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DRAFT 
November 1, 1965 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESillENT 

SUBJE~T: Recommended FY 1967-71 Strategic Offensive and Defensive 
Forces (U) 

I have cam:pleted my review of our general nuclear war posture and 
our programs for the strategic offensive and defensive forces over ~\e 
FY 1967-71 period, • ~e estimated costs for the Previously Approved, 
the Service Proposeti, and my RecCIIIII!lendeli Programs are presented below: 

Previously .A;Iproved 
Service Proposed 
SecDef Recommended 

FY 66 

6399 
6552 
6392 

6 FY68 ~ FY70 FYJl 
~milliOns of dollars 

5488 5348 5259 
7458 9459 10919 11393 ll3o6 
6254 5995 5692 4888 4512 

Total 
·FY 67-7l 

50535 
27341 

This year we have given special attention to an analysis of threats 
over and above those projected in the latest National Intelligence Estimates 
of Soviet strategic offensive and defensive forces, We have done so because 
recent technological progress on our part, which if duplicated by .the 
Soviets and incorporated in their strategic forces, could pose a new and 
much more severe threat to our Assured Destruction capability than postu
lated in the NIEs. ~is threat would arise, for example, if the Soviet 
Union were to deploy simultaneously a force of new ICBMs equipped w1 th 
highly accurate, multiple, independently aimed re-entry vehicles (MIRVs) 
and a reasonably sophisticated anti-ballistic missile system, Although we 
do not now consider this to be a likely contingency, it does li~ within 
their technical capabilities over the next ten years and could require sane 
major changes in our strategic offensive forces in the tu.ture. 

There are seven major issues involved in our FY 1967-71 programs for 
the general nuclear war forces. ~e first five are related primarily to 
the threat projected in the latest National Intelligence Estimates, ~e 
last two are associated with the possibility of a more severe threat, 
~ese issues are: 

l., To wbat extent should .QUalitative improvements (in range, payload, 
etc-,) be made in tlle ~ :force? 

2. Sho!Ud an ef'f'ective manned banber force be maintained-in the 1970s; 
if so, vhat aircraft should be selected for the force? 
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:;>~og:tc.;·:.. Hoi.Teve~ ,. retai:.:.:-~g t:..e B-52 C-F beyo::C. 2.972 l-rcl.:.lC. h'-ve 
rec::J.!reC. ~ e.C.di -::::. o::c..l $6oo-eoc r.illio~ o: ... =.oc.::.:-:..ca::io:l eJC?e:.~:.~·.:.:"e.:. 
Tbere: .. ore. t.be FY 19_67-71 ccs~s or t~e reco==..e~C.e.:! :progra::. ere 
~t~:..~ $100 ~illio~ of t~e cost o~ retai~i~ ~he fc~~c 
o~ 6CJ E-52s. 

e. Disa:;::::>:ove :.~ .. itia~!.o:: of fU:.:-scale t.evc:c?::.e:-.~ .: ... 7Y. :..~C; 
o: tt-.e ;.C.va:.ce6.. !'-~:-:.eC. St:-ate6:.c J..irc:;i.:'~--C.eve:c?::.e:-.~ ~.d C:e~:.c.~r,:-.~:::. 

·of 200 of -r.=:ese a:..rcr~:t wo·.:J..C. cost a:,c/·.;.~ $8.9 ~iliio:-., $:.1. 5 :.:.:~:..:.:-. 
i~ five ye~ sys~e~s cost. 
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of $186 ~illio~ i~ FY 1967 "o 
:G:~G-X. T: .. is '\t:o~a cos~ $6.0 
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e;. Co::t:..:-:..:.e t:~e develo;r:e!lt. of t~e !'I:KE-X syste::. a~ e.n :~ lSC; 
c~s~ o: ... c .. .'~c::.t ~417 ::.:..:.li~:::, inc:·.:.c.:..:-.g FY 1967 f...:r..C.s r. ... o;; eeve:..o~=.>2;::~ 
o: ... & lc::g r&::ge e;..:o-a~::.os_?~e::-ic intexcc_?tcx ~ss:.le. -::::..s ..,.;;:.:.:. b:..·;~ 

1:s ~ O:?tio;: to de;>lo~r a lig:.T~ e.:-.vi-ba:list:.c =.:..ss:..le C..e::'e::sc sys-:.;.::. 
C.e.sie;:.e6. agEo.:.::.s-:. s::.~l c:: ~:-.. sc~:.--.. :..sv:.c.a.ted a-=.tac::s S"J.Cl"'. as t~::: C:.:..:.ese: 
Cc~-~~~isv will ~~obably be ca?~ble of i~ t~e =id-late 1970 1 5. $~~~ ~ 
;,~~;;;::~ ":;,-~C. :.ave a:. i::ves~::.e:.v ~-:.~ f:.ve-yea.r ~e:--~-:ir.g co.;;-: o: ... 
"" ~ • -- C:::: -·:: $,... • .;J.-,..:: .... 1";"1·... .... ~ ~c.,:...:o...., e.1"'\··,:, .. • d .... · ... ... e ... ""We.: •• "i.l e.:~... ::> c ... _,.o... .... ... e ~- o .... ~ !,t.l. ... ~ .. a we~.J.oy::.er.~oo e .... :.s;_o •• 
c~ ~e deferred for at least o::.e ~ore year. 
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A, ~e General lfuclear War Problem 

Last year in my memorandum to you on the same BUbjeet I pointed 
out that our general :auelear W!l.l' forces should have two basic:- capabill ties: 

l, To deter deliberate uuelear attack upon the United States and its 
Allies by maintaining a clear and convincing capability to inflict 
unacceptable damage on an attacker, even if that attacker were to 
strike first; 

2, In the event such a W!l.l' nevertheless occurred, to limit damage 
to our population and industrial capacity, 

Assured Destruction involves the m&intenance on a continuous basis 
of IL highly reliable ability to inflict an unacceptable degree of damage, 
even after absorbing a first strike, upon aey single aggressor or callb1nation 
of aggressors, independently of warning, and at any time duriilg the course 
of a strategic IIU.clear exchange, 7hi,s capabillty is the vital first objective 
which must be met in f'ull by our strategic IIU.clear forces since it would 
ensure, with a high degree of confidence, that we could deter under all 
circumstances a calculated, deliberate nuclear attack upon the United States, 
Although we cannot and need not state with precision what kinds and amounts 
of destruction we WoUld have to be able to inflict on an aggressor in order 
to provide this assurance, Whatever that level~ be, it must be provided 
regardless of the costs or th11 l!ifficulties involved. 

Once high confidence of an Assured Destruction capabillcy has been 
provided, we should then consider additional forces and measures which 
would allow us to reduce the damage to our populatia1 and industry in the 
event deterrence fails, The level of the threat against which we might 
design Damage Limiting postures~ range all the way fran that posed by 
a minor IIU.clear power--for example, the Chinese Camnunists in the l970s
to that posed by the Soviet Union in a carefully synchronized first strike 
against our urban areas, 

With respect to the Damage Limiting problem posed by the Soviet nuclear 
threat, I believe it would be useful to restate briefly certain basic 
considerations which have guided our programs aver the last several years: 

First, against the forces we expect the Soviets to have during the 
next decade, it would be virtually :Impossible for us to be able to ensure 
anything approaching perfect protection for our population, no matter how 

, large the general nuclear war forces we were to provide, even if we were 
to strike first, The Soviets clearly have the technical and econanic 
capac:i ty to prevent us from achieving a posture which could lteep our 
fatalities below sane tens of millions; in a Soviet first strike they 
could do this at lin extra cost to them substantially less than the extra 
cost to us of &ey additional Damage Limiting measures we might take, 
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Second, since each or the three types or Soviet 1trategic offensi·.re 
1ystems (land-based missUes, lubmar1ne-launcbed missUes and manned. 
bombers) could, by itself, 1ntllct severe. 4ama&e on tbe United States, 
even a "very good" defense llf:ainst ~ one type of qstem has ~ l:'.mited. 
~. -

