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Secretary of De!en~e Robe1·t S. McNariia1·a today made the following 
statement·: · 

• 
I would·like. today to discus-s· with you certain intelligence it1101·matiou. w~ 

have collected on a series of space system !light tests bein.g conducted by the, 
Soviet Union.. These 1·elate to th~ possible development by the Soviet oC somer 
thing we have called a Frac'tional Orbital Bo11lba.rd1·,:1ent Sy&tem, or FOBS, 

! 
Let me distinguish such a system from the traditional intercontinental 

ballistic missile. An ICBM no1·mally does not go into 01·bit, but rathe1· fonow'.s 
a ballistic tr.ajectory from launch point t.o impact point. On this trajecf.ory it' 

·ft;iJ;.r•·· t. '"' 
reaches a peak altitude of perhaps 800 miles. '. 

¾IJli{11t~i. ; ..Unlike the ICBM and its ballistic trajectory, the vehicle launched in a. 
1 :i~<W¥-;i?:r ,

FOBS mode is fired into a ve1·y low orbit about l 00 miles above the earth. At, 
tlm•F-1~?? a given point -- generally before the first orbit is complete -- a rocket engin~ 

is £ired which slows down the payload and causes it to drop out of orbit. The 
1>ayload then follows a re-entry pa.th similar to the re-e:.ntry of a ballistic 

1 

missile, 

Even now it is impossible to be certain. of what these tests represent. , 
It is conceivable that the Soviet Union has been testii1g space vehicles !or son'l:e 
re-el'1.try p1·ogram. But we suspect that: the Ru.ssians al'e pun;ufo.g the researf.h 
and clevelopment of a -FOBS. I! this turns ou.t to be tl'ue, it is conceivable tha.\ · 
thoy _could achieve an initial operation.al capa.bility dul'ing 1968. ; 

l 
Sol'ne yea.rs ago we ourselves examined the desirability of the FOBS a.nd 

the1·e wa.s ag1·eement among civilian and milita1·y leaders that there was 110 nc~~d 
for th!.'! United States to develop such a system. While development of it could'. 
be initiate~ at any time for 1•ela.tively rapid deployment, our analyses c onclud~ 
that it would not impl'ove our st1·ategk offensive postl\l·e and const.que1\tly we ; 
have no intention of revising the decisio11 made years ago. _ , 

Like other possible varia.tions, the FOBS of!el's some chara.cte1·istics 
which cliffer from traditional ICBMs. In our opinion, · tho disadvant.agcs a.re · 
overriding. 

·11·~· 
MORE:\ ; 

1i•·•', ."l'·•. · ..___,____,, ___..__ • •• ·-..--..·--· 

\ 
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Because o! the low altf.tudo ot their 01·blte, some ~rAJcicto.rlee or a FOBS 
:wo\\ld avoJd detecUon by eome e~rly warnlng -rado.i-J, inc ludlng O\W BMIWS. 
: J\l4o, the impact point r.4nnot be determined until lgnttion ot tho roctcet engine 
that debooats the pnyloa.d out ol o.rblt •• roughly throe mlnutee and 500 nlilea 

.!rom the target. .A1\d the lllght tlmu ·cl\n be Al much ae 10 m'lnl\tca ahorte: than 
!an-ICBM. . ; ' 

For theec: c:hai-a~turhtlcs, severe pe_n.\!Ues a1·c paid (,i two cdtl~al.area,: ... 
accuracy and pa.yload. · 'l'he accuracy o! thn Soviet !CBM modiflod to .a FOBS 

. weapon would be elKnlllcantly lefts and the payloAd of the FOBS vehl.cle W0\1ld b• 

.a ·tro.ctlon of the lCDM. • 
The FOBS weapon wO\\ld not bo accurate enough tor a .,,u.te£4ctl)1•y attack 

u1)011 United State" Mislutcmc.n mlesllee, protcc:tet\ ln thch· 11101, PeTha1,a the• · Soviets might leol it could 1>rovlde a aurprb~ nuclear ah·lke agalnet UnUecJ 
Btatea 1 10ft fond targets ,rncl, As hon\b(tr ba11~,• ., - ~ 

' . 
However, several yea.re ago, antlclpa.tlng 11uch a capablllty, we 1n1tl~t"d 

· the deployment or cquipm1rnt to deny this capabil{t.y, For ox.i,-nple, ·alr~ady we 
.a1·e beginning to u•~ o_pc.ratlonally ove~·•tho ..J,ortzo11 ru.da.n w~leb poue11 " 
greater capaoUlt;y of d,~tectlng FOBS t.ha.n. doaa nMEWS. Thoeo will gfvci, 111 

: morll wu·nlng tlme agalnet a tu11..acal4? ntta.ck ualng FOBS ml•alle1 than 
BMEWS 8,lvu againat. a. honvy ICBM launch. = 

Our dete1·1·ent roste upon our abUJ.ty to nbeorb ~ny eurp·rht, nucloar. a_Lt11ck 
•and to ret"Uate. with eu!!lctont eh·ongth to do~troy the attacldna na.tlou '" a 
viable eoclcsty. WLth tJ1rt-e--mlnute w1,rnlng,. 15,,mln11to warning or no warnl11g 

·at ~11, we could etlll absorb a. I\U:pd,e aUack n.1ul 11triko back wlth au(lfcl'tnt 
'powel' to dt1ti·oy tho uttAcl~e,•. We J,ave th~t ,:apablllty today; we wUl cof)t!nue 
•to have It In th(\ lutur~,. . 

END 
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 

November 21, 1967 

MEMORANDUM 

TO Distribution List 

FROM ACDA/ST - S. No Graybeal JJ-Y1 

SUBJECT: FOBS and the Outer Space Treaty 

In view of the considerable confusion surrounding the 
Soviet Fractional Orbitat Bombardment System (FOBS) announced 
by Secretary McNamara on 3 November 1967, we have had 
prepared a brief unclassified paper which, hopefully, will 
help clarify some of the confused dialogue. 

The attached paper is designed primarily to provide a 
layman's description of a FOBS and how it differs from an 
Orbital Bombardment System (OBS) and an ICBM. The paper 
does comment briefly on the relationship between FOBS and 
the Outer Space Treaty, but this discussion is far from 
being a comprehensive treatment of this complex subject. 

I am forwarding the attached paper to you for your 
information and any use thereof that you may wish to make. 
I have a set of Vu-graphs that go with the figures in the 
attached paper, should you desire to use them in any brief­
ings you may be called upon to give. Any comments or 
suggestions that you may wish to make would be appreciated. 

· Attachment: 

A Brief Discussion of the Soviet 
Fractional Orbital Bombardment Systemo 

// - }.- 7 



A BRIEF DISCUSSION OF THE SOVIET FRACTIONAL 

ORBITAL BOMBARDMENT SYSTEM 

In his statement of 3 November 1967 concerning the Soviet fractional 

orbital bombardment system (FOBS), Secretary of Defe·nse Robert S. 

McNamara describes the conventional ICBM trajectory as follows: 

11 An ICBM normally does not go into orbit but rather follows 
a ballistic trajectory from launch point to impact point. On 
this trajectory it reaches a peak altitude of perhaps 800 miles .11 

Comparing the FOBS trajectory to the ICBM trajectory, Mr. McNamara 

points out that 

"Unlike the ICBM and its ballistic trajectory, the vehicle 
launched in a FOBS mode is fired into a very low orbit about 
100 miles above the earth. At a given point -- generally 
before the fir st orbit is complete - - a rocket engine is fired 
which slows down the payload and causes it to drop out of 
orbit. The payload then follows a reentry path similar to the 
reentry of a ballistic missile .11 

These differences are illustrated graphically in Figures 1, 2 and 3 . 

Figure 1 illustrates the trajectory of an ICBM fired from the Eurasian land 

mass to the North American continent. In the illustration the altitude of the 

trajectory is exaggerated. Actually an apogee of 800 miles corresponds to 

about one-fifth of the earth's radius. Although the ICB.M trajectory is usually 

referred to as a "ballistic trajectory 11 , it too is, in fact, a part of an orbit. 

However, this orbit is purposely designed to intersect the surface of the earth 

at the target . The orbit continued backwards would intersect the earth in the 

vicinity of the launch point. If the earth were a much smaller sphere of very 

high density so that its gravity forces were the same as the actual earth, the 

trajectory illustrated in Figure 1 would be an elliptical orbit about that hypo­

thetical earth. The total time of flight for an ICBM that will travel a range of 

one quarter of the earth's circumference is on the order of thirty minutes, 

four to five of which are spent in burning the booster rockets and between one 

and two of which are spent in flight through the atmosphere to the earth. Thus , 

when Mr. McNamara says that an ICBM normally does not go into orbit, he is 

using a vernacular in which the word 11 orbit 11 refers to a trajectory that will 

completely circle the earth. 
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Figure I. Typical ICBM Trajectory (Altitude Exaggerated) 
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Figure 2. A North-Fired FOBS Trajectory (Altitude Exaggerated) 
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Figure 3 . A South-Fired FOBS Trajectory (Altitude Exaggerated) 
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Figure 2 shows the trajectory of a FOBS fired in a northerly direction 

from a point in the Eurasian land mass. At the point labeled "orbital 

injection point" the booster rockets I first two stages have ceased to burn 

and have imparted the appropriate velocity to the thi;rd stage to put it into 

an orbit which would continue to circle the earth at, say, 100 miles altitude 

as indicated by the dashed line continuation of the solid line were it not for 

the fact that it is 11 deboosted 11 so as to nfall 11 (ballistically) on a target in the 

North American continent. Thus, only a fraction of an orbit was actually 

flown by the third stage. A typical total time of flight here would be on the 

order of 26 minutes . As indicated later in Mr. McNamara 1s statement, the 

last three minutes of this time would be devoted to the deboosting operation 

and the subsequent "fall" to the earth. Regardless of where on the trajectory 

illustrated in Figure 2 the "deboost point 11 is to occur, the operation is essen­

tially the same, commencing some 500 miles before impact. 

Figure 3 shows the trajectory of a FOBS fired in a southerly direction 

from a point in the Eurasian land mass so as to give it a nearly polar orbit 

which passes over the North American continent. As in the case of the 

northerly fired FOBS of Figure 2, the payload may be deboosted at any point 

along the trajectory, requiring some three minutes and 500 miles of range 

from the beginning of the operation to impact. The dashed line indicates the 

continuation of the orbit which the body would fly were it not deboosted . In 

this case, the total time of flight is on the order of 70 minutes. 

Figure 4 illustrates the deboost operation. In that figure, the third stage 

is seen in a 100-mile orbit coming from the left and changing its attitude (the 

orbit remains unchanged, the third stage body merely reorients itself) to pre­

pare to deboost. When the proper attitude has been achieved to point the 

third stage engine, the engine is fired in a direction more or less opposite 

to the direction of travel as indicated in the cartoon. This then subtracts 

sufficient velocity from the orbital velocity so that the vehicle travels as 

indicated along a trajectory down through the atmosphere much as does the 

reentry vehicle of an ICBM. In practice it is necessary to orient the thrust 

vector to give the deboosted reentry vehicle a flight path like that of an ICBM. 



THIRD STAGE ENGINE BURNING FOBS RV/WARHEAD MAY BE DEBOOSTED AT ANY POINT 
TO DEBOOST RV/WARHEAD ALONG THE 100 MILE ALTITUDE ORBIT 

,· _;· DETONATION 

THIRD STAGE TURNING~ ' _ - - - _ OF 
TO PREPARE FOR ~ - 0-~ - - BOMB 

DE BOOST ---- -...._ -... ' 

7 DE BOOST ""-0 ' 
/ TRAJECTORY "- • ' lOCr-MILE ALTITUDE~" c 

ORBIT / 
' ' 

\'7 
\ 

\DIRECTION OF THRUST NECESSARY TO 
/ /GRV/WARHEAD DOWN AIOM ORBIT \ 

TARGET I 

Figure 4. FOBS Trajectory in the Vicinity of the Deboost Operation 
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The dashed line in the figure illustrates the continuation of the 100-mile 

orbit from which the de boost can be performed essentially in the same 

manner (small adjustments in the attitude of the engine and the total burn 

time of the engine are required) regardless of the location in that orbit. 

