Korea study11 showed that a modernized Korean army without American support could hold ninety days against
a combined Chinese and North Korean attack. How much U.S. support would be required to hold indefinitely?
Gen. Westmoreland: Eight and one-third divisions.
Mr. Johnson: This analysis assumes that the Chinese strip themselves everywhere else. You have to consider whether this is a realistic assumption. We think it is not realistic for the Chinese to remove
the forces they have along the Soviet borders.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Clarke) Do you have a point?
Mr. Clarke: The Chinese are likely to launch a pre-emptive attack
if they are in danger of losing their strategic force. We know that one
of their test sites now has a silo. At some point the Chinese ICBM capability will be ensiloed.

11
An apparent reference to NSSM 34, entitled “Contingency Planning for Korea.”
The NSSM and the response to it are published in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume
XIX, Part 1, Korea, 1969–1972, Documents 4 and 26.
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Dr. Kissinger: By that time our accuracy will be such that it won’t
make any difference.
Don’t we have any projection of how the Chinese nuclear forces
will develop over the next decade?
Mr. Clarke: The current estimate gives them 10 to 20 ICBMs by
1975. There are projections up to 1980, but the spread in the estimates
is fairly wide, since we don’t know what the Chinese pace will be once
they really get their program rolling. A conservative figure would be
100 ICBMs by 1980.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Westmoreland) You say we can’t resist a full-scale
Chinese conventional attack [11⁄2 lines not declassified]. In Southeast Asia
the assumption is that the Thais would need the support of from four
to six U.S. divisions.
Gen. Westmoreland: In the present time frame we would need
8-1/3 divisions to reinforce in Korea and 7-1/3 divisions to reinforce
in Southeast Asia, that is, for both Thailand and South Vietnam.
Dr. Kissinger: Let me work backward at this. How many fewer divisions would we need if we were to use tactical nuclear weapons? Do
your war games envisage the use of tactical nuclear weapons?
Gen. Westmoreland: No. If we used tactical nuclear weapons, there
would not be any substantial reinforcements required. [1 line not declassified] Perhaps the level would be about half of what has been wargamed. As for Korea, if the Korean forces are modernized according to
present plans [less than 1 line not declassified] reinforcement by four U.S.
divisions would be prudent although it might not be necessary.
Dr. Kissinger: What does this indicate about general purpose forces
in the Pacific for the same period?
Gen. Westmoreland: [21⁄2 lines not declassified]
Dr. Kissinger: For what purpose? I thought [1 line not declassified].
Gen. Westmoreland: If the Korean armed forces are modernized.
But I also said that a four-division U.S. force would be needed in
Korea.
Dr. Kissinger: Then using tactical nuclear forces would cut our general purpose forces requirements by about one half.
Gen. Westmoreland: That’s a rough estimate off the top of my head.
The four divisions may not be needed in Korea.
Dr. Kissinger: How do you define tactical nuclear weapons?
Gen. Westmoreland: Those that are delivered by eight-inch howitzers, Honest John rockets12, or tactical aircraft.
12
The Honest John M31 was a long-range artillery rocket capable of carrying an
atomic or conventional high explosive warhead. It was first deployed in 1954 and, after
the introduction of the Honest John M50 in 1961, it was classified obsolete in 1982.
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Dr. Kissinger: These would impede a deep penetration?
Gen. Westmoreland: They would blunt the enemy attack.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Irwin and Johnson) What do you think about
this?
Mr. Johnson: I have no basis to question Westy’s [General Westmoreland’s]13 judgment. He is talking about maximum Communist
Chinese involvement. The question is how realistic this assumption is.
Dr. Kissinger: Maximum Communist Chinese involvement assumes the Chinese strip themselves on all fronts.
Mr. Irwin: The paper talks of an attack by 60 divisions (25 North
Korean and 35 Chinese). It says this would seriously affect the Communist Chinese capability along the Soviet border.
Mr. Johnson: I think it is proper for the JCS to postulate the extreme case. However, it is up to the political side to say whether that
is a reasonable postulate.
Gen. Westmoreland: We would get a lot of warning of such an
attack.
Mr. Johnson: Yes, it would not happen overnight.
Gen. Westmoreland: It would tax their transportation system. It
would take them three or four months to get their troops in position.
Mr. Johnson: Then why do you say we would need to forwarddeploy nuclear weapons?
Gen. Westmoreland: We would have to study the practical implications of advance warning. Forward deployment would be worth the
effort because of the deterrent value if nuclear weapons are known to
be on the ground.
Mr. Johnson: I think we are arguing about degrees of the same
thing.
(Mr. Shakespeare joined the meeting at this point).
Dr. Kissinger: Suppose there is an attack on Korea, the strategy
calls for reinforcement with four U.S. divisions, and there is a tactical
nuclear option. What would you do first? Would you use tactical nuclear weapons and then reinforce with conventional forces? Or would
you reinforce with conventional forces and then use tactical nuclear
weapons?
Mr. Johnson: [1 line not declassified]
Dr. Kissinger: I assume that it is a relatively easy decision if the
Chinese have stripped themselves on all their borders. Then we would
have a good idea that they couldn’t be held. If they did something less,

13

Brackets in the original.
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then we would have a choice between using conventional forces or tactical nuclear weapons.
Gen. Westmoreland: Yes, if the South Korean Army is modernized.
Dr. Kissinger: What forces do we believe that a prudent Chinese
leader would allocate to an attack?
Gen. Westmoreland: Are you assuming that Sino-Soviet tensions
continue?
Dr. Kissinger: There are 36 Soviet divisions sitting on the border.
Gen. Westmoreland: The prudent Chinese leader would commit
not more than 25 divisions.
Gen. Cushman: We have to remember that the Chinese Army is
also engaged in governing the provinces.
Mr. Johnson: They would keep some forces opposite Taiwan.
Gen. Westmoreland: They would certainly have some problems.
Mr. Packard: The question is what would make South Korea worth
attacking.
Mr. Johnson: Why would they want to do it?
Dr. Kissinger: It would certainly trigger a reaction in Japan.
Gen. Westmoreland: The worst case assumes a Chinese-Soviet military alliance. The figures that I quoted are based on that assumption.
Dr. Kissinger: Under those circumstances we would have real
problems. Soviet forces could appear on the scene. In that case our general purpose forces projections would be inadequate. A pre-emptive attack against China would not be possible. We could have the two-sided
nuclear exchange in Korea about which the Admiral has talked.14 Has
this been analyzed?
Gen. Westmoreland: It probably has, but I am not aware of it.
Dr. Kissinger: I take it that in all of these studies you have postulated that Chinese-Soviet relations are sufficiently good that the Chinese have nothing to fear from the Soviets.
There are two other questions we need to address. Assuming we
need tactical nuclear weapons in the Pacific, where should they be
based? Why should they be based forward, and how large a force
would be required? Just playing the devil’s advocate, I would like to
ask what the advantage in the situation we are postulating here would
be if the tactical nuclear weapons were located on Taiwan rather than
Hawaii or Guam.
Mr. Packard: The first answer is that we would get some visibility by having the tactical nuclear weapons forward deployed. This in-

14

Not further identified.
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creases the deterrent effect because we assume that the other fellow
thinks that we are more likely to use nuclear weapons, especially if we
have aircraft sitting there on the alert. As far as delivery time is concerned, we could use carriers; [3 lines not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: I understand that State takes a different view on political grounds.
Mr. Johnson: [4 lines not declassified]
Mr. Packard: I generally concur in your view. [1 line not declassified] However, the JCS disagrees.
Gen. Westmoreland: That’s right.
Mr. Johnson: [1 line not declassified]
General Westmoreland: [1 line not declassified]
Mr. Packard: Another factor to be considered is the Korean sensitivity about [less than 1 line not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Packard) Is it correct that you are considering [less than 1 line not declassified]?
Mr. Packard: [1 line not declassified]
Dr. Kissinger: I thought the increase was several orders of
magnitude.
Gen. Westmoreland: [1 line not declassified] The plan goes to the
Secretary of Defense for decision next week.
Mr. Irwin: This is what gives us problems.
Mr. Packard: Here is what I am recommending. [6 lines not
declassified]
Mr. Irwin: We have no problems [11⁄2 lines not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: Particularly in view of the issue we discussed the
other day [getting GRC acquiescence in a change in U.S. policy on Chinese representation in the UN].15
I thought at first that we would have a NSC discussion on our nuclear policy in Asia. However, what would be helpful now would be
to prepare an analysis similar to that which we did for NATO. It could
relate levels of general purpose, tactical nuclear, and other forces. Obviously, we cannot tell the military the [less than 1 line not declassified]
but we can make a judgment that deployment in certain countries
would be preferable in the light of political factors. We can also reach
some conclusions on what emphasis should be placed on various types
of forces.
Why don’t I get in touch with Dave Packard about getting a working group set up? The JCS can devote some attention to analyzing the

15

Brackets in the original.
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relationship between GPF and tactical nuclear requirements. CIA can
take another look at the projections on the composition of the Chinese
threat. Then we can have a NSC meeting.16
[The meeting concluded with discussion, omitted here, of issues
relevant to NSSM 106.]

16
In a March 30 memorandum addressed to Richardson, Packard, Helms, Shultz,
McCracken, and Moorer, Kissinger instructed that additional analysis pertinent to NSSM
69 be developed to include an estimate of the Chinese military threat, U.S. strategic options and their associated overall force requirements, U.S. theater nuclear options, and
U.S. general purpose force options in Asia. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–161, NSSM 69)
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182. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, March 17, 1971, 3:23–4:34 p.m.
SUBJECT
Strategic Forces Survivability
PARTICIPATION
Chairman
Henry A. Kissinger
State
Under Secretary John N. Irwin
Mr. Ron Spiers
Mr. Seymour Weiss
Mr. Lee Sloss
Defense
Mr. David Packard
Mr. Gardiner Tucker
CIA
Mr. Richard Helms
Mr. Bruce Clarke

OMB
Mr. George P. Shultz
Mr. Caspar Weinberger
Mr. James Schlesinger
OST
Dr. Edward David
NSC Staff
Mr. Wayne K. Smith
Col. Richard T. Kennedy
Mr. Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Lt. Col. Jack N. Merritt
Mr. Barry Carter
Mr. Keith Guthrie

ACDA
Mr. Philip J. Farley
Vice Admiral John M. Lee
JCS
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer
Rear Admiral Robert O. Welander

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
A further meeting of the DPRC will be scheduled to discuss the
objectives of Triad, the relationship between U.S. strategic forces and
objectives, and the issues involved in employing U.S. strategic forces
in support of allies.
To assist in DPRC consideration of these topics, the DPRC Working Group will prepare a table setting forth the various assessments of
the developing strategic threat, the counter-measures which could be

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, ‘69–’73 [1 of 3]. Top Secret;
Nodis. All brackets except those that indicate omitted material are in the original.
Kissinger approved the minutes, according to a March 25 covering memorandum from
Jeanne Davis to Kissinger. Wayne Smith advised Kissinger that the purpose of the meeting was “to clearly identify for the DPRC the issues surrounding the conflicting assessments of the survivability and effectiveness of strategic forces.” (Undated memorandum;
ibid., Box H–101, DPRC Meeting, 3–17–71)
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employed against these threats, and the lead-times required to develop
such counter-measures.
A review of SIOP by a restricted inter-agency group will be scheduled within two weeks.
Dr. Kissinger: When we were going through the SALT question,
we didn’t have a chance for an adequate discussion of the survivability issue. I wanted to have a DPRC meeting to see where we stand on
this question and to find out what is the basis for the differences of
opinion that have developed. We also need to develop some framework for relating the growing vulnerability, if it exists, to remedial
measures. I have noticed that many of the threats are being dismissed
by citing what we can do, but in fact we aren’t doing anything [to carry
out remedial measures].
I have a number of questions I want to ask. However, I think it
might be well to proceed as we did at yesterday’s [WSAG] meeting.2
To surface the issues, we will have one point of view presented. Gardiner Tucker or Dave Packard can lay out the views which led them
to circulate their paper countering the net assessment paper.3 Then we
can hear a counter-argument and have some discussion.
Mr. Tucker: In considering vulnerability, we are talking about three
elements of our strategic forces: Minuteman, bombers, and submarines.
Particularly with regard to the first two there is not much disagreement about what is technically possible [in the way of a threat], but
there is disagreement about the likelihood that some of the potential

2
The Washington Special Actions Group devoted its March 16 meeting to intelligence on supply of North Vietnam. The record of the meeting is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume VII, Vietnam, July 1970–January 1972, Document 154.
3
An apparent reference to a February 25 Defense Department paper entitled “Major Strategic Programs and Policy Issues in Relation to SALT” that took a pessimistic
view of long-term Minuteman survivability under an arms control agreement. The summary of the paper concluded that the SALT proposal established on July 31, 1970, in
NSDM 74 and put forward by the United States on August 4 “would not constrain Soviet MIRVs and missile accuracy and, therefore, would not fully curtail the threat to Minuteman. The August 4 proposal would also ban the means of providing for long-term
survivability of U.S. land-based ICBMs and thus would place this survivability in Soviet hands.” The DPRC Working Group submitted another study of the issue, entitled
“Net Assessment Paper on Survivability Issues in SALT,” on March 1, 1971. The 46-page
paper included seven sections: The Issue, The Triad, Survivability of Strategic Bombers
and SSBNs, Implications of the August 4 Proposal, Modifications of the August 4 Proposal, Finite-Time Agreements, and No SALT Agreement. It states that there were two
possibilities for Minuteman survivability under SALT: one in which “at least 300 Minuteman would survive a Soviet first strike” into the 1980s and another in which only
“about 120 and possibly 240 Minuteman would survive through 1980, declining to 40–60
survivors by 1982.” NSDM 74 is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII,
SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 100. Both papers are in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–101, DPRC Meeting, Strategic Forces Survivability, 3/17/71.
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threats would develop and how serious the implications would be for
us if they did develop.
With Minuteman there is good agreement about the threat that exists today. If the Soviets attack with SS–9s and SS–11s, they could destroy 200–400 launchers. There is further general agreement about the
technical capability of the USSR to improve the SS–9 by giving it a sixMIRV capability in the next few years and by providing it with a 0.25nautical-mile accuracy some time within the next few years.
With the current booster capacity of the SS–9 and .25 n.m. accuracy, a six-MIRV missile would kill a hard target. They would need
higher accuracy in order to go beyond six-MIRVs. Thus, the next
plateau for the Soviet threat would be six MIRVs plus 0.25 n.m.
accuracy.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t understand the relationship between boost
and accuracy.
Mr. Tucker: With a given accuracy you need at least a certain yield
in each RV in order to have a good probability of killing a hard target.
The number of RVs you can load depends on boost.
Dr. Kissinger: Then accuracy is not dependent on boost, but the
number of warheads is dependent on boost. If the Soviets need a warhead of a certain yield, the maximum that can be put on the SS–9 is
six.
Mr. Packard: That is not quite it. The point is that with six warheads you have to have 0.25 n.m. accuracy in order to be effective.
Under Secretary Irwin: How difficult is it to increase boost?
Mr. Packard: It’s a big job. The SS–9 is already a big missile. You
would need to make the diameter or length much larger or find a more
effective fuel.
Under Secretary Irwin: Generally speaking is it more difficult to
improve CEP or boost?
Mr. Packard: It is easier to increase boost. You just make the missile bigger. However, the economics of such a step are costly.
Admiral Moorer: The number of RVs is determined by the force
of the rocket.
Mr. Tucker: There is general agreement that the Soviets can achieve
a plateau of six MIRVs and 0.25 n.m. between 1974 and 1976. Once
achieved, they could deploy at a rapid rate, say, about 60 missiles per
year. Whether they would do that is a different question.
Mr. Packard: Can we be sure of Minuteman in that situation?
Mr. Tucker: If the Soviets in 1974 have six MIRVs with 0.25 n.m.
accuracy on the SS–9, they could kill 700 Minutemen by 1976.
Dr. Kissinger: No one has yet seen a six-MIRV warhead. How
quickly could they deploy it after testing?

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 752

339-370/B428-S/40011

752

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

Mr. Packard: To put this in context, our Minuteman III has shown
an accuracy of [3 lines not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: [11⁄2 lines not declassified]
Mr. Packard: I don’t know.
Dr. Kissinger: [Less than 1 line not declassified] Wouldn’t it be a hard
target killer?
Mr. Packard: The difficulty is that you have to dump them
simultaneously.
Admiral Moorer: Of the three, one would hit closer than the
others.
Mr. Packard: You would get a statistical improvement. We have
made an estimate that with Polaris you could get [less than 1 line not
declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: [11⁄2 lines not declassified].
Mr. Tucker: Within a fraction of a second.
Dr. Kissinger: They would have to be released nearly simultaneously in order to get the same CEP.
Admiral Moorer: (to Mr. Tucker) Don’t they have to follow the
same trajectory?
Mr. Tucker: Yes.
Dr. David: Having all your warheads explode [on the same target]
is not an effective way to increase kill.
Mr. Schlesinger: Do we have any estimate of the bias that may exist for Minuteman III as compared to Minuteman I and II?
Mr. Packard: I am not sure. They only point here is that this technology is within reach of the Russians. They could do it, too, if they
wanted.
Dr. Kissinger: The OSD paper assumes that, without a strategic
arms limitation agreement, there would be 90 Minuteman survivors after a Soviet strike in 1974, and 34, in 1977. The inter-agency paper puts
the figure at 270 for 1974 and 50 for 1977. With a strategic arms limitation agreement, the OSD paper says there will be 190 survivors in
1974 while the inter-agency paper puts the figure at 700. Since everyone uses the same data, what is the reason for the difference in survivability estimates? What is the assumption underlying the OSD
conclusion?
Mr. Tucker: The difference is not one of technical analysis. It rests
on assumptions about what things the Soviets will do of those that they
can do.
Mr. Farley: Such as how hard they will work at improving
accuracy.
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Mr. Packard: There are three questions: whether they will achieve
improved accuracy, whether we should postulate a Soviet missile with
three RVs (which they are now testing) or six, and when they would
be likely to achieve either of these two improvements. This affects the
number of Minuteman survivors.
Dr. Kissinger: No one has observed an SS–9 accuracy better than
0.4 n.m.
Mr. Packard: There is a little debate on that. Some suggest that the
Soviet accuracy is better.
Dr. David: Dick Latter did a statistical analysis4 that showed the
accuracy was better.
Dr. Kissinger: How can you measure accuracy if you don’t know
what they are aiming at?
Dr. David: In order to conclude that Soviet accuracy was better,
Latter had to assume that some of the observed firings were out of the
range; that is, they were failures.
Dr. Kissinger: Do your findings assume independent targeting?
Mr. Packard: Yes. The three or six RVs would have to be independently targeted.
Dr. Kissinger: Your papers assume the Soviets will equip their missiles with three or six MIRVs?
Mr. Tucker: That’s right. Six MIRVs, 0.25 n.m. accuracy, with the
SS–9.
Dr. Kissinger: The NIE5 doesn’t give them that.
There are two questions. One is Soviet capabilities. The other is
the time frame in which they might exercise those capabilities. As I understand it, Dick Helms questions both the capability and the time
frame postulated in the OSD paper. CIA questions whether the Soviets can put six MIRV’s on the SS–9 by 1974 even if they do improve
their accuracy.
Mr. Helms: That is quite correct.
Dr. Kissinger: Where do you differ from Ed David?
Mr. Bruce Clarke: The intelligence community does not accept
Dave Latter’s examination of the problem. The current judgment is that
the Soviet missiles have 0.4–0.7 n.m. CEP in all mods now being tested.
The likely figure is 0.5 n.m. There are some differences about whether
they can refine their accuracy beyond 0.25 n.m.
Dr. Kissinger: Ed [David] says they already have 0.25 n.m.

4
5

Not further identified.
Document 160.
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Dr. David: It is important to understand that Dick Latter gives
them this accuracy only by throwing out certain observations.
Mr. Packard: I don’t think it matters where it is 0.4, 0.5, or 0.25.
They don’t have 3-RV missiles that are that accurate, and they don’t
have six-RV missiles at all. I can agree with CIA that it is unlikely they
could make these improvements by 1974. I think they could do it if
they wanted.
Dr. Kissinger: How will we know if they are doing it?
Mr. Packard: We can observe their testing.
Mr. Helms: [less than 1 line not declassified] we are not going to miss
many tests.
Dr. Kissinger: First the Soviets have to improve the SS–9 with a
single warhead to give it an accuracy of 0.25 n.m. All agree that they
can do this. Next they have to attain an independent firing capability
with that accuracy for three or six warheads. CIA questions that they
have any independent targeting capability now.
Mr. Tucker: This is today. There is considerable agreement about
what they can attain.
Dr. Kissinger: If they attain an accuracy of 0.25 n.m. with a singlewarhead missile, is it a foregone conclusion that they can get the same
accuracy with independently targeted warheads?
Mr. Tucker: There is a real question that they can do this with the
system we have seen tested. The question is whether they can introduce a better system.
Mr. Packard: Both Minuteman III and Poseidon have better accuracy than the previous single-warhead missiles.
Mr. Schlesinger: They would need a new guidance system and new
RVs. We have not observed that they are developing these today. Once
developed, they would have to get them into production. These would
be major problems. A force in being could be well off into the 1970’s.
Mr. Helms: This is under optimum conditions.
Dr. Kissinger: As regards improved accuracy, the major difference
is that OSD believes the Soviets can attain it by 1974, while the interagency study suggests 1976.
Mr. Helms: That is correct.
Dr. Kissinger: The same is true with regard to the time required
for developing missiles with three or six warheads.
Mr. Tucker: I think we have about covered the threat to Minuteman. There is not much difference of opinion that whenever these improvements come, they would reduce the number of Minuteman survivors to 100–200.
Dr. Kissinger: They will also have to improve the accuracy of the
SS–11 greatly.
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Mr. Tucker: Another question concerns the survivability index. The
figure of 300 about which we are talking is a canonical number. It comes
from the calculation that 300 Minuteman missiles properly targeted
would still be able to achieve our assured destruction objectives: 25%
of Soviet population and 45% of Soviet industry. A deeper question is
the strategic desirability of having Minuteman, which is vulnerable.
Dr. Kissinger: When you give these survivability figures—for example, 90—in your report, do you mean a total of 90 survivors, or 90
plus 300?
Mr. Tucker: Ninety only.
As for bombers, the threat to them comes from SLBMs fired from
Y-class submarines. We have observed that so far Soviet SLBMs have
been flown on minimum energy trajectories. This means they take a
longer time to reach target than would be technically possible if they
were fired in a depressed trajectory. The depressed trajectory would sacrifice range in order to reduce delivery time. We have not seen the SLBMs
fired in a depressed trajectory, but it is a technically feasible option.
If the Soviets use their present firing mode and bring 15 to 20 Y
class submarines within 300 miles of the coast, they still can’t hurt the
B–52s; but if they change to a depressed trajectory using SS–N–6 missiles, they could decrease arrival time from 10–12 minutes to 6–8 minutes and destroy 50% of our bomber force with present bases. If they
used the SS–NX–8 in this mode, they could cut warning time to six
minutes and eliminate 80% of our bomber force as presently deployed.
Once again, we are discussing improvements that are technically
feasible for the Soviets but which have not yet been demonstrated. The
question is when these improvements might come to pass. There are a
number of things we can do to protect our bombers. We can re-base
them and can take various steps to improve take-off time, such as installing improved engines and speeding up alert procedures.
Mr. Packard: We also have the airborne alert option.
Mr. Tucker: That is very expensive. It is only a short-range
solution.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we take these counter-measures in a time-frame
that is relevant to the threat?
Mr. Packard: These measures can be implemented fairly quickly.
We are already making the base changes.
Dr. Kissinger: Why would we not re-base the planes anyway?
Mr. Packard: We are looking at what we can do. But it costs money.
Admiral Moorer: At what range did you say the submarines would
stand off the coast?
Mr. Tucker: 300 miles. It would be possible to postulate a closer
position. The reason for not doing so is that they can’t separate the RVs

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 756

339-370/B428-S/40011

756

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

early in the trajectory. If they solve that problem, they could come in
closer. This would mean a zero warning time for us along the coast.
Admiral Moorer: Did you postulate 20 submarines?
Mr. Tucker: 10–20 submarines.
Mr. Packard: There are two problems. They have to get 15–18 submarines within 300 miles of the coast. That is difficult because of the
protection provided by our navy. If they do get in that close, they have
to neutralize Minuteman some way. If they fire the SS–9 at Minuteman
first, we can get our bombers off the ground. If they attack the bombers
first, we can launch Minuteman.
[4 lines not declassified] All of this would be quite complicated for
the Soviets to do.
Mr. Schlesinger: The Russians would have to know the vulnerability of our warheads to EMP and have assurance as well that all aspects of the complicated attack would go properly.
Mr. Packard: When you add up all the things that would have to
go right for the Soviets in order for them to take out both Minuteman
and the bombers, it seems a questionable proposition.
Mr. Tucker: The next question is the capability of our bombers to
penetrate Soviet air defenses. There is general agreement that there is
a lot of uncertainty on this score. We don’t know much about the threat
or how well our systems work. There is a Soviet defensive system like
our AWACS. It is technologically possible that an improved Soviet
threat against our present bomber force could reduce penetration considerably, perhaps down to 20%. Once again we have available countermeasures, such as airborne attack missiles. Whether we take these
counter-measures depends on how badly we need them. They are
expensive.
Another issue is submarine survivability. This is difficult to evaluate because the threats are less specific. Survivability depends more
on tactics, that is, on the ability to escape detection, than on specific
calculations of CEP. We have not identified any current threat to the
submarines while they are at sea. (55% of the force is customarily at
sea.) One or two submarines might be killed in a pre-planned attack,
and it is possible that a war of attrition could result in the destruction
of more over time. However, this is not a very likely possibility. We
have identified a potential threat on the basis of what we now have in
R&D. The Soviets could develop such a threat. Nevertheless, we have
also identified a number of counter-measures, and the economic advantage in all of this is in our favor.
Nevertheless, this is a rich and diffuse field compared to what is
involved in threat estimation for the other two arms of the Triad. We
cannot with real confidence predict that no serious threat to submarines
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will develop in the latter part of the 1970’s. We would have a limited
period of time in which to develop counter-measures.
Admiral Moorer: We operate our submarines in places where the
Soviets don’t operate ASW forces. To get a complete threat estimate
you must combine technical and operational capabilities. If the Soviets launch ASAs or ASVs, we could degrade this. We have a free ride
as far as covering the Soviets with our ASW force is concerned. I don’t
see the Soviets’ protecting their submarines 300 miles off our coast.
Whether we sink their ASW ships is a political, not a military problem.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t think we would do it. Just as we would not
use the ten-minute warning time available to us. If a bomb exploded
in Omaha, we would first try to assure that it was not one of our own.
You don’t go to general nuclear war in ten minutes. Under any realistic scenario, we would not make use of the ten minutes.
Admiral Moorer: I agree. What you are saying emphasizes the importance of assuring the survivability of our retaliatory force and command and control facilities.
Dr. Kissinger: With regard to the argument that a lot of things
would have to go right for the Soviets to launch a successful attack on
us, I believe this is correct. However, in an acute crisis they might nevertheless decide to launch an attack. Much depends on what the weaker
side will think about how far it can push a confrontation.
Mr. Tucker: One last observation. Since command and control is
such a difficult subject, we have not thrashed it out nearly enough. The
main area of disagreement around town is what the significance is of
having this much vulnerability.
Dr. Kissinger: I have one other factual question. Leaving aside the
question of determining a useful criterion [for survivability], what
about the steps that could be taken to increase the capability of surviving Minuteman missiles by facilitating shifts in targeting? Do we
have a program for the Mark 18 warhead?
Admiral Moorer: No. It was stopped.
Mr. Packard: The situation is really much worse than that. We calculate that each element of the Triad should by itself have an assured
destruction capability. The point is that with 300 survivors, we don’t
have the slightest idea where the 300 Minuteman would be targeted
or what they should do.
We have two or three issues that need discussing. One is command
and control and how it can be improved.
A second is how to improve the effectiveness of our present force
through more careful targeting. We also need to make sure that targeting is consistent with our theory.
Dr. Kissinger: We also need to know what we want Triad to do.
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To sum up our discussion so far, everybody agrees on the consequences of probable technical developments that could increase the
threat. The disagreement is about the time frame in which these developments would become operational.
We do not yet have any evidence about the potential accuracy of
a Soviet MIRV. We are projecting our own technology into an assessment of possible Soviet technology.
Dr. David: That is not quite right. There are actual estimates of
MRV accuracy with the SS–9. These have been observed.
Dr. Kissinger: What is the accuracy?
Dr. David: Dick Latter says 0.25 n.m. Here we are saying 0.4–0.7
n.m. Those figures do apply to multiple warheads.
Dr. Kissinger: Is the accuracy for an MRV the same as for a single
warhead?
Mr. Clarke: Yes, this is essentially the accuracy of the SS–9 system.
Shifting to MRVs gets into the problem of dispersion.
Dr. Kissinger: The differences on the estimated accuracy of the SS–9
are from 0.25 to 0.5 n.m. All agree that the Soviets can eventually attain an accuracy of 0.25 n.m. As for a potential MIRV, we don’t know
about that. We haven’t seen any tests. We have to assume, as Dave
Packard says, that if they develop MIRV it will be more accurate than
their single-warhead missiles.
Against hard targets is a single or multiple warhead better?
Mr. Helms: Under optimum conditions three warheads are better
than one.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we assume that MRV without independent targeting could make Minuteman vulnerable?
Mr. Tucker: Yes. The MRV can be pre-set to go after the pattern of
the Minuteman field.
In my previous discussion of the threat against Minuteman, I was
assuming independent targeting.
Mr. Irwin: If it is MRV we are talking about rather than MRV, does
that change the estimates of when the threat will develop?
Mr. Packard: Yes. They have MRV now. Thus, they could make this
operational for the SS–9 more quickly.
Mr. Schlesinger: If the Soviets were to have 900 RVs plus increased
reliability, we would have to go to 1500 RVs.
Dr. Kissinger: So much for missiles. I am just trying to identify the
differences that exist. Defense is operating with the high threat, while
CIA is using the probable threat. Are there any differences about
the penetration capabilities of our bombers? Does everybody agree on
this?
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Dr. David: This is almost as hard to evaluate as the threat against
submarines.
Mr. Packard: There is no hard evidence. There are some indications that the bomber capabilities will continue for a long time. The
bombers have to be considered a one-mission force. Thus, losses up to
30–40% are acceptable.
Dr. Kissinger: There are two problems with bombers: their vulnerability on the field and the deployment by the other side of an air
defense against a friendly low-level threat. A strategic arms limitation
agreement will not affect the Soviet ability to deploy SAMs.
Mr. Irwin: When you speak of bomber survivability, how much effect on targeting do you anticipate there would be [at the postulated
survivability level]?
Mr. Packard: Let me point out two or three facts about bombers.
First, they can be protected by using decoys and electronic countermeasures, which generate confusion in the enemy radars. The low-level
tactics we are now talking about can overcome almost any current
SAM. No SAM is good at an altitude of 200 feet. One reason we want
the B–1 is that low-altitude flying is hard on the B–52. Another possible tactic is to use missiles to destroy certain sites and then have
follow-on waves of bombers. In my opinion a hell of a lot of bombers
will be able to get through for a long time yet.
Mr. Weinberger: How does the B–1 compare in performance to the
B–52?
Mr. Packard: It will take low-level flight better, it is somewhat
faster, and it presents a low radar cross-section.
Admiral Moorer: Also it will be twenty years newer.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we get in tabular form the various assessments
of the developing threat and the counter-measures that would have to
be taken to defend against them? Such a table should set forth the relationship between the time when we must take counter-measures and
the development of the threat.
With this information we will have some criterion to use when decisions come up on matters like SALT. Can we get this done by the
Working Group? The information we have can be refined by CIA and
by Gardiner Tucker’s people.
I want to raise a number of conceptual questions. What is it that
we want Triad to do? As I understand it, each element is by itself supposed to be capable of assured destruction. Therefore, in considering
vulnerability, do we believe the whole force is vulnerable if one element of Triad is incapacitated? Why is this supposed to be so? Does
our targeting reflect this?
A second issue is to find a way to bring the various strategic
forces and objectives into some sort of relationship. We need to plan
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our strategic forces to serve the various criteria: assured destruction,
crisis stability, etc.
A third question concerns the relation of our strategic forces to the
support of our allies. Presumably, under certain conditions we would
make the assumption that an attack on our allies without an attack on
the U.S. may trigger some or all our retaliatory force. In that case, assured
destruction is not our only criterion. This could be guaranteed suicide.
Finally there is the whole problem of targeting. How can improvements be made? We need improved command and control procedures, as well as better retargeting capability. For example, if 80% of
our targeting is against Soviet strategic forces and we have almost no
retargeting capability, we may be shooting at empty holes. Perhaps we
should take up targeting in a smaller group.
Mr. Packard: I think a smaller group would be advisable.
Dr. Kissinger: Then we can do it in a smaller group. The first three
issues I have mentioned should be raised again in this group once we
have the factual analysis. I would like to schedule a meeting within a
reasonable period of time. Can we have a threat chart by that time? (to
Mr. Farley) Does anything that has been said here give you any pain?
Mr. Farley: No. I have one observation on the first of the issues
you raised. We have thought of Minuteman survivability in terms of
Minuteman alone. We could get bombers on alert even with the problem of Minuteman survivability.
Mr. Irwin: As for the question what Triad should do, has there in
the past been any exact philosophy on this?
Dr. Kissinger: The present philosophy is that each arm alone
should be capable of assured destruction. On the basis of this scenario
we find that Poseidon by itself can achieve assured destruction and
that there is no plausible threat to Poseidon throughout the 1970’s.
Admiral Moorer: The idea behind Triad is to give credibility to the
deterrent. NSDM 166 states that we should “maintain high confidence
that our second strike capability is sufficient to deter an all-out surprise attack on our strategic forces” and that we should also “maintain
forces to insure that the Soviet Union would have no incentive to strike
the United States first in a crisis”. Triad just provides added insurance.
Mr. Packard: It just makes the other fellow’s job a lot more
complicated.
Dr. Kissinger: If we are only worried about the primary retaliatory
role of our strategic forces as set forth in NSDM 16, we could be sure
that Poseidon would fulfill that role through the 1970’s. However, if
we are concerned about crisis stability, Poseidon is not enough.
Admiral Moorer: That’s right.
6
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Dr. Kissinger: There are other figures that could be used to measure survivability. The estimate that 300 Minuteman survivors were required for assured destruction was devised during the days of single
warheads. I don’t know whether it has been re-analyzed in terms of
multiple warheads and of possible revisions in targeting. These are issues that require analysis. Targeting can be taken care of in a smaller
group.
Admiral Moorer: Would you like to have a briefing on targeting?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes. Perhaps we could arrange it in a couple of
weeks.
Mr. Farley: There are other arbitrary figures in our strategic planning. For example, defining assured destruction as killing 25% of the
Soviet population.
Dr. Kissinger: We want to look at this. I also have another question. I would hate to have the President in the position where his only
option was to kill 25% of the Russian population when he knew full
well that they would then kill 50% of the American population.
Mr. Tucker: We also have to consider the damage-limiting criterion of NSDM 16.
Dr. Kissinger: My list was not exhaustive.

183. Editorial Note
President Nixon and his Assistant for National Security Affairs
Kissinger discussed the Soviet Union’s strategic defense capabilities
during a conversation held in the Oval Office on April 21, 1971. While
discussing various negotiating options to limit strategic offensive and
defensive weapons, Nixon agreed with Kissinger’s comment that the
“trouble” with defensive systems “is that they’re not very good.”
Kissinger explained, “they will not be good enough to stop a fully coordinated first strike.” Yet, if a side “has a very good defensive system
and launches a first strike and then catches what’s coming back with
its defenses—I don’t think the Russians, no matter how good their defenses, could keep us from getting through if we attacked first. But if
all they had to worry about was our second strike, which would be
ragged, uncoordinated, and small after they had launched a first strike,
then their defense could be very effective. If we go first we will have
about 4,000 warheads. If we go second, we’re lucky to have 400.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Recording of Conversation between Nixon and Kissinger, Oval Office,
Conversation No. 484–13)
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184. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, April 26, 1971, 2:15–3:51 p.m.
SUBJECT
DOD Strategy and Fiscal Guidance
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Under Secretary John N. Irwin
Under Secretary U. Alexis Johnson
Mr. Thomas Pickering
Mr. Seymour Weiss
Mr. Leslie Brown
CIA
Mr. Richard Helms
Mr. Bruce Clarke
JCS
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer
Maj. Gen. Richard Shaefer

CEA
Mr. Paul McCracken
OST
Dr. Edward David
OMB
Mr. George P. Shultz
Mr. Caspar Weinberger
Mr. James Schlesinger
NSC Staff
Mr. K. Wayne Smith
Mr. John Court
Lt. Cdr. John A. Knubel
Mr. Keith Guthrie

DOD
Mr. David Packard
Mr. Robert Moot
Dr. Gardiner L. Tucker
ACDA
Mr. Philip Farley
Vice Admiral John M. Lee

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
It was agreed that:
1. Work should proceed immediately under the auspices of the
DPRC on the identification and preparation of major policy issues related to the FY 73 Defense budget for consideration by the NSC
and decision by the President. This work should be related to ongoing

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, ‘69–’73 [2 of 3]. Top Secret;
Nodis. All brackets except those that indicate omitted material are in the original. In an
April 23 memorandum, Wayne Smith informed Kissinger that the meeting’s purpose
was to review Defense Department fiscal and strategic guidance and the economic outlook for FY 1973 and beyond. Smith advised Kissinger that his goal “should be to ensure that our strategic plans are not changed by Secretary Laird without any Presidential consideration of the issues involved and that the President is presented with a full
range of alternative DOD budgets for his consideration” later that year. (Ibid., Box H–102,
DPRC Meeting, Strategic and Fiscal Planning, 4/26/71)
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studies, including the DPRC strategic forces review and the studies requested by NSSM 692 and NSDM 95.3
2. Pending the NSC policy review referred to in Paragraph 1, definitive status cannot be accorded to elements of the Defense Department interim strategy guidance that are inconsistent with Presidential
policy.
3. In connection with the NSC review, special attention should be
given to the problems posed by increasing Defense costs and the resultant requirement for trade-offs involving force size, modernization,
and readiness.
4. OMB will provide by early June illustrative data on alternative
tradeoffs between domestic and defense spending levels.
5. Special precautions must be taken to insure against leaks of the
interim policy guidance, particularly the portion dealing with Asia.
Dr. Kissinger: I thought we might begin by having George Shultz
tell us what the fiscal problems are.4 Then we can have a briefing from
Defense.
Mr. Shultz: The budget picture as we see it now is that in FY 71
we are likely to have a deficit of more than $19 billion. Nevertheless,
we think outlays will be held barely within full-employment revenues.
For FY 72 we now project being in the red by somewhat over $15 billion. Congress has already carried us $3.5 billion over full employment
revenue. This means a big struggle is ahead. The President said he
would veto the accelerated public works bill. A budget battle is shaping up.
In FY 73, we assumed a Defense budget of $79.6 billion. (I take it
that is the figure you fellows in the Defense Department have generated.) We have also assumed that we will just be carrying on the programs projected in the President’s budget. We see a full employment
deficit of $6.5 billion. This is a very contingent kind of figure. Congress
has hardly started work on the FY 72 budget. What work Congress has
done has had the effect of increasing the budget.

2

Document 42. Regarding the NSSM 69 response, see Document 181.
NSDM 95, entitled “US Strategy and Forces for NATO,” November 25, 1970, is
scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe;
NATO, 1969–1972.
4
Kissinger and Shultz discussed the meeting over the telephone the morning of
April 26. According to the transcript of the conversation, Kissinger told Shultz that if the
Defense budget went below $79.6 billion, “I want you to hear where we will be.” Shultz
assured Kissinger that he shared the goal of having a strong national defense, but that
he was concerned about the overall budget picture, which was likely to put “a squeeze
on Defense budget this year.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
3
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The President has had three balanced full employment budgets including FY 71, and we think the FY 71 balance will hold. For FY 72 it
will be more difficult to hold a full employment balance, but if it
doesn’t hold, it will not be our fault. I would be very much surprised
if the President were willing to send up a budget that was out of balance at full employment. Therefore, you have to start with the premise that the budget submitted will be in balance at full employment.
From our standpoint, we are trying, in the process of the spring
budget review, to get as good a line as we can on the various elements
that must go into the FY 73 budget. In early June we hope to have the
first approximate reading on what the budget will look like. Then we
can have a discussion with the President during the latter part of June
and get his thinking on the basic decisions underlying the budget.
These will correspond to the decisions made last July on the FY 72
budget. Those decisions turned out to be quite operative throughout
the budget process.
One option that ought to be put in front of the President is a budget
in balance at full employment with the current tax system. You can say
this is not a feasible option. Full employment revenues under the current tax system are now estimated at $245 billion, but Congress is
adding on outlays almost as fast as receipts. Nevertheless, this represents at least one option.
From what I hear about the Defense budget, the possibility of having budget higher than the current full employment revenue is certainly a possibility we will have to entertain. This would have to include a tax boost.
Dr. Kissinger: Would the tax increase have to pass next year?
Mr. Shultz: Yes, so as to be effective in FY 73. I am not saying we
should rule out a budget above current full employment revenues, but
everybody should have his eyes open about the implications. We have
to have before the summer of 1972 something that people running for
office can support.
As we have pondered the Defense budget process, it has seemed
to us that the practice of having many decisions come late in the game
is disruptive to the planning process. It is desirable to make these decisions as early as we can. At the same time, it is difficult to make them
early. This counsels having a degree of flexibility, so that we can make
effective decisions.
Everything must be related to what happens with the FY 72
budget. We know how desirable it is to have a posture of fighting for
the President’s budget the way it is. We won’t know until June what
the House mark-up on the FY 72 budget will be.
Thus, from an overall standpoint, the budgetary picture is very
indefinite unless we are willing to go for a major tax increase. An
element of flexibility in our approach is highly desirable.
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Finally, our basic idea is to have the money produced for the kind
of defense establishment that is in keeping with the strategy we have
settled upon. The constraints we face are yours and ours. We share
them.
Dr. Kissinger: Can we now get Defense’s projections? Then we can
have some discussion of what these imply and can see if we can meet
some of George’s [Shultz’s] concerns.
Dr. Tucker: (Dr. Tucker briefed from a series of charts.)5 I first want
to show what our planning cycle looks like. The internal Defense planning cycle involves three steps: issuance of the fiscal and strategy guidance, program decisions, and assembly of the FY 73 budget. The starting point is a summary of the decisions made as a result of last year’s
planning cycle.
The first step in the planning cycle for FY 73 has just been taken.
We have issued guidance to the services for planning.6 The services
then have to come back with proposals, which the Secretary reviews.
Dr. Kissinger: Where does the President come in?
Dr. Tucker: He dominates the whole thing. The guidance issued
this year is different in several respects from what we have had previously. It includes issues that are still up for decision in the DPRC or review by the President. It is, however, just interim guidance.
Dr. Kissinger: That is my question. What is the status of this proposal that we will have no conventional forces for wars in Asia after
1977?
Mr. Packard: It is just interim guidance.
Dr. Kissinger: If this strategy leaks, we will have a foreign policy
problem. The President has to decide this.
Mr. Irwin: If this is just interim guidance, I hope the DPRC Working Group will have an opportunity to look at it.
Admiral Moorer: This [the strategy and fiscal guidance] has only
been out since Thursday [April 22]. The Chiefs haven’t reviewed it.
Dr. Kissinger: I am really worried about leaks. This would be a
major change in our policy. (to Mr. Johnson) Don’t you think so?

5

Not found.
Laird issued the “Planning and Programming Guidance for the FY 73–77 Defense
Program” to the service secretaries and the Chairman of the JCS under a covering memorandum on April 21. The Guidance consisted of seven enclosures: Interim Defense Policy Guidance, Interim Forces and Resource Planning Guidance, Fiscal Guidance, Forces
and Activity Levels for Southeast Asia, Materiel Support Planning Guidance, Outline of
Guidance for POM Preparation, and Subjects for Selected Analysis. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–102,
DPRC Meeting, Strategic and Fiscal Planning, 4/26/71)
6
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Mr. Johnson: There is no question about it.
Dr. Kissinger: Isn’t there some way this can be handled prior to
the time a decision is made so that the likelihood of a leak is reduced?
Dr. Tucker: It is classified top secret and labelled interim.
Mr. Packard: The only way to make sure is to keep it off a piece
of paper.
Dr. Kissinger: Couldn’t you call it a working paper?
Mr. Packard: It doesn’t make any difference what you call it.
Mr. Johnson: There is a lot of dynamite in this as far as Asia is concerned, particularly as regards [less than 1 line not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: You could express the policy contained in this as being based [less than 1 line not declassified].
Mr. Johnson: We have to have a discussion of this. This has to be
resolved by the President.
Dr. Kissinger: And by the NSC. This is a profound national issue.
If it kicks around and becomes part of a public debate before the NSC
can act, we will have a real problem.
It is out now as interim guidance?
Dr. Tucker: Yes.
To continue with the briefing, three processes start now that the
fiscal guidance has been issued. First, some internal clean-up takes
place; the Joint Staff have to comment. Second, the service force planning starts. And third, the guidance goes to the DPRC for review and
selection of the issues that should go to the NSC and the President for
resolution.
This is different from last year in that the guidance provided to
the services is more explicit and that the services and the Joint Staff in
their replies are to provide not only programs but to submit an analysis of capability, rationale, and risk. During the next two months the
services and the Joint Staff will be preparing their responses. The Chiefs
will propose force structure, and the services will draw up programs.
All of these inputs will be received by late June or early July. Then we
can conduct a review and make decisions on program issues. By then
we will have DPRC and NSC decisions to crank in.
Mr. Packard: (to Mr. Shultz) George, that is when we can come
down more firmly on a final [budget] figure.
Dr. Tucker: This is consistent with your schedule.
Mr. Shultz: At that date we will need to have options that we can
give to the President.
Mr. Weinberger: Will there be room for changes if, for example,
the President decides to change the policy you are proposing in Asia?
Dr. Tucker: In practice, such decisions would have to be ground
in this region (indicates on chart).
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Mr. Shultz: Can’t you get something out earlier in June?
Dr. Tucker: We will have some information available when we receive the Joint Forces Memorandum. But we will still need to have
more data.
To get back to the briefing, after the program decisions are made,
the services come back in thirty days with programs. Then we make
the budget estimates, and this is followed by two months of working
with OMB on scrubbing the budget. We come out with a final budget
that is almost always lower than what we initially proposed.
Mr. Johnson: Then it is between July 14 and August 31 that the
NSC and the President will need to make decisions.
Mr. Irwin: No, they can be made from now on.
Dr. Kissinger: The conceptual decisions can be made right away.
However, there will be no figures much before July 28. We need to start
right now to obtain the foreign policy and arms control decisions. If
the President decides against a policy of no ground forces in Asia or if
he decides to redefine strategic sufficiency in a certain way, he doesn’t
have to wait until June 28.
Mr. Packard: Most decisions don’t affect the whole budget. We can
get on with our planning in the meantime.
Dr. Tucker: There is a very important calibration point. This could
be stated as the kind of strategy that we could support with a certain
kind of forces with reasonable risk and within the fiscal guidance. We
find out here (indicates on chart) whether a given force will implement
a given strategy.
Dr. Kissinger: All we will know on July 14 is that we can afford a
strategy that is laid out within our budget.
Dr. Tucker: This strategy is less demanding than others [that might
be considered], but even with this strategy we are straining.
Dr. Kissinger: However, this is not the only less demanding strategy that we can conceive.
Dr. Tucker: We have underway reviews of NATO strategy and
forces, strategy and forces in Asia, and theater nuclear forces.
Mr. Irwin: How do you anticipate that the results of these studies
(for example, in such matters as combat/support ratios) will be ground
into Defense Department planning?
Dr. Tucker: The program decisions would reflect these factors. We
asked the services to do the studies in the hope that the results of the
studies would be reflected in the programs which the services
recommend.
Mr. Irwin: Can this type of decision have much impact on force
make-up?
Mr. Packard: It all gets down to three variables: manpower levels,
readiness, and modernization programs. Thus, you can change the
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number of people you have and the proportion of active to reserve
forces. You can modify your reserve and thus affect readiness.
Mr. Irwin: If you change the number of support troops per division, does that give us a real budgetary option?
Admiral Moorer: One other factor which affects what we can do
should also be mentioned. That is enemy capabilities. This is not a flexible element.
(Mr. Shultz left the meeting at this point.)
Dr. Tucker: Let’s take a look at comparative program levels. If you
take out fixed costs, such as retirement pay and the Vietnam war, what
remains is the discretionary budget area to which the fiscal guidance
applies. However, we have further instructed the services not to make
any changes in the dollar value of strategic programs because of SALT
and the upcoming DPRC review. We have told them to leave out intelligence and security, which are being handled in other channels, and
to omit support to other nations. We know that we may have to increase support and that the services naturally tend to cut it in order to
have more money for their own activities.
Now let’s look at the relationship between manpower and improvement. Under the current five-year plan, we are figuring on 2.37
million people. To keep our modernization program, we would have
to cut that to 2.27 million. On the other hand, if we wanted to maintain the manpower level, we would have to cut modernization expenditures by 12%. A part of our outlay is determined by obligations from
prior years. Only 25% is subject to decisions in FY 73.
It we were to keep manpower at the five-year program level, we
would have to cut modernization to 50%. If we take out 100,000 men,
the modernization program could go up to 80% of the planned level.
We asked the services to give us a quick illustrative estimate of the
forces that would ft the fiscal guidance. We asked them to do this on
the basis of two alternative assumptions: that we keep force levels intact or that we keep modernization intact. To keep modernization intact, we would have to cut these forces indicated here [on the chart].
Dr. Kissinger: For three army divisions, you would be getting 211
attack helicopters, 34 surface-to-air batteries and 87,000 anti-tank missiles. Is that the only trade-off possible?
Dr. Tucker: This is illustrative of two extreme. We would not necessarily end up with this.
Admiral Moorer: You should put emphasis on that word “illustrative”. The last time we did this, the illustrative figures wound up in
the budget.
Dr. Tucker: Here are some of the trade-offs. (indicates on chart)
Mr. Packard: The Army wants to make things look bad so they
will not have to give up anything.
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Dr. Tucker: This accumulates over five years. This is what you
would have in FY 77 if you paid for it over a five-year period. The
Army says we can’t pay for it if we sustain 3-1/2 divisions over this
period.
Dr. Kissinger: This certainly shows that materiel is going up in
cost. We may price ourselves out of the market both as regards men
and equipment. The same sort of argument [on manpower vs. modernization trade-off] can be made for the Navy and the Air Force. If the
Navy sacrifices two carriers and 19 other ships, they can have ten high
speed nuclear submarines. If the Air Force cuts 1073 tactical aircraft,
they can get 324 new fighters. These are sombre projections.
Mr. Packard: It is a severe problem. For instance, if you get a nuclear carrier, you not only have the cost of the carrier but also of the
F–14s that go on it and that cost twice as much as the old carrier
aircraft.
Dr. Kissinger: I would like to get a study on this explosion in defense costs.7
Mr. Packard: Of course, you have to consider that the new equipment usually has more capability than the old. So you are getting more
for your money.
Mr. Johnson: What about capability in a limited war situation?
These weapons have more capability against the Soviets, but do they
contribute much to our limited war capability?
Mr. Packard: All of this has some effect on everything.
Dr. Kissinger: It also means that losses are more costly.
Admiral Moorer: This is the result of a combination of inflation
plus technology.
Mr. Johnson: (to Mr. Packard) Are there any trade-offs that would
be effective in Southeast Asia. I know that Henry [Kissinger] is interested in this question, too.
Mr. Packard: We have a missile called the Condor which can hit a
bullseye at 50 miles. If we had had this missile at the time we were
bombing North Vietnam, we could have done more damage with no
pilot loss and less damage to civilians at about 2% of what the bombing actually cost.
You can’t go on just money costs alone. We are making some increases in capability.

7
On March 25, Wayne Smith sent Kissinger two studies about “the problem of cost
escalation in weapons systems since World War II” and “the increasing costs of manpower.” Kissinger wrote “Excellent” and “What can we do?” on Smith’s covering memorandum. He instructed Smith to draft a memorandum for the President “if you can
think of a remedy.” (Ibid., NSC Files, Box 238, Agency Files, DOD Budget)
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Dr. Kissinger: Let’s at least note that this is a problem.
Dr. Tucker: Remember that in the NSSM 84 study8 we found that
the big problem was the tank/anti-tank imbalance. This is what we are
trying to remedy by developing these anti-tank weapons.
(to Mr. Johnson) Alex, to answer your question, our first priority
is NATO and we design our forces to meet NATO requirements. We
then design them to meet our lesser priorities.
Mr. Packard: The real option is manpower versus capability. We
need manpower.
Mr. Irwin: Is there any possibility we could take this out of support rather than combat forces?
Dr. Tucker: That is the purpose of the [NATO] study.
Mr. Irwin: This again raises the question of the desirability of the
all-volunteer army. Maybe we should look at that again.
Mr. Packard: The all-volunteer army is consistent with our
guidance.
Dr. Tucker: This next chart shows our reinforcement capability.
That is what we can mobilize and deploy by M 1 90. The effects of
maintaining force levels or programmed modernization are shown.
Admiral Moorer: The FYDP [Five Year Defense Program] doesn’t
necessarily reflect our requirements; it shows planned capabilities.
Dr. Tucker: Now we can take up the policy and strategy
statements.
Dr. Kissinger: I think we ought to discuss strategy before we get
into the fiscal statement. As I understand it, you define the sufficiency
criteria to mean that we must be able to meet these criteria after a nuclear exchange with China. For that reason as well as because of SALT,
you are against any cuts in strategic forces. (It would be interesting to
see if we could find a projection that would require an increase in strategic forces.) You are planning to withdraw the second U.S. division from
Korea in FY 73.
Dr. Tucker: It probably will be FY 74.
Dr. Kissinger: You make the assumption that no ground forces will
be used for non-CPR threats after 1973 and that after 1977 no ground
forces will be used against any threat. Our planning relies instead on
Japanese naval and air forces and on our tactical nuclear weapons. This
means we should rely on strategic deterrence and tactical nuclear
weapons to restrict the level of conflict in Asia. These are assumptions

8
NSSM 84, entitled “U.S. Strategies and Forces for NATO,” November 21, 1969, is
scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe;
NATO, 1969–1972.
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that the NSC will have to discuss. This is bound to have the most profound consequences on our relations with Asia. Even if you can demonstrate by systems analysis that the Asian countries have a marginal capability to defend themselves, we have to consider whether they would
want to do so, given the level of support they can expect from us.
If Japan drives as hard a bargain on rearmament as on textiles, we
may find that this [proposed Asia policy] is difficult to achieve. The
ideas the Japanese have about their military role may not dovetail so
neatly with ours, and there is also the question of whether the countries to be defended are willing to accept Japanese protection.
Mr. Weinberger: There is a tremendous divergence between the
strategic guidance and existing policy.
Dr. Tucker: This column (indicates on chart) gives the view of the
Joint Staff on what our proper strategy ought to be. This is the military’s view of what is realistic.
Mr. Weinberger: Is it realistic to ask for strategic guidance that
would mean taking away our capability to limit damage to the U.S.
from a nuclear attack?
Mr. Packard: We have never had that capability.
Dr. Tucker: Even with the full Safeguard program, we won’t have
that capability.
Mr. Packard: There are only two ways to achieve such a capability. One is to have a first strike capability to neutralize the Soviet strategic force. The other is to have a suitable defensive force. We don’t have
either.
Dr. Tucker: The only way to defend our population is to deter a
nuclear attack.
Dr. Kissinger: You say we do not have the forces to protect our
population, but you also say that we do have the forces to deter China.
That is not consistent. If we have some damage-limiting capability, we
force an enemy either to go all out or not to attack at all.
Dr. Tucker: That is the argument for Safeguard.
Mr. Packard: What we are saying is that with these force levels,
we will have to put more reliance on nuclear weapons in Asia.
Dr. Kissinger: How can we say at one and the same time that we
have no damage-limiting capability and that we can deter a Chinese
attack?
Mr. Schlesinger: This is the policy on China that is enshrined in
NSDM 16.9

9

Document 39.
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Admiral Moorer: We are not capable of preventing damage, but
that is not the same thing as having no capability to limit damage. If
the public thought we had no capability to reduce damage to the U.S.,
they would be upset.
Mr. McCracken: What do we mean by a damage-limiting capability? What is a significant limitation?
Admiral Moorer: When the phrase was first coined, it meant that
we had a first-strike pre-emptive option. It used to be called counterforce.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Dr. Tucker) Your doctrine is an honest attempt
to fit our concepts to the forces we have rather than to babble about
what we don’t have.
Admiral Moorer: We used to have a policy that there would in no
case be a first attack by the U.S.
What we should do is decide what our policy is going to be and
then devise a strategy to carry it out.
Mr. McCracken: I agree that we ought to articulate our policy and
then set our strategy.
Dr. Tucker: We are trying to get consistency between our force
structure and our strategic and fiscal guidance. We want to find out
that we can carry out a given strategy within established fiscal guidelines with a specified risk. We will know what this is in July. Meanwhile, we have to consider what our strategy should be.
Admiral Moorer: I come back to the point that we don’t have total flexibility because of the opposition.
Dr. Kissinger: I would like to get this interim guidance out of circulation. Can’t we find a way to deal with this before it leaks in the
newspapers?
Dr. Tucker: We will never get a valid assessment of the guidance
unless we get the views of all the people who are concerned.
Dr. Kissinger: If this were the British Government, I might not
worry. This [damage-limiting capability] is the sort of issue that only
experts and arms controllers understand. But the NATO issues could
have a major impact.
Mr. Johnson: I am trying to think of another word we could use
to describe the guidance. Perhaps working paper.
Mr. Irwin: Hasn’t this been distributed too widely to pull back?
Mr. Johnson: That term “interim guidance” has too definitive a
ring to it.
Mr. McCracken: One sure way to protect it would be to mark it
“for immediate release.”
Dr. Kissinger: How about putting out an alternative strategy? Then
this just becomes one of several.
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Dr. Tucker: It wouldn’t be a very good cover unless we asked our
people to prepare plans to carry out the alternative guidance, and that
would just compound the chaos.
Dr. Kissinger: Why not get out a paper that puts out some
alternatives?
Dr. Tucker: We could summarize the DPRC material and send it
to all addressees.
Dr. Kissinger: The problem is that term “interim guidance” plus
the fact that this is the only guidance extant.
Mr. Packard: We will take a look and see what we can do.
Mr. Irwin: I am interested in the rest of the budget outside the defense area. If we cut $2.4 billion from the defense budget, how would
it relate to the rest of the budget?
Mr. Weinberger: In the FY 73 budget, we are including what we
are now doing plus Presidential initiatives already made. Just with this,
we need $16.5 billion more. There are a lot of items in the budget that
are uncontrollable or close to uncontrollable. In order to have a margin to make reductions in domestic, non-defense items, we would have
to cut down on income maintenance programs or abandon some of the
President’s initiatives.
Dr. Kissinger: Isn’t there a little air in this?
Mr. Weinberger: No. There is only one way to keep a budget under control and that is to leave the agencies with no doubt that there
are any more funds available. If they think there is some slack in the
budget, they will increase their requests.
Mr. Irwin: If we get through 1972–73, is a tax increase a possibility?
Mr. Weinberger: It is an option. I don’t think it would be acceptable in January 1972.
Mr. Irwin: But in 1973?
Mr. McCracken: Then you are talking about FY 74.
Dr. Tucker: (to Mr. Weinberger) For FY 72 will you be spending at
the full employment level?
Mr. Weinberger: We plan to spend the amount of revenue that
would be brought in if we were at full employment.
Mr. McCracken: Gardiner’s [Tucker’s] point is that certain program
expenditures would go down if we reached full employment.
Mr. Weinberger: We have taken that into account.
Dr. Kissinger: When we did the NSSM 3 study,10 we laid out on a
chart various levels of defense and domestic expenditures. (to Mr.

10

Document 45.
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Weinberger) Could you do that for us in connection with this exercise?
This group can’t judge these issues, but they need to be laid out.
Mr. Johnson: After seventy years of having ground forces in Asia,
we are going to make a decision to have no ground forces in the area.
The President needs to see what the trade-offs involved are.
Mr. Weinberger: Last year we gave him early in August four bands
of possible reductions in expenditures on domestic programs.
Dr. Kissinger: If you could give us this information [on domestic/
defense trade-offs] in early June, it would be helpful.
Mr. Weinberger: All right. The problem is that we need reductions
in both defense and domestic programs in order to balance the budget
at full employment. Cutting domestic programs will generate a good
deal of political heat.
Mr. McCracken: A tax increase to balance the budget will also produce political heat.
Dr. Kissinger: Aren’t we doing a study on strategic forces?11
Mr. Smith: We have a major study that will integrate all the previous ones. It will be ready by June.
(Mr. McCracken left the meeting.)
Mr. Irwin: If we can somehow get through 1973 with a sufficient
balance of forces and modernization . . .
Mr. Weinberger: As regards modernization, there is another way
of approaching this and that is to increase the productivity of the defense establishment.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Dr. Tucker) Can you get us a model showing an
illustrative mix of modernization and force levels?
Dr. Tucker: I think we need to see what the services come up with.
I would hate to do it until then.
Dr. Kissinger: Okay. I am not going to insist on it.
From now on we have to give top attention in this group to the
doctrinal aspects of the interim guidance so that we can put the issues
before the NSC. This group can’t make the decisions; they have to go
to the NSC. (to Dr. Tucker) This has made a major contribution to helping us visualize the issues.
The Asian strategy has to be protected. We cannot let that leak as
interim guidance.
Mr. Packard: We will continue our planning on the basis of the fiscal guidance and will work to clarify the strategic guidance.
Dr. Kissinger: The Asia proposal has to be wrapped up in such a
way that it is not the only guidance.
11

An apparent reference to NSSM 64, Document 41.
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Mr. Johnson: Can we get the DPRC Working Group involved?
Mr. Smith: We have the strategic forces study which is due in June.
The NSSM 69 study on Asia strategy and policy is already underway.12
12
On April 28, Kissinger sent a memorandum to Irwin, Packard, Helms, Shultz,
McCracken, and Moorer calling for additional studies: an analysis of the “major strategy and policy issues involved for immediate Presidential consideration;” the development of “two alternative DOD programs for the FY 73–77 period;” and an evaluation of
the “economic, diplomatic, and strategic implications of these alternative DOD budgetary levels and mixes.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–98, DPRC General, 1971)

185. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, May 14, 1971.
SUBJECT
Military Manpower and the Congress

Congress has or may shortly enact a number of measures that will
adversely affect our military capabilities and the foreign policies dependent upon them.
The Congressional Problem
As you know, the Administration’s military manpower program,
including the all-volunteer package, was passed by the House with
only one significant change—the provision of about $1.2 billion more
in pay increases than you requested.2 However, the Senate is now considering a number of significant modifications, including:

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 320, Subject Files, Draft Reform—1971. Top Secret. Sent for action. A stamped note on the memorandum reads: “The President has seen.” Wayne Smith forwarded the memorandum
on May 12 to Kissinger.
2
On April 1, the House of Representatives passed House Resolution (H.R.) 6531,
which approved a two-year extension of the military draft. The full Congress passed the
military draft bill (P.L. 92–129) on September 21. In addition to extending the draft for
two years, through June 30, 1973, the legislation authorized pay raises and improved
benefits for armed service personnel totaling $2.4 billion a year and created a national
lottery call that replaced the local board quota system of selecting draftees. (Congressional
Quarterly Almanac, Vol. XXVII (1971), pp. 257–296)
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—A one-year limit to the draft extension. The two-year extension
passed the House by only a two vote margin and it may not survive
on the floor in the Senate.3
—A substantial reduction in U.S. forces in Europe. Senator Mansfield
has introduced a resolution calling for a ceiling of 150,000 on U.S. forces
in Europe. If passed, this would mean cutting our forces there by 50
percent.4
—An across-the-board reduction in manpower levels. The Senate
Armed Services Committee has reported out a 56,000 man year reduction in average FY 1972 force levels with a 50,000 man cut in the
Army alone.
At this moment, however, the only serious manpower measure that seems
certain to pass is the across-the-board reduction in our manpower levels approved by the Senate Armed Services Committee.
Apparently, its justification was that:
—Given the planned withdrawals from Vietnam, many believed
this cut did not represent a net reduction in our planned forces. In fact,
it does since the forces we plan to withdraw would not be disbanded.
—Senator Stennis believed that a reduction in overall manpower
levels by his Committee was essential to get the Administration’s program approved by the Senate without either a one-year extension or
cuts in Europe.
Regardless of this reasoning, however, you should realize that even
this apparently small reduction in our manpower will have important effects
on our military capabilities.
—To reduce its FY 72 strength by 50,000 man years, the Army will
have to reduce its planned strengths in June 1972 by as much as 80,000
men.
3
Nixon discussed the two-year draft extension during a May 11 telephone conversation with Haig. The transcript of the conversation reads in part as follows:
[President:] “Let’s have a little gab fest on this, or a reassessment of the Volunteer
Army thing. It may be that it won’t float, but at any rate, we’ve got to get a two-year
extension.
“Haig: Oh yes. If we don’t have the two-year draft, you won’t ever get the allvolunteer. We have been working intensively on this. We’ve got the picture on where
everyone stands. There are about 10 or 12 floaters.
“President: I think we better have the NSC make another study on the Volunteer
Army thing.
“Haig: It’s difficult because of the way—
“President: But even with it [the Vietnam conflict] over it may not float. But maybe
. . . of course with high unemployment maybe it will be better. It’s tough to get people
into the service, even though it gives a lot of people good lives.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 998, Haig Chronological Files, Haig Telcons—1971)
4
On May 11, Mansfield introduced an amendment to the military draft extension
bill (H.R. 6531) that sought to impose a limit of 150,000 U.S. troops stationed in Europe.
The Senate defeated the amendment by a 36–61 vote on May 19.
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—To accommodate this manpower reduction, our combat forces
may have to be reduced by as much as two full divisions with their
support. This could result in a U.S. ground force of only 11 divisions compared to the 16 divisions we had in 1964 and the 13 now planned for FY 1973.
A smaller one division reduction in our combat force would be possible with greater reduction in support and non-divisional forces.
A reduction in our ground combat forces of this magnitude would
have very serious strategic repercussions:
—It would severely limit our ability to carry out an initial conventional defense of Western Europe against a Warsaw Pact attack unless we received prior warning and reacted immediately to it. There
will be no margin for error.
—It would greatly reduce our present capability to assist our Allies in Asia without substantial drawdowns in the forces committed to
NATO.
Unless you are prepared to make major revisions in strategy, I believe that it is critical to preserve the capability of our ground forces at about
currently-planned levels. Defeat of the Senate’s 50,000 man reduction is essential to that end. This will not be easy since:
—Senator Stennis apparently believes that this reduction is the best we
can do in the Senate. In turn, he is probably correct that a one-year extension or a substantial cut in Europe would be even more injurious
than the across-the-board reduction already approved.
—Secretary Laird and the JCS probably do not now plan to fight the reduction. Besides agreeing with Stennis’ political judgment, Secretary
Laird may believe that this reduction is beneficial since it is consistent
with his strategy proposal that we not support our Asian Allies with
ground forces after 1975.5 While the Air Force and Navy were not substantially reduced, and, therefore, have few objections to the Senate action. General Westmoreland is, I understand, strongly opposed to such
a cut in capabilities.
In my opinion, the first essential step toward preserving our ground force
capabilities is to ensure that the Administration takes a strong and unified
stand against the Senate reduction. To start this process, I have prepared
a memorandum to Secretary Laird (Tab A)6 that:

5

See Document 184.
Attached but not printed is a draft memorandum from Nixon to Laird informing
him that the force reductions recommended by the Senate Armed Services Committee
“would almost certainly affect our capability to meet our responsibilities and treaty commitments in both Europe and Asia.” Nixon signed the memorandum on May 24 and
sent it to Laird instructing him to “lead an Administration-wide effort aimed at preventing any substantial reduction by the Congress in the levels of our ground force capabilities.” A copy of the memorandum was sent to Moorer.
6
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—Points out your concern that our ground forces are now at a relatively low level.
—Enlists his active support in defeating this reduction or any other
Senate action that will seriously reduce our ground force capability below planned levels.
—Asks him to investigate alternative ways in which the impact of
manpower reductions could be lessened, such as spreading them more
evenly among the Services or reducing support rather than combat
forces.
Recommendation
That you sign the memorandum at Tab A.

186. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, May 31, 1971.
SUBJECT
Memorandum from Secretary Laird on New Soviet ICBM Silo Construction

Secretary Laird has sent you a memorandum expressing his concern over the new Soviet ICBM construction (Tab A). He reiterates some
of the information with which you are already familiar.2 Secretary Laird
concludes that this construction “could have significant implications”
for our weapons developments and SALT. Since Secretary Laird’s brief
memorandum deals only with new ICBM silos, I am providing below
a summary of major recent developments in Soviet strategic forces.
I. ICBMs
A. New Silos. Satellite reconnaissance has revealed construction
of a current total of 59 confirmed or probable and 9 suspected new
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 715,
Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. XIV. Top Secret; [codewords not declassified]. Sent for
information.
2
On April 15, Helms sent Nixon the “President’s Quarterly Report on Soviet Strategic Forces.” The 9-page report is marked to indicate that the President saw it. Kissinger
summarized the report in a May 4 memorandum to Nixon, which the President also saw.
Kissinger drew Nixon’s attention to recent intelligence about some 56 confirmed or suspected new Soviet missile silos started since October 1970. According to Kissinger, speculation was that the new silos “may be for a new and as yet untested ICBM or for a
modified version of the SS–9.” (Ibid., Box 429, Backchannel, President’s Quarterly
Report—Soviet Strategic Forces)
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missile silos at operational complexes. Of these 68 confirmed or suspected silos, 44 are at complexes where the SS–11 is now deployed and
24 are at SS–9 complexes.3
B. Test Center Activity. The latest photography indicates that the
construction is not only at or near old SS–9 testing areas, but also SS–11
testing areas. Additionally, silo lining segments of two difference diameters have been observed; [number not declassified] in the SS–9 area
and [number not declassified] in the SS–11 area.
Additionally, soft launch pads heretofore used exclusively for SS–9
R&D are being modified extensively.
C. Type of Missile Involved. Reasonable possibilities are:
—The Soviets are hardening silos for the SS–9 and SS–11. The extensive work at Tyuratam, even at the soft pads, suggests that there is
at least a new variant of the SS–9, possibly with a MIRV warhead, in
the works, which can be put in the SS–9-sized silos.
—The silos are intended for two new missile systems, one about
the size of the SS–9 and the other about the size of the SS–11.
II. ABMs
A. Moscow System. Construction activity has resumed at two incomplete and previously abandoned ABM launch sites. One site faces
the Mediterranean and the other faces China. There are suggestions of
a new type radar at one of these sites. The Soviets have also begun construction on a second large ABM radar at the Chekhov site near
Moscow. The new radar is oriented toward China.4
B. Test Center Activity. Work at the Sary Shagan test range clearly
indicates follow-on modifications of the Moscow ABM system are under development.
—Try Add radar capabilities are being significantly improved by
the addition of a phased-array antenna.