'!'bird, for UJ:i1 given level of Soviet offensive capability, IUCC<!tl3ive 
additions to each or our various Damage Lillliting systems have Mm1nh:O.tng 
marginal value, 'lhe same principle holds tor the Damage L1m1 ting force as 
a whole; as additional forces are added., tbe incremental gain in effective
ness diminishes, 

Witb respect to the Damage Limiting problem posed by an Nth country 
nuclear threat, e,g,, Communist China in tbe 1970s, it now appears to be 
tecbnically feasible to design a defense system Which would have a 
reasonably high probability of avoiding IllY INbstantial damage. 'lhe deploy
ment of such a system might also contribute to Our objective or control of 
proliferation by strengthening the credibility of a possible u.s. ctliiiiUt
ment to cane to tbe assistance or a triendly nation confronted by an Nth 
country nuclear threat. It might also deter tbe threatened or actual use 
of nuclear weapons by Nth cquntries acting independently or the Soviet 
Uuion. 

It was with these considerations in mind that we bave carefUlly eval
uated. the major alternatives available to us in meeting tbe two strategic 
objectives of our general nuclear war forces--Assured Destruction and 
Damage Limitation. 

B. Capabilities of Our Forces Against the Expected 2!lreat 

In ord.er to assess the capabilities of our general nuclear war forces 
aver the next several years, we must take into account tbe size and character, 
of the forces tbe Soviets are likely to bave during tbe same period., 

l, 'lhe Soviet Strategic Offensive-Defense Forces 

Summarized. in the table below are the Soviet strategic offensive forces 
indicated. in the latest, but still preliminary, National Intelligence Estimates 
for mid.-1965-1967, and-1970. Shown for c0111parison are the u.s. forces in 
be:fng or .recommended. for the same d.ates, A detaUed. tabulation of the U,S, 
forces can be found on Table I (page ) or the ~ndix. 
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U,S, VS SOvn:T STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FCl\CES 

~!I 
Soft Launchers 
Hard Launchers 
Mobile 

Total 

MR/IRE1s 
Soft Launchers 
Hs.rd Launchers 
MobUe 

SLBf.!s 

Bombers and Tankers 
Heavy 
Medium 
Tankers 

Total 

While we have reasonably high confidence 1n our estimates of the size 
and composition of the Soviets' strategic offensive and defensive forces 
for the near fUture, many details concerning the technical and lethal 
characteristics of their weapon systems are less certain, Also, estimates 
for the latter part of this decade and the early part of the next decade 
are, of course, subject to great uncertainties. 

!J Excludes test range launchers having some 
which the Soviets are estimated to have 
1n the mid-1970 period, 

operational capability of 
in the mid-1965 to 

Soviet aircraft figures include tankers as well as banbers, U,S. 
medium banbers include FB-llls 1n 1970, '!he range of the FB-lll and 
the number of weapons it will carry, are markedly greater than those of 
the Soviet medium banbers. 

"•-.' ---~-----·-- --·-
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a. Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles 

At present the Soviet ICBM torce is deployed on operational 
launchers, · · ot which· are soft and ot which are hard &Bel. configured 
1n a triple-silo pattern. As reported .last year the ICBMs - all of 
Which are liquid tueled - are designated the 

The Saviets are constructing at least two types 
launch sites. We believe that the large payload l. 
liquid.~d 

of single silo 
) 

By mid-1967, the Soviet IcBM force is estimated to total between 
operational launchers. Compared with the Soviet missile force 

at mid-1965, this would be an increase of to ICBM launchers 
and to ICBM launchers. 

In our estimates last year, we projected a Soviet ICBM force 
of some operational launchers for mid-1970. Because of the 
relatively early introduction of the single silo basing configuration 
our present estimate for mid-1970 is a minimum of · and a maximum 
of perhaps to · operational launchers, with the bulk of the: 
force probably consisting of small payload missiles. 

While it is possible that the Soviet ICBM force could expand in 
the later years of this decade at a higher rate than we now estimate, 
present deployment trends and economic, strategic and technical considera
tions would not appear to support a higher estimate. 

b. MRBMs/IRBMs 

Deployment of the MRBM ( • ) and IRBM ( ) forces 
appears to be completed with about operational launchers, of 
which are hard. We estimate that the 'size of this force will remain 
realtively constant through the iidd-1967 period. Improvements through 
mid-1970 will probably include the deployment of solid fueld missiles 
(although no flight test program bas been identified), some mobile 
Ullits phasing out of the soft sites. 
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.! c. Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles 
'-

•· 

( 

'lbe trend in Soviet submarine construction is still not very 
cl.ear, However, ·new programs under development or in productio!l are 
not likely to affect Soviet missile submarine strength for the next 
few years, The Soviet Navy now has sane . ballistic missile 
1ubmarines with a total of tubes, Only of these sub-
marines are nuclear powered and only of these carry the 

All of the other ~erational Soviet 
ballistic missile submarines contain the 

d, Manned Bombers 

There is still no evidence that the Soviets intend to deploy a new 
heavy banber in the late sixties, The force currently consists of sane 
200 heavy and 800 medium bombers, sane of which are used as tankers. It 
is esti:mated that the Soviets will continue to maintain their heavy bamber 
force through mid-1967 although attrition would reduce this force to about 
75 percent of the current level u,r the end of the decade, It is esti:mated 
that the medium banber force will continue to decline gradually as older 
aircraft are phased out faster than the new BLINDERs are delivered, 

As indicated last year, the Soviets' capability for intercontinental 
bomber attack ·remains limited, Considering the requirements for Artie 
staging, refUeling and nbn-canbat attrition, we esti:mate that the Soviets 
could currently place only slightly more than lOO heavy bambers over 
target areas in the U,S, on two-way missions, While we believe that medium 
banbers do not figure praninently in Soviet plans for an initial attack 
on the U,S,, a limited force of BADGERs could attack targets in Greenland, 
Canada, Alaska and the extreme northwest u.s. on two-way lnissions, 

e, Air Defense Fighters 

The current operational strength of the Soviets' fighter-interceptor 
forces is esti:mated at aircraft, of which more than 70 percent are 
older models, However, these aircraft are gradually being replaced by 
new generation fighters with both all-weather and air-to-air missile 
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capabU1t1es. 'Dlere 1s also evidence that high-speed Mach 3 follow-on 
interceptors are 1D an ear:cy development stage • 

t. Burface-~r M1sslle System 

g. Anti-Ballistic M1sslle Defenses 

We had at one time estimated that the Soviets were constructing an 
anti-misslle de:t_:ense system which . 



ll 

SOVIET POPULA.TION AND INDUSTRY DESTROYED 
AS A FUNCTION OF THE NUMBER OF l MT WARHEADS DELIVERED 

(Assumed 1970 Total Population of 240 Million; 
Urban Population of 140 Million) 

Delivered 
Warheads 

Popu1ation Fatalities 
Urban Total 

(Millions} :ra1 (Millions} :W:::: 
Percent 
Ind. Cap. 
Destroyed 

The figures on population fatalities and industrial dlll!l.llge have been 
revised on the basis of recent data. At the lower levels of attack, popula
tion fatalities are somewhat higher and at all levels of attack, industrial 
damage is lower than the figures used last year. The major change is in 
industrial damage figures and results from a redefinition of Soviet industrial 
capacity. last year these figures were based on a combined index of War 
Support Industries and.Gross Industrial Product. Since Soviet War Support 
Industries are very concentrated geographically, small DUmbers of weapons 
showed large percentages of industrial damage; the new figures are based on 
Gross Industrial Product only, a more consistent measure of overall Soviet 
industrial capacity. 

