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DRAFT .
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Btrategic Offensive and Defensive Porces (U)

I have reviewed our Strategic Offengive and Defensive Forces for
FY 69-73. The tables on pagee 3 and 4 summarize our force goals. For the
FY 69 budget, I recommend that we:

1. Maintain a force of 1,000 Minuteman missiles. Plan on a
Minuteman II force of 500 missiles in FY 69, but replace Minuteman Is
and Ils used in follow-on-tests (FOTs) with Minuteman IIls/ , leading
to a force of Minuteman IIls by end-FY 73, Delay the Initial Operational
Capability' (10C) of Minuteman III1 from December, 1969 to July, 1970.

Develop an option to deploy Minuteman III in very hard silos or supplement
the present Minuteman deployment at a cost of $40 million in FY 62 and a
total cost of $212 mi{llion in FY 69-73. Continue the previously approved
programs for buying for Minuteman miesiles,

and for Minuteman III.

With all the above changes K the Minuteman force will cost $147
willion less in FY 69-73 than the previously programmed Minuteman force,

2. Maintain the JCS-recommended Titan force structurc by buying four
missiles in FY 69 for $12.6 million and £ive fn FY 70 for $13.6 million and
reducing the FOT rate to four per year.

3. Continue development of Poseidon and procure missiles in FY 69
at & total FY 69 investment cost of $329 million. Plan on an 10C of Noverter,
1970, based on a {the same as Polaris
re-order lead time). Build up to a force of 384 on-line Poseidon by FY 75,
for a total FY 69-73 investment cost of $4,998 million. Develop a

and plan on
a force of 31 Poseidon submarines carrying an average of per
deployed missile. Procure MK-3s in FY 69, in FY 70, and 8 total of
. In FY 69-73. Against expected threats, thie Poseidon force will have
the same effectiveness as the previously programmed force with
per missile, but will cost $84 million less in FY 69 and $394 million less
in FY 69-73.

4. Defer indefinitely the JCS recommenda:ion to deploy
at a cost of $200 million in FY 69 and a
total cost of $220 million in FY 69-73,
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5. Disappraove the JCS recommendation to start Contract Definition of
an Advanced ICBM at a cost of $79 million in FY 69, Instead, continue
Advanced Development at & cost of $1f million in FY 69. Development,
deployment, and operation of the JCS-recommended force of 350 Advanced
ICBMs would cost from $7 to $10 billion in FY 69-75, depending on the
basing.

6. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to procure a prototyne

Ballistic 'Missile Ship for $120 million in FY 69. Ten-year costs of
ten Ballistic Missile Ships would be about $1.6 billion.

7. Approve the Air Force recommendation not to reduce the current
base program for the bomber force.

Additional SRAMs for B-525 would cost N
$68 million in FY 69 and a total of $251 million in FY 69-73. As a special

force for suppressing anti-bomber defenses, modify - UE B-528 to carry
some of the previously approved SRA's at & FY 69 cost of §54 million and a
total cost of $56 million in FY 69-73,

8. Disepprove the JCS recommendation for Contract Definition and
full-acale development of the Advanced “anned Strategic Alrcraft (AVSA)
in FY 69. Development, deployment, and five-year operating costs for
150 AMSA would be $7.3 billion. Approve instead further development of
ajircraft technology, as well as 8 program to develep bomber penetration
aids,

9. Approve procurement of Sentinel, a Chinese-oriented area ﬁﬁ?'syster
which also provides an option for the defense of Minuteman. The total
Sentinel system investment cost will be $4.9 billion in TY 69-73,

10,

11. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to deploy a Nike-X defense of
U.5. ¢ities against attack by the USSR. (Not a TY 69 issuec; the JCS consider
the FY 69 budget for Sentinel an adequate first step toward the defense they
recommend. ) .

12. DIisapprove the JCS recommendation to produce and deploy twelwe
UE ¥-12 interceptors for continental air defense at a FY 69-73 cost of
$800 million. Approve instead the Alr Force recommended plan for a modernized
continental air defense force that includes: {(a) development and deployment
of 198 improved F-106X aircraft; (b) if the Overland Padar Technology program
is successful, engineering development of the Airbome Warning and Control
System (AWACS) on a schedule that permits a system demonstration before
substantial production funds must be committed; (c) development of the
Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radar, addressing production relesse in September, 1570;
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(d) examining the possibility of augmenting our air defense force during
periods of high .tension with at least 300 fighters from Tactical Alr Command
{(TAC), Navy, and Marine Corps training units plus carrier-hased aircraft as
available; and (e) selective phase-down of the current Century interceptor

force and portions of the SAGE/BUIC system, the National Air Space Surveillance

System, and Nike-Hercules radars.
13, Extend the civil defense program at a FY 67 cost of $77.6 million.