3

Ray Cline, Director of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research, sent Rogers a memorandum on May 14 on the subject of “Implications of New Soviet ICBM Deployment.”
Cline stated: “The Soviet ICBM deployment recently entered a new phase with the initiation of construction of a new phase type of silo at seven deployed missile complexes.”
He added: “If the new missile is large, as now expected, it is likely to be a follow-on to
the SS–9. We can expect the Soviets to try to provide it with increased range capabilities
over the SS–9, improved accuracy and a new reentry system. We can also expect that the
Soviets will try to develop a new reentry system with true MIRV capabilities and that
this might lead eventually to a hard-target destruction capability. If these postulations
prove correct, it will be this new system rather than the SS–9 which will be central to
future strategic arms limitation discussions.” (Ibid., Box 715, Country Files, Europe,
USSR, Vol. XIV)
4
Nixon circled the word “China” both times it appeared in this paragraph and
wrote “note” above the first instance.
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—A new, larger, [less than 1 line not declassified] ABM missile booster
has been tested five times.
Also, a new ABM system is being developed at another complex
at Sary Shagan. The Soviets are apparently developing a new, smaller
interceptor than the Galosh and have erected an entirely new type of
radar. A hardened ABM facility also being constructed nearby may be
part of this same system. This new system may be intended to intercept incoming warheads at short range within the atmosphere.
If the new radar functions independently of large, long-range acquisition and tracking radars, it might be constructed and made operational (without hardening) in as little as six months. If this is the case,
it would sharply reduce the lead time we would have to react to a sudden Soviet ABM buildup.
Conclusion
It is too early to state with confidence the full nature, extent and
purposes of these recent new developments in Soviet strategic offensive and defensive weaponry. Part of the motivation may be to keep
pressure on SALT and part may be to gain a strategic advantage. In
any case, there is no doubt that Soviet strategic forces are being qualitatively and quantitatively upgraded to as yet undetermined higher
levels and capabilities.
Tab A
Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon5
Washington, April 16, 1971.
SUBJECT
Soviet ICBM Silo Construction

I continue to be concerned about the magnitude and evident urgency of the new Soviet silo construction program as revealed by recent satellite photography.6

5

Top Secret; [codeword not declassified].
Laird sent Nixon a memorandum on March 1 expressing concern about recent
evidence indicating that the Soviet Union was constructing “a new type of silo at three
known ICBM complexes.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 714, Country Files, Europe, USSR, Vol. XII)
6
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The basis for my concern is simply the fact that there are now as
many as 50 new missile silos under simultaneous construction in the
Soviet Union. This total, which more than doubled our earlier count of
the new sites, could and probably will go higher, as study of the latest
mission is still underway at CIA and DIA, and as all potential construction areas were not covered by the latest mission. Of particular
significance is the identification of at least 30 confirmed and probable
silos under construction at a single operational complex in Western
Russia. All apparently were started since last August.
Although the missile for which the new silos are intended cannot
be determined at this time, they could be for a large new ICBM or a
highly modified SS–9. In any event, the new silo is designed to accommodate a large system.
The timing of this construction suggests that a decision, some time
last summer, resulted in a slow down or suspension of construction at
some of the SS–9 silos, and probably called for the major new silo construction program which we are now observing. This program is
marked by unique construction and deployment techniques, as well as
concurrent efforts at six operational complexes at least, and at one area
at the Tyura Tam Missile Test Center.
From the preliminary examination of satellite photography now
underway, it is evident that we are witnessing a major new Soviet ICBM
silo construction program which, if followed through, could have significant implications for our own weapons development programs as
well as the ongoing SALT negotiations.
Melvin R. Laird
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187. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon1
Washington, July 16, 1971.
SUBJECT
Fiscal Year 1973 Defense Spending

We are continuing the critical review of the programs submitted
by the military departments and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for Fiscal Years
1973–77. On the basis of detailed earlier analysis, I had asked them to
develop programs at a $79.6 billion level for FY 73. Although we will
not complete a thorough assessment of the latest Service and JCS submissions until September, my preliminary review strongly suggests
that the $79.6 billion level will not be adequate to support sufficiently
your foreign policy objectives. I currently believe we shall need Defense outlays in the range of $82 to $83 billion in FY 1973.
My concern over the adequacy of the $79.6 billion funding level
is derived in part from some of the specific force reductions the Services have proposed to take in order to bring their programs within the
prescribed fiscal level, and in part from the judgments the Service Secretaries and the Joint Chiefs have made about the capabilities of the
proposed resultant forces.
An FY 73 Defense Budget of $79.6 billion would result in reductions from current Defense force plans such as:
• Reducing budgeted military strength by 225,000 from end FY
72 to FY 73.
• Reducing the strength of Marine infantry battalions by 25
percent.
• Reducing the active Army baseline strength another 1/3 division, plus a separate brigade and the support units needed to sustain
a division in combat.
• Reducing the tactical sorties capability per aircraft 20 percent to
save on crews and maintenance.
• Reducing Naval combat ships committed to NATO for availability on short notice (category A) from about 200 to 155.
• Retiring the amphibious lift ships needed to deploy one Marine brigade—a reduction of 25 percent in our amphibious lift
capability.
• Reducing total Naval ships from 660 to 540.
The Services’ and JCS comments, in addition, contend—based on
a $79.6 billion FY 73 budget:

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 227,
Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. XII, Chronological File. Secret; Eyes Only.
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• We will be hard pressed to meet current NATO reinforcement
plans and must put unprecedented reliance on reserves to meet early
deployment requirements.
• Our ability to control the seas would be seriously jeopardized
in the event of a major Soviet effort to interdict the lines of communications in the Atlantic.
• We will have insufficient Naval forces to support sustained operations in the Mediterranean while providing protection for the sea
lanes in the Atlantic.
• The United States is reaching a position where we may be unable to prevent nuclear coercion because of the growing nuclear
strength of the Soviet Union.
• During a Warsaw Pact aggression against NATO, adequate tactical air forces will not be available for a strategic reserve, assistance to
allies, or conducting minor contingency operations.
In my critical review of the proposed Service and JCS programs,
I shall be seeking ways to improve the capability and readiness of the
forces while preserving essential modernization programs. I shall carefully appraise the capability of the resulting forces and would hope to
have an early opportunity to review the results with the Defense Program Review Committee (DPRC).
My concern with the adequacy—or more to the point—inadequacy—of the $79.6 billion program is reinforced when we compare it
with the real Defense buying power of the FY 64 DOD program, the last
pre-Southeast Asia year. As a result of inflation and, in particular, the
sharp increase in the cost of military and civilian manpower (7 pay raises
in the last 8 years), over $90 billion in DOD outlays would be needed in
FY 73 to buy the Defense forces and the rate of modernization we had
in FY 64. Every Defense budget since FY 1968 has been below the FY 64
level, after the incremental costs of SEA are discounted. The cumulative
deficits are in excess of $30 billion, yet the threat, particularly from the
Soviet strategic and general purpose forces, is much greater today.
The $79.6 billion budget for FY 73 would give us about the same
real Defense buying power we have in the FY 72 program. This accounts for added pay raises, inflation, the all volunteer force program,
less the $3.5 billion reduction assumed in the incremental cost of the
war in SEA.
If national security requires the forces, modernization and readiness corresponding to a $82–$83 billion program but the economy and
the total Federal budget require lower Defense outlays, we may have
to consider such steps as reducing or delaying the civilian and military
pay increases (which will cost us $2 billion in FY 73); foregoing the
planned increase of $1 billion in our FY 73 program to reach an all volunteer force (and as a result delay our achieving this goal); carrying
out extensive base closures; and reducing our air and logistics support
levels in SEA. Once the necessary Defense programs are established
for the next five years, we would have some fiscal flexibility to shift
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expenditures from FY 73 into FY 74. But we must recognize that such
actions only have a temporary effect, and in fact would complicate our
Defense planning for FY 74 and the years beyond.
I understand the importance of meeting the national economic
goals of full employment and relative price stability. I will, of course,
work with George Shultz and the DPRC to identify and assess the risks
associated with Defense programs at various expenditure levels. I
thought it essential, however, as you review the current FY 73 budget
planning status, to let you know of my concern that $82–83 billion in
outlays will be needed to provide adequate support for your foreign
policy and the other Defense program goals you have enunciated.2
Melvin R. Laird
2
In a July 27 memorandum to Kissinger, Haig recommended that Kissinger discuss Laird’s memorandum to the President during his breakfast meeting with Laird
scheduled for the next day. Kissinger subsequently placed a checkmark on Haig’s memorandum, indicating that he had discussed the matter with Laird. (Ibid.)

188. Conversation With President Nixon1
Washington, July 23, 1971.
[Omitted here is discussion surveying the economy and the federal budget. Also omitted is Shultz’s introductory presentation on the
fiscal year 1973 Defense budget, during which he mentioned that, while
he, Laird, Kissinger, Packard, and Weinberger had agreed on an initial
fiscal guidance in the neighborhood of $79 billion, Laird subsequently
had pushed for spending totaling $82 to $83 billion.]
Shultz: What we need to get is guidance from you about what we
should strive for, basically with the domestic programs. We also have
a tax discussion here. And if—I think we need to get a feel for what
ballpark you want to shoot for [unclear]. Because if this, for instance,

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Recording of Conversation among Nixon, Connally, Kissinger, Ehrlichman, Shultz, Weinberger, Cole, Harper, Haldeman, and Ziegler, Oval Office, Conversation No. 544–8. No
classification marking. The editor transcribed the portion of the tape recording printed
here specifically for this volume. The transcript is part of a larger conversation held from
10:25 a.m. to 1:03 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
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is going to go to [$]83 or 85 or 86 [billion] or something like that, then
that’s just not inside the box as far as the—
Nixon: Well let me—first, in terms of Henry’s [Kissinger] question,
of course we can wait two weeks, because we’ve got a couple of other
fish to fry at the moment, so I—is that what you’re talking about? Two
weeks?
Shultz: At least. [unclear exchange]
Kissinger: Look, I think the 83 billion is nuts.
Nixon: But now it may be—because I think you’re going to have—
Kissinger: We need about two weeks.
Nixon: Well, you think maybe we need to think a little differently
too. Now, nobody’s done a better job on defense than Henry has over
the past 21⁄2 years, and it has been a big reason that—not because of
Henry’s [unclear], but due to the fact that Henry has taken the Defense
Department and shaken it up. We’re doing a hell of a lot better than
we’ve ever done. But on the other hand, in terms of what we have, we
have the DPRC, or whatever it is. They sit down there. The sons of
bitches sit down there, and it’s the same old shell game. “Well, gee
whiz, I can’t get rid of these wings, and the Army’s going to be all mad
if they don’t have these nice slots and so forth. And I know the West
Point [unclear].” They don’t tell you the number of people at West
Point. The bastards have 4,000—1,000 new people at West Point,
planned for the next year. They have 3,000 this year, which is too many
officers to have right now. And the Air Force is worse. The Navy probably needs theirs for reasons of naval power that are going to be necessary as long as this nation is even a mini-power. We have got to shake
up the goddamn Defense Department in a way that hasn’t been done.
In a way, as you and I have talked—we’ve been too busy, you’ve been
too busy, but I’m not too busy now. Those bastards are going to shape
it down. If we don’t need air defense, and we don’t. We don’t need
those goddamn air wings up there. We don’t need all those flyboys flying around. We don’t need those Air Force generals. We’re going to get
rid of them. We’re going to get rid of air defense. And we’re going to
get rid of some of this ground stuff. And we’re getting rid of some of
the Navy crap too. They got a lot of crap too, despite the fact that they
talk about other things.
Now, the real problem here is that defense is not what Defense really wants or needs. God, I’d fight to the death for them on ABM, on
their missile strength, on divisions and so forth, you know what I mean.
Who would fight harder? You would fight harder. We’re not going to
let them cut into the real stuff. And it isn’t just a question that—you
know, McNamara [unclear] running it more efficiently. He ran it inefficiently. And as a result, the United States has become a second-rate
power in defense. And that was what inefficiency did. We’ve been
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trying to run it more efficiently and maintain some credibility through
our ABM, through our SALT thing. But we have not gotten a hold of
them. Laird has not touched it. Packard has not touched it. You’ve gotten to the fringes of it. I mean, they’ve come in here and I’ve seen—I
know a snow job as well as anybody around here. The goddamn Defense Department, the more it changes, the more it remains the same.
It’s the Navy, the Army, and the Air Force fighting for the slots for their
generals and for their personnel and all the rest. So if it comes down,
it must come down equally, rather than putting the emphasis where it
needs to be put. As you and I both know, where it needs to be put
where it’s going to count. And I can’t emphasize too strongly, I don’t
want to go over to Defense and say, “Look, almost 83 is a crazy figure.
Now can’t we compromise on 791⁄2 or 811⁄2?” Bullshit. We have got to
make Defense now—but wait until you hear what I’ve got to say about
revenue sharing and the environment, and family assistance, all of
which are going to be trimmed right down to the bone or up, because
I don’t believe any of the goddamn things. But on these things, on Defense, Henry, we have got to shake those bastards up.
Kissinger: I agree.
Nixon: Now, you’re the only man who can do it. I know you tried.
But they haven’t gotten it from the top yet. You’ve got to shake them
up. It may be that half the Defense budget ought to be in the Navy.
I’m inclined to think it probably should. I don’t know. But, I—it may
be that as far as the Army’s concerned, they say—I know, Westmoreland says his Army’s morale is terrible. I said, “Why’s your morale terrible?” Is it because of My Lai and all the rest? No, it’s not because of
that. It’s because, for Christ sakes, they don’t have as many slots for as
many generals and as many officers’ clubs. You know why that is.
That’s [unclear] the Air Force. Why’s their morale bad? It’s because
[unclear]. But for Christ sakes, we don’t need those flyboys anymore.
They’re irrelevant. They’re obsolete. And they’re just obsolete as hell.
All these guys, you know, the air defense—I’ve seen NORAD and I’ve
seen all their planes out there. And, you know [unclear]. Are the Soviets going to come flying over the Pole with a bunch of planes? They
aren’t going to come flying over the Pole with a bunch of planes. You
know that and I know it. Why in the hell doesn’t somebody tell them?
That’s my point. And that’s what we’re not getting in air defense. I
don’t want it. That’s why, rather than in two weeks, let me say right
now, take 30 days. I want you to take 30 days on Defense. I want you
to take them in and shake that tree for once. And goddamn them, we
want to do what this country needs, and we have got to cut in those
areas where it’s really going to help. Now that’s what we’re not doing.
Because, the DPRC—I—it’s basically a brokering deal. You have to broker in the [unclear] and look it over. Without that, we’d be doing nothing. We wouldn’t even have ABM because ABM was fought by De-
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fense, as you know. The Air Force fought it because they wanted [unclear]—why’d the Air Force fight it? Well, they wanted a new fighter,
or a new bomber. Screw them. They’re not going to get it. That’s the
way I feel about it.
Kissinger: Well, the DPRC is [unclear]. Laird just ignores them and
brokers his own little enterprises [unclear]. The trouble is, if we put a
ceiling up, whatever it is, 83, 79—
Nixon: They’ll divide it three ways.
Kissinger: They’ll slice it three ways.
Nixon: That’s right.
Kissinger: And they’ll do it in terms—
Nixon: That we cannot do.
Kissinger: What we’ve got to get done in the DPRC and in the NSC
is—actually, it’s got to be in the NSC, because until they hear you say
it, none of us can really make them do it—is a statement of what missions you want before [you]. And then, hold them to those missions
and scrap all the others. That we can get done. But if we give them a
figure, even a pie figure, they’re going to split it up to protect their
long-term slots.
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: But if you tell them the only missions you’re going to
consider are A, B, C, and D, and everything else goes, substantially
goes, then we’ve got a handle to operate on. And that’s what I think.
If you’re going to have one NSC meeting the first week of August at
which—we have one DPRC meeting, one NSC meeting in which they
hear you say, “These are the missions I think we put our money on,
and we’ll scrap the others for a two [unclear] minimum.” Then I think
George [Shultz] has a way of squeezing them. Budget ceilings won’t
do it. They’ll kill us with budget ceilings. I don’t know what you think,
John [Connally].
Connally: I’ve been [unclear]. First, they’ll slice it three ways to
begin with. Then within the services, [unclear] themselves the threat.
No program. They’ll divide up their one-third among all of their programs. They’ll threaten again. [unclear exchange] You’re going to have
to scrap the missions.
Nixon: We have to determine at the highest level what the United
States needs in the way of defense. Now, of course, all of this is complicated by the miserable problem we’re faced with. And the fact that
it’s going to have, you know, [unclear] and the rest. But what I’m—
what we’ve talking about here, you see, is the ‘73 budget. What we’re
talking about is what we do frankly after November. We may think of
a lot. We can put all this stuff in, in terms of base closings and the rest,
and close those goddamn bases, half of them the day after the election
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in November. I understand that. You can’t do it before. You don’t have
to put all that stuff out, and the damn Defense Department’s going to
play ball. But believe me, I’m sick of those bastards because they are
here squealing and squirming around, but when you finally scratch
them enough, what do they want to do? Well, they want to keep a couple of acres down at Camp Pendleton, or they don’t want to give up
the Presidio, or something. When in the hell are they going to start
thinking of the United States? Now, the other thing—
Kissinger: They will never give up a gold mine voluntarily. You
can bet on that. So no matter what ceilings you put on them, they’ll
spread it over [unclear].
Nixon: Sure. [unclear] One place to start. This is going to be tough.
For God’s sake, they got to start in terms of their three service academies. You can’t produce 4,500 officers every, without there having—
1,000 graduates a year without expecting those poor bastards to want
to have a command. Can you? We got too many college graduates and
we got too many service graduates. Now, is the volunteer armed forces,
is that thing too far down the road that we can’t scrap it?
Ehrlichman: Well, [unclear] pay increases, of course, are in conference now [unclear exchange]. The conference is on the extension of
the draft, so the pay increases in the volunteer armed forces bill are
way above what we asked.
Nixon: Well, the pay increases, of course, do not speak to the subject of [unclear].
Ehrlichman: No.
Nixon: They speak to the subject of higher payments put into
places where, by God, we should not have them. I mean, [unclear]. The
fact that you’re giving pay increases to a bunch of lieutenant commanders and majors and so forth, isn’t going to bring me any more
privates. And they damn well know that. And here’s Defense again
playing their goddamn shell game. [unclear exchange]
Kissinger: The pay increases in a way are killing us because it
means that, I think 50 or 60 percent of the budget goes to pay. If we
ever get into a war and have to expand it—
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: And the cost of [unclear exchange].
Unidentified speaker: We would also have freedom between civilian and military pay so that whenever the civilian employees go up,
even the military pay—even increased by the volunteer armed forces—
Nixon: We’re not going to go into that—we’re certainly going to
try to avoid that. My feeling is, Henry, that I would prefer to take a
month. Now [unclear] this is the crack that we need. We haven’t
cracked them yet. Take a month. But believe me, we want to crack them.
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I don’t want to fool around with this same business of having Laird
come back in here and I sit down with the Chiefs and we make them
all feel good. I mean, too bad, they don’t feel good that night. But
they’re going to be shaken up. There’s going to be change. The Air
Force is going to be changed, by God. It’s going to be changed or else.
Christ, they’re flying missions at the present time, as you know damn
well. Even in Southeast Asia some of them. They don’t need a damn
thing. Just have a new command. And, a lot of the Navy commands,
a lot of the rest. Look, I’m for paying all those that had to go to the
hardware, the people where we need them. Fine. But the Defense Department has got to take a hard look at what the country needs. And
then, they put it within that. Now, it may still be 83. Listen, that isn’t
what I’m talking about.
Kissinger: I know what you—
Nixon: What I am talking about is not [unclear]. To get it down to
78 is supposed to please the bastards. That’s what we’re talking about.
We’re talking about that never has a country spent more for less defense than the United States of America. Now that is true. It’s just as
true as it can be. It’s true of—you compare us to the Russians, you compare us to another great power. And here we are. We spend a hell of a
lot, and all we do is we waste 300 pounds on a 150-pound frame. [unclear] Now I suppose everybody’s talked to this subject. But believe
me, I know those—I love Moorer. I think he’s a great guy, but he’s got
to broker. Laird and Packard aren’t strong enough to do it, but we are.
Now, that’s why I want Henry to have the time to do it. But [you] must
understand, Henry, what the job is.
[Omitted here is discussion of intelligence reform and the capabilities of the CIA.]
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189. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, July 29, 1971, 3:15–4:45 p.m.
SUBJECT
U.S. Strategy and Forces for Asia NSSM 692
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Mr. U. Alexis Johnson
Mr. John N. Irwin
Mr. Thomas Pickering
Mr. Leslie Brown
Mr. James Wilson
Defense
Mr. Gardiner Tucker
Mr. Paul Brands
Rear Adm. H.H. Anderson
JCS
Gen. William C. Westmoreland
Brig. Gen. William Burrows
Col. Robert Archer
Col. Linwood Lennon

ACDA
Mr. Philip Farley
Vice Adm. John M. Lee
OST
Mr. John Walsh
NSC Staff
Col. Richard T. Kennedy
Mr. Wayne Smith
Mr. John Holdridge
Mr. John Court
Mr. John A. Knubel
Adm. Robert O. Welander
Mr. Mark Wandler

CIA
Lt. Gen. Robert E. Cushman
Mr. Bruce Clarke
OMB
Mr. George P. Shultz
Mr. Caspar Weinberger
Mr. Kenneth Dam

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
It was agreed that:
—A specialized nuclear force targeted on China was not needed
in the next decade.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969–73 (2 of 3). Top Secret. The
meeting was held in the Situation Room of the White House. All brackets except those that
indicate omitted material are in the original.
2
Document 42. See Document 181 for a previous discussion of the subject by the
Senior Review Group.
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—Additional preparations were necessary before a summary of
the NSSM 69 study3 is prepared for NSC consideration on August 12.4
Accordingly, the DPRC Working Group should conduct the following
studies:
—a projection of the forces required for a disarming strike on
China’s nuclear delivery capabilities in 1972 and 1976. The projection
should include the cost of any qualitative improvements in our current
capability and any potential degrading of our SIOP capability versus
the Soviet Union. It should also estimate the effectiveness of the strike.
—a refinement of the conventional force analysis, to include an estimate of U.S. force requirements against the most likely threat for each
of the alternative conventional options, as well as an assessment of the
implications of some level of insurgency. The requirements should also
examine the use of tactical nuclear weapons.
—an analysis of the political and diplomatic effects on our allies
of a U.S. military presence in Asia through 1976. The analysis should
discuss what deployment and basing structure we will need to meet
our political and diplomatic objectives over the next five years.
Dr. Kissinger: Is Beecher (New York Times military correspondent)
here? Are we going to have a briefing? How many charts do you have,
Gardiner?
Mr. Tucker: We have about fifteen of them.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t know if we need to take all that time. Everyone here has read every word of the study.
Mr. Tucker: If you want, we can skip the briefing.
Dr. Kissinger: How long do you think it will take?
Mr. Tucker: About ten or fifteen minutes. We can make it as long
as you like.
Dr. Kissinger: I suggest we start the meeting off with a discussion
of strategic nuclear forces. We can follow up with the tactical nuclear
forces and then the land forces.
Mr. Tucker: We want to talk about the methodology and results of
the ground force analysis. I think we should do this before we talk
about tactical nuclear forces because the approach we take on tactical
forces will to some extent depend on the ground force analysis.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Tucker) While we talk about strategic forces,
you can plan the 10-minute briefing on land forces. We need discussion of these issues more than we need briefings on them.

3

See footnote 7, Document 181.
The NSC meeting on defense strategy and fiscal guidance was held on August
13; see Document 195.
4
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I have one general observation to make. George [Shultz] knows, I
appealed to the President at a recent meeting5 not to handle the DOD
budget by setting up ceilings. He agreed to listen to a presentation which
would cost out the objectives. Then he would make decisions in the
middle of August. The meetings coming up between now and August
15 are, therefore, crucially important. I don’t want the President to be
put in the position where he has to rule on something like an extra aircraft carrier or a division. We should be able to relate what we do in
various parts of the world to the strategies we should follow. We have
to do everything we can to avoid making totally arbitrary cuts.
All of you worked hard on this paper. Our aim now is to get the
NSC to consider this paper, and others, on August 12 or 13. We have
to put choices before the President. We have to make it clear that at
certain levels of operations, we will be giving up certain objectives. We
also have to cost out the implications of the choices.
With this as background, let’s go through the implications of the paper. The hidden assumptions in it remind me of the debate on Europe
which took place in the early 1960s. Let’s just see what the choices are.
We have a nice intimate group here. I hope every newspaper gets
an equal shot at us. The New York Times get all the goodies.
Mr. Tucker: At least it’s more legible in the Times.
Mr. Johnson: And more readable.
Dr. Kissinger: I understand everything better after I read it in the
Times. Getting back to the paper, the first thing we have to consider is
the Chinese strategic threat. I understand from the study that the Chinese could have 1,000 launchers late in the 1970s if they made an “allout” effort. This force would include 200 ICBMs. If they made a token
effort, they might develop a force of as few as 100 launchers. The most
likely outcome, though, is that they will have about 400–500 launchers
available in the late 1970s, with as many as 90–150 ICBMs directly
threatening the U.S. I have some questions about the various assumptions supporting this threat analysis. We say the Chinese would not resort to nuclear blackmail against the U.S. or its allies because this would
run counter to historical Chinese military doctrine. I don’t know what
historical military doctrine we’re talking about. They did not build the
Middle Kingdom without advancing from somewhere.
We are also assuming they will stick to their stated policy of “no
first use.” The Soviets said the same thing at one time. I remember that
the Soviets said they would follow a “no first use” policy after they exploded their first nuclear weapons. They claimed they would use their
nuclear power to move mountains and do other peaceful things.
5

See Document 188.
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Are these assumptions, then, simply based on Chinese statements?
Gen. Cushman: The assumption that the Chinese would probably
not resort to nuclear blackmail is based on the fact that they have
overwhelming conventional military superiority over neighboring
countries.
Mr. Clarke: This is the situation they find themselves in at the moment. Nevertheless, at this stage of their evolution, they are on the
defensive.
Dr. Kissinger: But we should be talking about the time when they
have a nuclear arsenal.
Mr. Clarke: Even ten years from now, when they do have a nuclear arsenal, they will still be on the defensive, compared to the U.S.
and the Soviet Union.
Dr. Kissinger: What we are really saying, then, is that they will
never engage in nuclear blackmail because they won’t be able to. I have
no problem with the assumption if it is stated that way.
Can anyone think of something else that would induce greater restraint on the Chinese? I’m just asking. We should proceed on the assumption that we will design a strategy against the Chinese the same
way we would design a strategy against any country that had the same
capabilities as the Chinese.
On the issue of a strategic deterrent, there are two problems. The
first is should we plan to attack China after we have a large-scale nuclear conflict with the Soviet Union? If we decide to so this, do we do
it with reconstituted forces, or do we establish a specialized Chinese deterrent in the Pacific? The other problem is what strategy do we propose to pursue vis-à-vis the Chinese? What capability do we think we
need in order to deter them? (to Gen. Westmoreland) Westy, what do
you think? Can we depend on residual forces after a large-scale nuclear
conflict with the Soviet Union or should we earmark special forces?
Gen. Westmoreland: [3 lines not declassified]
Mr. Irwin: What kind of a response do we plan for China?
Gen. Westmoreland: Retaliatory. [less than 1 line not declassified]
Mr. Johnson: Even after a massive Soviet attack on the U.S. and a
response from us, would we still retain the capability of destroying
China?
Gen. Westmoreland: Not necessarily. The Soviets, for example,
could launch a preemptive attack on us, and they have three times the
megatonnage that we have. Anyway, I think it’s academic to talk about
residual forces knocking out China because we would be in a very disadvantageous position vis-à-vis the Soviet Union.
Dr. Kissinger: Hence, we would not be able to knock-out China.
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Gen. Westmoreland: No, not if we have been preempted by the
Soviets. We should, however, have enough residual force to knock out
the Chinese industry. But it would be academic for us to spend our remaining weapons on the Chinese when our industrial base has been
crippled.
Dr. Kissinger: As I understand it, if we are preempted by the Soviets, we can retaliate against the Soviets or the Chinese. But we can’t
attack both of them.
Mr. Irwin: What would we need in order to have the ability to respond to Soviets and still have something left for the Chinese?
Dr. Kissinger: The point is that we would not strike the Chinese
without provocation.
Gen. Westmoreland: We would have enough residual force capability to destroy Chinese industry, if we chose to go after the Chinese
instead of the Russians.
Dr. Kissinger: But not both.
Mr. Tucker: We could carry this a step further. If the Soviets preempted us and if we responded, we would still have the residual capability of attacking China. We would still have the submarines in the
Pacific and the theater aircraft. But how would we choose to expend
this residual capability? This is hard to judge.
Mr. Irwin: We would have no ICBM capability left.
Mr. Tucker: That’s right.
Dr. Kissinger: We have to decide if we want to spend our residual
forces on China. If we do, we will be totally at the mercy of the Soviet
residual forces.
Is it fair to say that our strategic forces are not helpful in keeping
China from moving? Our residual forces will approach their strategic
forces in the late 1970s. Only then will we be close to nuclear parity.
Mr. Tucker: This might be true if we take into account our forwardbased weapons. We would also come closer to parity if we take the
more ambitious Chinese strategic force projection.
Mr. Irwin: The paper says that if we deliver 100 warheads, we can
take out about 50% of the Chinese industry.
Dr. Kissinger: We went through these theoretical exercises for Europe. I don’t believe that any political leader could order an attack on
the industry without also ordering a disarming strike. Who would
make that kind of decision when he knows the other side would still
have weapons?
Mr. Tucker: I, frankly, find it hard to identify a post-exchange situation with the Soviets where we would be faced with the Chinese
threat.
Mr. Irwin: Wouldn’t that be the case if we were protecting Japan?
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Gen. Westmoreland: It’s hard to see the Chinese getting involved
with a U.S.-Soviet nuclear exchange. It would be foolish for them to
do so, and it would be more favorable for them to wait it out.
Dr. Kissinger: Suppose we use our strategic weapons against the
Chinese first. Would the SIOP be degraded?
Gen. Westmoreland: [2 lines not declassified]
Mr. Tucker: We wouldn’t lose all our weapons. The submarine
launchers, for example, would still be intact, and we could possibly
use them again.
Mr. Weinberger: We could also use the aircraft stationed at our advanced bases.
Mr. Tucker: We have the capability in-theater.
Mr. Irwin: Is it reasonable to think the Soviets might attack China?
Mr. Tucker: That’s not clear, Jack. If we were to have an exchange
with the China first, this would not be a bad situation for the Soviets.
Dr. Kissinger: This would be in the late 1970s.
Mr. Tucker: Yes, when we’ve come close to nuclear parity with the
Chinese. The Chinese, however, might not be prepared.
Dr. Kissinger: The Russians are more worried about China than
we are.
Mr. Tucker: That’s right. The Chinese have plenty of weapons
trained on the Soviet Union.
Dr. Kissinger: It is your judgment, then, that in the next decade
we do not need a specialized nuclear force targeted on China.
Let’s look now at what we want to achieve with our forces in Asia.
When we look back at the post-war period, we find that the nuclear
parity we thought existed in the late 50s didn’t arrive until the 60s. I
admit that I am one of the culprits. Our analysis was correct, but it was
premature. Perhaps we are falling into the same trap once again.
As I see it, we have five strategic options in Asia. The first is the
minimum retaliatory capability. Next is a continuation of the current
retaliatory capability, in which about 600 weapons destroy 75% of
China’s industry but only 8% of her population. We have the development of improved capabilities, including special targeting of dikes,
dams, etc. We also have the offensive damage limiting options, predicated on either Chinese first use of nuclear weapons or U.S. first use
in the form of a disarming strike coupled with use of tactical nuclear
weapons. Finally, we have the defensive damage limiting option.
The options boil down to two categories: disarming and retaliatory capabilities. Should we make the effort to achieve a disarming capability against China through the 1970s? If we choose retaliation, we
must decide whether we want to destroy 40 or 75% of the enemy’s industry, but that isn’t something we have to argue about in this group.
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We never had a force issue to decide in the past. The only choice
was to rely on retaliation and decide if we wanted some other capability as well. If China comes through with the development of a nuclear arsenal, we must decide if we want to achieve a disarming capability. This capability would then become subject, of course, to the
same inhibitions as the disarming capability directed against the Soviets. We have to put this main question before the President. Are there
any views on this?
Mr. Irwin: How much of an inroad would be made in our normal
strike force vis-à-vis the Soviet Union if part of that force were to be
targeted against China?
Dr. Kissinger: We couldn’t use ICBMs because they would have to
overfly the Soviet Union.
Mr. Tucker: The Joint Staff, if I recall, has a disarming strike plan
which calls for [less than 1 line not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: But this is a current plan.6 We need a projection for
the 1970s. If a disarming strike couldn’t be carried out with theater capabilities, we would have to do it with improved Polaris subs or B–52s.
We have to determine how much this would degrade the SIOP.
Mr. Lennon: We can carry out a disarming strike against existing
Chinese forces with [less than 1 line not declassified]. We can do this today because we have to hit only soft targets. When our Minuteman has
been improved, we might be able to divert some B–52s to China.
[Johnson leaves meeting at this point]
Gen. Westmoreland: With modernization of our forces, we won’t
have any problem delivering [less than 1 line not declassified].
Dr. Kissinger: But [less than 1 line not declassified] may not be
enough. We need a projection of what our side will need to overcome
the Chinese forces. We also need to know what this will do to the SIOP.
I don’t want to pre-judge the situation. But we have to make a judgment about our disarming capability.
Mr. Smith: We can make a table. However, it will be complicated
by the Chinese SLBMs.
Mr. Tucker: We also have to consider how effective this disarming
strike would be.

6
According to a May 10, 1969, memorandum from Wheeler, then Chairman of the
JCS, to Laird, Kissinger had requested military plans to destroy China’s nuclear capability 8 days earlier. Wheeler’s memorandum outlined several conventional options, using B–52s only, and nuclear options, using some combination of B–52s and Polaris SLBMs.
Laird forwarded Wheeler’s memorandum to Kissinger on May 14. (Ford Library, Laird
Papers, Accession: 2001–NLF-020, Box 20, PRC)
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Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Tucker) You’re right. The President will certainly ask that question.
Mr. Irwin: We should also develop the philosophy of such a strike
because the President will want to know this, too.
Mr. Tucker: The philosophy of it is that it is the most effective deterrent of the Chinese.
Dr. Kissinger: Let me ask one other question just for my political
education. The paper says that if we did develop a disarming capability, some countries might “loosen their ties” with us. Who says this?
Which countries are we talking about?
Mr. Smith: We didn’t write that.
Dr. Kissinger: Goddammit, Smith, my own staff. Let’s disregard
this argument. I think we have taken this issue as far as we can. (to Mr.
Smith) You, Gardiner and the Joint Staff should prepare a projection of
what we would need to achieve a disarming capability against the middle and high Chinese strategic threats. You should estimate what residual force we would have left after such a strike, and you should also
see if such a capability is financially feasible.
Mr. Farley: What exactly does “disarming strike” mean? Can we
achieve that capability with [less than 1 line not declassified]?
Dr. Kissinger: A “disarming strike” means that we substantially
eliminate their ability to launch a nuclear attack on us. It means that
they would have less of an incentive to attack us after the strike than
they had before it.
[1 line not declassified]
Col. Lennon: About [less than 1 line not declassified] committed to
be used against nuclear plants.
Mr. Tucker: We can work up a table of projected sorties in 1978
against military targets.
Dr. Kissinger: There’s no dispute, then, about the disarming strike
capability if we can have it. Does anybody believe it is an undesirable
capability to have?
Gardiner, can we have the chart presentation in 10 minutes or less.
(The following briefing was based on the attached charts)7
Mr. Brands: The object of the general purpose forces analysis was
to examine the Asian Communist conventional threats and to assess
the force and cost impact of alternative U.S. strategies for conventional
defense in Asia. We also considered the impact of the Nixon Doctrine.

7

Not found.
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Incidentally, we only treated the conventional aspect of the conflict in
Asia. We did not focus on insurgency.
The four key military variables we considered were: (1) the theater, basically Northeast Asia or Southeast Asia; (2) the countries; (3)
the threat levels and (4) the defense lines. We also considered the relationship of the two Nixon Doctrine variables—MAP levels and Asian
regional security arrangements.
We have a methodology which we followed to put the various
forces on a comparative basis. Basically, the methodology consists of
four steps: (1) it converts all Asian forces (both allied and enemy) to
U.S. infantry division equivalents, (2) it selects force ratios to be
achieved along each avenue of attack, (3) it adds sufficient U.S. DFEs
to the local, attacked forces in order to achieve the desired force ratios,
and (4) it applies various combinations of military assistance options
and regional security arrangements against the requirements for reinforcements to yield needs for U.S. forces.
Regarding the threat to Northeast Asia, we could expect a 25 division slice from the North Koreans. In 1976, the Chinese Army will
have about 150 combat divisions. Under the maximum threat, constrained only by the geographical restrictions of the Korean peninsula,
the Chinese contribution would be 35 division slices. This maximum
estimate assumes that the Soviets are no longer putting any pressure
on the Chinese and that the Chinese Army is not tied down with the
political aspects of running the country. We figure they could have 1.1
million men on the DMZ in 30 days. For the moderate threat, the Chinese would commit 15 division slices, while the North Koreans would
still contribute 25.
The situation in Southeast Asia is more uncertain and complex.
There are five avenues of approach for the enemy, and he is more LOC
constrained [monsoons, poor roads, rough terrain] than he is in Northeast Asia. The maximum effort would be a one dry season campaign—
a “do” or “die” effort—employing about 20 Chinese division slices and
13 North Vietnamese division slices. If the Chinese didn’t succeed in
this campaign, their troops in Southeast Asia would be vulnerable and
difficult to support. If, however, the campaign were put on a yearround basis, the Chinese could only commit 16 division slices and the
North Vietnamese 11.
Our analysis shows that U.S. forces would be needed in Southeast
Asia to stalemate both the maximum and moderate Chinese threats.
Against the maximum threat, about four U.S. division equivalents, assuming Burma is not defended, would be needed if the Thai regular
forces are used to counter insurgent activity. If the Thai regulars are
available for the conventional conflict, about two U.S. division equivalents are needed.
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Assuming Burma is not defended, about two or three U.S. division equivalents are needed to stalemate the year-round Chinese threat,
if the Thai are used to control insurgents. Less than one U.S. division
equivalent is needed if the Thai regulars are available to fight the
Chinese.
Dr. Kissinger: You think we can defend Southeast Asia with one
and a half U.S. divisions? We have not been able to do this in Vietnam,
with eight divisions.
Mr. Brands: When we add insurgency into the mixture, it changes
the figures. We then need higher force levels.
Mr. Tucker: We also figured that Vietnamization was successful.
Mr. Brands: We attempted to show how each weapon is rated, relative to the comparable piece of U.S. equipment. This way we were
able to get a force equivalent for a Chinese division.
Now we move on to look at the requirements for U.S. forces.
Dr. Kissinger: What does “no mutual defense” mean?
Mr. Brands: It means that we are the only other country contributing to the defense effort.
Dr. Kissinger: And what does “limited defense” mean?
Mr. Brands: In the case of Korea, it assumes that the Nationalist
Chinese contribute 2 divisions, or in terms of DFEs, 2/3 of a U.S. division. When we get to the moderate threat for Korea, we need less
than one U.S. DFE.
Dr. Kissinger: All of this analysis assumes that there is no
insurgency.
Mr. Brands: We assumed that the police and local forces would be
able to handle the insurgency situation. The RF and PF would control
it in Vietnam and the police would control it in Thailand. We also assumed that Vietnamization worked.
Suppose there is an insurgency in Thailand, and all the Thai regulars are used to counter the insurgency. Then we would need 4 U.S.
DFE’s to counter the maximum Chinese threat. If Vietnamization is not
successful and if all of the ARVN forces are tied up in counterinsurgency operations, then we would need 8 U.S. divisions to handle
the situation.
This is a summary chart. As I said before, we assumed that Vietnamization works as defined—meaning that ARVN regulars are not
needed to counter an insurgency.
Dr. Kissinger: Who would do it?
Mr. Brands: The RF and PF. If these local forces can successfully
counter the insurgency problem, we won’t need any U.S. ground forces
to counter the non-Chinese threats. With the high MAP assistance and
Thai regulars available, we can handle all moderate threats. With high
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MAP assistance, Thai regulars available and an enclave defense, we
can handle the maximum Chinese threats in Southeast Asia.
Dr. Kissinger: Do you agree, Westy?
Gen. Westmoreland: I think this overestimates the capabilities of
our allies and underestimates the capability of the enemy. This is the
first time I’ve seen this analysis. Is it realistic?
Mr. Brands: The threat panels assumed it was realistic in Thailand.
They also assumed Vietnamization worked.
Dr. Kissinger: This analysis assumes no limit on MAP assistance.
Mr. Irwin: I don’t understand why with the high MAP we can handle the moderate threat and with the medium MAP we can handle the
maximum threat.
Mr. Tucker: In the latter case, we’re also using an enclave defense.
The charts merely show that with the maximum threat against Thailand and South Vietnam and with no U.S. ground forces, the best defense would be an enclave around Bangkok. If the U.S. puts in two divisions, the chart shows you what you could handle—forward defense
against the maximum threat.
Mr. Irwin: What about the Thai regulars?
Mr. Brands: They would be fighting the Chinese and North Vietnamese. If they were absorbed in counter-insurgency, we would have
to increase our forces to 3-2/3 divisions.
Dr. Kissinger: I heard Gen. Abrams8 talk about the Thai when I
was in Vietnam. Do we really think they can handle the Chinese by
themselves? I don’t care about systems analysis. They can’t handle the
North Vietnamese. How in God’s name will they be able to handle the
Chinese?
Mr. Brands: With an enclave defense and high MAP, you have a
far different situation than a forward defense.
Gen. Westmoreland: Before they even get to that point, they will
reach accommodation with the Chinese.
Mr. Brands: Perhaps. But this analysis looks at the potential
situation.
Dr. Kissinger: There will be no nuclear weapons, right?
Gen. Westmoreland: In Korea, we would defend south of Seoul,
not at the DMZ.
Mr. Brands: When we were doing the analysis, the Joint Staff
agreed to the DMZ.

8
General Creighton W. Abrams, Commander, U.S. Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 801

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and U.S. National Security Policy

801

Gen. Westmoreland: Our estimate is that we would need eight divisions to defend at the DMZ.
Mr. Brands: And what level of military assistance?
Mr. Tucker: That’s another analysis. The one we’re talking about
right now is concerned only with conventional conflict. It did not consider the use of nuclear weapons or insurgency.
Dr. Kissinger: The analysis assumes: (1) no insurgency, and (2) Thai
willingness to defend with no U.S. ground support. These things are
not going to happen. They will not stand up.
Mr. Brands: We were trying to set up a relationship, to see how
good one of their men is compared to one of ours.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Gen. Westmoreland) What do you think?
Gen. Westmoreland: As I said before, I think we’re greatly overestimating our allies. The Thai are not going to fight the Chinese unless we are fighting with them. Half their battalions are not capable of
combat now. I don’t know if they can bite the bullet. In Korea, it’s inconceivable to me that if the Chinese are involved, we can hold on the
DMZ with five and a half divisions.
Mr. Brands: With the Joint Staff analysis, the figure was six divisions. In Southeast Asia, assuming there was insurgency, the figure was
eight divisions.
Gen. Westmoreland: According to the JSOP study, we would fight
south of Seoul.
Dr. Kissinger: All of this discussion is very helpful. How is the
analysis affected by tactical nuclear weapons? We don’t say that we
can substitute tactical weapons for men. Therefore, what do we need
the weapons for?
Gen. Westmoreland: We need them to help maintain the deterrent.
We can’t work a trade-off for them. We hope to stabilize the situation
with men, but the weapons may be needed, and they should be on the
scene. The weapons could also interfere with the enemy’s LOC. When
he lengthens his supply lines, the LOCs become more vulnerable.
Mr. Tucker: The tactical weapons can reduce the need for conventional forces. This analysis indicates that we have the capability of a
conventional defense against a conventional attack. Under these circumstances, should we rely on tactical weapons?
Mr. Irwin: What is the scenario for the deployment of these
weapons?
Mr. Tucker: [1 line not declassified]
Dr. Kissinger: The paper said that if we [less than 1 line not declassified], we would reduce our force requirement to 3-2/3 divisions. This
was the JCS estimate.
Mr. Tucker: That was an earlier analysis.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 802

339-370/B428-S/40011

802

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

Mr. Irwin: When the U.S. is at M-Day, where are the Chinese?
Mr. Brands: We assumed in the study that there was a 20-day period of rising tensions. M-Day is the same for both sides, but we give
them a 20-day headstart.
Dr. Kissinger: Where would we keep the troops we would plan to
deploy to Asia?
Mr. Tucker: Do you mean where would we keep them in peace
time?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes.
Mr. Tucker: We would keep them in CONUS.
Mr. Brands: There would be a Marine division on Okinawa.
Dr. Kissinger: Not Okinawa.
Mr. Brands: There would be 2/3 of a division there.
Dr. Kissinger: There would be no forces based in Korea or Southeast Asia.
Mr. Brands: There would be one brigade in Korea, but none in
Southeast Asia.
Dr. Kissinger: The departing Indonesian Ambassador is not a warmonger, and he doesn’t care about the Peking move. When he went in
for his farewell call on the President, he said there would be a collapse
in the Pacific area if the U.S. withdrew.9 We should study the political
factors in this whole situation and not just take a systems analysis approach. We have to look more closely at what the Thai would do. We
also have to examine those Vietnamese assumptions. If we withdraw
from Thailand, the Thai won’t fight. I may be wrong on this, but I don’t
think I am. Maybe we shouldn’t want the Thai to fight. History will
not stop if Thailand goes back to being a neutralist country.
Let me give you my candid impression on the tactical nuclear
weapons. One group feels that an analysis of tactical nuclear weapons
will show that we should depend on them and that we should decrease
dependence on conventional forces. Another group is scared that an
analysis of tactical weapons will support the rationale for conventional
forces.
The paper had no discussion of the U.S. political presence in Southeast Asia. The President will not come up with zero conventional forces
in Asia. Using that as a background, we should do an analysis with
more realistic assumptions on tactical nuclear weapons, insurgency and

9
According to the President’s Daily Diary, departing Indonesian Ambassador Soedjatmoko met with Nixon in the Oval Office on July 27 from 11:05 to 11:32 a.m. Kissinger
also attended. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central
Files)
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the outcome for Vietnam. We should show the President what is implied under the less favorable assumptions.
If the U.S. pulled back to Hawaii, what would the impact on Asia
be—no matter what we said we would do from CONUS? What would
be the impact on Japan if we adopted zero forces for Asia?10
We can keep these charts and the favorable assumptions. However, we should also make less favorable assumptions and see what
would then be required.
Let’s also look at the tactical nuclear weapons again.
Mr. Irwin: From the political side, do you want to know where we
would keep the troops earmarked for deployment in Asia?
Dr. Kissinger: Yes. (to Mr. Smith) Wayne, can your group do this?
Mr. Smith: We will. But there isn’t much time.
Dr. Kissinger: We will all have to work like hell. The President, as
George [Shultz] knows, has held up decisions.

10
In an undated handwritten note to Kissinger, Haig wrote: “I believe Asian strategy is a disaster. It will surface publicly and combined with recent events finish us in the
region.” (Ibid., NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–103, DPRC Meeting,
DOD Budget (San Clemente), 7/15–17/71)
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190. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, August 5, 1971, 2:45–3:54 p.m.
SUBJECT
Defense Strategy and Fiscal Guidance
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
Mr. U. Alexis Johnson
Mr. Ronald Spiers
Mr. Leon Sloss
Mr. Seymour Weiss2
Defense
Mr. David Packard
Dr. Gardiner Tucker
Mr. Philip Odeen
JCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Rear Adm. William R. St. George
Rear Adm. Robert O. Welander
CIA
Mr. Richard Helms

CEA
Mr. Herbert Stein
ACDA
Mr. Philip Farley
Treasury
Dr. Charls Walker
OMB
Mr. George P. Shultz
Mr. Caspar Weinberger
Mr. Kenneth Dam
NSC Staff
Col. Richard T. Kennedy
Mr. Wayne Smith
Mr. John Court
Mr. Keith Guthrie

OST
Dr. Edward David

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
In preparation for the August 12 NSC meeting on the FY 73 Defense budget, the DPRC Working Group will identify basic issues for
decision in terms of their implications for national security and foreign
policy. The list of issues to be prepared by the DPRC Working Group
will be submitted by COB August 9 for review by the DPRC.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Dr. Tucker) Do you want to go ahead with your
briefing?

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969–73 [2 of 3].
Top Secret. The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room. Brackets are in
the original. In an August 4 memorandum to Kissinger, Wayne Smith stated that the purpose of the meeting was “to review the state of our defense posture and the capabilities
it makes available to meet our strategic objectives.” (Ibid., Box H–104, DPRC Meeting,
DOD Strategy and Fiscal Guidance, 8/5/71)
2
Not present at the beginning of the meeting. [This footnote in the original referred
to all four participants from the Department of State.]
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Mr. Packard: I would like to make a few introductory remarks. The
purpose of this briefing is first to outline the procedures we use in force
planning and budget preparation. Then we want to point out what the
things we are planning to do will provide in the way of forces.
There are several budgetary levels that have to be looked at. One
is the Five Year Defense Plan, which was prepared last year in connection with the FY 71 budget.3 We thought this was on the high side,
and in April of this year we gave the services strategic and fiscal guidance that was somewhat lower.4 This guidance has now been developed into the JFM/POM; that is, it has been translated by the services
and the agencies of the Department [of Defense] into specific forces
and operating levels. The JFM/POM now have to be reviewed by me
and by the Secretary’s office. We will then have some scrubbing to do.
We will then have to resolve questions of timing, and we will need to
decide whether we are willing to accept the service recommendations
and which funding estimates are appropriate.
Some of the material covered in the briefing was not included in
the strategic and fiscal guidance. For instance, we have noted the relevant JSOP recommendations.
We have fenced certain areas, e.g. strategic forces. This means that
the services were not allowed to modify the guidance provided them;
hence, all of their strategic programs are similar. There are certain other
areas that were also held inviolate.
I think that today it would be helpful to concentrate on what the
forces proposed can do. The final budgetary figures will be the result
of our [DOD’s] review and the budget scrubbing. There are certain
other steps which we can take that will modify the budget. The point
is that we are not going to have hard budget figures today.
Gardiner [Tucker] can go ahead with the briefing. Then Tom
[Moorer] can make some comments.
Mr. Shultz: If I may interject a comment, I have the feeling from
the material that we [OMB] have seen that we are in danger of passing each other in the night and not coming anywhere near each other.
There are severe problems with the overall budget. The President has
come down hard in support of a budget balanced at full employment.
All the numbers that we have seen point to a budget that is way beyond anything that would be acceptable.

3

See Document 152.
An apparent reference to “Planning and Programming Guidance for the FY 73–77
Defense Program,” sent by Laird to the service secretaries and Moorer on April 21. See
footnote 6, Document 184.
4
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Mr. Packard: I am not saying that our proposals present no problems. What the President wants to do about our proposals is his decision to make. What we [in Defense] are talking about is what [in the
way of military forces] we are going to buy and whether we believe it
is adequate.
(Messrs. Johnson, Sloss, Spiers, and Weiss joined the meeting at
this point.)
Dr. Kissinger: We have another problem, which also came out of
the preliminary budget discussions.5 When George [Shultz] presented
his fiscal concerns to the President, he [the President] asked me what
substantive comments I wanted to make. I replied that I was not in a
position to discuss budgetary figures. He said he wanted a presentation in terms of the overall issues presented by the budget. He has
grave doubts about the procedure of allocating one-third to each
service. He feels that every year he gets sucked into making decisions
by line item.
(to Mr. Shultz) George, you were there. He said to try to get the
budgetary presentation put in the form of alternative missions and objectives. He said, “I know you won’t succeed.” I have to admit that so
far he has been correct about that. I have not been able to elicit a statement of objectives and missions.6
Mr. Packard: That’s what we are going to give you in the briefing.
Dr. Tucker: First I would like to sum up what Dave [Packard] said.
We started in FY 71 with the FYDP. Then we issued fiscal guidance that
was $2.0 billion lower. We have received the services’ answers based
on the fiscal guidance and are beginning our assessment of those
replies. The final program decisions will determine outlays. These numbers will likely be higher than what is [now] shown for the program.
[Dr. Tucker then displayed charts showing (1) alternative funding
levels (JSOP, FYDP, and POM/JFM) and (2) a summary of general purpose forces at these three funding levels for FY 73–76.]7

5

See Document 188.
Kissinger discussed his objective for the DPRC meeting with Shultz’s deputy,
Weinberger, during a telephone conversation on August 5. According to the transcript,
Kissinger told Weinberger that he was “going to be brutal at the meeting this afternoon.
I am saying I am ordered by the President not to accept this approach [by the Defense
Department of allocating equal amounts of the Defense budget to the three branches of
the armed services], that he wants alternative missions and wants to know what can be
cut and what can’t.” Kissinger asked Weinberger to “back me up,” by saying he too had
attended the budget meeting with President Nixon on July 23. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
7
The charts referenced in the minutes were not found.
6
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Notice that there is a significant decrease [from FYDP to
POM/JFM] levels in such things as the number of army divisions, aircraft carriers, and in marine amphibious force sealift capability.
[Dr. Tucker showed a chart on peacetime overseas deployments.]
The FYDP involves some changes [from FY 72 to FY 73] in peacetime overseas deployments. We will be continuing the reduction of our
land forces in Asia. We will be down to one-third of a division in
Korea.
Dr. Kissinger: When?
Dr. Tucker: In FY 73.
Mr. Johnson: Do you mean at the end or the beginning of FY 73?
Dr. Tucker: The end.
Dr. Kissinger: I take it Systems Analysis has proved that this [onethird of a U.S. division] is enough to hold a full-scale attack.
Mr. Sloss: Are these army divisions only which are to be cut?
Mr. Odeen: These are just army divisions. The marine divisions
should also be shown.
Mr. Packard: There will be considerable forces in the Pacific apart
from these.
Mr. Odeen: There will be an army division in Hawaii.
Dr. Kissinger: What is one-third of a division supposed to do in
Korea?
Mr. Odeen: This would in effect be a brigade. It would be in the
Panmunjom area and would serve as a nucleus for reinforcement in
the event of an attack.
Mr. Johnson: What about air forces in Korea?
Mr. Packard: They will remain just about the same as at present.
Adm. Moorer: We are modernizing the Korean armed forces so
that they can take care of their own defense.
Dr. Tucker: This chart shows our capabilities in NATO and particularly how forces can be built up over time. It indicates the capability of our NATO allies to build up their land forces in NATO. It also
shows the force requirements established by the Joint Chiefs. This is
what the Joint Chiefs believe is required to meet a Pact attack. Finally,
this chart also indicates the number of divisions required to meet the
Pact Forces at a ratio of 1:1 on most fronts and a disadvantage of no
more than 1.7:1 on the two main attack axes.
Mr. Johnson: Are Eastern European forces counted the same as Soviet forces?
Dr. Tucker: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: In World Wars I and II the Germans had inferior
forces but beat the allies by concentrating their forces on the main
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axes of attack. It is misleading to discuss this in terms of overall
ratios.
Mr. Packard: It depends whether you are looking at it from an offensive or defensive viewpoint.
Dr. Kissinger: To say that a ratio of 1.7:1 is safe runs counter to historical experience.
Dr. Tucker: On the basis of historical experience it is possible to
find many trends going both ways. This ratio was derived from various World War II battles. Of course, the outcome in any given instance
depends on non-quantifiable factors such as how the forces are used
and the quality of leadership. This just indicates a range of force
ratios.
Mr. Packard: That’s right. These are just two calibration lines.
Dr. Kissinger: I see.
Mr. Sloss: Are the U.S. division equivalents calculated on the basis of both numbers and firepower?
Dr. Tucker: Yes, it is a combined calculation.
Adm. Moorer: We have a lot of comparative data on this.
Dr. Tucker: Against these force requirements, we have shown the
NATO Allies’ capability to deploy their forces. This is based on commitments that have been formally filed with NATO. The chart indicates that with U.S. forces available under the FYDP and POM, deployments will fall short of the JSOP requirement. To attain a 1:1 ratio
would require from 90 to 120 days. This gives you some idea of the
risk involved with these force levels.
We also have a chart that shows the corresponding deployment
data for an attack from North Korea. It shows ROK capabilities and
the JSOP stated requirements. It also shows the range of force requirements computed in the NSSM 69 study.8
Dr. Kissinger: Is this to defend against an attack by the North
Koreans?
Dr. Tucker: Plus the Chinese. This assumes that the Chinese hold
some forces on the Soviet borders, that they reduce troop densities, and
that they are constrained by various factors which slow down their
build-up.
Dr. Kissinger: You are saying that South Korea can resist a combined North Korean and Chinese attack if the Chinese maintain their
troop deployments against the Soviets.
Dr. Tucker: They would not have the capability if the ratio of enemy to friendly forces were more than 1.3:1. Now if we assume that
8

See footnote 7, Document 181.
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there has not been time to mobilize, then we can build up at these rates
[indicates on the chart] with the FYDP and POM forces. If we build up
in this way—without mobilization—then we have to draw down our
NATO forces. Thus, we have looked to see what such a build-up would
do to our NATO capability. This chart shows that to attain the required
force levels in NATO under these circumstances would require until
M 1 80 with POM forces. This could possibly be well after D-day. Thus,
there is a significant risk if we go into Korea without any advance
mobilization.
We assume we can’t go to Korea with all of our forces. We can
build up to the level of our DPQ commitment (eight divisions) by withholding from any deployments to Korea a minimum force for NATO.
That means we have to take another look at Korea to see what we
would be able to do under those circumstances. This chart shows that
with POM forces, we can’t ever match the JSOP requirements in Korea. With FYDP forces, we can come close.
One of the consequences of going from the FYDP to POM force
levels is that it affects Marine Corps readiness. It reduces Marine Corps
manning from 90% to 75%, which means that the number of rifle companies is cut. Aircraft procurement is reduced, as is amphibious capability. This means that to deploy two Marine divisions to NATO, we
will draw units from the third division and thereby decimate it. Or if
we go first to Korea with two Marine divisions and then have to go to
NATO, we can use the third division in NATO plus a reserve division,
assuming FYDP levels. At POM levels, we can introduce the third active division but the other division can’t come in until later. What this
means is that we have a reduced capability to go to the NATO flanks.
Turning to the question of the capability of NATO sea-control
forces, we find that with the POM levels, a Navy analysis shows that
during the first few days there would be heavy shipping and submarine losses while we are attritting the Soviet submarine fleet. There
would be a significant exposure to losses at sea which would have an
effect on our ability to deploy to NATO.
Dr. Kissinger: We could run out of ammunition.
Dr. Tucker: That is true. That is why for our own forces we have
prepositioned supplies for eight divisions.
Mr. Packard: We have looked at the total stocks. There is enough
for several months.
Dr. Kissinger: I am just trying to get an agreed definition so that
we would know what we are working against.
Mr. Packard: We won’t run out of ammunition in 90 days if we get
it shipped.
Dr. Kissinger: If we get it shipped. The question is whether we run
out before we get the pipeline established.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 810

339-370/B428-S/40011

810

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

Adm. Moorer: That’s what the ninety-day supply is all about.
Dr. Tucker: We have stocks and equipment for our eight divisions
for about 60 days. As for our Allies, that’s a different story.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t want to repeat yesterday’s discussion.9 All I
want is an understanding of the factual situation. No one wants to be
shut off entirely after 90 days. We need to have a picture of what is included in the 90-day supply. We should not take average figures based
on consumption rates and think we are planning on a realistic basis.
Mr. Johnson: Have you weighed your deployment capabilities
with likely shipping losses?
Dr. Tucker: For the U.S. forces, we have. We can sustain eight divisions for 60 days. For Allied forces, we can’t assure that we can do
so.
Dr. Kissinger: Would the ships be available right away.
Adm. Moorer: They would have to be assembled.
Dr. Tucker: There is currently a Joint Staff study underway on this
issue.
Dr. Kissinger: Then we couldn’t assume that we could start shipping on D-day.
Dr. Tucker: That is why we have prepositioned supplies: for use
while we are building up our shipping and killing enemy submarines.
Mr. Johnson: This may sound like a Navy speech, but it is based
on the material from the study, and the study certainly wasn’t under
Navy control. Given growing Soviet capabilities and given our growing shortage of naval sealift and protection capability, can we demonstrate that we can really deploy equivalent ground forces in Asia and
Europe? There seems to be a serious shortfall in our sea forces, and our
other forces have little meaning if we can’t supply them.
Dr. Tucker: There is no quick way to fix this situation. By spending more money in FY 73 we can’t make things come out any differently. There are ways of compensating, however: by prepositioning
equipment and having redundant shipping.
Adm. Moorer: Don’t forget that there are people on those ships
that are being sunk.
Mr. Packard: That’s what we have the C–5A’s for.
Dr. Tucker: Exactly.

9
On August 4, the DPRC met to discuss NATO force improvements. The minutes
of the meeting are scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI,
Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972.
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If we take a look at manpower, we find that from the FY 64 level
there was an increase because of the Southeast Asia conflict. Now we
are cutting manning levels, which reduces readiness, in the Marine
Corps. We are decreasing some of our air forces, which means that we
have 10–20% less initial air combat capability. We have also squeezed
our general support.
Mr. Packard: This chart is important. It shows we are now below
FY 64, that is, pre-Vietnam, strength.
Dr. Kissinger: With a much higher budget.
Mr. Packard: We would have to add $25 billion to have the same
forces as in 1964. There is one thing that can be said, however. The
forces we have today are more capable than those we had in 1964.
Mr. Johnson: That is also true of the other side’s forces.
Dr. Tucker: That is why we have modernization programs. It is interesting to note that in making cuts required by shifting from the FYDP
to the POM, the services opted for a 12% cut in RDT&E but only a 3%
cut in procurement.
We have a final chart that shows the principal shortfalls and the
amount of funds required to correct them. These shortfalls include the
loss of Marine Corps readiness, of army NATO capability, and of tactical air capability, elimination of ASW carriers, and a reduction in the
number of ships committed to NATO.
Mr. Packard: That last item is important. Both of the budget levels proposed involve a significant reduction to our present DPQ
commitments.
Dr. Kissinger: Do these figures on funds required to correct the
shortfall apply to the $81.7 billion budget level?
Dr. Tucker: No, they are what would have to be added to the
budget at a $78.6 billion level.
There are other shortfalls that could be mentioned—reductions in
naval repair facilities, a cut in research and development, the reduction from one division to one-third of a division in Korea, decreasing
tactical air sorties below the 10,000 level in Southeast Asia, a reduction
in MAP to Cambodia.
Dr. Kissinger: Are you planning to cut Cambodian MAP?
Mr. Odeen: $200 million was allotted under the FYDP. Now the
figure is $160 million.
Dr. Kissinger: On what theory?
Mr. Odeen: There are more demands on the funds.
Mr. Packard: This is part of the scrubbing.
Dr. Tucker: There are also various ways we could list to save
money. We could make further reductions in tactical air.
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Dr. Kissinger: No, you can’t.
Dr. Tucker: We could also reduce the number of carriers more rapidly. We could go to 10 instead of 12. We could take out the Army
brigade in Alaska and the division in Hawaii. We could reduce our air
forces, phase out the B–52s, reduce Safeguard.
Mr. Packard: Cutting Safeguard wouldn’t help us much in FY 73.
Mr. Johnson: In referring to these reductions, do you mean that
they would reduce the budget below the $79.6 billion level?
Mr. Packard: Yes.
Dr. Kissinger: I think we have all got the point about what you
want to do. It is beyond my absorptive capacity to hold any more of
this sort of information. We are not going to discuss individual items
here. (to Adm. Moorer) Tom, do you have anything to add?
Adm. Moorer: I would just say that since 1968 we have been methodically and continually reducing our military forces. At the same
time, the Soviets have been building up all across the board. As far
as the POM and FYDP are concerned, the Chiefs were worried even
before these cutbacks were made. We are reducing Titan, we are making no improvements in our strategic forces, we are cutting our capability to protect the flanks of NATO, we are taking 3-1/3 divisions out
of Asia, and we are faced with a serious threat to our shipping. The
Soviets are in the Pacific, as well as the Atlantic. If we have to run to
the Pacific, we could get flanked in Central Europe. Conversely, we
can’t leave Hawaii, Guam, and Alaska unattended. Today the Soviets
are deploying Polaris-type submarines on the West Coast. We are cutting our tactical air squadrons by four. We have been talking for three
years about rock-bottom defense budgets. No longer can I go to Congress and testify that this is rock-bottom. I think the risk is unacceptable. I make the plea that rather than devise some magic strategy, we
say that we can’t afford an adequate defense, that we are broke, and
that we have to pull in our horns and move back to the U.S. With these
reductions the President cannot have the flexibility required for a viable foreign policy in the light of the Soviet build-up. We cannot gloss
over the fact that this [budget] carries very high risks and reduces the
President’s options.
(Mr. Shultz left the meeting at this point.)
Dr. Kissinger: When this whole issue first came to the President,
it was formulated in terms of what the budget could stand. I took the
position that I could make no contribution to such a discussion. Once
it was formulated in terms of its impact on our national security, then
I could comment. The President replied: “That’s true, but I have yet to
see a budget presentation that I can understand and that will give me
a choice.” If you give him a list like the last one [the chart showing
possible additional reductions], he doesn’t know what it means. He
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wants to know how all of this affects the security and foreign policy
of the United States. The Defense Department staff works months on
the budget, my staff spends weeks, but the President can devote only
a few hours. That is the natural way for the decision-making process
to work. I told the President: “Give us a week to work this over.” He
said: “Take three weeks.” He is going to be restless if the analysis that
he receives is in military or budgetary terms.
Dr. Walker: Just before I came to this meeting I talked with Secretary Connally. I told him that as a newcomer to this group I planned
just to listen and keep my mouth shut. He said: “Don’t keep your
mouth shut.” He was at the meeting you [Kissinger] mentioned. If anything, I think you have understated the color of the language the President used. He felt extremely strongly about the formula of allocating
one-third of the funds to each service.
Mr. Weinberger: I have known the President a long time, and I
have rarely seen him so exercised. He said that talking about “pieces
of horses” meant nothing. 72% of the budget is uncontrollable and 28%
controllable, of which 70% is Defense. No one is out to get Defense,
but that is the only area we can look at without asking Congress to
make laws that we can’t realistically expect them to make.
Mr. Packard: We can go to a lower budget. However, it could mean
that we would have no ability to deploy ground forces in Asia, that we
couldn’t deploy in the Mediterranean, or that we couldn’t go to NATO
if necessary.
Dr. Kissinger: I am convinced that if we can present this to the
President in terms of what is needed for national security, he will go
for more than we can afford. However, if we give it to him as it has
been presented here, he will take a whack here and there in order to
fit it into the full employment budget. You will have to explain what
these items mean. He doesn’t understand why we are reducing our air
defense when we can’t handle a small attack and are not even trying
for the capability to meet a large attack. If you don’t give him the answers to these questions, he will just cut.
You talk about having one-third of a carrier in the Pacific. Yet Japan
is thinking more about going neutral. The Indonesian Ambassador was
just in to see the President and told him that what is important is that
the U.S. retain a physical presence in the Pacific. Budget terms don’t
mean a thing to the President. We are facing a major readjustment in
our Asia policy. The Japanese and Thais are watching us. We can say
that we are not going to abandon our friends, but they want to see
what we are doing.
Mr. Johnson: That is my speech.
Dr. Kissinger: If the Asians see that all American forces are leaving, it will trigger consequences that over time could cost us ten times
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as much as maintaining our forces. Japan might decide to go nuclear.
The Koreans might make their own security arrangements. With these
countries not so dependent on us, it would be more difficult to make
headway with them on economic issues. This is the crude political
argument.
When we talk about comparing today’s forces with those we had
in 1964 and 1968, we are referring to a period when—in 1964—the U.S.
had overriding nuclear superiority. Even in 1968 we still were in a very
strong position.
I have often asked myself under what circumstances I would go
to the President and recommend that he implement SIOP, knowing
that this would result in a minimum casualty level of 50 million. I
don’t think you can find fifteen contingencies where we would wish
to do so and where our opponents would believe that we would do
so. Therefore, the whole strategic picture has changed. Other countries
judge us by what we are capable of doing. It is not consoling to make
comparisons with 1964 when the whole strategic situation was different. We haven’t changed SIOP in fifteen years. Of course, we have been
through all of this before in our discussions of the value of having a
damage-limiting capability and whether we might just be hitting empty
holes if we had one.
What we need is to tell the President what you [Defense] are trying to do and explain what the constraints are at a level of $79 billion.
If we slide along making cuts here and there, we will wind up with an
empty shell. Sooner or later we will have to pay the price.
The President doesn’t picture the issues in terms of thirteen or
fourteen or fifteen or twelve carriers. He wants to know the role of carriers in the emerging situation where every country is reexamining its
position. I frankly don’t think he would understand the presentation
we have had here. He wants to know what the implications are for foreign policy and national security.
Mr. Packard: I think we can put this in simple terms. The basic
questions are what we should deploy in Asia and whether we are to
back off in NATO. Of course, we could save $11.5 million if you would
let us close bases here at home without restraints.
Dr. Kissinger: That will have to wait until the day after the election. It would help if we could tell the President that if we make certain reductions in our NATO forces while providing more for Asia,
there will be certain consequences. Or we should explain to him that
if he wants to meet our commitments in NATO and Asia, then the Defense budget will have to go up by so much.
Mr. Packard: I am happy to give it to you in those terms. But here
we have been discussing how we manage our ammunition supply.
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Dr. Kissinger: For the NSC meeting this material should be presented in gross terms. The significant cuts should be explained not in
terms of the budget but in terms of some mission.
Mr. Weinberger: The rule of one-third to each service brings out
the President’s strongest language. He believes there are other substantial dollar savings possible in the budget.
Dr. Kissinger: This is not an exercise in forcing the budget down.
The idea is to present the issues in such terms that the principals can
handle them at one meeting.
Mr. Weinberger: That’s right.
Mr. Johnson: Aren’t there three elements involved? The first involves our own forces in absolute terms.
Mr. Packard: We have provided some analysis in relative terms,
for example, on losses at sea.
Mr. Johnson: The second element would be the relative position
of our ground, air, and naval forces compared to Soviet forces. The
third would be the foreign policy effects. This all has to be integrated.
We would be glad to contribute.
Dr. Kissinger: I am not worried about which working group does
it. I just want to know whether we can have it by Monday evening.10
Mr. Johnson: (to Mr. Packard) Do you think you can package the
alternatives in terms of foreign policy objectives?
Mr. Packard: We can package the alternatives that way. The problem is in making judgments on such matters as the 1.7:1 force ratio [for
a NATO defense]. (to Adm. Moorer) We have to reexamine the purpose of some of these forces, Tom.
Adm. Moorer: The President shouldn’t have to bother about line
items.
Dr. Kissinger: He doesn’t want to. Let’s aim for Monday as a deadline for having the issues paper prepared. We might have a quick meeting of this group to look it over before the NSC meeting.