The delivery and detonation of warheads over Soviet cities would 
kill more than million people percent of the total population) and 
destroy half of the industrial capacity of the Soviet ~on. B,y doubling 
the DUmber of delivered warheads to Soviet fatalities ~d industrial 
capacity destroyed are increased by considerably Beyond 
this point, additional increments of warheads delivered do not appreciably 
change the results. In fact, when we go beyond about delivered warheads, 
we would be attacking 

It is clear, therefore, that our strategic missile forces alone would 
be sufficient to inflict unacceptable damage on the Soviet Union, even 
after absorbing a well-coordinated Soviet first strike against our 
strategic offensive forces. Indeed, I believe that an ability to deliver 
and detonate warh~ads over Soviet cities would fUrnish us with a 
completely adequate d~terrent to a deliberate ~ovi~t nuclear attack on the 
United States or its Allies. 

warheads detonated over Chinese lO."'h:l.n; centers 
would destroy of the urban population and destroy more tharl. 
of their industry. ~us, the strategic missUe forces recommended for the 
FY 1967-71 period would. provide an Assured Destruction capability against 
both the Soviet Union and Colmnunist China simultaneously. 
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4. ~e :Role of the Manned Bam.ber Force 

Given cu.rent ~ectatians of cost, effectiveness, vulnerability to 
enemy attack before or atter launch, and simplicity and controllal>ility 
of ~ratiou, missiles are preferred as the primary weapon for the 
Assured Destruction mission. 1beir ability to ride out even a heavy 
surprise nuclear attack and still remain availal>le for retaliation at 
times of our own choosing weighs heavily in this preference, On the 
basis of the latest intelligence, we are quite confident that the Soviets 
do not now have, and cannot have in the near :f'uture, the al>illty to inflict 
high levels of pre-launch attrition on our land-based missiles, or M<f 
attrition on our submarine-based missiles at sea, 

However, for purposes of analysis we have estimated the additional 
forces which would be required if our missile forces turned out to be less 
reliable and suffered greater pre-launch attrition than presently estimated, 
To simplify the analysis we have taken a lcypothetical case in which our 
missile forces woul.d be barely adequate for the Assured Destruction task, 
given the expected missile effectiveness and allowing no missiles for other 
tasks, (In fact, as I have indicated, our approved missile forces are much 
more than barely adequate for this task and therefore already have built 
into them a good measure of insurance,) ~e table below shows the cost of 
insuring against various levels of unexpected missile degradation by bllying 
either additional missiles or banbers to attack the targets left uncovered 
as a result of the assumed lowered missile effectiveness. Against the 
current Soviet anti-bomber defenses we have measured the cost to hedge with 
B-52s armed with gravity banbs since the FB-lll/SRAM would be a more expensive 
alternative, Conversely, against an improved Soviet anti-banber defense, the 
FB-lll/SRAX was used as providing a cheaper hedge than the B-52 armed with 
either gravity banbs or SRAM, 

Assumed Degradation to 
Missile Effectiveness Additional 

B-52/GraVlty l!anbs FB-lllfSRAM (Against 
(Against CUrrent Soviet ~roved Soviet Anti-

(Realized/Planned) Missiles Anti-Bomber Defenses) l!anber Defenses a/ ) 
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Only when missil~ effectiveness falls to less than about 50 percent 
of the expected value are bombers more efficient than additional missiles 
for insurance purposes, Against current Soviet defenses, the B-52 G and H 
force is adequate to hedge against c~lete faiiUre of th~ missile force 
for Assured .~struction, Against possible future Soviet defenses, we must 
be willing to believe that our missile effectiveness could turn out to be 
as low as about 30 percent of our plailn1ng value before we would wish to 
insure by bombers rather than by additional missiles, 

Similar arguments could be developed with respect to greater than 
expected Soviet ballistic missile defense effectiveness. ~ere, too, it 
would be lllecessary to assume very large and expensive Soviet ballistic 
missile_defense programs before bombers became a ~referred form of 1nsur-

. ance. 

Accordingly, for the Assured Destruction mission, manned bombers must 
be considered in a supplementary role; In that role they can force the 
enemy to provide defenses against aircraft in addition to defense against 
missiles, nus is particularly costly in the case of terminal defenses, 
The defender must make his allocation of forces 1n ignorance of the attacker's 
strategy, and must provide in advance for defenses against both types of 
attack at each of the targets, ~e attacker, however, can postpone his 
decision until the time of the attack, then strike some targets with missiles 
alone and others with bombers alone, thereby forcing tbe defender, in effect, 
to "waste" a large part of his resources, In this role, however, large 
bomber forces are not needed, A few hundred aircraft can fulfill this 
function, 

The present strategic bomber force consists of some 600 operational 
B-52s and Bo B-58s, Some 345 of the operational B-52s are the older C 
through F models, Last year we had planned to keep these aircraft operational 
through 1972 by a program of life extension modifications and capability 
improvements, at a cost of about $1.3 billion, To keep them operational 
through FY 1975 would cost another $600 million for modifications, and even 
then we could not be ce:rtll.:!.::> about their life expectancy, ~us, these 
older B-52s will ev .. otually .nav.; to be pha~·c: cut. of the force, leaving a 
total of 255 operational B-52Gs and Hs. ~ese lat··,· models of the B-52 
can be maintained in a satisfactory operational status at least through 
FY 1975 and the modifications necessary to ensure this have already been 
included in the previously approved program. 

Shown in the following table are the characteristics of three aircraft 
which migbt serve as replacements for the B-52s, compared with the B-52C, 
the B-52H and the B-58. 
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Maximum Speed (knots ) 
at high altitude 
sea level 

~ B-52H B-58 FB-lllA+ FB-lllM-3 ~ 

Ferry Range (unrefueled)N,M. 

All subsonic b 
Full Tanker 
Down Loaded Tanker 

Part supersonic £1 
Full Tanker 

No. of SRAMs 

The FB-lllA is a b:JMbt.r version Qf the F-lll with the minimum changes 
required to make i~ suitable for the stre~c&lC ~~bing role. The FB-lllM-3 
is a larger version of the F-lll. It .lould have .. l.onger fuselage, a 
maximum takeoff gross weight of 130,000 lbs compared with lll,OOO lbs for 
the FB-lllA and would carry a crew of 3 instead of 2. !~ would also have 
about a 10 percent greater combat range. The AMSA is an entirely new and 
larger aircraft which has yet to be developed. The characteristics and 
cost of the AMSA were discussed in considerable detail in my memorandum 
on this subject last year. 

The first operational FB-llls could be available in FY 1969 and the 
first FB-lllM-3s about a year later, For a force of 210 U.E. aircraft, 
the FB-lllM-3 would cost about $800 million more than the FB-lllAs, 
including development and production. The most significant operational 
factor in favor of the FB-lllM-3 over the FB-lllA is the availability of 
space for a crew of 3 instead of 2. The larger crew could spread the heavy 
workload and reduce the strain involved in strategic missions. The FB-111, 
however, would have essentially the same performance as the fi~er version 
and could be easily used in that role. The FB-lllM-3 would have ~ess range 
with the same payload in that role because of its greater weight, and"could 
·not operate as efficiently from the shorter runways for which the F-lllA was 
designed. 

The Air Force proposes: 

a. The production and deployment of a force of 210 (U.E.) 
FB-lllAs and the phase out of the 345 B-52 C-Fs. 

b. The initiation of a contract definition phase for an AMSA 
in FY 1967 at an expellditure of $11.8M looking towards an Initial Operational 
Capability in FY 1974 at a total development cost of about $1.6 billion. 
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c. The procurement of abort range attack missiles (SRAM) for 
the B·52 Gs and Hs as well as the FB·lllA at an addition cost of about 
$400 million. 