14, Disapprove the JCS recommendation for $191 million for militarv
survival measures. Centinue instead the approved program at a cost of
$47 million for FY 68-73.

I. THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR PROBLEM

The main objective of our nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks
on the U.S. Our ability to strike back and destrov Soviet societv makes &
Soviet decision to strike the U.S, highly unlikelv, By choosing to develop
and deploy harder-to-attack forces, we can reduce even more the lilelihood
of such an attack. Unable to destroy most of our nuclear striking power,
the Soviets would gain little by striking first.

Although the U.S. and the USSR are strongly deterred from nuclear
attacks on each other, a nuclear war anywhere in the world could lead
to & war -- and most likely a nuclear war -- between the two countries.
Thus to avoid a nuclear war with the USSP, we try to make all nuclear wars
unlikely. This objective includes:

1. Reducing any possible loss of control of forces in a crisis.

2. Deterring nuclear attacks or intimidation of allied or neutral
countries.

3. Discouraging additional countries from acquiring nuclear
weapons.

4, Emphasizing and maintaining the firebresl between conventional
and nuclear weapons.

Like us, to deter s first-strike nuclear attack, the Soviets main-
tain the ability to strike back and destroy our society. When thev tale
steps to reduce the damage that we can inflict (e.g., by deploying AR's),
we react to offset these steps. I believe that the Soviets would rcact
in the same way to similar U.S. steps to limit damage to ourselves.

Our snalysis shows -that the Soviets cen protect their second strike
capability against any threat we might pose. Since a second strike
capability 4s wvitel to the USSR, I believe thev will insure the survival
of this capability. Convinced that the Soviets would counter & major
U.S. attempt to take away thelr second strilke capabilitv, we have chosen
mot to start a major Damage Limiting program apainst the USSF.

q
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These considerations lead us to depend upon deterrence to keep the
USSP from attacking us. ‘Against China, conversely, we can buy an effective
defense of CONUS as insurance sgainst a failure of deterrence., China's
more primitive technology and poorer economy allow us to develop an effective
defense against her nuclear attack capability into the 1980s.

What 1f deterrence fails and a nuclear war with the USSR occurs? If the
war began with an all-out Soviet attack, including our cities, we would reply
in kind. If the war started with less than an all-out attack, we would want
to carry out plans for the controlled and delilerate use of our nuclear power
to get the best possible outcome. The lack of such nuclear war plans is one
of the main weaknesses in our posture today.

II. SOVIET AND CHINESE STRATECIC FORCES

The following table compares U.S. and Soviet intarrmmtinental
forces in terms of total megatons, laumchers, and bombers.

U.S. VS. SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAP FORCES a/

1968 1570 1972
U.S. USSR r.5. USSR U.S. Igsh
Ballistic
Missile Launchers
Soft ICBMs - - -
Rard ICBMs 1054 1054 1654
FOBS - - -
Mobile ICBMs
{non-add) - - -
SLBMs 656 656 650
TOTAL LAUNCHERS 1710 1710 171¢C
Intercontinental
Bombers 646 558 534

Total Force Loadings
Weapons
Megatons (MT)
1 MI' Equivalents

Alert Force Loadings
Weapons
Megatons
1 MT Equivalents

a/ U.S. programmed vs. National Intelligence Estimates (NIE) for USSR,
Rumbers of missile launchers and bombers are a poor measure of the
relative capabilities of U.S. and Soviet stratepic forces; total megatons are

worse. Yet these measures are frequently used in drawing torparisons

6
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betveen U.S5. and Soviet nuclear capabilities, The important question

is not total megatons or numbers of delivery systems, but whether our
forces can effectively carry out their missions -- Assureé Destruction
and attacks on Soviet forces to limit damage., Factors such as-accuracy,
reliability, survivability, and control are decisive in evaluating the
effectiveness of our forees., Our missiles appear to be more reliatle
than Soviet missiles; they are more than twicc as accurate. In 1972,
programmed U.S5. missile forces could destroy some herdened tarpets.
The expected Soviet ICB! force could destrov only some such targets,

We are buving large numbers of smaller, accurate weapsns because
they better meet our strategic objectives -- even while reducing total
U.5. megatoms. The following teble compares the numbher of targets destroved

by programmed for Poseidon, with a single

weapon, ’ As the table shows, the of the
Poseidon — with only the yield of the -s*e.:pon -~ can
destroy up to . times as many targets.