10

August 9. The paper was submitted on August 11; see Document 192.
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191. Memorandum for the President’s Files by the President’s
Deputy Assistant for National Security Affairs (Haig)1
Washington, August 10, 1971.
PARTICIPANTS
The President
The Vice President
Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird
Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard
Admiral Moorer—Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
General Westmoreland—Chief of Staff, U.S. Army
Admiral Zumwalt—Chief of Naval Operations
General Ryan—Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force
General Chapman—Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger
General Alexander M. Haig, Jr.

The President introduced the meeting by emphasizing that this
year’s budgetary problems are more complex and difficult than those
of the preceding year. The President noted that it was ironic that a conservative President could do less in the defense area that what one
would expect. He observed that Senator Proxmire2 and other responsible leaders on the Hill are going over each Service budget with a finetooth comb and unquestionably cuts would be imposed through Congressional action this coming year. The President stated that the point
he was trying to make is that despite the need for increased defense
spending the environment in the Congress does not lend itself to a
hopeful outlook.
In addition to the foregoing, the President continued, all concerned
are aware that the military as a profession has been under a diabolical
attack from every source. It is now fashionable to say that we’ve got too
much in the way of defense and that the people that we have serving
in our Armed Forces are of low caliber. The President noted that his Administration has been trying to reverse this trend in attitude. Nevertheless, Congress could be expected to reflect the public attitude. Congressmen no longer lead as they did 25 years ago but rather take their
cue from what they consider to be the popular consensus. The President
noted that when the question is asked of the American people in the
1
Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 62,
Memoranda of Conversations, Chronological File. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes
Only. The meeting was held in the White House Cabinet Room and lasted from 10:05 to
11:54 a.m. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files,
President’s Daily Diary) There is a tape recording of this conversation. (Ibid., Presidential Tape Recordings, Cabinet Room, Conversation No. 68–7)
2
Senator William Proxmire (D–Wisconsin).
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right way their response is always strong and patriotic. For example,
they would answer “no” if they were asked if they wanted the United
States to slip into the second most powerful position. Unfortunately,
however, the question is not posed in this black and white fashion.
Thus, the President continued, as with the previous two years, this
year will be especially difficult in getting the Congress to support even
the rock bottom minimum which the Executive will request. Nevertheless, the President emphasized, it is his job and the job of the Chiefs
to lay out what is required and then to fight to see that these requirements are met. It is obvious that these great tides frequently change
and sometime in the future we will turn the corner when the American people will be willing to give far more for defense.
For all these reasons it is essential that the Executive Branch present its requirements in the most effective way. The President stated
that his chief concern about our military posture was not its current
state but rather the state that it would reach as a result of the decisions
being made now. The President noted that the Joint Chiefs must harbor some considerable frustrations. Nevertheless, he wanted them to
be aware that he was determined that the United States would remain
first in military posture. He emphasized that his view is of the future,
not of the past. At the same time he cautioned that pragmatism would
indicate that the battle will be tougher this year than ever before.
The President then turned the presentation over to Admiral
Moorer but Secretary Laird intervened, commenting that the defense
posture and defense budget (the budget for FY 1972) will fare reasonably well this year. It was probable that all but 1.5% of the Administration’s request would be cleared by the Congress. The Secretary stated
that he had had outstanding support this past year from the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs and that this coming year’s budget when priced out
in requirements terms from a military viewpoint totalled some $94 billion after it was scrubbed by the Chairman versus the $117 billion JSOP
requirement. Based on these reviews, the Secretary had put out guidance at a level of $79.6 billion which would be used as a baseline for
discussions that day by the various chiefs. Thus we were talking about
three fundamental planning figures. Secretary Laird’s guidance at $79.6
billion, the strategic guidance baseline issued earlier by Defense which
totalled $83 billion and the JSOP itself prepared by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff which anticipated requirements at a level of $117 billion.3

3
See footnote 6, Document 184 and 187. Laird discussed this meeting and the
Chiefs’ objectives with Kissinger during two telephone conversations, one on August 4
and another on August 9. Laird said that inter-service tensions had developed over the
projected Defense budget. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger
Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 818

339-370/B428-S/40011

818

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

Admiral Moorer began his presentation by indicating that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff greatly appreciated the support of the Commander in
Chief. He also expressed the appreciation of the group that the President would take the time to hear their individual presentations. He
noted that the professional military were well aware of the problems
borne by the President. Nevertheless, they believed that it was essential that the President hear their considered military views since the
strategic balance is the basis for the nation’s security.
The Chairman commenced his briefing by showing a series of
charts4 covering the following subjects:
—A chart showing the increasing threat from Soviet ICBM’s starting at a period when the Soviets had some 90 silos at the time of the
Cuban missile crisis. He went then to a chart that showed the growth
of Soviet submarines and next a chart showing the status of Soviet
bomber aircraft. Finally in discussing strategic systems the Chairman
showed a chart which indicated that the Soviets could have as many
as 2,120 strategic weapons versus 2,710 for the United States by the
year 1976. The Chairman noted that the U.S. MIRV provided the edge
with the Minuteman III and Poseidon. This would continue to assure
us a strategic edge providing the Soviets do not MIRV. The Chairman
then pointed out the differences between U.S. strategic forces and Soviet forces in terms of megatonnage, with the Soviets outstripping us
by 11,700 megatons versus 3800 for U.S. strategic forces.
—A chart of strategic defense systems which showed a comparison of the full range of U.S. and Soviet strategic defensive systems. The
Chairman made the point that all of the charts confirmed that we have
now entered a period of strategic parity which was decidedly different than the period of former superiority. He noted that this year’s
budget provided less manpower, less ships and less aircraft than the
U.S. has had since World War II. He noted that during the prior Administration the U.S. had purchased military end items from the viewpoint of attrition but not with the view towards modernization of our
basic forces. This was further complicated in the Vietnam war period
when we drewdown for war in the Pacific from our readiness in the
Atlantic and NATO. The Chairman stated that the military had tried
to reverse this trend by increasing the modernization of weapons but
that these steps at today’s inflated costs are most expensive.
The Chairman then commented that the Soviets have continued
to build up all of their conventional forces and all of their services and
then turned to a map of the world to graphically display the kinds of
improvements the Soviets have undertaken. He noted the following:

4

Not found.
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—Submarines located between the U.S. and Hawaii.
—Submarines in the Florida straits.
—Attack submarines which threatened our water routes to Europe
and elsewhere.
—Increased naval presence in the Cuban area.
—The threat posed by political events in Chile.
—Turning next to the Mediterranean he stressed that Malta was
now in jeopardy and stated that the Congressional attitude on Greece
was making our foothold there all the more difficult. He noted the increased Soviet buildup in Egypt and the fact that the Soviets were not
overflying the Sinai Peninsula with Foxbat aircraft. He emphasized that
the Soviets have provided to the Egyptians the latest in modern air defense equipment.
—The increased Soviet presence in the Indian Ocean and the recent signature of a treaty with India.5
—The impact that reversion of Okinawa would have on our strategic posture in the Pacific and the need to relocate our tactical nuclear
stocks.
—The question mark of Taiwan, the Philippines and the all important issue of the future orientation of Japan. He emphasized that
Japan will most likely take its cue from its assessment of our own military resolve and capability.
For all the preceding reasons, the Chairman emphasized, the JCS
have become increasingly concerned by the shift in balance in military
power.
Turning to the budget, he stated that the 79.6 budget has been examined in detail by the JCS. They have looked strenuously for areas
that could be further reduced but the Congressionally imposed pay
raise and the need to strive for an All-Volunteer force all contributed
to the feeling that 79.6 was just enough for strategic force sufficiency
but additional improvements are needed for command and control and
accuracy. The budget provided for modernization but was weak in materiel support and relied too heavily on reserves.
The Chairman reported that the JCS have looked at a level of 81.7
billion which would provide increased air, more mobility and improved Army and Marine readiness. The Joint Staff also looked at the
possibility of an 82.5 billion dollar budget level. This would provide
greater improvement and demonstrate greater resolve on the part of

5
On August 9, the Soviet Union and India announced the signing of a Treaty of
Peace, Friendship, and Cooperation.
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the United States. Thus, 79.6 billion will provide the U.S. with only
marginal capability. Above all, only one war could be fought—either
NATO or Asia. On the other hand, the Soviet Union is also a Pacific
power and a conflict in NATO would mean a conflict in Asia as well.
The Soviets, for example, have over 94 submarines in the Pacific. Again,
for these reasons the JCS feel that the 79.6 level is marginal with considerable risks which would deprive the President of the options he
might require in future diplomatic problem solving. For all these reasons, the Chairman concluded, we should look carefully and list in realistic terms our commitments. If we cannot afford the level of spending outlined, then there is nothing left but to reduce our commitments.
The Chairman then turned the briefing over to General Westmoreland who handed a series of charts6 to the President. General
Westmoreland stated that the driving requirement of defense today is
for a strong defense in Western Europe. He noted that NSDM 957 provided for a conventional initial defense. SACEUR considered that 17
Army divisions would be required for this purpose by M190 in the
central region. General Westmoreland then showed U.S. reenforcement
capabilities under the budget level promulgated by Secretary Laird.
This meant there would be some shortfall because of dollar and manpower constraints on our ability to meet NATO commitments by
M190.
General Westmoreland then turned to a chronological display of
how Army forces had been reduced over the period 1948 through 1973.
This chart reflected the fact that in practice the United States had been
unable to employ or call up reserve forces in time of crisis. It also
showed a precipitous decline in Army strength since 1968 with some
220,000 projected for deactivation this year alone and a total of 670,000
deactivated since 1968.
General Westmoreland noted that at either division level, that is a
total of 13 divisions or 11 divisions, the Army would be at its lowest
base since prior to the Korean War. He pointed out that this year’s
budget would only permit the Army to retain 11 combat divisions, with
a crossover occurring in 1972. This reduction would result in a shortfall of four divisions in NATO alone and the assumption of significant
risks for our overall ability to defend Europe. He stressed that this fact
would be evident to the enemy and also to our allies on whose support we must rely. With the retention of 13 Army divisions it would be
possible to meet the NATO commitment by M190. This would require

6

Not found.
NSDM 95, “U.S. Strategy and Forces for NATO,” November 25, 1970, is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO,
1969–1972.
7
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a greater dependence on reserves but the shortfall would be far more
manageable than with 11 divisions.
General Westmoreland then displayed a chart, showing that with
a base structure of 13 Army divisions it would only be necessary to call
up 290,000 reserves by M190 in the event of war in Europe. But with
11 divisions it would be necessary to call up 350,000 reserves. He noted
that past experience indicated the difficulty of obtaining a decision to
mobilize in times of crisis. He also observed that during the Korean
conflict it took 11 months to get a National Guard division prepared
for combat. The budget projected for 1973 therefore demanded a greater
requirement on reserves. Even if the Army were able to retain 13 divisions it would only have some 69% of its required force structure in
the event of a conflict in Europe. General Westmoreland emphasized
that the Army needed visibility and forces in being, for this is the
essence of deterrence.
With an 11 division Army, General Westmoreland continued, four
and one-third divisions would be in NATO, three and two-thirds would
be in the Continental United States for deployment and only one division forward in the Pacific area, with one-third division reserve in
Hawaii. In the final analysis, this would leave only one and two-thirds
divisions in the United States to meet contingencies worldwide. It
would leave the President with absolutely no flexibility for contingencies and would deprive the United States of its credibility for defense
of the Asian area.
General Westmoreland emphasized that the Army needed 13 active divisions and wanted an additional $500 million to maintain this
strength. He noted that such a structure would provide the basis for
realistic deterrence with the ability to respond initially without mobilization. Dr. Kissinger asked why two divisions would cost $500
million.
General Westmoreland stated that the sum was needed for personnel and the operational and maintenance account. The President
asked if the figure would assure the military pay raise and the steps
necessary to achieve an All-Volunteer force. Secretary Laird replied affirmatively, noting that the budget assumed that the Congressionally
approved pay raise would become law. The President then asked if the
pay raise could be delayed. Secretary Laird replied that it had already
been delayed from July until next October with some irritation to the
Congress.
Admiral Moorer then turned the briefing over to General Ryan.
General Ryan emphasized that the Air Force budget had been rock bottom in 1972 and was now projected at a lower figure in 1973. Using FY
1964 as a base, General Ryan noted the decline in Air Force manpower
and emphasized that fewer people cost more money. Forty percent of
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the Air Force budget in FY 1973 would be allocated to pay and allowances. He stated that the Air Force would have 32% fewer
squadrons in 1973 than in 1964. He reported that the Air Force had
fewer people, fewer forces and increased costs and at the same time its
equipment was aging and the FY 1973 budget permitted the procurement of only 41 new aircraft.
General Ryan stated that he would avoid comment on strategic
forces since that had been well covered by the Chairman but would instead concentrate on air defense. He noted that U.S. radars had drastically declined and that two-thirds of the U.S. intercepter aircraft
would have to be met by reserve forces. He reported that Air Force
readiness was declining with a reduction in numbers of crews. He
noted the unsatisfied need for an aircraft shelter program in Europe.
In summary, General Ryan stated that the Air Force needed an
additional $1 billion to be applied to increased sorties and therefore
increased readiness, increased modernization and accelerated development of Minuteman III and the MIRV. With the improvement cited,
the Air Force’s posture would be greatly enhanced.
Admiral Moorer then turned the briefing over to Admiral
Zumwalt. Admiral Zumwalt proceeded through a series of some 34
charts.8 The CNO made the following points:
—He would attempt to answer the question as to why naval forces
are needed, how plans are made to provide for these forces and how
these forces meet the needs.
—The Nixon Doctrine demands a reorientation of U.S. military
force structure. The briefing that followed would project the CNO’s
view.
—New constraints further underline the U.S. need to reorient its
defenses.
—The question is how the military can provide the kind of power
the President needs to make his diplomacy effective.
The President interrupted and stated that he had noted that Gerard Smith had discussed the possibility of a U.S. zero ABM proposal.
Dr. Kissinger confirmed this and Secretary Laird stated that DOD was
opposed. Secretary Laird stated that Defense was not happy with even
the two-sided proposal but at least it would provide the basis for an
ultimate expansion to 12. With zero ABM the whole strategic concept
would have to be modified.9

8

Not found.
The zero ABM option in SALT proposed elimination of all such systems by both
the United States and the Soviet Union. The two-sided option proposed allowing each
side to retain limited ABM capabilities, including systems to defend NCA.
9
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Dr. Kissinger commented that the zero ABM proposal would only
lead to discussion of a comprehensive agreement while the May 20
statement10 was an effort to get a limitation on ABM plus a temporary
bridge for offensive limitations. Dr. Kissinger emphasized that he
agreed with the Secretary of Defense and Joint Chiefs if a quick agreement is to be realized. Secretary Laird stated that he agreed with this
thinking except for the cutoff date in NSDMs 117 and 120,11 which
would give the Soviets unnecessary numerical advantage. Dr. Kissinger
assured Secretary Laird that the issue would be reviewed.
Secretary Laird stated that the United States Government cannot
move off a position once it has been agreed to. The President stated
that zero ABM plus a strategic freeze would only serve to put the U.S.
in an inferior position. He instructed Dr. Kissinger to move Mr. Smith
from that course of action.
Admiral Zumwalt then continued his briefing:
—We are observing increasing growth of neutralism of the Finnish
type. The Soviet naval threat is increasing in Asia, the Caribbean, and
the Indian Ocean.
—All the foregoing suggests that the U.S. should shift its defensive emphasis to that of a maritime power.
—The Middle East and Greece are no longer an assured base for
land, air and ground forces and thus they are no longer relevant.
The President again interrupted and asked whether or not the Poseidon was working well since the Poseidon and Minuteman III with
the MIRV are our most important strategic assets. The President asked
Dr. Kissinger why the Soviets were not interested in a MIRV ban. Dr.
Kissinger replied that it was because the Soviets are behind us in MIRV
development. They want to catch up. Secretary Laird noted that he estimated that the Soviets will have MIRV’s in CY 1972 or 1973. The President observed that most of our Congressmen wanted a MIRV ban at
the very time when it is most crucial for our defense.
Mr. Packard stated that the MIRV is essential unless we get a specific agreement stopping total numbers of offensive systems. The Minuteman III with three MIRV’s each is equal to one Minuteman I in

10
On May 20, Nixon and Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers Alexei Kosygin issued a joint communiqué about SALT, stating that the United States and the Soviet Union had agreed to concentrate on working out one agreement limiting ABMs and
another limiting offensive strategic weapons. See Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume
XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 160.
11
For the texts of NSDM 117, “Instructions for Strategic Arms Limitation Talks at
Helsinki,” July 2, and NSDM 120, which gave further instructions for the U.S. SALT Delegation on July 20, see ibid., Documents 171 and 180.
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accuracy and lethality. It is essential to our current strategic balance. It
provides additional targetting flexibility and must not be given up.
The Vice President asked if there were an offensive limitation
couldn’t the Soviets merely move forward with the MIRV in the final
analysis? Admiral Zumwalt replied that a crucial question was the
number of MIRV’s that are provided to each warhead—10 or 20. The
Vice President stated that he thought that throw weight would be a
key issue. Secretary Laird stated that this is the precise reason for his
concern. He stated that the U.S. advantage is technology and that with
appropriate research and development we can maintain our present
lead. The President agreed that for this reason the U.S. must push research and development which is allowed within the provisions of the
May 20 agreement.
General Ryan stated that we must continue to push for increased
accuracy and that this is the very argument that opens us to accusations that we are going to a first strike. The President agreed that it
was essential that the U.S. push research and development leading towards increased accuracy.
Dr. Kissinger stated that the China studies12 confirmed that Minuteman is of no value against targets on the Mainland due to the need
to overfly Soviet territory. Therefore, the emphasis against that target
must be with aircraft and Poseidons. The study also confirmed that the
U.S. will be able to pre-empt for perhaps the next 10 to 15 years. The
President observed that this was also why bombers remain relevant. Dr.
Kissinger noted that the Poseidon would not be good against Soviet hard
targets but would be most effective against soft Chinese targets.
Admiral Zumwalt continued his briefing:
—He emphasized the continuing change in the conventional balance and noted that the Soviets were outbuilding the U.S. in missile
platforms and merchant ships. The President asked whether the CNO
was drawing his comparisons from just U.S. power or whether he was
including allies as well. The CNO answered that he had included allied vessels also.
—The Soviets are moving towards a three-to-one superiority in
submarines, to include superiority in nuclear vessels, while at the same
time improving noise levels to approach our technology.
—The Soviets have a greater naval presence in the Mediterranean
and will increase the margin in 1973.

12

Reference is to the NSSM 69 study; see footnote 7, Document 181.
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—The Soviets have built bases near Libya, and Malta is now in
doubt. The President noted that it was tragic that we lost the Malta
election by only one vote.13
—U.S. naval ship days at sea are decreasing.
—Ten years from now the Soviets will have complete dominance
in the Indian Ocean.
—The U.S. decline in naval power has been persistent and each
projection of the Soviet buildup has underestimated their capabilities.
—At the same time the U.S. has declined 43% in combat vessels
and 15% in personnel, and only in the shore establishments have we
retained a large overhead.
—Admiral Zumwalt asked the President to view the budget of
$79.6 billion from the perspective of “Jimmy the Greek.”14 In sum, our
naval capability in NATO started to decline in 1970, became marginal
in 1971, was worse in 1972, by 1973 the Navy cannot carry out its mission in the Pacific, Mediterranean or in NATO and there would be no
guarantee of victory in a war at sea.
—The CNO presented his view of the relative priorities for force
emphasis:
(1) Strategic forces.
(2) Control of Seas.
(3) Land forces.
—Talk of projection of land forces abroad using air mobility lacks
factual basis since 94% of supplies must come over the water.
—In the event of the loss of our allies we can only survive through
sea power.
—The following additional naval needs should be met:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

$102 million for new ship procurement.
$106 million for new aircraft carrier procurement.
A new nuclear carrier.
A new nuclear frigate.
Retain 107 ships scheduled for phase-out.
Grant authority for additional base closures.
Great authority for home-porting of naval vessels abroad.

The CNO concluded by emphasizing his own view of a war outcome, which suggested a less than 30% chance of victory at sea in a
conflict with the Soviets.
13
General elections held in Malta June 12–14 resulted in a victory for the Labour
Party, which by obtaining a one-seat majority in the new Maltese House of Representatives ended 9 years of rule by the Nationalist Party. (Keesing’s Contemporary Archives,
1971–1972, p. 24709)
14
Jimmy “The Greek” Snyder was a Las Vegas oddsmaker, sports expert, and television personality.
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Admiral Moorer then turned the briefing over to General Chapman, who made the following points:
—The Marines are in excellent shape with three divisions and three
support wings and a peacetime strength of 206,000.
—All Marines are out of Vietnam with new modern equipment,
both air and ground. The President asked if the Marines learned something in Vietnam. General Westmoreland answered that much was
learned, especially in helicopter-borne operations and electronic warfare. The President observed that much of what was learned was for a
specialized war. General Westmoreland replied that many of the lessons learned would be applicable in war with the Soviets. General
Chapman added that all services had emerged with a reservoir of combat experience. Now it would be necessary to learn how to use the new
equipment.
—The Marines would have two-thirds of a division in Okinawa,
one division on the East Coast and one division on the West Coast.
—Additional needs would be met by reserves on M160. Since July,
however, reserve recruiting was only achieving 55% of its goal.
—The Marines are in excellent shape, ready to fight.
—In FY 1973 the new budget will require a reduction of 20,000
Marines and the cutting of 27 companies or one company per battalion on the ground and one squadron per air wing. To restore these cuts
$178 million would be needed.
—The Marines are ready even with one company out of each
battalion.
The President stated that he wished to have Secretary Connally
and Presidential Assistant Shultz receive the briefing as soon as possible because he wanted all of our Government spokesmen to speak from
the same frame of reference. The President then observed that military
credibility is the essence of deterrence but more importantly is based
on the forces that can be seen in the grey areas of India, Japan, the Middle East and Latin America. An effective foreign policy stems directly
from a credible defense posture. Our relative strength vis-à-vis the Soviets and Chinese is actually less of a problem than the image we project to the grey areas and especially Japan. It is not a simple matter of
merely withdrawing our forces because of no military need but the
psychological impact of our withdrawal.
With respect to the Navy, the President continued, the picture is
very disturbing. The real problem is modernization of the Soviet fleet
both in numbers of vessels and missiles. Mr. Packard commented that
for whatever the reason, the U.S. has not been as good as it should
have been. There are now steps underway to provide for more modernization. Modernization of the fleet is far more important than the
retention of outmoded ships.
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The Vice President stated that he had been in the Pacific on three
occasions and had noted that U.S. credibility is derived largely from
what the small nations report about our presence. At present they suspect we are losing our military power. When this is reported to potential enemies it cannot but hurt. Thus they have concluded that the
Nixon Doctrine is merely a formula for bug-out. Admiral Moorer added
that Prime Minister Sato15 had told him the same thing.
Secretary Laird commented that the U.S. is not bugging out but is
going to maintain its presence. The Vice President asked, “But at what
levels?” He then reiterated the view that in any event our actions have
caused the Asians to doubt this.
The President then asked Secretary Laird if the Congress would
vote new taxes. Secretary Laird replied emphatically that it would not.
Admiral Moorer observed that as in the past a crisis was needed to reverse the trend. Admiral Zumwalt interjected that it is the trend that
will bring on the crisis. The Vice President retorted that he did not agree
with this analysis since the erosion of American determination will continue and the weaker we are the less inclined we will be to react in
time of crisis.
Secretary Laird stated that the Chief of Naval Operations’ view is
a good one. It is hard for us to retain our land-based air. Taiwan and
Okinawa may not be available but a naval presence can be maintained.
Our current strength is already down to one and one-third Army divisions spread between Korea and Hawaii. Thus our current strength
is down to nothing. Navy and Air Force strength will continue to
decline.
The President noted that the Indian Ocean remains a problem and
in the Middle East at the time of the Jordanian crisis the Soviets were
bluffed with little U.S. strength. Dr. Kissinger stated that he was a great
believer in the importance of sea power but at the same time it should
be noted that allies cannot be convinced with sea power alone. Evidence of this was the Korean conflict in the 1950s. Sea power is ambivalent and there can be no substitute for a visible ground presence
in Southeast Asia.
Secretary Laird replied that the decision had already been made
on ground power. Dr. Kissinger replied that that kind of a decision
would have to come to the National Security Council. The President
then commented that another factor would be air power. Secretary
Laird commented that it then was obvious that we would have to have
a 13 division force.

15

Eisaku Sato, Prime Minister of Japan.
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Admiral Moorer then observed that the Trust Territories were also
an important problem area.
Secretary Laird then complained that much of the Defense budget
was for national reconnaissance and CIA buried in the Defense budget.
Unfortunately, the Air Force had to pay these bills. The real question
now was how low the U.S. could go and remain credible. Morale was
also a severe problem and retention of good men was most difficult
during a period of declining expenditures.
The meeting then adjourned.

192. Paper Prepared by the Defense Program Review Committee
Working Group1
Washington, August 11, 1971.
DEFENSE STRATEGY, FORCES, AND BUDGETS
I. The Problem
The President must consider major strategy and force issues in
connection with the DoD budget for FY 1973. To assist in these decisions, this paper:
—delineates the national security objectives we design our forces
to support,
—describes factors in the international situation which bear on the
design of U.S. strategy and forces,
—assesses the capabilities of current and planned forces, and
—discusses alternatives to current and planned forces and assesses
their costs and other implications.
Apart from the basic considerations of our security policy objectives, economic and budgetary factors bear importantly on decisions
concerning forces and budgets for FY 1973. Budgets currently being
developed within DoD which when added to planned domestic expenditures appear to involve expenditures above those consistent with
a balanced full employment budget.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–32, NSC Meeting, DOD Program [Part 2], 8/13/71. Top Secret. The NSC Secretariat distributed the paper to NSC members on August 12.
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[Omitted here are Sections II and III, which recapitulate the objectives of U.S. military forces and the current national security situation.]
IV. U.S. Strategic Forces
In order to meet our national security objectives, the U.S. plans
our strategic forces to meet the following criteria (NSDM–16):2
—Maintain high confidence that the U.S. second-strike capability
is sufficient to deter an all-out surprise attack on our strategic forces.
—Ensure that the Soviet Union would have no incentive to strike
the United States first in a crisis.
—Deny to the Soviets the ability to cause significantly more deaths
and industrial damage in the U.S. than they themselves would suffer
in a nuclear war.
—Deploy defenses to limit damage from small attacks to a lowlevel.
In addition to this specific guidance, the following guidance from
the President and Secretary of Defense is used to plan strategic forces:
—Numbers, characteristics and deployments of U.S. forces should
not be interpreted by the Soviets as being intended to threaten a disarming attack.
—Forces should be adequate to prevent ourselves and our allies
from being coerced.
—Forces should be sufficient to help our theater nuclear capabilities and the nuclear capabilities of our allies to deter nuclear attacks.
—We need to have available strategic alternatives (including command and control capabilities) appropriate to the nature and level of
provocation.
—We should not plan strategic forces for the purpose of limiting
damage to the U.S. in the event of a large nuclear attack.
In addition to the above planning criteria, our current force planning must take into account SALT. Unilateral actions to change our
forces in a major way could affect our position in SALT.
A. U.S. Strategic Offensive Force Capabilities
Our presently planned strategic offensive forces have the following military capabilities:
—Following a surprise Soviet attack our mutually supporting
bomber and missile forces could, if targeted solely against urban/

2

Document 39.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 830

339-370/B428-S/40011

830

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

industrial targets, destroy about 75% of Soviet industry and about 45%
of the Soviet population. Each major force component currently has an
independent “assured destruction” capability to destroy at least 25% of
the Soviet population and about 40% of Soviet industry. While this is
one measure of confidence in deterrence, our forces are actually targeted
against a variety of military targets as well as urban/industrial areas.
—Our strategic forces have very little damage-limiting capability
against the Soviet Union, since we have no offensive force that can destroy both time-sensitive and hardened targets and we do not have
ABM defenses to protect U.S. population against large-scale attacks.
On the other hand, against unhardened military targets we have a substantial offensive counterforce capability.
—Against China, our strategic offensive forces presently have a
capability to substantially limit damage to the U.S., its Pacific bases
and Asian allies through pre-emptive counterforce strikes. On the other
hand, it is not clear that the U.S. could totally disarm China in a first
strike since we cannot be confident of locating, targeting, and destroying all Chinese nuclear forces prior to launch. The uncertainties
about the effectiveness of a disarming strike against China will grow
in the future. However, the U.S. possesses and will continue to possess
through the 1970s the capability to destroy about 10% of China’s total
population (about 70 million people in the 100 largest cities) and over
75% of her industry. This would not significantly affect our capabilities against the Soviet Union.
If not precluded by an arms control agreement, continuing growth
in level and quality of Soviet strategic forces could have a major impact on U.S. strategic offensive force capabilities:
—Continuing improvements in the Soviet ICBM force could
threaten the survival of the land-based Minuteman force by the midto-late 1970s, if we took no offsetting actions.
—Soviet SLBMs could threaten the survivability of the U.S. bomber
force because of the short warning time, and
—Continuing growth and improvements in Soviet air defenses
could threaten the penetration of U.S. bombers and raise uncertainty
in the penetration capability of U.S. missiles.
Current force improvements and R&D on strategic offensive forces
are designed to maintain our capabilities if these threats continue to
develop. The JCS, however, believe the rate of modernization should
be accelerated.
B. U.S. Strategic Defensive Force Capabilities
U.S. strategic defensive systems include the Safeguard ABM system, CONUS air defense, space surveillance and defense, and civil
defense.
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Current planning for strategic defensive forces emphasizes defense
against small attacks and protection for strategic retaliatory forces.
In the absence of a SALT agreement, the United States is planning
to deploy the 12-site Safeguard ABM defense which will provide a capability to:
—protect Minuteman against a limited range of Soviet threats;
—limit damage to U.S. cities, military targets and command and
control centers from small missile attacks;
—provide added time during a large or small missile attack for
safe escape of alert bombers and air defense interceptors and for moving command authorities to alternate command centers.
Our present strategic air defense forces are designed to defend
strategic retaliatory forces and command and control centers; restrict
unauthorized overflight of CONUS; and limit damage from small
bomber attacks. The current force would have little capability if the
bomber attack is preceded by a missile attack. In the future, the present
forces would have a limited capability against the projected lowaltitude threat, would continue to have almost no survivability against
missile attacks, and would provide only limited bomber attack warning.
C. Strategic Command and Control Capabilities
An effective command and control capability is essential to provide the President with options to use the strategic forces during periods of crisis. Given our present capabilities, the preplanned strategic
responses could be carried out but other more selective responses
would be difficult if not impossible to execute.
D. Alternative Force Postures
Although our forces are sufficient today to satisfy our objectives
we face problems in the future because of:
—the present and potential threats to the survivability of our
strategic offensive forces;
—the possibility that an arms control agreement may limit the deployment of ballistic missile defenses;
—the expense of force improvements and modernization in the
light of the increasing pressure to reduce Defense spending; and
—the need to improve the flexibility of our strategic forces against
a wider range of contingencies.
These considerations lead to alternative programs for strategic
forces in the future.
1. Strategic Offensive Force Alternatives
Our strategic offensive forces could be planned along the following range of alternatives which are undergoing further study prior to
consideration later this year.
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—Continue with the current Triad concept, improving its flexibility, to maintain a high confidence deterrent force against current and
future uncertainties. This is the approach of the current defense program. It would require $6.9 billion in FY 73 outlays and about $44 billion in FY 73–77.
—Only rely on two of the force components to provide an independent retaliatory capability. This posture would have lesser confidence than the Triad since the force would be more sensitive to technological breakthroughs or major force failures. It would require $6.7
billion in FY 73 outlays and about $40 billion in FY 73–77.
—Maintain a posture wherein each of the three force components
would provide a lower level and “non-independent” retaliatory capability. This posture would require $6.6 billion in FY 73 and $34 billion
in FY 73–77.
2. Strategic Defensive Force Alternatives
ABM—The major strategic defensive force issue is what to do
about Safeguard in FY 73 and beyond. The presently planned 12-site
program (FY 80 completion) is essential if we are to retain the fourth
NSDM–16 strategic sufficiency criteria. Many believe a light defense
against China would have important strategic utility and political significance in extending deterrence to allies. On the other hand, a 12site program is inconsistent with the position we have taken in SALT.
There is little chance it will be approved by Congress unless SALT
fails.
If we are to plan a smaller Safeguard system:
—Reducing the program to four sites would reduce FY 73 outlays
by $130 million and FY 73–77 cost by about $5.6 billion.
—Reducing the program to three sites would reduce FY 73 outlays by $200 million and FY 73–77 cost by about $6.7 billion.
—Reducing to two sites would reduce FY 73 outlays by $460 million and save $7.6 billion over FY 73–77 compared to the 12-site program.
SALT could lead to a ban on ABMs, but R&D would continue on
ABM defenses. An ABM ban would save about $1 billion in FY 73 and
over $8 billion in FY 73–77.
Air Defenses—Because of the current and projected cost of our air
defenses, several alternatives can be considered for this force:
—Continue the current posture: This would require $1 billion in FY
73 outlays and $5 billion in FY 73–77.
—Modernized Posture: This posture satisfies the air defense objectives against future threats and will improve air defense survivability
against bomber attacks preceded by missile attacks. Major new sys-
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tems include the Airborne Warning and Control System, the Over-theHorizon Backscatter radar, improved interceptors and missiles. This is
the current Defense program and requires $1.2 billion in FY 73 outlays
and $8 billion in FY 73–77. An accelerated modernization program
could be undertaken. Additional FY 73 funds would not be required,
but an additional $1 billion would be needed by FY 77.
—Reduced Air Defense Posture: This posture would maintain the capability to provide only tactical warning of bomber attacks on the U.S.
and to restrict the unauthorized overflight of CONUS. The improved
radar would be deployed but all other modernization would be cancelled and air defense operations would be cut in half. This posture
would have practically no air defense capability. It requires $800 million in FY 73 outlays and $3 billion in FY 73–77.
V. General Purpose Forces
Current Strategy and Capabilities
Our current strategy is based on NSDM–27 as modified by
NSDM–95.3 While deterrence is our prime objective, we plan with allied help to have the capability to:
—Conduct an initial defense in Europe or a sustained defense
against PRC attack in one theater in Asia. In case of a simultaneous attack, NATO takes precedence.
—Aid an Asian ally in coping with a non-Chinese threat.
—Deal with a minor contingency.
DOD is presently developing its 5 year program which will serve
as the basis for the FY 73 budget. However, Defense now has available
two alternative programs based on different outlay ceilings:
—The FYDP program prepared last year within a ceiling of $81.7B
in 73.
—Service prepared programs (POMs) within a ceiling of $79.6B.
In addition, the JCS have developed the forces they believe are
needed to carry out national strategy at prudent risk (JSOP forces). Budgetary considerations are not a controlling factor.
The general purpose forces of these programs are shown on Table
1 and are compared with our forces in FY 64 and FY 72. In the discussion that follows all force and cost comparisons are based on the FYDP
program and spending level.

3

NSDM 27 is Document 56. Regarding NSDM 95, see footnote 7, Document 191.
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Table 1
U.S. Active General Purpose Forces
FY 64

FY 72

4

JSOP

FY 73
FYDP5

POM6

Ground Forces
Army7
16-1/3 13-1/3 16 1/3 13-1/3 11
USMC
3
3
3
3
3
Total Divs.
19-1/3 16-1/3 19-1/3 16-1/3 14
Naval Forces
Carriers8
24
17
18
15
13
Escorts
253
226
208
201
177
Amphibious Ships 134
76
74
75
61
Tactical Air Forces
USAF
22
21-1/3 22
21-1/3 21-1/3
USN
15
13
13
11
13
3
3
3
3
3
USMC
Total Wings
40
36-1/3 38
35-1/3 37-1/3
Capabilities for Europe
The judgment reached in NSSM 849 concerning NATO capabilities against the Pact remains valid for our planned forces. NSSM 84
states:
“. . . if NATO and the Pact maintain approximately their present
force levels in Europe, and if NATO makes some improvement to its
forces, there is neither an assured forward defense against a Soviet
breakthrough nor is a Soviet offensive assured of success in a relatively
short conventional war. NATO could, of course, lose conventionally if
it fails to act in the face of a Pact mobilization. . . .”

4
These are objective levels which JCS consider to be necessary, in consideration of
reasonable attainability and prudent levels of risk, without regard to fiscal constraints.
[Footnote in the original.]
5
This program is based on FYDP budget levels ($81.7 billion). [Footnote in the
original.]
6
Service-prepared programs based on a DOD budget of $79.6 billion. [Footnote in
the original.]
7
Does not include Army separate regiments and brigades. [Footnote in the
original.]
8
Includes attack and ASW carriers. [Footnote in the original.]
9
NSSM 84 is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XLI,
Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 835

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and U.S. National Security Policy

835

Planned forces maintain current deployments to Europe which are
indicated in the following table.

Current and Planned Deployments to Europe
Divisions
Separate Brigades and Regiments
AF Squadrons/Aircraft
Carrier Task Group
Amphibious Ready Group (ARG)
[less than 1 line not declassified]

4-1/3
3
22/492
2
1
[number not declassified]

Our ability to reinforce and resupply NATO is critical—particularly in the early phase of a build-up—as indicated in NSSM 84. In this
connection, the following are relevant considerations concerning the
capabilities of FYDP forces:
—Substantial land forces can be deployed in NATO Europe rapidly. However, the forces that deploy during the 30 to 90 day period
after mobilization arrive later than the JCS believe is essential and only
15 Army divisions are in Europe by M190 compared to the 17 Army
divisions the JCS state are required.
—The Air Force tactical air units can essentially meet the deployment targets.
—Given the large Soviet submarine threat, large shipping losses
could be expected in the Atlantic. By relying on prepositioned equipment and airlift, we may be able to lessen the criticality of the problems during the initial stages of a conflict. If high losses do occur, our
ability to sustain a continued high intensity conflict would be seriously
degraded.
—The capability of our forces planned for NATO—land, sea and
air—will be enhanced over next several years by qualitative improvements. The improvements include better anti-tank weapons, more
modern aircraft, improved anti-submarine warfare equipment, and
protective shelters for our aircraft.
Capabilities for Asia
Planned forces, together with those of our allies, appear adequate
to deter conventional attacks but not insurgencies by the Asian Communist countries.
The following table illustrates the forces that can be maintained in
the Western Pacific under the FYDP.
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Current and Planned Deployments in Asia
(Excludes SEA)

Current FY 72
FYDP FY 73
Divisions
1-2/3
1-2/3 or 110
AF Squadrons
10
10
USMC Squadrons
5
5
Carrier Task Group
3
2–3
[less than 1 line not declassified] [number not [number not
declassified]
declassified]
NSSM 69 identified a wide range of potential wartime requirements for U.S. forces in Asia in the mid-1970s depending on judgments
of the threat, allied capabilities and levels of insurgency.11
Potential U.S. Force Requirements for Asia

Korea
SEA

U.S. Divisions
0–6
1–9

U.S. Aircraft
250–1800
200–1700

We can deploy forces to Asia up to the maximum postulated
requirement if we activate the reserves and accept the following
conditions:
—Our ability to deploy land forces to Europe would be degraded
but would recover as the reserves are readied for combat.
—Air and naval forces are adequate but losses in Asia could degrade our forces available for NATO.
—If it is not feasible to activate the reserves to meet an Asian crisis, our land force capability would be more limited; we could deploy
4 or 5 divisions which may not be adequate to hold forward against a
serious PRC challenge. Also this action would cut sharply into our
NATO capability—7 rather than 8 divisions could be in place in Europe by M130 and this force would not be augmented further until
M150.
—In the event of a NATO crisis, some air and a majority of the
naval units in Asia would have to be redeployed and the intensity of
combat in Asia reduced, a risky and uncertain action.

10
Level depends on Presidential decision regarding withdrawal in FY 73 of 2/3 of
one remaining division in Korea. [Footnote in the original.]
11
See footnote 7, Document 181.
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Capabilities for the Mediterranean and Middle East
The planned forces are adequate to maintain the 6th Fleet in the
Mediterranean at its current strength and augment it in a period of crisis. Together with present US air and ground forces in Europe, these
forces are a strong, although not certain deterrent to major Soviet intervention in an Arab-Israeli conflict. If Soviet intervention on a scale
threatening Israeli survival did occur, however, the US would have serious problems in bringing any but naval forces to bear. Deployments
of US air or ground forces would require use of bases and overflight
rights in Greece, Turkey, Spain, Italy and France, but there is a high
probability that these rights would be denied by host governments for
political reasons. Under these circumstances, there is a good chance
that the Soviets, despite long and difficult lines of communications,
could reinforce and operate more effectively than we could so long as
the conflict were limited to Arab-Israeli territory.
Capabilities for War at Sea Against the Soviet Union
A war at sea with the Soviet Union would be likely to occur as
part of a major NATO/Pact conflict and could develop during periods
of high tension during a European or Middle-East crisis. It could also
involve a conflict at sea in the Pacific. The capability of our air and
naval forces to cope with a major Soviet effort to interdict shipping is
uncertain.
—Under a “worst case” situation losses could be great. This could
reduce our reinforcements to Europe and our ability to sustain intense
fighting as our stocks are depleted. It might also lead to serious economic consequences for our allies.
—The major modernization effort that the Navy has underway
should improve the situation, but this effort will not begin having an
effect until the mid-1970s.
Alternative Land and Tactical Air Force Postures
In looking at variations in our force posture and their costs, one
must first determine what we wish to be able to accomplish militarily
in Europe and Asia. Then the interplay of options and forces for each
theater must be considered.
NATO Options—Defense of Europe is the most demanding general purpose forces military mission. The sizing of our tactical nuclear
and conventional forces are governed largely by the demands of this
theater. The options below consider differing approaches to our basic
objective of successfully defending NATO Europe should deterrence
fail.
—We could provide an enhanced NATO capability. Given the
judgment of many that present NATO forces have only a marginal
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capability to defend Europe without “early” recourse to nuclear
weapons, steps could be taken to strengthen significantly NATO’s
forces. US actions could include buying more airlift, stockpiling more
equipment in Europe, building additional aircraft shelters, and increasing the readiness of the forces based in the U.S. to speed up their
deployment to Europe in the early months of a conflict. This might also
serve as a carrot to encourage our NATO Allies to increase their forces
and budgets, and would provide the Soviet Union greater incentive to
negotiate a satisfactory MBFR agreement.
—We could emphasize the initial defense of Europe (i.e., the first
30 to 60 days) and cut back forces deployed later. The most critical period in a European conflict may be during the opening days and weeks.
Even under the enhanced NATO capability option, we would be unlikely to have more than 8 divisions in place by M130 and 10 divisions
by M145. Given the risks during the early weeks of a conflict and
doubts about the sustaining capability of Pact and Allied forces, deployments after this time may contribute little to the outcome. For further buildup we would rely on the reserves which would be ready
about M190. The political impact of the option on NATO is uncertain.
However, deployed U.S. forces and M130 commitments would be
maintained and these are the most important politically to the Alliance.
Asia Options—The second major mission of our general purpose
forces is to deter a major PRC attack or with the help of our allies, defeat it if it occurs. Variations in our force planning for Asia depend
largely on judgments of the threat levels and capability of allied forces.
We may be more willing to take greater risks in Asia since:
—The PRC may be deterred by our overwhelming strategic and
tactical nuclear capability. Continued Soviet threat to the PRC and internal difficulties also may reduce the likelihood of Chinese military
adventurism.
—Our Allies—particularly Korea and SVN—have made great military strides and their need for direct U.S. military involvement is lessening. Depending on our assistance levels and their ability to absorb
it, we may be able to move them much further toward self reliance by
the mid-1970s.
—Regionalism also may by 1975–1980 offer a way to reduce the
need for U.S. involvement in Asian conflicts. However, this is not a
short term option, given the internal and international constraints operating in the countries in the area.
All of the options suggested below could include a significant U.S.
presence in Asia, which may be important for political as well as security reasons:
—The most demanding option would be to plan to counter high
PRC threats which include insurgency, with only a modest dependence
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on allied forces. This option could require the commitment of 9 Army
and Marine divisions, 20 tactical air wings, and supporting naval and
mobility forces. These forces cannot be provided under the FYDP without serious degradation in our NATO-oriented forces.
—We could plan a capability to counter only moderate PRC threats
in either Northeast or Southeast Asia, with only modest reliance on allies and regional cooperation. This would involve forces on the order
of 3 divisions and 10 to 15 tactical wings and supporting naval and
mobility forces. They could be provided from the present force structure. If a greater threat materialized, we would have to make a more
significant drawdown on our NATO capability until Reserves could be
mobilized.
—We could plan only to counter major conventional PRC aggression in Northeast Asia on the assumption that this is the most probable threat and our interests in that region are more critical. This would
reduce the number of land forces needed for Asia.
—We could plan against the moderate PRC threat in one or both
theaters, and rely increasingly on allied capability—especially land
forces—during the 1970s. We might also anticipate a significant regional
response in the event of a major PRC aggression. U.S. air and naval forces
would be required but land forces might not be needed later in the
decade. This option involves a significant level of risk in view of its dependence on the capability and willingness of our Asian allies.
—We could rely primarily on tactical nuclear weapons and the
conventional forces required to deliver them to deter overt PRC
aggression.
Combined Options—To determine force postures and costs, combinations of Asia and NATO strategies must be made. Three illustrative
combinations are outlined below and summarized on the enclosed
table. The costs are based on required changes to the FYDP Program
($81.6 billion).
1) A full two theater option assuming mobilization only for
NATO. It would provide the capability to counter a moderate PRC
threat in Asia while maintaining a major NATO reinforcement capability. In the event of a crisis only in Europe, we would have an enhanced capability and be able to meet or exceed the current JCS requirement. Even against the high PRC threat, our NATO reinforcement
capability would only be slightly reduced. This option would require
about 3 added Army Divisions, 4 Air Force tactical air wings and 1 carrier in addition to the FYDP. The added annual costs would be $2.5 to
$3 billion.
2) Assuming we would mobilize for an Asian contingency as well
as for NATO and that there would be a 60 to 90 day lag between
major contingencies in Asia and NATO, we could meet two major
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contingencies with fewer forces than option 1. Under these assumptions, the FYDP levels can meet a high Asia threat and once the reserves are ready we would have a major NATO reinforcement. If no
mobilization were assumed for Asia, the force could meet a moderate
Asian threat, but could only provide limited NATO reinforcements until M190, when reserve forces become combat ready.
3) If we assume a major conventional conflict in Asia is improbable, and that lesser threats can be met by allied capabilities, we may
be willing to accept the risk of a major degradation of our NATO capability should an Asian crisis occur. This option would permit reductions in the FYDP forces. The Army could be reduced by 2 divisions and tactical air levels by 4 Air Force wings and 3 Navy carriers.
The savings would be about $2 billion annually. Some limited forces
would be retained to meet peculiar Asian needs, but generally, NATOoriented forces would have to be used in the event of an Asian crisis.
Some reductions in war reserve stocks would also be feasible. Once the
reserves were mobilized we would again have a capability to reinforce
NATO, but it would be below present levels.
Illustrative Alternative General Purpose Forces
Five Year
Defense Plan
Ground Forces12
Army Divisions
USMC Divisions
Total Ground Force Divisions
Tactical Air Forces (Active)
USAF (Wings)
USMC (Wings)
Total Tactical Air Forces
Naval Forces
Carriers
FY 73 Costs13

Alternative Postures
(1)
(2)
(3)

13-1/3
3
16-1/3

16-1/3 13-1/3 11
3
3
3
19-1/3 16-1/3 14

21-1/3
3
24-1/3

26
3
29

22
3
25

18
3
21

15

16

15

12

$23B

$26B

$23B

$21B

Naval Missions and Options
Naval forces normally keep the sea lanes open and support land
and air forces in a conflict. They also play a key foreign policy role,
demonstrating our commitment and potential military capabilities. The
principal Navy missions can be grouped in two categories—Sea Control and Force Projections.
12
13

Separate and independent brigades not included. [Footnote in the original.]
Includes all general purpose forces. Excludes support. [Footnote in the original.]
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The Navy’s sea control forces consist of its anti-submarine warfare
ships and aircraft. Their mission is, with the help of allies, to keep the
sea lanes open to Europe and Asia in time of a major war, reducing
shipping losses to acceptable levels, so that our forces can be resupplied and reinforced. In addition, we would try to provide a minimum
level of economic shipping for our allies. The primary areas of operation would be the Atlantic and Pacific oceans. The Navy has a sea control mission in the Mediterranean although political/military objectives
flowing from the Arab-Israeli crisis are the dominant peacetime concern. Soviet submarines are the primary threat to the sea lanes. In areas closer to the Soviet Union, Soviet missile carrying aircraft also pose
a serious threat. The tactical air forces of the Air Force and Navy would
be used to counter the air threat.
The Navy’s projection forces consist of its carriers and tactical aircraft and the amphibious shipping for the Marines. These forces have
a peacetime and limited war mission as well as a major conflict mission. The sea control mission would be the most critical Navy mission
during a major war with the Soviets. In peacetime or lesser conflicts,
the projection mission may be more significant.
Naval Force Posture Options—There are no near term ways to improve significantly the abilities of our sea control forces to carry out
their missions. The Navy has a large scale modernization effort underway that will improve its capabilities significantly by the late-1970s.
The primary issue at the moment is whether to continue retiring the
older, World War II vessels in order to make additional funds available
for the Navy modernization effort. Alternatively we could retain these
older ships for a longer period and reduce the rate of modernization.
This would permit us to maintain a larger naval presence and defer reductions in our naval commitment to NATO. Finally, we could retain
the present ship inventories while modernizing at the higher rate. This
would meet our European political requirements at an added cost of
$60 to $370 million in FY 73, depending on the number of ships
retained.
A number of optional force postures for the Navy’s projection
forces could be considered:
—Relying on the carriers primarily for limited conflict in the MidEast and peacetime political influences. The 6th Fleet could be augmented with a third carrier in the event of a major Mid-East crisis. But
in a war with the Soviet Union of necessity we would use the carriers
for sea control missions in the Atlantic, and make land-based tactical
air available to support the southern and northern flanks.
—Redesigning our forces in the Mediterranean over the next
several years to rely primarily on submarines and smaller naval
vessels in lieu of carriers. This option has certain military advantages,
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providing adequate land based air would be available for a conflict.
Withdrawing carriers from the Mediterranean could cause serious foreign policy difficulties.
—Increased reliance on Navy tactical air in some areas in lieu of
land-based air. Under this option we would emphasize the Navy’s tactical air role in the Pacific and place reduced reliance on Air Force tactical air forces. The Air Force would orient its mission primarily to
NATO, retaining only limited forces for use in an Asian conflict.
—Amphibious lift is costly to maintain (over $500 million per
year). If it is assumed that amphibious assaults may not be needed in
a major war with the Soviets or the PRC, or that in light of the reductions in mine sweeping forces and naval gunfire, a major amphibious
assault would be difficult and costly to accomplish, we might consider
reducing amphibious lift or assign it to the reserves. Given the value
of our Marines afloat in the Mediterranean, the Caribbean, and the Pacific to react to minor contingencies, we might wish to retain sufficient
amphibious lift to support these missions. This latter option would save
about $250 million a year.
Other Factors Influencing Forces and Budgets
Forward Deployments—Political as well as military factors bear on
the design of our forces and their deployments. Forces deployed abroad
play a key role in buttressing our influence in various regions, in giving allies the confidence necessary to resist accommodations adverse
to our interests, and in intra-regional stability and cooperation. From
the standpoint of military effectiveness, however, a given deployment
may be inefficient or may even pose serious military risks. For example, under current Army planning, the division in Korea would be reduced to a brigade. Equivalent forces based in Hawaii or the U.S. would
be available for a wider range of crises and the savings could be put
to better use militarily. Yet the larger presence in Korea may lend stability to the region and encouragement to our allies.
Quality or Quantity—A small modernized force may in many cases
be more effective militarily than a bigger less modern force. It is difficult to convince allies (or perhaps even potential adversaries) of this
fact. Force size is the most visible and easily understood measure of
military power and may have a disproportionate impact on allies’ (and
perhaps adversaries’) view of our capabilities and the military balance.
Therefore, to deter our enemies and maintain allied confidence, it may
be necessary to allocate a greater share of our resources to quantity as
opposed to quality.
Capability Today Versus Tomorrow—The present Defense program
gives priority to modernization programs at the expense of numbers
of forces. In FY 72 Defense plans to spend $8 billion on research and
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development and $17 billion on the procurement of new weapons and
equipment. There are cogent reasons for this emphasis.
—The Soviet Union continues to modernize its forces. We must be
prepared to cope with the threat its forces will pose in the late 1970s.
—The rapid increase in manpower costs and All Volunteer Force
program place a premium on ways to get more effectiveness out of our
forces while reducing the number of men in uniform.
—Modernization was neglected in selected areas during Vietnam.
Nonetheless, we might consider reduced emphasis on modernization
in order to maintain larger forces in the near term. This action would
not affect force capabilities today or over the next 2 to 3 years and
would provide more immediate deterrence and permit us to maintain
larger deployments abroad. But there is a real risk that we would find
ourselves at a serious qualitative as well as quantitative disadvantage
to the Soviets in five or ten years.
Reduced modernization emphasis would not reduce outlays significantly in the near term because of the lag between program commitment and spending. Thus a sharp cut-back in the modernization
component of the FY 73 program would not significantly alleviate our
outlay problem until FY 74.
However, a commitment now to a high rate of modernization
builds up a high expenditure rate in later years. The effects of inflation
and cost growth in sophisticated weapons systems, with long development and production times will, under fixed budgets, cause enormous pressures to cut force levels. This factor should be considered in
our program planning.
Low Modernization and Readiness Program—If it is desirable to
maintain larger forces and budget pressures preclude providing
added resources, a low modernization and readiness program could
be developed. The risks of this approach are great, but it would preserve forces with their attendant foreign policy/deterrent impact.
This would provide deterrence and presence in the early 1970s at the
cost of warfighting capability and effectiveness in the mid-to-late
1970s.
—By cutting back on manning levels of units, maintenance, and
operating levels, FY 72 outlays could be reduced by about $500
million.
—Cutting back on modernization is another way to reduce outlays, but because of the many months required to develop and produce weapons, reducing the FY 73 program would not reduce outlays
significantly until the next year. However, if steps were begun in FY
72 to cancel or postpone R&D and procurement programs, outlay reductions of $1 billion in FY 73 would be possible.
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VII. Budgetary Implications of the Defense Program

There are a wide range of estimates of the force and funding levels required to implement the current national security objectives set
by the President. At the same time, overall Administration fiscal policy and the increasing demands of other federal programs require consideration of the trade-offs involved in the choice of possible defense
program levels.
Overall Fiscal Policy
In approaching the FY 73 budget, the Administration is guided by
the President’s decision to achieve a full employment balance with
outlays of $249–251B, to provide fiscal stimulation toward planned economic recovery without additional inflationary pressures. Defense
outlays at the higher levels being proposed would lead to a full employment revenue deficit unless offsetting cuts are made in nonDefense spending.
Defense recognizes that difficulties would be caused by full employment deficit; however, given the grave risks that would be entailed
by large reductions in Defense spending, believe that a deficit, or alternatively, a tax increase should be considered. Defense also points to
the positive impact the deficit would have on employment levels and
the fact that it would stimulate a higher level of economic activity.
Defense Options
DoD is still developing its five-year defense program that will serve
as the basis for the FY 73 budget. However, DoD has prepared two tentative alternative programs based on different outlay ceilings. Neither
program has been subjected to a careful program or budget review.
—The FYDP program prepared within a ceiling of $81.7B in FY 73.
—Service prepared programs within a ceiling of $79.6B.
In preparing the detailed programs at the $79.6 billion level, the
Services were directed to use the following assumptions:
—No further manpower or force adjustments in FY 72.
—No FY 73 adjustments in strategic or intelligence programs.
—No base structure reductions.
—Vietnam withdrawals continue at current rates.
OMB believes that, recognizing declining SEA costs, anticipated
Congressional FY 72 actions and projected pay and price increase in
the coming year, a considerably lower FY 1973 Defense budget will
continue to support the end FY 1972 force structure, readiness and
modernization levels. Therefore, following a budget review, Defense
programs priced at $79.6 billion and $81.7 billion can be supported at
significantly lower levels.
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Defense agrees that the proposed programs require careful review
and some reductions may be possible. Also Congressional action may
reduce FY 73 outlays, but the scope of these costs cannot be estimated
at this time. At the same time some of the reductions made by the Services in getting outlays down to the $79.6 billion level are not acceptable and unprogrammed additions such as SEA air sortie levels have
imposed unexpected costs. Therefore, it is premature to state at this
time that the FYDP or POM programs can be supported at outlay levels significantly below $81.7 or $79.6 billion.
If adjustments in Defense spending must be made, the following
list suggests illustrative reductions as well as additions to the $81.7 billion FYDP level.
Non-Force Reductions
Budget Scrub
Defer Military/Civilian Pay Raises
Reduce Civilian Manpower 10% and Close Bases
FY 72 Congressional Reductions
Modernization
R&D Reduction to FY 72 Level
Procurement Reductions (Includes Safeguard)
Readiness
Force Reductions
General Purpose Forces (Option 3)
Intelligence
Program Increases
FY 72/73 SEA Sorties
Project Transition
General Purpose Forces (Option 1)
General Purpose Forces (Options 2)

FY 73
Outlays
21.0
21.4
2.3 to 1.0
2.5 to 1.0
2.5
2.5
2.4
21.0 or 1.5
2.3
1.4 to .6
1.3
11.0 to 2.0
1.2

Defense Choices and Overall Fiscal Strategy
Within the constraint of balanced full employment budget, alternate Defense funding levels will have a direct impact upon the resources available for non-defense programs. In this context:
—the proposed FY 73 Defense budget options of $81.7 billion and
$79.6 billion would require major reductions in current non-Defense
programs (about $5 B).
—lower FY 73 Defense budget levels would accommodate continuance of a broader range of non-defense programs.
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193. Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between the Deputy
Secretary of Defense (Packard) and the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, August 12, 1971, 10:03 a.m.
[Omitted here is conversation unrelated to national security
policy.]
K: As long as I have you on the phone, what the President would
like to do is on the Defense budget he will not make a decision tomorrow. He would like you, Shultz, and I to get together next week
and tell you what he wants in capabilities and you work it out. If army
can get two divisions out of [$]500 million and if they are important if
we can get more divisions by _____ other things.
P: The air sorties level to the requirements. On presentation, yesterday Mel and I talked and he thinks he should make the presentation tomorrow. Broader strokes than I outlined to you. If you and
George and I could get together after that. We can lower figures after
force level [is determined]. Budget scrub and shifting we can do from
first of year to ? ? ? ? ? .2 We ought to come out at the level we start
from in terms of planning for (about) [$]79.6 [billion]. Get it below. Not
75 but perhaps 77.
K: I think the President will go along with 79.6. With _____3 George
has of 2 billion he can move from one year to the other.
P: Where we should come out in terms of force levels or 79.6 or
80 or 81. Make adjustments with 79.6.
[Omitted here is a brief closing exchange unrelated to national security policy.]