I tully support the first of these Air Force proposals. I believe, 
however, that we can safely phase out the B-52 Cs-Fs on a somewhat faster 
schedule than that proposed by the Air Force. I &lao propose to hold 
the FB·lllA configuration as close as possible to the fighter version 
ao that it would, indeed, be a dual purpose· aircraft •• strategic and 
tactical. The role of the manned bomber in the strategic offensive 
mission, as we see the threat today and over the next five years, 
simply does not warrant any large expenditure on new manned bombers 
at this time. 

To hedge against currently unforeseen requirements to replace 
the B-52 G and H aeries with a manned aircraft capable of effective 
penetration against possible advanced Soviet bomber defenses, system 
studies and advanced development of subsystems suitable for an Advanced 
Manned strategic Aircraft (AMSA) shoUld continue. There does not 
appear to be sufficient reason to start an engineering development 
program for AMSA now because of the high cost of the system, and 
because the recommended bomber force offers adequate insurance against 
the range of threats for which we have any current evidence. 

With regard to the Air Force's third proposal, no immediate decision 
to equip the B·52s with SRAM is needed until we have a more substantial 
indication of an improvement in Soviet low altitude terminal defenses. 
However, the capability to install SRAMs an B·52s should be developed. 

Although not proposed by the Air Force, I also believe we should 
plan to phase out the remaining B-58 medium bombers in FY 1971 when 
the build-up of the new FB·lll force is completed. We now have 80 
operational B-58s and this number would decline through attrition to 
about 70 by FY 1971. Their primary advantage resides in a supersonic 
dash capability. Once the FB·lll enters the force the uniqueness of 
this feature of the B-58s will be lost, and their contribution to the 
strategic offensive forces will become marginal. 

In summary, the objective of forcing the enemy to split his defense 
resources between two types of threats could be performed adequately by 
B-52 bomber forces considerably smaller than those now programmed. However, 
introduction of a dual-purpose FB-111 would provide added insurance at 
a relatively small cost. A mixed force of B-52G·Hs together with 
some FB-111/SRAM now appears to be a reasonable choice since the SRAM 
with its low level standoff capability and range of about 
miles can force the enemy to build expensive terminal bomber defenses 
or be fulnerable to low altitude attack. Even against very advanced 
terminal defenses the small size and low weight of SRAM would allow the 
u.s. to saturate or exhaust the defenses with large numbers. 

The cost of the manned bomber force I recommend compared to the 
cost of continuing the current forces is shown in the table below: 
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Current Force Extended 
Forces 

B-52 
B-58 

Cost (Cumulative '67-) 

Recommended Bomber Force 
Forces 

B-52 
B-58 
FB-lll 

Costs (Cumulative '67-) 

F'l l 7 F'l 1971 FY 1975 
Costs in Billions of Dollars) 

600 
80 

600 
80 
0 

600 
70 

$8.6 

255 
0 

210 
$8.4 

6oo 
64 

$17 

255 
0 

210 
$14 
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5. Adequacy nf the Strategic Offensive-Defense Forces for Damage Limitation 

The ultimate deterrent to a deliberate nuclear attack on the United 
States or its Allies is our clear and mistakable ability to destroy 
the attacker as a viable society. But if deterrence fails, either by 
accident or miscalculation, it is essentiP.l that forces be available 
to limit the damage of such an attack to ourselves or our Allies. 
Such forces include not only anti-aircraft defenses, anti-ballistic 
missile defenses, anti-submarine defenses, and civil defense, but 
also offensive forces, i.e., strategic missiles and manned-bombers, used 
in a Damage Limiting role. 

a. Damage Limitation Against the Soviet Nuclear Threat 

With regard to the Soviet Union, the potential utility of all Damage 
Limiting efforts, including the use of our strategic offensive forces 
in that role, is critically dependent on a number of uncertainties: 

1. Future developments in their general nuclear war posture; 
2. Their response to our efforts at Damage Limiting; and, 
3. If deterrence fails, the precise timing of a nuclear 

exchange as well as their objective in such an exchange. 

In order to illustrate some of the major issues involved in this 
problem, we have tested a range of possible Damage Limiting programs 
against different possible future Soviet threats. In practice, of 
course, uncertainty about the direction in which the Soviet posture 
was developing would lead us to maintain a flexible approach, matching 
the scope of our deployment of forces to our evolving knowledge of the 
Soviet threat. Nevertheless, these cases help to develop an appreciation 
of the possible future costs and benefits of such programs. 

For the purpose of this analysis we have used two hypothetical Soviet 
threats, the strategic offensive portions of which are shown below: 
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Soviet Threat Ia 
ICBMs 
Bombers/Tankers 
BLBMs 

Soviet Threat III 
ICBMs 
Bombers/Tankers 
SLBMs 

17 

Threat Ia is basically an extrapolation of the latest intelligence estimates, 
reflecting some fUture growth in both offensive and defensive forces, Threat 
III is a large Soviet response to our deployment of a ballistic 
missile defense with much greater than expected growth in both offensive 
and defensive forces. It includes a large number of big, land-based 
missiles equipped with penetration aids designed to overwhelm our 
defenses, Threat III also assumes that the Soviets respond de"i'ensively 
to our Damage Limiting efforts with an extensive deployment of a reasonably 
sophisticated Al!M system around 25 of their major urban areas. 

The major defensive cQmponents of the four u.s. Damage Limiting 
postures considered in this analysis are shown below: 

Alternative U.S. Damage Limiting Posture Against: 
u.s. Posture 
Components 

!liKE-X 
SPRINT msls 
ZEUS msls 

Terminal Bomber Defenses 
SAM-D Btrys 

Air Defense 
F-12 Interceptors 

Cities w/Terminal Defenses 

Soviet Threat Ia Soviet Threat III 
Posture A Posture B Posture C Posture D 

Postures A and B are tailored against Soviet Threat Ia; Postures C and D 
against Threat III. In addition, all Postures contain additional offensive 
missiles for Damage Limitation. However, because Threat III is stronger 
than Ia, Postures C and D would require mere of these missiles than 
Postures A and B. 

The interaction of the various Soviet threats and the four alternative 
Damage Limiting programs is shown on the table on page The program 
costs shown on that table represent the value of the resources required 
for each of the alternative postures. The costs for Assured Destruction 
represent the resources required to ensure that we can, in each case, 
deliver and detonate the equivalent of 4oo one megaton varheads over 
Soviet cities. The costs for Damage Limiting represent the value of 
the additional resources required to achieve the various postures shown 
Oil the table. The last two columns of the table shaw the u.s. fatalities 
wbich would result under two alternative forms of DUclear var outbreak. 

- --
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COSTS OF U.S. DAMAGE LOOTING POSTURES AND SOVIET DAMAGE POTENTIAL 

Soviet Damage Potential 
in Terms of Millions 

l':.·c>£11ln Costs l"Y 66-7? of U.S. Fatalities £.1 Y 
D~ge Soviet u.s. 

Assured Liiniting Fir.st First 
Destruction Increment ~! Strike e/ 
(Billions of DoJlars) 

.!.21.£ 
S.U. Expected Threat 
U.S. Approved Program 130-135 90-95 

1212 
s.u. Threat Ia 

U.S. AD!/ Posture plus 
App'd Cjvil Defense Pru~. $16.8 $1.4 130-135 95-105 

u.s. AD ! Posture plus 
16.8 Full Fa~out Shelter Prog. 3.6 ll0-115 80-85 

U.S. DL ~ Posture A 16.8 28.1 80-~5 25-L.I) 
U.S. DL Posutre B 16.8 35-7 50- 0 20-30 

S.U. Threat III 

I U.S. DL ~ Posture C 28.5 24.8 105-llO ~5-,5 
U.S. DL ~ Posture D 28.5 32.3 75-100 5- 0 

r 
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In the first case, we assumed that the Soviets initiate nuclear war 
with a simultaneous attack against our cities and military targets. In 
the second case, we assume that the events leading up to the nuclear ex
change develop in such a way that the United States bas no better alterna
tive t,han to strike first. 