Thus in either case, whether fired to the north or to the south, only a 

fraction of an earth orbit is flown to the point of deboost where the vehicle 

is deboosted to the target. Were the payload not deboosted, the vehicle 

would continue in orbit about the earth as illustrated in Figure 5. There 

it is seen that on consecutive orbits the earth rotates so as to displace the 

orbit with respect to the earth. In one orbit the earth will have rotated 

approximately 22 degrees. Thus, for the original target to present itself 

in the appropriate place with respect to the orbit would require a wait of 

some 15 orbits (90 minutes per orbit). Additionally, the accuracy of the 

system degrades radically with each orbit due to the unpredictable com­

ponent of the drag of the earth's atmosphere on the vehicle. A 100-mile 

altitude orbit without adjustments will decay into the earth's atmosphere 

and burn up in a matter of 3 or 4 days. This is mentioned to point out the 

difficulties in using such a system for other than a fractional orbital bom­

bardment system. The type of system that would remain indefinitely in orbit 

ready to attack targets at will is obviously not the type of system that Mr. 

McNamara is describing in his statement. 

To return to the FOBS, the Secretary of Defense says that for the 

advantages of a FOBS 

11 
••• severe penalties are paid in two critical areas - -

accuracy and payload. The accuracy of the Soviet ICBM 
modified to a FOB weapon would be significantly less and 
the payload (weight) of the FOBS vehicle would be but a 
fraction of the ICBM.11 

The latter point, the weight penalty, is illustrated in Figure 6. There, the 

payload atop the second stage of the ICBM consists only of a thermonuclear 

device and the protective reentry vehicle so that on the order of 80 percent 

of the weight above the second stage is devoted to a thermonuclear device. 

On the other hand, only about 40 percent of the same weight above the 

second stage of the FOBS booster can be devoted to a thermonuclear device 

because the weight of .the deboost engines and fuel tanks as well as the 



ORBIT 3 

ORBIT 2 

ORBIT I 

\ 
Figure 5. Illustration of Multiple Orbits 
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Figure 6. Comparison of ICBM and FOBS Payloads 
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guidance system and reentry vehicle must be accommodated. Thus, the 

warhead weight is halved and assuming that the thermonuclear yield is 

proportional to warhead weight, the megatonnage (yield) of the FOBS 

bomb is halved. While it cannot be shown graphically, it is generally 

true that the FOBS-type system is less accurate than'an ICBM performing 

the same mission. The size of a FOBS dispersion pattern will be from 2 

to 4 times as great as for an ICBM. Assuming then that the FOB has only 

half the yield of an ICBM and is only half as accurate, then for targets 

which an ICBM could kill with a probability of 99 percent, the FOBS could 

kill with only slightly greater than SO-percent probability. Thus, the state­

ment of the Secretary to the effect that 

11 The FOBS weapon would not be accurate enough for a 
satisfactory attack' upon United States Minuteman vehicles, 
protected in their silos .11 

However, against 11 soft 11 targets which have not been protected by silos 

impervious to high blast and shock levels, the probability of kill is not so 

highly sensitive to accuracy and yield as implicitly indicated by Mr. 

McNamara in his speculation that 

"Perhaps the Soviets might feel it could provide a surprise 
nuclear attack against United States' soft land targets such 
as bomber bases.11 

Such soft land targets could, of course, be attacked by ICBMs also but as 

Mr. McNamara points out 

"Because of the low altitude of their orbits, some trajectories 
of a FOBS would avoid detection by some early warning radars 
including our BMEWS. Also, .the impact point cannot be deter­
mined until ignition of the rocket engine that deboosts the payload 
out of orbit -- roughly 3 minutes and 500 miles from the target.11 

Continuing later in the statement, he says that the United States has recap­

tured the warning time by operational deployment of recently developed 

over-the-horizon radars which 

11 • • • • will give us more warning time against a full-scale 
attack using FOBS missiles than BMEWS does against the 
ICBM launch.11 

https://launch.11
https://target.11
https://bases.11
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Thus, the FOBS weapon differs from the standard ICBM in three ways 

pertinent to the strategic balance between the U.S. and the USSR: (1) It has 

a much lower trajectory which may escape detection by BMEWS, (2) It can 

approach the U.S. from the south rather than the north, and (3) Its payload/ 

accuracy combination is inferior to that of an ICBM of comparable size. 

The first two differences would have _been disadvantages to the U.S. were 

it not for the OHD radars which are to FOBS as the old BMEWS are to 

ICBMs. The last difference restricts the use of FOBS to soft targets. 

These differences, one concludes from the statement, do little, if anything, 

to alter the basic deterrent capability of the U.S. which 

11 •••• rests upon our ability to absorb any surprise nuclear 
attack and to retaliate with sufficient strength to destroy the 
attacking nation a~ a .viable society. With 3-minute warning, 
IS-minute warning or no warning at all, we could still absorb 
a surprise attack and strike back with sufficient power to 
destroy the attacker. We have that capability today; we will 
continue to have it in the .future." 

The question naturally arises as to how such a weapon is to be viewed 

in light of Article IV of the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of 

States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and 

Other Celestial Bodies whose signatories have agreed, in part, on the 

following: 

ARTICLE IV 

"States Parties to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit 
around th~ earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other 
kinds of weapons of mass destruction, install such weapons on 
celestial bodies, or station such weapons in outer space in any other 
manner. 

11 The moon and other celestial bodies shall be used by all States 
Parties to the Treaty exclusively for peaceful purposes. The estab­
lishment of military bases, installations and fortifications, the 
testing of any type of weapons and the conduct of military manoeuvres 
on celestial bodies shall be forbidden. The use of military personnel 
for scientific research or for any other peaceful purposes shall not 
be prohibited. The use of any equipment or facility necessary for 
peaceful exploration of the moon and other celestial bodies shall also 
not be prohibited.11 

https://prohibited.11
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Note that Article IV states that the parties will not 

" ••••place in orbit around.the earth, any objects carrying 

nuc1ear weapons ••••II The underlined phrase is the operative 

phrase in viewing the FOBSo As described by Secretary 

McNamara, the FOBS does not orbit around the earth in the 

sense of completing one or more orbits. As previously 

explained, an ICBM itself flies a fraction of an orbit, the 

only difference.from the FOBS fr~ction of an orbit being that 

the FOBS payload, if not d~boosted, would circle the earth 

while the ICBM payload's orbit will intersect the surface 

of the earth by design. Article IV of the Treaty is intended 

to prohibit the "basing" of nuclear weapons in space; i.e., 

stationing nuclear weapons in orbit about the earth (or 

elsewhere in outer space) to be used as a weapon at some 

indefinite time in the future. The FOBS system described 

above, once launched, has a defined time of arrival at the 

target, something less than 90 minutesG The same is true 

for _an ICBM. Once it is launched, it has a defined time of 

arrival at the target, on the average something like 30 to 

40 minutes. Thus, a FOBS, like an ICBM, with a live warhead 

and a programmed target is not to be fired from its launcher 

unless in anger. Orbital basing concepts which put weapons 
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into continuing orbits about the earth without a definite 

time for their use are equivalent to weapons with the launchers 

in space so that only when they are fi}'.'.ed from their "space 

launcher" on command from the ground are they fired in anger. 

The placing in orbit from the earth of the "space launcher" 

is a tentative act as far as actual use as a weapon is concerned 

and thus could become a subject for questions under Article IV 

rather than the FOBS per ~o 

The basic consideration involves the main intent of 

Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty; the primary intent of 

this Article is to preclude the stationing of nuclear weapons 

or other weapons of mass destruction in outer space. The 

FOBS, as we understand it, does not involve such stationing 

of nuclear weapons; if a FOBS is fired with a live nuclear 

weapon, then we are at war and treaties have very little 

meaning. Thus, the FOBS is basically similar . in mission to 

an ICBM but flies a different trajectory. It must also be 

noted that the Outer Space Treaty does not prohibit research 

and development activities which do not involve the actual 

stationing of nuclear weapons in outer spaceo If the UoS. so 

desired, we could also develop and deploy in ground-based sites 

a FOBS system without in any way violating either the wording 

or intent of the Outer Space Treaty. 

https://fi}'.'.ed


SMK draft 11/8/67 
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STATEMENT ON FOBS 

I have been most concernod by the many alanntst statements 

1n th4 last few days that the new Soviet misailo system identified by 

Secreta.:ry McNamara as a Fractional Orbit Bombardment System 

(FOBS) may ha:vo a critically adverse e!fect on tho balance ot strategic 

p<>wer between tho Soviet Union and ourselvcls. Certainly, a.ny Soviet 

commitment to a major new strategic system la a matter ol lmportanca 

and concern to us. I believe, however, that any objective rov1$w o! 
: . 

tho fa.eta relating to this developm ent lndlcatu that 1t will not con• 

stltute a. major now factor in tho strategic balance. As I W1dorstand 

it, the Soviets, in an e!fort to achieve a.n element of surprise, have 

created a system with an appreciable sacrifice in both the ;teld and 

the accur~cy ~f delivery that can bo obtained l'rom a given missile 

booster. New dovd.opmenta in technology, however, have deprived 

the Soviets of the advantage:of surpriee that they might have anticipatod 

from this system. As Soeretary McNamara has revc:iled, we are 



z 
already opera.ting new over•the•horlzon radars which can give us 

more warning time against a full•scale atta.ck wlth FOBS m1eailes 

than BME\'/S would against a.n ICB?,..f: attack. There is a r~l possl• 

bility, therefore, that rather than 1ncrea.so their military capabilities, 

the Soviets may actualfv reduce their net capa.blllttes by deploying FOBS 

rather than ICBM•. I believe it important for ua to recognlz~ that the 

mere tact that something is new does not make it good or the fact 

that tla Sovicta have dono something d!ctato that we must follow their 

load. 

The charge has been made that the Soviet FOBS progl'am 

constitutes a dtrc,ct violation of the Outer Space Treaty. While I 

wish to emphael.ze that I do not in any way condone or excuse this 

unnecessary action on the part of the Soviets that further escalates 

the nuclear arms race, I do think that we must recognize that their 

action doea not constitute a violation of the Outer Space Treaty. 

Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty statos: 

https://emphael.ze
https://1ncrea.so


"States Parties to tho Treaty undertake not to, place 
in orbit around th& earth any objects earz:ytns, nuclear 
we~ns or a.ny othe

1

r kinds ol weapons of mass destruction. 
ins1 such weapons on -c:olestial bod.lee, or station such 
weapons 1n outer space in a.ny other manner. • .• " 

The wording of this Article makes t absolutely clear that the Treaty 

ls intended to prohibit the ''carrying of nuclear weapons." The Treaty 

does not and was not intended to ln any way prohibit the development 

or even the testing o! systems capablo of carrying nuclear weapons. 

I understand that there is no evidense of any ld.nd or any reason to 

believe that nuclear weapons were associated with any of the Soviet 

tests o! the FOBS. 

Beyond this fundamental consideration that would exclude the 

violation of the Treaty, I believe it bnportant to recognize that the 

intont of this Article was to outlaw military system• that would station 

nuclear weapons in orbit above tho earth as a t'9rror or blackmail threat 

during peacetime. To this end, the wording 1n the XMD~ Article. 

"not to place in orbit around the earth" was chosen with tho intent of 
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covering a system that would drcle tho earth many tlmea. The wording 

was not intended to cover ICDMa or systems such as the FOBS v.hich 

presumably would Dnly be used with nuclear weapons in time o! war. 

I believe that tho Outer Space Treaty la an trnportant inter• 

national obliga.t1on to which tho m&J\l?' count.rl~• ot the world have 

11olemnly committed themselves. This Treaty can serve a moat 

important role in preventing the prollltration ol nuclc,ar wupo111 

to the new environment of outer spa.<:c. U we wish to &tvel.op the · 

sta.turc o! thla Treaty. we must be prepared to inaist that its true 

obligations are honored. At the same time. we must be careful to 

avoid vague charges which cannot be substantiated that the Treaty 

has been violated. Such ha&ty actions can lead to counter charges 

that we are interested ln employing the Troaty for a tactical, polltlcal 

advantage when it so serves our purpose. This can only eel"'Y'O to 

degrade the Treaty ln tho eyes of the world. 

# 
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CROSS FILE SHEET 

ACDA memo ll/21/67 fm Graybeal, subj: 

FOBS and the Outer Space Treaty 

is located in the packet of Doty Group papers (11/30/67) 
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Further Tbou1bt• on FOBS .-

1. Confidence. In the 1trat•1lc bu•ln••• ..blah" ·confidence 
u1ually meana better than 97J.. On tbll ba1l1 ~0fe la not hlgb. 
Furthermore. thla la a prediction not a fact. 1n September. 
DOD wa1 talkln& about only 80~ confidence. The 13 detection• 
of 18 nlpt lawiche• detected by 440L come• out to only 70~. 

2. '!;>!rational Readln•••• The February readlA••• date for 
tbe interim detection ay1tem la & n.w tar1et date for lnltlal 
operational capablllty. Aa of 1 November we were t&lkln& 1n 
term• of March. Experience on otber weapon 1yatem ■ indicate• 
that there la uaually aom.e time la1 between an lnltlal operational 
capability and a dependable capability. Nevertbele••• tbll interim 
detection ■y1tem abould be fully operational by the ■ummer of 
1968 wblch la probably the earlleat tlm• that the S0Yiet1 would 
baye an operational FOBS. 