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone
Conversations, Box 11, Chronological File. No classification marking. All blank underscores are omissions in the original.
2
As in the original.
3
Omission in the original.
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194. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, undated.
SUBJECT
The Defense Program for FY 1973

An NSC meeting on defense strategy and fiscal guidance is scheduled for Friday, August 13, 1971. The strategic and diplomatic framework in which the decisions on the FY 1973 defense program must be
made are developed below.
I. Strategic Considerations
Despite the hopeful prospects for SALT, MBFR, and your impending voyage to China,2 the military power of the United States remains an essential underpinning to your foreign policy. That power, as
you have previously indicated, must consist of balanced, mobile, land,
sea and air forces with both nuclear and non-nuclear capabilities.
The changes that have occurred in the strategic nuclear balance—
with the USSR approaching parity with us, and with China in a position to deploy medium-range nuclear capabilities—means reduced political and military dependence on the strategic nuclear forces for the
attainment of your objectives. Nonetheless, SALT requires that we
negotiate from a strong nuclear posture and that we not give the impression of being willing to make major reductions in our forces without concessions from the other side. At the same time, in this period
of transition, the doubts and fears of our allies in Europe and Asia make
it essential that we continue to give them confidence in our nuclear
assurances.
In these circumstances, the strategic nuclear forces have three essential missions to perform:
—Deterrence of the USSR by the assurance of a second-strike capability which will cause unacceptable damage.
—Deterrence of China by the prospect of highly effective disarming strikes.
—Reassurance of our allies with the knowledge that, with our large
and growing number of deliverable warheads, we can exercise options
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–32, NSC Meeting, DOD Program, 8/13/71. Top Secret. The
memorandum bears a note indicating that the President saw it.
2
In a televised address to the nation on July 15, President Nixon announced that
he had accepted an invitation to visit the PRC. See Public Papers: Nixon, 1971, pp. 819–820.
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other than urban/industrial attacks in the event of threats to them or
to the United States itself.
Offensive forces, and particularly missiles, are the main instruments for the fulfillment of these missions. Bombers are substantially
less important, and anti-bomber defenses, without a highly effective
ABM defense, have very little role to play at all.
In Europe and Asia, we now have a considerable history of maintaining deployed theater nuclear forces. These forces continue to represent an important symbol of our commitment to the host countries
and an extension of our main nuclear deterrent as well as an extension
of conventional capabilities. Their military missions inevitably vary, depending on the theater of their location.
—In Europe, their primary function is to deter a first use of nuclear weapons by the Warsaw Pact in a land war. However, they also
represent a hedge against the failure of our conventional forces in
NATO.
—In Asia, as long as Chinese nuclear capabilities are limited and
vulnerable, they may be able to serve as a partial substitute for U.S.
ground forces.
However important the strategic and theater nuclear forces, the
general purpose forces have become central to the support of your foreign policy and strategy. Moreover, major land forces are the sine qua
non of their effectiveness. As the British have discovered, time after
time, a peripheral strategy which depends primarily on seapower cannot by itself influence events on the great continental land masses. Our
situation now is no different unless we forsake a major role in Europe
and Asia. In Europe, a great part of our influence stems from our presence on the ground and our ability to provide SACEUR with large and
timely reinforcements. Without these two elements, our allies in NATO
would feel vulnerable and insecure; short of these hostages to fortune,
the Warsaw Pact might be tempted to press against the boundaries of
Western Europe. Sea-based air and surface power simply cannot totally substitute for ground forces.
In the Mediterranean, the 6th Fleet plays an important role. But it
is vulnerable [and] if we depended only on it to affect the Arab-Israeli
conflict, we could find ourselves suddenly without influence. At a time
of transition in Asia, it is not enough for China and Japan to know that
the 7th Fleet is over the horizon. With the knowledge of Korea and
Vietnam still in mind, it is the fact of U.S. ground forces in Korea itself, in Okinawa, and in Hawaii which lends the most specific gravity
to U.S. commitments and its presence in Asia.
To emphasize the importance of land forces to your objectives is
not to depreciate other essential components of the general purpose
forces. The four main missions around which we must plan our gen-
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eral purpose forces for the foreseeable future have already occupied
much of your time.
—Deterrence of a Warsaw Pact conventional attack on NATO
Europe.
—Prevention of any dangerous shift in the balance of power in the
Middle East.
—Deterrence of an attack on the Republic of Korea.
—An honorable withdrawal from Vietnam combined with the capability for a continued or renewed presence in Southeast Asia.
All four of these major missions require us to maintain a mix of
land, sea, air, and mobility forces.
—We need strategic mobility so as to move long distances with
our central reserves and respond to rapid enemy deployments.
—We need ground forces to engage in the forward defense of
friendly territory in conjunction with our allies.
—We need tactical air forces to support the progress of our forces
on the ground.
—We need naval forces primarily to protect our sea lines of communication against enemy attack.
—We need amphibious forces to project our power to those areas
where a permanent garrison on land may be infeasible or undesirable.
I am convinced that within this framework of missions and functions, it should be possible to provide the forces necessary to support
your foreign policy objectives and to do so without any major sacrifice
in your domestic objectives or undue risk. Unfortunately, however, I
do not believe that you are being presented with a range of options
which enables you to make your own judgments on this score.
II. Strategy, Forces and Budgets
The dilemma that has been constructed for you has three horns.
—A balanced, full employment budget for FY 1973, combined with
fulfillment of your domestic commitments, will allow a residual of $77
billion for defense.
—DOD, however, takes the position that the forces required to support your policies, as they are currently formulated, will entail outlays
of $81.7 billion.
—In fact, when Secretary Laird provided fiscal guidance of $79.6
billion—only $2 billion below the DOD preferred figure—the JCS and
the Services produced a severely reduced force structure and indicated
that, in light of your policies, it would involve unacceptable risks.
You, therefore, face the issue of whether your foreign policy objectives can be supported at the necessary levels of military strength
within budget outlays of about $77 billion for FY 1973. To assist you
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in resolving this difficult issue, let me summarize the performance of
the current forces and some of the savings you could effect without
jeopardizing the essentials of political and military strength.
A. The Strategic Nuclear Forces
As of now, the strategic nuclear forces—after having absorbed a
full first strike from the USSR—could retaliate against urban/industrial targets and destroy 45 percent of the Soviet population and 75
percent of its industry. Under the same conditions, but in retaliation
against China, the forces could destroy only 10 percent of her population (because of its dispersed nature) but over 75 percent of her
industry.
In a first strike, we would have very little counterforce capability
against the Soviet offense and could not significantly limit damage to
the United States (or its allies) by offensive or defensive means, assuming that populations become targets. Against China, provided that
our target information is precise, we have the offensive capability to
destroy most Chinese land-based offensive forces. As a consequence,
even without the full Safeguard deployment, we should be able substantially to limit damage to our allies and the United States in a first
strike—at least for the next several years.
Depending on the outcome of SALT, we will have a very limited
defensive capability to limit damage to population from either large or
small attacks throughout the 1970s. Our ABM coverage from Safeguard
is likely to be limited, at best, and if a bomber attack were preceded
by a missile attack which targeted the air defenses themselves, they
probably would not even survive to exact any bomber attrition.
In light of these capabilities, it should be possible to reduce selectively some of the less essential forces committed to the strategic offense and defense.
—If we are satisfied with conservatively designed retaliatory
forces which give us the capability for assured retaliation and specialized non-urban options, we could phase-out a part of those strategic
forces that presently give us a limited but late arriving capability to destroy Soviet offensive capabilities. These reductions would include
about a quarter of our B–52 bombers. We could also hold funding for
programs such as the B–1 at FY 1972 levels.
—If we acknowledge the inability of our anti-bomber defenses to
limit damage to the United States, we could greatly reduce our interceptor and missile (SAM) forces at little loss in real effectiveness—an
action which you approved last year. Under present circumstances, a
reduction from 12 to 3 Safeguard sites would be consistent with our
current SALT position, Congressional preferences, and our ability to
add more sites later should SALT fail.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 851

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and U.S. National Security Policy

851

None of these reductions would weaken our negotiating stance at
SALT. Nor would they affect our ability to engage in large-scale urban/industrial strikes and more selective non-urban attacks against
soft targets of high value in the USSR. Against China, our capability
for disarming strikes on soft, land based missiles and bombers should
be more than sufficient for the next five years.
B. General Purpose Forces
A brief review of the major general purpose forces proposed by
the JCS and the Services in response to Secretary Laird’s fiscal guidance of $79.6 billion may be in order.
—Active ground forces are reduced to 11–12 Army and 3 Marine
divisions. This capability is not sufficient to meet an all-out Warsaw
Pact attack on NATO’s Center Region. Nor could we commit much of
the capability to assist allies in Asia against a Chinese attack without
substantially weakening—or even eliminating—the conventional option in Europe. A good case can be made that we need larger ground
forces than we now have—probably 14 Army and 3 Marine divisions—
if we are to meet a large-scale NATO contingency without relying heavily on nuclear weapons.
—Tactical air wings are actually increased from 44-2/3 to 46-2/3,
including 21-1/3 Air Force wings. Despite this, the contribution of our
tactical air forces to the outcome of any large-scale conflict is, at best,
uncertain. Moreover, we now maintain four separate air forces—one
in each Service, plus the Marines—that collectively absorb more resources and manpower than our ground forces. Reductions are possible here with little risk to our strategy or the effective performance of
essential missions. Sea-based as well as land-based tactical air could be
profitably cut back.
—Naval forces are reduced to about 550 ships (including 13 carriers) ostensibly designed for “sea control” and the “projection of
forces.” Yet the Navy faces serious problems with both of these missions. Our sea control (ASW) forces in the Atlantic are intended to
protect our lines of communication to Europe during the first 90 days
of a conventional conflict. But recent Navy analyses suggest that the
mission cannot be adequately performed during the critical first 30
days of the war, either by these forces or by larger capabilities. These
studies, I believe, are unduly pessimistic, but they do not oblige us
to ask whether we are overinvesting in ASW. Amphibious forces, on
the other hand, seem to be increasingly a capability without a credible mission. Some reduction in them, as well as in selected ASW capabilities would have little or no effect on the support of your foreign policy.
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C. Support Programs

In general, it seems clear that you can maintain your strategy and
thus support your foreign policy without major reductions in the overall performance of the general purpose forces. However, to do so will
require selective and carefully directed cuts.
Furthermore, significant reductions in our combat forces could
well be avoided entirely if we could acquire better control over the nonforce or support areas of the DOD program. Whereas the DOD budget
assumes that no reductions are possible in intelligence, support, pay
increases, and R&D, it is quite clear that major savings can be made in
these areas, and that they will not affect the combat forces that you
need. For example, while support costs consumed only 25 percent of
the DOD budget in FY 1964, they now absorb some 30 percent. The result is that our combat capabilities suffer. If we can bring our support
costs down to previous rates, savings of $3–4 billion in FY 1973 will be
feasible. Savings of this magnitude, in turn, will lower pressures to reduce the combat forces and their readiness which are so essential to
your purposes.
III. Recommendations
In light of this analysis, I recommend that you take the following
two positions at the NSC meeting:
—Defer any decision on a specific outlay figure for the FY 1973
defense budget.
—State that, after deciding on the appropriate figure, you will state
your own priorities for shaping the defense posture in accordance with
your budgetary guidance.
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195. Memorandum of Conversation1
Washington, August 13, 1971, 10:05–11:50 a.m.
SUBJECT
Minutes of NSC Meeting on Defense Strategy
PARTICIPANTS
President Nixon
Vice President Agnew
John N. Irwin, Under Secretary of State
Melvin E. Laird, Secretary of Defense
General George A. Lincoln, Director, OEP
John N. Mitchell, Attorney General
Richard Helms, Director of Central Intelligence
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, Chairman, JCS
George P. Shultz, Director, OMB
Ronald Spiers, Director, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs
David Packard, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Brig. Gen. Alexander M. Haig, Jr., Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs
Col. Richard T. Kennedy, NSC Staff
Dr. K. Wayne Smith, NSC Staff

The President: With regard to the meeting, we’ll have a presentation first from Dr. Kissinger on the issues, then we’ll hear from Mel
[Laird] and the Chiefs. I have already met with the Chiefs to get their
views and get their presentations.2
Dr. Kissinger: I will present some of the issues that were discussed
in the DPRC.3 Mel presents the budget and some aspects of these
issues. The President asked that the Defense budget be presented in
terms of missions, but the most fundamental questions are still unanswered. Substantial work needs to be done to define the purposes of
our forces.
There has been an extraordinary shift in the strategic balance since
the mid-1960’s. Until the late 1950’s we could win a general war
whether we struck first or not. Our general purpose forces could deal
with any local conflict—Cuba, for example. But today Soviet strategic
forces are far stronger. If a country has superiority, one doesn’t have to
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–110, NSC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1971–6/20/74 [3 of
5]. Top Secret. The meeting was held in the Cabinet Room of the White House. (Ibid.,
White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary) All brackets are in the original.
2
See Document 191.
3
See Document 190.
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worry about a disarming first strike. Local situations therefore take on
added significance.
Most of our strategic doctrine reflects decisions under the conditions of previous periods. Thus there are some anomalies and questions that are not yet resolved.
Let me review some of the types of forces and questions we have.
This is not intended to be all-inclusive.
First, strategic nuclear forces. What are the missions of these
forces? They are: deterrence; second-strike assured destruction; to save
American lives; a China ABM against small attacks; some counterforce
capability (particularly against Communist China); also strategic interdiction against non-urban targets.
In fact we have no disarming capability against the USSR but we
do have some against China. But we cannot use our land-based missiles against China (over USSR); we have to use our bombers and submarines. Thus we must decide whether to dedicate a part of our force.
And do we have the intelligence capability to define the targets? As
long as we have a disarming capability we can use it to regulate their
actions in local situations.
We still confront SIOP problems. We are still targeting silos without a retargeting capability. Thus we risk firing at empty holes. Why
should we use bombers to go after missiles that are already fired? The
approach of the SIOP hasn’t changed much in 10 years. Our strategic
forces are inferior in numbers but still carrying functions that are the
same as when we had superiority.
As for strategic defensive forces: Our fighters are superior in numbers to theirs, but when we send them they fight their offensive fighters. The question is why would the USSR conduct small air attacks
against the U.S. when it can do it with missiles? There are other issues
here also—what about Safeguard and SALT?
Then we come to theater nuclear forces: We still don’t have a clear
doctrine for their use. Thus we can’t define how many are needed. Why
do we depend on vulnerable short-range artillery to deliver them? How
would a war progress after the use of nuclear weapons? We have the
same problems in the Pacific. Thus the problem is not resolved as to
the types and numbers of forces that we need.
Then come our general purpose forces. Their mission is forward
defense in Europe and elsewhere to maintain a credible posture of defense. In NATO the problem has been to provide a capability of 90 days
or more of conventional defense in response to an all-out Warsaw Pact
attack. Thus the missions of the three forces—Soviet, U.S., and NATO
allies—are different.
We can’t get the allies to define what selective use of nuclear
weapons means.
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I have seen no evidence of how we will get to M160, let alone
M190—but our allies’ supplies probably won’t last that long. The problem is how the three approaches can be taken at the same time.
There is some progress here, but we still have many unsolved problems in NATO.
In other parts of the world, there is less of a problem of having a
war-fighting capability; it is more a matter of the political presence of
the United States. In Korea, our forces are important to the political
context and their withdrawal would have a political impact in Korea
and Japan. If our forces in the Pacific drop precipitously, some will see
this as a move—misinterpreting the Nixon Doctrine—to withdraw. Air
and naval forces are not enough. In the Middle East we have a similar
problem. In September 1970, the possible projection of our ground
forces was the key.
If the Army goes to 11 divisions, we will be short six divisions for
our plans in Europe and will have no strategic reserve. At 13 we are
still short of a strategic reserve.
These are some of the issues we are trying to discuss in the DPRC.
Some involve our allies, some have an impact that is psychological. If
we don’t come to grips with them, the consequences will be serious.
The Soviets are not building missiles to be nice. Somewhere their umbrella will be translated into political power. Thus we want to continue
this study.
The President: The main purpose of our forces is diplomatic wallop. The possibility of nuclear conflict is remote, because the fear of it
is so widespread. We can’t separate diplomatic power from the ability
to deny to the other side an ability to win a war without irreparable
losses.
General purpose forces are irrelevant in a nuclear war. Carriers
and ground forces have a psychological effect in areas where nations
depend on the US. That’s the reason for NATO strength in Europe;
that’s why, if it was only a trip wire, at some point it becomes incredible that the US would support them. Our military plans are probably
irrelevant but it is important that our presence be there because people see the US continuing to play a role in the world. This supports
our diplomatic posture generally. They know the minimums are political minimums.
While we are negotiating with Soviets and we may negotiate with
China, those in Europe and elsewhere who are under the US defense
umbrella get nervous. They think we may change the power balance,
and they will look elsewhere for their guarantees. Germany and Japan
both look to the US guarantees for their defense.
Mel and Dave are well aware that many in the Congress applaud
our negotiating for the wrong reasons. They think negotiating means
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no need for forces. This is clearly the wrong trend. Jackson was attacked by Lowenstein.4
We are in a position to have in effect a two-stage policy: To give
hope that we are negotiating and maybe in the long-run can reduce
our military burden. But at the same time we know we couldn’t have
come this far without a credible military posture—nor could we bug
out in Vietnam. Any possibility for continued progress in the future
with the USSR and China—who are continuing to build their military
strength—will depend on our military strength.
We have a problem of public relations. Many don’t care what position we have. We must explain our attitude and that of the unilateral
disarmers. What will the people and the Congress support? We also
have economic, budget and balance of payments problems. But I can’t
accept the argument that these must govern. There is a level beyond
which defense can’t be reduced—it is most important for diplomatic
and psychological purposes.
Secretary Laird: Our forces have the mission to deter an aggressor
and assure that the allies can fight a war. Flexibility is essential to our
diplomatic posture.
As we constrain our defense dollars, our foreign policy options are
limited.5 There are two budgets: the planned budget of $81.7 billion
and the programmed budget of $79.6 billion. I’ll show the differences
and what each one buys.
The issues that Henry raised don’t bear on FY 73—because there
are no changes in the strategic field. The JSOP budget would be $94.6
billion. We’ll also have a look at budgets of $75 and $77 billion.
The first chart6 shows a comparison of the $79.6 billion and $81.7
billion expenditure rates.
—We are not reducing strategic forces. We are at parity, and unilateral cuts would give it up. There is a modernization factor in the

4
Reference is to Senator Jackson (D–Washington) and to Representative Allard K.
Lowenstein (D–New York).
5
At his August 2 staff meeting, Laird commented “on the status of the economy.
It is not growing as anticipated and is less than its full potential. This is causing considerable problems, like the projected deficit and a trend toward 6.8 percent unemployment next year.” “With such a budget deficit and with inflation continuing,” Laird continued, “there will be pressures on the Hill, in the press, and even in the executive branch
to curtail Defense spending. Though that may make little sense from a national security
standpoint and from an economic standpoint, the net effect will be to make final formulation of the FY 1972 and FY 1973 Defense budgets all the more difficult.” (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–72–0028, Secretary of Defense Staff
Minutes, Chronological File)
6
The referenced charts were not found.
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strategic force figures. Any cut in strategic forces would signal a change
we don’t want. Therefore we have frozen it.
—Support for allies: We also have frozen this in both the planned
and programmed budgets.
—Modernization: This program must go ahead. We have been
behind. If we cut it, it would have very little effect. The program is already moving. Thus most reductions have to come from General Purpose Forces.
Chart II shows 11 rather than 13 Army divisions. This reduces our
flexibility in Asia and our NATO commitment. Marine manning would
be reduced, naval forces reduced. Air Force wings would be kept at
the same level but their readiness is cut. And it would mean a 10% reduction of Marine Air Wings.
Chart III shows that NATO requires about $14 billion, which covers forces in the US and all support in the area for support.
Sea lane control requires $9.5 billion, and swing forces $14 billion—
these are also important to NATO. The Asia force cost is $5.6 billion;
Vietnam operating costs are $1.8 billion.
Soviet naval activity is of concern. There is a great increase in their
capability, with modern ships.
Sorties rates in South Vietnam will cause a $.5 billion increase in
FY 73.
Naval reductions reduce our ability to show the flag, and they reduce the commitment to NATO. Air reductions would cut our ability
to fly sorties and cut training flights.
The priority additions to the $79.6 billion would be:
—2 Army divisions—$390 million, which is less than Westmoreland wants.
—100 Navy ships—$370 million, which is less than Zumwalt
would like.
—Naval and Air Force readiness—$190 million.
—Marine Corps crews and aircraft—$100 million.
— Southeast Asia sorties—$500 million.
In summary:
—For our strategic forces, if we seek to fulfill the requirements of
strategic sufficiency, there should be no change.
—In general purpose forces, for our presence and deterrence in
NATO, and our capability to deploy them in strategic reserves in Asia
and for sea lanes protection, I believe there is a risk in $79.6 billion because of the shortfalls. The problems will come in base structure, in
volunteer force incentives, and in military and civilian pay increase.
We could make savings of $250 million in cutting bases and $600
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million if we defer the all volunteer Army. We save $2.5 billion if we
defer the military and civilian pay increases. We must either fund at
the levels needed or change our strategy. A decrease in the forces will
limit our flexibility; further cuts below that will mean serious effects.
There are Congressional problems, but expenditures will be higher because of Congressional changes in pay, et cetera.
This is not the time to show we are backing away from our military strategy. If we do, we must make a conscious decision.
The charts show our active ground forces:
In Europe
Earmarked for Europe
In Asia
Swing

Proposed
4-1/3 divisions
4-2/3 divisions
2 divisions
3 divisions

Planned
4-1/3 divisions
4-2/3 divisions
2 divisions
5 divisions

If we decide to keep a division in Korea, it adds only $20 million.
It’s mostly a manpower problem and a slight balance of payments
problem.
Here are other charts:
—Strategic forces (two charts)
—NATO war
—Vietnamization costs $4.3 (does not include .5 air add-on.)
—North East Asia war
Dr. Kissinger: Where do we get the six divisions from?
Secretary Laird: The two US divisions in Asia and the four in strategic reserve. This means a drawdown on forces for NATO. The Presidentially-approved strategy permits it. The JCS recommend eight. This
assumes no war in Europe at the same time.
Here are further charts showing:
—Strategic defense forces
—Naval force comparison
The President: As I understand, the Soviets have 10,000 aircraft to
defend against our aircraft.
Secretary Laird/Admiral Moorer: Yes.
The President (to Director Helms): Are the Soviets increasing their
air defense?
Director Helms: Yes, and also against the Chinese.
Admiral Moorer: Yes. They have improved their systems.
The President: This is all against aircraft?
Director Helms: Yes.
Secretary Laird: We have little in air defense.
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Mr. Packard: The Soviets moved into Egypt more air defense missiles than we have.
Director Helms: They are developing better and improved interceptor aircraft.
Dr. Kissinger: In the planning for Asia, if we have two divisions:
If 1-1/3 divisions are in Korea, we have no reserve; if we have 1/3 division in Korea, we have only 1-2/3 in reserve.
Secretary Laird: We have one division in Okinawa and one in Korea and 1/3 of a division in Hawaii now.
Dr. Kissinger: Also four in South Vietnam.
Secretary Laird: We don’t go below 44,000 in South Vietnam. The
Marine division on Okinawa is committed to NATO.
Dr. Kissinger: So we can’t use it for Asian contingencies.
Secretary Laird: But we have to make the best use of our resources.
Admiral Moorer: The Secretary of Defense’s presentation was
good.
The NSSM 3 strategy7 assumed we would have swing forces. The
Soviets are a Pacific power. Thus we have to realize we would have a
problem in the Pacific if we had any problem in NATO. Thus it is not
realistic to have swing forces. The JCS figure of $91 billion is a computation based on two operations—one in NATO and one in the Pacific as well. It is based on enemy capabilities. Our forces should be
balanced to make it possible for us to react to what they can do, not
what they might do. The $79.6 program is based on an either/or capability—either operating with a NATO commitment or an Asian commitment, not both.
The President: The Chiefs’ presentation is worth seeing. I am not
going to make a decision today. I want all who haven’t seen it to do so
next week.
Mr. Irwin: You emphasized our concern: the diplomatic and psychological effects of budget reductions. We understand the problem. In
strategic forces, sufficiency must be believable to all. In NATO, we also
must maintain our commitment. Any Navy cuts should be elsewhere
than in the Mediterranean. We have been pursuing the interim Suez
agreements and our diplomatic effort must be supported by naval and
air power in the region.
In East Asia, the political and psychological factor is the most important.8 All our friends are concerned about the possible outcome of
7

See Document 45.
In an August 10 memorandum to Rogers through Johnson, Spiers expressed the
State Department’s view “that we should not make further reductions in Asia (except
Vietnam) in FY 1973 if we are to avoid undesirable political reactions in countries such
as Japan and Thailand.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970–73, DEF 1 US)
8
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the war in Vietnam and the effects on them of our China initiative.
They see a change in the power balance—our allies are watching us
closely. Therefore it is essential to maintain our flexibility and our deployments. Under either of Mel’s budgets we would be cutting one division in the Pacific. We need to maintain the divisions, the air wings
and two carrier task forces; to move any of them would unhinge our
allies there. In Japan, they are already nervous; they could be pushed
to rearm, even to nuclear armaments.
I don’t rule out reductions in the future but not in FY 73. It would
be the wrong time. Secretary Rogers called me to emphasize this. This
is his strong view.
Secretary Laird: There will be no difference in Asia in these programs. If we keep one division in Korea, then we will keep a swing division in Hawaii. If we cut Korea, then we would have a swing division in the U.S.
Dr. Kissinger: But the point is visibility. They can’t see paper earmarking. Secretary Rogers also called me.
Mr. Irwin: He agrees with that.
The President: We have to see Asia now as we saw Europe earlier.
The establishment supported our Europe/NATO policy and we defeated the Mansfield Amendment.9 If there is need to maintain 4-2/3
divisions for the Europeans’ reassurance, we must have some for assurances for our Asian allies—particularly the Japanese. We won’t lose
many of the others; they can go anywhere else but the name of the
game is Japan. They all matter, but Japan matters most. If Japan now
loses confidence in the credibility of our deterrent and our protection,
they could change.
Matak10 said that naval and air presence in Asia is not enough;
we’ve got to have ground forces. It’s the same problem as in Europe;
it’s psychological. We must find a way not to draw down the US presence to the point where our friends say the US is finished in South Vietnam and is now finished in Asia. The most important is Japan, and
how they see it.
The whole nature of the issue has changed. The relationship of interceptors, for example, is so irrelevant. Nobody in his right mind
thinks the Soviets are going to attack the US with bombers some time—
even China. Why not attack with missiles? The Air Force case here is
the weakest. We need to work out the posture problem in Asia.

9

See footnote 4, Document 185.
Sisowath Sirik Matak, Cambodian Prime Minister and Minister of National
Defense.
10
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Secretary Laird: Holding a division in Asia is not difficult. The
problem is 11 versus 13 Army divisions. This needs to be done.
Mr. Irwin: We support that.
The President: The Trust Territories are very important. We may
not be welcome any place. We need to keep this in mind.
Admiral Moorer: We want to look hard at locations for bases we
can keep.
The President: Okinawa is a case in point.
Thank you. We will discuss this again. I will give Mel some public guidance later.
Admiral Moorer: Please consider that we need balanced forces in
our general purpose forces for mutual support.
[The meeting adjourned.]

196. National Security Decision Memorandum 1281
Washington, August 16, 1971.
TO
The Secretary of Defense
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
SUBJECT
FY 1972–1974 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile

The President has approved the proposed Nuclear Weapons Stockpile for end FY 1973 and end FY 1974, except for the production of [less
than 1 line not declassified] 155-mm projectiles in FY 1974, and the proposed adjusted stockpile for end FY 1972, submitted by the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission on May 20, 1971.
A decision to proceed with the 155-mm projectile production program
is deferred pending the results of the current NSC studies concerning
tactical nuclear weapons requirements and rationale.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 364, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 97–144. Top Secret.
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Accordingly, the President approves a total stockpile of [less than
1 line not declassified] for the end of FY 1973 and a total stockpile [less
than 1 line not declassified] for the end of FY 1974. The President also
approves a total adjusted stockpile [less than 1 line not declassified] for
the end of FY 1972. This will mean a planned production by the Atomic
Energy Commission of [less than 1 line not declassified] and a planned
retirement of [less than 1 line not declassified] during FY 1973, a resulting net increase of [less than 1 line not declassified] during FY 1973 from
the adjusted FY 1972 stockpile. It further means a planned production
of [less than 1 line not declassified] and a planned retirement of [less than
1 line not declassified] during FY 1974, resulting in a net increase of [less
than 1 line not declassified] during FY 1974 from the end FY 1973 proposed stockpile.
The President directs the production and retirement of those quantities of atomic weapons and atomic weapon parts necessary to achieve
and maintain the approved stockpiles, as well as the production of the
additional parts of nuclear weapons necessary for transfer to the United
Kingdom pursuant to the agreement for cooperation.
The President authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission in coordination with the Department of Defense to initiate production of such
long lead-time nuclear warhead parts as may be necessary to prepare
for FY 1975 production of warheads required to support approved and
planned Department of Defense forces.
The President authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission to produce and transfer to the Department of Defense parts of nuclear
weapons, not containing special nuclear material, as may be agreed by
the Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of Defense. These
parts may be used in nuclear weapons, training programs, research and
development, or production.
The President authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission in coordination with the Department of Defense to make such changes in the
production and/or retirement of nuclear warheads in FY 1972–1974 as
may be necessary to reflect changes in Atomic Energy Commission
material availabilities, production/retirement capabilities, or quality
assurance requirements, or as a result of related changes in military requirements, so long as the quantity of warheads involved in any single action does not exceed [less than 1 line not declassified] for FY 1972,
[less than 1 line not declassified] for FY 1973, or [less than 1 line not declassified] for FY 1974. The President further authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission in coordination with the Department of Defense to
make changes in the production and/or retirement of nuclear warheads
in FY 1972–1974 as may be necessary to reflect changes (not to exceed
610%) in each year in strategic offensive, strategic defensive, tactical
and fleet anti-submarine/anti-air warfare warheads totals as may be
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required by the Department of Defense because of changes in military
requirements or adjustments in delivery assets. Any such changes
above indicative of a major or a significant shift in defense policy, force
capability, or Atomic Energy Commission production capabilities will
be submitted for the President’s approval.
The President authorizes the Department of Defense to designate
as retired and to retain custody of nuclear warheads for a period of up
to one year from the date the designation is made if necessary to reduce Atomic Energy Commission requirements for weapons storage
during periods of high production workload at Atomic Energy Commission assembly facilities.
The FY 1973–1975 stockpile approval request should be submitted
with the Department of Defense nuclear weapons deployments request
in February, 1972. In addition to the information and displays of the
type contained in enclosures 1, 2 and 3 of the FY 1972–1974 stockpile
approval request,2 the following information should be included:
—The number and general type of nuclear weapons required to
support approved U.S. and NATO war plans, including the SIOP,
SACEUR’s General Strike Plan and U.S. contingency war plans involving the possible use of nuclear weapons.
—The number and type of nuclear-capable delivery forces
(bomber, fighter, missile, artillery, etc.) in approved Department of Defense force structure plans associated with each general type of nuclear
weapon. This information should be in sufficient detail to indicate loading factors of specific weapon delivery systems.
—The rationale for nuclear weapons stockpile components in
terms of the number and type of threat targets, the number and type
of weapons required to attack these targets and the results expected to
be achieved against enemy capabilities.
—Rationale for the production of new weapons to be introduced
into the stockpile during the time period of the request. Total program
costs and production schedule should be included.
Several National Security Council studies are underway concerning future strategic and tactical nuclear weapons postures and re-

2
Packard and Seaborg’s undated memorandum to President Nixon regarding the
FY 1972–1974 nuclear weapons stockpile includes the following three enclosures: Proposed FY 1972–74 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile, Warheads Required to Support Quality
Assurance and Reliability Testing Programs, and Summary of Special Nuclear Materials
Requirements for FY 1972–FY 1974 Nuclear Weapons Program. (Ibid., NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H–226, NSDM 128)
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quirements.3 When completed, these studies may lead to decisions that
will result in changes to the size and composition of the nuclear
weapons stockpile. Therefore, the stockpile requests herein approved
for FY 1973 and FY 1974 may be subject to change in the future.
Henry A. Kissinger

3
NSSM 64, “U.S. Strategic Capabilities,” July 8, 1969, is Document 41. NSSM 65,
issued on July 8, 1969, and entitled “Relationships Among Strategic and Theater Forces
for NATO,” initiated studies of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons capabilities and rationale
in the European theater. NSSM 65 is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XLI, Western Europe; NATO, 1969–1972. NSSM 69, issued on July 14
and entitled “U.S. Nuclear Policy in Asia,” is Document 42.

197. Editorial Note
On August 19, 1971, the Central Intelligence Agency issued a memorandum to holders of National Intelligence Estimate 11–3–71, “Soviet
Strategic Defenses.” (Document 178) The memorandum provided updated intelligence regarding those sectors of Soviet strategic defense
where significant new developments had occurred, including anti-ballistic missile and anti-satellite defenses. According to the memorandum, “major new construction has been identified at two of the four
previously dormant launch complexes of the Moscow anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system, and at the site of one of its two large acquisition
and target tracking radars.” Moreover, construction continued “at a
high level” at a major ABM research and development launch facility
at Sary Shagan, including assembly of an engagement radar capable of
tracking incoming targets and interceptor missiles and testing of a
faster exoatmospheric, long-range ABM interceptor.
As for anti-satellite defense, the memorandum reads as follows:
“The Soviet program to develop and test an orbital interceptor system
has progressed significantly. In addition to the increased pace of intercept testing—two satellite intercept tests were conducted in the first
half of 1971, bringing the total to six—we now believe that the scope
of the program is much broader than previously estimated. The 1971
tests have demonstrated progress in attaining mission flexibility.” CIA
analysts, though unsure when an orbital interceptor system would become operational, believed “that satellites which pass over the USSR
at any inclination and below altitudes of 1,000 miles could now be vulnerable to this system.”
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The memorandum continues, “In the light of the recent acceleration of orbital intercept testing, we have reviewed the bases of our judgment concerning the likelihood of Soviet interference with US satellites. We still believe it highly unlikely that the Soviets would undertake
widespread and continuing destructive attacks against US satellites in
peacetime. We rate the chances for selective or sporadic attacks nearly
as low. We doubt that the Soviets would launch attacks against US
satellites prior to the initiation of hostilities. The repeated demonstration of a non-nuclear anti-satellite capability against targets up to about
500 miles, however, gives the Soviets an option on which they can rely
should they ever decide to take such action.” (Central Intelligence
Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A) The text of the memorandum is
in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).

198. National Intelligence Estimate1
NIE 11–8–71

Washington, October 21, 1971.

SOVIET FORCES FOR INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK
The Problem
To assess the strength and capabilities of Soviet forces for intercontinental attack, to estimate their size and composition through mid1976, and to forecast general trends thereafter.
Summary and Conclusions
I. Present Status of Soviet Intercontinental Attack Forces
General
A. The intercontinental attack forces considered in this paper include intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and heavy bombers. In the course of the past

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret; [codeword not declassified]. The CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of
State and Defense, the AEC, and the NSA participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate with the concurrence
of all members of the USIB except the representative of the FBI, who abstained on the
grounds that it was outside his jurisdiction. The table of contents is not printed. The full
text of this NIE is in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
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10 years, the Soviets have engaged in a vigorous and costly buildup of
these elements of their military establishment. As a result of this effort,
the Soviets had operational on 1 October 1971 an estimated 1,375
launchers at regular ICBM complexes, 440 SLBM launchers, and 195
heavy bombers and tankers. To this may be added (1) 120 SS–11 launchers at Derazhnya and Pervomaysk which, though possibly intended
for use against European targets, are nevertheless capable of reaching
the US, and (2) 88 ICBM launchers at test or training sites. When all
construction now under way on currently operational systems is completed by late 1973, the Soviets will have 1,407 launchers at regular
ICBM complexes, including 288 of the large SS–9 type; about 750
SLBMs, including about 650 on Y-class submarines; and 190 heavy
bombers and tankers. During the past year, it appeared that the largescale deployment programs of the 1960’s had run their course and that
no further deployment of existing ICBMs was planned. Construction
of new types of silos which we believe to be underway, however, may
indicate a new phase of deployment.
B. We believe that construction of two, possibly three, new types
of silos is underway at the test center at Tyuratam and at some complexes in the field. The purpose of the new silos is not clear. They may
be intended to house wholly new missiles, variants of present missiles,
or existing types in a program aimed at increased survivability. Some
may not be intended for missiles at all. We believe that at least one new
missile system has been under development for some time and is probably nearing the flight test stage; it may be intended for one of the new
types of silos. It would require about two years of testing to reach initial operational capability.
C. Production of the Soviets’ 16-tube Y-class ballistic missile submarine has continued apace. We estimate that these submarines are
now being built at the rate of about nine per year. There probably are
now 23 operational, five or perhaps six in various stages of fittingout and sea trials, and another 12 on the building ways. Besides the
nuclear-powered Y-class, there are missile submarines of earlier design
which could contribute to the intercontinental attack mission.
D. The USSR has not, in recent years, shown equal interest in
manned bombers of intercontinental capability. No heavy bombers are
currently in production, and the design of types now in service—the
Bear and Bison—dates from the 1950s. Testing of a new strategic
bomber—the Backfire [less than 1 line not declassified]—is probably well
under way, however, and the first units could be operational by late
1973 if equipped with existing weapons. All but the Air Force believe
that this aircraft is best suited for use against Europe and Asia; the Air
Force believes that it is suitable for both intercontinental and peripheral operations.
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E. The Soviet system of command and control has been considerably improved over the past decade, and it is now flexible, reliable,
and highly survivable. It permits Moscow to exercise highly centralized control over the Soviet forces for intercontinental attack. Soviet
writings have considered a number of circumstances under which the
order to fire might be given; there is little evidence from these or other
sources that the Soviets consider a bolt-from-the-blue first strike a
workable strategy, or that they think a US first strike likely. In the event
of war, the primary mission of the Soviet strategic attack forces would
probably be the classic one of destroying the enemy’s war making potential: ICBM launchers and launch control facilities, submarine and
bomber bases, command posts, communications and power facilities,
and industrial centers.
The Principal Types of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles
F. The SS–11 Mod 1, by far the most numerous of Soviet ICBMs,
is estimated to have a circular error probable (CEP) at intercontinental
range of [less than 1 line not declassified] and a yield [less than 1 line not
declassified] range. Thus it is a weapon best suited for use against soft
targets—cities, industrial installations, and some military targets. It can
reach all parts of the US, but has also been tested to ranges as short as
500–600 n.m., indicating much flexibility in its possible uses. In 1969,
testing began on two versions of a modified SS–11 having greater throw
weight and increased range. One, the Mod 2A, has a new re-entry vehicle (RV), a warhead probably yielding about [less than 1 line not declassified] and what are probably one or more exoatmospheric penetration aids. The other, the Mod 2B, has three RVs which are not
independently targetable. Each RV has a warhead with an estimated
yield [less than 1 line not declassified]. The SS–11 remains a soft target
weapon; the two new versions are most likely intended to improve the
system’s ability to penetrate antiballistic missile defenses.
G. The SS–9 exists in four variants: Mod 1, which carries an RV
weighing about 9,500 pounds; Mod 2, whose RV weighs about 13,500
pounds; Mod 3, which has been tested both as a depressed trajectory
ICBM (DICBM) and as a fractional orbit bombardment system (FOBS);
and Mod 4, which carries three RVs. Leaving Mod 3 aside for the time
being, our analysis of evidence on the capabilities of Mods 1, 2, and 4
turns up some perplexing problems.
H. There is general agreement that the SS–9 was developed, early
in the 1960s, to provide better accuracy and a larger payload than the
SS–7, presumably for use against hard targets—i.e., the US Minuteman
system. The Mod 1 appears reasonably well adapted for this purpose.
In 1965, however, the Soviets began to test the Mod 2, which, with its
heavier payload, was estimated to have a yield [less than 1 line not declassified]. These tests were pursued with great vigor, and the Mod 2

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 868

339-370/B428-S/40011

868

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

was actually deployed before the Mod 1. [4 lines not declassified] But the
Mod 2 has never in its numerous flight tests actually demonstrated
enough range to reach any Minuteman complexes. We believe that its
demonstrated range could be increased sufficiently to cover all of them
by using up more of the available propellant, removing telemetry packages, etc. Yet it remains curious that the Mod 2, alone among ICBMs
except the SS–13, has never been tested to what we would presume to
be its intended operational range.
I. The kill probability of a missile against hard targets is more sensitive to accuracy than to yield. The accuracy of the SS–9 cannot be ascertained from observations. It must be deduced [2 lines not declassified]. Depending upon the assumptions used and the statistical
techniques employed, various results may be obtained. In the Intelligence Community, opinions as to the CEP of the SS–9 range from a low
of 0.4 n.m. to a high of 0.7 n.m. The significance of these differences is
considerable.2 It is generally agreed that in actual operational employment, accuracies in the force as a whole would be somewhat
poorer.
J. In sum, with respect to the capability of the SS–9 Mod 2 against
Minuteman, we have estimated that it can have sufficient range to reach
all targets even though such range has not been demonstrated in tests.
We see no reason to doubt that in the event of general war the Soviets
would use it for whatever it could accomplish against the Minuteman
system. But, the Soviets would have to deploy several times the present number of SS–9 Mod 1s and Mod 2s, with their present capabilities, before achieving a force which would pose a serious threat to the
Minuteman force as a whole. This brings us to a consideration of the
Mod 4.
K. In August 1968, the Soviets began testing the SS–9 Mod 4, carrying three RVs. By April 1970, they had conducted 17 tests, about the
usual number for a missile before it goes into operational deployment.
In these tests, the three RVs [2 lines not declassified] were not independently targetable, and the weapon as tested was not a multiple
independently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV). [less than 1 line not
declassified] and there was no evidence that the Mod 4 had been operationally deployed.
L. In October 1970, tests resumed, and by 5 November there had
been four more. One of these was like the earlier tests; one was a fail-

2
See paragraphs 32, 33, and 34 for a discussion of the effect of differences in accuracy and yield. [Footnote in the original. Paragraphs 32–34 discuss the SS–9’s accuracy and yield in terms of its projected ability to disable Minuteman launch silos and
launch control centers by rendering them incapable of launching a missile, with the probability of achieving the desired result improving with increased accuracy.]
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ure. The two others exhibited [2 lines not declassified]. This led us to
point out in NIE 11–8–70, “Soviet Forces for Intercontinental Attack”,
dated 24 November 1970,3 Top Secret, Restricted Data, that a system
of the type implied by preliminary analysis of these tests could have
the capability of attacking independently three separate targets, [2 lines
not declassified]. In-depth analysis of the four latest tests has cast doubt
on the preliminary judgment of last year that the Soviets appeared to
be testing a MIRV. There are now divided views: some agencies believe
that the Mod 4 is and will remain a soft target multiple re-entry vehicle (MRV); others believe that it could be either an MRV or an MIRV
with limited targeting flexibility; still others think that it was intended
to be an MIRV, but that development may have been discontinued.4
No further tests of the Mod 4 have taken place since last fall. [less than
1 line not declassified] there are indications that the Mod 4 is being deployed at one SS–9 complex. All are agreed that if this is so, what is
now being deployed is an MRV.
M. Returning now to the SS–9 Mod 3, as observed above it has
been tested both as a DICBM and as a FOBS. In neither form does it
have sufficient accuracy to attack hard targets effectively; its apparent
function would be to attack soft strategic targets, avoiding early detection by the US Ballistic Missile Early Warning System. (New US
warning systems give promise of reducing or eliminating this advantage.) The Mod 3 appears to have limited capability as a FOBS. It is
agreed that it has been deployed only to a very limited extent, and that
its future deployment, if any, will also be limited.
II. Soviet Policy and Future Programs
N. The broader reasons for the USSR’s energetic buildup of intercontinental attack forces are neither complex nor obscure. In the
early 1960s the Soviet leaders, politically and ideologically hostile to
the US, and thinking and behaving as rulers of a great power, perceived
that in this particular respect their military forces were conspicuously
inferior to those of their most dangerous rival, the US. Consequently,
they set themselves to rectify the imbalance—to achieve at a minimum
a relation of rough parity. Parity in this sense cannot be objectively
measured; it is essentially a state of mind. Such evidence as we have,
much of it from the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), indicates

3

Document 160.
See paragraph 52 for a detailed presentation of the positions of the various agencies. [Footnote in the original. According to paragraph 52, the CIA and the State Department believed that the Mod 4 was a soft target MRV; DIA and the Air Force held
that it could be either an MRV or an MIRV with limited targeting flexibility; and the
NSA, Army, and Navy maintained that it was intended to be an MIRV, but that development may have been discontinued.]
4
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that the Soviet leaders think that they have now generally achieved
this position, or are about to achieve it.
O. Many aspects of the present force structure are also susceptible to simple and probably correct explanation. The Soviets built a large
number of ICBMs in order to match—and now to surpass—the number of US ICBMs, and also to increase the probability that many would
survive an initial US attack. They built missile-launching submarines
which are highly survivable when deployed, and they retained a
manned bomber force as yet another option. The intercontinental attack force is obviously capable of being used in war, but there is no
reason to believe that the Soviet leaders intend deliberately to make
nuclear war. The force is an attribute of power, an instrument to support policy, a deterrent to the US.
P. Certain features of the Soviet system have affected the way in
which decisions are made, and by whom. In the case of military policy and programs, decision-making is probably centered on two key
elements—the military and military-industrial authorities who formulate new programs, and the top political leaders. The latter have the final say, but they must operate in a context of other forces and take
them into account. Decision-making appears to involve clusters of
advisory and executive bodies which are likely, at times, to be in competition with one another. Bureaucratic pressures, conflicts, and constraints may be heavy on occasion. We think it unlikely that observed
Soviet programs are the product of a carefully thought out strategy or
rationale which is undeviatingly executed. It is probably fair to say that
the system is characterized by conservatism, both in making new proposals and in disposing of them.
Q. Looking to the future, we have little basis in evidence for estimating the content of specific decisions on strategic policy or particular weapon programs. It seems clear that the Soviet leaders intend to maintain at a minimum such forces as will continue to give
them—in their own phrase—a sense of “equal security” with the US.
One method of doing so might be through an arms limitation agreement; they appear seriously interested in this possibility. We do not
know whether an agreement will be reached, or on what terms. If it
were indeed concluded, the development of Soviet intercontinental
attack forces would be subject to its terms. While we have given consideration in this Estimate to possible effects of a SALT agreement,
we confine ourselves mainly to a consideration of the situation in the
absence of agreement.
R. With the general attitudes and policies of the USSR being what
they are, it might seem obvious to infer that the Soviet leaders will
strive to achieve marked superiority over the US in strategic weaponry.
We do not doubt that they would like to attain such a position. The
question is whether they consider it a feasible objective—whether they
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believe the chances of success good enough to justify allocation of the
necessary resources, adjustment to the political implications of an allout arms race, and acceptance of the risk that instead of surpassing the
US they might fall behind, especially in the technological competition.
They might, in any case, think it feasible to seek a strategic posture
that, while falling short of marked superiority, makes clear that the Soviets have advantages over the US in certain specific areas. For example, they can now claim an advantage in numbers of ICBM launchers.
Whether or not such advantages are significant militarily, they help to
dramatize the strategic power of the Soviet Union.
S. But even if Soviet intentions go no further than maintenance of
“equal security”, their arms programs are bound to be vigorous and
demanding. This is in part because Soviet leaders must have an eye
not to what forces the US has at present, but to what it can have, or
may have, in future years. In this respect, they are likely to be cautious—to overestimate rather than underestimate the US threat. Moreover, the weapons competition nowadays is largely a technological
race; the USSR is impelled to press forward its research and development lest it be left behind. Soviet weapon programs also tend to attain
a momentum of their own; the immense apparatus of organizations,
installations, personnel, vested interests, and so on, tends to proceed
in its endeavors unless checked by some decisive political authority.
T. On the other hand, there are constraints upon Soviet arms programs. The most obvious is economic; resources are not unbounded;
the civilian economy demands its share; one weapon system competes
with another for allocations; and intercontinental attack forces compete
with strategic defense and general purpose forces. The various bureaucracies with interests in one or another area compete partly with
rational argument and partly in sheer political infighting. Soviet leaders must also consider how far they may wish to press their own programs lest they provoke countervailing programs in the US. And they
must assess not only the present and future US threat, but also that
from China, and elsewhere.
U. While the foregoing considerations probably govern the nature
of Soviet decisions as to future weapon programs, they provide us with
little or no basis on which to estimate in detail what these programs
will be. We have never had solid evidence on the problem, and there
is no reason to expect that we shall have such evidence in the future.
Moreover, in the present era the rapidity of technological advance tends
to produce especially vigorous action and reaction between military
programs of the USSR and the US.
V. Yet the possibilities are not unlimited, certainly in the next five
years or so. For one thing, intercontinental weapon systems are of such
complexity that their development, testing, and deployment take a long
time. We can observe the testing phase, and thus project potential
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deployments. It usually takes about two years from the time we observe the first flight test of a new ICBM until that system becomes operational in the field. The interval for SLBMs is about the same or
longer, and for bombers it is much longer. We can therefore estimate
with much confidence that the kinds of weapon systems deployed by
the Soviets during the next two years or so will be those already in operation or in the late stages of development. Even in the period from
two to five years from now the force will be composed largely of existing kinds of delivery vehicles, but it could change substantially by
the end of the period of this Estimate.
W. Because of the lead times involved in construction and deployment, we can also be highly confident of the number of launchers
of intercontinental weapons which will be operational for periods up
to about two years from now. Thereafter uncertainty increases as the
time period of projection increases. Some reasonable limits to this uncertainty can nevertheless be derived from our knowledge of past deployment rates, especially those obtaining at a time when the Soviets
appeared to be making a particularly vigorous effort.
X. The most significant developments in Soviet forces for intercontinental attack during the next several years will probably lie in
qualitative improvements to the ICBM force. The most important of
these are likely to be in accuracy of missiles, in MIRVs for them, and
in survivability.
1. Accuracy. There is still no direct evidence that the Soviets are
taking the steps that would be required for them to improve significantly the accuracy of their ICBMs. Improvements sufficient to give
system CEPs of about 0.25 n.m. could come about through normal advances in present technology, but an improvement to say 0.15 n.m.
would require the Soviets to go to wholly new techniques of guidance.
Whether they decide to do this will depend on their future targeting
requirements and particularly on how much stress they place on improving capabilities to attack land-based ICBMs.
2. Multiple Independently Targetable Re-entry Vehicles. We continue
to believe that the Soviets will develop MIRVs for their ICBMs. We expect a flight test program to start soon involving a new missile with
MIRVs and with better hard target capabilities than the SS–9. About
two years of testing would be required for this missile to achieve an
initial operational capability. The Soviets probably could develop
MIRVs based on the technology of the SS–9 Mod 4 with only one year
of flight testing, but such MIRVs could not, in so short a time, be made
more accurate than the present SS–9—that would require an improved
guidance system and about two years of flight testing. Although there
are differences of opinion on the future of the SS–9 Mod 4, all agree
that it is unlikely to be developed as a hard target weapon if a new
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missile with hard target MIRVs is in fact to become available in the
next two years or so.
3. Survivability. The USSR’s concern about the survivability of its
ICBM force is likely to increase, as the US deploys increasingly large
numbers of independently targetable RVs. In addition to the employment of active defenses, survivability can be achieved through hardness and mobility. The new silos which are believed to be under
construction will probably be harder than existing types. The Soviets
may also pursue development of land-mobile ICBMs, but we believe
this less likely than we did a year ago.
Y. With respect to ballistic missile submarines, the Soviets already
have about 40 Y-class units in service or under construction, and may
continue this program for some time. By the end of 1973 the Soviets
will have as many launchers on Polaris-type submarines as the US, and
these launchers will constitute a substantial portion of their forces for
intercontinental attack. A new missile, the 3,000 n.m. range SS–NX–8,
has been undergoing flight testing since June of 1969. Although this
missile would be a substantial improvement over the 1,300 n.m. SS–N–6
now carried by the Y-class, the SS–NX–8 appears too large to be carried by Y-class submarines as they are currently configured, and we
have yet to identify a new submarine class which might be designed
to carry this missile. If the Soviets do in fact deploy a new submarine
for the SS–NX–8, the first units probably could not reach operational
status until about 1975, by which time the Soviets could have SLBMs
equipped with penetration aids or multiple warheads, possibly including MIRVs. As an alternative to a new class of submarines, the Soviets might develop a new missile of extended range (at least 2,000
n.m.) for the present Y-class. If so, the first retrofitted Y-class unit probably could not be operational before late 1974, even if testing of a new
missile began soon.
Z. The present fleet of intercontinental manned bombers will
probably remain about the same size or diminish only slightly up to
the mid-1970’s. In time, however, increasing numbers of aircraft in the
current inventory are likely to be phased out. We believe that the Backfire is best suited for peripheral operations, but that it may have some
capability for intercontinental attack. If so, it could be used to replace
or augment existing elements of the intercontinental bomber force, provided a suitable tanker force were also developed. All but the Air Force,
however, believe that our knowledge of this aircraft is still too limited
to justify a confident judgment of its capabilities and future employment. The Air Force believes that the capabilities of the Backfire indicate a Soviet intent to employ the aircraft in both intercontinental and
peripheral operations.
[Omitted here is the 60-page Discussion section of the estimate,
which includes the following parts: Deployment of ICBMs, the SS–9,
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SS–11, SS–13, Dimensions and Directions of R&D on ICBMs, SLBMs,
Heavy Bombers and Tankers, Soviet Intercontinental Attack Forces:
Concepts for Use, Decision-making in the USSR, and Illustrative Future Forces. Also omitted are two annexes: a glossary of missile terms
and the Estimated Characteristics and Performance of Soviet Intercontinental Weapon Systems.]

199. Conversation With President Nixon1
Washington, October 27, 1971.
Nixon: What I’m only interested in is the figure that the Defense
Department is asking for, and the figure that [unclear] is asking about
for guidance and what comes out of it. Just take a couple of minutes
and say whatever it is so that John [Connally] is aware of the choices,
like you did the other day.
Shultz: Well we have had four things going on. Mel Laird has been
talking publicly about a budget of [$]80 billion plus, and encouraging
the Chiefs more or less in that direction.
Nixon: Let me ask you, is that authorization to spend any more
gold?
Shultz: I believe he is talking in terms of outlays, but he just talks
about an $80 billion budget.
Nixon: All right.
Shultz: And so that gives us some room for maneuver there. But,
that’s one thing. The second thing that’s going on is the traditional joint
review involving the Secretary’s staff and the OMB staff is going
through the items to try to get—as they do every year. That’s David
Packard’s process over on the Defense side. And the third thing that’s
going on is something that David, Henry, and I got started after the
last meeting we had with you back in, [I] can’t remember my times
anymore, back in August some time,2 and there we have three staff
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Record of Conversation among Nixon, Connally, Kissinger, Ehrlichman, Shultz, Weinberger, and Haig, Oval Office, Conversation No. 604–6. No classification marking. The
editor transcribed the portion of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. This conversation was part of a longer one that took place from 3:07 to 3:40 p.m.
(Ibid., White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
2
An apparent reference to President Nixon’s July 23 meeting on the budget. See
Document 188.
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people taking up significant issues, such as the air defense issues, which
is the one that’s furthest along, and trying to get a joint decision being
reviewed on a major policy issue. That decision will sort of underlie
what goes under the budget. Then, because it seems that the public
posture of the Defense budget was moving so fast, at such a high level
relative to what we had thought. You remember your guidance of last
summer was [$]75 billion, although that was, you specified, subject to
review and so on. In the NSC staff and the OMB staff, Henry and I put
a study in place trying to estimate what we thought was a Defense outlay number compatible with the foreign policy objectives as you set
them and as Henry interpreted them to us. The Laird process is going
on within the number, the two in between processes are starting, they
are spinning away on particular issues, they don’t have an outcome.
Although our own OMB–NSC–Defense staff group is fairly well along.
The exercise that Henry and I conducted that was reported to you last
week when we discussed that, sees a content in the neighborhood of
$77 to 77.5 billion as compatible with the foreign policy objective. I
would suggest talking about [the] content side. We have, at the same
time, an ability through the management of outlays during the year,
starting now, and what we did in the ‘71 budget, to move the actual
number that can be put in the budget you send out. We can move the
outlays down by a billion and a half to two billion or we can move
them up just by sheer outlay management that is not going to affect
the content of what is bought or the force structure, or anything of that
kind. It can have an impact on the cosmetics of the budget. If we desire to have the budget get down into the full [unclear]. We always
have that flexibility.
Nixon: What is the situation in regard to what we can say? I think
we have here, as much as anything else [unclear]. Now Laird, having
moved out [unclear], which, of course puts us in a position that if you
go substantially below that, the indication is that, well, we are shortchanging on defense for budgetary reasons. Now we’re [unclear—interested?] not only in what can we get to, get within the full point of
reference and all that business. How is it going to affect the economy?
But we are also extremely interested [unclear] the defense budget and
so on. [unclear] And it also will give us a strong bargaining position
with the Soviet as we go forward with the arms talks. Now on that
score [unclear]. And having asked that question, let me say, as I understand it, in any event what we’re doing is going to be involved,
cutting back on air defense and some of the obsolete stuff that we are
doing—
Shultz: I think that is the way, which, as we talk about it, we would
get down below the Defense level. I think that is the primary way in
which we can do it.
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Kissinger: I don’t think we would help ourselves, Mr. President,
if we, in order to get to a certain level, maintain forces for which we
have no rationale.
Nixon: Henry, I couldn’t agree more.
Kissinger: I must say on the trip,3 having had a chance to do some
thinking, and I worked with George on these figures, and they’re good
figures. They are all defensible figures. But as I think about the strategic buildup of the Soviet Union at this moment, of which the facts are
going to become more and more known as the year goes on, and some
of its aspects worry me even more than the publicized ones. For example, we always used to think that we ran no risks in ABM limitations because it would take them three years to build radars and then
it would [unclear] the radar development. We could then—
Nixon: Catch up.
Kissinger: Catch up. Well, they’ve now developed a radar which
is transportable so [unclear]. So we might even find ourselves confronted with a very rapid radar—ABM radar development—some day.
So while [unclear] a year in which you have to talk to them, whether
we shouldn’t keep in mind some additional radars, and also, of course,
when you see the Chinese they have [unclear] and sense of purpose.
For all these reasons, and this is, George, I hate to say, not in accord
with what we discussed before, I was wondering whether the President wants to give us another week to look at this again, not in order
to restore things, which ought to be out in any event, such as the
[unclear].
Nixon: There it’s out.
Kissinger: But what if you wanted to go into the [$]80 billion vicinity? Whether we could rationally do something that would really be
helpful and would particularly help us in these negotiating situations,
which we’ll be confronted with next year.
Nixon: Well, let me say this, that just simply having [$]80 billion
on a ledge means spreading it as we always have among the three services, so that the Army [unclear] more and more stars, and the Air Force,
of course, will have more people going to the Academy. I know what
it all involves.
Kissinger: Right.
Nixon: No. Never. I mean, goddamnit, we’ve got to use the budget
process for the purpose of shaping that service violently into some rational strategic concept—air defenses, what are they? I mean, it’s a

3

Kissinger traveled to China for the second time October 16–26.
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waste of money. You know it. Everybody knows it. Nobody—the Soviet Union is not going to attack the United States. Not at this time,
when they’re putting all their eggs in the missile basket, with a few
bombers coming across the Pole. You know? Correct?
Kissinger: Absolutely.
Nixon: And that naturally is much better for the flyboys just like
it was great for the battleship admirals. They hate to give up those
things. The flyboys love to have those marvelous interceptors. Well,
what the hell good are they?
Kissinger: [unclear] against a massive bomber attack coming across
the Pole, which is the only one they’ve used.
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: If they do use a bomber attack. But it’s 100 percent
irrational.
Nixon: The second thing is with regard to the Army [unclear], the
NATO forces and all the rest. [unclear] I don’t think it’s going to influence the Soviet one damn bit to have another army division. Not
one damn bit. [unclear] On the other hand, if out of this could come,
if out of the additional money—this is the thing I want to know—out
of whatever additional money [unclear], we’re going to get some real
added strength to our strategic capability, either on the defensive or
offensive side, something that we can negotiate with, that to me would
make a hell of a lot of sense at this point. But I’ve never seen anything
proposed that way. Nobody has ever proposed building more Polaris.
Nobody has ever proposed building more Minuteman. Nobody, as I
understand, is proposing that we add to our ABM force, correct? So
how does all this, I don’t see how all of this is going to be relevant,
Henry, to our bargaining position and also to the problem. Now let me
just add one point [unclear], this miserable intelligence community,
which, of course, two years ago said there was no threat at all from the
Soviet [unclear]. And they’ve had television commentators on showing hundreds and hundreds of new holes all over the Soviet Union and
just scaring the living bejeezus out of the people who seem to be saying, “What’s going to go in those holes?” Something will. And one day
we’ll wake up and the Soviet will be looking down our throats. That
was on four weeks ago. CBS after all [unclear] normally is on the
peacenik side.
Kissinger: It’s not hundreds, but it’s close to a hundred.
Nixon: Well, whatever it is, whatever it is, you see my point is we
confront two different problems. First we confront the reality of what
we really need. That’s one thing. But if what we really need is not
enough to give the American people the assurance that they have an
adequate defense, and therefore we become vulnerable on the political side, forget it. It’s not enough. And if what we really need is not
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enough to give us the proper bargaining position with the Soviet, in
these very important talks—
Kissinger: And the Chinese.
Nixon: Well the Chinese, yes, that’s right. Even though they are
far away from us from a strategic standpoint. They’re quite aware of
the fact that they’re—
Kissinger: But that’s where the infantry divisions have some—
Nixon: Well I suppose, yes, you’ve got to have something over
there. That we’re not getting out of Asia and that sort of thing. Those
are the things, John [Connally?], that I’d like. Now assuming that we
go this way, with a higher budget, we run two risks. One is, of course,
that, well, let’s face it, either you unbalance the budget more, but we’re
only talking, basically as I see it, by $2 or 3 billion. That’s the number.
Or, and unless you do this anyway, we have to tax more. As far as the
inflationary effect of $2 or 3 billion [unclear]—and incidentally, let me
say that all of this may be totally moot, because if you get it down to
that silly Congress, they’re very likely to cut it back anyway, despite
all—particularly as we go over the arms talks and so forth. You see,
John, we have this interesting thing. Our very good right wing friends
are yakking their heads off about our defense budget not being adequate.4 And yet, on the other hand, when we fought the battle for ABM,
we fought the battle against the Mansfield amendments,5 the ones that
would involve NATO and the rest, they were nowhere to be seen. They
don’t understand. But nevertheless they fight [unclear]. We have to realize, the general trend insofar as support for defense is down. That
could change. Could change. Could. I don’t know. Looking at it from
the political side, we do have people at least with the good sense [unclear]—Jackson. Good to have him and the other Democratic candidates [unclear] about this issue. If they thought we were vulnerable—
hell, Kennedy talked about a missile gap. I was the “hardliner” and he
was the “softliner.” [unclear] Those weren’t true. Now in this case, what
we have to deal with, [unclear]. People just want to be able to scare
the bejeezus out of people. [unclear] So what I’m thinking of is, maybe
the present number is all right, but I’m thinking of a budget number
that could defuse the domestic opposition. If there is a hell of a lot of
domestic opposition expressed, that will have a very detrimental effect
on the attitudes of the Russians and the Chinese too because if they

4

President Nixon discussed conservatives’ increasingly vocal criticism of his national security and foreign policies with New York Senator James Buckley (R) on August
5, Senator Barry Goldwater (R–Arizona) on November 10, and California Governor
Ronald Reagan on November 17. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White
House Tapes, Conversation Nos. 555–10, 14–17, and 620–12)
5
See footnote 4, Document 185.
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hear American television and so forth and the Senate saying, the United
States is bare-assed for an attack, they’re going to believe it, right?
Kissinger: Well, that was the case in the late ‘50s when actually we
had a crushing superiority.
Nixon: Yeah.
Kissinger: And we talked ourselves into a missile gap.
Nixon: That’s right.
Shultz: Just to round out the picture with a number, we have built
up the force structure above, in a sense, what the Defense process is
carrying, in a sense that, I think beefing up the divisions, Al [Haig], if
I’m not mistaken, the Army divisions, bringing the Marine divisions
to full strength. It is also the case that the obligational authority, that
would be the equivalent of this [$]771⁄2 or so budget, would be in the
[$]80 billion category.
Nixon: Yeah. Yeah. The obligational authority. So you could talk
about that.
Shultz: I think if we were to—if you want to build up, say, the
Navy ships to a greater extent, build more ships, that’s the kind of thing
that tends to build the obligational authority faster. [unclear exchange]
Takes awhile to actually spend it up.
Nixon: For example, we could build more Polaris.
Kissinger: Well, I think we should push the ULMS development.
Nixon: The ULMS, as I understand—what the hell is that? That’s
the quietest?
Kissinger: No, the ULMS is the larger boat with larger missiles that
can operate farther out, which therefore makes a larger area of the
world available to you for [unclear]. A big drawback of the Polaris now
is that they draw a circle from their target. And knowing the range and
[unclear].
Nixon: [unclear] Is there some reason why [unclear]?
Kissinger: Well, that’s what I wanted to—
Nixon: You want to find out.
Kissinger: [unclear] For example, the Soviets have just doubled
their capacity for Polaris building. I thought what George and I could
do is—by the same proposition which came up to this figure, if he
agrees—whether we would look at some of these things like strategic
programs to see what could be done to emphasize those areas like
ULMS, that might need some strengthening.
Nixon: Well the Navy, of course, is interested in that.
Kissinger: The Navy program.
Nixon: They want more officers’ clubs. What the hell are they
really after?
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Kissinger: [unclear] Whatever you’re interested in. [unclear]
Nixon: What I mean is, what do they really get out of it? I mean,
in terms of what [unclear]. You’ve got to say with regard to the Navy,
the Air Force, and the Army, I didn’t hear one damn word in their presentation except what was totally selfish. Totally. [unclear] very effective in terms of what they needed and so forth. But nothing with regard to strategic armament. Zumwalt was clever enough to talk a little
about that. But insofar as what he was going to do he had some sort
of fuzzy thing, “Well, we ought to modernize the ships.”
Kissinger: His was actually the trickiest.
Nixon: That’s what I meant. He made it appear that he was talking about strategy [unclear].
Kissinger: That’s right.
Nixon: I mean, it was a sad, sad performance.6 And the poor Chiefs
knew even less—I mean, the service secretaries. Of course they
[unclear].
Kissinger: So if we could have a few more days, say until early
next week, for George and—
Nixon: Well, you can have the days all right. I wanted to know before you go what your gut reaction is.
Connally: I have several reactions, Mr. President.
Nixon: All right.
Connally: First—
Nixon: But you see now people will be making this decision before you get back. When do you get back?
Connally: Get back the 14th. November.7
Nixon: Well, it won’t be beyond the point of no return. But, we’ll
try to aim for next week. But the 14th [unclear]. Go ahead.
Connally: Well first, I speak from a lack of information, as you well
know, about the details. All I can do is give you general observations. The first is, I think the spending—the lower figures just on the
theory that [$]79.95 is just less than 80. But the obligational authority
I wouldn’t worry too much about. I would, as a matter of fact, probably go further than anybody here would go with respect to obligational
authority provided it’s in the proper areas of increasing real strategic
capability or defense—either offense or defense. As I recall in statements, about 60 percent of your costs in the military are manpower.
Nixon: Correct.

6
7

See Document 191.
Connally traveled to Asia October 28–November 14.
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Kissinger: That’s what’s so shocking.
Connally: So, I would cut manpower wherever I could. Not destroy any of the services, but I’d cut them as much as I could and put
that money into the acquisition of ABM, Polaris missiles, or whatever
to enhance your strategic capability. [unclear] You’re not going to get
action by the Congress before your meeting with the Russians and the
Chinese. But you need to go into this new year with a strong military
posture. And a lean, but effective, military posture, it seems to me. And
I’m not even sure you shouldn’t go in, and this will sound paradoxical,
recommending we close bases. But you have a very substantial budget.
It sounds like to me [unclear] election year. I’m not at all sure it is. Then
what you really are prepared to go for. But this would be both convincing at home and abroad that you are really going to enhance your
capability. We have to say that to the world. You have to say it to the
Soviets. You have to say it to the Chinese. More than that you have to
say it to all the lesser-developed countries. Because you’re moving into
an era of economic warfare and it has to be bolstered by an effective
military strength—not just manpower, but an effective military strength
where they’re not afraid to go with us on an economic basis. Now, so
far as the spending is concerned, I’d again direct it toward procurement,
whether it’s ABM, whether it’s missiles, whether it’s a new ship or ship
modernizations, or longer missiles, or research and development. I’d
do it in the procurement field, which both revitalizes the jobs and, to
some extent at least, the defense plants of this country in an election
year. And yet it gives you what you want. I wouldn’t do it just to do
that. But I’d do it because it gives you what you want. And I’d cut back
on manpower in all the services if I could. And I think you have to just
be, you’re going to have to make the decision in concert with Henry
and George, and Cap [Weinberger]. You’re just going to have to make
the tough decisions about what you’re going to fund and what you’re
not. The services are not going to do it. They’re not going to make those
choices. And the Defense Department is not going to make those choices.
So those are just general observations. But I think if you have to go beyond the [$]75 or 76 [billion], I’d do it. I wouldn’t worry too much about
it. I think you’re probably going to have to wind up with new taxes
anyway. And if we talk about $2 or 3 billion, that’s peanuts in terms of
what you’re going to be confronted with for this budget, in terms of
your social programs and all these other things that we give money to.
And you’re going into a ballgame that you know better than I. But you’re
opening up whole new vistas of opportunity here, and you have to lead
through strength. You can’t lead through weakness. You can’t lead from
a position where you think everybody’s going to be a good guy, as you
well know. You just cannot do it. You have to maintain military strength,
but you have to do it in a credible fashion and that’s not going to be
just maintaining a lot of riflemen.
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Nixon: All right, well, let’s leave it at this point until we have [unclear exchange]. That represents my general view too. I think that we
[unclear], hanging out there though, something that would really raise
concern among the people. But on the other hand, I don’t want to go
the Laird, which I fear is—would try to keep—I suppose any Secretary
would [unclear], well, just keep the budget high so that we keep the
services happy. The hell with them.
Kissinger: No, we’ll prefer that the cuts be made, and we’ll use
what we’ve got at the tables to see whether we can find some rational
programs that would support your policies next year. I don’t think—
if the choice were to go back to the [$]80 billion that Laird submitted
to you that wouldn’t be worth it—
Connally: No, no. Oh, no.
Kissinger: I think actually, what we came up with gives you a better force for less money. But, if George and I can work it over, and we
won’t even tell the other services that you’re considering this—
Nixon: Oh, no, no. They’ll all be in with their hats out as to how
they can spend the money. But you understand, I have a feeling—I also
want you to—well, the intelligence community isn’t worth a tinker’s
dam, with regard to this thing. But, can you take into consideration,
Henry, what the [unclear] American people have been reading for the
last—
Kissinger: Oh, yeah.
Nixon: And, because that comes into this thing, and I don’t know.
Maybe—how much of this is true and how much it is—I don’t know.
I want—let me say, John, I make the decision. I’d like to see a couple
of pages on what really our analysis of the intelligence is as to what
they are doing. Because we damn well, even if we have to go in an
election year and raise taxes substantially, are not going to be in any
position of falling behind the Soviet. That’s not going to happen.
Kissinger: What they’re doing is extremely worrisome, not yet in
terms of numbers, but in terms of the mentality it reveals. That even
while they’re talking SALT, even while you’re going to a summit—if
we—imagine reversing it. If you pushed new radar developments, built
lots of new holes, all the liberals here would be all over you. While
you’re going into SALT talks and [unclear].
Nixon: They’re all over me anyway.
Kissinger: So in terms of the mentality it reveals, it shows that they
have, that they believe they must be able to translate this either into
military or political advantage. However, [what] we might think to look
at is what counters we have available to show them that this is being
noticed.
Nixon: Uh-huh.
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Shultz: Can I say one more thing before we’re—?
Nixon: Sure.
Shultz: Just on the overall picture, I believe that it’s true that even
if the military outlays go up, say by a billion, given our ability to manage these outlays, with the posture that we talked about and I felt you
went along with, on the revenue sharing. And with a reasonably tough,
but not unreasonable, posture on the budget, we can bring the total in
within a range that doesn’t put you in the posture of needing to go for
new taxes, for that reason.
Nixon: [unclear]
Shultz: That’s right. I think we can still do that. It’s not easy, but
we can do that. So, I think that while it may be that you’ll want to
do some things by way of initiatives that will make it necessary to go
for new taxes, I don’t think that’s forced by a billion or so on the
military, or by the impossibility of the domestic budget, given your
decision about what to do on some of these Presidential [unclear—
negotiations?].
Nixon: Okay.

200. National Intelligence Estimate1
NIE 13–8–71

Washington, October 28, 1971.
COMMUNIST CHINA’S WEAPONS
PROGRAM FOR STRATEGIC ATTACK

[Section heading and 3 paragraphs (28 lines) not declassified]
Summary and Conclusions
The Stage and Direction of the Chinese Effort
A. After some 15 years of effort, China is now beginning to deploy strategic weapon systems. Starting from scratch with a limited

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret. The
CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of State and Defense, the AEC,
and the NSA participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate with the concurrence of all members of the USIB with
the exception of the representative of the FBI, who abstained on the grounds that the
subject matter was outside his jurisdiction. The table of contents is not printed. The full
text of this NIE is in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
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industrial, technical, and scientific base, and denied Soviet assistance
after 1960, the Chinese had to proceed on their own with the development of requisite skills, the construction of basic facilities, and the
design and testing of nuclear weapons and delivery systems.
B. China clearly intends to attain the status of a major nuclear
power, accepting the economic burden involved and the risks of slowing basic economic development through diversion of scarce resources
and skills to specialized defense tasks. This is evident on the China
scene today where activity in both general purpose and strategic military programs is at an all time high. Though any forecast of China’s
future must allow for additional periods of disruption and upset, it
seems reasonable to assume that the existing high priority for strategic programs will endure in the years ahead.
C. Obviously, China’s efforts in the military field will be limited
by available skills and resources. But we lack the data to place any useful ceiling on the level of the Chinese effort.2 Based on the pattern of
Chinese military programs to date, the Chinese seem sensitive to the
dangers of trying too much too fast in their strategic programs in a
country whose population growth threatens continuously to outstrip
economic growth. While stressing the wide-ranging and ambitious
nature of China’s present effort, we should also stress its relatively
moderate pace. The Chinese have been deliberate in testing weapon
systems and in no apparent rush to undertake costly and large-scale
deployment of weapon systems of limited capabilities. No doubt the
large issues of priorities and costs serve to trouble Chinese internal politics at the highest levels, [11⁄2 lines not declassified].
D. No elaboration of the rationale for developing a strategic force
nor any discussion of strategic doctrine has appeared in China. Evidently
some principles other than Mao’s “peoples’ war” doctrine guide the
costly and wide-ranging strategic weapon programs now underway in
China. It seems most likely that Peking seeks through the development
of a substantial nuclear force to enhance its claim to great power status,
to deter the USSR and the US from the resort to force against China, and
to insure for China a leading and dominant political role in Asia.
Strategic Missiles
E. It is probable that China has now deployed some CSS–1
medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs), [1 line not declassified]. This
missile has a range of about 600 n.m. and probably uses non-storable

2

Wayne Smith sent Kissinger a 7-page memorandum on September 16, explaining
that U.S. intelligence about the extent of the PRC’s strategic capabilities was limited.
Kissinger wrote “Excellent Paper!” on the first page. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–161, NSSM 69)
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liquid propellants. We estimate that there might be about 10 units deployed [1 line not declassified].
F. A second missile, the CSS–2, has a range of at least 1,400 n.m.
and probably uses storable propellants. We believe that the development stage of this system is well advanced and that it probably has
reached the point of deployment, although there is uncertainty about
this. While the CSS–2 is superior to the CSS–1 in range and reaction
time, it probably does not incorporate any great improvement in accuracy [21⁄2 lines not declassified].
G. The Chinese are developing another liquid-propellant missile.
This missile, which appears to have sufficient range to provide full coverage of the USSR, could be ready for deployment by late 1973 or early
1974. This system, referred to as the “Ching-yu” missile, is a two-stage
vehicle with the first stage probably incorporating the design and technology of the CSS–2. Its maximum range is unknown, but our calculations, [less than 1 line not declassified] suggest that any capability
against the continental US would be marginal at most.
H. Further down the road, China is almost certain to deploy a
large intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capable of full coverage
of the continental US. China could have a large, liquid propellant ICBM
ready for deployment as early as 1974 but more likely a year or two
later. When full range testing into the Pacific or the Indian Ocean occurs, we should be able to learn more about the performance of the
system and to make more confident estimates of its probable initial operational capability.
I. In addition to these four liquid-propellant missiles, China has a
large and ambitious program underway for the development and production of strategic missiles using solid propellants. If flight testing begins within a year, solid-propellant strategic missiles—most likely in the
MRBM or IRBM class—might be ready for deployment as early as 1974,
but 1975 or 1976 is more likely in view of the special problems involved.
Submarines
J. China has also shown an interest in nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), and it is building shipyards which appear capable of producing and servicing such submarines. We judge that China
could have SSBNs equipped with solid- or liquid-propellant missiles as
early as 1976. But this would require a crash effort and early success in
overcoming a multitude of support, training, and operational problems.
Thus, even if they now have a prototype under construction, the first
Chinese SSBN probably will not be operational until after 1976.
Bombers
K. Production of TU–16 medium bombers began in late 1968 and
has reached a level of two per month. About 30 of these aircraft are
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now operational. The TU–16 can carry a 6,600 pound bombload to a
radius of about 1,650 n.m., but it is relatively slow and highly vulnerable to sophisticated air defenses. While there is no doubt that some
TU–16 crews are now sufficiently trained to deliver thermonuclear (TN)
bombs to designated targets, it will be at least a year and probably
longer before the Chinese have two or three regiments with crews
trained to perform coordinated missions against modern air defenses.
Nuclear Bombs and Warheads
L. To arm its delivery systems, China has concentrated successfully on the development of a [less than 1 line not declassified] TN device and could now have bombs and warheads with this yield in stockpile. It could also have fission weapons [less than 1 line not declassified].
It is likely that the Chinese are working to expand production of fissionable materials, and although there is a broad range of possible error in estimating the output of these materials, it seems clear that China
will have ample fissionable material, particularly after 1973, to arm the
strategic delivery systems it is likely to deploy.
Space
M. The two earth satellites launched by China over the past 18
months marked the beginning of what probably will be an ambitious
space program. Over the next few years, we expect continued launches
involving larger and increasingly sophisticated payloads, partly in response to urgent military needs for targeting and geodetic data.
Projected Forces
N. We expect whatever strategic forces China now has deployed
to be augmented gradually over the next two years, principally by a
build-up of CSS–2 units and by the continued series production of
TU–16 medium bombers. Beyond 1973 and for the period five years
ahead, there is much uncertainty (Section VI attempts to project to that
period).3 But one thing is certain: the force will be weighted heavily on
the side of systems capable only of reaching targets in Asia (including
US installations there) and the USSR. A capability against the continental
US may begin to emerge, however, toward the end of this period.
[Omitted here is the 37-page Discussion section of the estimate.]