The ranges of fatalities estimated in the table reflect some of the 
possible variations in Soviet targeting doctrine, technological sophis
tication, possible, errors in attack planning and in the degree of the 
disruption to Soviet attack coordination. The higher end of the ranges 
of fatalities shown for each case represents the full damage potential 
(a well-planned, well-coordinated attack to maximize fatalities) under the 
given scenario. The lower end of the ranges of estimates represents likely 
degradations in execution and targeting, rather than lower bounds on the 
possible effectiveness of Soviet weapon systems. All estimates assume that 
the Soviets have missile penetration aids Which are as sophisticated as our 
own are expected to be in the same time period. 

The first line on the table shows the Soviet damage potential against 
the currently approved U.S. program in 1970, It illustrates the projected 
performance of the currently approved bomber defenses, the Civil Defense 
program and the strategic offensive forces. Without these programs, the 
damage potential could be 160 million or more u.s. fatalities in a mixed 
Soviet attack on military and civilian targets. A full Soviet attack 
directed against our urban areas only would not increase this total by 
very much. 

As shown on the second line of the table, the situation is not sub
stantially changed by the assumed Soviet buildup (Threat Ia) between 1970 
and 1975. A Full Fallout Shelter Program, at a cost of about $3.6 billion 
would reduce fatalities by about 15-20 million in all three cases. Damage 
Limiting posture (cost -- $28.1 billion) might reduce fatalities·to some
where between 80 and 90 million and Posture a (cost -- $35·7 billion) to 
between 50 and 80 million in an early urban attack. But the benefits of 
these Damage Limiting programs could be substantially offset, especially 
in the case of a Soviet first strike, if the Soviets were to increase their 
offensive forces to the levels assumed in Threat III. 

Even larger Soviet responses than that of Threat III cannot be ruled 
out by what we know of Soviet technology and resource constraints. Whether 
or how the Soviets actually will respond depends on how strongly they desire 
a reliable threat against the United States and on the alternative military 
and non-military uses for the resources involved. 

Our own uncertainty about how well our Damage Limiting forces would 
work is likely to remain large. Some, but by no means all of the uncertain-
ties are reflected in the table of page It is difficult to quantity 
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the operational conditions of nuclear var. Degradations in our missile 
defense reliability or in our offensive missile accuracy might have sub
stantial effects. For example, if our operational missile eJming error 
were 50 percent higher than we assumed against Soviet hard missiles, the 
expected Soviet damage.potential after a U.S. first strike (even with 
Posture B) would be 30 to 45 million u.s. fatalities instead of the 20 
to 30 million shown on the table. Even more important to the outcome of 
a u.s. first strike is the question of the speed and nature of Soviet re
sponse, We estimate that the Soviets have the ability to place their 
missiles on alert during a crisis, and, in the case of their hard missiles, 
to keep them at 5 to 15 minute readiness for extended periods. Accordingly, 
there is alwilys ·the possibility that they might get warning of our attack 
and launch at least their ready missiles at our cities before the impact 
of our missile attack. In that case, u.s. fatalities, even if we struck 
first and provided for Damage Limiting Posture B, would be 45 to 65 million. 

1he costs of the various Damage Limiting programs would, of course, 
be spread over a period of years. Even so, they would reach $5 to $6 
billion per year in the early 1970s. To maintain or improve the postures 
shown (against an evolving Soviet threat) might involve continuing an 
annual expenditure of $3 to $5 billion. 

On the basis of our analysis of the major Damage Limiting program 
alternatives in relation to the Soviet nuclear threat, I have reached the 
fbllawing conclusions: 

1. Against likely Soviet postures for the 1970s, appropriate mi>:_,,. 
of Damage Lim1 ting measures can effect substantial reductions in the m..x::.mum 
damage the Soviets can inflict, but only at substantial additional cost to 
the U.S. above the requirements for Assured Destruction. Even so, against 
a massive and sophisticated Soviet attack on civil targets, we cannot h~ve 
high confidence of reducing fatalities below 4o or more millions. 

2, Efficient Damage Limiting against the kinds of postures available 
to the sOviets, considering their technology and resources, requires a mix 
including a full civil' defense Fallout Shelter Program, ballistic missile 
defenses, and improved bomber defenses. Against a very rapid ~uildup of 
the Soviet missile forces basefrin hard silos, additional U.S. missile pay
load may have to be added. 

3. Feasible improvements· in missile accuracy, and the use of MIRVs 
where applicable, can greatly increase the efficiency of our offensive 
forces against hard Soviet targets, However, the effectiveness of offensive 
forces in Damage Limiting is sensitive to the timing of a nuclear exchange. 
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highly visible threat to the U.S., designed to undermine our military 
prestige and the credibility of any guarantee which we might offer to 
friendly countries. Ap effective defense against such a force might 
not only be able to negate that threat but might also prevent their use 
of nuclear weapons for aggressive purposes and possibly discourage their 
production and deployment of such weapons altogether. 

Recent studies have convinced us that the development of an area 
ABM defense weapon is feasible and, indeed, we have reprogrammed some 
$22 million of FY 1965 funds to initiate this development. The area 
defense weapon, a long range missile interceptor designated DMl5X2, 
would, of course, be used in combination with other components of the 
NIKE X system. Furthermore, other elements of a Damage LiJni ting posture 
might also be required -- anti-bomber defense, . , civil defense. 

In order to illustrate the problem of defense against an Nth country 
nuclear threat, we have analyzed three Damage Limiting postures in relat:i.on 
to two levels of threat in the mid-l970s. The major ABM components of 
these postures are shown below: 

MAJOR COMPONENTS OF ILLUSTRATIVE MISSILE DEFENSES 
AGAINST LIGHT AT!ACK 

Cities With Local Defense 
Major Components 

Posture A 

TACMAR Radars !/ 
VHF Radars Y 
Missile Site Radars (MSR II) ;;,/ 
Area Interceptors 
SPRINT Interceptors 

Posture B Posture C 
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Posture A provides terminal ABM defense for cities using MSRs 
and SPRINT interceptors, but no area defense, Postures B and C both 
include an area defense of the entire country, based primarily on 
~CMAR radars for long range acquisition of targets, and ~ea interceptors 

Posture B also includes terminal defense 1or cities. Posture C provides 
terminal defense for cities and a heavier area defense, 

The effectiveness (and cost) of the defenses could be increased 
further by strengthening them in any of a number of ways. Against attac:ks 
employing no penetration aids, increasing the number of long range int~rcep
tor missiles might be preferred. Against more sophisticated or larger 
attacks, the number of Missile Site Radars might be increased from one t0 
two at each point defended with SPRINT, the capabilities of the ~CMAH 
radars might be increased, or the number of cities with terminal defe~s~• 
might be increased. 

Defense against Nth country aircraft involves area protection--insuring 
that no en~ aircraft regardless of its target or direction of attack c~~ 
be sure of success. A minimum defense could be provided by situating our 
current interceptor aircraft around the periphery of the country. The force 
required for the peacetime air surveillance mission would provide a relatively 
effective defense against small attacking bomber forces in the northeast and 
north central sections. For other sections of the country appropriate 
deployments of Airborne Early Warning and Control (AEW&C) aircraft could 
reduce significantly the probability of penetration. To achieve higher 
effectiveness, this minimum area air defense could be supplemented, first 
by improved surveillance capability--to insure against en~ aircraft 
approaching u.s. airspace undetected, and secondly, by the introduction of 
more advanced interceptors capable of intercepting attacking aircraft with 
higher probability, and further from our borders. 