3. Pindown Tactlce. A poatulated Soviet tactic would involve 
law,.chllla a FOBS every two minute• for a }Mdod of perbap• 35 
mlnute1. By that time, ICBM• would take over tho plndown Job 
for the balance of the 10 hour ■ required for Soviet bomber• to 
attack our plndowned ml••ll••· FOBS would alao be targeted 
a,atnat 1ome SAC alert lorcea. Since SAC alert force• l'equlre 
15 rnlnllte ■ wanuua and •ba effective warntna tlme• I.or FOBS 
would be between 11 and 16 m!Autea aome proportion o! the alert 
force• ~ould be deatroyed oa the 1round. Remalnlng SAC force• 
would be atnick by lCBM.1. SLBMa might &lao be tubJected to 
plndown. But cert&lnly •om• SLBM ■, aome aircraft and aome 
MINUTEMEN (after rldlna out plndown and all'cralt bombtag) would 
be launched. Even though Soviet alr and ABM defen••• would cauae 
furtb•r attr1Uon (perbap1 t.lrly blab becau1e of amaller number• 
and raaaed coordlnAtlon) the USSR would. of courae, not 1•t oft 
acot•free. 

4. The Future. Tbe period after mld•l970 l• not currently at 
l11ue. U our development• wo:rk out aa planned, we should have 
an improved detection capablllty and our ml••ll•• abould be l••• 
wlnerable to plndown. 



!. FOBS va SLBM.a va ICBM•. The uae of FOBS rather than 
SLBM• or lC.BMa for pndown 1• a que1tlon of tactic• rather tb&A 
weapon• capabllltl••· lnltlal uae of FOBS would provide I••• 
warnb:lc and the waruln1 would be more •qulvoca.1 than !CB.Me. 
FOBS would probably provlde more wanuna t1mo than SLBMa, but 
(1) aub deployment• run the rlak of detection day• abe4d ct time 
and (2) Wll••• the auba bad already been pre-poaltloned, tbe tlme 
between a declalon to pre-empt and the launcblnc ot an attack 
might Involve eoveral day• -• or weeka. · 

6. Llkellbood of Pr••emJ?!lon. Nevertbele11 1 1 aaree that under 
normal con.d1Uon1, pre•emption out of the blue doe• not aeem 
••pecl&lly attracUve for the Sovleta. However, lt doe• •••m to 
me that F08S could lower the tbre1bold for a pr•••mptlv• dectalon. 
Tbua l thlnk tk&t the period between now and mld•1970 could bo 
more dangeroua for 1H becau1e of FOBS. 

7. Tbe m&ln point 1 wlab to make, however, waa that a Sovlet 
decla1on to ao tbe J'OBS route w&a not milltarlly lrraUoaal. Had 
their FOBS development been aomewhat fa1ter and (.our detecUon 
davelopinent aomewhat ■ lower, the daJller would have been greater 
and laeted tor a longer time. 

ROBEB.T N. GlNSBURGH 
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For Presidential press confe-r.ence~ll:00 am, Fritia.y~ ~1/17/67
J . ·. 

SOVIET FOBS (FRA.CTION.AL ORBIT BO!':'-BARDME.NT 5YS'I'E~ 

/ 

QUESTION: Are. you concerned by the new military threat pos-ed 

by the Sovidt FOBS development. which was Ntcerdl.y announced by 

Sec:.Tetary McNamara; and does the Soviet testing of th.is eystem constit~bt 

a violation of the·Outer Spac.e Treaty? 

ANSW~R: I aM naturally <:oncernccl about tlla por-clbfo irnplkations 

FOBS developrnent does.not really po~~ ~ na,v wcat o= alt e-r the pr:e1:sent 

military balance. I believe it important to rc-cogni:i:O th~ the £ace 

lead.. 

'I'he Soviet testing of FOBS doeo not repro::;:ent a. violclioi-1. of the 

Outer Space Trealy. Tao tr~at~{ T"l'C.» clea.:-ly <lcsi:Jned to prohibit the 

carry1f\& a£ nuclear w~ons in o:-bit around the ureh. The treaty do-es not 

, . 

to cover systems such. as ICBMs or FODS ~t are noe in. full o;:;-bit 
I 

around the earth. 

PRESERVATION.COPY 
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Nov. 9, 1967 Nov. 9, 1967 

NOTE FOR tUL MOOSE 
NOTE FOR MR. ROSTOV/ 

Dick-• 
Walt•• 

As you requested, I have prepared 
the attached statement on FOBS for I think you will bo interested in the 
Senator Cooper. attached statelllent on FOBS which 

I prepared at Dick Moose•a request 
I have included some introductory !or possible use by Senator Cooper. 
material on the significance of FOBS 
(first two paragraphs), which you 
may or may not want to send for­
ward. be!ore tui-ning to the basic Spurgeon Keeny 
question o! its position under the 
Outer Space Treaty. Att. 

Spurgeon Keeny 
Att. 

Nov. 9, 1967 
Nov. 9, 1967 

NOTE FOR DR. HORNIG
NOTE FOR .MR. JOHNSON 

Don•-
Oiuck--

Attached for your information are a
Attached for your inforrnation is ..:theCl...­ memo I prepared tor Walt on the
f.iu ;) n·tt·:le n of~•• statement on FOBS a.nc1 the Outer Space Treaty
FOBS that l prepared !or Dick Moose and a draft statement for possible
for possible use in the Senate. use in the Senate on the same 

subject. 

Spurgeon Spurgeon 

Att. Atts. 

T,/;,~ Statement 
SMKeeny:jb:11-9-67 / bee: SM~nd chron / Del'd by smk abt 1:30 pm, 11-9-67. 

;--r - ~. to Moose 
~ .l'-a..-(_ ,..; r. • ,- ,t.. . .C .l_.4t- 1, , .. / - ·• ,j,,_-, ( ,~t (_ , (,_ I > . r ,- ., •. I' 
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STATEMENT ON FOBS 

I have been very troubled by the many alarmist statements in 

the last few days concerning the Soviet Fractional Orbit Bombardment 

System (FOBS). Certainly, any Soviet commibnent to a major new 

strategic weapons system is a matter of importance and concern. 

believe, however, that an objective review of the facts relating to 

this development leads to the conclusion that it will not constitute a 

major new factor in the strategic balance. 

In developing the FOBS, the Soviets may have been attempting 

to achieve an element of surprise by underflying or circumventing our 

BMEWS· radars. The FOBS, however, involves a major sacrifice 

in both the yield and the accuracy of delivery that can be obtained with 

a given missile booster as compared with its use as an ICBM. New 

developments in technology, however, have deprived the Soviets of 

the advantage of surprise that they might have hoped to achieve with 

' this system. We are already operating new over-the-horizon radars 

which can give us more warning time against a full-scale attack with 

FOBS missiles than BMEWS would against an ICBM attack. Moreover, 

if the Soviets should attack from the south or put weapons in multiple 

orbits, these new radars (which detect at launch) would give us even 

greater warning of an impending attack. There is a real possibility, 

therefore, that rather than increase their military capabilities, the 

I 
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-would ,f t h_, _...J rl(r , k -:0 
Soviets -have actually reduced their net capabilities --by--4-e-p-loyin.g FOBS 

·\ 

rather than ICBMs. I believe it important for us to recognize that 

the fact that something is different does not make it good and the fact 

that something has been done by the Soviets does not dictate that we 

must follow their lead. 

I am also concerned that the charge has been made that the 

Soviet FOBS program constitutes a direct violation of the Outer Space 

Treaty. While I wish to emphasize that I do not in any way condone or 

excuse this unnecessary action on the part of the Soviets that further 

escalates the nuclear arms race, I do think that we must recognize 

that their action does not constitute a violation of the Outer Space 

Treaty. 

Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty states: 

"States Parties to the Treaty undertake not 
to place in orbit around the earth any objects 
carrying nuclear weapons or any oth~r kinds of 
weapons of mass destruction, install such 
weapons on celestial bodies, or station such 
weapons in outer space in any other manner. II 

The wording of this Article makes it absolutely clear that the Treaty 

is intended to prohibit the "carrying of nuclear weapons. 11 The Treaty 

does not and was not intended to in any way prohibit the development 

or even the testing of systems capable of carrying nuclear weapons. 

I understand that there is no evidence of any kind or any reason to 
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believe that nuclear weapons were associated with any of the Soviet 

tests of the FOBS. 

Beyond this fundamental consideration that excludes a violation 

of the Treaty, I believe it important to recognize that the intent of 

this Article was to outlaw military systems that would station nuclear 

weapons in orbit above the earth as a terror or blackmail threat 

during peacetime. To this end, the wording in the Article, "not to 

place in orbit around the earth," was chosen with the intent of cover­

ing a system that would circle the earth many times. The wording 

was not intended to cover ICBMs or systems such as the FOBS which 

presumably would only be used with nuclear weapons in time of war. 

I believe that the Outer Space Treaty is an important inter­

national obligation to which most of the major countries of the world 

have solemnly committed themselves . . This Treaty can serve a most 

important role in preventing the proliferation of ~uclear weapons 

to the new environment of outer space. If we wish to develop the 

stature of this Treaty, we must be prepared to insist that its true 

obligations are honored. At the same time, we must be careful to 

avoid vague charges which cannot be substantiated that the Treaty 

has been violated. Such hasty actions can lead to counter charges 

that we are interested in employing the Treaty for a tactical, political 
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advantage when it so serves our purpose. This can only serve to 

degrade the Treaty in the eyes of the world. 

# # 

11-9-67 
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Novexn.ber 15, 1967 

?,1EMOMNDUM FOR :MR. ROSTOW 

I have a munbel.' o.f conm-:tents an Dob Glnsburgh'a recetlt memo 
(attached) concerning the possible mUttazy tslanWcance of the Soviet 
FOOS. 

To •begin with, I have a fundamental dWcrence with his OY'Ol'.all 

a.pprolsal oin.ee I do not ag-ree wUh his Btatement that we will not have 
a hi,Gb confidence FOBS detection ca.pa.bil.Uy until the end of 1969. Our 
forward-sQttcr radar system tl0\V has vr:ry good detection capability 
over tll.c Soviet mls__slle teat.inn area and some ca.pabUlty in the areil 
cf SS-9 deployment. Dy Feb~, 196§!: we are scheduled to have 
completed the expans.ion of our pre$ent .facltities into a fully operational 
interim system th:\t "?ill give good coverage of all potential FOBS 
launch sites. While it is cl.Wlcult to n.ss.oc:iate number& with .such a 
syntcm. DDR&E e~timates this system. vill have 90% comidenec 
ngainst single launches and very high ccmfidc:nce afia!nst mul_t.iple 
launches. The rrstem will be further a.ugxncnted by mid-1969 wtth 
w:.kllticnal transmitters at the anmc- sites 1n onlcr to increase fre­
quency diversity £or higher 1:'Cllabil!ty. (With rcz;ard to reUa.billty. 
it i:; interesting to note that the present eystem has detected 105 out of 
109 launches; and, even more slcnW,cantly., when Opet."ated against 
SS-7 t..."lissiles (whic.'1,,..J'O'Uld be s1m.lla.r to a FOOS), the cy-11tein de,.. 
tectcd on a real ti.:ne ha.sis 18 out of 20 la.unc.hes ln daytime and 13 
out of 18 at night. ~!oreover. tt has been demonstrated that the system 
can con"1municate v,arnir-..£; to SAC as £aet or taster than tho existing 
D?w1EWS system. ) 

?n view o£ the above, l don't believe tbAt tha FOBS really contributes 
anything to the 11 pindo\'Jn'' tactic that <Du.ld not be aclli-cved with SLDt-1s 
oz ICl3}.1s. Vlith regard to the pJ.ndown tactic itsel.t I do not believe 
that the Soviets would possibly conclude that it provided an acc:cptable 
concept on which to base a. pre-en1ptive military attack. In tll.() first 
place, a.a enemy could never have much con!lde.n.ce about the effective­
ness of thi.a tactic against a. specific missile since the c!!e-cts involved 

DECIASSIFIED 
Authomy N L.. J 0i-17 I .,2) 

By .S~ , A , ate 3 11 Q/<)i 
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al"O dc~nt~ ml.nor details or defects 1n d~sign. In tho accond 
place,, tdncc this tactic would toqutre a nuclear detonation evezy
nunu.to or so ovc1: tho Unttcd stn.tea, tho pindown ol US m1,usites £~ 
up to 0 1-n bouN, 0 whilo await1ng tho arrival Qt Soviet bombez-•• would 
11\1'.rd.VO tho c:cpenditure ot a. largo portion ot tho ~t ICDM tore. 
without tury·<lu-cct effect on the US or lta rnUtta.ry fot"-Ccs. In the meau• 
tune• .!:!lot SAC, nc,t only al<!Jrt forces, W9U1d boon the way to Soviet 
t.u'gets; POLARIS could conduct a cOWlte-1''£orco atrike: and ~llNUTE• 
MAN would ho und.Am.n.g-ed .and J.n a position either to tab its chancea 
with ~"10 pladown or to wa!t. out tho p!ndawn am follow-up ahua.ft 
attack. 