3

The 12-page section VI, entitled “Projected Strategic Forces,” included sections on
Strategic Concepts; Constraints on Future Forces; Deployment Through Mid-1972; Projecting Chinese Communist Weapon Systems to Mid-1976; and Force Structure, Mid-1973
Through Mid-1976.
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201. Conversation Among President Nixon, Secretary of Defense
Laird, and the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)1
Washington, November 1, 1971.
[Omitted here is discussion of topics—including foreign aid, Vietnam, and United States relations with the Soviet Union and West Germany—unrelated to national security policy.]
Nixon: Also, I think it’s important, as you—that we have new regard for all these budgetary considerations. [unclear]. Now, since you
[Laird] left, I had a meeting with Shultz [unclear]. Yeah, with Shultz
and with Weinberger.2 And I said, “Now look. Now I know that what
you’ve said—and I know [unclear].” And I said, “Now, I want you to
go back and look over these figures. And see what we can come up
with.” One area that I feel very strongly about after hearing that briefing the other day3—I do think we can make some adjustments in terms,
let’s say, looking at the things that you’ve been emphasizing. The
ICBMs, [unclear], et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. [unclear] in terms of air
defense, conventional air defense, that’s an area—you could trim that
area to make more available in this area. The key point that I would
really like to get out [unclear], is what—is how we could do any more
with the Defense budget now that would delay the strategic weapons.
Now on that score, you see, I’m not thinking about modernization of
the Navy or more Army divisions. That’s—but, you really get down to
the fact that should we build more ICBMs? I mean, should we build
more Minuteman? Should we have a bigger program on ABM? A proposal you can negotiate on. [unclear] Now, if the recommendation had
come up [unclear], even though [unclear], it would be my inclination
to lean very strongly in that direction. I think that could be quite a help
in our negotiations with the Soviets. Do you agree, Henry?
Laird: Well, I have a memorandum to you [unclear exchange]. I
sent Henry a memorandum4 with the seven things that I think we
should do for SALT. It will increase our position there. And one of—
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Recording of Conversation among Nixon, Laird, and Kissinger, Executive Office Building, Conversation No. 302–32. No classification marking. The editor transcribed the portion of the tape recording printed here specifically for this volume. The transcript is part
of a larger conversation that occurred from 2:54 to 4 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central
Files, President’s Daily Diary)
2
See Document 199.
3
See Document 191.
4
In an October 29 memorandum to Kissinger, Laird argued that it was time for the
United States to demonstrate its will to react to the continuing buildup in Soviet strategic offensive weapons by deploying new SSBNs. For the text of Laird’s memorandum,
see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 208.
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Kissinger: [unclear]
Laird: Well, no I won’t. But I think it’s a good idea to give you a
little [unclear].
Kissinger: But he has made some recommendations on how to
keep up the strategic forces and [unclear] proposals. And it runs parallel to what you were discussing with SALT the other day. Also pushing ULMS, for example. Putting them [unclear]. Putting several more
of the Polaris [unclear].
Laird: Yes. And we think we could—
Nixon: We could do that?
Laird: Yes. We can step up—[unclear].
Nixon: That’ll be done this year.
Laird: We could do a couple more submarines. See, and we could—
Nixon: You know what—
Laird: Conversions.
Nixon: Conversions. And could that work go forward immediately?
Laird: Yes.
Nixon: I’m speaking of the job [unclear].
Laird: Well. It’ll take—
Nixon: [unclear]
Laird: It’ll take us about six months to get the thing in the docks.
Nixon: They could start then and—
Laird: But it would show us a movement—
Nixon: Yeah.
Laird: —because [unclear].
Nixon: Maybe by July and then we could get going.
Laird: Yes. But this was in the memorandum, which I sent to—
Nixon: Good.
Kissinger: On the way.
Nixon: We’re all on the same—we’re all the same—
Laird: Well, I sent it to you, Henry. I think I did.
Kissinger: Yeah, but I didn’t [unclear]. I know—
Nixon: I haven’t seen it.
Kissinger: Well I’m summarizing it. [unclear exchange]
Laird: You know, I sent it to Henry.
Nixon: On defense now, I am not—I just want to be sure to get
[unclear]. It is my view, which is just as strong as anybody could possibly be, that we not be in a weak position when we go to deal with
the Soviets, or, for that matter, the Chinese. They must not think, the
Chinese, that we’re getting the hell out of Asia, or we don’t have any
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bargaining position. And, by the same token, the Russians must not
think that regardless of what they do on arms control, that we’re going to, you know, piss it away anyway. So my view is that we have—
that [unclear]. Could be right for domestic and political reasons that
we have some pretty tough critics that say, “What the hell are we doing here?” I think that’s important. On the other hand, the numbers
are important.
Laird: This won’t affect our expenditure program. The problem we
had in ‘73 [unclear]. There’s very little money involved [unclear].
Nixon: Well, that’s the thing. Remember I told you I didn’t want
it. Well that’s this. But on the other hand, another thing I want you to
go out and explore is what could we spend, speaking just of [unclear],
what could we spend? But suppose they wanted—suppose they gave
me a billion dollars more or something. Does it help the defense? Even
marginally? Does it have a considerable impact on jobs [unclear]? Got
anything like that?
Laird: Oh, yes. We had that—we’re looking—
[Omitted here is an exchange about scheduling meetings to discuss the Defense budget and discussion of Vietnam, particular weapons
systems, and German financial support for United States forces in
Europe.]
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202. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, December 8, 1971, 3:10–3:50 p.m.
SUBJECT
Asia Strategy and Forces
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
U. Alexis Johnson
Charles Whitehouse
Ronald Spiers
Robert McCallum
Defense
David Packard
Gardiner Tucker
Paul Brands
JCS
Lt. Gen. John W. Vogt
B/Gen. William C. Burrows
CIA
Lt. Gen. Robert E. Cushman
[name not declassified]

OMB
Kenneth Dam
Caspar Weinberger
ACDA
Philip Farley
Vice Adm. John Lee
NSC Staff
Philip Odeen
John Court
Lt. Cdr. John Knubel
R/Adm. Robert Welander
John Holdridge
John Walsh
James Hackett

CEA
Ezra Solomon

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
It was agreed that:
—The Working Group will conduct a study of the ground and air
force requirements and division estimates to cover various contingencies in Northeast Asia. In connection therewith, the JCS should provide
clarification of their force requirements estimates.
—The Working Group will prepare a briefing to explain the various views on how a combined PRC/NVN threat would be handled in
Southeast Asia and the number of U.S. forces required.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Meetings Minutes, Originals, 1969–73. Top Secret. The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room.
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—The DOD will undertake a review of alternative doctrines for
the use of tactical nuclear weapons in Asia.2
—The CIA should conduct a review of our intelligence capabilities
against China with the purpose of finding measures to improve them.3
—The State Department is authorized to inform our Asian allies
of our plans for deployment of forces in Asia in FY 73, as soon as they
have been approved by the President.
—Another meeting will be scheduled for about mid-January.
Dr. Kissinger: Some specific proposals have been submitted by State
and DOD, but what I would like to do today is have a general discussion of our Asian strategy, keeping in mind that we will want to have
an NSC meeting on this subject later. I see three general issues here; the
first is what kind of threat should we be defending against and what
general purpose forces are required to deal with it. A secondary aspect
of that issue is what forces should be withheld from NATO.
Mr. Johnson: Withheld from NATO?
Dr. Kissinger: Perhaps I’m not using the right term. What I mean
is which of our forces should be held for use in NATO if we become
involved militarily in Asia. Is withheld the right word?
Dr. Tucker: Yes, U.S. forces withheld for deployment to NATO in
an emergency, called “NATO withhold.”
Dr. Kissinger: The second issue is what should be the role of nuclear weapons in our Asian strategy and against what threat should
they be directed. The third is a number of subsidiary issues, such as
what level of PRC threat should we be protecting against. Now turning to the first issue, the nature of the threat, the question is whether
we should plan to use U.S. forces to cover the contingency of an attack
in both Northeast Asia and Southeast Asia. With regard to Northeast

2
In a December 14 memorandum addressed to Irwin, Packard, Helms, Shultz, and
McCracken, Kissinger instructed the Defense Department to review alternative doctrines
for the use of tactical nuclear weapons in Asia and to list and evaluate planned U.S. deployments in FY 1973. Kissinger also directed the State Department to prepare a scenario
for notifying U.S. allies of expected changes in American deployments in Asia. (Ibid.,
Box H–104, DPRC Meeting, U.S. Strategy and Forces for Asia, 12/8/71) Laird and Rogers
sent a memorandum to President Nixon on February 9, 1972, recommending FY 1973
U.S. force deployments in Asia and outlining a scenario for notifying allies. (Ibid., RG
59, Central Files 1970–73, DEF 6 US)
3
Kissinger sent Helms a memorandum on December 14 requesting that Helms “investigate alternative means of improving our capability to detect and locate PRC nuclear
weapons missile launchers and bomber aircraft.” The analysis, Kissinger wrote, should
consider costs and the capability of alternative U.S. surveillance systems to “detect and
locate various types of likely PRC delivery systems.” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–104, DPRC Meeting, U.S. Strategy and Forces for Asia, 12/8/71)
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Asia, an OSD systems analysis study4 concludes that under the present MAP the South Koreans can defend against a North Korean attack
and also against the lesser of the potential Chinese threats, which is
described in the study as a 15 division attack. Do we agree on this?
(Mr. Packard showed Dr. Kissinger a chart5 containing a DOD assessment of this threat).
Do I understand correctly that you (DOD) do not think that U.S.
forces would be required to support a South Korean defense against
North Korea and fifteen Chinese divisions?
Gen. Vogt: Some U.S. divisions would be necessary to cover the
Chinese threat, but not for the North Koreans alone.
Dr. Kissinger: How many U.S. divisions?
Gen. Vogt: We estimate four, but it could be as low as two, depending on the situation.
Dr. Kissinger: I thought 4 to 5 U.S. divisions were required to handle a maximum Chinese threat.
Gen. Vogt: We have talked about six U.S. divisions for a maximum
Chinese threat. If we have more air support, we can scale that figure
down.
Dr. Kissinger: If six U.S. divisions are needed for a Chinese threat
of 35 divisions, why would you need four to cover just 15? Please explain that to me.
Gen. Vogt: They are needed as backup reserves, and we would
need enough to cover the entire front. The estimate could be reduced
if we had more air power.
Mr. Packard: Our tactical air capability is now much better than it
was in Korea. It is much more effective and with adequate tactical air
support we may be able to contain a minimum Chinese threat in Korea without using U.S. ground forces.
Dr. Kissinger: The Air Force is always telling us the weather is so
bad it takes them two weeks to carry out the missions we want. Have
we studied the basis for these JCS figures on the number of divisions
needed?
Mr. Odeen: Not so far as I know.
Dr. Kissinger: We should study them, can we do it right away?
Mr. Odeen: Yes, of course.

4
5

Not further identified.
Not found.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 893

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and U.S. National Security Policy

893

Dr. Kissinger: These figures are important; they bear directly on
how many forces we should deploy in Northeast Asia. I would like to
ask the CIA if they assume the Soviets will maintain large forces on
the Chinese border.
Gen. Cushman: We assume that they will.
Dr. Kissinger: Then I would like to ask this question—if the Soviets
remain on the Chinese frontier, can the Chinese spare fifteen divisions
for use in Korea? It’s not just a question of detailing fifteen divisions
to a certain area. For the Chinese to send any number of divisions to
Korea would mean that they would become embroiled with the United
States. They would see themselves being sucked into a war in Korea
while a large Russian army stands on their borders. So we have to assume that if they were to go into Korea again they would either have
to be willing to do so despite a large Soviet force on their borders or
with the idea of finishing the affair quickly. Our mechanical figures of
opposing force levels must be based on these considerations.
Gen. Cushman: We assume that the fifteen divisions would not be
taken from the Russian border.
Dr. Kissinger: Of course not, but wouldn’t they think of defense
in depth? Certainly they don’t intend to deter the Soviets with just
the forces they have on the border. In the event of trouble with the
Russians, they would dispatch units from all over China to border
areas. So if they had to send units to Korea, these would come out
of the forces they would otherwise have available for the Russian
front.
Mr. Johnson: This is the basic point. The Chinese don’t want to get
involved with the United States. They will have enormous inhibitions
against getting involved with us while they have the Soviets on their
borders.
Dr. Tucker: Deterring the Chinese from intervening in Korea
really means that we must be able to defeat the forces they could afford to commit to Korea while they maintain adequate defensive forces
on the Soviet border. The other alternative for us is to defend against
all of their forces.
Dr. Kissinger: For the purpose of our projections, we may want to
assume that they will not want to attack in Korea if they have to use
any of the forces that otherwise would be committed to the Russian
front. The force ratios we have discussed are not important if the PRC
does not want to get involved with the U.S. In that case, either a minimum U.S. presence or a clear commitment would be an adequate
deterrent.
Mr. Johnson: Having lived through 1950, I maintain that a mere
U.S. presence is a major deterrent.
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Mr. Packard: The logical position for us to take is to plan on a lesser
force level in Korea on the assumption that the Chinese-Soviet confrontation will continue. That confrontation is the current political
reality and we should base our projections on it. If the Sino-Soviet dispute ends, it will be a whole new ballgame anyway.
Dr. Tucker: As I understand the purpose of this meeting it is to
discuss force levels and not political projections.
Dr. Kissinger: That’s right. We are talking about force levels. We
agree that a U.S. presence is necessary for deterrent purposes, but we
need an analysis of the force levels and division estimates. (to Mr.
Odeen) Will you get to work on that? Now what is the OSD position,
that no U.S. forces are necessary?
Dr. Tucker: Ground forces are not necessary, but American air and
logistics support are required. This is strictly a military and not a political assessment.
Mr. Johnson: Won’t our MAP meet the air need? What about when
modernization is completed?
Dr. Tucker: It may be adequate for the North Korean threat, but
not the Chinese.
Dr. Kissinger: Does our present 13 division army permit us to meet
the four to six division requirement in Korea without drawing down
our NATO forces?
Dr. Tucker: Assuming we can mobilize our reserves, we will be
able to put five divisions into Korea with no NATO drawdown. Otherwise, we have only our 1-2/3 ready divisions for quick deployment.
This might be increased to three divisions, but without full support.
The availability of reserves is critical in this projection.
Mr. Packard: The necessity to mobilize reserves is the key point.
Mr. Johnson: Then it becomes a domestic political problem.
Dr. Tucker: The 1-2/3 ready divisions provide U.S. participation
and minimum support. They might be enough in the event of a minimum attack. If not enough, they could be increased by the addition of
reserves.
Dr. Kissinger: I hope the reserves are better than they were when
I was in the reserves. I wouldn’t want to depend on the unit I was in
for anything.
Dr. Tucker: We think they’re better than they used to be.
Dr. Kissinger: There is a systems analysis study over at DOD that
concludes that only one U.S. division is needed in Southeast Asia to
defend against both North Vietnam and the PRC. This was prepared
by (Philip) Odeen before he came to work for me. Now, I have him doing close order drill every day, and he is developing some new ideas.
Dr. Tucker: This assumes that the South Vietnamese can hold them.
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Dr. Kissinger: I don’t believe that the South Vietnamese and Thai
can hold the North Vietnamese and Chinese. The North Vietnamese,
yes, but not the PRC.
Mr. Packard: No, you will need some U.S. forces, but how many
depends on the amount of tactical air you introduce.
Dr. Kissinger: The analysis makes me uneasy. Can we have a briefing on how a combined PRC/North Vietnamese threat would be handled? By the time our projections are finished, the bloody Indians may
be in the picture, too.
Gen. Vogt: We already have an analysis of this threat, which assumes that a minimum of six divisions will be needed.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Odeen) Let’s do a study on this.
Dr. Tucker: We’ll help out, we’ll get you two different briefings.
Dr. Kissinger: That’s what I’m afraid of. I would like to turn to the
subject of tactical nuclear weapons. There are two schools of thought
on tactical nukes; some say they can be used extensively to replace
ground forces and others argue that they can’t be used at all because
they may trigger strategic retaliation.
Mr. Packard: We have a position on tactical nukes, but if we don’t
get something better out of the SALT talks than we appear to be getting,
if we don’t get some control on offensive weapons, then we will have to
use all of our nuclear weapons to counter the Soviet offensive threat.
Dr. Kissinger: Is it all that bad?
Gen. Vogt: They have added 200 new offensive weapons since
SALT started.
Mr. Packard: We can use tactical nuclear weapons in Korea without retaliation, provided we can deter or take out their strategic
weapons. We can give you a paper on tactical nukes.
Mr. Johnson: Would you deter them or take them out?
Mr. Packard: We should be ready to take them out if we have to.
Dr. Kissinger: Do we know where they are?
Mr. Spiers: We haven’t found any yet.
Mr. Johnson: Their MRBM’s are hard to find.
Dr. Kissinger: Is the CIA doing a study on improving our capability for detecting these weapons? I understand that such a study was
underway.
Gen. Cushman: I don’t know. I’ll check into it.
Mr. Packard: We’ve found out a lot of things. We’ve discovered
things that people thought we couldn’t. The new radars and other devices are providing much better technical data. Give us a little time and
we’ll find out a lot of things for you.
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Dr. Kissinger: But we have found none of their missiles at all so
far? Are they hard to find?
Mr. Johnson: They are soft sites. They may be in these mounds6
we have seen pictures of, but we don’t know for sure.
Dr. Kissinger: Has anyone found anything else these mounds can
be used for?
Mr. Johnson: They could be used for artillery, but we just don’t
know.
Dr. Kissinger: I flew over one of them.
Gen. Vogt: Did you get a picture of it?
Mr. Johnson: We have pictures of them, but they don’t tell us much.
Dr. Kissinger: Getting back to the paper on tactical nuclear
weapons, can we set a deadline of the first week in January for a paper from DOD?
Dr. Tucker: Would the 15th of January be acceptable?
Dr. Kissinger: That’s okay. We’ll have another meeting then.
Mr. Packard: I don’t see any real difference between State and Defense on these issues. The letter from Secretary Rogers (of Dec. 6, 1971)7
contains positions that we are essentially in agreement with, but I don’t
see any reason to go to the Asian leaders with this kind of information.
Mr. Johnson: We have a problem of confidence. We are withdrawing from Vietnam and our Asian allies are watching that closely,
wondering where else we will withdraw from and when. Without
agreed projections, we have been unable to tell our Asian allies that we
will stay.
Dr. Kissinger: Haven’t we told the South Koreans that we will stay
there until 1963 [1973?] and consult with them thereafter?
Mr. Johnson: No, we haven’t been able to tell them that.
Dr. Kissinger: I don’t see why not.
Mr. Johnson: We are waiting for approval of the FY 73 program.
The Thai are concerned, too.
Dr. Kissinger: Well, we are about to make our FY 73 decisions. We
are still waiting for the paper from DOD . . .
Mr. Packard: You will have it in a few days.
Dr. Kissinger: The President will make his decision within two
weeks on our FY 73 plans, after which you (Johnson) can convey those
plans to our Asian allies and tell them that we will consult with them
later on projections beyond FY 73.

6
7

See footnote 5, Document 153.
Not found.
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Mr. Johnson: That will be a big help. If we can assure them through
FY 73, it will take the heat off.
Dr. Kissinger: Our discussion today has been addressed to the long
range issue. The FY 73 plans will be decided in about ten days.

203. Letter From the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger) to Secretary of Defense Laird1
Washington, December 22, 1971.
Dear Mel,
The President has reviewed carefully your recent memorandum
on the FY 73 Defense Budget.2
As you know, he fully shares your view that it is essential that we
preserve a strong defense posture during this period of new diplomatic
initiatives. For this reason, the Defense budget to the Congress should,
as you suggest, clearly demonstrate a substantial increase compared to
previous years’ requests.
In this regard, the President has decided that a FY 73 budget authority request of approximately $82 billion and outlays of $78.6 billion will meet our security objectives while permitting us to attain our
economic objectives.3 These amounts include the effect of the President’s decision to defer the pay raise scheduled for October 1972 until January 1973. Thus, you will be able to allocate additional outlays
(estimated at about $360 million) to highest priority needs.
The President has reaffirmed the detailed FY 73 program decisions
outlined below and shown on the enclosed tables.4

1

Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–76–207, 110.01,
Budget. Top Secret; Eyes Only. The letter bears a note indicating that Laird saw it on January 6, 1972.
2
Laird sent Nixon a memorandum on December 8 recommending FY 1973 Defense
Department outlays in the range of $79.5 to $80 billion. (Ibid.: FRC 330–77–0094, 337,
White House)
3
During his telephone conversation with Shultz on December 24, President Nixon
confirmed these figures and discussed the budgeting process. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, White House Tapes, Recording of Conversation between Nixon
and Shultz, White House Telephone, Conversation No. 17–5)
4
Two page-length tables are enclosed but not printed. The first details the adjustments to the FY 1973 Defense Department budget approved by the President. The second, “The FY 73 DOD Posture,” outlines the strategic and general purpose forces purchased by that budget.
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—Planning a four-site Safeguard program pending the outcome of
SALT. Following the successful completion of SALT, further reductions
may be in order.
—Reductions in our Strategic Air Defense interceptor and missile
forces consistent with providing a defense against a small Soviet
bomber attack with one to two days’ strategic warning and surface-toair missile defense of Washington, D.C. only.
—Reductions of about $350 million of additional All Volunteer
Force funds pending assessment of the effects of the recent military
pay raise5 on enlistments and identification of most productive programs to attract added recruits. If needed to attain our All Volunteer
Force objectives, a request for additional funds will be favorably considered later.
—Reductions in intelligence funding consistent with the savings
the President directed in his memorandum on Intelligence Community
Improvement.6 Some reductions will also be necessary in research and
development as well as other support programs.
The President’s earlier decision on funds for air operations in
Southeast Asia is revised to reduce the funds by about $100 million instead of the $190 million he approved originally. With the additional
funds the President wishes to ensure we have the needed forces to fly
at least 8,000 sorties monthly during FY 73 thereby providing adequate
forces to react to unexpected threats. However, he has decided that
planning for lower actual sorties levels during periods of poor weather
and reduced enemy activity should enable us to achieve budgetary savings. FY 73 budget decisions should not limit the President’s later consideration of a wide range of FY 73 programs.
In view of the estimated savings of $360 million from the pay raise
deferral, the $78.6 billion level will permit you to finance new initiatives or programs you consider to have high priority. From these funds
you should provide for any employment support actions. Also, you
should provide $135 million for the strategic submarine building initiative. The specific submarine program to be pursued will be determined later by the President based on a careful review of the issues.
I recognize that you may have to make some further changes to
the Defense Program to reach the $78.6 billion outlay target. As you
know, however, the President is deeply concerned over the force reductions we have had to make over the past three years. Therefore,

5

See footnote 2, Document 185.
On November 5, Nixon issued a memorandum ordering a reorganization of the
U.S. intelligence community. For the text, see Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume II, Organization and Management of Foreign Policy, 1969–1972, Document 242.
6
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further budgetary reductions should not reduce significantly our current forces or their readiness.
In approving this Defense Program for FY 1973, the President
wishes to reaffirm his conviction that such a substantial budget increase
should provide for a strong defense posture fully capable of supporting his foreign policy. I know that he can count on your full support
in ensuring that this capability is provided.
Warm regards,
Henry

204. Paper Prepared by the Defense Program Review Committee
Working Group1
Washington, January 11, 1972.
U.S. STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES AND FORCE POSTURE
SUMMARY OF ISSUES FOR DECISION
I. Issues for Decision
The DPRC has directed a review of strategic force policy2 in order
to provide a basis for more refined, comprehensive, and integrated
Presidential guidance which will supplant the NSDM 163 criteria in future planning of strategic forces. A series of interagency studies were
integrated and summarized in the Executive Summary.
The many issues that emerged about U.S. strategic nuclear policy
objectives, their relative priorities, and how to attain these objectives
are so interrelated that most decisions on individual issues should be

1

Source: Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330–77–0095, 334,
DPRC. Top Secret. There is no drafting information on the paper, but it was apparently
prepared by the DPRC Working Group. Odeen sent the paper on January 11 to DPRC
Working Group members, including Spiers; Clarke; Tucker; Dam; Stein; Lee; Lawrence
S. Eagleburger of the Department of State; and Major General John H. Elder, Jr., Deputy
Director, Strategic Plans and Policy Directorate, JCS. The paper summarized a lengthier
study, entitled “U.S. Strategic Objectives and Force Posture” and completed by the DPRC
Working Group on January 3. That study included a 108-page Executive Summary. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H–105, DPRC Meeting, Strategic Objectives Posture, 6/27/72)
2
See Document 182.
3
Document 39.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 900

339-370/B428-S/40011

900

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

made within a framework of basic choices regarding overall U.S. strategic nuclear policy. Consequently, the study group developed a set of
“General Strategic Alternatives” which deal primarily with strategic
offensive forces, concepts for their employment, and command/control. A second set of decisions concerns strategic defense alternatives.
A third set relates to our strategic offensive force posture vis-à-vis the
PRC. This paper focuses on these issues and their interrelations.
Decision A. General Strategic Alternatives.4 Should U.S. strategic
force planning vis-à-vis the USSR be primarily based on:
1. A well-hedged urban/industrial (U/I) retaliatory capability;
2. Alternative 1 plus planning and organization changes to provide greater flexibility for employment of U.S. strategic nuclear forces
than currently exists;
3. Alternative 2 plus improvements in command and control hardware, or missile counterforce capability, or both, to provide even greater
flexible response capability; or
4. Improvements in the numbers and qualities of strategic forces
designed to achieve outcomes favorable to the United States in any nuclear conflict with the Soviet Union?
Decision B. Strategic Defense Alternatives.5 Should the strategic defensive posture be:
1. Minimum defense to provide warning and surveillance;
2. Nationwide defense against small attacks (our current policy in
NSDM 16);
3. Defense of strategic retaliatory forces and the NCA;
4. Nationwide defense against small attacks and hard-site defense
of land-based missiles; or
5. Heavy defense to enforce favorable war outcomes?
Decision C. China Alternatives. Another important policy issue concerns the U.S. nuclear posture vis-à-vis China. This issue is analyzed

4
The State Department representative believes that this paper should provide a
broader spectrum of alternative strategies for consideration by decision-makers. In particular, consideration should be given to the pros and cons of a partial damage-limiting
strategy as one possible means of achieving a more stable deterrent, and providing options in the event deterrence fails. See p. 12. [Footnote in the original. The State Department text of an additional strategic alternative is in Section III below.]
5
The State Department representative does not believe the strategic defense alternatives are adequately related to the objectives which are stated on pages 3–4 or to the
strategic offensive alternatives. This results from separating the offense and defense alternatives, rather than integrating them into a single set of strategic alternatives. [Footnote in the original.]
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in detail in the NSSM 69 study;6 aspects of our nuclear posture in Asia
which are directly related to our posture vis-à-vis the USSR are discussed here. Specifically, should our strategic force planning vis-à-vis
the PRC provide for improvements in the capability of U.S. missiles to
destroy hardened time-urgent targets, if such improvements are not
called for by our posture vis-à-vis the USSR?
Other Issues. There are other important strategic programs issues
which were not analyzed in this review because (a) they are not broad
policy issues and (b) they are either being dealt with through other
means or are more properly handled through the normal planning
process. These include:
—What R&D and procurement programs should be pursued to
improve pre-launch survival, penetration, and defense capabilities? A
broad policy issue (crisis stability) is discussed below in Section II, that
is related to whether we should plan to ensure the continuing high survivability of each element in our current mix of ICBMs, SLBMs, and
bombers, or whether our planning should consider other alternatives
that do not include such a requirement?
—What specific command and control improvements, if any,
should be made to support the General Strategic Alternatives?
—Specifics of U.S. SALT proposals.
—Whether new initiatives in the deployment of strategic weapons
are necessary at this time in response to continued growth in Soviet
strategic forces and, if so, what these initiatives should be. A broad policy issue (diplomatic sufficiency) related to this question is, however,
discussed in Section II below.
II. Factors Bearing on Evaluation of Alternatives
Decisions on the above policy issues depend on judgments regarding many factors. Four factors seem particularly important:
—Strategic nuclear policy objectives and their relative priorities.
—Hedging strategic force capabilities against uncertainties.
—Support of U.S. allies.
—Views on the strategic balance.
A. Strategic Nuclear Policy Objectives and Their Relative Priorities.
The basic U.S. policy regarding strategic forces “is to deny other
countries the ability to impose their will on the United States and its

6

See Document 181 and footnote 7 thereto.
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allies under the weight of strategic military superiority.”7 The President has further stated that, while he is committed to keeping U.S.
strategic forces strong, he is equally committed to seeking a stable
strategic relationship with the Soviet Union through arms limitation
negotiations.
NSDM 16 provides that, insofar as attacks on the United States are
concerned, we should:
1. Maintain high confidence that our second strike capability is
sufficient to deter an all-out surprise attack on our strategic forces.
2. Maintain forces to insure that the Soviet Union would have no
incentive to strike the United States first in a crisis.
3. Maintain the capability to deny to the Soviet Union the ability
to cause significantly more deaths and industrial damage in the United
States in a nuclear war than they themselves would suffer.
4. Deploy defenses which limit damage from small attacks or accidental launches to a low level.
The members of the interagency study group agree that we have
the following specific objectives for U.S. strategic forces, based on
NSDM 16 and the President’s first and second Foreign Policy Reports:
—Deter strategic nuclear attacks against the United States and its
allies;
—Prevent coercion of the United States and its allies with threats
from nuclear powers;
—Contribute to the deterrence of tactical nuclear and conventional
attack on vital U.S. security interests.
—Maintain strategic stability with the Soviet Union, both in terms
of discouraging a first strike during a crisis and in minimizing the incentives for an arms race.
—If deterrence fails, limit damage to the United States and its allies to the extent possible. Moreover, support termination of nuclear
warfare as quickly as possible, prior to the onset of widespread devastation, on terms that are not unfavorable to the U.S.8
There is, however, disagreement about adding the following
objective:

7
“United States Foreign Policy for the 1970s,” A Report by President Richard Nixon
to the Congress, February 18, 1970, page 92. [Footnote in the original. For text, see Public Papers: Nixon, 1970, pp. 115–190.]
8
While not a matter of public policy, the study group agreed that early war termination is an objective. [Footnote in the original.]
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—Maintain the obvious capability to ensure that the United States
would emerge in a position of relative advantage from any level of
strategic nuclear warfare.
The first two of these objectives take priority over the others. The
remaining objectives may compete or conflict. For example, maintenance of strategic stability may conflict with measures designed to limit
damage to the United States and its allies if deterrence fails. Policy
judgments are required to strike a balance in the actions we take to
achieve competing objectives.
In order to simplify matters, the objectives are grouped, in subsequent discussion of the General Strategic Alternatives, into four categories—deterrence, support of allies, strategic stability, and goals if deterrence fails.
Currently, strategic sufficiency is defined by NSDM 16. But many
areas of strategic force planning are not addressed by NSDM 16. Moreover, there have been serious questions of interpretation of some of the
original NSDM 16 sufficiency criteria:
—There is agreement that the first criterion (second-strike capability) is a necessary element of U.S. strategic policy, but there is no
consensus as to what, if any, additional capabilities are essential for deterrence of hostile Soviet actions.9
—There is agreement that the second criterion (crisis stability) is
an important policy element, but there are differing views as to its planning implications.
—With regard to the third criterion, there is agreement that, with
prudent planning of offensive force hedges, the U.S. can maintain a
capability to deny the Soviets a significant relative advantage in fatalities (in the absence of effective Soviet civil defense measures) and industrial damage. There is some question, however, about the interpretation of the term “significant relative advantage” and about the extent
to which this criterion affects the planning of strategic defensive forces.
—The fourth criterion (defense against small attacks) may not be
consistent with current U.S. SALT positions. The President’s decision
leading to these positions indicate a willingness to forego an area ABM
defense if necessary to achieve an equitable SALT agreement.
9
The JCS representative believes that a credible and realistic deterrent posture requires U.S. strategic forces which have a warfighting capability such that they can respond selectively, in concert with other forces, to the full range of nuclear confrontation
and conflict and contribute to U.S. capabilities across the warfare spectrum to terminate
hostilities under conditions advantageous to the United States. Furthermore, strategic
forces must be flexible and sufficient in their combined capability to provide the President with alternatives appropriate to the level and nature of the provocation and make
credible the U.S. commitment to employ its forces as may be necessary for the successful defense of NATO and other allied territories. [Footnote in the original.]
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The fourth NSDM 16 criterion, the Secretary of Defense Policy and
Planning Guidance,10 and Administration decisions not to fund programs for improving missile counterforce capabilities all imply that
limiting damage from large nuclear attacks is not a current planning
goal. But the third NSDM 16 criterion raises ambiguities in this regard.
Decisions on the major policy issues will depend on judgments
about the priorities and feasible means to attain our strategic objectives.
There is little general disagreement about what our objectives are;
there are wide differences in perceptions about their priorities and
about what it takes to support them. The complexity of these questions
can be reduced by identifying issues that could result in significant
changes in our strategic posture:
—Is some absolute level of U/I retaliatory capability a sufficient
deterrent of nuclear attacks on the United States and its allies or should
deterrence be strengthened by a capability for ensuring relative advantage in war outcomes?
—If an absolute level of U/I retaliatory capability is adequate, is
greater flexibility for the employment of U.S. strategic offensive forces
necessary to meet our objectives?
—If so, can adequate flexibility be provided by adding more attack options to U.S. nuclear weapon employment plans? Or is more
extensive flexibility needed, with greater demand on survivability of
command/control under limited exchanges?
—Should flexibility be extended to include substantial improvements in missile counterforce capabilities to support additional attack
options or war-fighting goals?
The General Strategic Alternatives are organized to cover these
issues.
B. Hedging
A dominant factor in the size, capabilities, and cost of our strategic forces
is hedging against future threats to these forces. Maintenance of the strategic force capabilities of any of the General Strategic Alternatives in the
face of future uncertainties depends upon four hedging elements:
—The degree of conservatism used in estimating future threats
and their effects on U.S. capabilities.

10
On November 13, 1971, Laird sent Kissinger the draft Defense Policy and Force
Planning Guidance for FY 74–78, a 36-page paper that included two sections: Defense
Policy Guidance and Interim Force Planning Guidance for the FY 74–FY 78 Five Year
Defense Program. No reference to improving missile counterforce capabilities was found
in the guidance. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 230,
Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. XVI)
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—Appropriate R&D programs to develop knowledge of new
threat technologies and to reduce the leadtime to deploy new countermeasures.
—The size and characteristics of various components of U.S. strategic forces.
—Appropriate diversity in the mix of strategic offensive systems
to compound Soviet first strike problems, to hedge against unexpected
degradation of weapon systems, and to hedge against unexpected
threats. These complex considerations are regularly addressed in the
normal defense planning process.
All the General Strategic Alternatives contain, at a minimum, a
well-hedged urban/industrial retaliatory capability, without specifying a particular hedging policy or blend of the above elements. The
evaluation of these alternatives does, however, recognize that an adequate hedging policy provides substantial numbers of forces for targeting against military targets as well as against U/I targets.
There are a variety of alternative approaches to diversifying the
offensive force mix. The costs of the General Strategic Alternatives
shown in Table 1 below11 are given as a function of these force mix
categories:
—We could maintain a high level of pre-launch survival and penetration capability in each of our current systems, ICBMs, SLBMs, and
bomber (triad).
—We could keep three systems, but maintain high pre-launch survival and penetration capability in only two components (reduced
triad).
—We could phase out one force component, maintaining high prelaunch and penetration capability in the remaining two (diad).
—We could have three components, but stretch out our modernization programs by, for example, modernizing only one component at
a time (mini-triad).
Although a decision on strategic offensive force mix policy is not
required at this time, there is a widely held but erroneous view on the
current policy. Some assume there is a force planning requirement to
maintain an independent retaliatory capability in each force component. Although our forces currently have this characteristic, there is no
agency which takes the position that we must maintain an independent retaliatory capability in each component against future threats.

11
Attached but not printed is Table 1, a page-length chart that compares the costs
of past and current U.S. strategic programs and the anticipated costs of alternative strategic offensive postures and mixes.

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 906

339-370/B428-S/40011

906

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

The current policy is expressed in the President’s Second Annual
Review of Foreign Policy. “The mix of forces. For several years we have
maintained three types of strategic forces—land-based ICBMs,
bombers, and submarine-launched missiles. Each is capable of inflicting a high level of damage in response to a nuclear first strike. Taken
together they have an unquestioned capability of inflicting an unacceptable level of damage. This concept takes advantage of the unique
characteristics of each delivery system. It provides insurance against
surprise enemy technological breakthroughs or unforeseen operational
failures, and complicates the task of planning attacks on us. It complicates even more the longer range planning of the levels and composition of the opposing forces. If the effectiveness and survivability of one
element were eroded, the Soviet Union could choose to concentrate its
resources on eroding the effectiveness and survivability of the others.
This would confront us with serious new decisions, and we will therefore continue to review our forces in the light of changing threats and
technology to ensure that we have the best possible mix to meet the
requirements of sufficiency.”12
A policy issue is the interpretation of the second NSDM 16 criterion on crisis stability. Of particular importance is the significance for
crisis stability if Minuteman became very vulnerable to a first strike.
This is because our current SALT positions would preclude the major
means (hard-site ABM defense and land-mobile ICBMs) of attempting
to ensure Minuteman survivability against future Soviet threats.
The term “crisis stability” refers to the degree to which the United
States and the Soviets would tend to avoid the use of strategic nuclear
weapons in a severe crisis or military conflict. While many factors bear
on such incentives, the planning issue focuses on the characteristics of
the U.S. posture that might increase or decrease any Soviet incentive
to strike first.
—All agree that a principal contributor to stability in a crisis is a
well-hedged U/I retaliatory capability. With such a U.S. capability, the
Soviets could not significantly reduce the damage they would suffer
in retaliation or substantially affect the relative balance of U/I damage. This, however, assumes that the Soviets did not evacuate their
cities prior to U.S. strikes.
—All agree that confidence in control of U.S. strategic forces and
acquisition of information on the status of forces and damage in the
United States is important.

12
“United States Foreign Policy for the 1970s,” A Report by President Richard
Nixon to the Congress (February 25, 1971), pp. 133–134. [Footnote in the original. For
text, see Public Papers: Nixon, 1971, pp. 219–345.]
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—All agree that some level of flexibility for the employment of
strategic forces contributes to stability in a crisis situation by increasing our confidence in handling any situation in a measured, appropriate way.
—All agree that rapid, direct communications between governments and agreed procedures for dealing with nuclear accidents are
important.
—There is wide disagreement on whether a largely vulnerable
Minuteman force would be destabilizing in a crisis.
One view is that an excessively vulnerable Minuteman force could
be destabilizing in a crisis, even if we had strong bomber and SLBM
forces, because the threat to our cities might deter us from using these
forces after an attack on Minuteman. At the very least, it is argued, the
President’s options for diplomatic and military actions in a crisis would
be more constrained if Minuteman were highly vulnerable, since a vulnerable Minuteman could suggest that we intend to launch our ICBMs
in a first strike. In this view, Minuteman would have to be either kept
survivable or phased out (or possibly reduced to a low level, say 100
or less). Proponents of this view argue as follows:
—If the United States allowed Minuteman to become excessively
vulnerable (say, 90% or higher attrition from a Soviet first strike), the
Soviets would be convinced we intended to use Minuteman primarily
for first-strike counterforce attacks.
—During an intense crisis, our primary leverage on the Soviet
Union is the implied threat of military action. Thus, resolute U.S. actions in a crisis could heighten their fears of a first strike by Minuteman. In such a situation, the Soviets might decide that their only
alternative short of general nuclear war would be to launch an attack
on Minuteman, seek to forestall retaliation by threatening to attack U.S.
cities, and negotiate with the United States.
—The likelihood of a strike on Minuteman and the credibility of
the Soviet threat to U.S. cities might be increased if they could destroy
Minuteman with only part of their ICBM force (possible in the mid-tolate 1970s) or if they provided their ICBM launchers with a rapid reload capability.
Others believe that a vulnerable Minuteman force would not invite a Soviet first strike even in a severe crisis. They argue that our
overall retaliatory capabilities would preclude any significant gain by
the Soviets in such an attack. They further assert that with appropriate U.S. response options, a Soviet first strike on Minuteman would
guarantee some form of U.S. nuclear retaliation, with severe risks to
their whole society. Thus, they argue that the Soviets would face a
choice between striking first, with near certain retaliation, or accepting
the risk of U.S. preemption, but with some probability that the crisis
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would be resolved without nuclear war. Proponents of this view
counter the earlier arguments as follows:
—It is clear Minuteman was planned as a survivable force. The
fact that in changing times and circumstances it became vulnerable
would not signal a dramatic U.S. shift to a first strike policy. Furthermore, the Soviets could not be certain that we would not launch on
warning, nullifying their whole attack.
—In a crisis, resolute or threatening U.S. actions would heighten
Soviet fear of a U.S. first strike whether or not Minuteman is vulnerable. It is most difficult to imagine the Soviets risking 100 million lives
and most of their industry for some objective that would test U.S. resolve to act.
—An attack on Minuteman would be a large scale attack, with
substantial collateral fatalities and political repercussions. Soviet hopes
to deter any form of retaliation would be unrealistic.
This crisis stability issue—in particular, the necessity for ensured
survival of our ICBMs—has a direct bearing on the variey of acceptable hedging alternatives, how they are evaluated in the normal planning process, and on the decisions made for SALT, including the
acceptability of the current U.S. proposals.
It should be noted that the issues of crisis stability and the stability of the long-term strategic balance are not related only to force postures, but also involve political questions, since major asymmetries in
vulnerability could invite coercion.
C. Support of Allies
The General Strategic Alternatives reflect various perceptions
about the role of strategic weapons in supporting our allies. There are
several problems underlying these issues—the nature of our commitments, the objectives to be supported, and maintaining the confidence
of allies in this support.
Commitments. This study did not attempt a reexamination of U.S.
policy on commitments. It did conclude that existing commitments
vary widely in their specificity, in the likelihood of real threats against
various allies, in the degree of vital U.S. interests involved, and in the
problems of U.S. credibility. Some deliberate ambiguity preserves our
range of options for response to a particular situation. However, our
allies (e.g., NATO and Japan) depend heavily on the U.S. nuclear shield
for their security. Our support also reinforces U.S. efforts to inhibit the
proliferation of nuclear weapons.
Objectives. How to attain our objectives regarding the allies—deterring attacks on or coercion of our allies, and dealing with such attacks if deterrence fails—depends on the relationship of our strategic
forces to our theater nuclear forces and conventional forces:
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—All agree that U.S. strategic forces alone cannot provide a credible deterrent to attacks on our allies (particularly non-nuclear attacks)
because of doubts that the United States would risk retaliatory strikes
on U.S. cities. The Soviets have had the capability to retaliate directly
against the United States for many years. China is expected to have
such a capability in the future.
—Some believe that strategic forces have little direct utility as an
extended deterrent. Apart from posing uncertain risks that an attack
on U.S. allies might lead to general war, they believe our support rests
on theater capabilities, nuclear and conventional, and that they must
be planned independently of our strategic forces. Strategic forces
should then be planned on the basis of deterring general war.
—Others believe that our strategic forces have significant utility
as an extended deterrent. They argue as follows: Strategic forces form
part of a continuum of responses at each level of provocation. Our theater nuclear and conventional forces couple and extend our strategic
nuclear commitment down to any level of aggression. With appropriate planning, our total force capabilities can demonstrate a clear path
of escalation to all-out war, coupling loss at one level to the risk of U.S.
escalation to a higher level. Strategic forces, coupled with theater nuclear forces, create substantial uncertainties—risks of seriously underestimating potential U.S. responses. With appropriate attack options
the large gaps between levels of conflict, which might tend to decouple them, can be precluded.13
These differences in perception and issues about what measures
are necessary are reflected in the General Strategic Alternatives. They
also bear on the larger questions of confidence.
Confidence. The confidence of our allies in U.S. commitments is a
most important element of our diplomatic and military posture. A decided weakening in allied confidence could have many undesirable effects, including the proliferation of nuclear weapons or the seeking of
political accommodation with the USSR. Of immediate concern is the
possible erosion of allied confidence in light of the continued buildup
of strategic armaments.
—Some believe that allied confidence is already starting to erode,
and we must take action to restore confidence.
—Others argue that there have been problems of confidence for
many years, evidenced by emergence of the British and French nuclear

13
The JCS representative believes that our capabilities for support of allies should
not be incredible and that a counterforce capability to support our commitments reinforces credibility. [Footnote in the original.]
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forces, multilateral force issues, and the necessity for intensive consultations within the NPG. Recent erosion, if any, is a matter of readjustment to the meaning of the new circumstances, but includes worries
over U.S. conventional withdrawals, MBFR, and uncertain effects of
détente. Only if such an erosion leads to a concrete perception that our
allies were decoupled from the U.S. nuclear shield, would major action be necessary. In this view, we are nowhere near that point; we still
have room for lesser confidence measures. Such questions of confidence
are related to issues about the strategic balance.
—Others believe that U.S. involvement in a strategic nuclear exchange for the “defense” of our NATO allies, involving nearly certain
destruction of the United States, is unthinkable. They argue that allied
perceptions of this fact cannot be prevented.
—Still others argue that it is not clear that procuring new or additional weapon systems (including defenses) will in itself alleviate
allied concern about the U.S. nuclear guarantees which, in turn, is related to the broader issue of future U.S. commitments to their security.
They believe it is unclear whether any of the General Strategic Alternatives considered in this study will improve allied confidence in the
U.S. commitment.
D. The Strategic Balance
One issue, common to all General Strategic Alternatives is the relative balance of U.S. and Soviet strategic forces. Under some alternatives it is possible that we could have numerically inferior forces, even
if they fully met our strategic requirements. Thus, there is an issue
about the further, explicit requirement for the “diplomatic sufficiency”
of our strategic force posture.
—Some hold that large visible imbalances in U.S.-Soviet strategic
force levels which favor the Soviets, such as their currently projected
lead in ICBM and SLBM launchers (about 1-1/2 to 1), could undermine
allied confidence in the U.S. will and ability to honor its commitments,
and could make the Soviets more inclined to exercise military coercion
in theater crises. They argue that such imbalances must either be prevented by SALT or that the United States should deploy more strategic forces.
—Others believe that a well-hedged posture designed to support
our military objectives precludes any significant Soviet superiority, i.e.,
any credible form of first strike capability. They believe that excessive
imbalances in numbers of launchers (5 to 1) are clearly politically and
psychologically unacceptable, but that it is difficult to interpret close
ratios (between 1 to 1 and 2 to 1). Many other measures of relative
power can affect perceptions—technological quality, numbers of warheads, megatonnage—as well as numbers of launchers. They believe
that there is therefore an adequate basis for educating our allies about
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our own evaluation of real sufficiency and about the complexities of
defining the balance with simple numerical indices.
At issue, then, apart from the alternatives discussed below, is
whether or not we need to buy more forces to restore an apparent imbalance in weapons inventories with the Soviets as a political and/or
military requirement.
III. General Strategic Alternatives
The major policy elements characterizing the four General Strategic Alternatives are discussed in this section.14 A more detailed
discussion of these policy elements is presented in the Executive Summary, pages 65–92.15 The costs of forces to support these General Strategic Alternatives are illustrated in Table 1 on page 21 below.
Following is a State Department Footnote on an Additional Strategic
Alternative:16
The State Department representative believes that this paper
should provide a broader spectrum of alternative strategies for consideration by decision-makers. In particular, while not advocating this
posture, consideration should be given to the pros and cons of a partial damage-limiting strategy as one possible means of achieving a more
stable deterrent, and providing options in the event deterrence fails.
The State Department representative believes there are additional
options that should be considered in a study of this nature. There is,
for example, the option of having a partial damage-limiting strategy
which some argue would strengthen deterrence and provide the President with a broader range of options should deterrence fail. Such an
option can be derived from the strategic offense and defense alternatives presented in this study. A partial damage-limiting posture in the
shorthand of this study would combine strategic offense alternative 3c
(counterforce and hard target kill capability) and strategic defense alternative B (a light area defense). However, such a posture should be
presented as a distinct alternative rather than a derived one. This would
help to fill the gap, noted in several prior staff comments by State, between a well hedged U/I capability and a war fighting posture. It illustrates an alternative concept of deterrence not covered by the other
General Strategic Alternatives.

14

See State Department footnote on p. 12. [Footnote in the original.]
Pages 65–92 of the Executive Summary discusses the four general strategic alternatives in detail.
16
According to a typed notation on the original, this text was revised on January
14. See footnote 4 above.
15
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A partial damage-limiting posture has several purposes. In the
view of some, it reinforces deterrence in a manner different in kind
from Assured Destruction because it provides a balanced force, which
could provide the President broader options in a crisis than Assured
Destruction. The capacity to limit damage has value in itself and has
never been explicitly rejected as a goal for U.S. strategic forces (e.g.,
the fourth criteria of NSDM 16 provides for a defense against small attacks). Such a posture also could serve to reinforce nuclear guarantees
to allies.
While some see such a posture as destabilizing, others argue that
an offense-dominant deterrent force based on Assured Destruction
could fuel an offense-offense arms race, lead to vulnerabilities and thus,
greater instabilities (political and military), may not effectively serve as
an extended deterrent to our allies and could lead to uncontrolled escalation in the event deterrence fails. This posture would reduce the
need for extensive hedging of assured destruction capabilities which
tend to provide excessive counter-value capabilities. Instead, such a posture would combine elements of offense and defense in order to bring
into balance our strategic force posture and employment policies.
Alternative 1. Well-Hedged Urban/Industrial Retaliatory Capability
Policy. This alternative would provide a high confidence secondstrike capability against Soviet and Chinese cities and industry. With
hedging to maintain this capability with high confidence, we would
expect to have additional warheads to use against Soviet and Chinese
military targets. Command and control systems would be designed to
ensure our ability to execute a large retaliatory strike. A limited degree
of flexibility would exist as a by-product of these policies to provide
for a small number of pre-planned attack options and a limited capability for selective release of weapons.
Capabilities. The capabilities of forces under this alternative are similar to those of our current strategic program. These forces would have
extensive capabilities for the following:
—a high confidence retaliatory capability against Soviet U/I complexes and political centers and a separate capability to destroy PRC
U/I complexes and political centers without overflying the Soviet
Union.
—Denial to the Soviet Union of the ability to cause significantly
more deaths and industrial damage in the United States in a nuclear
war than they themselves would suffer.17

17
The JCS representative notes that the Soviets’ capability for evacuation of civil
population from urban areas could change the relative balance of fatalities. [Footnote in
the original.]
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—Large, pre-planned attacks against soft Soviet and Chinese military targets.
The number of weapons resulting from our hedging policies
would probably also provide some limited capability to destroy hard
missile launchers, but programs intended to improve this counterforce
capability would not be pursued.
Relation to Objectives
1. Deterrence. Under this alternative we would seek to deter nuclear warfare by the threat of a high level of assured damage to Soviet
cities and industry and the threat of extensive destruction of Soviet soft
military targets.
This alternative is consistent with the perception held by some that
the threat of high absolute levels of U/I damage are sufficient to deter
nuclear attack on the United States and that relative levels of U/I and
military target damage are unlikely to affect any decision to start a general nuclear war.
It is also consistent with either of the following perceptions concerning deterrence of less than general war: Either strategic weapons have
little utility in deterring lesser wars or strategic weapons, together with
tactical nuclear weapons and conventional forces, pose an unacceptable
risk of escalation to general war so that lesser wars are also deterred.
2. Support of Allies. This alternative would seek to deter attacks on
our allies by posing a risk of escalation to general nuclear war through
the coupling of our strategic nuclear forces with the forward-deployed
nuclear and conventional forces of the United States and its allies. This
posture would provide warheads for targeting against soft and some hard
military targets in support of our theater forces and those of our allies.
3. Strategic Stability. This alternative is consistent with the views
that crisis stability can best be achieved by the threat of U/I retaliation, by avoiding postures that seem to give the United States an effective first strike disarming or damage limiting capability, and by
maintaining forces that ensure the Soviets could not gain significant
advantage in U/I damage by striking first.
4. Goals if Deterrence Fails. Damage-limiting would be a low priority objective in force planning. Some damage-limiting capability
would probably exist as a by-product of our hedging policy to achieve
a high confidence U/I retaliatory capability.
If nuclear war occurred, the most important goal under this alternative would be the termination of conflict without the loss of U.S.
cities. This goal would be sought by providing the ability to retaliate,
under certain SIOP options, against Soviet and Pact military targets
while withholding forces to threaten U/I damage. Additional flexibility in use of nuclear weapons would not be sought.
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Key Issues

The following issues have been raised concerning General Strategic Alternative 1:
1. Is a U/I retaliatory capability a sufficient deterrent of nuclear attack?
Some maintain that the ability to inflict a substantial absolute level of
damage in retaliation is sufficient to deter. Others argue that it is also
necessary that the Soviet Union not perceive a significant advantage in
surviving U/I and military assets. Still others assert that, even given
the capability to inflict high absolute levels of damage, we need a capability to respond selectively to deter less than all-out nuclear attacks.
2. Would U.S. responses in a crisis be adequate? Some argue that the
present options are sufficient to ensure an adequate response, others
hold that more options are necessary.
3. Is the extension of the U.S. deterrent to our allies credible under this
posture? Some maintain that the condition of parity between the United
States and the Soviet Union causes our allies to doubt that we would
risk our own destruction to defend them. Others assert that the risk of
escalation posed to the Soviets by the overall capabilities under this
posture is a sufficient deterrent and is credible to U.S. allies. Still others believe that extension of the U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent to our
allies cannot be credible under any posture alternative.
4. Are U.S. strategic nuclear capabilities adequate if deterrence fails?
Supporters of this alternative argue that the ability to withhold urban
attacks is the only practical strategic capability which can help terminate a nuclear war before all-out city exchanges. Others argue that the
large nuclear strike options of this alternative would make early war
termination difficult to achieve and would risk unacceptable damage
to the United States. Still others maintain that we must have the capability to terminate nuclear conflict under military conditions advantageous to the United States.
Alternative II. Alternative I Plus a Flexible Response Capability (Emphasis
on Planning and Organizational Changes)
Policy. This alternative would supplement the well-hedged U/I
capability of Alternative I with changes in planning staffs and organizations to provide a capability for the flexible and limited use of strategic nuclear strikes on a scale much lower than the current SIOP attack
options.18 The force levels and characteristics would be the same as in
Alternative I (e.g., there would be no improvements in missile coun-

18
The SIOP now consists of five attack options, which have provisions for withholding strikes against China and the Far Eastern and East European communist nations
and against government controls in Moscow or Peking. The smallest attack option, how-
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terforce capability). Except for changes in staffs, data bases, and command post displays there would be no improvements in command and
control beyond those needed to support a high-confidence U/I retaliatory capability.
Capabilities. In addition to the capabilities inherent under Alternative I, this alternative would provide: (1) options for the limited use of
strategic weapons by which the National Command Authorities (NCA)
can signal the linkage of local conflict (involving our allies) with the
most vital U.S. interests, and (2) a broader range of responses to less
than all-out nuclear attacks on the United States.
Relationship to Strategic Objectives
1. Deterrence. A well-hedged U/I retaliatory capability would remain the cornerstone of the U.S. deterrent, but this alternative would
reinforce that deterrent by providing limited responses or counterthreats to less than all-out Soviet nuclear attacks on the United States.
In particular, we would seek to deter Soviet attempts to coerce the
United States with threats or attacks designed to force a U.S. choice between mutual destruction of cities and submission to Soviet demands.
2. Support of Allies. Alternative II would be intended to reinforce
the credibility, to both the USSR and our allies, of the U.S. extended
deterrent by increasing Soviet uncertainty regarding U.S. responses to
attacks on our allies and demonstrating the possibility of early introduction of strategic nuclear weapons in a conflict involving our allies.
3. Strategic Stability. Greater flexibility in the employment of nuclear weapons could contribute to stability in a crisis by reducing the
advantages the Soviets might perceive in less than all-out nuclear attacks on the United States and by providing more deliberate, measured
procedures and options for responding to Soviet actions and threats in
a crisis.
4. Goals if Deterrence Fails. In the event deterrence failed through
accident or miscalculation, this alternative could provide limited strike
options which demonstrate restraint combined with resolve to defend
our vital interests.
Key Issues
Issues arising out of an assessment of the risks associated with a
strategic nuclear flexible response capability are as follows:

ever, involves about 2500 nuclear warheads launched against Soviet nuclear threat
targets. It is possible, without executing any SIOP attack option, to employ selective nuclear strikes using theater or strategic weapons or to execute pre-planned nuclear attacks
against China. [Footnote in the original.]
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1. Would this flexible response capability weaken the U.S. deterrent?
Some argue that the Soviets would interpret U.S. interest in limited nuclear strikes as a signal that we would not go to general nuclear war
in order to support our allies and that this would broaden the range
of hostile actions open to the Soviets without undue risk of general
nuclear war. Others maintain that our well-hedged U/I capability, coupled with an appropriate conventional and theater nuclear force posture in Europe, would still pose grave risks of escalation to the Soviets and that greater flexibility for employment of nuclear weapons
would reinforce Soviet perceptions of those risks, making our deterrent more credible.
2. Would there be increased pressure for use of nuclear weapons in a crisis? Some argue that the existence of a systematically planned and institutionalized capability for limited strategic nuclear strikes would
make it more “tempting” to use that capability in a crisis which might
otherwise be resolved by less violent means. Others argue that there
will always be pressures for use of nuclear weapons in a crisis, that a
systematically planned capability for limited nuclear strikes would facilitate dispassionate judgments in a crisis, and that careful development of the institutional structure would reduce the risk of creating a
strong pressure group.
3. Would this flexibility lead to unwanted escalation to general nuclear
war? Although this issue relates to the use of limited nuclear options,
it is also relevant to the question of whether to have such options, since
it bears on their utility in a crisis. Soviet doctrine regarding the use of
nuclear weapons is one critical factor in assessing this risk. The evidence is limited and ambiguous. The Soviets have long maintained that
a U.S.–USSR military conflict, even if it began with conventional forces,
would rapidly escalate to general nuclear war. There is, however, no
reliable evidence concerning whether or not the Soviets plan for limited nuclear strikes (although they have the capabilities for such attacks). On the other hand, at SALT the Soviet leaders have placed a
high premium on being able to communicate with U.S. leaders during
a crisis (e.g., accidental launches or provocative attack by a third country), with the putative aim of precluding general nuclear war. Some argue that achievement of parity may increase Soviet interest in limited
nuclear exchange options.
Another important factor in assessing the risk of escalation is
whether U.S. limited strategic options include plans for first strikes, or
are intended only as responses to a Soviet limited nuclear strike. If the
United States were the first to use nuclear weapons in limited strikes,
there is no sound way, based on currently available intelligence, to predict the Soviet response, which could be to negotiate, to launch limited nuclear strikes, or to escalate to larger nuclear attacks. On the other
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hand, if the Soviets first executed a limited nuclear strike, there would
be a strong presumption that they were willing to limit the conflict.
Some maintain that such first use by the Soviets is unlikely, that
the risks of escalation would be too great to permit U.S. first use of limited nuclear strikes and, therefore, that a strategic flexible response capability would either be of limited utility to the United States or could
equally well be the trigger of a strategic exchange which could destroy
the United States.
Others stress the possibility that the Soviets would launch limited
strikes and argue that, to deter such strikes, we must have appropriate responses. They also argue that the risks of escalation through miscalculation would be greater if we found it necessary to use limited
nuclear strikes for resolving a crisis, but had not carefully planned them
in advance.
4. Would organization and planning changes provide sufficient flexibility? Some who support more flexibility argue that improvements
would be needed in command and control and/or missile counterforce
capabilities. Others argue that planning and organizational changes are
sufficient. These issues are considered under Alternative III. Still
others note that a choice need not be made at this time between Alternatives II and III. Alternative II plus further study or R&D on command/control improvements or counterforce improvements could be
implemented in the near term. These improvements could be deployed
at some future time if required.
Alternative III. Alternative I Plus Flexible Response Capability (Including
Command and Control and/or Counterforce Improvements)
The following discussion highlights the additional considerations
which arise if a greater degree of flexibility is desired than provided
by Alternative II. This posture would include the well-hedged U/I retaliatory capability of Alternative I and the planning and organizational
changes of Alternative II. In order to provide greater flexibility than
Alternative II, however, there would be improvements in command
and control (Variant 3A), increased missile counterforce capability
(Variant 3B), or both (Variant 3C).19 Variants 3B and 3C would result
in force changes directed towards a nuclear warfighting capability over
a wide spectrum of conflict if large portions of the U.S. missile force
were given improved hard-target counterforce capability.