Fallout shelters are designed primarily to protect against collateral 
fallout from co·.mter-military attacks, weapons aimed at other urban
industrial areas or weapons deliberately exploded upwind of. population 
targets in order to avoid terminal defenses. The "area" defense described 
above might be very effective in denying the last of these tactics, especially 
against small attacks. The other two sources of fallout are also relatively 
much less important in light attacks. This suggests that, against small 
unsophisticated attacks, something less than a Full Fallout Shelter Program 
may be appropriate in a light Damage Limiting posture. 

Much more analysis of light defense postures is required before we are 
in a position to choose appropriate combinations of the various components. 
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TO illustrate the potentials of a "light" defense, we have ex!llllined 
the cost and performance of Postures A and C against small ICBM attacks 
of the sort that the Chinese Communists might be able to mount in the 
latter part of the 1970s (approximately warheads over the u.s.) 
(Posture B has been omitted since it is simply a scaled-down version of 
Posture C.) The results of this analysis are summarized below. 

U.S. Posture 

Five Year 
Systems ·eosts 

($ Billions) 

Approved Program (Extended) 
Posture A 8. 7 
Posture C 8.2 

Millions of u.s. Fatalities 
Attacking Attacking 

Missiles Missiles 

6 
3 

0-1 

12 
6 

0-2 

The costs shown are for the ABM components of the program only; they 
include investment, operating and future R&D. The fatalities shown 
represent expected fatalities assuming missiles carrying the equivalent 
of 1 MT warheads, The lower bound of zero for Posture C represents the 
defense effectiveness against a very unsophisticated attacker or even an 
attack on major U.S. cities with a somewhat more sophisticated payload. 
The upper bound represents an attack (with the more sophisticated payload) 
designed to maximize the number of fatalities even if it means avoiding 
major u.s. cities. The table above does not deal explicity with contribu
tion of our offensive forces to Damage Limiting against Nth countries. Their 
contribution, however, would be substantial both in terms of the retaliatory 
threat they would pose and in terms of their effectiveness in pre-emptive 
counter-military strikes. 

This table brings out two important points: (1) Posture C, which 
includes an is far superior on a cost-effectiveness 
basis than Posture A which does not; and (2) the successful development of 
the would, for the first time, give hope of achieving 
a high confidence defense against a light ICBM attack, not just 'for a few 
selected cities, but for the entire nation. 

The effectiveness of light D!llllage Limiting postures against future 
Soviet threats has not yet been analyzed. It appears clear, however, that 
the larget Soviet threats examined earlier in this memorandum could s:ilnply 
exhaust the defense in a Soviet counter-urban first strike. Against smaller 
Soviet postures, or Soviet attacks degraded in numbers or coordination by 
prior U.S. counter-military attacks, offense penetration aids and tactics 
might produce singificant variations in outcome. Penetration aids such as 
re-entry vehicles hardening and exo-atmospheric chaff would have important 
effects for attac~ levels of about Soviet missiles. 

The problem of designing light Damage Limiting postures is not yet well 
understood. On the basis of information and analysis available at present 
I have reached the following tentative conclusions: 
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1. A light anti-ballistic missile system using 

defense at a small number of cities, offers promise of a highly effective 
defense against small ballistic missile attacks of the sort the Chinese 
Camnunists might be C!l.pable of launching within the next decade. Such a 
defense would have.initial investment and five year operating costs (includ
ing R&D) of about $5 to $8 billion, depending on the number of cities 
defended by SPRINT and the '.density of the area coverage, 

2. With such a defense the presently Approved Civil Defense program 
may be appropriate. Analysis is needed of the interaction of light active 
defense programs with Civil Defense, 

3. It appears likely that such a defense would remain highly effective 
against Chinese capabilities at least until 1980, even if the presence of 
this defense did not, in the first place, deter them from developing a 
strong ICBM capability. 

4. Once :f'ully deployed, this defense system could be strengthened to 
increase its effectiveness against larger or more sophisticated threats--
by adding more long range interceptors, by improving the or by 
increasing the number of cities with terminal defenses. 

5. On the basis of our present knowledge of Chinese Communist nuclear 
progress, no deployment decision need be made now, But the development of 
the essential components should be pressed forward vigorously. 

C. Mequacy of Our Assured Destruction Forces Against a Higher Than Expected 
Soviet ~eat in the 1970s. 

At the beginning of this memorandum I noted that we had given special 
attention this year to an analysis of Soviet threats over and above those 
projected in the latest National Intelligence Estimates, and that we have 
done so because of certain recent U.S. technological developments which, if 
duplicated by the Soviet Union, could have a major impact on our Assured 
Destruction capability. I also stated that this capability is the vital 
first objective which must be met in full by our strategic nuclear forces under 
all foreseeable circumstances and regardless of the costs or difficulties 
involved. 

Perhaps the worst po~:~ible threat the So'.-iets could mount against our 
Assured Destruction t:!Opability would be the s~";ar,eous deployment of a 
force of several hundred 
and a reasonably sophisticated 

Our MIRV re-entry vehicle is al~~~dy well along 
in development and we now propose to produce and deploy it in part of the 
MINUTEMAN force. We have also started development of an 
defense missile. We believe the Soviets are developing an 
defense missile, 
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£:.Il c:::? o:"" at-..ac}:s on la·.::.c:l c'c-::tro~ fa.c::.~itie: have ~ 
r.a.~Cl"' i::.pE..ct SLC. accc~.t for the relative:y lev: U.S. survivi:l6 !-c.:.::..:.~::.. 
:By J-.:2.y :972, S.:l z·.:rvivir.; K!?~v~:;.:-; r.iss:.:es cc-.::c.. 'be la·..:.r.c:-.. e~ ·-:..y -..:.e 
E.ir":>or::e lc..·..:.::.ch co::-:.rcl ce:.:t.er a:-• .i ttle Sovie~s t!:ercfore v:c~C. I::;.ve 
~ttack lE..ur.cn ~a..:~~it:.es. 

I:1 vie".-;r c:' t:-.. :.s t..?::>are:-.t ze::si ~i vi ty to t.:-.. z e.v~:::.labili 't~l c:' t.:.:-• .:..:. :·
bo::-~1e ls.:c: .. ch cc~.trol cer.:r.cr, a:-~ analysis vr~s ~c:Je '!'cr JCy :.966 as.s·..:.::.:.:..:-.: 

. e:.O. t~e lc-..rer !:a:.:tles~ va.:.:..:e.s. u::::.&:; 
~hese CO!!clitior:s, s·..:rvivi!lz lG!lO::.-·:n .. seC. paylce.C '\ol~S re6:~cc~ -:.c 
1·.''it:: t::e POIA.~.IS co=:'tri'butic::, this is st~ll ~c::-e tr..u~ er~c-~g:-. ::.~ -::.:: 
. .:..ss·~:.--eC Destruction t~sk. T~e Soviet &.tts..ck ir. this sit~ati~~ \·.'[..S cc:;-.
ce:::t!'c.teC o:--~ the z..:Ii\UTEJ-.:.!:.X le.u..~ch cor:trol centers ar .. C. a.ccoun~eC. fc-::..· 
C.isa·c:el:.e:-.t of over 50~ J.:::::u·~·::-.:.~~ :C:.:.ss::.les. T~is e::::.?:-lc..sizes -:.:::c :..:.:.;.~:.~-:..:.:.(;e: 

of tiwely develo~e~t ~d dep!o~e~t of the 
~~.~~::3 for bo~h deve~c~e~-:. ~C proc~e~~~t o: ttis syste~ hs..s b~e~ s..~-
.............. - .:; 
J:' ...... ~c ..... 