EFFECTIVENESS OF ALTETRATIVE, EOUAL-WEIGHT PAYLOADS &/

Number of airfields

Number of hard siles b/

Number of small cities {100,000)

Number of medium cities (500,000)

Ruxmber of large cities {2,000,000)

Rumber of defensive interceptors
needed to counter ¢/

Total megatons

a/ Reliability equals , Circular Probable Lrror (CEP) equals

Such calculations have convinced me gnd the Services of the supericrity
of Multiple Independently-targetable Re-entry Vehicles (IfITVs) over single,
large megaton weapons for sttacking cities or military targets, defended
or otherwise., Therefore, the best wav tc increase the effectiveness nf our
forces is by putting MIPVs on ilnuteman and Poseidon.

During 1964-65, thie USSF maintained small sile ICBM construc~
tion starts at the rate of about ’ launchers per year. It this
rate during the first half of 1966, then . )

The devloyment appears to have stopoecd excest for filling out

groups already under construction,
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The Soviets have continued to test Fractional Orbit Ballistic Systems
(FOBS), which would be useful in an attempt to deny warning to our stratepic

bombers, if we took no counter sctioms.

A recent te-evaluation of the present Soviet submarine force {ndicates

about operational Soviet ballistic misnsile submarines than previous
intelligence eatimates. The USSR is, however, now making operational a new

class of large, nuclear-powered, ballistic missile submarines to carry

sixteen 1,000 to 2,000 nautical mile (NM) missiles. Intelligence estimates
project of these ships in service by mid-1971 and

by 1976, Diesel-powered Sea-Launched Ballistic Missile (SLBM) submarines
no longer are estimated to be part of the Soviet threat to the U.S.

The Soviets also appear to be pursuing two advsnced defensive programs:
(1) a long-range anti-ICB} system around Moscou with about launchers,
and (2) a system across Eurcpean USSP

We expect both systems to become pariiallv

The Chinese were expected to begin operstional deployment of a Medium
Fange Ballistic Missile (MREM) with a in 1967, but did not
do so. China also has under development a much larper and more complex
missile gystem, possibly an ICB}, They were expected to corplete a largpe
facility for large launchers late in 1967, but did not do this either,

It appears that they are about - the ICBM schedule that we
had previously estimated, which would still allow an initial operational
ICBM deployment in the early 1970s,

III. ASSURED DESTRUCTION

Ve deter a rational enemy from launching a first strike apainst us
by maintaining & strong and secure ability to retaliate under any circum-

stances. We measure our second strike abilitv in terms of Assured Destruction --

the cepability to Inflict unacceptable damage, celculated under extremelw
conservative assumptions, on the USSP even after sustaining a surprise Sovict
first strike. I believe that our ability to kill from one-fifth to one~fourth
of the Soviet people, including at least two-thirds of the people and industry
in their large cities, is enough to deter the USSF from launching a first
strike against the U.S.,even in extreme situations,
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However, our Assured Destruction cepability does not indicate how
we would use our forces in a nuclear war. We must design our_forces to
cope with many situations, including a war which neither side intended.
We reduce the likelihood of such a war by keeping tight control over
U.S. forces under all eircumstances; by maintaining communications at
all times with ocur forces, the governments of our Allies, and, as asppropriate,
our enemies; and by retaining options in selecting apnropriate responses. If
we failed to deter nuclear war, we would went to be able to follovw & policy of
limiting our retaliatory strikes to the enemy's militarv targets and not
attacking his cities if he refreined from attacking ours. In most
situations we would have many missiles surviving to attack Soviet military
targets, while withholding enough for Assured nestruction. For this tasl,
ICBY accuracy is very worthwhile.

A. Against the Expected Soviet Threat

Against the expected Soviet threat, our strategic forces can survive
a well-executed Soviet surprise attack and carrv out an effective second
strike. Even after a surprise Soviet first strile with the strongest Soviet
forces in our RIE, we ecould launch more than with a yield of
more than , against the USSP {in 1976.

" How much damage the surviving weapons could cesuse depends on the
effectiveness of Soviet defenses. The next tsehle shows that even aprainst
the high NIE-estimated threat, the U.S. Assured Destruction capahility
is much greater than the 20 to 25% which I believe is needed for deterrence
against a Soviet first strike.