Lookin:& to tho Alt\ue, I wwld also note thtu tho wlncrnt>W.ty of the 
MntuTE?vtAN f<n"co to a po1;sible p1ndown attack wUl be reclueed with 
~ 1ntroduct1on of various moclif1cat1on4 an<1 tn pa.rUcw.ar with the 
tntroductlon ot MJN't1TEMAN m \Vhlch will be much leas vul.ncre.ble 
thtrin: launch to uud.oar bunts than ~aNOTE!.-tAN land IL 1n &ddl• 
tton. beg~ 1n l'llid-1970, the ?4? lmn.rod atrato~c su.rveill:lnce 
satelUto will tndopondently ~n>vide high comld.enco, real time warning 
of Soviet Md Chinese mlsailo launchee. 

Att. t 
TS mtm:10 dtd 11/3 

SMKeeny:jb:11-15-67, 5:45pm 
bee: SMK file and chron 
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3 November 1967 

N1EMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW 

SUBJECT; Military Significance of Soviet FOBS 

1. In staff meeting the other day, the question was raised 
a s to why the·Soviets would be interested in a fractional orbital 
bomb system in _view of what seemed to be its limited military 
significance. 

2. There is one possible use which could make FOBS 
especially significant. For some time we have been concerned 
that in a nuclear exchange the Soviets might use tactics to "pin 
down" our ICBMs and prevent effective retaliation. We have specu­
lated that the most effective way to initiate such an attack would 
involve the use of about 40 submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
from subs off our coast. These would initially pin down our ICMBs 
until the Soviet ICBMs with longer flight times would take over the 
job. Pindown would continue for about ten hours during which time 
Soviet bombers could strike our missile sites. 

3. Between now and the end of 1969 (when we expect to have 
a high confidence FOBS detection capability), FOBS could .be substi­
tuted for SLBMs in the pin down role. Such substitution would 
{l) decrease detection time, (2) avoid the possibility that submarin e 
deployments might put us on alert, and (3) release SLBMs for other 
tasks. 

ROBERT N. GINSBURGH 

~; Spurgeon Keeny 

DECLASSIFIED ) 
.Authority, N'-J 01-111 {:lf.t!f OP By, SA&.. • NARA, Date "3l1 ol 04'• i_ 
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SYSTE M• T~ AN SCRJP T OF SE CR ET ARY MCNAMA'3A 'S PRESS CONFEREN CE 'WAS 
TRANSMITT E6 I N US I A WIREL~ SS 'FI LE EUF 135 AND 138 ANO EPF i l0 
A. ND 114 DA TF.'D 3 NOVEMB ER 1967• SJNC ~ THE AN NOUNCEME"IT 'THERE 'HAS 
~EEN WI DESP PEAD PUPLI C I NT EREST IN THIS DEV ELOPMENT• SOM~ 
OF' TH E" 1'-40 RE ~R EQU ENT GUES T I ONS THAT I-IAVE AR t SEN ALONG 'WIT ~ 
RELEVANT Fie r s AND us VI EWS WHIC H MAY BE DRAWN ON WHE~E 

PAGE ? RUEHC 6 7963 UNCL AS • 
QESPO NSE Is NECESSAQY ARE LISTE D BELOWJ 

A• OOF.S Tµ,E SOVI ET FO~S VIO LATE THE SPA CE TREATY 7 

I• ARTICL E JV OF THf. TRE AT Y REQUIRE S 'T~ AT "STATtS PARTIES 
TO THE TQEA,T Y UND ERTA KE Nn T TO PLA CE IN ORBIT AQOUND THE 
EiRT M ANY OBJ ECT S CARRYIN G NU CLEAR WEAPONS OR ANY OTH~R Kf NDS 
~F WE APONS OF MA SS DE STR Ur TJo N~ INSTAL ( SUCH WEAPONS ON C~LEsTR y. AL 
~ODIE~ OR STATI ON SUCH WEAPO NS IN OUT F.R SPA CE IN ANY OTHER MANNS:-R • " 
TH E WORD I NG OF TH I S ARTICL E MAKES IT CLEAQ nuT THE 'TqEAT Y . 
rs CON CERN ED WIT~ 1•T~~ CAqRYING OF NU tLE A~ WEAPONS"• iHE fRE i TY 
~oES NO T PRO HIBI T THE OE VEL O?~ENT oq EV EN TESTING OF SYST~MS . 
CAPAB LE QF CAQ RVI NG ~UCLEAR WEAPONS. TH ERE IS NO EVIDt-NC~ QR 
QEAS ON TO ~ELIEVE THAT ~UCLE AR WEAP ONS ARE ASSOCIATED WITM ANY 
CF' TM ~ SOVIET ~OBS TEST S • MOREOVER TME FQg5 IS A LANO.BAS~O 
~ySTE ~ WH IC ~ ACTS ESS ENTIALLY A~ AN INTER CONTINr.NTAL MISS jL E 
i ND DOE S NOT AO I NTO 4 COM ? LETE QRBtT A~OU ND 'TME EART~ REiORE 
( i NDI NG ON TARG ET I HE NCE THE NAME "FRACTIONAL ORBITAL BOM ~ARDME ~T 
~Y STE~" ► 0~SI • AN OQ~I TAL 90MRAQOME~T ~YSTE~ ON TME OTH~R 
~A ND WO UL D !NVOLVE WEAPONS ~ASE D ON DEP LOYEC IN SOACE FOR LONGE~ 

~ -&3 3 RUEHC 67963 UNC LAS 
PERIODS OF TI ME • 

~ • BOT H TH E LANGUAGE ~ND THE INTENT OF THE TREATY HAV E TH ~ 
PURPOSE QF pq EVE~T I NG T~E STATIONIN G OF MASS DESTRUCTiON 
WEAPONS JN SPACE • TH E DE VEL OPMENT ANO DEPLOYMENT OF ANY SPACE 
WEAPO NS AT r, ROUND l NSTALL A. TIONS ARE NOT RPT NOT PROHt~ITE n • 
WE DO NOT BEL I EVE T~ AT TH F SOVIETS wouCn TERT FOBS wi fH A 
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Lr VE NUCLEAR WARHE AD. HOWEVER., EVEN IF' THE y WERE 'TO DO -So., 
TT WOULD NoT ~EA VIOLATION OF' THE TREATY SINCE THE wiRHEAO 
woULO NOT COMPLETE AN ORBIT AROUND THE EARTH• 

•• WE HAVE THf.REFO RE CONC LUDED THAT THE SOVIETS HAVE NOT VJ0LAT-r0 
THE TREATY. 

R• WHAT ARE THE AD VANTAGES AND DISADVA~TAGES OF' ~OBS? 

1• FOBS TRAVEL AT ALTITUDES MUCH LOWER THAN TME HIGH PORT i ON 
nF' ICBM TRA J ECT ORI ES AND 9ECAUSE OF THEIR GREATER RANGE TMEY 
coULD ATTACK TARGETS F"ROM DJF'F"ERENT DI~ECTIONS• A SOVIET ~OBS 
F"OR EXAMPLE COULD A TT AC'< Tl-fE US FROM "THE SOUTI-I • THESE CHA QAC TERI ST I CS 

o AGE 4 RUEHC 67963 UNCLAS 
~iGHT ENABLE A FOBS TO AVnID SOME OF OYR RAnARS SUCH is T~QSE 
OF" THE ?.MEWS• THE US HOWEVER HAS ~ECENTLY orPLOYEO OV~R• 
THE-HORIZON RADARS WHICH CA N DETECT FOBS LAUNCHES• SOME ARE 
ALREADY I N OPERATI ON. WARNING TIME OF A FOBS ATTACK F~OM TMES 
R•DAR~ wo u~~ ACTUA LL Y BE GREATER THAN !HE WARNING TIME 0~ 
4N IC~M ATT ACK FRO M THE B~EWS, 

?• ON THE OF8tT SI ~E> THE roes HAVE TWO SEVERE DRAWBACKS. 
T~E ACCUQAC Y OF IC e MS MODIFIED INTO A ~oes WOULD BE SiGNiilCANT[ Y 
LESS THAN iCBIIIIS AN O THEIR PAYLOAD WOULD BE -co~s I DERA8LY 
cfr DUCED• TH US THER E ARE PENALTIES IN 80TH PAYl.,OAO ANO ACCUR~-CY 
T~AT EXACT A HIGH PRICE F' Oq USE OF THIS WEAPO~S ·SYSTEM• 

C• DOES THE us PLA~ TO DEVE LOP A Foes, 

i • SOME YEARS AGO 'T'HE EXAMI NED THE !">ESIRA8ILITY 0~ THE SY-STt'.M 
, ND DECIDED THAT THE DI SAD VAN TAGES WERE OV£RRtOING, W~ HAVE NO 
t NTt.NTION OF REVIS !NG T~IS OfC ISION sut WE WOULD IN NO WAY 
rEEL OURSE LVES CO NS T~AI~EO ~~ THE SPAC~ TREATY FROM SUCM 
~EVELOPMEN T AND D~ PLOY MENT IF WE CONCLUDED THAT JT WAS IN 

? AGE~ RUEHC 67963 UN CLAS 

UNCI.ASSIFIE~ 
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UNC LASSIF'IE:O 

PAG E 04 STATE 6796 3 

OUR JNTF.REST• 

~ • IN VIEW nF THE DRAW BACK S WHY ARE THE SOVIETS DEVELOPIN G 
THIS SYSTE'M ? 

t • THEY MAY OF' COURSE COHF TO TH E SAME CONC LUSION THAT WE 
HAVE AND NEVER DEP LOY T~ESE WEAP ONS. 

~ . SO~£ YEA?S AGO T~EY MAY HAVE CON S IDERED THAT THIS ~YSTfM 
nF FERED A Mr.ANS OF . ATT ACKING FLE MENT S OF TH f US BOMBER F'QRCE 
';ly SU~PRISE 8Y AVOI DINr, THE us· RA DAR WAQ NING ·sYSTE'M WHI CH 
WOULD OTHER WISE ALfRT THE BOMBE R~ ALLOWI NG THEM TO 8ECO~E AIRAORNE 
AND s o RFA t M SAFET Y. nuR NEW R A~ ARS 09~ IATE TMIS PQSSiBILrt v . IF 
THEY 00 DFP LOY IT, IT WI LL SIMP LY B~ A LE SS EFFECTIVE ·USE 
n~ TH~ RE SOU RCES EXPENDED TH AN WOUL~ A COMPARAB LE INV c STMENT 
IN T~FI~ ICQM FOR C~ • RUSK 

UN CL.ASS IF' I ED 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
9 November 1967 

-,, / /"rP '/
MEMORANDUM FOR MR. KEENY, WH ..-: --'<·s.:.-~1-,<" 

MR. GARTHOFF, STATE 
DR. SCOVILLE, ACDA 
JCS, SAAC (COL VANHOOZER) 
SA (Dr. Selin) 
DDR&E (Mr. Brock.way) • 
GC (MR. AIMOND) 
PA (Qol Ruskin) 

Request telephone clearance by COB 9 November • 

\ 
.Mjll

DONALD H. HUMPHRIES 
Colonel USAF 
Director for Arms Control 
Code 11, 57315 
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DRAFJ!./M:r. Anderson/Dr. Halperin/9 Nov 67 

Proposed STATE-DEFENSE Cable for Guidance to all Embassies 

On 3 November Secretary McNamara announced that the Soviets 

appear to be developing a fractional. orbital bombardment system 

{FOBS). Defense cable 1993 (being repeated to all addre;sees) 

quotes the Secretary's statement which provided details of the 

system • 

. Since the announcement there has been widespread public interest 

in this development. Some of the more frequent questions that have 

risen, along with suggested responses, are listed below. 

1. Does the Soviet FOBS violate the Space Treaty? 

A. Article IV of the Treaty requires that "States Parties 

to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around the Earth any 

objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of 

mass destruction, install such weapons on celestial bodies, or 

station such weapons in outer space i'n any other manner." 

The FOBS is a land-based system which acts essentially as an 

ICB-1 which goes into a fractional orbit before landing on target. 