... ::. s·~s::y, tr-.. e ts.."',):e t.::.ove s:-.c·.-;.s ~:.cs.:t ever: i'!' t!"-.a 1·=:-;-...-::~-::.:.:·: : 
2.c\·.rer :-.. az-~ .. ess estii:.c.::.es e:e ~seC. t:~e Soviets c:a:...:::c-: ~tit~::e c~: .. 
J..ss·-.;.:rcC. Jes"t.:--..:.ctio!'l ca:;>s.."oi~:..-:.y -v~t:~ut 1·::I::\Vs or P~·: or , ....... ess t:-. .:-y 
b-..:i:C. 'I!l~Y ::o!'e cissiles thE.!l t::e !:ig:'l !"e.::ge of the !\TIE. It e.lsc s:-~~-:·:-.5 

t~s..t t~e b~s~c inv..:.2:lers..b::.:::.ty c~ t~e p~cg~r--eC force is o~y ~~~e~E..~2:y 
se=.si -:;. ve tc v."iC.e vE:::.atio::.s iL. :-.::r~:-.. }':2.l\~.J.\ har~ess. 

2. 

?:e:-e ,.;e e.ss1..:::e the.:. ir:stes..6. o:: con-..:..nu:.r .. g L.O cie~:oy r~e-.-: r:.i.ssi:.~S-s: ~;;.,.:; 

::;r:.~ec~eC. ir. t!:e h:.6::. 1\I:S, t:-~e Soviets la-..:r..chc?.s i:: ~e.:.:.::..G..:IO.J 

::sS9 s....--::.. 'be;;ir. to ret:!"c:"'it ~-.::::Rv.:: c::-~ t!:e ,.n_t::. as :::.my as re-e::-.-..::. .. :..r 
ve:--.icles (eact. 't-:i"t!l a w~hec:.::i yie2.d of :per booster. I= e::"i'e~~; 'KE 

g:ve :.:.:.e Soviets t:C.e s~~ IC: C..a~-= fc~ l·::?-:V as rle :p?oject fc"L" t:.e U::-.:.-r..~~ 
S""C.&:~es. 1·ie Lsc E..ss·..::::.e -::::t.t -:::.e Sovie~s i,;.S€ t:'1e :~~RVs against C/:..:r ::.£.: . .::.-
1~se~ =issi:e fc~ces. 

~·:~e 'ta".:J2.e c:-~ the fcllo·~~::g :pe:..;;e s!-1::-.-~s t:~e:: ur~ess t:-.e Scvie~.s s..c:-..:.c·:e 
c. :=.E..~ cr i::".??ove::.e::t i:-.. t~-:e CZ? o:"' -r.he . 

hu6..."1.ess ·de:'icie:-.c::es ir .. :·G!\~·!S:-:!._:: ~c c:"' ::::..::::.::." 
s::g~.:ficance. T:~e tc.:o:e s~-:::·\·~s t!:c.-:. if t:he Scviets Cc e.c:~:c:::ve a C~? c: ... :.;.:o 

e. fo!"ce of' co cc-..:.lC. 1ri:;>e c-.:.-.. c-.::r :a::.~-

b~seC. :::issi:e fo!'c:es regarlless of v1he~!" .. er !-ITE"'C~··:A:\ hardr~ess C..~::.:"':cif:::.::::.::.:: 
are ccr?ec~ed. T~e e>~reme sensitivity cf t~ese cElculations tc C~? ~.s 

:.:.::.1s-;;rateC. by the fact that a force cf MIRVed with a c:::? c:' 
ra~:.er tt.~ -.. , lvo·.:.ld (in _case #T shc1m on the table) lec..ve 
s·..:.::.-.,::~.:-i::g i::. l97l r~ther t!lar~ l\eve~theless, a NIIfLITS.\~t.:\ ha.!"'C.:·.ess :.ev=:. 
c-: ?SI for the laur:cr. facilities a::::.:l for the la:.mc::: co::::t::-~:. 
~E..c:!.lities co'Lild provilie us l<:it!l sor.:e additional ti:me to react ~c a Scv::.~-: 

1·~:N de:;>loy--~e::t. 



' 

( 

Tot a: 

u.s 0 ::=-:e:.is.:~ e ?E..;.r:cc.:. s·.:.r
v~ ·,":.:-.=. '~\?) 

l. Iio Soviet C:;::? i!:.:;;::ove
~e:-.:.t e..rHi ~·.LII\U:E:~:A:\ I e.t 

2. 1~o Soviet C3? i=.;.:!"ove
!.::.C:lt e.r.c ra:,:-Jz.-:;.:x at 

ul/ co- Jo:. 69 ?0 ?2 

.i.:'". sr- c.:~r, a Sov:.et i·:I-;:v C.e:;>2.cy-...:.e:-;-.; c:cu.lC. pose a ser~.:,·.:s :;:~.: .:._s:·.: .. ~..~ 
~!:e s·..:..!"Vivc.."c:::ity c:.., Cu:" l.E:.:.C.-'::;c;,.sed .fC?Ce, ;.rov::C..e~ t:.:.ey ~:::.::e,;·c C:? :._:::-
1i::."'OVC~e::-:.s cr. t~e sa=:e scf.e~·.;.:e -;,;e p::-cjec~ :'"'o:::- a·~ selves. Cc~rectic:. c:"' 
~:.e t:.ard:less de:'icier.cies in i·=:·~J§:.:J. .. :\ v.rv·J2.d. :;>roviC:e more ti::.e -:.o :-e:;.~-:. 

to s·..:c~ a C.e?lC:>'=-ent. P .. So-viet l~J:~iJ C..ep::..oy::.e:-.. t c:..lor.:.e v.-o·.:..:.c. r.c:. f.f:"'c .:-: c·~_... 

sea-·c:.~seC. missile fo!"ce whicf"~, ir.. itse:.:"', co'.:.l.C. C..e:.iver 

;;,. Zxtre::.e Case: 

ass·=~ 

s:.=.::.:.. -cc;:..cou.sly wit~ a l•:IRVcd 
~ ~c~cc of a~out to 

/. ;:: . 
r--·· 

Soviets C.ep:oy a=. e..:.-:ti--:>a:..listic :::.s.s:._c :.e:'e: .. se 
IC3:.,: force. ~-r-~e ;-;.·.: C.e:fense -y.-c·.L...:. cc:.--• .s::..s-:. e-:"' 

tue \·re e.re nc'W d.evelo?in;, dep:oyeC.. in s·u.c!l 
: ... cc~ively a 11 ra-'k o:-C..er" 'U.S. cissile attack 

r.is£:..:es c:"' -;;:.e 
a ~ay as to cour.~e~ ~vs~ c:
against Soviet ci~:.es. (.S·..:c::_ 



( 

a fo=~e so de~2oyeC wo~~ be c..ble to e=g~cic 
U.S. &t"t-E.Ck "~z...s la-.:.nc!:ed e.gai~.2.t Soviet cit::.es 
free. t:.e la.rges~ 0:1 C.o·.:-.1.) -z·~e Sc·1iets 1-::RVe.i 

30 

te.rse~s 1 prov:..C.cC.. :.::·.e 
i~ c::=..e:- of pc-;.·JJ.E. -:.::.:..::-., 
ICE.:.: :'orce:: we·.::.~ C.c -:.:·.= 

c:?. 
";e e.ss-..=e tf:&. "t ti:e Soviets wo·..:.ld -~se t!-.. eir c..gz..::.::s:. :;:.:.:.-- -£.:.~-

·cc..scC. rr.issi::..es. Tt.e res~ts of t!".ese CE..lc·~c.:ti::=.s ~=e s:.o1::. ":..;:.c·~:: 

, ... -' 
\ !\.."' ' 

'.:·::::.s case :.:..:.::..:::-::-e::2s 
ve:-:,r ec:..rl:r -- b·-1-:. poss::·~:..e 

70 

;.~·-: C:efe=:se toes not i..~cl·.:t.e tc=-r:::.::.e.l C.e:e::ses, its ef±-~ective::ess ::.s ove-:
est.::..:-:..e::.eC. s::.: .. ce U.S. paylo.:..C.s E..::e: tase=... :;::-~ -c:.e c-zre~t:y p:-og~ .. ~:.:::.st :·c:-(;e:.s 
a~~ ~.E. tactics U£eC. in t~e::se CE..lc~e.-:.ic~s r~ve net bee~ cp~i=ize~ -~ ~~c 

lig;.:. of t:~t defense. For exa=?le, if c·~ at~ack were to be co~~e~t~~~e~ 
o-:..ly o:-. e. pa.:-~ c~ the Soviet 1.:.:'~a.=: te.:-get sys~er.:., tr.e results w.:,·.;..:,c. be :::~c:-. 

bet~e= fo:- the U.S. 