CAPARILITIES OF U.S. PROCRATMED FORCT. PNE ASSURED DESTPI'CTION
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

Y 69 Y 72 FY 76

Against High NIE Threat
Against Low NIE Threat

If we could be sure that Soviet forces would stay within the range
of the NIE - both in quality and numbers -- we could consider smaller
strategic forces,

B. Against China

While China may be able to threaten her neighbors and U.S. hases
in Asia by 1972, she will not pose a threat to the U.S. second strike capa-
bility. 1If the U.S. attacked China with nuclear weapons it would be snlelv
in retaliation for some lesser act of agpression, probably involving Chinese
nuclear weapons. Rather than calling for the destruction of China, such
an act would call for selective attacks on government, military, or industrial
targets. Missiles would be needed only for attacking time-sensitive Chinese
nuclear targets. Bombers could cover other tarpets,
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q’cme megaton warheads deteonated over © Chinese cities
would destroy hiff of (hina's urhan populetion end mnre than half of {ts
{industrvy. The recommended strategic forces are sufficient to inflice thin

destruction on Chinzg while still mainteining our Assured Destruction
cspability against the Soviet Uniorn.

C. Against Creater-Than-Expected Soviet Threats

Tne following table compares the 1074 belanced greater-than-
expected threat, used in the following analyses, with the Kign FIT thrca

Nign NIZ Creater-Trar-Fxoected

Independentlv~targetatle
missile werheads on~line

$ir Defenses
Look~down fighters a/
Low-altitude SAY Laumchers

LD Leunchers
Arez
Terminal b/

Progrems renuired to sunport such an eff{nrrt shiruld nrove
technically difficult, expensive, and, since we hnrve clearly dindicated
we would respond, hold littlec hope of providing the Soviets with & net gain
in effective first strilie capabiliry. levertheless, to imsure that
these thrests fremain unlilielw, and to maintoin nur deterrent should
thev gppeaT, we male sure tihar we have svailalle the osticne needed te
counter them.

If the USST renlaces or improves the accuracr of its and
adds it ecould destrov
in their silos. Even if the Seviets could destrae
thev wourlé not eliminate our Assurel Destructien cEhanilis

-t

Vitutenma: missiles

A
GETATE

Aur T !
SLB: and elert bomber farce can ponetrate thc WIl-gstimacted Seviet defeuses
and kill at leas:E wfof the Soviet people thirouzh 1570, Similatly, at
leest through 1976, a very extensive Soviet !B svsterm and air cefenne,
without greater~than-expectec ICOMs, would still let the N8, proprarred

10
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force maintain an Assured Destruction capability of Our
progra=med force can cope with a greater-than-expected AR becausc we
already hsve programoed ABM hedpes -- Poseidon .

Minuteman, )

The next talle shows that the U.S. proprarmed force car heep its
Assurecd Destruction capability throuph FY 75 by putting o™ eat
Poseldon missile, even if the Soviets deploy greater-than~expectec halanced
missile and bomber defenses. Short-Nange Attack "dssiles (ST/1's), SRA
deceys, &né an air-to-air missile to protect the borbers egainst advanced
interceptors would keep our Assured Destruction capability apainst this
threat _thmugh 157¢,

1.5, ASSURED DESTRUCTION ACAIVST CRIATER-TIVI-TNPLOTLD BALAITID IUFLNSTS
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

Y 6 FY 76 FYy 7} FTY 72 Ty 73 Fv L ™™ 75 T 76

U.S., Prograrmed Force
.S, Programmed Torce
plus on

Poseidon

&/ The first percentage shows fatalities 1f we are renuired tn Lill at
least two-thirds of the pecple in defended cities. Thn second
percentage shows fatazlities without this restriction.

fmly against 2 combinel greater-than-erxpected Sovier AR, air
defense, and accurate ICBY force, costingp the Soviets 8§27 tr §30 511l4on sbo
the high NIZ, would our veraliatnry forces need majer new additisns., Decruse
of high cost and little return, the Soviete probably will not atterpt to att:
such a posture. lMoreover, because of uncerteinties gbou:r perforrznce and oo
we should not deplovy new syvstems as replaceﬁeuuc for ex: :'1:; svstems until
threat appears which cannot be economicelly met by immroving the existing
systems., We should develop new systems only as options which would chtnre
our Assured Destruction c¢apability should the grester-than-expected threat
occur, realizing that it is not lihely to occur., Thus, ve should select
options with small initial ecosts. If the threat actuallv materizlizes, we
car, by later investment, develop these options fully, (No augrentatien
is neede¢ for FY 65-7Z. HKence, I am recommencing apainst the cdenlovment
of the JCS-promesed fer Polevis A-3s, whiceh
irprove their capsbility epeinst ABM only iz thzt time pericd.)