19
In this regard, the President in his Second Annual Review of U.S. Foreign Policy (February 25, 1971) stated that he “must not be . . . limited to the indiscriminate mass
destruction of enemy civilians as the sole possible response to challenges.” (p. 131) He
also stated that “it would be inconsistent with the political meaning of sufficiency to
base our force planning on some finite—and theoretical—capacity to inflict casualties
presumed to be unacceptable to the other side.” (p. 131) [Footnote in the original.]
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Variant 3A (C3 Improvements). Improvements would be made in the
survivability and responsiveness of strategic command and control systems beyond the capabilities needed for a well-hedged U/I retaliatory
posture. These improvements would be made in order to provide for
flexible responses throughout a series of limited, but escalating, nuclear exchanges.
Variant 3A could provide the following capabilities:
—Greater capability for rapid ad hoc generation of nuclear strikes
(including missile retargeting) than provided by the planning and organizational changes of Alternative II.
—Protracted crisis management and Presidential control, in a survivable mode, of U.S. forces.
—More survivable and near real time collection and processing of
information on the results of U.S. and Soviet nuclear strikes, to assist
in decisions about diplomatic moves and further U.S. strikes.
Variant 3A implies a greater emphasis on Presidential survivability during a crisis or during limited nuclear exchanges. Moreover, it
stresses close and continuous control of strategic forces and a capability for detailed crisis management in a survivable mode.
If the U.S. strategic posture is to place greater emphasis on flexible responses (i.e., either Alternative II or III) then the key issue connected with Variant 3A is whether the utility of the command and
control improvements is commensurate with their costs (at least $1–2
billion in FY 73–77 over the costs of Alternative I or II, and quite possibly more). If there were an endorsement of—or at least interest in—
the policy inherent in Variant 3A, then a detailed study of the costs and
benefits of specific command and control improvements for support of
strategic flexible response should be carried out in order to produce
refined cost estimates and further issues for decision.
Variant 3B (Counterforce Improvements). Improvements would be
made to the hard-target counterforce capability of some or a major portion of U.S. ballistic missiles in order to broaden the range of flexible
response options available to the President. The counterforce improvements would not be so extensive as to be capable of significantly
limiting damage from large nuclear attacks or to ensure a relative U.S.
advantage in surviving military capabilities after a large nuclear conflict. But the President would have options for efficient strikes on ICBM
or IR/MRBM silos—that is, for responses in kind to Soviet attacks on
Minuteman. There are, of course, other possible responses to an attack
on Minuteman than attacking Soviet ICBMs. As an example, we could
attack Soviet defenses, submarine bases, and airfields, which would
not require U.S. missiles to have a hard-target kill capability.
The key judgment concerning Variant 3B is whether the benefits
of flexible response strikes against hardened, time-urgent targets like
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missile silos outweigh the possible effects this capability might have
on the strategic balance.
Some argue against these counterforce improvements on the
grounds that the study was unable to identify scenarios in which
limited strikes on hard military targets would have clear utility for deterrence or early war termination, that improvements in missile counterforce capability could be destabilizing in a crisis, and that offsetting
Soviet weapon deployments could be stimulated. They emphasize the
possibility that the Soviets could not distinguish between limited counterforce improvements for flexible responses and improvements which
were an initial step towards a disarming strike capability.
Others who argue for counterforce improvements maintain that we
may otherwise not be able to deal effectively with all of the situations
which we might face (for example, less than all-out attacks on military
targets). They maintain that, given the size and diversity of Soviet
strategic forces, limited U.S. counterforce improvements would not be
destabilizing either in a crisis or in the long-term and, in addition,
would signal resolve to extend our nuclear deterrent to cover U.S.
allies.
Variant 3C (C3 and Counterforce Improvements). This variant would
provide improvements in both command and control and missile counterforce capability. If the counterforce improvements were limited to a
small portion of the missile force then this combination would not produce additional issues beyond those identified above. Some hold that
if a large portion of the U.S. missile force were given a hard-target kill
capability to support war-fighting over a wide spectrum of conflict,
this would provide an additional measure of deterrence. Furthermore,
they hold that these qualitative improvements would give the President options for discrete attacks which would provide the capability
to strike a wide range of targets and still limit collateral fatalities in
keeping with his stated policy against indiscriminate mass destruction
of enemy civilians. Others believe that counterforce improvements to
a large portion of the missile force may upset the strategic balance or
affect the kind of SALT limits the Soviets might otherwise agree to accept. Furthermore, they believe that such improvements are not required in order to achieve the President’s stated policy against indiscriminate mass destruction of enemy civilians.
Alternative IV. Relative Advantage to the United States in any
Strategic War
Policy. This alternative would provide a nuclear warfighting capability designed to attain for the United States a position of relative
advantage after any level of strategic nuclear warfare with the Soviet
Union.
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The concept of relative advantage in war outcome is not welldefined; the definition itself constitutes an area of interagency disagreement. Relative advantage in war outcome should include measures of
surviving population, industrial resources, and military (nuclear and conventional) capability. But, in a general nuclear war, deaths and industrial
damage are likely to be very high on both sides, leaving residual military
capability as the major determinant of relative advantage.
U.S. strategic forces would be planned to provide a favorable balance of surviving population, industry and military capability. As a
by-product, these forces would have a well-hedged U/I retaliatory capability. Extensive improvements in missile hard-target counterforce
capability and protracted nuclear warfighting capability would characterize this posture. Command and control systems would be designed to have greater survivability, damage assessment capability, and
responsiveness for battle management throughout a spectrum of large
and small nuclear exchanges than in the other alternatives. Balanced
strategic defenses and vigorous R&D efforts on damage limiting systems would be necessary characteristics of the posture.
Capabilities. In addition to the capabilities described in the previous alternatives, our strategic forces would be planned for an extensive capability for attacking locatable soft and hard Soviet and Chinese
military targets, including hard ICBM and IR/MRBM sites.
However, without major advances in technology, there would be
a limited capability to destroy Soviet mobile forces such as ballistic missile submarines at sea and land-mobile missiles.
Relationship to Objectives
1. Deterrence. This alternative is consistent with the view that our
ability to inflict a high absolute level of damage in retaliation is important, but is not a sufficient deterrent. In this view, a credible deterrent also requires a clear capability to ensure that any nuclear war
would result in a relative outcome favorable to the United States.
2. Support of Allies. This alternative is consistent with the view that
strategic nuclear forces that provide for relative U.S. advantage in war
outcomes are the most certain deterrent to Soviet initiation of attacks
on U.S. allies.
3. Strategic Balance. This alternative is consistent with the view that
in a crisis the Soviets would have no incentive to strike first, if a preemptive strike against the United States would clearly leave them in
an unfavorable relative military position.
4. Goals if Deterrence Fails. This alternative is consistent with the
views that, if deterrence fails, the United States must be able to emerge
from the conflict in a position of relative advantage over the Soviet
Union and that limiting damage to the United States and its allies is
an essential factor in achieving this relative advantage.
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In this view, U.S. war termination efforts would be effective only
if we were in a position of relative advantage after any level of nuclear
exchange. Otherwise, the USSR would be in a position to dictate terms
of termination or to threaten escalation.
Key Issues
1. Should we seek relative advantage in war outcomes rather than absolute level of damage? Opponents of this alternative argue that at high
absolute levels of damage, relative damage is no longer a factor in any
political decision to start a war. They assert that efforts to build forces
to achieve any significant relative advantage in surviving military resources are infeasible. They further argue that these efforts would cause
the Soviets to take counter-actions that would prevent us from achieving this goal and could leave us worse off.
Supporters of this policy maintain that relative post-war position
is an important factor in deterrence and is essential if deterrence fails;
that Soviet strategic programs would not necessarily be reactions to
U.S. programs; and that our past and current emphasis on a U/I retaliatory capability has precluded imaginative investigation of the feasibility of such a policy.
2. Could this alternative be consistent with SALT? If SALT constrains
offensive forces to current levels and limits ABM defenses to low levels, it is doubtful that a posture ensuring a favorable relative balance
can be achieved. The Soviet Union will undoubtedly not agree to a
SALT agreement that provided the U.S. with a clear capability to
achieve a relative advantage in a nuclear conflict with the USSR.
Some assert that certain actions (e.g., improve missile hard target
counterforce capabilities and our strategic ASW capabilities) could be
taken to improve our relative position that would be permitted under
the SALT agreement.
Others argue that a SAL agreement which limits ABM defenses to
low levels would effectively preclude achievement of a relative advantage posture for the United States or the USSR.
Costs
Table 1 shows the cost of past and current U.S. strategic programs
(as represented by the FYDP) and the FY 73–77 costs of the General
Strategic Alternatives. These latter are displayed as a function of the
strategic offensive force mix.
IV. Strategic Defense Policy Alternatives
Except in the case of General Strategic Alternative IV (Favorable
Relative War Outcomes), the choice of a strategic defense policy
alternative depends primarily on factors distinct from the choice of
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General Strategic Alternative. These factors include our hedging policies, SALT outcomes, and our posture towards the PRC. General Strategic Alternative IV would require strong defenses (Level E below).
Five alternative defense levels, including ABM defense, air defense, strategic ASW, and civil defense, are summarized below. Table
2 shows their costs.20 Table 3 relates the defense levels to the General
Strategic Alternatives and to the China options.21
There is some ambiguity in the current U.S. strategic defense policy. There are Presidential statements of record supporting an area defense system to protect the population against light attacks. There are
also the Presidential decisions in SALT indicating a willingness to
forego area ABM defenses as part of an equitable SAL agreement.
Defense levels C, D and E all include hard-site defense of Minuteman; Levels B, C, D and E also imply active defense of bomber bases.
If one of these alternatives is chosen, the decision is tantamount to a
hedging policy aimed at maintaining an independent retaliatory capability in those strategic force components protected by active defense.
Level A. Minimum Defense to Provide Warning and Surveillance
This level would provide defensive forces sufficient for surveillance and warning of attacks on the United States. It could include the
following elements:
—Two Safeguard ABM sites and associated radars to provide a
protected surveillance system for warning and attack assessment
against ballistic missiles. These sites would also protect some Minuteman launchers and bomber bases against small missile attacks. This
defense level is also compatible with zero level ABM or defense of the
NCA, since we have no other means of supporting these warning and
surveillance functions.
—Air defenses sufficient to provide air space surveillance and restriction of unauthorized overflight of U.S. air space.
—Use of general purpose ASW forces (including SOSUS) to maintain surveillance of Soviet and Chinese submarine deployments.
—Civil defense emphasizing population warning.
Level B. Defense Against Small Attacks
Level B would provide balanced defenses designed to limit damage to U.S. cities and military forces from small (deliberate or unauthorized) attacks. Against large attacks it also would secure additional
20
Table 2, which is attached but not printed, indicates that the current U.S. strategic defense program cost $17 billion. Estimated costs for alternative programs were as
follows: Level A, $6 billion; Level B, $16 billion; Level C, $16 billion; Level D, $20 billion; and Level E, $25 billion.
21
Table 3 is attached but not printed.
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time over that provided by Level A for safe escape of alert bombers
and tankers and for relocation of the NCA to a survivable command
center. The following forces could be included:
—Twelve Safeguard ABM sites, including a light area defense.
—Air defenses to provide protection against small bomber attacks
by the USSR or third countries.
—Augmentation of general purpose ASW forces to locate and, if
necessary, destroy a small Chinese ballistic missile submarine force (2–4
submarines).
—Civil defense as in Level A or perhaps increased to provide more
fallout protection and evacuation plans for use in a crisis.
Level C. Defense of Strategic Retaliatory Forces and the NCA
Level C would provide balanced defenses of strategic retaliatory
forces and the NCA, including a hard-site ABM defense of Minuteman
and perhaps active defense of bomber bases. There would be no effort
to defend U.S. cities, except insofar as they receive protection from defenses of the strategic retaliatory forces and the NCA.
There is an issue concerning the effect of hard-site defense deployment on the long-term strategic balance. Some believe extensive
deployment of hard-site defense would raise Soviet fears that this defense would be a basis for ABM defense of U.S. cities, would cause further proliferation of Soviet strategic weapons, and would in turn result in deployment of more U.S. hard-site defenses. Others note that
deployment of hard-site defense would not protect U.S. cities and
would indicate only an effort to preserve the U.S. land-based missile
deterrent; they argue that such a deployment need not stimulate proliferation of Soviet weapons if the USSR is sincere about leveling off
strategic armaments.
Level D. Defense Against Small Attacks Plus Hard-Site Defense of
Minuteman
Level D would add to the defenses of Level B a hard-site ABM defense of Minuteman in order to provide defense of population against
small attacks and defense of retaliatory forces against large and small
attacks.
Level E. Defenses to Ensure Favorable War Outcomes
In order to ensure that the United States has a favorable balance
of surviving military resources after any level of nuclear war with
the Soviet Union, extensive defenses of both strategic and general
purpose forces would be needed. Moreover, even though defenses
could not limit U/I damage from large attacks to a low level, they
could, inconjunction with U.S. strategic offensive forces, contribute
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to achieving a favorable balance of surviving population and industry as well as military assets.
The size and cost of strategic defenses to enforce favorable war
outcomes are difficult to project since they would depend on the future Soviet threat (including any measures the Soviets might take to
offset a buildup in U.S. strategic defenses), as well as on the precise interpretation of the term “favorable outcomes”. Defense Level E could,
for example, include the following defensive forces: 16 ABM sites using Safeguard-type components, hard-site ABM defense of Minuteman,
sea-based ABMs for mid-course intercept, and augmentation of the current air defenses with improved manned interceptors, OTH–B, SAM–D
and AWACS.
V. China
The emerging Chinese nuclear weapons capability raises a number of questions beyond those which arise from considering the U.S.
strategic force posture vis-à-vis the USSR. These include the following:
—Should we deploy an ABM defense of CONUS against PRC attacks or other similar small attacks?
—What range of hostile PRC actions can be deterred by U.S. strategic forces and what U.S. force characteristics and deployments are
needed for deterring these hostile actions?
—What changes, if any, should be made in our strategic forces to
reduce the risk that, during a U.S.-Soviet crisis, a PRC attack could provoke nuclear war?
—How would alternative U.S. force postures and deployments in
Asia affect the perceptions of our NATO allies regarding U.S. support
with nuclear weapons? Similarly, how does our posture in Europe affect the perceptions of our Asian allies regarding U.S. support with nuclear weapons?
—How would alternative U.S. force postures and deployments in
Asia affect achievement of our policy goals regarding Japan?
—How would alternative U.S. strategic force postures toward
China affect the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship?
These issues have been analyzed in varying degrees of depth in
the NSSM 69 study and in analyses conducted in support of the study
of U.S. strategic objectives and force postures. These analyses suggest
there are two major policy issues regarding the U.S. strategic force posture towards the PRC which are ready for decision now.
The first is whether we should deploy an ABM defense of U.S.
cities against Chinese attacks. The President’s decision leading to the
current SALT position indicates a willingness to forego such an ABM
defense if necessary to achieve an equitable SAL agreement.
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The second issue is whether we should take actions designed to
maintain throughout the 1970s a capability to deny (or limit to a low
level) damage from PRC nuclear attacks on the United States and its
allies. These actions would be intended to maintain a disarming strike
capability against the PRC. A complete analysis of this question must
also consider issues about the U.S. conventional and tactical nuclear
force posture in Asia. These are discussed in detail in the NSSM 69
study (U.S. Strategy and Forces in Asia). This section focuses on the
disarming strike issue relative to overall U.S. strategic objectives and
postures. Decisions on our strategic force posture vis-à-vis the PRC
should be made after considering both the NSSM 69 study and the issues set forth here.
There are two broad strategic nuclear options vis-à-vis China
which differ in regard to a disarming strike capability.
Option A. U/I Retaliatory Capability Plus Limited Counterforce Capability
This option would provide those capabilities against China which
result from a posture designed primarily for a well-hedged U/I retaliatory capability against the USSR. There would be no improvements
in missile counterforce or ASW capabilities for the purpose of limiting
or denying damage from PRC attacks on the United States or its allies.
We would have the capability for destruction of 70% of Chinese
industry, 70% of the urban population (about 60 million people or 7%
of the total population), most soft military targets, and most hardened,
non-time-urgent military targets. Although we currently have a disarming strike capability against known Chinese nuclear threats, this
would be seriously eroded under Option A as the Chinese increase the
number and survivability of their nuclear forces or develop a launchon-warning capability. We expect the PRC to improve the survivability of their nuclear forces in the future by deploying missiles in silos
and in nuclear-powered submarines. They may even now be deploying MRBMs in a concealed mode.
The key issue relative to this option is whether the threatened destruction of PRC cities and soft military targets, in conjunction with
U.S. tactical nuclear forces and U.S. and allied conventional forces,
would be sufficient to deter PRC attacks on the United States (when
they acquire such a capability), its bases overseas, and its allies. Evaluation of this issue depends in part on issues concerning our tactical
nuclear and conventional force posture in Asia (see the NSSM 69 study);
the following would be implied by Option A.
—For deterrence of PRC conventional attacks on our allies, we
would depend primarily on either (a) a combination of U.S. and allied
conventional forces or (b) threat of battlefield use of tactical nuclear
weapons. Without a disarming strike capability the latter carries greater
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risk that the Chinese would escalate to higher levels of nuclear exchanges than does the former.
—For deterrence of PRC nuclear attacks on our allies, we would
depend on U.S. theater nuclear weapons in conjunction with the threat
of strategic nuclear attacks on PRC cities and soft military targets.
Option B. U/I Retaliatory Capability Plus Enhanced Counterforce
Capability Designed for Damage Denial
This option would add to Option A an improved missile counterforce capability (probably the Poseidon accuracy and yield would be
improved and Poseidon missiles deployed in the Pacific) and a strategic ASW capability against Chinese ballistic missile submarines in order to extend the time during which we could threaten China with a
disarming strike.
There are two major uses for a U.S. disarming strike capability:
—To contribute (in concert with tactical nuclear weapons) to deterrence of Chinese conventional attack on our allies and to reduce the
credibility of Chinese nuclear threats to our allies.
—To limit damage to the United States, its overseas bases, and its
allies from PRC nuclear attacks. In particular, if the United States made
use of tactical nuclear weapons in the battlefield to support U.S. or allied troops fighting PRC forces, a disarming strike might be executed
in an attempt to prevent or limit Chinese nuclear responses.
Key Issues. Evaluation of Option B has identified the following
issues.
—Would the above missile counterforce improvements significantly affect the U.S.-Soviet relationship?
Some assert that they would, resulting in further proliferation of
Soviet strategic weapons and to complications in SALT and other U.S.Soviet diplomatic efforts. They believe that, if improved guidance and
larger yield warheads were in production, the Soviets would have to
assume they were or would be deployed in all Poseidon missiles, not
just those in the Pacific.
Others maintain that, if Poseidon with improved counterforce capabilities were deployed only in the Pacific, the Soviets would be able
to accurately monitor the deployment through various sources (e.g.,
logistics indicators and procurement quantities) and thus would not
have grounds for viewing a disarming strike capability against China
as a major threat to the USSR. Only about 25% of Soviet ICBM and
IR/MRBM launchers could be reached by Poseidon from the Pacific.
Still others assert that Soviet proliferation of weapons and diplomatic positions are determined by factors other than the capabilities of
U.S. weapons and that the possible impact on the U.S.-Soviet relation-

1433_A41-52.qxd

10/12/11

2:18 PM

Page 927

339-370/B428-S/40011

Defense Budget and U.S. National Security Policy

927

ship should not be a consideration in evaluating the disarming strike
issue.
Other key issues bearing on a decision regarding a disarming strike
are discussed in the NSSM 69 study. These include (1) the technical feasibility of maintaining a disarming strike capability against the PRC
throughout the 1970s, (2) the political inhibitions against using a disarming strike, and (3) the possible political benefits of even an imperfect disarming strike capability.

205. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon1
Washington, January 26, 1972.
SUBJECT
New Ballistic Missile Submarine Program

On January 4, 1972 I wrote to you that after reviewing alternative
SSBN programs I concluded that an acceleration of the Underseas Longrange Missile System (ULMS) was the best alternative.2 I have attached
a brief summary and comparison of the alternatives considered.3
I believe it is clear that we need an overt step to enhance our strategic posture in response to the continuing Soviet offensive buildup and
the long delay in achieving an arms limitation agreement. The step
must signal to the Soviets, our Allies and the Congress that we have
the will and the resources to maintain our strategic posture in the face
of a growing threat. It should appear deliberate rather than suggesting
panic. It must receive strong Congressional backing to be effective.
The alternatives we have considered include the stretching of the
present Poseidon boats to carry 24 rather than 16 launch tubes, the conversion or diversion of present and programmed nuclear attack
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 230,
Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. XVI. Top Secret.
2
Laird’s memorandum to Nixon is ibid., Vol. XV. It responded to a January 3 memorandum from Kissinger requesting the preparation of an SLBM option paper for the
President, who had included additional funds in the FY 1973 Defense budget for strategic submarines but had yet to determine exactly which program to support. (Ibid.)
3
Attached but not printed is a 10-page paper, “Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile (SLBM) Deployment Options,” that included the following sections: Current SLBM
Programs, Missile Options, Submarine Options, and Major Factors Bearing on the Selection of an SLBM Deployment Option.
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submarines to ballistic missile submarines; and the construction of
additional submarines using the basic design of the more recent Poseidon boats with a number of improvements. These options offer the
possibility of a more rapid increase in the number of missile launchers
at sea than the ULMS acceleration and at a lower initial cost per launch
tube, although the additional launchers could not be populated with a
new missile until about one year before the accelerated ULMS, and the
cost per pound of payload deliverable a given distance averaged over
the life of the submarine can be lowest for ULMS. Each of these options could carry the new ULMS–I missile when it becomes available,
and so be able to operate from CONUS ports and throughout large
ocean areas. Only the ULMS, however, can carry the larger ULMS–II
missile with its greater range-payload capacity.
I am convinced that any of the alternatives to ULMS would face
serious Congressional opposition. In addition there are other strong
reasons for rejecting these alternatives:
Stretched Poseidon
• Does not provide new submarines, thus weakening the message
we want to communicate.
• Makes a major new investment in submarines which have already served 1/3 of their useful lives.
• Involves major modification to an effective operational force.
Conversion of Attack Submarines
• Gives the appearance more of panic than deliberation in our response to continuing Soviet programs.
• Temporarily reduces the level of our attack submarine force at
a time when increasing that submarine force has one of our highest
priorities.
Construction of New Improved Poseidon-class Submarines
• Many important aspects of the submarine design would be
based upon the technology of the early 1960s, for boats expected to be
in operation beyond the year 2000.
• This boat could enter the fleet only one year sooner than the accelerated ULMS, but could not carry the larger ULMS–II missile.
I am convinced that acceleration of the ULMS is the correct step
for five reasons:4

4
Moorer agreed. In a March 20 memorandum to Kissinger, he wrote that accelerated construction of the ULMS offered “the only suitable and viable option” to rapidly
add SLBMs to the U.S. inventory. The ULMS, he argued, “provides a weapon system
with very significant advantages in performance and operational flexibility over anything available to either side. From a negotiation point of view the ULMS program, which
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1. It is the only step for which we can confidently get Congressional authorization.
• There would be very strong opposition to any new land-based
systems. We cannot even get R&D approved for land-mobile ICBMs.
• There would be very strong opposition to interference with present programs, such as stretching Poseidon submarines or converting
or diverting attack submarines. Such opposition was encountered during the first two years of the Polaris-to-Poseidon conversion program.
• There would be considerable opposition to resurrecting a design of the 1960s, even if technological improvements were incorporated, for a boat to be operational from 1978 on past the year 2000.
• The ULMS program has already been funded by Congress and
initiated. It is intended as the next generation successor to the present
fleet.
2. Accelerating ULMS is the most effective signal to the Soviets,
our Allies and the Congress that we intend to counter the continuing
Soviet buildup of strategic offensive forces with a buildup of our own.
• It is a well planned and deliberate implementation of a major
step forward in submarine capability.
• It accelerates the submarine which was in any case intended to
be the follow-on to the present fleet. It therefore is clearly not just a
“bargaining chip,” but is a program we intend to carry to fruition, either to add to or to replace the present fleet, depending in part on the
evolution of the Soviet threat and the outcome of SALT.
3. The ULMS makes the best sense strategically.
• A strategic offensive arms limitation agreement is likely to limit
the number of SLBM launchers rather than the capacity of the launchers. The ULMS gives substantially larger capacity launchers than any
other alternative.
• Any new SSBN we build now will be operating in the year 2000
against unknown ASW and ABM threats. Therefore, new SSBNs should
be as quiet as possible and should be capable of carrying a large missile. A capability to carry the larger ULMS–II class missiles maximizes
the submarine’s flexibility for:
—operating in a very large operating area while covering targets
in the USSR to hedge against advanced ASW threats in the next 30
years;

can be further accelerated if desired, provides leverage which can be used to ensure approximate ‘equivalency’ of offensive systems. From the ‘world image’ point of view, the
important thing is not delivery rates per se but, rather, the existence of a modern ongoing system.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 245,
Agency Files, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Vol. II)
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—carrying advanced penetration payloads (e.g., 16 MIRVs per
missile or maneuvering RVs) to hedge against advanced ABM threats
in the next 30 years.
• All alternatives could carry the 4000 n.m. ULMS–I missile,
which would allow operation from CONUS ports with very short transit times to SSBN operating areas. This allows the submarines to operate under CONUS-based ASW and surface protection. It allows us
to be independent of overseas basing. The ULMS–II missile allows the
largest payload at this range.
4. The ULMS helps to alleviate the severe problems of retaining
qualified SSBN crews we expect in the future.
• The capability to carry the larger ULMS–II class missiles means
that a given payload can be deployed with fewer boats and crews.
• The ULMS class SSBN will be larger than the submarines of the
other options, and so permit the most habitable shipboard environment
for these crews.
5. The ULMS offers the lowest cost per pound of deliverable payload over the life of this system.
We expect to be presenting these reasons as we testify in support
of the FY 72 supplemental request and the FY 73 budget request before Congress.
Melvin R. Laird
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206. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, February 10, 1972, 3:08–3:57 p.m.
SUBJECT
DOD Budget and Five Year Defense Plan
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Dr. Henry A. Kissinger
State
Mr. John N. Irwin
Mr. Leon Sloss
Mr. Seymour Weiss
DOD
Dr. Gardiner Tucker
Mr. Robert C. Moot
Dr. John Christie2
JCS
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
R/Adm. William St. George
CIA
Mr. Bruce Clarke

CEA
Mr. Ezra Solomon
ACDA
Mr. Gerard Smith
Col. Ira B. Richards
OST
Mr. John Walsh
NSC
Gen. Alexander M. Haig
Mr. Philip Odeen
Mr. John Court
Lt. Cdr. John Knubel
Mr. Jim Hackett

OMB
Mr. George P. Shultz
Mr. Kenneth Dam

It was agreed that:
—DOD will follow the President’s guidance on force levels, particularly with respect to air defense forces and army divisions.3
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, 1969–73 [2 of 3]. Secret. The
meeting was held in the Situation Room of the White House. In a February 9 memorandum, Odeen informed Kissinger that the meeting was to address three issues: the inconsistency between Presidential decisions and Defense Department strategic guidance,
the overall level of defense spending needed to support the Five Year Defense Plan for
FY 1974–1978, and the relationship between planned defense spending and the Nixon
administration’s long-term economic and budgetary goals. (Ibid., Box H–105, DPRC
Meeting, DOD Five Year Program, 2/10/72)
2
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis).
3
On November 13, 1971, Laird sent Kissinger the draft Defense Policy and Force
Planning Guidance for FY 74–78. According to Laird’s covering memorandum, the paper translated Presidential decisions into “definitive guidance” to the Defense Department for planning and evaluating its forces and programs. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 230, Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol.
XVI) In a February 28, 1972, letter to Laird, Kissinger expressed concern that the guidance was inconsistent with Presidential decisions in several areas: U.S. assistance to Asian
allies in the event of a massive PRC attack, reserve forces, and strategic air defense. (Ford
Library, Laird Papers, Accession 2000–NLF–045, Box 1, Memorandum to Laird from
Kissinger—Planning Guidance FY 74–78)
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—OMB and DOD will reconcile the budgetary differences in their
projections between $82 billion and $84 billion.
—DOD will submit an interim report on the strategic implications
of the increasing procurement cost of new weapons systems and means
of controlling those costs.
—DOD will put out policy guidance that, in general, follows the
fiscal guidance agreed upon.4
—DOD will issue Fiscal Guidance for FY 74–78 based on the FY
73 program as projected.
Dr. Kissinger: Our primary purpose today is to decide a preliminary approach to the five year defense program. If Defense will present its views first, we will then hear what OMB has to say.
Dr. Tucker: I want to remind everyone that we are just entering
the process of review of our five year defense program. Last year we
began the five year program for the period FY 72–76 with the basic fiscal and program guidance, then went into the program decision cycle
and considered specific programs at a series of DPRC meetings, got
presidential guidance and then added 4-1/2 billion dollars. Next, the
services submitted their detailed budgets for the first year, we scrubbed
them with OMB and took out 2-1/2 billion dollars, after which we put
back one-half of a billion, then extended the decisions reached during
the budget scrub through the whole five years of the program. By that
time, we had in fact produced a new five year program.
Dr. Kissinger: So what you are saying is that every year we will
have a new five year program.
Dr. Tucker: Yes, that’s true. Congress cut us 700 million, we then
adjusted our estimates for the whole period to include estimated congressional cuts at the same ratio. What we want to do now is review
this program, consider OMB projections and views, include any new
policy guidance and then begin work on the next new program.
Dr. Kissinger: In several areas the trends you have followed have
been different from the guidance you were provided; for example, in
Air Defense, anticipated savings have not been realized and the Army
division level we contemplated has not been reached. Why do we go
through this elaborate planning process if you aren’t going to carry out
the guidance you have been provided?
Dr. Tucker: We have followed the guidance. With regard to Air Defense, we reached a decision on Continental Air Defense that was more
modest than our original idea—to defend the Continental U.S. against
bomber attack with limited warning.
4

See Document 203.
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Dr. Kissinger: You have given existing forces a new mission instead of changing the forces.
Dr. Tucker: We have changed the forces.
Adm. Moorer: We’ve had trouble in Congress because of the cuts
in forces. A plane flew into New Orleans from Cuba last year and some
people on the Hill were very excited about it.5 They’re not anxious to
cut Air Defense forces with this sort of thing happening.
Dr. Kissinger: That has nothing to do with your force levels. When
you had higher levels of air defense, a Cuban plane flew into Miami
while the President was at Key Biscayne.6 I don’t think anyone is worrying about an air invasion of the southern United States.
Dr. Tucker: You are raising questions about specific numbers of interceptors, but what we are discussing is the implementation of budget
cuts. It is a matter of allocation of both cuts and resources.
Dr. Kissinger: What about the decision to have 13 divisions? We
only have 11-1/2.
Dr. Tucker: We are carrying 13 in the structure of the Army, but
with the drawdown of Army strength and the Vietnam cuts, they are
not at full strength.
Adm. Moorer: The Senate has arbitrarily cut 50,000 men from the
Army force structure7 and we are having trouble maintaining the units
fleshed out.
Dr. Christie: We will reach our goal by the end of FY 73 but not in
FY 72.
Dr. Kissinger: Is this your (DOD’s) decision?
Dr. Tucker: No. We have been cut by Congress 50,000 men more
than we want to be cut.
Adm. Moorer: The shortfall actually is in the strategic reserve.
We’re suffering turbulence from the drawdowns in Vietnam and the
cuts by Congress occurring at the same time.
Dr. Kissinger: You (Mr. Shultz) sold us the CIA reorganization8 to
save money and now we find we’re not saving any.
Mr. Shultz: That’s not true! We never argued for the reorganization for that purpose, we did it to increase efficiency.

5

On October 26, 1971, an airplane with 22 Cubans aboard landed without warning at the New Orleans International Airport. (The New York Times, November 3, 1971,
p. 16)
6
See footnote 7, Document 149.
7
See Document 185.
8
See footnote 6, Document 203.
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Dr. Tucker: We have reduced 32,000 positions in the intelligence
community. You won’t realize any savings from that in the first year
because it costs more to terminate or transfer people than to keep them
on the payroll, but over the long run there will be a substantial
savings.
Adm. Moorer: We’re closing intelligence bases in Japan, Turkey,
everywhere. We’re cutting our intelligence forces all over.
Dr. Tucker: There are a lot of problems involved in going from an
eleven to a thirteen division Army, switching from earlier to subsequent guidance. We want to change an infantry division to a mechanized division for NATO, reduce the speed of retirement of ships and
now we’re getting involved in pollution control problems. Our strategic forces are down from 2.7 to 2.3 million for FY 72–73, which will be
less than pre-Vietnam, nevertheless, the budget continues to go up. Research and development is up 700 million, support to other nations is
down significantly, unit costs per weapon are up sharply, all at the same
time.
Dr. Kissinger: We sent you a memo on the cost of weapons about
six months ago.9 When can we have an answer?
Dr. Tucker: These are very complex issues and difficult questions.
Dr. Kissinger: I know they’re complex, but at least give us an interim answer.
Dr. Tucker: O.K., in about a week. Right now we are in the early
part of the five year program. We are getting hit with the initial costs
of the large and expensive items of hardware. Near the end of the five
years the unit cost will be much lower.
Dr. Kissinger: Isn’t a lot of the increased cost caused by inflation
and pay raises, in addition to the rising cost of weapons? Costs that
we can’t do much about? Can we maintain the force structure we want
and have modernization too?
Dr. Tucker: Costs are above last year’s fiscal projections, but we
can do it. Modernization of the force structure will cost less in the fu-

9
Nixon sent Laird a memorandum on May 28, 1971, expressing concern about the
increasing costs of new weapons systems and the rising portion of the Defense budget
dedicated to manpower costs. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 227, Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. XII) That memorandum followed Kissinger’s May 26 memorandum to the President apprising Nixon of the situation. (Ibid.) On January 15, 1972, Kissinger sent Laird a memorandum reminding him of
Nixon’s “deep concern over the impact on future force levels of the ‘excessively high
unit costs of new weapons compared with the cost of the weapons they replace or the
weapons of our potential enemies.’” Kissinger asked the Department of Defense to assess the trend toward more costly weapons and to complete its evaluation by February
1 in time for a DPRC meeting. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–105, DPRC
Meeting, DOD Five Year Program, 2/10/72)
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ture. We will have fewer ships but more expensive ones, and also our
tactical air is getting old and will need some attention soon.
Adm. Moorer: When you reduce the volume of purchases to save
money, the unit cost goes up.
Mr. Shultz: Well, if you try to maintain a larger base than you need,
you then get into these problems of high unit costs. Now if we start
with the FY 73 budget as the latest expression of the President’s fiscal
thinking and go on from there . . .
Mr. Moot: From an outlay point of view, you come out with about
the same expenditures in FY 76 as in FY 73, so in the end you find that
reduction of forces is the only solution.
Mr. Shultz: Do you all agree with that?
Mr. Dam: Then you (Mr. Moot) are suggesting the (OMB) paper10
is wrong? Is it wrong?
Mr. Moot: In the real world—I’m not suggesting you (OMB) don’t
live in the real world—but this planning figure of 82 billion is just not
realistic. You can only reduce these levels of expenditures by cutting
forces.
Dr. Kissinger: I hope Jack Anderson11 doesn’t get the minutes of
this meeting.
Mr. Shultz: If you project the FY 73 budget, we (OMB) arrive at 82
billion while you (DOD) figure 84 billion. We should be able to reconcile that difference.
Mr. Moot: In reaching our (DOD) estimate of 84 billion, I assumed
that we would only be able to get the Vietnam pipeline and support
costs down to about three billion per year, not to the 2 or 2-1/2 billion
you estimate.
Mr. Shultz: You may be right about that.
Mr. Odeen: There is a six billion increase in TOA.
Mr. Moot: But there are no outlays there, while the cost of arms
goes up one billion.
Mr. Shultz: Are you saying that the FY 73 budget figures extended
to FY 74 and the years beyond can be used as a base?
Mr. Moot: I think we can agree on a figure for planning purposes
that way, but not for the specifics of the force structure. When you

10
Not further identified. Kissinger’s preparatory materials for the meeting include
“Federal Budget Projections (FY 74–77),” a paper prepared by representatives from several agencies, including the OMB. The 19-page report assessed the 5-year federal budgetary outlook and outlined alternative policies to promote consistency between U.S. defense and economic planning. It estimated FY 1974 defense expenditures to be $82 billion.
(Ibid.)
11
Washington Post columnist.
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consider force structure you have to get into force levels, research and
development, manpower and modernization. But I don’t think we will
have any trouble reaching a figure we can agree on for planning
purposes.
Dr. Tucker: This figure and the contents of the plan is what we
have agreed upon; now we must study any proposed modifications of
programs and their costs. The easiest approach is to put out fiscal guidance that closely matches these projections, and then to put out the
force levels later.
Dr. Kissinger: If we are to make any changes in fiscal guidance,
will we be forced into a change of policy guidance?
Dr. Tucker: Yes, we will. Or if we change the policy guidance, we
will have to adjust the fiscal guidance.
Dr. Kissinger: We don’t change policy without discussing it. Do
you have any objections, George (Shultz)?
Mr. Shultz: No, as I understand it, it’s all right with me.
Mr. Odeen: What about the R & D levels?
Dr. Tucker: We are figuring 700 million more for R & D.
Dr. Kissinger: (to Dr. Tucker) So you will put out policy guidance
that in general follows the fiscal guidance, but which will not be locked
in concrete and can be changed as developments require?
Dr. Tucker: (nodded agreement)
Mr. Shultz: The one thing I want to stress is our need to keep the
Defense budget in its proper context as part of the overall federal
budget. This is absolutely essential. When our projections of revenues
are too high, we not only have no margin to do anything additional
that may be needed but we also find ourselves having to take out of
the budget large chunks of money that you have already planned to
spend.
Mr. Moot: This year is going to be a little different. We will look
at the trend of budget planning harder than before.
(Dr. Kissinger was called from the meeting at this point)
Adm. Moorer: As a result of Congressional actions on the present
budget, we will have to make changes in some of our plans.
Mr. Odeen: We also have to discuss the five year defense budget.
Mr. Irwin: I hope we have the answers on the FY 73 Asian deployments12 before the trip to Peking.13

12

See footnote 2, Document 202.
President Nixon, accompanied by Kissinger, left Washington for China on February 17. He returned on February 28. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
White House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary)
13
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207. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, February 17, 1972.
SUBJECT
The Strategic Initiative

Last fall, you decided that we should plan improvements to our
sea-based strategic deterrent forces in light of the continuing Soviet
build-up.2 Accordingly, Secretary Laird was asked to evaluate the alternative approaches to achieving this improvement.3
The Problem
As you know, the essence of the problem is as follows:
—Our strategic retaliatory capability is and will remain secure provided that a strong sea-based deterrent force is retained.
—There is no strategic threat to the survival of our sea-based force
for the foreseeable future. Given the potential vulnerability of our landbased bomber and missile forces, however, there is a good reason to
have solid hedges against new developments.
—We have adequate numbers of weapons in our current Polaris/
Poseidon force to satisfy fully in sufficiency criteria. But the rapid Soviet submarine building pace and the likelihood that they will have
more SLBMs than we do in two years may raise questions of the diplomatic sufficiency of our forces.
Therefore, our purpose in undertaking to improve our sea-based forces
should be to convince the Soviets that they have nothing to gain by further
increasing their strategic forces.

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 230,
Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. XVI. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the memorandum, which bears a stamped note indicating that the President
saw it.
2
President Nixon concluded an NSC meeting on November 12, 1971, devoted to
SALT proposals to limit ABMs with the following statement: “I want to see what we can
do on building subs. I see the arguments against but we still need to look at this. We’ve
been frozen so long in all areas. There is lots of steam and concern that we are going to
a position of inferiority. We just may have to go the sub route. Please give me the numbers.” The minutes of the NSC meeting are printed in Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Document 211.
3
See Document 205, footnote 2.
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The DOD Proposal
In light of this problem Secretary Laird prepared two alternatives
worthy of serious consideration (see Tab B).4
—Building an improved version of our most modern submarine—the
640 class boat.
—Accelerating the development of an entirely new submarine—the
ULMs. It would be initially deployed in 1978 instead of 1981 as currently planned.
Under either option, a new extended range missile would also be developed that itself would enormously increase Soviet difficulties in tracking or
destroying our missile submarines.
In assessing these alternatives, the DOD study raises the following points:
—The new submarine (ULMs) would require more development
time with the first boat not ready until 1978. Also the building rate in
the first few years would be slow, with only 2 or 3 per year being feasible. In contrast, a modified 640 system could be ready by 1977, and
we could build 7 to 10 annually.
—Consequently, the most effective means to increase our capabilities quickly is with the 640 class. By 1980, we could have up to 6400
additional re-entry vehicles while the ULMs could yield 2240 at most.
—Neither system is a perfect hedge since the nature of the threat,
if any, to our submarines is unknown at present. However, we would
be “locking up” the design of this new boat before an anti-submarine
threat has appeared.
—Neither system would enable us to match a Soviet build-up of
their sea-based strategic forces for many years, though either would
provide a credible signal that we would not be content to fall behind.
—The ULM submarine will cost about 50% more over the next five
years.
In my judgment, while you faced a difficult decision, the modified 640 class boat deserved the edge because it permitted us to expand capabilities more rapidly.5 Dr. David shared this view in the con-

4

Attached at Tab B is Document 205.
Odeen sent Kissinger a memorandum on January 28 questioning Laird’s recommendation to accelerate the ULMS submarine. Odeen questioned the recommendation
on the following grounds: the ULMS submarine was relatively expensive and technologically uncertain, it would dictate a new boat design before the Soviet sea-based threat
was entirely clear, and it offered “the least effective solution for rapidly deploying more
submarines.” In response, Kissinger indicated that he wished to review the issue “with
a select group.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 880,
SALT, SALT Talks (Helsinki), Vol. XIV)
5
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viction that the ULMs program involved such substantial technological risk that the probability of failure, delay, and cost growth was high.
Unfortunately, however, your freedom to choose among these alternatives has been effectively precluded by Secretary Laird and Admiral Moorer who both support the ULMs proposal. In particular, Secretary Laird:
—Delayed submitting the SLBM options paper for nearly a month,
thus preventing you or your staff from carefully assessing the alternative.
—Informed Congress that you had approved the ULMs program
before submitting alternatives for your consideration.
—Publicized the FY 73 budget request for ULMs authority even
though specifically asked to forego public discussion until you had
reached a decision. Your State of the Union message has been left deliberately vague.6
Regardless of the substantive merits, therefore, I believe you have
no choice now but to publically support Secretary Laird. If there were
a fight within the Administration, the likely effect would be for Congress to kill the initiative.
In the longer run, however, I think that there are compelling strategic reasons to reconsider ULMs initiative and reshape it in terms of the
difficult situation we face with the Soviet Union particularly in the
SALT talks.
Accordingly, I have prepared a memorandum for Secretary Laird
advising him that you wish to review the ULMs program in the NSC
next summer considering questions arising from the above discussion.
Recommendation
That you approve my signing the memorandum for Secretary
Laird (Tab A).
Decision
Approved, sign the memorandum to Secretary Laird.7
Other, see me.

6
In his Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union delivered on
January 20, President Nixon called for “an increase in defense spending” directed particularly toward improving, diversifying, and dispersing U.S. “strategic forces in ways
which make them even less vulnerable to attack and more effective in deterring war.”
Accordingly, he requested “a substantial budget increase to preserve the sufficiency of
our strategic nuclear deterrent, including an allocation of over $900 million to improve
our sea-based deterrent force.” (Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pp. 45–46)
7
President Nixon initialed his approval. See Document 208.
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208. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to Secretary of Defense Laird1
Washington, March 4, 1972.
SUBJECT
Strategic Missile Submarine Program

The President has received your study of ways to deploy quickly
additional ballistic missile submarines2 and has tentatively approved
your decision to accelerate the ULMS submarine.
The President is concerned, however, that we are not achieving his
principal goal of being able to quickly deploy additional submarinebased ballistic missile launchers. Also we are giving up an important
hedge against possible future Soviet ASW threats by fixing now on a
design for the submarine. Accordingly, he would like you to re-examine your decision, over the next several months, considering the
following:
—The difference in size of our SLBM force by 1980 under ULMS
and other options as well as the length of time required to achieve parity with the Soviets in SLBM launchers if they are not included in a
SAL agreement. Both launchers and RVs should be considered. How
might these factors affect our strategic and political relationship with
the Soviets?
—The extent of the risks in the decision to rely heavily on concurrency in order to accelerate ULMS. What are the possible schedule
slippage, cost overruns, and technical problems?
—The specific technical and design features we are sacrificing by
fixing the ULMS design some three years earlier than would be required for an IOC of 1981.
—The reduced hedge against Soviet ASW breakthroughs resulting
from fixing the ULMS design before the nature or extent of the threat
is known. What is the range of possible threats and how will we hedge
against them?
—The design improvements that could be made in an improved
640 submarine without sacrificing the 1977 IOC. If the IOC were slipped
one year, what improvements could be made?
—The opportunity costs of proceeding with the most costly option, ULMS. What other strategic or general purpose force options will
we have to forego to finance ULMS rather than the 640 submarine?
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 230,
Agency Files, Department of Defense, Vol. XVI. Top Secret; Eyes Only.
2
Document 205.
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—The impact on personnel retention and morale of the longer time
at sea planned for the ULMS boat. Since both ULMS and the 640 boats
would carry long-range missiles, won’t the ULMS boat crews be separated from their families more?
—The impact on total available RVs if we later decide to proceed
with the ULMS II missile and not develop ULMS I.3 How much would
this increase the vulnerability of our current submarines?
The President would like your re-appraisal to form the basis for
NSC review this summer.
The President has directed that, in the interim, you insure that no
irrevocable actions are taken concerning the design of the ULMS submarine that would not be required to meet an IOC of 1981.
Henry A. Kissinger
3
The ULMS I was an SLBM then under development with a range of about 4,000
nautical miles that could be fitted either onto existing Polaris submarines or onto a new
ULMS submarine. The ULMS II was conceived of as an advanced model of the ULMS
I with a longer range of some 6,000 nautical miles.

209. National Security Study Memorandum 1471
Washington, March 4, 1972.
TO
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Director of Central Intelligence
SUBJECT
U.S. Strategy and Projection Forces

The President has directed a comprehensive review of the U.S. capability to project its military capabilities overseas and support its
strategic objectives. The purpose of this evaluation shall be to assess
the adequacy of currently planned forces and to develop alternative
force postures for the President’s consideration in light of growing Soviet capabilities.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, NSSMs, Nos. 104–206. Secret. Copies were sent to McCracken, Shultz, and Gerard Smith.
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Drawing upon previous interagency work, this review shall cover:
—An identification of U.S. and allied forces and resources related
to the force projection, mobility, sea control, and logistical support missions. In turn, these broad missions should be further evaluated in
terms of the specific tasks and the air and naval as well as ground forces
associated with them.
—An evaluation of the objectives and comparative effort of the Soviet Union and its allies. This comparison should provide, among other
things, a net assessment of the U.S. and Soviet naval balance in various areas. The size and composition of resources required to support
our respective force postures and capabilities shall also be evaluated.
—An examination and identification of U.S. requirements for force
projection, mobility, sea control, and logistical support, and for missions and forces in relation to specified U.S. foreign and strategic policy objectives. This should include a thorough assessment of the present Soviet threat and the capability of the U.S. and its allies to carry
out the missions noted above in a manner consistent with the U.S. strategy in Europe, the Mediterranean, Asia, and elsewhere. This should
examine, among other things, the possible situations in which the U.S.
might become engaged in a conflict confined to the sea, and the implications of such an engagement.
—The development of alternative objectives and related force postures for each of these major missions with their associated resource
requirements through FY 1977. The alternatives shall also incorporate,
where appropriate, forces of modified design and capabilities. The
strategic implications of the alternative postures should be evaluated.
The Department of State should contribute an assessment of the political and diplomatic implications of the alternative postures, including
prospective allied reactions to the use of U.S. forces under the circumstances postulated.
This review shall be prepared by the Department of Defense in cooperation with other interested agencies under the guidance of the DPRC
Working Group. The review should be completed no later than May 1,
1972, for consideration by the Defense Program Review Committee.
Henry A. Kissinger
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210. Editorial Note
President Nixon met with the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB) on May 5, in advance of his trip to Moscow,
where he was expected to sign accords with Soviet premier Leonid
Brezhnev limiting strategic arms. The meeting was held in the Cabinet
Room of the White House and was attended by Nixon, PFIAB members Admiral George W. Anderson, Jr., Dr. William O. Baker, Gordon
Gray, Franklin B. Lincoln, Jr., Dr. Franklin D. Murphy, Frank Pace, Jr.,
Nelson A. Rockefeller, Dr. Edward Teller, and Gerard P. Burke, and
Thomas Latimer of the National Security Council Staff. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential materials, White House Central Files,
President’s Daily Diary)
Following introductory remarks by Nixon, Anderson stated, “The
members hoped to be able to discuss certain matters that might be helpful to the President in preparing for his forthcoming trip to Moscow.
The Board has followed closely the developments in Soviet weaponry
as a result of the President’s specific charge upon it three years ago to
monitor and assess the Soviet capabilities in this field. [Anderson] said
that the members were impressed with the continuing, across-theboard growth of Soviet forces in intercontinental ballistic missiles, in
submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), in various defensive
weapons, and, most recently, in the emphasis that the Soviets are placing on improving their command and control system. This emphasis
is illustrated by their efforts in hardening command and control facilities, in creating redundant communications, and in conducting live exercises of the system which involve direct participation by the top leaders of the Soviet Union.”
Other PFIAB members discussed the quality of United States intelligence on Soviet capabilities, including overhead reconnaissance,
signals intelligence, human clandestine intelligence, and economic intelligence. Teller then “briefed the President on certain calculations he
had made regarding comparative US-USSR nuclear capabilities in the
1975 timeframe. These projections raise the question as to whether, by
1975 and certainly no later than 1980, the U.S. will have the numbers
and kinds of weapons sufficient to prevent nuclear blackmail by the
Soviet Union. Dr. Teller said that there are certain measures which, in
his view, can be adopted to preclude economically this eventuality in
the short term. The U.S. should, first of all, renounce its intentions to
conduct a ‘first strike,’ while at the same time we should assure the Soviets of the inevitability of our nuclear retaliation. We should abandon
the counterforce doctrine that characterizes our present Single Integrated Operations Plan planning, in favor of a strategy centering on
destruction of Russian cities. As interim steps, we can redeploy our
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SLBM force to make it safer and we can disperse our nuclear weapons
in Europe differently so that they will be less vulnerable. Dr. Teller also
believes that the U.S. should begin to engage in a more open dialogue
with our North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies in regard to limited
nuclear warfare in their territory and that the American people should
be informed of the dangers of the growing Soviet strategic threat and
advised to plan for civil defense against the threat.”
President Nixon concluded the meeting by commenting upon the
need for American leaders “to maintain their moral strength and
courage in the face of the corrosive attitudes which seem to be pervading many segments of our culture.” He “noted that the real strength
of America inevitably resides in the average citizen; whether this
strength, in turn, becomes greater or lesser is dependent to a critical
degree on the ability and willingness of leaders of our society in discharging the moral obligations which have been placed upon their
shoulders. The President expressed the hope that the members of the
Board, who have such a unique vantage point from which to view the
external threats of the United States, will seek in their daily contacts to
remind American leaders in all walks of life of the enormous responsibilities they carry, especially in impressing youth on the need to preserve the nation’s strength and moral fiber.” (Memorandum for the
President’s File; ibid., White House Special Files, President’s Office
Files, Box 88, Memoranda for the President, Beginning April 30, 1972)
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211. Editorial Note
The United States and the Soviet Union signed two strategic arms
limitation accords on May 26, 1972: the Treaty on the Limitation of AntiBallistic Missile Systems and the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. The
former limited each signatory’s deployment of anti-ballistic missile
systems to two designated areas, including the national command
authority. The latter limited the overall level of strategic offensive missile forces. For the full text of the agreements, see Foreign Relations,
1969–1976, volume XXXII, SALT I, 1969–1972, Documents 316, 317,
and 318.

212. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to the
Secretary of the Army (Froehlke)1
Washington, May 26, 1972.
SUBJECT
ABM Development and Deployment Programs

Today, President Nixon signed Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements with the Soviet Union.2 As a result, we must take certain immediate actions with regard to our ABM programs. Further actions will
be required at the time of the exchange of instruments of ratification.
You should implement the following actions now:
1. Suspend construction of the Safeguard site at Malmstrom AFB,
Montana.
2. Suspend all future work at the remaining Safeguard sites.
3. Suspend all ABM R&D programs which are prohibited by the
ABM Treaty.

1
2

Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 27, Safeguard. No classification marking.
See Document 211.
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4. Begin preparation for dismantling the Malmstrom site commencing on the date of exchange of instruments of ratification. You
should avoid any irreversible actions until that time.
5. Initiate planning to (a) cancel the 12-site Safeguard Program and
(b) deploy an ABM defense of the NCA at Washington, D. C. within
the provisions of the ABM Treaty, on the fastest reasonable schedule.
The configuration of the NCA defense will be selected prior to Treaty
ratification.
6. Continue the Safeguard deployment at Grand Forks AFB, North
Dakota, as planned.
A detailed statement on the specific impact of these actions on
the Safeguard and ABM R&D programs should be prepared and submitted to me as soon as possible.
I will issue further guidance regarding actions to be taken at the
time of exchange of instruments of ratification.
Melvin R. Laird

213. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, June 22, 1972.
SUBJECT
War Powers Legislation

The Javits–Stennis bill on war powers passed the Senate 68 to 16
despite our strong opposition on grounds of its being unconstitutional
and unwise (Text at Tab A).2 It provides:
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 316, Subject Files, Congressional, Vol. 6. No classification marking. Sent for action. Haig initialed
on Kissinger’s behalf. The memorandum also bears a stamped note indicating that the
President saw it and a handwritten note indicating that Kissinger saw it. John F. Lehman,
Jr. of the NSC Staff sent a draft to Haig on June 20 under a covering memorandum. (Ibid.)
2
Attached but not printed. On December 6, 1971, Senators Jacob K. Javits (R–New
York) and John C. Stennis (D–Mississippi), among others, introduced a bill (S.2956) establishing a 30-day limit on the President’s authority to use armed forces before obtaining specific Congressional authorization. The Senate passed the measure on April 13,
1972, marking the first time that either House of Congress had undertaken to codify the
war powers left vague by the Constitution. The House passed an amended version by
a 344–13 vote on August 14. The proposed legislation later died in conference. (Congressional Quarterly Almanac, vol. XXVIII (1972), pp. 842–852)
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1. The President can deploy U.S. forces in areas where hostilities
are taking place or are threatened only under the following conditions:
a. To repel attack on U.S. territory; to retaliate for such an attack;
or to forestall direct and imminent threat of such an attack.
b. To repel armed attack on U.S. forces outside the U.S.; or to forestall the direct and imminent threat of such an attack.
c. To protect U.S. citizens while evacuating from a foreign country.
2. Congress may terminate all such Presidential actions by Act or
Joint Resolution.
3. All such actions will be terminated after 30 days unless Congress takes positive action to extend such authority.
The Zablocki bill (Tab B)3 has twice passed the House with our
tacit support. It is a moderate sense of the Congress resolution that provides that the President should consult with Congress before acting—
if circumstances permit. If that is not possible then the President must
report to Congress promptly. Justice, State and NSC agree that this bill
presents no problem.
A conference committee will soon meet to reconcile the two bills.
The Senate Conferees, Fulbright,4 Javits and Symington,5 backed by
their wide vote margin will almost certainly not yield enough to make
the bill acceptable. While Doc Morgan6 and Zablocki oppose the Senate version they do want a bill, and there is a real danger that they will
accept a compromise that you would still have to veto. Apart from the
political disadvantages of vetoing a war-powers bill, it is quite possible that the Senate might override, and an outside possibility that the
House might do the same.
Decision
We must now give the House conferees some clear signals and the
options seem to be the following:

3
Attached but not printed. Representative Clement J. Zablocki (D–Wisconsin)
sponsored a joint resolution, H.J.Res.1, which the House passed in 1970 by a 288 to 39
margin and by a unanimous voice vote the next year. However, on April 20, 1972, seven
days after the Senate had approved S.2956, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee sent
H.J.Res.1 to the Senate floor with a recommendation that it not be passed. (Congressional
Quarterly Almanac, vol. XXVIII (1972), pp. 851–852)
4
Senator J. William Fulbright (D–Arkansas), Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations
Committee.
5
Senator Stuart Symington (D–Missouri).
6
Representative Thomas E. Morgan (D–Pennsylvania), Chairman, House Committee on Foreign Affairs.
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Option 1.
The Secretary of State recommends (Tab C)7 that you approve
telling Zablocki that you could accept the compromise resolution at
Tab D8 as a final fallback position. It includes a specification of presidential war-powers and endorses a thirty-day cutoff, both from the Javits bill; but both merely sense of Congress and non-binding. It includes
the requirement to report in writing taken from the Zablocki bill.
Pro
—Zablocki is critical to the outcome in the House. He is accorded
deference on the issue by Morgan. He has said that he wants a bill of
some kind. Whatever bill he brings back to the House will pass, and
he could possibly muster enough to override a veto. He believes that
the two bills are so far apart that there is no hope that his will prevail.
If we show willingness to compromise he will be more likely to hold
firm against the absolutely unacceptable elements of Javits.
—The Senate Conferees will be unlikely to accept any compromise
that is only sense of Congress, thus hanging up the conference and precluding any bill—the best possible outcome.
—If it is finally passed, the reporting requirement presents no real
problem, and the remainder is sense of Congress and not binding.
Con
—Although not binding the President would be giving approval
to a constitutional position that Justice and State agree is not valid and
seeks on its face to curtail the powers of the Presidency.
—Final passage of such a bill would have the same adverse diplomatic impact abroad as the Javits Bill.
—Although not legally binding, passage would erect formidable
political constraints to observe the letter of the restrictive measures.
—Signalling compromise now weakens the Executive position of
strong opposition and makes an ultimate veto a less credible threat.
Option 2.
Inform Zablocki that no compromise is acceptable if it includes a
specification of the President’s War Powers or a time limitation on their
exercise.

7
Attached but not printed is Tab C, a 2-page memorandum from Rogers to the
President, April 28.
8
The proposed compromise Joint Resolution Concerning the War Powers of the
Congress and the President at Tab D is attached but not printed.
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Pro
—Will demonstrate that the Administration is determined and
should stiffen the House Conferees.
—Makes veto threat credible and agreement in conference most
unlikely.
—Does not compromise the President’s constitutional prerogatives
or the reliability of U.S. commitments to allies.
Con
—If Zablocki is told that there will be no compromise on those
points, he may feel he is being used to prevent any bill from emerging
and he wants a bill. He may therefore agree to the Javits formula as a
last resort and work in the House for a 2/3 majority to override.
Recommendation:
That you approve Option 2. Clark MacGregor and John Dean concur. Colson9 concurs also.10

9
Clark MacGregor, Counsel to the President for Congressional Relations; John W.
Dean III, Counsel to the President; and Charles W. Colson, Special Counsel to the President.
10
The President initialed his approval of Option 2 on June 28. Kissinger sent a
memorandum to Rogers on July 29, informing him that Nixon had “decided that Congressman Clement Zablocki should be informed that any compromise on this legislation
that includes a specification of the President’s war powers or a time limitation on their
exercise would be unacceptable.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 316, Subject Files, Congressional, Vol. 6)
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214. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) and the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget (Weinberger) to President Nixon1
Washington, June 26, 1972.
SUBJECT
DOD FY 73 Budget Amendment

On June 9, Secretary Laird submitted a budget request for about
$3.6 billion in added FY 73 funds.2 It included $4.2 billion to cover the
additional costs resulting from increased Allied and U.S. operations in
SEA. These added requirements were offset by a net reduction of about
$550 million to reflect the SALT agreements.3 The SALT changes include cutting back Safeguard to two sites and adding some new strategic program initiatives.
The added SEA requirements assumed the intensified activity levels and operations would continue at current rates through December.
At our request DOD developed a revised budget requirement which
assumes a September 30 cutoff date. This reduced the SEA totals to
about $2.8 billion, and the net requirement to $2.25 billion. The two requests are summarized in the enclosed table.4
The issues that remain to be decided are discussed below.
SEA Timing Assumptions
The first issue is how long we should assume the intense combat
activity as well as our augmented forces will continue at current levels. Assuming the effort will continue through the end of December
has clear advantages. It provides a hedge to let us maintain the current effort another six months without going back to the Congress for

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 237,
Agency Files, DPRC & Defense Budget, Chronological File. Secret. Sent for urgent action. The memorandum bears a note indicating that the President saw it. Nixon added
a handwritten note on the first page that reads: “Be sure K[issinger] concurs.” Odeen of
the NSC Staff sent a draft to Kissinger on June 24 under a covering memorandum. (Ibid.)
2
Not found.
3
See Document 211.
4
The table, entitled “DOD FY 73 Budget Amendment,” is enclosed but not printed.
It itemized the savings resulting from the SALT agreement, funding for Laird’s proposed
strategic program initiatives, and the two proposed additions to cover costs incurred in
Southeast Asia. The new strategic programs envisioned by the Secretary of Defense included bomber rebasing; additional intelligence resources to enhance SALT verification
capabilities; improved command and control; and the development of hardened missile
sites, a new SLCM, and RVs with greater yield and better accuracy.
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more funds. It also signals the firmness of our intentions to NVN and
its allies. However, the drawbacks are significant.
—It may appear to the Congress and public that we have doubts
about the success of our efforts.
—The cost of the amendment is increased by about $1.3 billion.
—These funds may not be needed since the intensity of the conflict is most unlikely to continue at recent levels more than a few
months, given weather patterns and limitations on NVN staying power.
Assuming a September 30 cutoff date would not force us to stop
our intensified operations at that date. Another supplemental request
could be submitted to the Congress or we could operate on the assumption added funds would be requested either after the election or
early next year. Moreover, there is some hedge built into the request,
especially for ground combat operations since activity levels are unlikely to continue at the high April rates assumed in developing the
budget request.
Secretary Laird still supports the December cutoff, but I understand he will not strongly object to a September 30 cutoff date. We believe this shorter timeframe makes sense. Chuck Colson and Clark MacGregor concur.
Your decision:
September 305
December 31
Offsetting Reductions to the DOD Program
The remaining issue is whether DOD should be directed to submit offsetting reductions in the baseline budget now before Congress
to cover the added SEA costs. You have directed other agencies to submit offsets for any increased programs, even those forced on them by
the Congress, in order to live within your spending ceiling. Director
Weinberger believes DOD should agree to offsets because he believes
some reductions can be made without serious risk by recognizing what
Congress is almost certain to do, and by deferring some low priority
programs. He also believes that if we do not adhere to your policy of
offsets, we would set a bad precedent for other agencies and could not
maintain our posture that neither spending increases nor additional
taxes will be tolerated. He also feels that asking a big increase in spending for the escalated Vietnam activity may upset a currently reasonably positive state of public opinion. He is worried that submission of

5
Nixon initialed the September 30 option. He added the following handwritten
notation: “(if K[issinger] concurs)”.
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a large budget amendment may undercut a long-range veto strategy
for big spending bills.
Dr. Kissinger feels it would be most inappropriate to apply this
policy to DOD in this case. The added SEA effort was largely forced
on the Department by the White House and it would be unjust to expect Defense to absorb the costs. Also it will lead DOD to make renewed efforts to reduce the scope of operations in SEA and cut back
on our support to the RVNAF.
An illustrative list of offsets is shown on the enclosed table.6 The
list contains two types of items.
—Programs that the Congress has already indicated it will cut or,
based on known Congressional views, are likely to be cut. The danger
in accepting likely Congressional actions and reducing the Defense
budget requests accordingly is that the Committees will then look for
other areas to cut and these reductions could have a serious impact on
our military posture.
—Reductions in low priority programs which we do not expect
Congress to cut. The examples on the illustrative list are in weapons
procurement programs, not cuts in current forces or their readiness;
DOD would of course be free to make substitutes. These reductions
would have some future impact on our forces and their ability to support your foreign policy.
Secretary Laird is strongly opposed to DOD being forced to make
offsetting reductions. Dr. Kissinger fully supports the Secretary on this
matter. Director Weinberger recommends that you affirm your policy
on offsets and direct DOD, the NSC and OMB to arrive at an agreed
upon list of offsets in the total amount you direct.
Your decision:
No offsets7 (MacGregor recommends)
Direct offsetting cuts (Colson recommends)
Other
Recommendations
Two draft NSDMs are enclosed for your approval. Both direct DOD
to assume a September 30 cut-off date for intensified SEA operations.
They also cover some minor aspects of the request that we have agreed
on and will not be objected to strongly by DOD.

6
The table, entitled “Offsets to Achieve a Zero Budget Amendment,” is enclosed
but not printed.
7
The President initialed this option.
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The first NSDM (Tab A)8 does not direct offsetting reductions to
cover the added SEA costs. Dr. Kissinger recommends this decision.
The second NSDM (Tab B)9 directs DOD to submit offsetting reductions. Director Weinberger recommends this decision.
Your decision:
No offsets10 (Dr. Kissinger’s recommendation) (MacGregor concurs)
Require offsets (Director Weinberger’s recommendation) (Colson concurs)
Henry A. Kissinger
Caspar W. Weinberger

8

Document 215.
Not printed.
10
Nixon initialed this option. He added the following handwritten notation: “But
Laird while not directed to submit offsets is to submit a list of those cuts which he would
consider least damaging to our security. We must have this ready on a confidential basis—since Congressional action on our budget may require this.” Accordingly, Kissinger
sent Laird a memorandum on June 28 directing him to “prepare a list of items which if
cut from the DOD budget, you would consider least damaging to our security posture.
In your consideration of these items, every effort should be made to assure that our current forces and their readiness are maintained.” (Washington National Records Center,
OSD Files: FRC 330–77–0094, 337, White House) On July 12, Laird sent a memorandum
to Kissinger declining to list the requested items as any additional cuts would have a
harmful “impact on essential forces and readiness.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 237, Agency Files, DPRC & Defense Budget, Jan–Jul,
1972)
9
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215. National Security Decision Memorandum 1721
Washington, June 27, 1972.
TO
The Secretary of Defense
The Director, Office of Management and Budget
SUBJECT
FY 73 DOD Budget Amendment

The President has directed that an Amendment to the FY 73 Defense Budget should be submitted to include:
—An additional $2.77 billion to cover the cost of U.S. and Allied
operations in Southeast Asia assuming the intensified activity continues through September 30, 1972. In addition, $25 million will be provided to cover additional cost of repairing highways and bridges destroyed during the offensive.
—The reductions in Safeguard funding proposed by the Secretary
of Defense in light of the SAL agreements.
—An additional $155 million for the additions to strategic programs recommended by the Secretary of Defense. The President indicates he is only approving research and development on the new strategic programs and is not approving either full systems development or
procurement. He also desires to review these programs in detail as part
of his review of the FY 74 budget later this year.
—An additional $13 million to improve verification of the SAL
agreements. These funds should be used to enhance DOD’s verification capability under the direction of the Defense Intelligence Agency.
Funds not required for this purpose shall be used to improve national
means of verification.
Henry A. Kissinger

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 237,
Agency Files, DPRC & Defense Budget, Chronological File. Secret.
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216. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, June 27, 1972, 3:14–4:04 p.m.
SUBJECT
Strategic Policy
PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
U. Alexis Johnson
Leon Sloss
Seymour Weiss
DOD
Kenneth Rush
Dr. Gardiner Tucker
Archie Wood
JCS
Vice Adm. John P. Weinel2
Major Gen. John H. Elder, Jr.
CIA
Lt. Gen. Vernon A. Walters
Bruce Clarke

CEA
Ezra Solomon
ACDA
Vice Adm. John Lee
Dr. David Leestma
AEC
James Schlesinger
NCS
Philip Odeen
Hal Sonnenfeldt
Col. Jack Merritt
David Aaron
Jim Hackett

OMB
Caspar Weinberger
Kenneth Dam

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
It was agreed that:
—The Working Group will prepare before the end of summer a
paper which describes conceptually and practically what our strategic
policy should be. It should include a discussion of targeting policy,
force levels, possible differences from present force levels and technical developments that may be necessary. It should also address the
question of whether our strategic forces can play a role in the defense
of our allies.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, 1969–73 [2 of 3]. Top Secret.
The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room. On June 24, Odeen sent a
memorandum to Kissinger informing him that the “basic purpose of the DPRC meeting
on Strategic Policy is to force the bureaucracy to face the consequences of the SALT
Agreements for the kind of strategic objectives and alternative force posture we can realistically plan for.” (Ibid., Box H–105, DPRC Meeting, Strategic Objectives Posture,
6/27/72)
2
Member of the Strategic Planning Staff, JCS.
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—The JCS will submit a paper explaining and justifying its support of strategic objective No. 6, which states that the United States
should maintain the capability to emerge from nuclear warfare in a position of relative advantage.
—The Working Group will prepare a study of our counterforce capability against the PRC.
Mr. Kissinger: This meeting is dealing with a paper3 that has been
somewhat overtaken by events, but I thought we should have a preliminary meeting to see what the various views on this subject are before the paper is updated. Some aspects of the paper have been overtaken by the SALT agreements and require no further discussion,
however, we have two key issues to address: 1) to see if we can refine
the strategic objectives defined by NSDM 164 and, 2) to see if we can
narrow the range of choices of alternative strategic objectives in light
of the SALT agreements. Now much of this involves targeting information and targeting policy, which I don’t want to discuss here in detail, but rather in general policy terms.
There were four criteria laid down by NSDM 16. They are listed
in the executive summary5 and you may want to refer to them if you
have it with you. The four criteria are:
(1) Maintain high confidence that our second strike capability is
sufficient to deter an all-out surprise attack on our strategic forces.
(2) Maintain forces to insure that the Soviet Union would have no
incentive to strike the United States first in a crisis.
(3) Maintain the capability to deny to the Soviet Union the ability
to cause significantly more deaths and industrial damage in the United
States in a nuclear war than they themselves would suffer.
(4) Deploy defenses which limit damage from small attacks or accidental launches to a low level.
Number four is no longer applicable in light of the SALT agreements. Now has everybody agreed to the six principles of U.S. policy
regarding strategic forces? Does everyone have them?
Mr. Rush: Where are they listed?
Mr. Odeen: Everyone has them. There is a list of strategic objectives on page three of the executive summary.6

3

See Document 204.
Document 39.
5
See footnote 1, Document 204.
6
Page 3 of the Executive Summary of “U.S. Strategic Objectives and Force Posture,” January 3, 1972, listed the following six U.S. strategic objectives: deter strategic
nuclear attacks against the United States and its allies; prevent coercion of the United
States and its allies with nuclear threats; contribute to the deterrence of tactical nuclear
4
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Mr. Kissinger: Alex (Johnson), have you had a chance to review
them?
Mr. Johnson: Yes, I have. The first five present no problem for us,
but we disagree with the sixth, the one that reads “Maintain the obvious capability to ensure that the United States would emerge in a position of relative advantage from any level of strategic nuclear warfare.” We have had a fundamental disagreement with Defense on that
issue for a long time.
Mr. Kissinger: What I would like someone to tell me is what “relative advantage” means. Does anyone know what it means? Can anyone give me a definition of that term?
Mr. Johnson: I’d like to hear that definition, too.
Mr. Kissinger: The JCS supports this objective, can you (Adm.
Weinel) give us a definition?
Adm. Weinel: Well, I don’t know that there is a specific definition
of that term. The view of the JCS is that after a nuclear exchange some
life will continue and that it is important who would have a relative
advantage at that time, or how fast one side could recoup vis-à-vis the
other.
Mr. Johnson: The value of that advantage would be for deterrence,
not for actual planning for a post-exchange resurgence.
Mr. Schlesinger: Of course, the whole idea is deterrence. If we have
the ability to recover faster, it helps deter our opponent.
Mr. Kissinger: If I understand the President’s instincts, he would
not object to this kind of policy objective, providing you can give it
some operational meaning. For example, how much will it cost? What
does it mean for our next defense budget?
Mr. Johnson: Yes, the cost is the real key to this objective.
Mr. Schlesinger: It means $50 to $100 million a year for a civil defense program. We would have to revive the whole issue of civil defense, which has been dormant for years.
Adm. Weinel: That’s right.
Mr. Schlesinger: In any case, we should now reconsider the whole
civil defense question in light of the SALT agreements. If the Soviets’

and conventional attack on vital U.S. security interests; maintain strategic stability with
the Soviet Union, both in terms of discouraging a first strike during a crisis and in minimizing the incentives for an arms race, thereby reducing the likelihood of nuclear war;
if deterrence fails, limit damage to the United States and its allies to the extent possible
and terminate nuclear warfare as quickly as possible on terms favorable to the United
States; and maintain the obvious capability to ensure that the United States would emerge
in a position of relative advantage from any level of strategic nuclear warfare. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H–105, DRPC Meeting, Strategic Objectives Posture, 6/27/72)
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capabilities both offensively and defensively are frozen by SALT, we
have an opportunity to make important progress in the civil defense
area.
Mr. Johnson: They’re not that frozen! We’re talking here about
strategic forces, not civil defense. How does civil defense translate into
strategic forces?
Adm. Weinel: It translates into a second strike capability.
Mr. Kissinger: You can’t translate civil defense into a second strike
capability! Item No. 6 says you must emerge from a nuclear assault in
relative advantage to the other side. How do you translate that into
anything? Since the JCS has wanted this point, let’s have the JCS explain it to us, rather than have Jim (Schlesinger) invent answers for
them.
Mr. Rush: Your suggestion is a good one. Let’s have the JCS do a
paper explaining it. The implication of item No. 6 is that we would be
going for superiority rather than sufficiency. Are we prepared to do
that?
Mr. Kissinger: Sufficiency means superiority.
Mr. Johnson: Let’s not overlook item No. 2, which reads: “Prevent
coercion of the United States and its allies with nuclear threats.” The
reference to our allies is very important. Sy (Weiss) do you want to
comment on this?
Mr. Weiss: This is important. The credibility we can convey to our
allies concerning our defense commitment and the possible use of nuclear weapons in that connection diminishes as Soviet strength, particularly in ballistic missiles, continues to grow. The credibility of our
willingness to rush to their defense is being eroded by the growth of
the Soviet missile force.
Mr. Kissinger: What do you think we should do about it?
Mr. Weiss: Well, for the sake of conversation, we might develop in
our strategic forces elements that are not targeted toward urban/
industrial targets. Our commitments to our allies might seem more
credible if we had an enhanced counterforce capability. I’m not arguing for it; I’m merely stating a view that is gaining currency in Europe.
Adm. Lee: It’s important to remember that the urban/industrial
city-busting concept is not just an anti-population strategy. It includes
all kinds of targets; military installations, air bases, etc.
Mr. Kissinger: I want to make clear that the SALT talks did not
create this situation. It was caused by the continuing development by
the Soviets of their strategic forces. Now we must ask ourselves if our
strategic forces can play a role in defense of our allies under objectives
1, 2, 3 and 4. If we decide that they can, we will have one range of answers, while if not, we will have another. But this is a key question that
we must consider.
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Mr. Tucker: If we talk about the defense of our allies with nuclear
weapons, we must expand the scope of the study.
Mr. Kissinger: I’ve been trying to find out for years precisely what
tactical nuclear weapons are and why we need 7,000 of them in Europe. 200 might be enough.
Mr. Tucker: Sure, it might. But it would be a signal to the Soviets
if we were to reduce them.
Mr. Kissinger: I accept that premise.
Mr. Weiss: Even if we are persuaded that it is in the U.S. national
interest to go to war in Europe with nuclear weapons, could we persuade the allies that it would be in their interest? They may not feel
that it is.
Mr. Kissinger: I’m worried that we are sliding along with our
strategic forces without a clear picture of where we are going or even
where we want to go. We are building up on one side and at the same
time may be moving policy-wise in another direction. We may suddenly find that we don’t have the political support we need to do what
we have been planning for. I can only say that we are lucky that we
have never been really close to the threshold of nuclear confrontation.
The same question was asked in the Kennedy Administration and it
was resolved in favor of CONUS based forces.
Mr. Weiss: We have to look at the configuration of strategic forces
with these questions in mind.
Adm. Weinel: I don’t see any big problem of political support. The
President is the Commander in Chief and has the authority. If he wants
to shoot one at a cathouse in Murmansk he can go ahead and do it.
Mr. Kissinger: Yes, but then what scenario do you follow? How do
you limit the exchange? How do you control it? I have never seen a
study of how this would be done. I don’t think anyone knows how it
would be done. Do we have the best forces to do this sort of thing? Is
that what we should have? Just what are we trying to do with our
strategic forces?
Adm. Lee: Much more planning needs to be done in this area. Most
nuclear planning has concentrated on the tactical forces.
Mr. Schlesinger: The Soviets are not restrained by an ACDA, as we
are.
Mr. Kissinger: Gen. Grechko7 told me his ACDA is under his direct control.
Mr. Schlesinger: You may want to include in your discussions with
the Soviets at SALT II the point that piling up payload at a limited

7

General Andrei Antonovich Grechko, Soviet Minister of Defense.
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number of points may permit us to knock out 65% of their payload
with one strike.
Mr. Kissinger: Then where would we be?
Mr. Schlesinger: I’m not saying we should do it. This is not something to be implemented, but rather an illustration to present a position of relative strength to the Soviets in the negotiations.
Mr. Weiss: If we are considering an increasing scale of nuclear activity, Jim’s (Schlesinger) option, i.e., his scenario of taking out a large
chunk of their missile force, would be better than hitting cities. Some
people will argue that a force targeted against cities is the best deterrent, but others will claim that it is so inconceivable to do so that it is
really no deterrence at all.
Adm. Lee: You don’t have to hit cities. Instead of hard targets, you
can hit other military and industrial targets.
Mr. Kissinger: What is your point?
Adm. Lee: It is a matter of record that we are not going against
hard targets, so I am saying that population centers are not the only
alternative.
Mr. Schlesinger: We ought to have a counterforce force if the Soviets continue developing the SS–9.
Mr. Kissinger: Well, I can see that we won’t settle this today, but
we should review these various positions. We need some idea of the
level of forces each position requires and a general strategic posture
for it. Until recently, we had such superiority that we had a series of
options and were not forced to seriously consider these various postures. Now we have to do it.
Mr. Johnson: I agree. Until you see how these concepts translate
into forces, they really don’t mean much.
Mr. Kissinger: What we are talking about is targeting and the doctrinal issue of what we are going to use these forces for. The Soviets
must now realize that there is a changed strategic situation, but it took
them a long time to reach that realization. We have had a free ride for
years now on their memory of the previous strategic situation.
Mr. Johnson: We can’t leave the PRC out of our consideration.
Mr. Kissinger: That’s the next question on the agenda. How long
do we want to maintain a counterforce capability against the PRC? We
wrote off our superiority over the Soviets much too early. In 1961–62
we were talking of parity with the Soviets when we still had superiority and they in effect acknowledged our superiority for years thereafter. We don’t want to make the same mistake with the Chinese. What
we have to do regarding the PRC is determine how long we can go
without a counterforce targeted against it. Should we target our missiles to overfly the Soviet Union against the PRC, or to overfly the PRC
against the Soviets? We have to consider these issues.
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Mr. Johnson: That would mean no more summits.
Mr. Schlesinger: We have [less than 1 line not declassified] warheads,
but we are going to need larger warheads for the PRC. We could start
with the Trident missile and back-fit to Poseidon.
Mr. Weinberger: A year ago I heard that a lot of our missiles were
targeted against empty holes. Do we know how many of them really
are?
Mr. Kissinger: I don’t believe we have any more precise information on that than we did a year ago. The question hasn’t been resolved,
so far as I know. We probably would be hitting some empty holes.
Mr. Clarke: The previous comments suggested that we have a
counterforce capability against the PRC. Do we have a counterforce capability against them right now?
Mr. Kissinger: That’s a good question. Would you please address
it in a paper for us?
Mr. Clarke: Yes, I will. I think the question here is whether we can
get all of the Chinese TU–16s and missiles. If not, it is then a question
whether we really have a counterforce capability against them.
Mr. Kissinger: As I said before, we were wrong in figuring our
counterforce capability against the Soviets. If one side has only ten missiles and the other has overwhelming force, the side with ten missiles
has no counter-city deterrent for all practical purposes. It would be
nuts for such a country to strike against a power with overwhelming
force, or with an effective ABM defense, for that matter.
Adm. Lee: It hasn’t inhibited the French. With a Force de Frappe
of ten subs Pompidou takes a tough line.
Mr. Kissinger: Maybe so, but I don’t think anyone takes his Force
de Frappe seriously. What we must do in preparing our papers is avoid
the liturgical line such as I was writing when I was doing work on this
issue. (to Mr. Odeen) Do we have enough now to do a working group
paper?
Mr. Odeen: Yes.
Mr. Kissinger: Now, I don’t want any waffling. Let’s get together
your pristine versions in detail; targeting policy, force levels, differences from present force levels, what technical developments are necessary—let’s try to get it done this summer, before we get into another
budget. I would like to have it finished at least by the end of the year.
Mr. Weinberger: I understand that Scoop Jackson is fighting the
ABM and the National Capital Defense tooth and nail.
Mr. Kissinger: Secretary Laird says that’s all under control. The
Secretary of Defense wouldn’t mislead us.
Mr. Tucker: I believe it is not as bad as it may appear.
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Mr. Kissinger: You should put down on paper conceptually and
practically what you think should be done, avoiding any watereddown agreements.
Mr. Johnson: Are you (Mr. Schlesinger) going ahead with the new
warheads on Poseidon?
Mr. Schlesinger: Yes, we are.