An orbital bombardment system, on the other hand, would involve 

weapons based or deployed in space for long periods of time. 

Both the language and the intent of the Treaty have the purpose 

of preventing the stationing of mass destruction weapons in space. 

The deployment of any space weapons at ground installations is not 

prohibited. 

-· . 
We do not believe that the Soviets wouid test FOBS with a live 

nuclear warhead. However, · even if they were to do so., it would not 

· ·.; 



be a violation of the treaty since the warhead would briefly be in 

a f'ractional orbit but no nuclear weapon would be placed in orbit 

around the earth or otherwise stationed there. 

We have therefore concluded that the Soviets have not violatedt i the treaty. 

2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of FOBS? 

A. FOBS travel at altitudes much lower than the high 

portion of ICBM trajectories and, because of their greater range, 

they could attack targets f'rom different directions. A Soviet FOBS, 

for example, could attack the US f'roi the south. These characteristics 

might enable a FOBS to avoid some of our radars such as those of the 

:EMEWS. The us, however, has recently deployed over-the-horizon radars 

which can detect FOBS launches. Some are already in operation. 

Warning time of a FOBS attack fran these radars would actually be 

greater than the warning time of an ICBM attack f'rom the BMEWS. 

On the debit side, the FOBS has two severe drawbacks. The 

accuracy of ICBMs modified into a FOBS would be significantly less 

than ICBMs and their payload would be considerably reduced~ Thus 

there are penalties in both payload and accuracy that exact a high,x price for use of this weapons system. ~ Wcu-1,-), ~ -

3. Does the US plan to develop a FOBS? 

A. Some years ago the US examined the desirability of the 

system and decided that the disadvantages were overriding. We have 

no intention of revising this decision, but we would in no way feel 

ourselves constrained by the Space Treaty f'rom such a deployment if 

we concluded that it was in our interest. 

2 



4. In view of the drawbacks, 'Why are the Soviets developing 

this system? 

A. They may, of course, come to the same conclusion that 

we have and never deploy these weapons • 

. Some years ago, however, they may have considered that this 

system offered a means of attacking elements of the US bomber force 

by surprise by avoiding the US radar warning system, which would 

otherwise alert the bombers allowing them to become airborne and so 

reach safety. Our new radars obviate this possibility. 

3 



3 . 1 1 I< j . , , . .,, 

November 8, 1967 

MEMORANDU:M FOR M.R. ROSTOW 

Subject: FOBS and the Outer Space Treaty 

I n.grec with Ed Welsh's basic point in the attached memo that the 
fundamental reason FOBS is not in violation of the Oute:r Space Treaty 
is that there is no evidence that it was carrying a nuclear warhead. I 
do not, however, agree with his additional technical point that a FOBS 
is in orbit within the meaning of the Treaty. 

Incidentally, the confusion on this ioeue appears to have been created 
in part by the fact that ~1cNamara was quoted (as reported by Ed Weloh) 
out of context. 1Vbile McNamara's statement was otill not very clear, 
what he actually said, in answer to a question as to whether this was 
a violation of the Outer Space Treaty, was: 

11 No. They have agreed not to place wa.rheads in 
full o.rbit. That is why this is a fractional orbit. not 
a full orbit, and therefore not a violation of that agree­
ment. 11 

.t\1.1:icle IV of the Outer Space Treaty states: 

' 
1States Partiea to the Treaty undertake not to 

E1!:ce in orbit around the earth any objects carrying 
nuclear weaEons or any otho1· kinda oi weapons 0£ mass 
destruction, install such weapons on celestial bodies, 
or station such weapons in outer space in any other 
manner. . •. 11 

It is completely clear irom. the wording 0£ the Article that it ia meant 
to prohibit 11 carrying nuclear weapons. 11 It does ~in any way pro­
hibit the development or even the testing of ayatem.o capable of carry­
ing nuclear weapono. It is certainly implicit from the wording, "place 
in orbit around tho earth, 11 that the Article was meant to cover systems 
that would orbit the earth at least once and presumably many tim.es. 
Considering the legislative history oi the Treaty, the threat that it 

i 



sought to outlaw wa.o clearly tbAt of stationing of nuclear weapons in 
space as a terr-or or blackmail threat during peacetime. The T:reaty 
a~ei.fically a.voided dealing with the qucetio11 of military dellwlo/ 
systems auf;b. as lCBMs which might go lnto space. 

Ed Welsh rnakos an interesting technical point that a FOBS has in fact 
been placed in an orbit (as its name indicates). However, I believe 
that it is cletu- that tt was not the m~g or intent of Artie.le IV 
to covei-- this case. For Treaty purposes FOBS uhould be conoidored 
as an extension of the ICBM problem. At tho same time. 1 think 
McNamara. aud hio i.nterp:retors have confuaed the issue and possibly 
created a pi•oblcm for us by making such a sharp diotinct:ion between 
a FOBS and a MOBS since the Soviet system in clearly capable of 
multiple orbits. A AiOBS wow.d also clearly not be in violation of the 
Treaty unless it contained a nuclear weap~. However, in making a 
majo~ point of the diattnction between FOBS and 1'10BS. we are at 
least suggesting that a MOBS wQUld be a Treaty violati-en. I do not 
believe we have really thought through how we would deal with a future 
Soviet MOBS firing in tho absence of any evidence that it contains a 
nucleat' warhead. I would therefore recomJ'nend soft pedalling this 
point until we know where we are going. 

I ha.vo discussed the problem with Len Meeker, Ray Garthoff, and Mort 
Halperin, and I believe all wo-uld ag~oc with my interpretation of the 
Treaty. I have a.oked lSA Md 0/PM to prepare a cable of instructions 
to the field on tbie eubject. I believe that tho preparation and clearance 
o£ this cable will help clear up the policy iosue on this queatio11. Al­
though I have not yet seen the tr-anacript., I understand that Nitze' s 
testimony on Monday before tho J~int Committee bu helped clea:r up 
the confusion on the relation of FOBS to the Outer Spa-ce Treaty. . 

Spurgeon Keeny 

Attachment: 
Returned - Welsh memo dtd 11/4 

SMKeeny: jb:11-8-67 
bee: SMK file and chron 

CE,YJ>rN ''/ 1 
Del'd by jb to ln -1:00pm, 11-8. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE COUNCIL ~ ,,_;j­
WASHINGTON 20502 ...-~,•~~ 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

November 4, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE WALT ROSTOW 

Subject: FOBS 

I have not yet seen the actual transcript of Secretary McNamara's 
press conference in which he is reported to have spoken at length 
regarding a Soviet fractional orbit bombardment system. However, 
from what I have read in the newspaper and on the AP ticker, I 
would have to register disagreement with the interpretation regarding 
the space treaty. 

The Secretary is reported as having said, "This is a fractional orbit, 
not a full orbit, and therefore not a violation of that agreement. 11 

Article 4 of the treaty says nothing about a "full orbit. 11 Rather, it 
expresses a prohibition against placing weapons of mass destruction 
"in orbit around the earth ••• on celestial bodies ••• or in outer 
space in any other manner." 

Obviously, if the Soviet system contains no warhead, putting the object 
into space is not a violation of the treaty. Just as obvious, however, 
if an object is put into space with a warhead of mass destruction, it 
is violating the treaty. 

It is incorrect to conclude that a space object has not at•tained orbit 
until it has made a complete revolution of the earth. Once having been 
launched, a spacecraft is in orbit as soon as it atitains an altitude and 
speed which would permit it to, make a complete revolution of the earth. 
To bring down such an object before it has made a complete revolution 
does not amend in any regard a statement that it was an object in orbit 
around the earth. 

'~ ..... (;l. -_ 
·E. C. Welsh ,.,' 

tr.r .-··-----------+-·--·"'•'* ______. +• ·····• -- ' 
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Bt'LLET IN 

WAS~INGTON CAP) - SECRE TARY OF DEFENSE ROEEBI S1 ~ ~NA!~~~~~ 

~ y THE RUSS IANS HAV E BEEN TESTI NG AN A~PPuw.MIIM~~{.6,A,&Mol,,--­

SYSTE¥ ~HICH CONCEI VABLY COULD BE CO MBAT- READY NEXT YEAR . 
WE4 t 4P£S NOV 3 
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127 , 
WASHINGTON•-AOO RUSSIAN 80"'8 

1

( t 26 )
HE TOLD A NEWS CONFERENCE "I• MNOT CONCERN£o,• 8£CAUSE THE 

UNITED STATES IS BEGINNING TO PUT INTO OPERAT I ON AN OVER•TH£•HORIZON 
RADAR TO FOIL TkE ORB ITAL BOMBS • ABIL ITY TO AVOID D£TECTION 
SY THE EARLY VARNING RADAR, WHICH WAS DESIGNED TO WATCH FOR 
IHTF.RCONTIN.ENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE OR 801".B.C:R ATTACK. • 

~CNA~ARA SAID HE BELIEVES THE ORBITAL SYSTE~ IS INTENDED AS A 
WEAPON AGAINST AMERICAN BOMBER BASES RATHER THAN CITIES. 

"V£ HAVE SYSTEr.S THAT ARE CAPABLE OF D!STROY I NO SATELL ITES OR 
OBJECTS IN ORBIT, SHOULD THAT B£COME NECESSARY,• MCNAMARA SAID. 

HOWEVER, HE ACKNOVLEDGED THERE IS NO WAY NOW TO PROTECT ANERICAN 
CITIES IF THEY SHOULD BE TH£ TA RGET • 

. .. · } AND HE SAlO THAT "V£RY DEFINITELY" THE UNITED STATES I S RELY IN G 
;;;;,.'·., •.· ,, THE f'.NOR~OUS POWER or ITS MORE THAN 1,000 INTERCONTINENTAL . 

0$SlLES, Y;ORE THAN 650 SUBMARIN£- LAUNCH£D MISSILtS AN D SOME 600 
:: 
, 

G•RANA£ BOMBERS TO DETER ANY SOV I ET ATTACK . . 
.. ~CNA~ARA SAID .TH£ RUSSIAN ORBITAL BONB PROBABLY COULD LAUNCH A 

W~RHEAD YITH THE ·BtAST POWER OF FROM ONE TO THREE ~llLION TONS 
OF TNT. HE ADDED,. THAT AS FAR AS CAN BE LEARNED IT VOULD NOT HAVE 
ANY ~ULTIPtE VRHE~DS WHICH COULD BE TARGETED AGAINST A NUMBER OF 
DIFYERENT OBJECTIVES AT THE SAME TIME. 

THE SYSTE,s THAT ~CNAMARA SAID COULD BE USED AGAINST HOST ILE 
SAT£llITFS ARE A NIKE ZEUS ANTIBALLlSTlC MISS I LE INSTALLATION 
AND A THOR MISSILE SITE, BOTKIN THE ~I O-PACIFIC. 

BUTH! ACKNOWL£00£D THEY COULD PROVIDE ONLY LIMITED COVERAGE. 
MCNA,ARA SAID THERE WOULD BE A MAX I~ U~ OF 15 "INUTES WARNIN G 

tr~r--ABOUT TH£ SAME ~AXlMUN THAT CAN NOW BE EXPECTED AGAINST A I 

LONG RAN9£ ~ISS llE ATTACK . 
VE-42~PES NOV 3 

12F 
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00 WTE 10 
DE WTE 2305 

FROM SECRETARY P!CNAMARA 
TO THE PRESIDENT 
INFO GEORGE CHRIS! IAN 
CITE CAP67899 . . /" 
S g N F I B E N T I A L 

:OCTOBER 28• ·1957 ~.f/1 
MEl'IORAt«>lJII FOR THE PRESIDENT _ · y/'/4 f~ ~ 
FOR SOME TIME WE HAVE OBSERVED SOVIET TEST CONSISTENT ITH THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF A FRACTIONAL mBITAL BOfllBARDPIENT SYsrE (FOBS>. 
THE Mosr RECENT ttsrs SEEM TO CONFIRl'I INTELLIGENCE EVIDENCE THAT 
THE 9'.>VIET IS MOVING IN THAT DIRECT ION. 

THE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS HAVE ASKED FOR BRIEFINGS FROPI THE 
DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY; WE HAVE FROVIDED THOSE BRIEFINGS. 
WE ANTICIPATED THAT THERE WOULD BE LEAKS TO THE PRESS AND SOPJE 
OF THOSE LEAKS ARE BEGINNING TO APPERAR. 

WE THINK, THEREFORE, THAT WE SHOULD INITIATE A srATE1"ENT ON 
THE SOVIET TESTS RATHER THAN WAITING TO HAVE THE INFORl'tATION 
DRAGGED FROM US. ATTACHED IS THE S!ATEMENT VE PROPOSE TO RELEASE. 
I WANTED YOU TO HAVE A COPY BEFORE IT IS PUT OUT. 