The fellowing tabtle shows the effect of the comhined greater-shan-
expected Sovier offensive and defensive threat on our Assured Destruction
capability. It indicates the U.S. prorrammed foree capability and the
effects of buying SPAs, SFA! decoys, an advanced bomber decov, and an
alr-teo-air ssile to protecL bombers agzinst an egdvanced intercentor.
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U.S. ASSURED DESTRUCTION AGAINST (PLATEP-TI'AN-EXPECTED
~ SOVIFT_BALANCED OFFENSES AND DEFFENSES
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

FY 69 FY. 70 FY 71 PV 72 PY 73 FV 74 FV.I5 IV 15

Programmed Forces

a/ The first percentage shovs fatalities if we are required ‘to kill at least
two-thirds of the people in defended cities. The second percentape shovs
fatazlities without this restriction.

This table shows that even if the borber defense miselle works,
the greater-than-expected threat would call for a more effective U.S.
Assured Destruction capability by FY 76. In addition, for Assured Destructien
we do not went to rely primarily upon bombers which depend upon tactical
i . warning for survival. Therefere, our altemative is to provide our missile
forces with added protection, The degree of this protection depends unon
how much and for hov long we are willings to relv on bomters in the interim.
" on Poseidon and
vhen added to the above bomber options, result in 307 Soviet fatalities in
1576.) 1In any event, we should not take steps —— such as reducing the nurber
of bomber bases — that lessen our confidence in the bombers' survival,

D. Options to Protect Our Assured Destruction Canabilitv

1. Increased Warheads on Poseidon

We are providing the production base so that bv FY 74 we could
put up to on each Poseidon missile as a hedge against a heavy
Soviet ABM or an increased threat to Minuteman.

2. Improve Our Bomber Force

- —

Againgt improved terminal bomber defenses we can put SPAMs
on B-52s {n addition to the STA’ls on FB-1llls, By initiating procurement
in FY 70, the B-52s could be equipped with SFAMs by FY 72,

I1f Soviet air defenses improved, but their APM did not, no
increase in the size or expense of our strategic forces would be called for.
However, for the cost of the present B-52 program we could irmmrove our
effectiveness by putting SPAMs on 195 B-52s and phasing out the other sixtv.
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I1f Soviet air defenses improved as part nf a balanced Damage
Limiting program, SRAMs plus penetration aids for the whole bomber force
would prove worthwhile and would total about $2.7 billion in ten-year svstems
costs sbove the present program.

3. Improvements to Minuteman Missiles

As a hedge against a8 heavy Soviet AR gystem we could replace
all the Minuteman II by Minuteman III/IIRV at a cost of $1.% billion over
the present program. As a hedge apgainst the failure of our penetration aids,
at a cost of $6.2 billion we could convert to 1,0N0 jYnuteman IIY missiles

and buy for each missile., We could have an all "inutemnan
111 force by FY 76. We could develop for
Minuteman as possible replacements for the present , Or provide

for additional Minuteman IIIs as an alternative to a new 1CEX (item #6 beloew)
1f we should want more payload. This would cost about $200 million irn
researcth and development ($40 million in FY 692) for an 10C in FY 73. Procure-
ment costs would be . of which could be built per year,

" 4, Defense of Mnuteman

Deployment of the light defense of Minuteman, showm below,
might dissuade the Soviets from developing and deploying systems which
otherwige could destroy lMinuteman. In any event, it would provide a useful
defense of Minuteman against the expected Soviet ICB! force without accurate
MIRVs and furnish a base for developing a stronper defense against a Soviet
force equipped with MINVs. The median defense of M{nuteman would protect

againat less . Finally,
the heavy defense of linuteman would guard egainst the very sophisticated
counterforce threat " assumed in the

greater-than-expected threat for 1975 and 1976. The following talle summarizes
these three defenses.

LEVELS OF MINUTEMAN DRFENSE

Sprints Spartans Investment Cost a/ Annual Costs
:($ Millions) ($ Millions)
Light Defense of
Minuteman $400 $10
liedian Defense
of Minuteman 1400 40
Heavy Defense
of Minuteman 3600 160

8/ Defense of Minuteman is considered an add-on teo the Sentinel
mti-Chinese defense.
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5. lore Poseidon Submarines

We could order more Poseidon submarines wl.ich requirec a 5230
million investment per ship and a four-ycar lead time. By initiating
procurement in FY 70 we could have ten new Poseidon submarines by the end
of FY 75 and twenty by the end of TY 76. The mere Poseidon missiles we
have the less we would have to rely upon Minuteman.

If wve chose to denlov additional Poseidon insteac of defending

or hardening Minuteman, and if Soviet I{K! pecuracvy irnroved rarledlv
Yinuteran would become very wvulneralle and

invite rather than deter an attack. In this case, we slhiould phrase it out,
Thus, choosing Poseidon mipht result in unsectting the halance of our ferces,
It would be undesirable to be witheut a land-hased rmissile farce as part of our
offensive posture because we would become potentially mere sensitive te
imexpected Soviet advances in anti-sul'marine warferc.