217. National Security Decision Memorandum 1741
Washington, July 7, 1972.
TO
The Secretary of Defense
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission
SUBJECT
FY73–75 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile

The President has approved the proposed Nuclear Weapons Stockpile for end FY75, and the proposed adjusted stockpiles for end FY73
and end FY74, submitted by the Department of Defense and the Atomic
Energy Commission on May 23, 1972.2
Accordingly, the President approves a total adjusted stockpile of
[less than 1 line not declassified] for the end of FY73 and a total adjusted
stockpile of [less than 1 line not declassified] for the end of FY74. The
President also approves a total stockpile of [less than 1 line not declassified] for the end of FY75. This will mean a planned production by the
Atomic Energy Commission of [less than 1 line not declassified] and a
planned retirement of [less than 1 line not declassified] during FY75, resulting in a net increase of [less than 1 line not declassified] during FY75
from the adjusted FY74 stockpile.
The nuclear weapons stockpile levels and composition approved
by the President represent authorized ceilings, not to be exceeded ex1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 364, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 145–264. Top Secret; Restricted Data.
2
On July 3, Kissinger forwarded to Nixon, under a covering memorandum, a May
23 memorandum from Schlesinger and Rush outlining their plan for the FY 1973–1975
nuclear weapons stockpile. Kissinger asked Nixon to approve the recommendations contained in Schlesinger and Rush’s memorandum. Nixon initialed his approval of
Kissinger’s memorandum. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–235, NSDM
174)
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cept as provided below or otherwise approved by the President. The
ceilings are subject to change due to unforeseen circumstances, budgetary actions or policy decisions which could affect our future nuclear
weapons posture.
The President directs the production and retirement of those quantities of atomic weapons and atomic weapons parts necessary to
achieve and maintain the approved stockpiles, as well as the production of the additional parts of nuclear weapons necessary for transfer
to the United Kingdom pursuant to the agreement for cooperation.3
The President authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission in coordination with the Department of Defense to initiate production of such
long lead-time nuclear warhead parts as may be necessary to prepare
for FY76 production of warheads required to support approved and
planned Department of Defense forces with nuclear warhead systems
approved by the President.
The President authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission to produce and transfer to the Department of Defense parts of nuclear
weapons, not containing special nuclear material, as may be agreed by
the Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of Defense. These
parts may be used in nuclear weapons, training programs, research and
development, or production.
The President authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission in coordination with the Department of Defense to make such changes in the
production and/or retirement of nuclear warheads in FY73–75 as may
be necessary to reflect changes in Atomic Energy Commission material availabilities, production/retirement capabilities, or quality assurance requirements, or as a result of related changes in military requirements, so long as the quantity of warheads involved in any single
action does not exceed [less than 1 line not declassified]. The President
further authorizes the Atomic Energy Commission, in coordination
with the Department of Defense, to make changes in the production
and/or retirement of nuclear warheads in FY73–75 as may be necessary to reflect changes (not to exceed 6 10 percent) in each year
in strategic offensive, strategic defensive, tactical and fleet anti-sub
marine/anti-air warfare warhead totals as may be required by the Department of Defense because of changes in military requirements or
adjustments in delivery assets. Any changes indicative of a major or
significant shift in defense policy, military capability or Atomic Energy
Commission production capabilities will be submitted for the President’s approval.4
3

See footnote 3, Document 141.
On July 18, NSDM 178, entitled “FY 1973 Nuclear Weapons Deployment Authorization,” specified the overseas deployment of the nuclear stockpile. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 364, Subject Files, NSDMs, Nos. 145–264)
4
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The President authorizes the Department of Defense to designate
as retired and, in coordination with the Atomic Energy Commission,
to retain custody of nuclear warheads for a period of up to one year
from the date the designation is made if necessary to reduce Atomic
Energy Commission requirements for weapons storage during periods
of high production workload at Atomic Energy Commission assembly
facilities.
The FY74–76 stockpile approval request should be submitted with
the Department of Defense nuclear weapons deployments request in
February 1973. In addition to the information and displays of the type
contained in Enclosures 1, 2 and 3 of the stockpile approval request,
the rationale should be presented for any new weapon systems to be
introduced in the stockpile during the period of the request. Total program costs and production schedules should be included.
Henry A. Kissinger

218. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff1
Washington, undated.
ANALYTICAL SUMMARY
The purpose of this study (NSSM–69)2 is to evaluate the broad
range of policy questions and issues we face over the next 5–6 years
in Asia. The key areas discussed are:
1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–106, DPRC Meeting, U.S. Strategy and Forces for Asia (NSSM
69), 7/21/72. Top Secret. No drafting information appears on the paper, but internal evidence indicates that it was drafted by the NSC Staff. According to a July 19 memorandum from Wayne Smith to Kissinger, the summary was included in Kissinger’s briefing
materials for the July 21 DPRC meeting. (Ibid.) This paper summarizes an executive summary of the response to NSSM 69; see footnote 7, Document 181. On October 29, 1971,
the NSC Secretariat distributed the executive summary, prepared by an interagency
group, including State, Defense, CIA, JCS, OMB, ACDA, and the Council of Economic
Advisors, to Iwrin, Packard, Helms, Moorer, McCracken, Shultz, and Farley. The 64-page
executive summary included the following sections: Introduction, Devising Alternative
Asian Strategies, The Chinese Nuclear Threat and Alternative Strategies to Deter
Chinese Use of Nuclear Weapons, Tactical Nuclear Weapons, General Purpose Forces,
Alternative Asian General Purpose Force Strategies, and Selection of Overall Strategy
for Asia. (National Archives, RG 59, S/S–I Files: Lot 80 D 212, NSSM 69) The executive
summary, first requested at the July 29, 1971, meeting of the DPRC, served as the basis
for the group’s meetings held on December 8, 1971, and July 21, 1972, to discuss NSSM
69. See Documents 189, 202, and 219.
2
Document 42.
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—U.S. interests, objectives and commitments in Asia.
—The nuclear and conventional threats posed by China through
1978 as well as the form and likelihood of a conventional attack on our
allies. The threats posed by North Vietnam and North Korea are also
considered.
—The possible uses for U.S. strategic nuclear and tactical nuclear
weapons as well as the possibilities of planning for selective and limited use of nuclear weapons as a substitute for U.S. manpower in a
mainland war.
—U.S. and allied capabilities against a conventional attack by the
Chinese (and their allies) as well as illustrative U.S. military forces and
costs of forces required to implement alternative conventional strategies.
—Present allied military capabilities and potential for future improvements, is considered along with the prospects for military cooperation between allies. The role of Japan is given special attention.
There has long been a drastic need for this attempt to resolve in a
coherent way differences between Presidential and DOD guidance that
now exists with regard to our long term military planning for Asia.
U.S. Asian Interests
By all criteria, the paper concludes that our interests in Asia are
most affected by Japan and China:
Aside from three major powers, the study also considers the importance of the lesser powers in terms of two geographical groupings:
—The mainland countries of Southeast Asia (Burma, Thailand,
Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos and Malaysia).
—The outer ring including South Korea, Indonesia, Taiwan, Singapore, the Philippines, Australia, and New Zealand.
To the extent our interests in these two groups are differentiable, the
outer line of countries and especially South Korea are most closely
linked to our other Asian interests because:
—They embody the majority of the population, economic wealth
and military potential, and U.S. trade and investment.
—Their strategic position makes them supportive of our other
Asian interests and limited to our general access to the region.
While the study notes that the U.S. has “significant interests” in the
Asian mainland countries, its obvious implication is that the future of Asia
will be determined largely by the great powers, and that the lesser powers,
particularly in Southeast Asia, are significantly less important. While overemphasized, this judgment does lend perspective to the study.
Chinese Nuclear Capabilities
Our knowledge of Chinese nuclear capabilities and the objectives
of their nuclear development program is incomplete. The study, there-

1433_A53-A57.qxd

10/12/11

2:19 PM

Page 966

339-370/B428-S/40011

966

Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, Volume XXXIV

fore, postulated three strategic postures based on alternative Chinese
strategic objectives the Chinese might pursue.
—A regional emphasis of force based on a Chinese objective aimed
towards deterring Soviet nuclear capabilities and bringing significant
forces to bear on other Asian nations.
—An intercontinental emphasis force aimed towards development
of a capability to strike CONUS and deep into the Soviet Union, and
—An all out strategic effort to build a large Chinese nuclear force
even at the expense of general purpose force modernization and requirements of economic growth.
The study finds that the Chinese are probably planning to build a
capability balanced between regional and intercontinental emphasis
but does not detract from conventional force modernization or economic demands.
The most important characteristics of this effort are projected to
be:
—A medium bomber force of about 30 TU–16s capable of carrying
bombs with yields of some 25 KT and 3 MT respectively. The TU–16
has an unrefueled combat radius sufficient to reach most U.S. Asian
bases and industrial complexes on the periphery of China (inflight refueling, radius about 2300 nm). A force of about 200–300 bombers is
expected by 1978.
—The beginnings of a missile force. A few MRBMs may already be
operationally deployed and by 1972 about 10–20 (range about 600 nm).
[As you know, there is good reason to doubt the validity of this and subsequent intelligence community estimates. For detail see the enclosed memo on
our strategic intelligence.]3
—Deployment of an IRBM with a 3 MT warhead and a range of
about 1500 nm which might already be deployed.
—A missile tested to 2000 nm which probably would go farther—
perhaps 3000 to 4000 nm—when fully developed. This missile could be
operational by about 1974 or 1975. By 1978, about 20–40 ICBMs could be
deployed.
—A ballistic missile submarine with diesel power as early as 1975.
It is more likely a nuclear powered missile submarine with the earliest IOC 1976.

3
Brackets in the original. The NSC Staff’s undated memorandum, entitled “Summary of Projected Capabilities to Detect and Locate PRC Nuclear Delivery Systems,”
summarized a January 1972 CIA memorandum, which was not found. The summary detailed the limited U.S. intelligence about the numbers, locations, and capabilities of Chinese bombers and missiles. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–106, DPRC Meeting, 7/21/72)
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—A limited strategic defense composed of jet interceptors supported by improving air surveillance. There is no evidence of a ballistic missile early warning system (BMEWS) program.
—A possibility that some tactical nuclear weapons—perhaps a fission weapon suitable for IL–284 delivery—already exists or will be
developed.
Under the alternative assumption that the Chinese would emphasize their
strategic programs and neglect their conventional forces and domestic economic
objectives, the study concludes that they could conceivably have as many as
1030 regional and intercontinental delivery vehicles by 1980 compared with
a maximum estimate of 670 under the most likely postulation. The maximum emphasis on strategic weapons required to reach the 1030 is
judged highly unlikely, but under any of the projections China will have
a significant nuclear capability by the later part of the decade.
The table below compares the three projections of Chinese nuclear
delivery capabilities.
Delivery Vehicles in:
1974

Regional
Intercontinental
Grand Total
Delivery Vehicles

160–250
0–5

160–255

Delivery Vehicles in:
1978
Most
ICBM
All Out
Likely Emphasis
Effort
330–
480
20–
90

240–
350
90–
150

600
350–
410

350–
550

330–
500

950–
1030

Elements of a Nuclear Deterrent Against China
Planning a deterrent against China requires a different set of criteria than those generally used versus the Soviet Union. This is true
because Chinese population is dispersed and the top 1000 cities contain only 11% of her total population (but 80% of her industry and 70%
of her urban population). That makes it impossible to strive for the same
destruction capability we have against the Soviet Union. (25% of Soviet population and 35–40% industrial destruction) The table below illustrates
the relative vulnerability of Chinese industry and the effects of her dispersed population.

4

The IL–28 was a jet bomber of Soviet origin.
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[Table heading not declassified]
U.S.

USSR

China

% Population
% Industry

14%
45%

12%
28%

5%
40%

% Urban Population

23%

28%

51%

1. Current Capabilities
The execution of the [less than 1 line not declassified] versus China
could destroy:
—About [less than 1 line not declassified] of Chinese industry and
[less than 1 line not declassified] of her urban population as well as 8%
of her total population.
—Virtually all of her [less than 1 line not declassified] warfighting
capabilities.
The attack could be executed without overflying the Soviet Union
and would be delivered by a mix of missiles, and bombers. In addition, [11⁄2 lines not declassified].
The deterrence value of this capability is enhanced by the fact that China
faces our entire nuclear capability and cannot be certain of what portion would
be delivered against itself.
2. Our Soviet Deterrent and SALT considerations
There is general agreement that our Chinese deterrent should:
—Maintain a capability to satisfy the sufficiency criteria against
the Soviet Union after an attack on the PRC. Current DOD planning
will double the warheads available by 1978 and give us ample capability to fulfill this requirement.
—Include some damage limiting capability. There is wide disagreement
regarding the emphasis we should place on this damage limiting capability.
—Continue to plan on a capability that does not involve overflight
of the Soviet Union. This means bomber, SLBMs and Pacific based tactical nuclear delivery systems only can be used.
—Incorporate the constraints which will probably be imposed by
a SAL agreement with the Soviets. This means planning both our Chinese and Soviet deterrents with the currently planned number of warheads without an area ABM defense.
Since our planned nuclear forces are more than sufficient to deter
PRC nuclear attack, the central question concerns our planned counterforce capabilities. This question is also related to our tactical nuclear
force planning. In particular:
—The effectiveness of a disarming strike against Chinese delivery capabilities and the extent we can, therefore, base our overall strategy on
the use of tactical nuclear weapons to reduce U.S. ground force re-
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quirements. Our capability to locate Chinese missiles is important in
this regard.
—The improvements, if any, we should plan to preserve our disarming capability in the mid-1970s when the Chinese could deploy missiles in silos.
JCS analysis shows that our capabilities to destroy known Chinese nuclear delivery systems will be high until the late 1970s, provided that they can
be effectively targeted. The table below illustrates that we will be capable of destroying most of the known Chinese launchers throughout the
decade:
Disarming Strike Against China
Requirements and Surviving Warheads5
(No Force Improvements)
Known Targets
Warheads Required
Surviving Warheads6
Bombers7
IRBM
ICBM
SLBM
Megatons

FY 72
—
—

FY 73
—
—

FY 78/79
—
—

—
—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—
—

The warheads necessary to implement this strategy will be available under the current plans throughout the 1970s but there will still be
significant risk associated with planning a disarming strike including:
—Possible failure to detect Chinese missile sites and determine hardness and other characteristics with sufficient confidence.
—Once the Chinese deploy hardened missile silos (1975/6) we
would need a time urgent hard target kill capability. Current plans for
the ULMS missile (IOC 1975/6) includes accuracy sufficient for a hard
target kill capability but large scale deployment might be interpreted
to the Soviet second strike capabilities.
—If the Chinese develop an SLBM (1978 but possibly by 1975) the
difficulty of preventing retaliation would be sharply increased. Mobile
concealed ICBMs are also possible.
[9 paragraphs (30 lines) not declassified]
5

The tabular data were not declassified.
In addition, there might be warheads surviving on delivery vehicles which could
not be located for targeting. [Footnote in the original.]
7
Does not include attrition due to air defenses. [Footnote in the original.]
6
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Tactical Nuclear Weapons
Although there is general agreement regarding the deterrence
value of our tactical nuclear deployments, a wide divergence of opinion exists regarding:
—The extent we can rely upon these weapons to cope with a conventional attack, and in particular to supplement a conventional defense
and substitute for the commitment of large U. S. land forces in an Asian
land war.
—Our capability to terminate a conflict once nuclear weapons have
been introduced without unacceptable collateral damage and adverse
political effects. This depends upon the Chinese reaction to our use of
these weapons.
Our current tactical nuclear posture probably provides a warfighting tactical nuclear option in each theater that could involve only minimal reliance on conventional forces. The issue here is whether to plan
a tactical nuclear posture designed to reduce the need for conventional
forces.
Alternative Uses
To understand the effectiveness of theater nuclear weapons in Asia,
the study considered a number of possible uses for these weapons designed to combine the necessary resolve and restraint to induce the enemy to halt aggression. These include:
—Demonstration use in which one or more weapons are detonated to demonstrate U.S. determination. This tactic would be combined with a threat of future attacks and its value results from increased deterrence and not from warfighting effectiveness. It would
not be relied upon to reduce U.S. manpower requirements for any Asian
strategy.
—Defensive use which includes the detonation of atomic demolitions to slow the rate of enemy advance and also perhaps the use of
nuclear tipped air-to-air and surface-to-air missiles.
—Battlefield use which would result in some reduction in manpower needed to defend against a PRC attack.
—Full-scale interdiction of Chinese supply and communication lines
and staging areas which would result in some reduction of U.S.
manpower.
Mixed Conventional and Tactical Nuclear Posture
The actual relationship between manpower required for defense
using tactical nuclear weapons as opposed to requirements for
a purely conventional defense is difficult to determine analytically
because:

1433_A53-A57.qxd

10/12/11

2:19 PM

Page 971

339-370/B428-S/40011

Taking Stock

971

—the effectiveness of tactical nuclear weapons depends upon the
dispersal of enemy troops as well as our target acquisition and communication capabilities in a nuclear environment.
—the effect of enemy retaliation with nuclear weapons is extremely difficult to predict.
However, estimates were made for the study assuming [less than
1 line not declassified] weapons would be required to destroy each attacking division and the Chinese do not retaliate with nuclear weapons
themselves. Results are:
Illustrative Asian Manpower Requirements With and Without
Use of Tactical Nuclear Weapons8
(High PRC Threat)
Theater Defended
Korea
Divisions
Southeast Asia
Divisions

—
—
—

—
—
—

—9
—9
—9

—

—

—9

This analysis is deficient because it considers only direct destruction of
enemy divisions and therefore requires high numbers of nuclear
weapons. It does not for example, consider effects of nuclear interdiction on enemy supply lines and depots or other possible uses.
Since PRC nuclear forces will be small compared to both the U.S.
and USSR over the next five years, alternative uses for a small number of tactical weapons should be further pursued. No analytical basis
has been developed, however, and good evaluations of these uses will not be
available for some time.
Systems Analysis has started a renewed analytical effort which
should bear some results in six months or so. Meanwhile, the conclusion of the work done for the last DPRC meeting was that the analysis was sufficient to support a decision on the broad role we plan for
tactical nuclear weapons in Asia. Uses such as (a) primary means of deterring and if necessary responding to large conventional attacks, (b)
back up for U.S. and allied conventional forces, (b) no role in deterring

8
From a JCS analysis based on PACNUC 68–72 study. Assumes no Chinese nuclear retaliation. [Footnote in the original. The referenced study was not found. The column headings and tabular data were not declassified.]
9
Forces are required to deliver the weapons required (assumes conventionally configures forces.) [Footnote in the original.]
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or responding to conventional attack except through the threat of escalation to nuclear war.
On the other hand, none of the agencies recommended that our
Asian planning be based on substantial reliance upon tactical nuclear
weapons for the following reasons:
—OSD (ISA) believes that our experience and knowledge of use
of these weapons is so limited that it is “not possible to make a fairly
precise measure of the savings in ground combat manpower that can
be made because of their use.” This analytical deficiency does not mean
we should completely reject this strategic option, however.
—State believes the “political implications of using nuclear
weapons make it unwise to base a strategy on their use.” This judgment is not further developed by State.
—JCS believe tactical nuclear weapons are not a substitute for manpower but provide “increased firepower for conventional forces.” But
if “increased firepower” does not increase combat effectiveness, there
is little justification for the substantial investment we make in conventional forces to increase our firepower.
Our limited analytical capability to deal with nuclear weapons
does not justify these extreme agency positions. I have previously forwarded a memo to you on this subject. A copy is in your book.10
General Purpose Forces
Planning an overall general purpose force strategy involves analysis of:
(a) The countries and regions to be defended as well as the form
and level of threat to be defended against.
(b) Allied capabilities and the degree we wish to plan upon allied
capabilities.
(c) The role we might plan for tactical nuclear weapons.
Size and Likelihood of the Chinese General Purpose Force Threat
Because the preferred Chinese tactic for aggression is projected to
continue to be the low risk, low cost strategy of sponsoring subversion
or “peoples war,” an overt Chinese conventional attack in Asia is considered unlikely.

10
Reference is to an August 9, 1971 memorandum from Wayne Smith to Kissinger.
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H–106, DPRC Meeting, U.S. Strategy and Forces for Asia (NSSM 69),
7/21/72)
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Three alternative levels of threat have, however, been projected for
Korea based on:
—A minimum threat (25 divisions) which includes North Korea attacking South Korea with only logistical support from China.
—A moderate combined NK/CPR threat (40 divisions) assuming that
the present Soviet concentration along China’s borders and the continuing internal demands on the PLA limits the number of troops and
aircraft China would commit to a Korean conflict.
—A maximum threat (60 divisions) which assumes only a minimal
Soviet threat and that Peking would be willing to commit as large a
force as physical constraints on the Korean peninsula would allow.
Force Requirements for Korea
In 1950, a North Korean force of about 140,000 men attacked and
drove into an enclave a ROK force of 65,000 men. About 50,000 U.S.
troops supported the ROK troops in the enclave.
In 1952, a combined CPR/NK force of about 890,000 men were
stalemated by a total U.S./ROK force of about 600,000 men.
In assessing current capabilities both the JCS and OSD (SA) concluded that the current 570,000 man ROK forces (without the assistance
of the U.S. divisions in Korea) could successfully defend against the
405,000 man NK army and might stalemate even a moderate Chinese
attack. U.S. logistical and naval support would of course be required.
These estimates are shown below:
Force Requirements for Korea (1976)
Combined NK/PRC Attack
NK Attack
Moderate Threat
High Threat
U.S. Divisions
OSD (SA)
JCS
U.S. Tactical
Aircraft
OSD (SA)
JCS

0
0

670
1160

0–1/3
4

5-1/3
8

1100
(not estimated)

1220
3060

Southeast Asia Situation
The situation in Southeast Asia in 1976 is much more difficult to
predict and U.S. force requirements are a good deal less certain
because:
—The level of insurgency we can expect is not known. The
intelligence estimate is that insurgency levels should be within the
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capabilities of allied police forces and militia alone but the uncertainty
associated with this estimate is high.
—The success of Vietnamization is still to be determined and
varying outcomes could affect the military situation in Asia, perhaps
radically.
—The threat is believed to be logistically constrained in Southeast
Asia, but the road capacity to move supplies is uncertain.
Threat to Southeast Asia
Three alternative threat levels are estimated for Southeast Asia. In
all cases, the total ground threat is limited by logistical constraints
which produce the spread of figures noted below:
(a) If the Communists mounted an all-out, one dry season campaign throughout SEA, it would be limited by logistical constraints to
about 20–26 PRC and 13–14 NVN division slices (630,000–760,000
troops).
(b) If the Communists did not count on a one season victory, but
planned to fight year-round, they could support only an estimated
16–21 PRC and 11 NVN division slices (515,000–610,000 troops) as a
portion of their logistics capability would have to be used to stockpile
supplies for wet season combat.
(c) The threat posed by the North Vietnamese acting alone with
only logistical support from the PRC is considered.
Force Requirements for Southeast Asia
Estimating force requirements for Southeast Asia is also made difficult by uncertainty regarding the type of war which we might expect.
If Vietnamization succeeds and allied capabilities improve, we might
plan for a war with a well-defined front and no insurgency. If these
optimistic assumptions do not materialize, U. S. force requirements will
be sharply increased.
To allow for these uncertainties, we have made the following alternative assumptions:
—An optimistic assumption that Vietnamization is completely
successful and Thailand builds an effective military force. Both
the Thai (two U. S. division equivalents) and Vietnamese regular
armies (six U. S. division equivalents) are free to meet the external
attack.
—A pessimistic assumption that Vietnamization is less than successful and although the government survives, the South Vietnamese
and Thai forces are completely absorbed in counter-insurgency.
These force requirements estimates are shown below:
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Force Requirements for Southeast Asia (1976)
Combined CPR/NVN Attack
Land Forces
Maximum
NVN Attack
Threat
Moderate Threat
(Divisions)
OSD(SA)
Optimistic
Pessimistic
JCS11
Tactical Aircraft
OSD(SA)
JCS

0
Not estimated
4

1–2
8
8-2/3

0–1
6-1/3
Not estimated

550
1160

1220
3060

1100
Not estimated

Current Capabilities
Based on these force requirement estimates, the presently planned
force structure of 13 Army and three Marine divisions could:
—Satisfy OSD(SA) requirements for a Chinese attack on Korea
(4 divisions) and still withhold sufficient forces to honor our NATO
DPQ commitment, but
—Based on JCS estimates of four to eight full divisions for Korea
would require us to drawdown our NATO capabilities as many as four
full divisions.
In Southeast Asia, the OSD(SA) optimistic requirements of only
two U.S. divisions could, of course, also be satisfied, but:
—Meeting the JCS requirements of 8-2/3 divisions would require
drawing upon those forces listed in our NATO DPQ listing by about
five full divisions, while
—Meeting the OSD(SA) estimate for SEA would require a drawdown of 2-1/3 divisions.
In view of these large force requirements and the uncertainty surrounding improved allied capabilities in SEA, the key question is the form of hedge
we will plan against failure of allied capabilities to improve as planned. Two
options have been considered which would not significantly increase
budgets.
—plan on the use of tactical nuclear weapons to substitute for
U.S. manpower—this would reduce U.S. manpower requirements in

11
JCS states that under similar assumptions, JCS estimates would be similar to
OSD(SA) but that force planning should not be based on optimistic assumptions. [Footnote in the original.]
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support of the NSDM–2712 strategy to 4–5 divisions—within the capabilities of our 16 Army and Marine divisions without significantly
drawing down NATO.
—plan on no defense of our allies in SEA against a PRC attack.
Since the situation in Korea is more stable, and force requirements are
less, we could also support this strategy at little increase in cost.
Issues for Decision
Several issues are highlighted for Presidential decision in the context of our overall strategic planning for Asia.
Deterrence/Warfighting Use for Nuclear Weapons
While there is general agreement that our nuclear superiority vis-à-vis
the Chinese is an adequate deterrent to Chinese nuclear attack on the U.S. or
our allies, there is no consensus on whether we should rely on our nuclear superiority to deter Chinese conventional attack as well.
The issue which must be decided is, therefore, (a) whether we want
to plan a conventional defense and rely on nuclear weapons to deter
the Chinese use of nuclear weapons and or a back up to the conventional defense, or (b) plan on a lower level of conventional forces complemented by tactical nuclear weapons which would constitute the primary response to conventional attack, or (c) plan no conventional or
tactical nuclear defense against a Chinese attack and rely on strategic
nuclear weapons to deter a Chinese conventional attack on our allies.
Counterforce Capability Versus China
There is agreement that use of tactical nuclear weapons as a supplement for ground forces in defense against a Chinese conventional
attack, would be reliable only if the Chinese did not retaliate with nuclear weapons. There is disagreement regarding the likelihood of Chinese retaliation.
The study found that we might use tactical nuclear weapons without launching a disarming strike but that we may wish to combine the
planned use of tactical nuclear weapons to reduce U.S. manpower requirements with planning a disarming strike capability.
Our planned nuclear force capabilities are sufficient to target all
known Chinese nuclear launchers for the next 8–10 years. However,
when the PRC deploys hardened missiles we will need to make missile accuracy improvements in order to have high confidence capability to destroy PRC missiles on the ground.

12

Document 56.
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The issue concerns the steps we should take, if any, to improve our counter
force capabilities vis-à-vis China principally by improving the accuracy and
yield of our sea based missiles. Since these improvements will not be
needed until the Chinese deploy hardened missile sites (1975/6) and
the ULMS missile development program will incorporate sufficient accuracy, a deployment decision need not be made now. Deployment
would affect U.S.-Soviet relations which are being addressed in the
DPRC study on Strategic Objectives and Forces.13
Theaters to be Defended
Present NSDM–27 strategy calls for defense against a Chinese attack in either Northeast or Southeast Asia plus simultaneous aid against
a non-Chinese attack in the other theater. If we do not plan to continue
with this regional strategy, we should decide what Asian theaters we
plan to defend (i.e., NEA, SEA, both or neither). This will have a significant impact on the forces maintained for Asia. For example, against
the higher of the two Chinese threats, 4–6 U.S. divisions are needed to support a strategy defending in Northeast Asia versus 8–9 divisions in Southeast Asia.
The Level of Chinese Threat
The study concludes that the most likely form of Chinese aggression over the next five years will be continued covert support for insurgencies. Overt military moves outside the PRC’s borders are not
likely unless the Chinese feel their security immediately and directly
threatened. Nevertheless two estimates of the PRC conventional threat
were made based on:
—the willingness of the PRC to commit troops to an attack on Korea in face of Soviet troop concentrations on its northern border, and
—in SEA whether or not the PRC/NV would plan on a one season campaign or plan for a year round campaign and therefore stockpile their supplies for use during the rainy season. Under the later assumption, the PRC/NV would commit less troops to the attack.
Although differences in the threat have a major effect on force requirement estimates, this does not seem to be an issue that we should determine
for our force planning five to six years into the future. Instead, we should
continually re-evaluate our force capabilities relative to both threats as
they change over time.
Planning on Allied Participation
The extent we base our force planning on the availability of allied
forces and improvements in their military capabilities will significantly

13

See Document 204.
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affect the U.S. forces and costs, and risk associated with supporting our
Asian strategy.
Analysis shows that with continued security assistance, our allies
in both Northeast and Southeast Asia will be increasingly capable of
providing for their own defense against non-PRC attacks. However, especially in Southeast Asia considerable uncertainty surrounds this estimate. If our military planning is based on a high level of allied participation and this participation fails to materialize, we run the risk of being unable
to support our planned Asian strategy without significantly drawing down
our capability to deploy forces to NATO.
A second issue involves an assessment of the level of insurgency
which will accompany a Chinese attack in Southeast Asia. There is a
difference of about six U.S. divisions needed to counter a PRC attack
if our planning is based on an assumption that Vietnamization does
not meet its intended goals and on an assumed high level of Thai insurgency activity rather than upon successful Vietnamization and low
level insurgency assumptions.14
The threat estimate conducted for this study concluded that: (a)
the insurgent activity in Thailand is not expected to increase significantly in the next few years, and (b) that if Vietnamization meets its
intended goals, allied police and militia forces should be capable of
controlling insurgent activities. There is considerable uncertainty associated with these assessments and risk is associated with planning
our forces based on these favorable assumptions. On the other
hand, about 15–17 Army divisions would be required to support the
NSDM–27 strategy unless we were to plan to seriously draw down our
capability to deploy troops to NATO.
Force to be Set Aside for NATO
Previous planning decisions have given NATO a priority if a simultaneous conflict should arise in both NATO and Asia. To honor this
priority, we would plan on withholding a certain quantity of forces
from Asia to have them available if a conflict should start in NATO after we have committed our forces to Asia. Two levels of forces that we
might plan to withhold for NATO have been examined by the study.
The highest withhold approximates our DPQ submission to NATO
while the other level follows the Secretary of Defense’s interim planning guidance for FY 1974–1978. Both assume full mobilization of reserve

14

For purposes of this analysis, “Successful Vietnamization” is defined as improvement in South Vietnamese military capabilities such that insurgency is controlled
by police/militia forces and the regular forces are available and competent to face the
external attack. [Footnote in the original.]
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component forces at the outset of an Asian conflict so that active NATOearmarked forces could be deployed to Asia and replaced by mobilized reserves.
A second aspect of this issue is that if we accept greater risk in
planning our Asian strategy under optimistic assumptions which may
not materialize, we increase the probability that those forces withheld
for NATO will have to be drawn upon if an Asian conflict occurs. Thus,
the risk we accept in planning our Asian strategy directly affects the
risk we accept in our capability to defend NATO after an Asian conflict has started.
Like the threat issue, this does not appear to be an issue we should determine in our force planning five to six years into the future. Each force structure should be analyzed under various assumptions regarding the NATO withhold.
The Level and Location of the U.S. Asian Presence Required to Make Our
Security Commitment Credible to Our Allies
A separate but parallel issue from the force structure required to
support any given strategy involves the size, type and locations for
force deployments (including tactical nuclear deployments) necessary
to provide political credibility and enhance the deterrence of any strategy for Asia. It is conceivable, for example, that we might want to retain ground force deployments in Asia for political reasons even if our
strategy did not call for a U.S. conventional defense against a Chinese
attack. Detailed deployment decisions will be made when the ongoing
study of basing and deployment options is complete late this spring.15
Alternative Overall Asian Strategies
Four broad illustrative strategy options have been structured to
reflect the range of views held within the government regarding the
proper course for our Asian strategy over the coming five years.
These strategies include:
—Planning a high confidence conventional defense against a Chinese attack in NEA or SEA while aiding our ally in the other theater.
Planning would not be based on substantial improvement in allied capabilities and on a PRC attack which included insurgency. Nuclear
weapons would be relied upon to deter Chinese use of nuclear
weapons.
—Planning a conventional defense against a Chinese attack in
Korea only plus aid to our allies against a non-Chinese attack in SEA.
In addition, a variant to this strategy option has been included at the

15

Not found.
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request of State/ACDA which bases our planning on the lesser of the
two Chinese threats.
—Planning a conventional defense with the same regional coverage as NSDM–27 and strategy one. Count on improved allied capabilities16 or failing this, the use of tactical nuclear weapons to keep U.S.
manpower requirements for defense of our allies against a PRC attack
to a low level.
—Planning on nuclear weapons to deter, and, if deterrence fails,
defend our allies against Chinese attack.
A summary of these strategies, costs and force requirements is
attached.17

16
Specifically, South Vietnam would be counted on to supply six U.S. division force
equivalents while Thailand supplied two U.S. division force equivalents. [Footnote in
the original.]
17
A page-length table, entitled “Summary of Illustrative Asian Strategies,” is attached but not printed.
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219. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, July 21, 1972, 3:10–4:06 p.m.
SUBJECT
NSSM 69—Asia Strategy and Forces
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
U. Alexis Johnson
Ronald Spiers
Les Brown
Michael Armacost
James Wilson
Defense
Kenneth Rush
Gardiner Tucker
Paul Brands

CEA
Ezra Solomon
OMB
Kenneth Dam
ACDA
Vice Adm. John Lee
Capt. Charles Allen
OST
Edward David

JCS
Adm. Thomas Moorer
CIA
Lt. Gen. Vernon Walters
[name not declassified]

NSC
Philip Odeen
Col. T.C. Pinckney
Cmdr. John Knubel
Mark Wandler

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
It was agreed that:
—Defense, JCS and CIA should prepare a joint paper, plotted over
a ten-year period, on a nuclear disarming strike of the PRC. The paper
should show growing numbers of weapons on both sides during the
ten-year period. It should also indicate what weapons the Chinese
would have left after the strike and what targets the Chinese would
hit with these weapons.
—A briefing will be held within the next two weeks for the DPRC
principals to discuss the use of tactical nuclear weapons.
—The Defense deployment study should be sent to the White
House and State for comment. No action on deployments will be taken
until the White House and State have reviewed the paper.

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, 1969–73 [2 of 3]. Top Secret.
The meeting was held in the Situation Room of the White House. All brackets except
those that indicate omitted material are in the original.
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Mr. Kissinger: This discussion grows out of a session we had last
December,2 which grew out of a session some time before that3—when
you [Mr. Tucker] tried to prove that South Vietnam and Thailand could
defeat China. Let’s try today to pull together some of the basic issues.
The starting point is NSDM 27,4 which calls for a strategy of defending against a PRC attack in NEA or SEA, while providing some aid to
our Asian allies against a non-PRC attack.
Mr. Johnson: What NSDM is that?
Mr. Kissinger: NSDM 27.
Mr. Johnson: That’s right. I had forgotten about it.
Mr. Kissinger: There are several major questions we have to discuss. First, what ground force capability should we plan for to support
our Asian strategy through the 1970s? What tactical nuclear strategy
should we plan against a large-scale Chinese conventional attack? We
should also consider how these questions relate to our strategic nuclear strategy. For example, should we seek an improved capability to
limit damage from PRC retaliation or to initiate an attack on the PRC,
if necessary?
All of the questions depend on the considerations we make at the
outset of the study: for example, the likelihood of war, the capabilities
of our allies and the risks of using nuclear weapons. The major strategy options, as I understand them, are:
1. No land forces for any Asian contingency.
2. Plan land, sea and air forces against a PRC attack in NEA only.
We would follow this option because we assume that a Chinese attack
in SEA is too unlikely.
3. Plan land, sea and air forces against a PRC attack in SEA or
NEA.
4. Plan land, sea and air forces against a PRC attack in NEA or
SEA, plus aid to Asian allies against a non-PRC attack.
I think it was also agreed that with our current Security Assistance
levels, our allies in both SEA and NEA could resist a non-PRC attack—
if no insurgency accompanied the attack. But the allies would still require our air and naval support. (to Mr. Tucker) Is that a correct presentation of the strategy options?
Mr. Tucker: Yes. I should point out, though, that if a major insurgency accompanied a non-PRC attack, up to four U.S. divisions might

2

See Document 202.
See Document 189.
4
Document 56.
3
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be required. And against a PRC attack, substantial U.S. ground forces
would be required.
Mr. Kissinger: Have I identified the issues?
Mr. Tucker: Yes.
Adm. Moorer: You should realize that each one of these strategy
options calls for air and naval support.
Mr. Kissinger: Yes, I realize that. I’m going to ask Gardiner [Tucker]
and Tom [Adm. Moorer] to comment on the study.5 But before I do
that, I want to say that the force-level decision we are facing is theoretical. We’re really talking about a deployment decision because no
matter which option we choose we will still maintain 13-2/3 divisions,
and we will have the capability to intervene if we want to, especially
if we have withdrawn forces from the forward defenses in Asia. And
even if we do not deploy from Asia, no one is advocating that we reduce our total ground forces. So what we’re really talking about is a
deployment decision, not a force-level decision. Is that right?
Mr. Tucker: Yes, it is. We might choose a strategy which would call
for reductions in our military deployments in Asia. But we might not
want to make those reductions for political reasons. We might feel, for
example, that the reductions would result in our allies losing confidence in us. So we have to think about both considerations, political
as well as military.
Mr. Kissinger: Okay. Gardiner, do you want to brief us on the
study?
Mr. Tucker: After the last meeting, you called for more work: to
explain the methodology used in determining how many ground forces
would be needed for the SEA and NEA contingencies; to understand
the differences between the JCS analysis and ours; to review the tactical nuclear weapons concept, in order to see whether we should plan
to use these weapons as part of our defense against a conventional PRC
attack. You also wanted us to look at the strategic nuclear strategy—at
the possibility of a disarming strike. Finally, you wanted us to look at
a deployment plan so that we could tell our allies where we are going
as we withdraw from Vietnam. These are the political and military requirements you tasked us with. We’ve done all of them except the longrange deployment study, which is still in the works.6
Mr. Kissinger: Is State involved in that study?
Mr. Tucker: No, not yet.

5
6

A summary of the interagency response to NSSM 69 is printed as Document 218.
The referenced studies have not been found.
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Mr. Kissinger: State should be involved in it because the political
impact may be more important than the military impact in some of the
Asian countries.
Adm. Moorer: I agree. State will get a chance to work on the study.
But we first wanted to establish the military requirements, and we have
just about done that now.
Mr. Kissinger: Okay.
Mr. Tucker: First we had to get the facts. JCS is looking at these
now so it can determine what the military requirements will be to implement the various strategies. When that’s done, State and ISA will
look at the political implications of the strategies. I expect this whole
process will take another couple of months.
On the other studies, we’ve gone over the requirements and done
the analysis. The analysis, as you said earlier, depends on the assumptions you start out with, especially the assumption about insurgency. When JCS starts out with the same assumptions we do, the difference in our net result narrows.
I have a table7 here which summarizes all the results. [Hands out
table to the principals.] After we take a look at it, we can talk about
the capabilities we need to meet each of the requirements. At the left,
we show the situation in NEA. First we show the threat from North
Korea alone, and then the threat from North Korea and the PRC.
Mr. Kissinger: What is a DFE?
Mr. Tucker: That’s a Division Force Equivalent. You can also see
that we show moderate and high attacks with the Korean/PRC threat.
The moderate threat, which CIA thinks is the most probable, postulates an attack of ten to fifteen Chinese and North Korean divisions on
South Korea. We also assume in this case that most of the Chinese
troops on the northern border remain there during the attack on Korea. The high threat, which DIA classifies as the maximum threat, assumes that the Chinese are able to take many of their troops away from
the Soviet border and that they are able to overcome the mobilization
constraints which affect them in the moderate threat.
Mr. Kissinger: In the high threat the Chinese will be pulling many
troops away from the border area, right?
Mr. Tucker: Right.
Mr. Johnson: In all of these cases, our divisions are supplementing the local forces. Isn’t that correct?

7

Not found.
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Mr. Tucker: Yes, it is. And we’re talking about one to four U.S. divisions. JCS used a different methodology, and it concluded that we
would need four to eight divisions.
In SEA, we have the pessimistic and the optimistic approaches. In
the pessimistic approach, there is no improvement in the capabilities
of our allies, and insurgencies tie down all the local forces. The U.S. is
left, therefore, to face the conventional threat alone. In the optimistic
approach, we assume the RF/PF in Vietnam and the National Police
in Thailand can handle the insurgencies. We also assume the Security
Assistance programs bring the ARVN and Thai regular forces to a point
where they equal six and two DFEs.
Mr. Kissinger: What about the combined North Vietnamese-PRC
threats to SEA?
Mr. Tucker: The total ground threat in SEA is limited by the logistical constraints for the enemy. If an intense effort were made, we
think there would be one dry-season campaign throughout SEA. On
the other hand, if the Communists planned a year-round campaign,
they would build up a big enough logistical base during the dry season to support their forces during the rainy season. I want to emphasize that the constraint is from logistics, not men.
Mr. Johnson: And you are assuming they will launch a general attack throughout all of SEA?
Mr. Tucker: That’s right. In this analysis we would not plan to defend Burma, either. If all the local forces are tied down with insurgencies, the U.S. force requirement would be four divisions. The Chiefs
agree with us on that. With the high threat, we believe the requirement
will be for eight divisions, while the Chiefs think the requirement will
be for 8-2/3 divisions. The JCS did not address the best case in either
SEA or NEA because they only deal with worst case analysis. They did
say, however, that if they made a best case analysis and used the same
assumptions we did, they would come out with the same figures we
did. There are no divergent figures on SEA.
Once we came up with these force requirement figures, we compared them to the current plans for force levels. We refer continually
to our ability to deploy 16-2/3 divisions to NATO if nothing is going
on in Asia by M plus 113 days. That is an arbitrary figure which we
arrived at by adding 90 days of combat to 23 days of warning. If we
are at peace and we want to go to Asia, we could call up the reserves
and deploy seven divisions to Asia, while still getting seventeen divisions to NATO on schedule. If we don’t want to call up the reserves,
we can still deploy 3-2/3 divisions to Asia and get 15-2/3 divisions to
NATO by M plus 113. But we would have a harder time supporting
these forces if the reserves were not called up. By sharing the support
burden, we could probably get some more divisions to Asia, to give a
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total combat capability there roughly equivalent to five divisions with
full support. However, if we did that, we would be reducing our NATO
deployment capability to about twelve divisions by M plus 90.
In each Asian theater, we will have adequate Tac Air without calling up the reserves. If greater threats were to develop, we could always call on the reserves or temporarily drawdown NATO-oriented
forces in CONUS.
Even if we are faced with the worst case in Asia, a case where we
would need 8 or 8-2/3 divisions, I think we’ll be able to meet the crisis pretty well with our current force levels.
Mr. Dam: That’s encouraging.
Mr. Kissinger: (to Adm. Moorer) Tom, do you agree?
Adm. Moorer: I’d like to make a few comments on this study when
Gardiner is done with his presentation.
Mr. Kissinger: Fair enough. Go ahead, Gardiner. But first let me
ask you if we would have any forces left in CONUS if we go ahead
with the deployments you suggest in the worst case analysis?
Mr. Tucker: No, not if we make these deployments without calling up the reserves.
Mr. Kissinger: Does Mel [Laird] have a division earmarked for
NATO stashed away on Okinawa?
Mr. Tucker: There is a division on Okinawa which has at certain
times been earmarked for NATO duty.
Mr. Johnson: I never heard that before.
Mr. Tucker: We would be faced with a number of questions in deployment terms if we moved that division to CONUS. Besides, it’s good
that we keep the division on Okinawa because it shows that we are
maintaining a presence out there.
Mr. Kissinger: But we count it as part of NATO. How would we
count the division if it were stationed here? Would it be part of the
3-2/3 divisions scheduled for deployment to Asia if it were stationed
here?
Mr. Tucker: Yes, it would be. A mobile division would take its place
in the NATO count. Let me outline, if I may, the positions we took in
our planning guidance. First, we said that we had to have the capability to conduct a forward defense, as put forth in NSDM 27. Second, we
said we would run the Security Assistance program with the top priority of giving our allies the capability for handling indigenous threats
by themselves. Then we would give the allies the ground capability for
handling, with U.S. air and naval support, non-PRC attacks. Then we
would give them the balanced capability for handling all aspects of a
non-PRC attack. Finally, if all that were done, we would give the allies
the initial capability for defending against a Chinese attack.
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It’s not rational to think that we can do all of this. As I said, it’s
just planning guidance. We say that we want to have the capability to
implement the NSDM 27 strategy of a forward defense in Asia against
a moderate threat. And we want to do this without undue drawdown
of our NATO-oriented forces. In addition, we would like to do all of
this without calling up the reserves. If the threat is more serious than
we had anticipated, we could do a number of things: call up the reserves; drawdown our NATO-oriented forces, and call on our allies for
help. In other words, we have additional resources to bring to bear on
the problem if the NSDM 27 strategy does not work out.
We want to maintain all our ties to NATO, but we also want to
help our Asian allies. As our Security Assistance program succeeds, we
hope to reduce the forward deployments in Asia.
Mr. Johnson: I take it that these requirements are what we need
for a conventional war.
Mr. Tucker: That’s right.
Mr. Kissinger: Of course, we could also decide to have more
divisions.
Mr. Tucker: Yes, that’s possible. But the first investment we make
in reserve divisions should be for an increase in readiness so that our
NATO effort can be improved. And we have a problem in creating more
active divisions now because we are trying to rely on an all-volunteer
army. The guidance I outlined is well-hedged to our current posture.
In the theater nuclear study, I think we have clarified some of the
issues, but there are still several questions which were not analytically
and systematically answered. The Secretary told us he had agreement
on this as a policy matter. His guidance was that we should maintain
the theater nuclear weapons. He said we should have adequate conventional forces to defend against a conventional attack and theater
nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a nuclear attack. We are not relying on nuclear weapons to offset a conventional attack. The consensus of the people working on the study was that this policy is preferred
and feasible, but we didn’t go very far in analyzing its effects. We
didn’t want to give the President a plan where he would have to choose
between going nuclear and losing an ally in Asia.
Mr. Kissinger: You have never given the President the option to
choose. I’ve never even seen a plan where the President is given the
choice of using tactical nuclear weapons or losing an ally.
Mr. Tucker: That’s right.
Mr. Kissinger: You’ve never given the President the choice.
Mr. Tucker: I know. We’re convinced we can’t do that with a high
degree of confidence. We don’t want our policy to go in that direction,
but we still want to analyze it.
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Concerning the strategic nuclear strategy, we had CIA study the
possibility of locating all the Chinese nuclear weapons.8 The consensus was that in the next decade it would not be technically feasible to
mount a disarming strike against the Chinese. There will be some
weapons what we won’t be able to find. For example, some weapons
could be on aircraft moved to different bases. Other weapons could be
on submarines, and some missiles could be hidden at clandestine sites.
Since a complete disarming strike would not be available to us, we
didn’t feel it would be very fruitful to make extensive changes in our
strategic nuclear weapons. We already have a substantial capability to
disarm and deter the Chinese.
Mr. Kissinger: With all due respect, isn’t that the answer you were
looking for?
Mr. Tucker: Yes, in a way. But we looked hard for other answers,
too.
Mr. Kissinger: We went through this exercise in the 1950s, and I
was in charge of much of the work. First, we said that we couldn’t destroy all the other side’s nuclear weapons. Given that fact, we then said
we couldn’t use our weapons. Even if the other side had two or three
weapons left after a disarming strike, these weapons would be delivered over here. We didn’t want that, and we concluded that we
couldn’t take the risk of using our weapons first.
There are two aspects to this problem. First, as I was telling Dick
Helms yesterday in regard to a Vietnam study,9 there is no time element in the analysis. I would like to see how the analysis would go
over a period of time.
Second, what decisions do the Chinese leaders have to take over
a period of time? Those men are not irrational. In fact, they are very
calculated. Right now they are drawing drastic consequences from the
number of Soviet divisions on their border. How many Soviet divisions
are there? Forty-two?
Gen. Walters: Forty-four.
Mr. Kissinger: What we have to analyze right now is the percentage of the Chinese nuclear force we can take out with a disarming
strike. Then we have to find out where they would retaliate with the
remaining missiles. We also have to analyze how the Chinese leaders
would be affected by the possibility of facing a disarming strike. It’s
not all important that we destroy every one of their nuclear weapons

8

See footnote 3, Document 218.
An apparent reference to a Washington Special Actions Group meeting held on
July 20 to discuss Vietnam. See Foreign Relations, 1969–1976, volume VIII, Vietnam, January–October 1972, Document 210.
9
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in a disarming strike. If we base our thinking on that condition, we
won’t even be able to consider the possibility of launching a preemptive strike in the next decade.
Mr. Tucker: I didn’t mean that we couldn’t launch a pre-emptive
strike. I said that we could probably not carry out a complete disarming strike. During the next decade, we won’t be able to take away their
ability to retaliate.
Mr. Kissinger: You are saying the Chinese will be able to retaliate
with something, however ineffective it may be.
Mr. Tucker: That’s right. But we will be able to take out most of
their weapons. We also think our disarming capability will improve if
we get better detection of the enemy’s weapons, as well as improvement in our weapons.
Mr. Kissinger: It would be interesting to plot over a period of time
what percentage of the Chinese nuclear weapons we can take out with
a disarming strike. What improvements do you think we should make
in our strategic weapons?
Mr. Tucker: For one thing, we should try to get better accuracy.
Mr. Kissinger: By what degree would the percentage of weapons
we can take out with a disarming strike be increased if we had more
accurate weapons?
Mr. Tucker: I don’t know for sure. It’s clear, though, that the final
result will be more sensitive to improvements in detection than to improvements in weapons.
Mr. Kissinger: That may be true. What about our Minutemen overflying the Soviet Union? Would we want to do that?
Adm. Moorer: It would make the Soviets happy if we were hitting
China.
Mr. Kissinger: But the Soviets would see the missiles coming at
them first.
Adm. Moorer: We could tell the Soviets that the missiles were going on to China. Anyway, the Soviets would see that we were in a
tension-filled period with the Chinese.
Mr. Johnson: Quite frankly, I wouldn’t want to rely on doing that.
Mr. Tucker: We assume that the Minutemen would not overfly the
Soviet Union. We would rely on Polaris and the B–52s. We will also
have an overwhelming edge over the Chinese during the next decade.
And, if need be, the number of warheads, particularly on the submarine-carried missiles, can be significantly increased.
I’ve just given you the status of the work we’ve done so far. I would
be pleased to pursue the strategy question further, if you wish.
Mr. Kissinger: Yes, please do. If I may, I would like to sum up your
conclusions, as I understand them. With our present forces, we could
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meet at least the moderate threat in SEA and almost the high threat in
NEA (we would be one division short if we are willing to drawdown
NATO-oriented forces). But that part of the discussion is doctrinal
rather than force level since nobody is advocating that we cut our
forces.
If we decide to defend against the high threat, we wouldn’t necessarily add to overall force levels. On the other hand, if we decide not
to defend against the moderate threat, we wouldn’t necessarily reduce
force levels because our active force levels are determined principally
by NATO needs. Is that correct?
Mr. Tucker: Yes.
Mr. Kissinger: (to Adm. Moorer) Tom, do you want to make any
comments now?
Adm. Moorer: Yes. First of all, Gardiner’s study needs further refinements. We are going to look at it, and then State will have a chance
to go over it.
Mr. Kissinger: You are talking about the deployment study, right?
Adm. Moorer: Yes. One major point I want to make is that if we
are fighting a NATO war, we will be fighting the Soviets. But remember that the Soviets have a large force in the Pacific. Therefore, it’s impossible for me to think that we will be fighting a NATO war without
engaging in heavy air and sea activity against the Soviets in the Pacific. It doesn’t work the other way around. If we are fighting the Chinese, we won’t necessarily also have to be engaged in Europe.
Mr. Kissinger: Isn’t it possible that the Soviets could decide to keep
the war confined to Europe?
Adm. Moorer: I wouldn’t count on that. Among other things, they
have 108 submarines in the Pacific, and I don’t think they would let us
move about as we wish.
Mr. Kissinger: That depends on the assumptions we make. If a
NATO war is going to lead to a general global war, then we would expect to engage the Soviets in the Pacific. However, if a NATO war is
confined to Europe, it may be in the Soviets’ interest not to sink our
ships in the Pacific—or even the Atlantic. If the Soviets think they can
win a conventional war very quickly—if they think they can do to
France what Germany did to France during World War II—they may
use restraint with us, so as not to trigger off a general war.
Adm. Moorer: If the Soviets give us a Pacific sanctuary, that would
be great. But I just don’t think they would do it.
Mr. Kissinger: Would it really be great if the Soviets attacked Europe with ground forces and said they didn’t want to go on to general
nuclear war? Suppose they suggested to us that the outcome of the war
be determined by the battle in Europe. Would that be great?
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Adm. Moorer: No, that wouldn’t be great. Still, I feel it would be
disastrous to think that we wouldn’t have to contend with the Soviets
in the Pacific.
Mr. Kissinger: I agree with you that we should plan to contend
with them. I’m just saying that it might be in their interest not to go to
general nuclear war if a NATO war starts.
Adm. Moorer: I knew I shouldn’t have gotten into this discussion
with you. I was just rereading Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy10 last
week.
Mr. Kissinger: Do you know what a British reviewer said about
the book when it was published? He said, “Dr. Kissinger may not be
a good writer, but anyone who finishes the book is a good reader.”
Mr. Tucker: NSDM 27 doesn’t mention anything about a forward
defense in Asia, as it does about a forward defense in Europe. I understand the President doesn’t want to fight a forward defense in both
theaters.
Mr. Johnson: What about fighting in Alaska?
Mr. Tucker: We obviously fight to defend Alaska and Hawaii. But
I was referring to Asia proper. The defense of Asia is not primarily a
question of ground forces.
Adm. Moorer: We have two divisions in Korea, and we would find
it very difficult to abandon them. We would have to get involved. That
in turn would mean that we have to contend with Soviet air and naval
forces.
Mr. Kissinger: What is your conclusion?
Adm. Moorer: When we consider the force levels involved in redeploying troops to NATO from Asia, we don’t have the flexibility assumed in the studies. I am confident that we will have active opposition from the Soviets.
Mr. Kissinger: But the opposite case is not necessarily true.
Adm. Moorer: That’s right.
Mr. Kissinger: We can send the European troops to Asia, but we
can’t do it the other way around.
Mr. Tucker: That’s correct. In fact, we assume the forces already in
Asia will stay there.
Adm. Moorer: Concerning the tactical nuclear weapons, I see them
primarily as a deterrent. But we can use them following certain developments and if we are in extremis. On the strategic aspects of the

10

Kissinger published his book, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, in 1957.
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study, I agree that we can take out a large percentage of the Chinese
nuclear capability. Our capability will also grow greater as time
goes on.
Mr. Kissinger: The strategic study should be a joint DOD–JCS–CIA
paper, plotted over a period of time with growing figures of weapons
on both sides. What will the Chinese have left after a disarming strike?
What targets would they then hit? Plot all this out over a ten-year
period.
Adm. Moorer: Finally, I agree with our current deployments and
force levels. At this time, NSDM 27 still fills the bill. It is compatible
with the JSOP and the Nixon Doctrine. Now is not the time to burden
the President with changing strategies again.
Mr. Kissinger: Does anyone else have other observations to make?
No observations.
Mr. Kissinger: I’ve been trying to get a handle on the use of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe and Asia since my first week in office.
I’ve never seen anything about the timing of their use—so that they
will make a plausible difference in the outcome of the battle. I’m not
saying, though, that we won’t consider using them.
In NATO, the [less than 1 line not declassified]. But why do we have
so many nuclear weapons in Europe? After we are defeated in a conventional war, can we still turn the tide with the use of tactical nuclear
weapons? On the other hand, if we use the weapons before we are defeated, who is hurt more—the defender or the attacker? I’ve never seen
a concept about the use of these weapons. I don’t know what they are
designed to accomplish. Accordingly, I think this is a big lacuna in our
plans. Perhaps you don’t want to talk about this subject before such a
large group.
Adm. Moorer: Why don’t we schedule a meeting on this subject
for the principals?
Mr. Kissinger: I can’t conceive that the Chinese will attack anybody in the next two or three years. It’s not conceivable, unless there
is a drastic change in the leadership, that they will move troops away
from their northern border. Therefore, I think we have some time to
consider the use of tactical nuclear weapons.
Adm. Moorer: You can make the same statement about Europe.
The Russians are watching the Chinese, too.
Mr. Kissinger: But one side may be getting ready to jump the other.
Adm. Moorer: I agree that we have the time to talk about how we
would use these nuclear weapons.
Mr. Kissinger: Okay. Let’s schedule a meeting on this for the principals. Let’s have the meeting within the next two weeks.
Mr. Johnson: Good.
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Mr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Odeen) Phil, will you take care of this?
Mr. Odeen: Yes.
Mr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Rush) Ken, do you agree that there will be
no unilateral defense deployments until the White House and State
have a chance to review the study?
Mr. Rush: Yes.
Mr. Johnson: We’ve already talked to some of our allies about the
FY–73 decisions.11
Mr. Kissinger: I believe that the President should not make any
strategy decisions before the election. But we should do the work now
so that we can be prepared to go forward with it after the election.
On deployments, we want no unilateral decisions. We’ll set up a
meeting on tactical nuclear weapons within the next two weeks, but
we won’t make any decisions on their use during the meeting.
Does everyone agree?
All agreed.

11

On July 26, Johnson reported to Secretary of State Rogers that, during the meeting, he had “emphasized the political importance of our Asian general purpose force deployments and our interest in discussing FY 74 deployments with allies” as had been done
the previous fiscal year. (National Archives, RG 59, S/S–Files: Lot 80 D 212, NSSM 69)
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220. Minutes of Defense Program Review Committee Meeting1
Washington, July 24, 1972, 3:09–3:45 p.m.
SUBJECT
FY 1974–78 Defense Program
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State
John Irwin
Ronald Spiers
Leon Sloss
Seymour Weiss

OMB
Casper Weinberger
Ellis Veatch
OST
Dr. Edward David

Defense
Kenneth Rush
Dr. Gardiner Tucker
Robert C. Moot
JCS
Vice Adm. John P. Weinel
Rear Adm. William St. George
CIA
Lt. Gen. Vernon Walters
[name not declassified]

ACDA
Gerard Smith
Vice Adm. John M. Lee
CEA
Ezra Solomon
NSC
Philip Odeen
Col. T. C. Pinckney
Lt. Col. George Riedel
John Knubel
James Hackett

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
It was agreed that:
—The Department of Defense will prepare a paper for consideration by the DPRC by early September2 on the strategic implications of
various FY 74–78 programs in terms of general mission categories.
—DOD will be responsible for the details of its budget, once the
DPRC has defined the broad strategic objectives and their budgetary
and political implications.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–118, DPRC Minutes, Originals, 1969–73 [3 of 3]. Secret. The
meeting was held in the Situation Room of the White House. On July 22, Odeen informed
Kissinger that the primary purposes of the meeting were to: “assess the capability of the
DOD program to support the President’s strategy; review the force levels and modernization programs planned for FY 74–78 as well as funding requirements; consider the
implications for our defense programs of the very large full employment budget deficits
projected for FY 74 and subsequent years; define the policy and major force structure issues which should be analyzed for Presidential decision later this year.” (Ibid., Box H–106,
DPRC Meeting, FY 74–78 Defense Program, 7/24/72)
2
No meeting was held. A DPRC meeting rescheduled for November 15 was also
cancelled.
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—The DOD budget for FY 74 should not exceed $84 billion. Consideration should also be given in its preparation to the President’s order to reduce the proposed federal budget by an overall total of $20
billion, with an emphasis on the more efficient use of manpower.3
—DOD should review the policy of planning to reinforce NATO
to D plus 90 and consider the heavy dependence of NATO strategy on
the use of tactical air power, assuming that it may be rendered less effective than expected by bad weather.
—ACDA will review the DOD budget to consider possible implications of either conventional or strategic arms reductions.
Mr. Kissinger: I called this preliminary meeting to first get the
views of the Defense Department and the OMB and then to have a
brief general discussion of the major issues. (to Mr. Rush) Would you
like to begin?
Mr. Rush: We are shooting for a budget of $84 billion for FY 74,
with an average of $86.2 billion projected for the five year period from
‘74 to ‘78. This has been suggested to the Services and they all have
complained about inadequacies at that funding level. The JCS has suggested a budget of $102 billion as the amount necessary for adequate
national security.
Mr. Weinberger: Well, that has the distinction of being the highest
figure I have ever seen proposed.
Mr. Kissinger: Does the JCS consider $84 billion an imprudent
amount for the defense budget?
Adm. Weinel: I would say marginal. It would be prudent in some
areas, imprudent in others and marginal overall.
Mr. Rush: I wouldn’t say it would be imprudent. We are going to
review these figures in detail and scrub them down. Then we’ll be back
in September with a package that will run to $84 billion for FY 74 and
$86.2 billion for the five year period. We believe we can cut our projections by $400 million as a result of the SALT Agreements and Congress undoubtedly will make some reduction in the ‘73 budget which
will result in reduced proposals for ‘74. However, we may have alternative strategic programs that will cost more.
Mr. Kissinger: One senator told me he didn’t know how many
SALT agreements we could afford.

3
Nixon sent a special message to Congress on July 26 urging a $250 billion ceiling
on FY 1974 federal spending, which at the time was expected to be $20–30 billion in excess of that figure. (Public Papers: Nixon, 1972, pp. 741–744) During several telephone
conversations held on August 2, 3, and 5, Kissinger discussed the ceiling and its effect
on the Defense budget with Laird, Ehrlichman, and Weinberger. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
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Mr. Rush: The effect of the Southeast Asia amendment4 will be to
increase DOD spending by $2.3 billion, even after reducing it by the
savings from SALT. If SEA activity continues at a high rate, we will
also need an additional $450 to $500 million for arms, ammunition and
equipment. The Services also have submitted POMs (Program Objectives Memoranda) for an additional $250 million in urgent items. Another problem is that our tactical fighter force is aging rapidly. We have
hundreds of fighters over ten years old and some over fifteen years
old. We need replacements soon for these obsolescent aircraft.
Mr. Kissinger: I like that fighter that can only operate effectively
over the desert at 45,000 feet.
Dr. Tucker: Those are the ones that are over ten years old.
Mr. Rush: We want to keep the age of our fighters under fifteen
years. There are a whole host of modifications that are underfunded
by some $100 million in the FY 74 budget. We want to try to fund these
as best we can. Whether the funds we can find will be adequate for
this purpose remains to be seen. I just want to point out that the defense budget has been consistently declining as a share of the total
budget and as a share of the GNP. We have taken substantial reductions in recent years. Since the peak defense budget, we have reduced
our personnel by 30%, industrial purchases by 40% and dollar expenditures by $33 billion.
Mr. Kissinger: We know you have done your share. But tell me,
what are you spending all this money on?
Mr. Rush: Increased personnel costs and inflation eat away at
everything we try to do. The cutbacks we have made in the last several years have reduced defense spending in real terms to the lowest
level since 1951. Non-defense spending has increased rapidly during
this same period.
Mr. Kissinger: The lowest since 1951? I suppose you could say the
lowest since 1948. What are the 1951 figures based on?
Mr. Rush: I am talking about real dollars, not inflation dollars. In
those terms, our budget is the lowest since 1951.
Mr. Moot: All of the real increase in our expenditures can be found
in the personnel figures.
Mr. Weinberger: What was the 1951 Defense budget?
Mr. Moot: Something over $13 billion in 1951 dollars.
Mr. Weinberger: It depends on what base year you use for figuring the value of the dollar.
Mr. Kissinger: When the Defense Department is finished with its
explanation we won’t have an ally left in the world.
4

See Document 214.
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Dr. Tucker: These figures are only for the DPRC.
Mr. Weinberger: You mean only for the OMB.
Mr. Rush: No, these figures are accurate. While we are reducing
our defense expenditures, our allies are all increasing theirs.
Mr. Kissinger: But they are doing so with inflated marks.
Mr. Rush: No, in dollar equivalents. I’m talking in terms of
dollars.
Mr. Moot: If we use constant dollars, we end up with a figure of
about $51 billion, which is what McGovern5 has been suggesting.
Mr. Kissinger: That’s probably what he will say he meant all along;
that he was talking in terms of constant dollars.
I would like to ask at this point the basic question of how we can
best handle this matter. I know that the Services would prefer to argue
the Defense budget out among themselves. They have had some bad
experiences with systems analysts telling them what to do and their
concern is justified. However, I am afraid that if that course is followed
we will have a program presented to us in September that will be
worked out in detail and we will be stuck with it, whether or not it is
responsive to our overall strategic objectives. NATO is a case in point.
We have been talking about reinforcing to D plus 90, while studies
show that the allies cannot fight for more than thirty days. This NATO
concept of reinforcing over a period of 90 days is convenient because
it gives us a cushion of forces for other purposes as well. Another issue is the dependence of our strategy on effective utilization of air
power. In reading these situation reports from Vietnam day after day
I am constantly struck by the number of days our tactical air power
cannot operate fully or effectively in Vietnam because of poor weather
conditions. What does that mean for our European strategy? Have we
fully considered the number of days of bad weather in central Europe?
I am not concerned here about the details of numbers. The number of
cruisers versus the number of destroyers in the fleet, or whether an
Army of 11-2/3 divisions or 11-1/3 divisions is most appropriate to
our needs, are matters for you (Defense) to decide. That is not our role
here. What we want to do is determine the overall strategic objectives
and then let you (Defense) shape the forces you require to perform the
role that is decided upon.
Mr. Rush: We don’t have a budget prepared as yet. We are working on it.
Mr. Kissinger: We don’t want your budget now. What we want
to do is discuss alternate strategies and then decide which to follow. I
5
Senator George S. McGovern (D–South Dakota), the 1972 Democratic nominee
for President.
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prefer to avoid the obfuscating details of the DOD budget and to keep
out of nitpicking your proposals. I would like to lay out a work program today.6
Dr. David: (to Mr. Kissinger) How does R & D fit into your picture of the Defense budget?
Mr. Kissinger: What do you have in mind?
Dr. David: R & D is a special category. It represents only 10% of
the budget, but it has implications for the future composition of our
strategic forces, for example.
Mr. Kissinger: I want to get our strategies clearly in mind before
we go into budget details.
Dr. David: That’s fine. That’s just what I was driving at.
Mr. Kissinger: Cap (Weinberger), would you like to give us your
thoughts?
Mr. Weinberger: I’ll preface my comments by repeating what I’ve
said before, that none of this urban crap that seems to be so popular
is going to do any good if our borders are not secure. Now having said
that, I will also say that I can’t encourage anyone to pursue a Defense
budget of $102 billion. The President has made it very clear that he
wants to avoid new taxation and anything that might get us into a situation like that of the mid-60’s, when we tried to fight a war while
continuing domestic spending unchecked and without new taxation,
which of course produced inflation. It now looks as though the federal
budget for FY 74 might show a deficit of $20 to $30 billion. The President feels that would be inflationary and he wants to bring it down by
$20 billion. This will require reductions across the board. I know you
(Defense) have taken cuts in recent years and we now plan to cut the
domestic portion of the budget. But a reduction of the magnitude of
$20 billion will necessarily require some cuts in defense spending. So
I suggest that you consider this requirement in your budget planning,
which means that some portion of that cut will have to come out of
your $84 billion. We have to get the budget back up to a full employment balance.
Mr. Kissinger: I thought the full employment deficit theory was
ingenious. Now you’re retreating from it and talking of a full employment balance.
6
During a July 25 telephone conversation, Kissinger discussed with Laird his preferred method of determining the Defense budget and the military posture. The Defense
Department, he told Laird, should first “work out its plans” according to “national objectives rather than forcing us into nitpicking every individual item.” Then, with that
plan in hand, representatives from the NSC, the OMB, and DOD would reach a tentative spending agreement before submitting the budget to the DPRC. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, Kissinger Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
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Mr. Weinberger: It was a good theory, but now we have to turn
the deficit around before we get into either a new round of inflation or
new taxes, neither of which is acceptable to the President. We will be
pleased to work with the agencies to help review their budgets and
suggest ways the necessary reductions can be made without endangering our borders.
Mr. Kissinger: What about the borders of our allies?
Mr. Weinberger: We include them, too. We are also looking to see
what cuts can be made in the domestic budget. I just had a long discussion about this with George (Shultz), who doesn’t think it can be
done. But the President is determined and has told us to do it. I know
Defense has already made cuts, but the personnel costs are so high now
that you must seek new reductions in manpower. We must have more
efficient use of our expensive manpower; this is where we can save
money. I know it would be easy if we could all agree on a budget of
$102 billion and then go home.
Mr. Kissinger: They’ll take $90 billion.
Mr. Rush: We’ll take $84 billion.
Mr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Weinberger) See, you’ve won already.
They’ve come down from $102 billion to $84 billion. Gerry (Smith),
are there any aspects of arms limitations proposals or possibilities that
we should consider in this review?
Amb. Smith: I think I’ll just stay out of this.
Mr. Kissinger: I’m serious. We must consider these factors. (to Mr.
Rush) Gerry should have an opportunity to review the specifics of your
proposals to consider the implications for the budget of any arms reductions, conventional as well as strategic. Would you send him an advance copy of your budget proposals?
Mr. Rush: O.K.
Mr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Irwin) Do you have any comment?
Mr. Irwin: We have a number of general questions, but this is not
the time to raise them.7
Mr. Kissinger: (to Mr. Rush) Well, why don’t you go ahead and
prepare a budget outline in terms of general categories and the strategic implications of various programs, rather than in terms of specific
weapons, for our consideration. Can you have it ready by early
September?
Mr. Rush: Yes, we’ll have it ready by then.
7
Irwin raised some concerns about the foreign policy implications of the Defense
budget in an August 18 memorandum to Rush. According to Irwin, the Department of
State was concerned that contemplated reductions in naval forces and deployments to
Asia, especially Korea, and possible troop shortfalls resulting from the transition to an
all-volunteer armed force would negatively affect U.S. relations with its allies. (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970–73, DEF 1 US)
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221. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, August 2, 1972.
SUBJECT
FY 74 Defense Budget

Secretary Laird has sent you a memorandum (Tab B)2 that states
he is planning the FY 74 Defense Budget at an outlay level of $84 billion. In his judgment, reducing the FY 74 budget below $84 billion
would force DOD to:
—Make cuts in the current force structure;
—Reduce the readiness and capability of our forces below adequate levels;
—Cut back on essential modernization programs.
Secretary Laird says he recognizes that very serious fiscal problems face the federal government in FY 74 and beyond but feels Defense has contributed its prudent share to alleviating these problems,
citing the sizeable manpower and procurement reductions made since
1968. He cautions against accepting some of the current simplistic
panaceas being bandied about for controlling “out of control” defense
budgets.
Secretary Laird points out that since 1968 real spending for defense has decreased (because of the cutbacks in our involvement in
SEA). During this same period, the $74 billion increase in federal nonDefense spending has nearly equalled the total Defense budget.
He concludes that only long term curtailment of the rate of growth
of non-Defense expenditures, including those for currently legislated
programs, can solve the annual budget deficit problem. Continued preoccupation with the annual budget process diverts us from addressing
the more fundamental problem. It also puts national security in continuous jeopardy since the DOD budget frequently becomes the prime
target to achieve short term fiscal goals.