SIGNID: ROBERT s. MCNAMARA 

DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12958 Sec. 3.5 

L S 001 
By~ ~ NARA, Date /-/~-~ 

PRESERVA 10 t!rn»v 



DRAFT FRESS RELEASE 

&>V !ET FR ACT ION AL ORB IT AL BOPIBARDMENf · SYSTEM 

IN ORDER TO PROTECT OlJR INI'ELLIGENCE-GATHER ING ETHOOS, WE 
HAVE ACTED WITH GREAT CARE OVER THE LAST SEVEN TEARS IN DISCUSSING 
INFORMATION COLLECTED BY THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. MOVE VER, 
WE HAVE NOT HESITATED TO RELEASE INTELLIGENCE DATA WHEN VE 
HAVE THOtJHrr THAT IT WAS IN THE BEsr INTERESTS OF THE NATION 
TO DO SO. 

ONE EXAPLE OF THIS IS THE INFCJH1AT ION ON THE SOVIET UNION 
SI'RATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCE. TmOUGH MY ANNUAL POSTURE - STATEMENTS TO 
CONGRESS, AND AT VARIOUS OTHER TIMES, WE HAVE DEC1.ASSIFIED 
INFORMATION ON THE SOVIET STRATEGIC FmCE IN ORDER TO HD.P 
EXPLAIN NUCLEAR ISSUES OF MAJOR IMP~TANCE TO 01.fi PEOPLE 
AND om ALLIES. .,., 

SifllILARL Y, WE HAVE PUBLICIZED UNFRECEDENTED AMOUNTS OF 
INFORMATION ON u. S. STRATEGIC. FORCES. OF COURSE THIS GIVES 
INFORM AT ION OF VAL OE TO THE POTENI' IAL ENEMY. BtJr OUR DETERRENCE 
REsrs NOT ONL y ON om CAP.ABILITY TO DESTROY ANY ATTACKER BUT 
ALSO ON THE ENEl'JY9 S KNOWLEDGE THAT WE HAVE THAT CAPABILITY 
AND THAT WE HAVE THE WILL TO USE IT. 

I WOULD LIKE TODAY TO DISCUSS WITH YOU CERTAIN INTELLIGENCE 
INFORM AT ION WHICH WE HAVE COLLECTED ON A SERIES OF SPACE SYSTEM 
FLIGHT TEsrs BEING CONDUCTED BY THE SOVIET UNION. 

AS YOU KNOW, AN INTERCONTINENI'AL BALLISTIC l'JISSILE CICBM) 
NORMALLY DOES NOT GO INTO ORB IT BUl' RATHER FOLLOWS A BALLISTIC 
TRAJECTORY FROM LAUNCH POINT TO Il'IPACT POINT. IT REACHES A 
PEAK ALTITUDE OF PERHAPS 8~0 [tl!LES ON THIS TRAJECl'ORY. 

AS tom AS TWO YEARS AGO, VE OBSERVED THAT THE SOVIETS HAD 
INITIATED TESTS INVOLVING A DIFFERENT TYPE OF TRAJEC!ORY OF 
MUCH LOWER AlT IT U) E. 

INFORMATION WE NOW HAVE CAUSES US TO ACCEPT THE LIKELIHOOD THAT 
IN THOSE LOWER ALTITUDE TESTS THE SOVIETS VERE WORKING ON 
&>METHING WE HAVE CALLED A FRACTIONAL ORBITAL BOMBARDMENT 
SYSTEM (FOBS) • 

lR..IKE THE ICBM WHICH FCLLOWS A BALLISf IC TRAJECI'ORY, THE _ 
• VEHICLE LAUNCHED IN A FRACTIONAL ORB ITAL BOMBARDPIENT MODE IS 

FIRED INTO A VERY LOW ORBIT ABOUT UJ0 flfILES ABOVE THE EARTH• S 
ATMOSPHERE. AT A GIVEN POINT -- GENERALLY BEFORE THE FIRST ORBIT 
IS COMPLETE -- A ROCKET .ENGINE IS FIRED- WHICH- SLOVS.-DOVN ' 
THE PAYLOAD AND CAUSES IT TO DROP our OF ORBIT. THE PAYLOAD 
THEN FOLLOWS A RE-ENTRY PATH SIMILAR TO THE RE-ENTRY OF A 
BALL I ST IC llf ISSILE. 

EVEN NOW IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO BE CERTAIN OF WHAT THESE TESTS 
REPRESENT. IT IS CONCEIVABLE THAT THE SOVIET UNION HAS BEEN 
TESTING SPACE VEHICLES FOR SOME RE-ENTRY PROGRAM. IT IS ALSO 
POSSIBLE THAT THE RUSSIANS ARE CONDUCTING TESTS OF SOl'IE SORT 
OF POSI'-STR IKE RECONNAISSANCE SYSTEM. BUI' WE SUSPECT THAT 
THE RUSSIANS ARE Pt.RSUING THE RESEARCH AND DEVELOP1'1ENT OF A 
FOBS. IF THIS TmNs our TO BE TRUE, IT IS CONCEIVABLE THAT 
THEY COtLD ACHIEVE AN INITIAL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY DURING 
1968. 



SCJl!E YEARS AGO WE Olfl5'ELVES EXAMINED THE DESIRABILITY OF THE 
FOBS AND THERE WAS AGREEMENT AMONG CIVILIAN AND Mil..ITARY LEADERS 
THAT THE SYSfEM OFFERED NO AD VANT AGES TO THE UNITED STATES. 
WHil..E DEVELOPMENT OF IT COtl.D BE INITIATED AT ANY TIME FOR 
RELATIVELY RAPID DEPLPYPJENT, om ANALYSES CONCLUDE IT WOULD 
NOT IMPROVE 01.R STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE POSTURE AND CONSEQUENTLY 
WE HAVE NO INTENTION OF REVISISNG THE DECISION PIADE TEARS AGO. 

LIKE ANY OTHER WEAPONS SYSfEM, THE FOBS OFFERS BOTH ADVANTAGES 
AND DISADVANTAGES OVER TRADITIONAL ICBMS. IN OUR OPINION, THE 
DISADVANTAGES FAR OUTWEIGH THE ADVANTAGES. 

THE MAIN ADVANTAGE IS THAT SOME TRAJECTORIES OF A FOBS WOULD, 
BECAUSE OF THE LOW ALTITtDE OF THEIR ORBITS~ AVIOD DETECT ION 
BY 9'.JME EARLY WARNING RADARS, INCLOOING OUR BMEWS. A SECOND 
IS THAT THE IMPACT POINT CANNOT BE DETERMINED UNTIL IGNITION 
OF THE ROCKET ENGINE THAT DEBOOSTS THE PAYLOAD-OUT OF ORBIT -­
ROOOHL Y THREE MINOTES AND 500 MILES FROPI THE TARGET. WHILE 
THE VEHICLE IS IN ORBIT, IT "1AY BE DIFFICULT TO DETERMINE WHETHER 
IT IS A WEAPON OR A SATELLITE. ALSO, THE FLIGKI' TIME IS AS 
MUCH AS 10 MINUTES SHORTER THAN AN ICBfll. 

FOR THE5'E POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES, 5'EVERE PENALTIES ARE PAID 
IN TWO CRITICAL AREAS -- ACCURACY AND PAYLOAD. THE ACCURACY. OF THE 
&lV IET ICBM MODIFIED TO A FOBS WEAPON WOtn.D BE SIGNIFICANTLY 
LESS AND THE PAYLOAD OF THE FOBS VEHIC1.E WOULD BE A FRAC'f ION 
OF THE ICBM. 

THE FOBS WEAPON WOt.n.D NOT BE ACCURATE ENOOOH FOR A SATISFACTORY 
ATTACK UPON UNITED STATES MINUTEMEN Miss·n.Es, FROTECTED IN 
THEIR SILOS. PERHAPS THE SOVIETS MIGHf FEEL IT COULD PROVIDE 
A SURPRISE NUCLEAR STRIKE AGAINST UNITED STATE~ SOFT LAND TAR GETS 
SUCH AS BOMBER BASES. 

HOWEVER, 5'EVERAL YEARS AGO, ANTICIPATING SUCH A CAPABil..ITY, 
WE INITIATED THE DEPLOYMENT OF EQUIPMENTS TO DENY THIS 
CAPABil..ITY. FOR EXAMPLE, WE HAVE OVER-THE-HORIZON RADAR, 
POSSESSING A GREATER CAPABILITY OF DETECTING FOBS THAN DOES 
BMEWS, AND GIVING US PIORE WARNING TIME AGAINSf A FtLL-SCAI..E 
ATTACK USING FOBS MISSILES THAN BMEVS GIVES AGAINSf A HEAVY 
ICBM LAUNCH. 

OUR •oETERRENTn RES'fS UPON Ol.R ABILITY TO ABSORB ANY S~PRISE 
NUCLEAR ATTACK AND TO RETALIATE WITH SUFFICIENT STRENGTH TO 
DES'fROY THE ATTACKING NATION AS A VIABLE -SOCIETY. WITH THREE­
MINUTE WARNING, 15-MINUTE WARNING OR NO WARNING AT ALL, VE 
CAN STILL ABSORB A SURPRI5'E ATTACK AND SfRIKE BACK WITH 
SUFFICIENT POWER TO DES'fROY THE ATTACKER. WE HAVE THAT CAPABILITY 
TODAY; WE WD..L CONT 1Nt£ TO HAVE IT IN THE Ft1I'URE. 

DTG 281926Z OCT 67 
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-&ECRET 

October 17, 1967 

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. E. C. WELSH 

Subject: Soviet One-Orbit Space Operations 

The October 16, 1967, TIMES article by Evert Clark, concerning 
the possible significance of the recent flurry of Soviet one -orbit space 
operations, may mislead the readers. 

The orbits used in these te~ts have an apogee of about 115 n. miles, 
a perigee of 73 n. miles, an inclination of 49. 6°, and a period of about 
87. 8 minutes. The launch is conducted from Tyuratam in a due east 
direction. The Recovery takes place just prior to completing one orbit 
at Kapustin Yar. The following discussion identifies a variety of 
possible test objectives for these operations. 

Possibility I - (Fractional) Orbital Bombardment System 
Such a system could approach every target on the surface of the 
earth from any direction. While the information available on 

_the~ests is not necessarily in conflict with this objective, the 
7 ( SL-11 launch vehicle, as modified for these tests, does not have 

· 1ne-p-ayload carrying capability to carry this payload in a weapon 
system, With a launch due east, this vehicle thrusts until iuel 
exhaustion. In order to strike targets in the United States, a 
launch to the north or south is needed. This reduce~ the earth 
rotation advantage inherent in an easterly launch. Therefore, 
an upgraded or new launch vehicle will be needed to make this 
system operational. Such a change requires a n1ajor launch 
vehicle-payload integration task. 

Contrary Arguments . -
1. In the absence of a northward viewing U. S. ABM system, no 

plausible void exists in the Soviet weapon spectrum which could 
be filled by a FOBS. 

2. The need to substitute a new or modified launch vehicle for 
operational deployment raises. a serious question of why the 
recent flurry of tests. 



Possibility II - Low Altitude Ballistic Missile System 
Such a system would use an orbital or near-orbital velocity, 
low 100 n. mile altitude trajectory and then de-o'l"bit as the 

. warhead approaches the target area from the· usual minimum­
distance trajectory direction. A weapon of this type could 
evade early detection by BMEWS and thereby reduce the warning 
time available to the U. S. to launch its counter strike. This 
would presumably increase the probability of destroying the 

U. S. missiles while still in their silos. 

Contrary Arguments - The need to retro-thrust during the 
re-entry phase increases the complexity of the vehicle system 
and the operation, theroeby degrading its accuracy, and increasing 
the probability of missing the target. 

Possibility III - A Penetration-Aids Development or Other Warhead 
Re-entry Development Program 
The United States has been conducting an extensive Penetration 
Aids and Warhead Re-entry Development Programs by launching 

. re-entry test payloads into the highly instrumented Kwajalein complex. 
The Soviets have no long range test target complex with equivalent 
instrumentation. Therefore, in order to conduct tests of this type, 
it may be necessary to bring the test re-entry body all the way 
around the globe and conduct the actual experimental measurements 
near the highly instrumented Kapustin Yar launch complex. 

Contrary Arguments - Intelligence sources, to my knowledge, 
have not detected signals which support this possibility. The low 
altitude of the final phase of the re-entry operation may preclude 
this detection. 