6. MNeuw ICRY

, Contract Nefinition begun in Joanuarv 1%63 would perrmit an
IOC by FY 75, We could deploy this new missile in new siles an part of -
defended or undefended fixed lond-lased svntem., Cenverselw, we eould doplas
it as a land-mohile or ship-besed svsterm or base it in a new class nf sul-
marines. In order te develeop a new ICI!Y, we wveuld renuire a €2 te $3 billion
research and development propram. The ten-vear cost of buring a new ICE
totals some $J1 to $20 billien.

The fellowing table comares the ceostn of thesc alternatives
against the grecter-than-expected Soviet threat. Tue eonsts shoim arc ever
and above the cost of presentlv proprammed forces. All o-tions provice
an Assured Destruction capability of 20% Lv missiles alcne apainst the
greater-than-expected Soviet threat in 1R°76.

COSTS NF VARICUS MISSILT OPTINGS TN PRETICT ASSURIT DESTIICTINN
ACATEST CTLATEN—TI A =L T.CTrs TITT AT
{$ Billions)

Rim Pronrar Cests (™Y 6F-76)
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1f the Soviets do not react by developing and deploying small
MIRVs, w. can defend Minuteman at less cost than we could procure Poseidons.
If they develop a smell MIRV threat, the cost of Minuteman defense would about
equal the cost of acquiring Peseidons. _ for Minuteman are
not competitive with a light Minuteman defense, but they offer an sltemative
to heavier Minuteman defenses against the small-MIRV threat. A posture
combining defense (calling for small-MIFVs) (calling

) " would be very difficult to atteck. None of

the new ICEMs enjoys a clear cost advantage over defending Minuteman, putting
Minuteman in super-hard silos, or acquiring Poseidons until the Soviet ARM
becomes much stronger than the greater-than~expected threat.®

1f we choose to buy more Poseidon, we would have to order them
in FY 70 and FY 71, before we could see the extent of the Soviet
threat. If we develop we would not have to decide to
deploy them until FY 73.

A defense of Minuteman can be bought in stages and 15 likely to
hold down the total cost of hedging our Assured Destruction capabilitv.
To deploy the heavy defense of Minuteman by FY 76, we would have to decide
on the light defense by FY 70, the median defense by FY 71, and the heavy
defense by FY 73. Other hedges, such as more Poseidon submarines or the

Ballistic Missile Surface Ship, are unnecessary. can be
built in response to the threat and they are competitive with the defense
of Minuteman. The choice between of Mnuteman

depends on the direction the Soviet threat takes. To preserve the option
to go either way, we should develop them both. -

E. Advenced Manned Stratepic Alrcraft (AMSA)

Recent studies have reviewed the value of a mixed ballistic
missile/bomber force against reasonable projections of Soviet defenses
into the 1970s. They show the bombers add some measure of assurance apainst
greater-than-expected Soviet threats and induce the USSP to divert resources
to their anti-bomber defenses. A mixed offensive force enjoys certain
advantages against terminal defenses, By attackinp some cities with missiles
only, and others with bombers only, we force the Soviets to use more resources
to protect all defended cities with both bomber and missile defenses. 1In
order to accomplish this objective, however, we do not need large bomber forces.

The previous section discussed the hedges to our programmed
strategic offensive forces, especially to their missile components.
Since we intend to keep the missile force well-hedped, the issue is
whether we also want to hedge our bomber force with an A'MSA,

® This might happen sometime after 1976. Thus, in order to provide
a basis for more total missile payload apainst a possible heavy ABM sometime
after this date, continuing Advenced Development of & new ICBM 15 still
desirable. PFurthermore, the submarine-carried Advanced ICBM has some
promise of eventually replacing Poseidon, in the 19808, on an equal-cost basis.
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Is an AMSA 8 good hedge? It is not. Against the NIE range
of threats our programmed forces are adequate, Since the strategic
forcea are already well-hedged, we can keep an Assured Destruction
capability against greater-than-expected threats without the AMSA,

To counter & Soviet greater-than-expected threat, under most
circumstances, including the most probable ones, U.S. offensive forces
equipped with AMSA cost more than forces with equivalent effectiveness
but without the advanced bomber.

What does AMSA cost as & hedge? To answer this question we
mist compare the cost of bomber forces needed to cope with warious
levels of Soviet threat. The following two tables make this comparison.

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE FB-111/B-52 FNRCES
{$ Billions)

Bomber Porce Program Costs (FY 68-82) a/

A. 210 FB-111s ' § 7.2

B. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s5 without SRAMs 12.4

C. 210 FB-l1lls and 255 B-525 with 15.3
per B-52

—

a/ AMSA I0C in PY 76.