1

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 237,
Agency Files, DPRC & Defense Budget, Jan–Jul, 1972. Secret. Sent for action. The memorandum bears a stamped note indicating that the President saw it. Although no drafting information appears on the memorandum, Odeen sent a draft to Kissinger on July
20 under a covering memorandum. (Ibid.)
2
Laird’s July 18 memorandum to Nixon is attached but not printed.
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Evaluation of Secretary Laird’s Comments
This is the opening volley in the FY 74 budget debate. As you are
well aware, you face some very difficult choices if you are to submit a
balanced, full employment budget for FY 74. I anticipate that OMB
would like to hold the FY 74 DOD budget to $79–80 billion instead of
the $84 billion proposed by Secretary Laird.
It would be a serious mistake to let OMB set a target and then
force Defense to fit their program to it. The need for adequate forces
to support your foreign policy and implement your Defense strategy
overrides short term economic considerations, especially as Defense
spending has become a decreasingly smaller part of the problem.
However, the Defense budget cannot be completely insensitive to
our economic and fiscal problems. Moreover, there are areas where cuts
can be made with minimal impact on essential forces and capability.
Therefore, I propose that through the DPRC we examine the Defense
program for possible areas that provide only marginal contributions to
our Defense strategy and consider the economic and strategic implications of reductions. Our effort should not, however, only consider
cuts. We should also examine our forces, readiness, and modernization
programs to ensure those areas most supportive of your foreign policy are adequately funded.
Recommendation
I recommend you avoid giving support to a particular level for the
FY 74 Defense budget at this time. Instead, I suggest you ask Secretary
Laird for his whole-hearted cooperation in debating in the DPRC the
economic and strategic implications of alternative programs so that you
might arrive at a carefully developed defense program and budget in
December.
I have enclosed a memorandum to Secretary Laird for your signature conveying these directions (Tab A).3 Ray Price4 concurs.5

3
Nixon sent the attached letter to Laird on August 8, stating that, while “we must
have strong armed forces with which to support our foreign policy and carry out our
Defense strategy,” we “must also recognize that the health of our economy is an essential element of national strength.” The President directed the Department of Defense to
cooperate fully in the review of its proposed FY 1974 program “to ensure that we have
adequate military capability at the lowest feasible cost.”
4
Raymond K. Price, Jr., Special Assistant to the President.
5
On January 29, 1973, Nixon presented his FY 1974 budget to Congress. Of $268.7
billion in total outlays and $288 billion in overall authority, the President called for a defense budget of $79 billion in spending and $85 billion in authority. (Public Papers: Nixon,
1973, pp. 32–48; New York Times, January 30, 1973, p. 19)
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222. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, undated.
SUBJECT
US Civil Defense Policy

Background. In 1969, we undertook an interagency review of our
civil defense program options.2 Our current program costs about $84M
and, besides increasing emphasis on our capability to deal with natural disasters, it is geared to provide fallout protection, warning systems
development, public training and emergency hospital programs. Its
major deficiencies are the maldistribution of the over 190M shelter
spaces (mostly in downtown urban areas) and the still limited planning for dealing with crises.
We need a decision on the general level of our civil defense effort
for the next few years to provide guidance to the agencies for 1974
budget preparations.
Options and Agency Views. The study presents six alternatives beginning with a minimal program and adding basic new program elements to each successive option. (Options are detailed in the analytical summary at tab.)
In brief, Option 1 is a low protection minimal program supported
by ACDA; Option 2 is a status quo program supported by State; Option 3 would add a major crisis planning and management program;
Option 4 would add more and better distributed fallout shelter protection (OEP, Defense and JCS support this option to improve our lifesaving potential in nuclear attack and our capability to deal with natural disasters); Option 5 would add more advanced R&D, particularly
on the feasibility of extensive blast shelters (AEC supports this spending level but wants more emphasis on such programs as rapid urban
evacuation and longer-range population dispersal); Option 6 would add
prototype development and deployment of blast shelters.
My View. Major new programs would have high political visibility and require substantial cost increases over several years. More importantly, our strategic posture for the foreseeable future does not

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–236, NSDM 184. Secret. Sent for action. Michael Guhin of
the NSC Staff sent the memorandum to Kissinger under a covering memorandum of
August 7. (Ibid.)
2
See NSSM 57, Document 28.
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necessitate an expanded civil defense effort. Today’s program provides
some life-saving potential for nuclear attack or natural disasters and a
valuable infrastructure extending into 50 states.
Therefore, I recommend maintaining the current level of effort. I also
recommend that you endorse the objective of increasing emphasis on
our capability to deal with natural disasters. This would not entail any
major program reorientation or cost increases.
OMB concurs.
Recommendation:
That you approve the attached NSDM3 which reflects the foregoing recommendation.4
Tab
Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff5
Washington, undated.
ANALYTICAL SUMMARY
U.S. CIVIL DEFENSE POLICY (NSSM 57)
US Civil Defense Program
Our civil defense posture resulted from the Eisenhower Administration’s National Fallout Shelter Policy initiated in 1959. Civil defense
programs were accelerated briefly during the Kennedy Administration,
but not sustained at the accelerated level because of inadequate funding and political support.

3

Document 223.
Haig approved the recommendation on behalf the President.
5
The summary of the response to NSSM 57 was apparently prepared by Guhin of
the NSC Staff, who sent it to Kissinger on April 11 under a covering memorandum. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H–236, NSDM 184) Lincoln, Chairman of an Interagency Ad Hoc Group, submitted
the group’s response to NSSM 57 to Kissinger on June 26, 1970. Lincoln’s covering memorandum reads in part as follows: “An important conclusion of this study is that an extensive civil defense program should not be undertaken at this time.” (Ibid., Box H–151,
NSSM 57) In an August 18, 1971, memorandum to Kissinger, Guhin and Richard T.
Kennedy of the NSC Staff explained that the Ad Hoc Group’s response had since been
scheduled for review by the SRG on several occasions, but was each time “displaced by
higher priority issues.” (Ibid., Box H–152, NSSM 57)
4
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The program is geared to provide fallout protection. Fallout protection
for everyone is not yet provided. The major effort today is locating and
equipping shelters (but not constructing them). The program also includes warning and communication system development, public training programs, and emergency hospital programs. Current annual federal expenditures are about $80M, including $5M HEW funds. State and
local governments spend an additional $50–60M annually. (Civil defense programs involve local authorities and must command public
support or acceptance to be effective.)
The major deficiency in today’s program is the maldistribution of
the over 190M fallout shelter spaces, which are mostly located in downtown urban areas. Our plans for dealing with crises in attack or natural disaster situations are also limited and do not include selective
evacuation/relocation plans.
Blast shelter systems development is also not included in our program. Blast shelter systems are considered escalatory within today’s context (while increasing fallout shelters is not) because blast shelters aim
to deny one’s urban population and industry as hostage. The study
concludes that before any decisions are made on an extensive civil defense program including blast shelter systems, more planning and R&D
are needed to resolve uncertainties regarding relative efficiency and
possible impact on strategic objectives and force postures.
Today’s program would have some utility in the event of nuclear attack.
It is estimated that a Soviet nuclear attack on the US without a formal
civil defense program would produce fatalities ranging from 20M in a
medium counterforce attack to 150M in a heavy countervalue attack.
The current program could save an estimated 10–20M more lives under certain heavy attack situations, with effectiveness depending inter
alia on warning times and attack intensity and targetting.
Soviet Civil Defense Program
It is estimated that the USSR devotes 1–2% of its overall defense
spending to civil defense (a much higher percentage than the US) and
has been increasing its program in recent years. The USSR has extensive public training programs and some blast shelter programs for key
industries and services. Operationally, it emphasizes evacuation of urban areas.
On balance, the study tends to discount the seemingly impressive
Soviet civil defense effort because its reliance on evacuation makes
strategic warning critical and it is doubted that the Soviets actually possess a rapid and orderly evacuation capability for their large cities.
Current Situation
There is a need now for a decision on what should be the general
nature and level of our civil defense effort for the next few years. Pro-
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gram objectives and budget levels must be established and Congressional interest is growing. A special subcommittee of the House Foreign Affairs Committee has been established to conduct hearings on
our civil defense programs, possibly this fall. The existence of our study
is well known.
Options and Agency Positions
The study presents six program options beginning with a minimal
program and adding new program elements and concomitant costs
with each successive option. Options 1 and 2 are considered low protection options; Options 3 and 4 are improved protection options; and
Options 5 and 6 are improved protection plus investigating more comprehensive protection.
Option 1 is a minimal program concentrating on warning and education, including medical services and emergency operations, discontinuing the fallout shelter program and reducing funds for aid to states.
It would cut costs in half to $40M in 2 years and still provide some capability for dealing with natural disasters and light attack recovery. Advantage: would reduce expenditures. Disadvantages: would reduce lifesaving potential of current program and complicate initiation of
possible expanded or improved program later.
ACDA favors this option and questions both the effectiveness of
passive defense measures in massive nuclear attack situations and the
value of pre-attack measures (e.g., evacuation) even in light attack situations. Noting that the effectiveness of programs depends on public
and local authority participation and cooperation, ACDA suggests that
these are not likely to be forthcoming for more effective civil defense
programs.
Option 2, a status quo program (costs around $80M), would keep today’s limited fallout protection (in caretaker status) and operational capability and not reduce aid to states. Advantages: would keep present
life-saving capability and continue support for state and local emergency capabilities useful for natural disasters. Disadvantages: would not
remedy deficiencies in the fallout shelter program, nor provide for increased crisis planning and R&D, nor reverse the trend of declining state
and local interest upon which effective civil defense relies heavily.
State favors this option and opposes initiation of any new or higher
programs pending further results in SALT and the Defense Program
Review Committee’s strategic posture review.
Option 3 would add a major crisis planning and management program,
including selected evacuation plans and ranging from preparatory
measures to rapid shelter construction. Average annual costs over 5
years would be $123M. Advantages: could increase life-saving potential, provide an evacuation option to Soviet evacuation, and increase
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our natural disaster preparedness capability. Disadvantage: benefits may
not outweigh costs since evacuation is highly dependent on the availability of strategic warning and expedient sheltering.
Option 4 would add more and better distributed fallout shelter protection. Average annual costs over 5 years would be $161M. Advantages:
same as for Option 3, plus a greater increase in life-saving potential because of the upgraded fallout shelter program. Disadvantages: high costs
for fallout shelters which might more usefully be spent on crisis planning, other R&D, or other missions.
OEP, OSD and JCS favor this option to upgrade significantly today’s program. OSD estimates that crisis planning for selective evacuation and more and better distributed shelters would increase the lifesaving potential by 10–70M persons over today’s program. Though the
study costs this option out at $150M for FY 73, General Lincoln states
that the funding need be only $100M because the study’s estimates are
based on outdated analysis. His and Defense’s goal now is to get a
commitment to these two new program objectives (major crisis planning program, including evacuation plans, and an upgraded shelter
program).
Option 5 would add a planning/R&D program to explore the feasibility of augmenting a fallout/evacuation system with extensive blast shelters. It would double costs in FY 73 and rise to $300M in FY 76 if deployment arose out of R&D. Advantages: same as for Option 4, plus
would provide a basis for deciding within a few years on a more comprehensive civil defense program including blast shelters. Disadvantages: high costs over Option 4 while providing no additional lifesaving potential unless considerably more money were spent on blast
shelter system deployment.
AEC supports the spending level for this option, but believes that
the program needs to be revamped to differentiate clearly between and
provide for the following new elements: (1) plans for rapid evacuation
of urban areas and temporary sheltering; (2) plans for longer-term population dispersal in a crisis; and (3) plans laying the groundwork for
more urban area protection later and for more consideration given to
population/industry dispersal in our national planning.
Option 6 would add prototype development and deployment of blast
shelter systems. It would more than double costs in FY 73 and rise to
$500M in FY 76 if deployment continued. Advantages: same as for Option 5, but would provide a better foundation for deciding on a comprehensive nationwide civil defense program. Disadvantages: would
presage a new policy with high costs causing public and Congressional
opposition, and could be interpreted by the Soviets and some Western
European countries as provocative since blast shelter systems are considered escalatory.
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Strategic Implications
Civil defense has strategic implications. Though it does not contribute directly to the first two criteria of strategic sufficiency6—namely,
(1) high confidence in our deterrent, and (2) sufficient assurance against
an incentive to strike the US first—civil defense relates directly to the
third criterion of denying significant advantage to the Soviets in the
event of nuclear war, as well as to the fourth criterion of limiting damage from small attacks or accidental launches. The Soviets would likely
take counter-measures, either in offensive weaponry or expanded civil
defense, and their views toward SALT could be affected if a US civil
defense program seemed to jeopardize their deterrent capability.
The study concludes that undertaking a comprehensive protection
program beyond Option 6 would be imprudent and escalatory within
today’s context. Effective protection for our urban population and industry would probably lead the USSR to question its damage inflicting capability.
My View. I agree with OEP and Defense that there could be substantial increases in our civil defense program without likelihood of
adverse affects on strategic force postures or the SALT negotiations.
This may not be the case with AEC’s recommendation because it borders on high level urban population/industry protection.
However, even relatively small increases (e.g., $15–25M) would
appear substantial in comparison to the size of the program today. Any
major new programs or substantial upgrading of current programs
would require significant cost increases over several years. This means
high political visibility and Presidential endorsement to gain Congressional support and funding, which would be difficult to achieve particularly in the atmosphere of the ongoing SALT negotiations.
More importantly, our strategic posture today and for the foreseeable future does not necessitate expanding our civil defense effort
and the benefits of the new programs presented in the study are not
clear. The effectiveness of evacuation in a nuclear attack, for example,
remains doubtful because it relies heavily on strategic warning. (Evacuation could have some utility in natural disaster situations, but this
utility would be limited to specific geographic areas.) Also, while more
fallout shelters would increase our life-saving potential, they would
not protect either urban industry or population (unless combined with
evacuation planning and blast shelter systems).

6

See NSDM 16, Document 39.
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Development of blast shelter systems (Options 5 and 6) would not
only involve high current costs but also imply commitment to continued deployment at higher costs and signal a new and possibly provocative policy to the Soviets.
On the other hand, we should avoid any substantial program decreases which would make improvements later more difficult and also
result in some flak from Congress. Today’s program provides some lifesaving potential in a nuclear attack and a capability to deal with natural disasters. It has a valuable infrastructure extending into 50 states.
Moreover, the study presents an analysis, not accepted by OSD and
JCS, that the least cost US response to a large Soviet civil defense program or Soviet force improvements would be a program of direct defense of our urban population. Such unresolved issues argue for keeping our future options open.
Therefore, I recommend maintaining the current level of effort, including if necessary funding increases to hold the existing program levels which would otherwise decrease because of higher costs. This
course would provide a useful program with low political visibility
and keep our options open.
The program should also include the objective of increased emphasis, within the limitations of existing authority, on dual-use plans,
procedures and preparedness to increase our capability to deal with
natural disasters. This would include improvements in our plans for
dealing with crises without any major program reorientation or cost
increases. OEP and Defense accept the objective of increasing emphasis on dual-use aspects. The objective deserves Presidential
endorsement.
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223. National Security Decision Memorandum 1841
Washington, August 14, 1972.
TO
The
The
The
The
The

Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

SUBJECT
United States Civil Defense Policy

The President has reviewed the Ad Hoc Group’s response to NSSM
57,2 U.S. civil defense policy, and the views of the interested agencies.
The President has:
—Decided that the U.S. shall maintain the current overall level of
effort in its civil defense activities.
—Directed that there be increased emphasis on dual-use plans,
procedures and preparedness within the limitations of existing authority, including appropriate related improvements in crisis management planning.
Henry A. Kissinger

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject Files,
Box 364, NSDMs, Nos. 145–264. Limited Official Use. Copies were sent to Helms, Gerard Smith, Moorer, Weinberger, and David.
2
See Document 222.
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224. National Intelligence Estimate1
NIE 11–12–72

Washington, September 19, 1972.

SOVIET MILITARY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
Note
This Estimate addresses the potential of Soviet military research
and development. It first appraises the general magnitude and rate of
growth of resources available for this purpose—i.e., the facilities, men,
and money, and how efficiently these are used. It then assesses how
effectively Soviet military research and development meets military requirements. It does not attempt to predict specific Soviet technological
advances. This aspect of the problem is addressed in part in the series
of NIEs on the various components of the Soviet military forces.2
Summary and Conclusions
A. The USSR has long accorded high priority to research and development (R&D) on military weapon systems and related supporting
technologies, including space programs. It has made substantial increases in the resources devoted to such R&D and has maintained a
relatively satisfactory level of efficiency with which the resources are
used. Comparable results have not been achieved in R&D related to
civilian pursuits, but the Soviet leadership now appears to be giving it
greater emphasis and attention.
B. Concerning resources, we have made estimates of what the Soviets are spending each year on their military R&D programs. But we
recognize that such estimates cannot be compared, except very roughly,
with estimates for similar expenditures in the US because of myriad
problems including different currencies, price structures, economic priorities, and strategic goals. Paragraphs 15 to 26 of the text pages 7 to
10, present our approach to the estimates, which involves two complex

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret; [codewords not declassified]. The CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of
State and Defense and the NSA participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate with the concurrence of all members of the USIB with the exception of the representatives of the FBI and the Department
of the Treasury, who abstained on the grounds that the subject matter was outside their
jurisdiction. According to a Post Mortem, approved by the USIB on December 13, NIE
11–12–72 resulted from an urgent request from the Director of the DIA for such an estimate. (Ibid.) The table of contents and four annexes are not printed. The full text of this
NIE is in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
2
See Documents 38, 46, 52, 105, 160, 178, and 198.
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and independent methodologies, and the results that it yields.3 The results could understate or overstate the true magnitudes by a wide margin. Nonetheless, the two independently-derived estimates are broadly
consistent; they indicate that during the 1960s the growth in Soviet expenditures for military R&D plus space has been predominantly in support of the space effort. In this same period the estimated rates of increase in R&D facilities and manpower slowed; these rates of growth
are now less than that for R&D expenditures as a whole.4
C. It is virtually impossible to measure the effectiveness of Soviet
military R&D. Although the Soviets have demonstrated the ability to
solve advanced technical problems, we do not know whether their end
products reflect fully the original requirements for performance or not.
We believe that the Soviets have established their own approach to military R&D which seems to emphasize the expeditious development of
systems that will do a job simply and reliably.
D. This expeditious approach is followed within a vast R&D bureaucracy which tends toward conservatism. New ideas and concepts
are subject to a variety of planning constraints and must be justified
through numerous levels and agencies. And the Soviets often rely upon
redundancy of effort, judging that the hedge against failure outweighs
the greater expense involved.
E. We foresee little change in the way the Soviets go about carrying out their military R&D. The success that they have enjoyed will
probably work against any major changes in procedures, at least in the
near future. The various systems we expect them to introduce in the
future will, for the most part, continue to represent improvements on
present systems through subsystems upgrading or the continuation of

3
According to the Post Mortem of December 13, analysts used two approaches to
gauge Soviet military R&D: “one started with Soviet financial data, and the other relied
wholly on costing Soviet military R&D directly in dollars.” Because each rested upon
numerous “assumptions” and “uncertainties,” chief among them ruble/dollar ratios, analysts lacked “sufficient confidence in the data, assumptions, or analysis used in either
one to rely on it alone. It was hoped that if the results of the two methods were roughly
the same, confidence in the analysis would be increased. There was disagreement about
whether and to what extent this was accomplished.”
4
For the views of Vice Adm. Vincent P. de Poix, USN, the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency; Maj. Gen. Phillip B. Davidson, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army; Rear Adm. Earl F. Rectanus, the Director of Naval Intelligence, Department of the Navy; and Maj. Gen. George J. Keegan, Jr., the Assistant
Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, on estimates of Soviet expenditures for military R&D,
see their footnotes to paragraph 20, page 9 of the text, and to paragraph 65, Annex B,
page 45. [Footnote in the original. These officers, according to the first referenced footnote, did not “believe that the general consistency of results obtained from the two
methodologies should encourage the presumption stated above. They believe that neither methodology produces very credible results, but they have considerably more confidence in the direct-costing approach.”]
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established developmental trends. In general, the Soviets appear to favor this approach as contrasted with the search for radically new and
untried concepts.
[Omitted here is the 15-page Discussion portion of the estimate, including the following four sections: The Soviet View of Research and
Development, Approaches to Quantifying Resources, Efficiency in Use
of Resources, and The Approach and Performance of Soviet Military Research and Development. Also omitted are four annexes: Soviet Scientific and Engineering Manpower, Estimating Soviet Expenditures for Military Research and Development, Organization for Soviet Research and
Development, and Soviet Performance in Key Technological Areas.]

225. National Intelligence Estimate1
NIE 11–8–72

Washington, October 26, 1972.

SOVIET FORCES FOR INTERCONTINENTAL ATTACK
Scope Note
This NIE assesses the strengths and capabilities of Soviet forces for
intercontinental attack, discusses questions of policy with respect to
those forces, and estimates their size and composition over the next
several years.
Summary and Conclusions
I. Present Status of Soviet Forces for Intercontinental Attack
General
A. An estimate on Soviet forces for intercontinental attack is subject to some special difficulties this year. For one thing, the strategic
arms limitation (SAL) agreements concluded in May have profound

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret; [codeword not declassified]. The CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of
State and Defense, the NSA, and the AEC participated in the preparation of this estimate.
The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate with the concurrence of all
members of the USIB except for the representatives of the FBI and Department of the
Treasury, who abstained on the grounds that the subject was outside their jurisdiction.
The table of contents is not printed. The full text of this NIE, excluding the appendix,
glossary, and annex, is in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
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implications both political and military. They create a new milieu, and
affect both the choices open to the Soviets and the way in which they
will be exercised. In addition, the Soviet forces for intercontinental attack are in a kind of interim phase technically, and there is much uncertainty about the characteristics of new systems being developed. The
issues involved are taken up in depth in the body of the paper, but
only some can be resolved on present evidence. This summary sets
forth (1) essential facts about present Soviet forces for intercontinental
attack (2) considerations bearing on Soviet policy choices and (3) some
likely changes in the characteristics of these forces. It concludes with a
brief description of the illustrative future forces contained in the body
of the paper and brief comments on the likely future shape of Soviet
forces.
B. In the course of the past decade, the Soviets have engaged in a
vigorous and costly buildup of the various elements of their forces
for intercontinental attack. As a result of this effort, the Soviets had operational on 1 October 1972 an estimated 1,527 ICBM launchers,
including 120 SS–11 launchers at Derazhnya and Pervomaysk which,
though possibly intended for use against European targets, are nevertheless capable of reaching the US, 516 submarine-launched ballistic
missile (SLBM) launchers, and 195 heavy bombers and tankers.
C. The large-scale deployment programs for ICBMs which began
in the 1960s have now run their course, but the construction of new
types of silos and certain activity at the test ranges indicate that Soviet
ICBM programs are entering a new phase characterized by emphasis
on qualitative improvements. The new silos are found at the Tyuratam
missile test center and at several missile complexes. Two basic sizes are
involved—one large and one small. The new silos probably will be
harder to disable than existing silos. There is evidence which suggests
that silos at operational ICBM complexes will be converted to the new
configurations.
D. It appears that two new liquid propellant missile systems are
under development at Tyuratam which are to be used both in new silos and in reconstructed silos. Launch phase tests of these missiles have
already taken place; down range flight testing of the smaller of the two
probably has begun as well. The smaller missile is in the SS-11 class,
and we think it will be deployed in reconstructed SS–11 silos. It may
also be deployed in 60 new small silos at Derazhnya and Pervomaysk,
but there is evidence that these silos will house the SS–11 Mod 3, at least
initially. The larger missile is in the SS–9 class; the available evidence
suggests that it could be either the size of the SS-9 or somewhat larger.
We expect this missile to be deployed in the 25 new large silos located
at SS–9 complexes and in reconstructed SS–9 silos. In addition, flight
tests have begun at the Plesetsk missile test center on a solid-propellant
missile which could be entirely new or a highly modified SS–13.
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E. Twenty-seven Y-class submarines, each equipped with 16
launch tubes, are currently operational, and an additional 4 are fitting
out or conducting sea trials prior to entering service. The Soviets have
launched a modified Y-class submarine which differs from all previous
units of that class. This submarine, which has been designated the
D-class, is longer than the Y-class and has 12 launch tubes rather than
16. We believe that it will carry the SS–NX–8 missile, which has a much
greater range than the SS–N–6 missile carried by Y-class submarines.
F. The Soviet force of intercontinental bombers and tankers consists of 110 Bears, 70 of which carry air-to-surface missiles, and 85
Bisons, including 50 tankers. The first units of a new strategic bomber—
the Backfire—could become operational by late 1973. All but the Air
Force continue to believe that it is best suited for use against Europe
and Asia. The Air Force believes that it is suitable for a variety of missions including intercontinental attack.
The Principal Types of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles
G. The SS–11 Mod 1, by far the most numerous of Soviet ICBMs,
is estimated to have a circular error probable (CEP) at intercontinental
range of [less than 1 line not declassified]. There is disagreement about
its yield,2 but whichever view is correct, the missile is still suitable only
for attacking soft targets. In 1969, testing began on two new versions
of the SS-11, both apparently developed to help penetrate antiballistic
missile defenses. Testing on one version ceased in December 1970 and
the program has almost certainly been terminated. The other version,
now called the Mod 3, has three re-entry vehicles (RVs) which are not
independently targetable. There is disagreement about the yield of this
weapon as well,3 but again it is clearly suitable only for attacking soft
targets. Testing of the Mod 3 continues, and deployment is likely to begin later this year.
H. The SS–9 exists in four variants: Mod 1, which carries an RV
weighing about 9,500 pounds; Mod 2, whose RV weighs about 13,500
pounds; Mod 3, which has been tested both as a depressed trajectory
ICBM (DICBM) and as a fractional orbit bombardment system (FOBS);
and Mod 4, which carries 3 RVs.
I. There is general agreement that the SS–9 was developed to provide better accuracy and a larger payload than the older SS–7, presumably for use against hard targets—e.g., the US Minuteman system.
The Mod 1, carrying a warhead estimated to have a yield [less than 1
line not declassified] appears reasonably well adapted for this purpose.

2
3

See paragraph 24. [Footnote in the original. [31⁄2 lines not declassified]]
See paragraph 27. [Footnote in the original. [31⁄2 lines not declassified]]
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In 1965, however, the Soviets began to test the Mod 2, which, with its
heavier payload, is estimated to have a yield of [less than 1 line not declassified]. The Mod 2 actually reached operational status before the
Mod 1, and we estimate that three quarters or more of all operationally
deployed SS–9s are Mod 2s. But the Mod 2 has never actually demonstrated enough range to reach any Minuteman complex. We believe
that its demonstrated range could be increased sufficiently to cover all
of them by using up more of the available propellant, removing telemetry packages, etc. It remains curious, however, that the Mod 2, alone
among the ICBMs except the SS–13, has never been tested to what we
would presume to be its intended operational range.
J. The accuracy of the SS–9 must be deduced from evidence on
certain aspects of the guidance system, and from estimates and assumptions about other factors. Depending upon the assumptions used
and the statistical techniques employed, various results may be obtained. In the Intelligence Community, opinions as to the CEP of the
SS–9 Mod 1 and Mod 2 under flight test conditions range from a low
of 0.4 nm to a high of 0.7 nm; all are agreed that under operational conditions the CEP would be degraded somewhat. The significance of
these differences is considerable, but the Soviets would in any event
have to deploy several times the present number of SS–9 Mod 1s and
Mod 2s, with their present capabilities, before achieving a force that
would pose a serious threat to the Minuteman force as a whole.4
K. As to the SS–9 Mod 3, it would not have sufficient accuracy in
either the DICBM or FOBS mode to attack hard targets effectively; its
apparent function is to attack soft strategic targets, negating or delaying detection by the US Ballistic Missile Early Warning System. (New
US warning systems give promise of reducing or eliminating this advantage.) The Mod 3 appears to have limited capability as a FOBS. It
may be deployed in very small numbers; future deployment, if any,
will probably also be limited.
L. The Soviets have also developed the SS–9 Mod 4, which carries
three RVs. [1 line not declassified] For several years, there has been controversy within the Intelligence Community about whether the three
RVs could be targeted independently and there is still some disagreement on this point. Some agencies believe that the Mod 4 is and will
remain a multiple re-entry vehicle (MRV) for use against soft targets;
others believe that the Mod 4 could have represented either an MRV
or a multiple-independently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV) with
limited targeting flexibility but that the development program has been

4
See paragraph 13 for a discussion of the differing views on accuracy and paragraph 14 for a discussion of the effect of differences in accuracy and yield. [Footnote in
the original. [51⁄2 lines not declassified]]
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terminated; still others think it was intended to be a MIRV and also believe that the development program has been terminated.5 There is also
disagreement about the probability that the Mod 4 has been deployed,
but all agree that if now deployed, it is as an MRV and in small
numbers.
II. Soviet Policy and Future Programs
M. The broader reasons for the USSR’s energetic buildup of its
forces for intercontinental attack are neither complex nor obscure. In
the early 1960s the Soviet leaders, politically and ideologically hostile
to the US, and thinking and behaving as rulers of a great power, recognized that in this particular respect their military forces were conspicuously inferior to those of their most dangerous rival, the US. Consequently, they set themselves to rectify the imbalance—to achieve at
a minimum a relation of rough parity. Parity in this sense cannot be
objectively measured; it is essentially a state of mind. The evidence
available, including Soviet statements at the SAL talks, indicates that
the Soviet leaders think that they have now generally achieved this
position.
N. Many aspects of the present force structure are also susceptible to simple and probably correct explanation. The Soviets built a large
number of ICBMs in order to match—and then to surpass—the number of US ICBMs, and also to increase the probability that many would
survive an initial US attack. They built missile-launching submarines
which are highly survivable when deployed, and they retained a
manned bomber force as yet another option. The intercontinental attack force is obviously capable of being used in war, but there is no
reason to believe that the Soviet leaders intend deliberately to make
nuclear war. The force is an attribute of power, an instrument to support policy, and a deterrent to the US.
O. Decisions about military policy and programs are probably
centered on two key elements—the military and military-industrial authorities who formulate new programs, and the top political leaders.
The latter have the final say, but they must operate in a context of other
forces and take them into account. Decision-making appears to involve
clusters of advisory and executive bodies which are likely, at times, to
be in competition with one another. Bureaucratic pressures, conflicts,
and constraints may be heavy on occasion. We think it unlikely that
observed Soviet programs are the product of a carefully thought out
strategic plan or rationale which is undeviatingly executed. It is prob-

5
See paragraph 19. [Footnote in the original. According to paragraph 19, CIA and
State held the first position, DIA and Air Force the second, and NSA, Army, and Navy
the third.]
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ably fair to say that the Soviet system gives considerable weight to military claims and interests, and that it is characterized by an inertia
which favors large established bureaucratic interests in general and
tends to work against sharp changes in direction.
P. Looking to the future, we have little basis in evidence for estimating the content of specific decisions on strategic policy or on particular weapon programs. Soviet strategic policy will of course be affected by the specific provisions of the SAL agreements, and by the
manner in which these agreements alter or appear to alter the strategic, political, and economic conditions and opportunities confronting
the USSR. Decisions about future forces will also be influenced by Soviet perceptions of the US strategic threat, and by what weapons they
are able to develop and the feasibility of procuring and deploying them.
Q. It seems clear that the Soviet leaders intend to maintain at a
minimum such forces as will continue to give them a sense of equal
security with the US. The general attitudes and policies of the USSR
being what they are, it might seem obvious to infer that they will strive
to exceed that minimum and to achieve marked superiority over the
US in strategic weaponry. We do not doubt that they would like to attain such a position, but the question is whether they consider it a feasible objective, particularly in the light of the arms limitation agreements. They might think it feasible to seek a strategic posture that,
while falling short of marked superiority, makes clear that the Soviets
have advantages over the US in certain specific areas. Whether or not
such advantages are significant militarily, they would help to dramatize the strategic power of the Soviet Union.
R. But even if the Soviet intention is to go no further than maintenance of “equal security”, their arms programs are bound to be vigorous and demanding. This is in part because Soviet leaders must have
an eye not only to what forces the US has at present, but also to what
it can have, or may have, in future years even within the framework of
arms control agreements. In this respect, they are likely to be cautious—
to overestimate rather than underestimate the US threat. Moreover, the
weapons competition nowadays is largely a technological race; the
USSR is impelled to press forward its research and development (R&D)
lest it be left behind. Soviet weapon programs also tend to attain a momentum of their own; the immense apparatus of organizations, installations, personnel, vested interests, and so on, tends to proceed in its
endeavors unless checked by some decisive political authority.
S. In some respects, these tendencies will be reinforced now that
the SAL agreements have been concluded. For military and political
reasons, the Soviet leaders will wish at least to keep pace with the US.
Also the leadership has a personal and political stake in insuring that
the USSR suffers no real or apparent erosion of its relative position. It
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will want to maintain a strong bargaining position for the follow-on
negotiations, and to develop new options in the event that future talks
break down.
T. On the other hand, there are constraints upon Soviet arms programs beyond those imposed by the terms of the SAL agreements. The
most obvious is economic: resources are not unbounded; the civilian
economy demands its share; one weapon competes with another for
allocations; and intercontinental attack forces compete with strategic
defense and general purpose forces. The various bureaucracies with interests in one or another area compete partly with rational argument
and partly in sheer political infighting. Soviet leaders must also consider how far they may wish to press their own programs lest they provoke countervailing programs in the US. And they must assess not only
the present and future US threat, but also that from China, and
elsewhere.
U. In the context of arms control, other pressures for moderation
will be at work. The SAL agreements have been hailed in the USSR as
a successful manifestation of the current Soviet policy of détente; consequently there will be incentives to avoid actions which, though not
actually violating the agreements, might jeopardize them. Many of the
top political leaders, and most notably Brezhnev, have identified themselves personally with the accords, and would have much to lose politically if they came unstuck. Similarly, various groups in the USSR
now have a stake in the agreements, as a consequence of a long and
difficult process of negotiation which undoubtedly required a delicate
balancing of individual interests. Any step which might constitute a
threat to the agreements would probably disturb this balance.
V. While the foregoing considerations probably govern the nature
of Soviet decisions as to future weapon programs, they provide us with
little or no basis on which to estimate what these programs will be and,
in particular, their features in detail. We have never had solid evidence
on these matters, and there is no reason to expect that we shall have
such evidence in the future. Moreover, as the past 10 years have shown,
technological advance can produce vigorous action and reaction between military programs of the USSR and the US.
W. Yet the possibilities are not unlimited, certainly in the next five
years or so. For one thing, intercontinental weapon systems are of such
complexity that their development, testing, and deployment take a long
time. We can therefore estimate with much confidence that the kinds
of weapon systems deployed by the Soviets during the next two years
or so will be those already in operation or in the late stages of development. Even in the period from two to five years from now the force
will be composed largely of existing kinds of delivery vehicles, but it
could change substantially by the end of the period of this Estimate.
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X. As a result of the SAL accords, the main questions about the
future of Soviet forces for intercontinental attack center more than ever
on the pace and scope of technological change. Also as a consequence
of the accords, and of the opportunities and risks they present, future
strategic programming decisions will probably be even more directly
influenced than in the past by the Soviet leadership’s sense of stability or change in its strategic relationship with the US. To be sure, as
China moves closer to establishing a credible nuclear force, the need
to counter Chinese capabilities will also affect Soviet plans. For many
years to come, however, Soviet planning of strategic offensive weapons
is likely to be concerned primarily with the US arsenal, in terms both
of the strategic threat it poses and the diplomatic and political leverage it affords.
Y. The next few years should see significant qualitative improvements in Soviet forces for intercontinental attack, as the USSR pushes
ahead with its R&D and exercises options open to it under the SAL accords. The most important of these improvements are likely to be in
accuracy of missiles, in MIRVs for them, and in survivability.
1. Accuracy.6 We have for some time thought that the Soviets
would incorporate greater accuracy in follow-on missile systems, and
we now have some positive indications of this intent. The Soviets appear to be moving toward less blunt RVs for their missiles. Such RVs
pass through the atmosphere more quickly, and are thus less subject to
deflection while in the atmosphere. Improvements in the components
of present Soviet guidance systems and a continuation of the recent
trend to less blunt RVs could result in CEPs as low as about 0.25 nm
for ICBMs. The Soviets could achieve significantly smaller CEPs but
this would require, in addition, wholly new techniques of guidance. It
is too early to tell what methods of guidance are being employed in
the new ICBMs described earlier, [2 lines not declassified].
2. MIRVs. We continue to believe that the Soviets will develop
MIRVs, including some with the yields and accuracies necessary to attack hard targets. We estimate that it would take at least two years of
flight testing to develop a MIRV system, and at least an additional year
if wholly new techniques of guidance, designed to achieve very high
accuracies, were also involved.

6
Lt. Gen. Samuel C. Phillips, the Director, National Security Agency, and Maj. Gen.
George J. Keegan, Jr., the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believe this Estimate overstates the improvements in ICBM accuracies the Soviets might achieve during
the period of this Estimate. For their views, see footnotes to paragraphs 54, 57, and 58
in Section I. [Footnote in the original. Phillips and Keegan, in the referenced footnotes
to Section I, which dealt with ICBMs, maintained that a flight test program of at least
5 years would be required for the Soviets to achieve a CEP significantly better than
0.25 nm.]
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3. Survivability. The USSR’s concern about the survivability of its
forces will surely continue strong as the US deploys increasingly large
numbers of independently targetable RVs. In addition to the employment of active defenses, survivability can be achieved through hardness and mobility. The new silos under construction promise to be considerably harder than present types, and so do reconstructed SS–9 and
SS–11 silos. The Soviets could also deploy mobile ICBMs, an option not
actually barred by the SAL accords; we continue to think this unlikely,
the more so because of the unilateral US statement opposing this development.7 We do expect the Soviets to replace their older ICBMs with
SLBMs as permitted by the agreements, in part to achieve greater
survivability.
Z. We have little evidence concerning the qualitative improvements to be incorporated in the three new ICBMs. We are fairly confident that the new large missile will carry a heavier payload than the
SS–9, and the new small liquid-propellant missile a heavier payload
than the SS–11. Although there is as yet no evidence on the point, we
believe that one or more of these missiles will carry MIRVs, in due
course if not at first, and that all will incorporate at least some improvements in accuracy. More definitive judgments on these missiles
cannot be made until more data become available.
AA. As to ballistic missile submarines, in two years or so the Soviets will have as many launchers on their Y- and D-class submarines
as the US has in the Polaris force, and these launchers will constitute
a substantial portion of Soviet forces for intercontinental attack. We expect the current SSBN production program to continue for some time,
with most if not all future units consisting of the 12-tube D-class carrying the SS–NX–8. There is no direct evidence of another new class of
ballistic missile submarines, but we believe that one will appear in the
next five years or so. A new construction hall is being built at the
Severodvinsk shipyard, which may be for a new class. A new submarine with more launch tubes than the D-class would permit the Soviets to come closer to the combination of 62 modern ballistic missile submarines and 950 launchers allowed by the SAL agreements.
BB. We have judged for the past several years that as their ICBM
and SLBM forces grew, the Soviets would come to rely less and less on

7
Maj. Gen. George J. Keegan, Jr., the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF,
does not agree with this judgment. For his views, see his footnote to paragraph 49 in
Section I. [Footnote in the original. According to the referenced footnote, Keegan believed “that the Soviets would deploy mobile ICBMs if they considered it to their advantage. Noting the Soviets’ refusal to include mobile ICBMs in the SAL Agreement, he
believes it unlikely that the unilateral US statement on mobile ICBMs will deter the Soviets from deploying them.”]
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their intercontinental bombers. Those missile forces have now reached
significant proportions, but there has been no phase-out or appreciable attrition of the heavy bombers and tankers in Long Range Aviation
for several years, or any significant reduction in their training activity.
Thus, it appears that current Soviet leaders believe that the advantages
afforded by an intercontinental bomber force, for the present at least,
are worth the cost of retaining one. If they persist in this view, they
must decide whether to put their rapidly aging aircraft through more
difficult and costly rehabilitation programs than in the past, or, alternatively, to go for a new heavy bomber which would give them greater
capabilities for intercontinental attack than their present force does.
CC. It is evident that there are many uncertainties regarding the
future makeup of Soviet forces for intercontinental attack. In order to
depict a range of possible developments, we present in Section V of
this Estimate8 five illustrative forces representing different levels of effort by the Soviets and different degrees or rates of technological
advance within the constraints of the interim agreement on strategic
offensive weapons.9 Three of them postulate that the Soviets do not introduce new and highly accurate guidance systems for their missiles
within the period of this Estimate. Force 3 represents about the most
the Soviets could achieve under this postulate; it assumes that new missile systems reach initial operational capability in the minimum possible time. Force 2 illustrates what could happen if some difficulties and
delays were encountered during development. Force 1 postulates, in
addition, less ambitious technological goals than those of Forces 3 and
2. Two other forces postulate that the Soviets do introduce new and
highly accurate guidance systems for their missiles, providing accuracies of the order of 0.15 nm CEP. Force 5 postulates the introduction of
such accuracies and other improvements later in the decade. Force 5
constitutes a limiting case, and, in a sense, an artificial one, illustrating
what the Soviets could theoretically achieve under the interim agreement if they have highly ambitious programs already well under way
and encounter no significant setbacks or delays.10

8
Section V, not printed, dealt with Illustrative Future Forces, including ICBMs,
SSBNs and SLBMs, and strategic bombers. The section includes five alternative force
deployments.
9
Vice Adm. Vincent P. de Poix, the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, and Maj.
Gen. William E. Potts, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the
Army, are in fundamental disagreement with several aspects of Section V. For their views
see their footnotes throughout that Section. [Footnote in the original.]
10
Maj. Gen. George J. Keegan, Jr., the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF,
believes that Forces 2–5 overstate the missile accuracies the Soviets could achieve in the
time periods reflected in those models. For his reasons, see his footnote to paragraph 54
in Section I. [Footnote in the original. See footnote 6 above.]
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DD. On the whole, we think the Soviets will probably head into
the next round of SAL talks with something like the goals of Force 3.
They probably will be forced to settle for some slippages and delays
of the sort illustrated on an across-the-board basis in Force 2. The outcome would then be something between Force 3 and Force 2. We wish
to emphasize, however, that these and the other models are strictly illustrative, and not to be regarded as confident estimates. As one moves
beyond the next two years or so, all projections become increasingly
uncertain; beyond five years they are highly speculative.
[Omitted here is the 64-page Discussion portion of the estimate,
which includes the following sections: I. Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles, II. Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles, III. Heavy Bombers and
Tankers, IV. Soviet Decision-Making on Military Policy and Programs,
and V. Illustrative Future Forces. Also omitted are an Appendix to Section V, a Glossary of Missile Terms, and Annex A: Estimated Characteristics and Performance of Soviet Intercontinental Weapon Systems.]

226. National Intelligence Estimate1
NIE 11–3–72

Washington, November 2, 1972.
SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSES
Summary and Conclusions

A. Despite a sustained and costly effort over the past several
decades, Soviet progress in developing strategic defenses has not
matched progress made in offensive capabilities. The Soviet agreement
to the Treaty on the Limitation of Antiballistic Missiles (ABMs), in effect, indicated recognition of this situation. The Treaty will, of course,
have a major impact on future Soviet defensive developments, and, as

1
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79–R01012A. Top Secret. The
Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of
State and Defense, the NSA, and the AEC participated in the preparation of this estimate. The Director of Central Intelligence submitted this estimate with the concurrence
of all members of the USIB with the exception of the representatives of the FBI and the
Department of the Treasury, who abstained on the grounds that the subject matter was
outside their jurisdiction. The table of contents is not printed. The full text of this NIE,
excluding the glossary and tables of characteristics, is in the CIA FOIA Electronic Reading Room (www.foia.cia.gov).
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we point out below, we do not expect the Soviets to develop systems
or forces capable of overcoming the offensive lead.
B. Soviet defenses against ballistic missile attack are negligible and
show no prospect of becoming effective against a major attack; the
Treaty specifically limits missile defenses. There is no evidence that the
Soviets will in the next decade be able to negate the threat posed by
Western nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs). And
Soviet air defenses, which already have problems in dealing with lowaltitude attacks, face the prospect of further degradation as the US deploys new air-to-surface missiles (ASMs) on present and proposed
aircraft.
Air Defenses
C. Soviet air defenses had, as of 1 October 1972, some 4,000
ground-based radars at 1,000 radar sites, 3,000 interceptor aircraft, and
over 10,000 surface-to-air missile (SAM) launchers at some 1,100 sites
and complexes. These defenses are deployed in barriers, across the
main approach corridors, and around key centers. The defenses are integrated into an air defense system which increasingly uses automated
techniques for faster and more effective control.
D. These integrated forces provide a formidable defense against
aircraft and large radar cross section aerodynamic ASMs penetrating
at medium and high altitudes in all weather conditions. This capability could, however, be degraded by use of electronic countermeasures,
defense suppression, and proper selection of penetration routes and altitudes. Capabilities are extremely limited against low-altitude (below
1,000 feet) penetrations and almost non-existent against attacks by
higher velocity, low radar cross section ASMs like the US short-range
attack missile (SRAM).
E. Defense against low-altitude attack is made difficult by the fact
that the attacking aircraft or ASMs are hard to detect and track, particularly against the background of ground clutter. Soviet air surveillance below about 1,000 feet is spotty at best. We expect the Soviets to
continue to improve their low-altitude radar coverage by increasing
the number of ground radar sites and by installing more mast-mounted
radars. In addition, we continue to believe that they will develop an
airborne warning and control system (AWACS) with an overland lookdown radar in the late 1970s or thereafter.
F. We also believe that the Soviets could develop an advanced
long-range, all-weather interceptor with a look-down, shoot-down capability by the late 1970s. Such an aircraft would complement the overland AWACS. But they may not wait until the late 1970s before deploying a new fighter. While unlikely, they could bring in a new
low-altitude fighter, based on an existing model, in the mid-1970s.
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G. At the present time the Soviets have no defensive system which
could reliably engage an ASM such as SRAM. Only the SA–5 utilizing
a nuclear warhead could have a very limited capability against SRAM.
To meet this threat the Soviets may attempt further to improve SAM
systems already deployed, although this does not appear to be the most
effective option for them. However, if attempted, it would have to be
done without giving the appearance that the SAMs were being upgraded to perform a ballistic missile defense mission as prohibited in
the Treaty. On the other hand, the Soviets might design a completely
new SAM system which would be capable of engaging both ASMs and
aircraft penetrating at low altitudes. To be effective, such a weapon system would have to be widely deployed and would require integration
with new, more efficient surveillance and command and control
systems.
Ballistic Missile Defense
H. The Soviets have installed a ballistic missile early warning system on the periphery of the USSR and an ABM system around Moscow.
This ABM system would be susceptible to saturation and exhaustion.
It cannot discriminate between re-entry vehicles (RVs) and penetration
aids outside the atmosphere, and the lack of high acceleration missiles
prevents it from waiting for atmospheric sorting after the threatening
objects enter the atmosphere.
I. The Moscow System’s nominal 300 nautical mile (nm) range
gives it an inherent capability to defend regions outside the Moscow
area. With only 64 launchers and no provision for rapid reload, the defense would be thin. Used to protect the immediate Moscow area, and
utilizing a shoot-look-shoot technique, the system could probably be
effective against about 45 targets—including RVs and penetration aids.
Thus, the defense would at best be effective against an accidental or
unauthorized launch or against a small, third country attack.
J. The present limitations of the Moscow System and continuing
ABM research programs at Sary Shagan suggest that the Soviets will
want over the next decade to improve and fill out the Moscow defenses
to the 100 launchers allowed under the Treaty. If such improvement
starts soon, a new exoatmospheric system (ABM–X–2) under development at Sary Shagan would be the most likely candidate. It would provide a greater target handling and engagement capacity, but would, of
course, still be of limited capability.
K. The Soviets are also developing another ABM system
(ABM–X–3) at Sary Shagan. The first sites could be deployed rather
quickly (on the order of a year from start of construction to initial operational capability), although widespread deployment might require
5 years or more. This system could, without the addition of an appropriate long-range acquisition radar, provide a thin defense against RVs
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which exhibit large radar cross sections and re-enter the atmosphere
relatively slowly (such as Polaris or postulated Chinese RVs). Defense
against more sophisticated weapons (e.g., Poseidon or Minuteman)
would require an interceptor with much higher acceleration. Even so,
if deployed in the near future, this system seems at present to be the
best candidate for defense of an area containing intercontinental ballistic missiles as allowed under the Treaty.
Defense Against Ballistic Missile Submarines
L. The Soviets have demonstrated no capability to detect US
SSBNs on patrol in the open ocean. The USSR has no equivalent to the
US sound surveillance system and thus cannot keep track of patrolling
SSBNs by this method. Further, Soviet submarines are not able to trail
US SSBNs covertly (using passive sonars) because of the noise advantage enjoyed by the US submarines. The Soviets have not attempted to
maintain overt trail (using active sonars) on patrolling SSBNs, and we
believe that if they did they probably could not maintain it for extended
periods. Nor is open ocean search by Soviet ships, submarines, and aircraft effective against SSBNs.
M. We do not anticipate that the Soviets will arrive at any fundamental solution to detecting US SSBNs within the decade. The basic
difficulty of detecting SSBNs on patrol in the open ocean will remain.
We do, however, expect the Soviets to improve their acoustic detection
devices, to install them on ships and submarines, and perhaps to deploy, in limited areas, some improved fixed acoustic arrays and moored
buoys. Even though the Soviets will reduce the noise levels of their
submarines, the noise advantage enjoyed by US SSBNs is such that, as
a force, they will not be vulnerable as a result of these improvements
during the 10 year period of this Estimate.
N. We expect the Soviets to improve their magnetic anomaly detection capability and to develop other non-acoustic detection methods. However, they would still face the problem of integrating the nonacoustic detection techniques into their antisubmarine warfare forces,
and none of the better understood methods appears to offer a solution
to the problem of submarine detection in the open ocean.
Antisatellite Defense
O. Since 1968, the Soviets have been conducting an active orbital
intercept program. They have demonstrated on at least seven different
occasions that they are capable of engaging satellites in orbit at altitudes between 100 and 600 nm. On the basis of these tests, we believe
the Soviets can conduct non-nuclear attacks on satellites below about
1,000 nm. Use of a powerful enough launch vehicle might permit them
in the future to engage satellites at geostationary (19,300 nm) altitudes.
Another approach available to the Soviets would be to use the Galosh
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ABM interceptor to conduct non-nuclear attacks on satellites up to
300 nm and perhaps as high as 450 nm, although at this altitude a nuclear warhead might be required.
P. Considering the importance of space reconnaissance to the viability of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks agreements, we continue
to believe it highly unlikely that the Soviets would actively interfere
with US satellites. They have agreed in the Treaty to Limit ABMs
and the Interim Agreement on Offensive Missiles not to interfere
with national means of verification. They also would not wish to cause
US retaliation against their own considerable satellite reconnaissance
program.
Future Force Development
Q. The development of the future Soviet strategic defense force
structure will be heavily influenced by the Treaty on Limitation of
ABMs and the Interim Agreement on Offensive Missiles. The ABM
Treaty has the more immediate and direct impact, but the Interim
Agreement on Offensive Missiles is particularly significant to this Estimate in that it does not limit aircraft or missiles delivered by aircraft.
The agreements at one and the same time simplify and complicate estimates of future Soviet strategic forces. They simplify by permitting
force projections in line with the agreements, as in the case of ABMs.
But they complicate by raising the question of under what conditions
the agreements might be terminated, and what force deployments
might occur after such a break. And future Soviet defensive forces will
not only be affected by the interaction of momentum and constraints
in the USSR on the development, production, and deployment of successive generations of new weapon systems, they will also be sensitive
to the course of negotiations with the US. The developing Chinese
strategic threat to the USSR is also a complicating factor in assessing
the future developments in Soviet strategic defenses.
R. If the Soviets believed the prognosis to be favorable for further
agreements between the US and USSR to limit strategic arms, they
would probably build their strategic defenses more slowly than in the
past. In fact, if they judged that the US would eventually reduce its
forces, they might do little more than complete programs underway
and continue essential R&D activities. More likely, they might feel impelled to continue to improve their defenses across the board within
the limits of the present agreements in order to enhance their security
vis-à-vis the US and the People’s Republic of China and to improve
their bargaining position in the strategic arms limitation negotiations.
S. The Soviets might, of course, be prepared to stop negotiations and
terminate existing agreements if they came to believe that their security
or position of equality with the US were threatened. In this case, the Soviets might build up permitted systems while the Treaty was in effect and
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prepare to deploy additional systems after 1977. Or negotiations might
deteriorate to the extent that they or the US would withdraw from the
Treaty prior to 1977 and embark upon a more intensive buildup.
T. We have, in Section IX of this Estimate,2 postulated four force
models which illustrate a range of possible defensive deployments under differing conditions during the remainder of the decade.3 Force
Models I and II illustrate deployments the Soviets might undertake
within the terms of the ABM Treaty. Model I represents a minimum effort in which little is done beyond completing programs already in
progress. Force Model II illustrates a greater level of effort, but deployments are still within the limits of the ABM Treaty. Force Models
III and IV illustrate different postures the Soviets might adopt if the
Treaty were terminated. Model III is representative of a continuation of
the arms competition as it was before the limitation agreements, while
Model IV illustrates a maximum defensive effort short of actual war.
U. Force Models I and IV represent a low and a high level of effort,
respectively; both are quite feasible under the assumptions given, but we
consider them to be unlikely extremes. We believe that Force Model II
represents a likely level of effort and technical progress. It assumes that
the US and the USSR would continue present strategic arms limitation
agreements and reach new ones, and that neither country would have to
contend with a third country threat so great as to cause withdrawal from
the agreements. On the other hand, if further agreements are not reached,
and the ABM Treaty were to be terminated in 1977, the Soviets might
build defenses roughly equivalent to those shown in Force Model III. But
we wish to emphasize that these models are strictly illustrative, and not
to be regarded as confident estimates or as projections for defense planning. As one moves beyond the next 2 years or so, all projections become
increasingly uncertain; beyond 5 years they are highly speculative.
[Omitted here is the 65-page Discussion portion of the estimate including the following sections: I. The Soviet Approach to Strategic Defense, II. Strategic Air Defense, III. Defense Against Ballistic Missiles,
IV. Strategic Defense Against Submarines, V. Antisatellite Defense, VI.
Soviet Civil Defense, VII. The Framework of Future Soviet Strategic
Defensive Policy and Planning, VIII. Development and Deployment of
New Defensive Systems, and IX. Illustrative Future Forces. Omitted
also are a Glossary and 28 pages of Tables of Estimated Characteristics
and Performance.]
2

Section IX discusses Illustrative Future Forces.
Vice Adm. Vincent de Poix, USN, the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency; Maj.
Gen. William E. Potts, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the
Army; and Rear Adm. Earl F. Rectanus, the Director of Naval Intelligence, Department
of the Navy, are in fundamental disagreement with several aspects of Section IX. For
their views see their footnotes throughout that Section. [Footnote in the original.]
3
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227. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon1
Washington, November 29, 1972.
SUBJECT
Standby Draft

There is a need for Presidential guidance to cover planning for the
Selective Service System after July. The last guidance covering the Selective Service System (NSDM 53)2 came out in 1970 and deferred a
decision on the standby draft. Nothing has been done since.
Current Status
Selective Service is planning on the assumption that the system
will continue essentially unchanged after July. Potential draftees would
be classified, examined, and a pool of 100,000 will be ready for induction within 30 days. A wide range of other alternatives are being suggested by other agencies but the government has no study which integrates these suggestions and considers strategic requirements such
as likely future mobilization requirements or the capacity of the training establishment to accept personnel during mobilization.
There is clear need to coordinate planning for the future of the Selective Service System. I have, therefore, drafted a memo to interested
agencies which directs a short study to consider:
—Future mobilization needs in terms of manpower requirements
and the capacity of a mobilized training establishment to expand and
accept new recruits.
—Alternative standby draft arrangements that would be capable
of delivering required personnel on schedule. These will be evaluated
in terms of their cost and other relevant factors.
Recommendation
That you authorize me to sign the enclosed memo (Tab A)3 setting
out terms of reference for the study.4

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–194, NSSM 165. Confidential. Sent for action. The memorandum bears a stamped note that reads: “The President has seen.”
2
Document 139.
3
Document 228.
4
The President initialed his approval. A typed postscript indicates that Flanigan
and Cole concurred in recommending approval of Kissinger’s recommendation.
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228. National Security Study Memorandum 1651
Washington, December 3, 1972.
TO
The
The
The
The

Secretary of Defense
Director of Selective Service
Director, Office of Management and Budget
Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness

SUBJECT
Standby Draft

The President has directed the preparation of a study of the
standby draft. The purpose of the study is to investigate potential manpower mobilization needs in future crises and alternative ways of fulfilling those requirements.
The study should consider requirements for non-volunteer military manpower in (1) a national emergency requiring large scale manpower mobilization, and (2) a more limited mobilization requiring significant increases in projected military manpower strengths but not
total mobilization. The demand for non-volunteer manpower should
be investigated under the assumptions that needs are met primarily
through (a) call-up of Reserves and the National Guard, and (b) through
conscription and draft motivated enlistments. Insofar as possible, specific requirements for non-volunteer manpower in terms of both quantity and timing should be developed which take into account the capacity of the training establishment to effectively train the arriving
personnel.
Based on these mobilization schedules, the study should consider
the alternative standby draft arrangements capable of fulfilling these
requirements in terms of (a) changes required to the Selective Service
System as it now exists, (b) implementing legislation needed (if any),
and (c) cost. The study should also consider organizational and legal
factors that influence system capabilities under each alternative
arrangement.
The study should assume that:
(1) The President will not request extension of draft induction authority beyond July 1973.

1
Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H–194, NSSM 165. Confidential.
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(2) The Regular and Reserve forces will be maintained at about
current levels and meet manpower requirements by voluntary means.
The study should be prepared by an NSC Ad Hoc Group comprising representatives of the addressees of this memorandum and the
NSC staff, chaired by the representative of the Secretary of Defense.
The study should be submitted for the President’s consideration by
December 20, 1972.2
Henry A. Kissinger
2

Laird sent the interagency response to NSSM 165 to Kissinger on December 22 under a covering memorandum. The 28-page study, endorsed by Laird, Tarr, and Lincoln,
reached the following recommendation: “The Selective Service should be structured at
reduced strength to register and process personnel including giving pre-induction physical and mental examinations. This option requires neither changes in the Selective Service Act, nor additional legislation.” Weinberger dissented, believing “that a more rapid
induction procedure can be developed which would shorten delivery time under a more
austere Selective Service System to meet or reduce the induction time of the recommended
option.” (Ibid.)

229. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Moorer) to Secretary of Defense Laird1
CM–2362–72

Washington, December 12, 1972.

SUBJECT
Taking Stock

1. (U) Reference is made to your memorandum, subject as above,
dated 3 November 1972, which requested comments on those Department of Defense programs that are within my area of cognizance.2
2. (U) The past four years have been a period of gradual adjustment of our Defense planning and operations in support of the concepts of the Nixon Doctrine, Realistic Deterrence and Total Force Plan-

1

Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 28, Taking Stock. Top Secret; Restricted

Data.
2
Laird’s November 3 memorandum to Moorer, the military service secretaries, and
select Defense Department officials, asked them to review “the past four years, in terms
of the key issues, objectives, accomplishments and failures that from your perspective
reflect the effectiveness of the Administration’s stewardship.” He also asked that recipients “identify those continuing or perhaps new problems that lie ahead.” (Ibid.)
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ning. A summary of the key issues, objectives, and accomplishments
is included in the enclosure.3
3. (TS/RD) Although much progress has been made during this
period, there are several continuing and new problems that have not
been solved and require attention:
a. Worldwide politico-military trends will make it increasingly
difficult to maintain the world power balance and the solidarity of our
present alliance structure. As we begin a new round of negotiations,
our national security must be insured by guaranteeing at least equivalence with the USSR. Also, the nation’s overall military strategy must
be under continual review as relative military strengths and alliance
relationships change.
b. If we are to retain our leadership role in the NATO Alliance,
we must take into consideration the legitimate concerns of our Allies
regarding their security and the cohesiveness of the NATO Alliance
and take action to counter Allied suspicions that the United States is
reaching secret understandings with the Soviets.
c. Qualitative improvements and a balanced force must be optimized to avoid any decrease in our present relative capability. There
must be assurance in the survivability of our deterrent forces. Qualitative improvements should provide our strategic retaliatory forces
with a hard target kill capability.
d. Urgent efforts are needed to modernize the tactical nuclear
weapon stockpile. Modernization will overcome certain inadequacies
of the present stockpile such as slow reaction times, unwanted collateral effects, delivery inaccuracies and other deficiencies attributable to
the technical age of the systems. Unless prompt and vigorous action is
taken at the highest level of government to restart reactors, the United
States could be faced with a national security problem of major
proportions.
e. Modernization and upgrading of equipment while remaining
within fiscal constraints will continue to be difficult. Research and development and the acquisition of new systems face an inflationary
economy and the realization of a significant increase in Soviet
capabilities.
f. Continued emphasis is needed to improve the survivability, reliability, standardization and interface of the WWMCCS to insure adequate command and control of our forces by the NCA. Recent reorganization should improve management in this area.

3

Years.”

Attached but not printed is a 10-page paper entitled “Summary of Past Four
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g. Timely, reliable and adequate intelligence is needed to provide
rapid military response, flexible options, and the capability to monitor
technological achievements of our increasingly strong potential enemies. The status of posthostilities intelligence arrangements in Southeast Asia remains of concern to the defense intelligence community.
h. Regarding our strategic mobility, any further reduction of forward deployed forces places potentially greater demands on strategic
mobility forces in the event of a requirement to reinforce and resupply
US forces committed overseas. We have instituted improvements in
strategic mobility planning and movement control which provide for
greater involvement of the transportation operating agencies in the
planning process. These improvements have resulted in more efficient
utilization of strategic mobility assets. Although we continue to experience difficulty in convincing the international community that strategic mobility is vital to the security of all nations, progress is being made,
particularly in the NATO community. Also, we must continue to maintain our sealift and airlift capability for the rapid deployment of forces
in a reinforcement role or for a potential “forcible entry or reentry” mission if necessary.
i. Adequate Lines of Communication (LOC) for wartime support
of US forces in Central Europe by means of the UK/BENELUX LOC
are not yet a reality. Although approved as a concept in September
1969, Congressional opposition to the concept for the positioning of
LOC/PORT equipment remains. In addition, the equipment for the
LOC/PORT has not been available and essential country-to-country
agreements and technical arrangements have not all been consummated. As a result, in the initial stages of a conventional war, the United
States would be unable to support sustained combat operations in Europe without degradation to its reinforcing and combat capability.
Therefore, all arrangements required to establish a wartime LOC in Europe, particularly the pre-positioning in Europe of essential LOC equipment, must be aggressively pursued.
j. Management of Security Assistance is a continuing problem.
Proposed programs must be credible and supportable, if we are going
to avoid criticism by Congress with the resultant reduction of funds.
In addition, DOD should continue to support the traditional relationships between the Chief of MAAGs and Diplomatic missions and resist any initiative that would eliminate the military chain of command
in the MAAG system.
k. There is a definite need to recognize the potential dangers to
our national security posture created by the increasing US dependence
on foreign energy sources and to recognize this energy gap in our Foreign Policy and national security interests.
4. (TS) Perspective comments are provided on the following items:
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a. It should be possible to decentralize management control in still
more areas as programs stabilize. Where possible, eliminate redundancy among the Services by vesting management of like functions in
a single Service as has been done in some procurement and R&D
programs.
b. Continued efforts are needed to overcome the problems associated with the attainment of an all volunteer armed force to include
improvement of housing, stability, equal opportunity for advancement,
job satisfaction and an equitable retirement benefits program. Improvements in these areas will enhance our ability to obtain and retain
the quantity and quality of personnel required. A key to attainment of
our goals is Congressional approval of the Uniform Services Special
Pay Act (USSP) which provides bonus authority to attract the selected
military occupational skills needed to meet our mission requirements.
Our effort to achieve equal opportunity for minority personnel and
women must continue. Race relations education and equal opportunity programs can and must be implemented without compromise of
disciplinary or performance standards.
c. The definition of objectives for strategic forces has given new
direction to our strategic force planning. The development of the Presidential sufficiency criteria has provided a clearer understanding of
force requirements and helped to establish priorities for developing
proposed defense programs. We are in complete agreement that flexibility should be incorporated into defense programs to hedge against
failures in negotiations, increased threats, or unexpected failures in US
systems, and to preserve the ability to capitalize on opportunities that
arise. However, additional emphasis and clarification of guidance for
strategic forces are required to insure that proposed programs satisfy
our national security objectives. We believe that the capability to successfully terminate nuclear war at the lowest level of nuclear conflict
is vital. If our national authorities are to have the options necessary to
deal with all levels of crises, we should develop both an assured destruction capability against urban/industrial targets and the capability
to selectively destroy an enemy military target system.
d. Guidance for general purpose forces has appropriately stressed
the priority importance of deterring conflict in the NATO area and providing capabilities for joint defense should deterrence fail. A prime prerequisite of these forces is that they be versatile, capable of operating
in a nuclear or non-nuclear environment with realistic and effective
employment options.
e. Substantial progress has been made in implementing the Total
Force Concept. Reserve and National Guard forces are being built up
to strength slowly and first line equipment is being provided as it becomes available. However, a more realistic method of appraising the
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actual capabilities and limitations of Reserve forces as a part of the Total Force Concept should be undertaken to avoid the possibility of over
dependence on these forces in time of crisis. Also, security assistance
programs to strengthen our allies should be selectively tailored for allies capable of assuming major roles in accordance with the Nixon
Doctrine.
f. Regarding General Support or Overhead as related to mission
accomplishment, it is anticipated that additional areas will be found
for improving combat to support ratios. Also, approval of base
reductions/closures consistent with reduced funding and force levels
is essential if any significant overhead savings are to be made.
g. The readiness of our existing forces to meet a contingency was
adequately demonstrated during the recent surge effort in Southeast
Asia. As redeployment is completed, reduced personnel turbulence,
and improved stabilization of unit assignment should result. However,
readiness will require continued emphasis because of its greater significance in the post-Vietnam period when lower force levels will require maximum effectiveness from the resources available.
5. (C) A key impediment experienced in carrying out our tasks is
the annual requirement to operate for several months under a continuing resolution until the Congress acts on the budget. This decreases
the effectiveness of our management efforts. When budget reductions
occur after several months of the fiscal year have already passed, severe actions are required in the remaining months to meet the budgetary constraints.
6. (S) In summary, there has been much progress in the past four
years. However, there is much remaining to be accomplished. The next
few years will be especially challenging because of the significant effort which will be required to convince all elements of our society that
we cannot afford to let down our military guard. Strategic realities must
continue to predominate in providing for our common defense.
T. H. Moorer
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