Possibility IV :. Earth Re -entry System Development for Lunar 
Operations _ 
Because of the high northern latitude of the Soviet mainland and 
the primary lunar tracking and control station in Crimea, the 
Soviets have an exceedingly difficult problem in their prospective 
lunar return operation. Because of the particular moon-earth 
geometry, a ballistic re-entry to earth favors landing in the 
lower latitudes. A landing in the Soviet Union requires shooting 
for a very narrow re-entry window. If the window is "over-shot," 

,.. 
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a retro-fire can save the operation. If the window is "under-shot, 11 

the landing will fall short. The footprint of this probable landing 
area includes the Western Indian Ocean, the Arabian Sea, and the 
Soviet mainland to the north. Recent representations by the Soviets 
to the U. K. and Malagasy Republic indicate that they are concerned 
with the possibility of an emergency operation in this part of the 
Indian Ocean. 

Contrary Arguments - The signals intercepted during these one­
orbit operations indicate that the terminal phase uses instruments 
similar to or are the same as are being used during the warhead 
re-entry tests of the conventional ballistic missile systems. 

Conclusion - In order for the Soviets to conduct lunar return operations 
within the constraints imposed on them by geography, the earth-:noon 
geometry, their desire for land recovery in the Soviet mainland, and 
their restricted access to a global tracking system, I conclude that the 
most likely possibility is Possibility IV, the development of Earth 
Re-entry System for Lunar Ope rations. 

I 
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Mr. Goulding: Gentlemen, this is our normal Thursday backgrounder 
with a couple of exceptions: first, that we are holding it on Friday instead 
of Thursday, and second, we have a couple of announcements so the entire 
thing will be on the record. 

Secretary McNamara: We do have two announcements that I want to 
make. Afterwards I'll be happy to take your questions. The first relates 
to what we call a Fractional Orbital Bombardment System, and in connec­
tion with this I want to discuss with you certain intelligence information we 
have collected on a series of space system flight tests being conducted by 
the Soviet Union. These relate to the possible development by the Soviets 
of something which, as I say, we call a Fractional Orbital Bombardment 
System, that I'll hereafter refer to as FOBS -- a rather inelegant term. 

Let me distinguish the FOBS system from the traditional intercon­
tinental ballistic missile. An ICBM, as you know, normally does not go 
into orbit, but rather follows a ballistic trajectory from launch point to 
impact point. On this trajectory it reaches a peak altitude of about 800 
miles. 

Now, unlike the ICBM and this ballistic trajectory, the vehicle 
launched in a FOBS mode is fired into a very low orbit about 100 miles 
above the earth. At a given point -- generally before the first orbit is 
complete -- a rocket engine is fired which slows down the payload and 
causes it to drop out of orbit. The payload then follows a re-entry path 
similar to the re-entry of a ballistic missile. 

Even now it is impossible to be certain of what these Soviet tests 
represent. It is conceivable that the Soviet Union has been testing space 
vehicles for some re-entry program. But we suspect the Russians are 
pursuing the research and development of a FOBS. If this turns out to 
be true, it's conceivable that they could achieve an initial operational 
capability during the next year, 1968.. 
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Some years ago we ourselves examined the desirability of the FOBS 
system, and there was agreement among civilian and military leaders that 
there was .no need for our country to develop a FOBS system. While develop­
ment of it could be initiated at any time for relatively rapid deployment, 
our analyses conclude that it would not improve our strategic offensive 
posture and consequently we have no intention of revising the decision made, 
some years ago. 

Like other possible variations, the FOBS offers some characteristics 
which differw from traditional ICBMs. In our opinion, the disadvantages of 

':the FOBS system are overriding. 

Because of the low altitude of the FOBS' orbits, some of their trajec­
tories would avoid detection by some early warning radars, including our 
BMEWS. Also, the impact point cannot be determined until ignition of the 
rocket engine that deboosts the payload out of orbit -- and that occurs 
roughly three minutes and some 500 miles from the target. And the flight 
path can be as much as 10 minutes shorter than that of an ICBM. 

For these characteristics, severe penalties are paid in two critical 
areas - - accuracy and payload. The accuracy of the Soviet ICBM modified 
to a FOBS weapon would be significantly less, and the payload of the FOBS 
vehicle would be a fraction of the ICBM. 

The FOBS weapon would not be accurate enough for a satisfactory 
attack upon United States Minutemen missiles, protected in their silos. 
Perhaps the Soviets might feel it could provide a surprise nuclear strike 
against U.S. soft land targets such as bomber bases. 

However, several years ago, anticipating such Soviet capability, 
we initiated the deployment of equipment to deny that capability. For 
example, already we are beginning to use operationally over-the-horizon 
radars which possess a greater capability of detecting FOBS than do the 
BMEWS. These will give us more warning time against a full- scale attack 
using FOBS missiles than BMEWS does against a heavy ICBM launch. 

As you know, our deterrent rests upon our ability to absorb any 
surprise attack and to retaliate with sufficient strength to destroy the 
attacking nation as a viable society. With three-minute warning, a 15-
minute warning or no warning at all, we could still absorb a surprise 
attack and strike back with sufficient power to destroy the attacker. We 
have that capability today; and we'll continue to have it in the future. 

Now in the second announcement, I want to tell you that we have 
approved the name SENTINEL for the Chinese-oriented anti-ballistic 
missile system. Moreover, Lieutenant General Alfred D. Starbird, USA, 
has been named as the Army's System Manager for the Sentinel System. 
General Starbird is currently serving as Director of the Defense Commun­
ications Agency as you know. He 111 assume his new position on November 15. 
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The System when deployed will provide a defense against the Chinese 
ICBM force, (assuming they go ahead to deploy such a force), of the mid-
19101s. As System Manager, General Starbird will be responsible for the 
Sentinel I s development and deployment. 

His organization will have three main elements. The first will be 
the System Office in this area. It will be an el~ment of the Office, Chief 
of Staff of the Army. The second will be the Systems Command at Hunts­
ville, Alabama. They will develop, procure, and install the Sentinel 
System and the third element will be an Evaluation Agency with headquarters 
at the White Sands Missile Range, responsible for the evaluation, review 
and testing of the system. 

The Sentinel organization will be supported by existing Army agencies 
such as the Corps of Engineers, the Materiel Command, the Army Com­
munications Command, the Continental Army Command, and the Air Defense 
Command. 

The NIKE-X organization will continue separately from the Sentinel 
organization. NIKE-X will carry on research and development on systems, 
the objective of which would be to protect population centers against large­
scale attacks. The NIKE-X program will also design equipment to be used 
for tests of the penetration capabilities of our offensive missiles. Lieuten­
ant General Austin W. Betts, who as you know is Chief of Research and 
Development for the Army, will continue to be responsible for the NIKE-X 
~;t program. 

Now I will be happy to try to take your questions. 

Question: Of the two possibilities you mentioned in the FOBS 
announcement, either the development of FOBS or a new re-entry program 
for space, to which do you give the greater weight at this stage? 

Secretary McNamara: I think it more likely they are working on the 
Fractional Orbital Bombardment System than they are on new re-entry 
vehicles for space systems. It's too early to be absolutely sure, but the 
weight of evidence is in favor of the former. 

Question: Would this stimulate our effort in Bambi type of concepts 
as interception by satellite? 

Secretary McNamara: No, I think not. 
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Question: Why is that? 

Secretary McNamara: We have other ways of obtaining warning and 
the problem of protecting the population by destruction of the warhead as 
we have said before cannot be met by technology available to us today, 
taking account of the almost certain reaction of the Soviets to any ballistic 
missile defense that we would put up. 

Question: Mr . Secretary, is this the orbital bomb that the Russiarts 
themselves have referred to and if it is as bad as you say it is, sir, why 
on earth are they considering the thing,? I don't men to be facetious ... 

Secretary McNamara: Let me first say I don't know what they were 
referring to when Khrushchev made the statement. I believe it was Khrushchev 
who made the statement about an orbital bomb, I don't know whether this was 
what he had in mind or not. He didn't tell us, but secondly, why are they 
doing it? I think the most logical explanation is that we have maintained 
a very large bomber force in contrast to their bomber force, intercontin-
ental bomber force, and as you know, we have plans to continue to maintain 
such a force in the future. They have perhaps thought that this force was 
a problem to them and that they could reduce the effectiveness of the force 
by designing a weapon that would eliminate the warning that the force needs 
to survive. As you know, our bomber force is highly vulnerable to missile 
attacfc, and we have protected a percentage of the bomber force against 
missile attack by putting it on an alert status such that it could take off and 
advance into the atmosphere during the period of warning of the missile 
attack. That is the primary advantage of BMEWS. 

What the FOBS does is circumvent BMEWS. So if you were a Soviet 
planner, possibly concerned about the bomber element of our force, this 
might be one action you would take to meet that threat. 

We countered their action with a reaction which is our over-the -
horizon radar to recapture the warning time necessary to preserve a 
portion of our bomber force. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, some of us met this morning with Senator 
Jackson and he brought up this Fractional Orbital device problem, and he 
is not all as sanguine as you are about our ability to detect. In fact, he 
made that statement it would completely confound our defense and would 
come in by the back door. Do you have any comment on that? 
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Secretary McNamara: He hasn't sai~ that to me so I don't want to 
try to read what was in his mind, but we do have as I say an over-the­
horizon radar system which we have been working on for some time, which 
we are beginning to use operationally at the pre sent time and which will be 
fully operational early next year. And which does provide warning of poten­
tial attacks of this kind. Whether he is aware of that or remembered it when 
he made the statement he did, I can't say. Perhap·s he can raise the ques­
tion again. Mr. Nitze is appearing in public session before his Committee 
on the subject of ABMs ·on Monday. 

Question: What you have on your hands he re - - I know what the head­
lines are going to be -- that they have a three-minute bomb. It's not going 
to make any difference about whether it's .aimed at a soft target like our 
bombers, as far as the American public is going to be concerned, is pos­
sibly a terror weapon. Is this the kind of irresponsible act that perhaps 
th,e German scientists did on the V-2 when they were sending these things 
over London? 

Secretary McNamara: I think any such headline, of course, would 
be a false statement of the characteristics of the weapon and a misleading 
indication to the American people of the character of that weapon, This is 
a less accurate, less efficient weapon than the intercontinental ballistic 
missile. It does have the characteristics of flying, if you call it that, at 
an altitude and in certain areas of space such that it perhaps \\0 uld not be 
detected by our Ballistic Missile Early Warning System. In anticipating 
that possibility several years ago, we developed a supplementary warning 
system -- the over-the-horizon radar. I recall speaking of it publicly, 
I believe in 1964, so we 1ve had it under development for a long period of 
time fore:xa.ctly this purpose. It's becoming operational at the present 
time, it will be fully operational before their FOB system is in effect, 
and therefore the FOB system is just what we indicated - - a system in 
which the disadvantages far outweigh the advantages as far as the attacker 
is concerned. 

Question: There are four parts to this. (a). does this make an attack 
from over the South Pole far more likely? (b). how long have we known 
about their development of the FOBS? (c) where are they testing it? 
{d) what do we think of it as our main defensive weapon against it - - the 
Thor-based system you referred to in '64, anti-satellite, or the NIKE-X? 

Secretary McNamara: Taking the last one first, as we have said 
before, we don't believe that there is a defense today in their hands or ours 
against a large-scale intercontinental ballistic attack on population centers. 
That, of course, is why we decided against deployment of an anti-ballistic 
missile system designed to protect population centers against heavy missile 

attacks. 
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Secondly, it's only been in the past month or two that we've seen 
enough evidence of testing to lead us to believe that~ s more likely than 
not that these space shots are associated with a FOB system in contrast 
to a possible re-entry development of the space system. 

Thirdly, where are they testing from? I'd rather not discuss that. 
It exposes some of our intelligence gathering information. 

Fourthly, does this make an attack from the south more likely than 
not? I think not because there are severe penalties, as I have indicated, 
they pay for a FOBS orbit, A FOBS orbit need not come from the south. 
It could come from the north. But in any case, where it's to ·come from 
the south, it would be far less efficient way of delivering their warhead 
than an intercontinental missile trajectory, and I think that if they were 
to use it, it would be a specialized form of attack against such soft targets 
as, such time-urgent soft targets, as bomber bases. 

Question: Will you go into why you are announcing it at this point? 
Is it in some way an effort to convey something to the Russians? 

Secretary McNamara: No. It's only been in the last month or two 
that we've seen enough tests, enough evidence of tests, to lead us to this 
oonclusion, and it's only been in the matter of the past few days that we've 
finished classified briefings on the subject of Congressional Committees. 
It was quite appropriate, therefore, I think, that we announce it publicly 
at this time, 

Question: Could you describe how far along they are, Mr. Secretary, 
in an advanced stage of experimentation? 