Force B represents the programmed force and would cope with the
higher range of the NIE-projected Soviet stratepic forces. It would also
let us expand to meet a greater-than-expected Soviet threat. Force A,
costing $5.2 billion less, would be appropriate for the lowver vange of
NIE threats. Force C adds SRAMs to the B-52s5, providing the expansion
needed to meet the greater-than-expected threat. This option would
cost $2.9 billion more than Force B.

The next table compares the cost of hedging against the greater-
than-expected threat,

COSTS OF ALTERMATIVE STRONG BOMBER FORCES OF EOUAL EFTECTIVENESS
{$ Billions)

Bomber Porce Program Costs (FY 68-82)
C. 210 ¥B-11lla and 255 B-52s with
per B-52 $15.3
D. 210 ¥B-1lls and 68 AMSAs 15.3
E. 138 AMSAs 16.6

Both Force D and E are about equal in effectiveness to the
programmed force plus SRAMs against the greater-than-expected threat,
provided B-52 penetration aids work. Force D represents the smallest
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ASA force vhich we can use as a hedge., It costs $2.9 billion more
than the programmed forces. The all-AMSA Force E costs considerably
more than either Force A or €, $9.4 and $1.3 billion respectively.

Congiderations other than costs make the Force I' option less
attractive than Force C. First, developing A'SA requires & longer lead
time than deploying SFAMs on B-532s, and imposes a substantial initial
investment before we could determine that an increased Soviet threat
has occurred. Conversely, since the SPAN option has & shorter lead
time, we can delay the decision to deploy this missile until tiie increased
threat begins to appear. Secondly, if we decide to proceed with 2154
now and the greater-than-expected threat does pot appear, we will lave
wvasted $3 to $10 billion. .

In sum, to achieve equal effectiveness A'SA contrihutes only
marginally at great cost. Thus, Engineering Development is not
called for now. However, we should proceed with Advanced Development
to provide aircraft technology and to kecep open the option of replsecing
the -B-52a.

IV. STRATEGIC DEFENSE

A, Damapge Limiting Against the Soviet Threat

Our Assured Destruction capability makes any kind of nuclear var
with the Soviets unlikely. Therefore, we first buy enough forces to
give us high confidence in our deterrent. As insurance in the unlikely
event deterrence falls, we then consider adding forces that might reduce
damage to our population and industry. Damage Limiting forces, unlile
those for Assured Destruction, cannot and need not wnrk perfectly under
all conditions. They should insure against the more probsble risks,
such as wars growing out of a deep crisis, or threats posed by the
growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The basic Damapge Limiting question
is whether we should deploy Nike-~X in defense of our eities.

A defensive system to save U,5. cities from a Soviet nuclear attack
must attempt to keep ahead of the Soviet threat, including their reactions
to our deployment. In this analysis we use two stages in such a deployment,
The first, "Posture A", represents & light defense of cities. It has an
area defense of the entire CONUS, providing overlepping coverage of kev targets.
It has a relatively low-density Sprint defense of cities. It is estimated
that initially it would cost about $9 billion in investment and $600 million
a year to operate. The second, "Posture B'", isg a heavicr defense with &

"higher density Sprint defense of cities. It is estimated that initially

it would cost §18 billion and $1.1 billion a year to operate. Because of prot-
sable Soviet reaction, with Posture B we would also need improved air and civil
defense forces at a cost of §4 to §5 billion in investment. Moreover.
experience convinces me that the pursuit of effective defenses would eventually
lead us to spend about $40 billion.
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The U.S5. can justify the cost of a major defense only 1f it could
take svay the sdbility of the Soviets to kill Americans. The following table
{1iustrates the effects of these defenses if Nike-X works as designed and
i1f the Soviets do pot react to the U.S. ABM., The USSP's estimate of its
ability to strike back after s U.5. first strike on its forces might prove
lower than shown if the Soviets judge the uncertain factors pessimisticslly,
as we do in making our own Assured Destruction calculations.

U.5. RILLED TR ALL-OUT STPATEGIC EXCHANGE IN 1976
ASSUMES NO SOVIET REACTION TO U.S. ARM
(In Millions)

U.S, Strikes First
U.S. Programs Soviets Strike First Soviets Retaliste
U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat. U.S. ¥Fatalities Soviet Fat.b/

Approved Program (Sentinel)
Posture A af :
Posture B

a/ The JCS currently recommend this deployment.
b/ Enough forces ar= withheld from the U.S. first strike
: after their retaliation.