Secretary McNamara: As I indicated to you, we think it could be­
come operational, if they choose to deploy it, sometime in 1968. 

Question: Is this tied in with the 7 Cosmos shots in the past week? 
Are they related? 

Secretary McNamara: I don't think they are related. 

Question: Are these connected with the myste?-:Yshots? 

Secretary McNamara: Let me just take this. I'll come to you next. 

Question: I was going to ask that, too, Also, what do you estimate 
the payload is of these things? In terms of megatons? 
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Secretary McNamara: I don't whether to give that out or not. I'd 
say one to three megatons. 

Question: Are they multi-warheads, sir? 

Secretary McNamara: No. 

Question: Is our third stage, the new stage for the .•..... sufficient 
to counteract this? 

Secretary McNamara: The Chinese-oriented ABM system is designed 
1X> protect against a Chinese attack in the mid-70s and not a Soviet attack. 

Question: We are developing a new third stage against the FOBS 
system? 

Secretary McNamara: The Chinese-oriented ABM system is designed 
to effect against the Chinese and not against the Soviets. Yes? 

Question: I asked earlier whether these recent space shots were 
described as so-called mysterryshots that we were not discussing, were those 
so-called FOBS tests, there were about eight or nine:? 

Secretary McNamara: let me ask Phil to check this. I'm not entirely 
sure that I know which shots you 're talking about - - the mystery shots. Well 
let me ask Phil to ask the question. I don't think of these shots as mystery 
shots. I hope there aren't any mysteries. 

Question: Talking about over-the-horizon radar and warning. What 
kind of warning will you be able to get if this takes only about a few minutes 
for the warhead to come down? 

Secretary McNamara: We will have warning of the movement to us, 
toward us, of •... objects. 

Question: How will we know if it is one of the FOBS? 

Secretary McNamara: When we see the kind of the FOBS attack that would 
be designed against our model bases, we'll know it's that, it's a FOBS, and 
over-the -horizon radar. 

Question: .•.. Do you have this over-the-horizon radar deployed­
all around the city too? 
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Secretary McNamara: The over-the-horizon radar warns of the 
incoming objects whether they be targets against cities or bombers. 
There's no particular reason for them to use a FOBS as opposed to an 
ICBM against the· city. The only purpose of using FOBS instead of ICBM's 
would be to avoid the warning, reduce the warning time and this becomes 
important only in relation to time-urgent targets. Cities aren't going 
to move in the next ten minutes, we can't do anything to move them. The 
bombers can move and we can act to move them and its this characteristic 
of the target that leade to this choice of weapon to be used against it and 
we counter that charge as I say by a new type of warning that recaptures 
the warning time. 

Question: But my question sir is do you have enough of this over 
the horizon radar to protect the countries residents --

Secretary McNamara: To warn of attacks on any part of the country 
and the answer is yes. 

Question: Mr. McNamara, is it possible, though..... I want to get 
one thing straight on this thing, when you speak of an orbit, Is it possible 
for them to put this thing up in orbit and go around and around the earth 
several times before they fire this rocket off? 

Secretary McNamara: The answer it is possible, but there is no 
advantage to it. As a matter of fact, there is a penalty to them for doing 
that. It exposes the weapon to destruction, it's a violation of an- agreement 
they've entered into, it gives additional warning and for all of these reasons 
it's a very unlikely tactic. 

Question: But if this thing is capable of orbit, how are you going to 
know when they put this thing up and it starts orbiting that they are not 
simply orbiting some sort of satellite and that they are actually orbiting 
a FOBS. Couldn't they orbit this thing, let it go around once, and then 

fire the damn thing off. And you only have 3 minutes warning. 

Secretary McNamara: And of course it isn't one you are thinking 
about. One is of no value to them. We have roughly 40 SAC bomber bases. 
It would take a very substantial number of warheads targeted on those 
bases to destroy them and quite clearly they are not going to put that sub­
stantial number X into orbit. 

Question: Mr. Secretary, you said they were destroyable? What 
would you destroy them with? 
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Secretary McNamara: We have systems that are capable of destroying 
them -- Satellites. We can put objects in orbit if that becomes desirable 
or necessary. 

Question: Sir . . . 

Secretary McNamara: Let me take someone e.lse, yes. 

Question: On the over-the-horizon radar, I understand this is one 
of the first developments in which we were actually using it as we were 
developing it, What I want to get clear is whether this is what you mean 
by saying it has become operational and also is it still confined to the test 
area - - whether it be Florida or wherever? 

Secretary McNamara: No. The over-the-horizon radar has been 
in development for several years. In a test made, we have been actually 
using it to - -

Question: Where is that? 

Secretary McNamara: We don't disclose the sites of it. 

Question: Is this airborne radar? 

Secretary McNamara: No. Ground-based radar. A ground-based 
system. I'm not going to discuss any more than I have. It has been in 
development for a number of years. It's been in use as a test system for 
a number of years, measuring and obtaining flight information on Soviet 
launches for that period of time, and within the last 60 days - - am I right 
on that - - within the last 60 days we've put it in the operational status. I'ts 
not yet fully operational. It won't be fully operational until February of next• 
year. 

Question: Can I ask you a question of •. 

Secretary McNamara: I'll take this one. 

Question: What kind of warning time does it give us on the FOBS? 

Secretary McNamara: Roughly the same as the BMEWS. Slightly 
more, but roughly the same. 

Question: Fifteen minutes? 
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Secretary McNamara: Roughly fifteen minutes. 

Question: On the warhead itself, just to get it into perspective, 
you say that the payload of the FOBS would be a fraction of the ICBM 
and you put•the act.ual as between one and three megaton, Isn't that 
about equivalent to Polaris or Minuteman? 

Secretary McNamara: They have to ase a very large launch vehicle, 
and the large launch vehicle would carry larger warhead on an inter­
continental ballistic missile flight. But you degrade the capability in order 
to use it for this purpose, and you degrade it in two respects,· One, as 
in reducing the payload, and the other, and far more important, degrada­
tion, is in reducing the accuracy. 

Question: Well, actually the warheads would be equal to our own 
warheads? 

Secretary McNamara: Yes, roughly so. The accuracy, of course, 
is far, far less than our warheads and therefore the destruction .capability 
which is a function of accuracy and payload is far, far less. 

Question: As a follow-up on that, would they be capable of using 
MIRV in these bombs to get really messed up, multiple warheads in the 
bombs? And why couldn't they increase the accuracy? 

Secretary McNamara: They have a number of inaccurate objects, 
possibly. 

Question: Can 1t they increase - - just like everything else is per­
fected, just increases accuracy where it would be. 

Secretary McNamara: The length of the flight and the characteristic 
of the orbit - - they will never be able to get the accuracy in this kind of a 
system that they could get, applying the same technology to an intercon­
tinental ballistic missile system. The object, therefore, is to reduce 
warning time. That's ~fty · you sacrifice payload, why you sacrifice 
accuracy, and our counter to that, as I say, is to develop a new warning 
system. I am correct in saying, Phil, Dan, and I announced this in 1964, 
am I not? 

Mr. Goulding: It was before I was on board, sir. 

Question: How do they get them in orbit? Doesn't that imply 
improved accuracy? 
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Secretary McNamara: No. Low orbit is one of the things that takes 
additional power. 

Question: Isn't that a new re-entry vehicle? 

Question: There are so many important questions asked about this 
today, won't you please give us a little more time and a few more ques­
tions? 

Secretary McNamara: No, I have a terribly busy day, Let me 
just take this question here, I can't answer the question of yours about 
the new re-entry vehicle, but Phil, will you get the answer to that? 

Question: Will your satellite observation station network at Hawaii 
and •....... , will they be able to identify those objects? 

Secretary McNamara: These objects are identified by the over-the­
horiz on radar system, the sites qf which aJe classified, and I just don''t 
want to get into a discussion that throws any light at all on where these 
sites are, or the character of the over-the-horizon system. 

Question: Your whole presentation here seems to be based on the 
assumption that the Russians don't think much of our over-the-horizon 
radar, If this thing works, then it knocks the hell out of their reason 
for using it. 

Secretary McNamara: It negates the advantage that they may have 
hoped to get from it. It's exactly the reason why we decided not to go 
ahead with it. On the other hand, they are faced with the bomber threat 
that is very substantial and they are quite clearly taking action to counter 
that bomber threat, There's no question but what if you are sitting in the 
Soviet shoes and you look at our bomber force as it has been, and as it 
is, and as it will be, it's a much larger bomber force than they have. 

Question: We're not developing a new bomber? 

Secretary McNamara: We have today how many bombers? 

Voice: 600. 

Secretary McNamara: 500 to 600? How many are we going to have 
tomorrow? 

Question: We're phasing out the B-52.s. 
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Secretary McNamara: Oh, no, we 're going to have hundreds of bombers 
as far in the future as any of you can look.•.. If you are looking at this 
problem from a Soviet point of view, you are going to be concerned about 
it. Particularly you would have been concerned about it 4 or 5 years ago. 
I don't think there is any doubt but that is what is behind the Tallinn system. 
For our planning, we must assume the Tallinn system has an ABM capa­
bility. There!s an uncertainty whether it does or doesn't. But its' very 
clear indeed that it is an advanced air defense system. It was designed 
to take account of the stated plans of the United States to maintain a large 
bomber force for a number of years. So it's very clear that our decision 
to maintain a bomber force has led to their reaction. 

There's no argument about that. This is simply another illustration 
of the theme I tried to advance in San Francisco, that in strategic force 
planning, action leads to reaction. It's absolutely fundamental to each 
party that they maintain a deterrent, so long as technology and financial 
capability permits, and technology and financial capability both the Soviets 
and the U.S. make possible the reaction of one to the action of the other. 
So this is - - you are seeing it every day. You see it in our action, Our 
Posiedon is in part a reaction to their potential ABM force, we said so at 
the time we introduced the Posiedon into the research and development 
program two or three years ago; we said it again when we introduced it 
into the deployment schedule this past year. 

You can continue to expect that, and this is the reason why this 
government so strongly believes that it is in our national interest to engage 
in discussions of this subject with the Soviets. 

Question: Did we have an agreement with them -- I've forgotten 
the status of the agreements - - did we have an agreement with the Soviets 
that we wouldn't get into using weapons in space? 

Secretary McNamara: No. They have agreed not to place warheads 
in full orbit. That is why this is a fractional orbit, not a full orbit, and

I therefore not a violation of that agreement. 

Question: You said a moment ago, it could go around the earth. 

Secretary McNamara: I said they could, but they haven't. 

Question: Well now, maybe they will. 

Secretary McNamara: Maybe they will violate and if they will we 
will observe it, but the point is that this Fractional Orbit Bombardment 
System is not a violation of that agreement.

! 
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Question: You are going to say this is not a violation of that 
agreement? 

Secretary McNamara: Read the agreement and you will see why 
it isn't. I will be happy to give you a copy of the text. 

Qu~stion: You say we have systems which are capable of destroying 
satellites of this nature. I take that to mean, the very limited installations 
we have out in the Pacific. 

Secretary McNamara: Yes, that is right. 

Question: This doesn't provide very much coverage, does it? 

Secretary McNamara: I don't want to imply that we can defend 
population centers of this country against heavy Soviet attacks. We can't. 

Question: Is your position now that we are still relying on deterrent 
as your basic defense against it? 

Secretary McNamara: Yes, very, very, definitely so. We are still 
relying on the deterrent and that is what they are relying on. There is no 
other basis on which to rely at the present time and no technology, either 
ours nor theirs, would permit any other basis. One more question. 

Question: We would like to have you characterize your concern, 
whether this means a new round in the arms race.... 

Secretary McNamara: I'm not concerned for the reasons I have 
outlined to you. 

Question: Should our European allies be concerned, Mr. Secretary, 
who don't have over-the-horizon radar? 

Secretary McNamara: The European allies face different problems. 
They face the medium-range ballistic missiles an.d the intermediate­
range ballistic missiles and they did not have and cannot obtain the period 
of warning that we have. Theirs is quite a different problem. 

Thank you very much. 


	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_01
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_02
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_03
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_04
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_05
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_06
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_07
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_08
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_09
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_10
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_11
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_12
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_13
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_14
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_15
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_16
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_17
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_18
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_19
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_20
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_21
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_22
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_23
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_24
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_25
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_26
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_27
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_28
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_29
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_30
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_31
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_32
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_33
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_34
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_35
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_36
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_37
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_38
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_39
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_40
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_41
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_42
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_43
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_44
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_45
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_46
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_47
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_48
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_49
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_50
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_51
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_52
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_53
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_54
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_55
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_56
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_57
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_58
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_59
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_60
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_61
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_62
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_63
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_64
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_65
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_66
	55288845-nsf-keeny-b05-f10_Page_67