This table shows that 1f the Soviets de mot respond, thev lose
their deterrent. They would be forced to react to increase the ability
"of their forces to survive and strike back. They ecould dec mse in several
different ways: (1) by stepping up deployment of S$5-%2s and 55-1ls now
in production: (2) by defending their present missile force; (3)

: (4) bv deploving
a nevw, large ICBM {(either mobile or defended); or (5) by deploving a new
submarine~lgunched missile like our Poseidon. Thev have the technical
capability to do any of these things by the mid~1970s.

If the Soviets choose to respond to our ARY -

A larger Soviet response could raise probable U.S.
fa:a‘ities still higher.

U.S5. KILLED IN ALL-OUT STRATECIC EXCEANGT IN 1976
ASSIMTIRG SOVIETS RESPOND TO U.S. ARY
(In 1lions)

V.S, Strikes Tirst
U.S. Programs Soviets Strike First Soviets Retaliate
D.5. Fataliriee Soviet Fat, U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat.

Approved (Sentinel)
Posture A
Posture B
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As part of their response, the Soviets could add large numbers of
offensive missiles that would threaten our Assured Destruction capability.
We, in tum, would have to react. Viewing each other's buildup in forces
as am increaaed threat, each side would undertake counteracting steps, there-
by increasing the costs to both with no gain in security. Therefore, I
believe deploying the Nike-X system to protect American eities would be
neither wise nor effective.

B. Protection Against Small Urban Attacks

A Mght U.S. ABM system would protect against a Chinese ICEM attack.
By protecting the U.S. against euch a threat, it probably would enhance our
‘ability to deter Chinese nuclear intimidation of other Asian countries.
Much as a light Soviet ABY system reduces the chances that France could draw
the U.5. snd the Soviet Union into & nuclear war, s light U,5. ABM system
lessens China's ability to do so. The area defense of CONUS would give us
e realistic Damage Limiting capability against China for the mdd-1970s, as
shown in the next table.

U.S. FATALITIES IN A SMALL-SCALE ATTACK g/
(In Milliens)

‘ U.§. Striles First China Strikes First
Number of 1CBMs 10 25 75 10 25 75
No Defense 0 1 3 5 10 20

Light ABM 0 b/ b/ b/ b/ 1

a/ Assumes three megaton ICB!s, 407 reliability.
b/ Fewer than one million VU.S. dead, with some prohbability of no deaths.

C. Civil Defense

Civil Defense provides low cost insurance for our people in the
wlikely event of & nuclear attack. As a by-product it has also proven to
be a significant aid in natural disasters. This program should be pursued.
More effort is needed to identify useful shelters in home basements. This
can £111 a large part of the current shelter deficit at a very low cost -
about $0.45 per space added.

D. Continental Air Defense

The number of lives which would be saved by air defense if the
Soviets were to attack the U.5. depends on our ballistic missile defense.
With only a light mispile defense, even a very strong air defense could not
save many lives. The Soviets could sirply target cities with their missiles.
A Boviet first strike, with missiles emly, eould kill 120 million people;

19



Record of Decision Revised January 15, 1968

their bombers could then add less then ten millfon fatalities even 1f we

had no air defense at all. A force of either 200 improved P-106 interceptors
with AWACS (ten-year coet $9.9 billion) or 54 F-12s with AWACS (ten-year cost
$11.6 billion) would reduce these fatalities by less than five to eight million

However, there are other objectives of continentsl air defense
which must also be considered. These include defense against countries
other than the Soviet Union, defense against bomher attacks on those
strategic forces that we withheld in a controlled nuclear war, peacetime
patrolling of our air space, discouraging Soviet bomber aspirations, and
the use of continental air defense forces in missions outside the U.S. We
can achieve these objectives with a modern, more effective air defense
force that costs less over the next twelve years than our present force.
This modern force will consist of 200 improved F-106 fighters (the F-106X),
42 AWACS, two OTH radars, and the Federal Aviation Agency National Air
Space mystem for back-up command and control. The cost through 1979 for
the modern force is $13.7 billion compared with §13.9 billion for the
current force. However, the lower operating costs of the modem force
will result in substantial savings over the present force after FY 79,

Surveillance is presently the weakest part of our air defense
gsystem. Theérefore, we should proceed with engineering development of AWACS
(1f the Overland Radar Technology program is successful) and with develop-
ment of back-scatter OTH radars. We should also develop, and deploy on the
F-106, advanced air-to-air missiles and an advanced fire control svstem.
With these improvements to the F-106, there is little to be gained from the
high performance characteristices of the F-12. Thus, we can avoid the
additional $1.7 billion cost of an P-12 force and still meet our air defense
objectives. :
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