'-'·Af· d 
£"..,~ 
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The comparative '!;en-year costs of these systems, :P=!' thousand 
pounds of payload, are given in the following table for inventory missiles, 
alert missiles, and missile surviving the countermilitary at~::Y.s of the 
most likely (lin) Soviet threat and an extrapolation of the high, unlikely, 
threat discussed in the "Extreme Case" above. In this calculation, the low 
Soviet attack inflicts lO percent damage on u.s. land-based forces and 
the high Soviet attack_ 90 percent. 

MINUTEMAN II 
ICM 
POLARIS A-3 
POSEIDON 

Ten-Year Costs Per 

In the On Alert & 
Inventorr Reliable 

Thousand Pounds 
Reliable 

Low Soviet 
Attack 

of Payload ($millions) 
and Surviving: 

High Soviet 
Attack -·-

The costs of POLARIS submarines and of MINlJm.!AN facilities have already 
been incurred and hence are not included, The POSEIDON and ICM figures 
include development costs. The ICM costs are for a f~rce of missiles, 
while the POSEIDON costs are bas.ed on retrofitting all 41 of the POLARIS 
submarines. The pOLARIS and PDSEIDON costs are based on the percent of 
the POLARIS force which we plan to have on station at all times, 

If the Soviets and choose to emphasize ABM defense, 
or if they achieve capability, fixed-base 
missiles are generally preferred to mobile missiles. The Air Force is now 
studying the development of follow-on, land-based missiles of considerably 
increased size and payload Which could be available in the time period with 
Which we are concerned. One such missile, the above-mentioned ICM, could 
either be retrofitted to existing MINUTEMAN silos or be deplQyed in new, 
harder ( . ) silos, Even against the MIRV threat, I(:M might become 
attractive if it could be effectively defended at a sufficiently low cos';. 

The u.s. response to a Soviet deployment of an AE-1 defen~e unaccompo.n~ed 
by a would be the incorporation of approp!'l.ate penet1·at~on 
aids on our strategic ~ssiles, Against area defense interceptors, chaff 
cloud penetration aids can be.provided for U.S. missiles (so that an Ass1rred 
Destruction capability is maintained) at a cost to us of less than 10 pe:cent 
of the cost of an AE-1 defense to the Soviets. The lead time for the Scv~ets 
to mount an ABM defense is greater than the time for us to 

A decision actually to deploy 
If the Soviets do attempt a large ABM defense 

we will still be able to 
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Against a combined Soviet MIRV-.AB-1 threat, it is clear from the 
above table that the most efficient of the alternatives available to 
us would be to develop POOE!DON and retrofit it into POLARIS boats, The 
timing of the development and of the decision to produce and deploy would 
depend upon how this threat actually evolved. To bring out this problem 
in its starkest form, we have assumed for the analysis whieh follows the 
same Soviet threat used previously in the "Extreme Case". ihe numbers of 
additional surviving, reliable POSEIDON missiles needed to guarantee our 
Assured Destruction capability after FY 1970 are shown in the table below--
using first, · ~ alread,v well along in 
engineering development and second, using the · which 
is in the early stages of advanced development. 

Soviet ICBMs 
Total 

Soviet ABH 
Reliable Area Interceptors 

Additional Surviving, Reliable 
POSEIDON Missiles Needed 
For Assured Destruction: 

Jul69 Jul70 ~ ~ Jul73 

Surviving, Reliable POSElllON Missile: 
Added If: --

The last block of this table shows the number of surviva~le, reliable 
POSE!DON missiles Which could be added to the force, time-phased for 
three different initial "operational availability dates (OAD)". In 
each case, 3l of the 41 POLARIS submarines would be retrofitted with 
POSEJDONs; to retrofit the remaining lO boats would be too expensive 
and other alternatives such as the construction of new boats might be 
more attractive. Considering the fact that we are dealing here with an 
extremely high and very unlikely threat, I believe that an initial OAD 
date of _. would provide us an ample margin of safety. Last year I 
recommended the initiation of the POSEIDON development but without any 
fixed schedule, In the light of the foregoing analysis, I now recommend 
that its development schedule be tied to an OAD date of 

5. Command and Control for POLARIS 
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A number of interim back-up facilities are presently under considera
tion, principally a ship-borne VLF system to be installed on the NECPA 
(National Emergency Command Post Afloat), and an airborne VLF system 
consisting of a number of re~ay aircraft to be operated on ground alert. 
The NECPA itself may be targetable, but if it survived it could probably 
relay a comn:and to tb~ submarines in the Norwegian Sea, provided a message 
were received from Headquarters, CINCLA!\T. The airborne system is of 
limited range ( - ), requires a number of relays, 
and bas a short endurance. Both of these systems would be useful for a::l 

interim relay capability, but neither constitutes a satisfactory execute 
c&:;>abili ty for an Assured Destruction force. It is also possible that LF 
ar-0. liF stations might be eventually patched together to transmit an execute 
order, but this would be very difficult· to do and no plan presently exists 
to do so. 

A number of alternative systems are currently under study. Hovever, 
it is not yet clear wbicb of them offers the most promise for a survivable 
communications system, and a decision now to develop any one of them on 
a crash basis would be premature. Because of its importance to an Assured 
Destruction capability wbicb depends heavily on a sea-based missile force, 
this study effort must and will continue to receive a very D,j,i;h priority. 

D. Specific Recommendations on Major Issues 

1. Qualitative Improvements to the MINlJI'EMAN Force 

The Air Force nov agrees that a 1971 force of 1,000 MINUl'EMAN is 
adequate in context with the total U.S. strategic offensive forces now 
programmed and in the light of the expected(i.e.,· the NIE) tbrea:t. Hovever, 
the Air Force also recommends the development of an Improved Capability 
Ydssile (ICM) for deployment in tbe FY 1973-74 time period as a replace=e~t 
for som~ of the MIN\JrEVIAN. As brought out in tbe foregoing analysis, the 
ICM must be considered in conjunction with the POSEIDON and in relation to 
the higher-than-expected Soviet threat. Accordingly, tbe principal issue 
concerning the MIN\JrEMAN force at this time is the production and deployment 
of new re-entry systems. 

Last year it was decided to replace, eventually, all of the MINlJl'D'.AN 
I with tbe MIN\JrEMAN II, which bas much greater accuracy, payload, and 
versatility. MIN\JTE!I.AN II, for example, promises a single shot kill 
probability against a target of about for a reliably delivered 
varbead, compared wi tb about for MIN\Jr&IAN. I •. In addition, its greater 
re-targeting capability reduces tbe number of missiles that need to be 

( Revised: ll Jan 1966 
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pro&r~~ed to achieve ·one reliably delivered wE:head •. Finally, its 
-- booster is CO!Ilpatible 'd th MIRV. For these reasons I reco:mnend that all 

the Mlli!JT.EMAN I' s be replaced by end FY 1972. 

.. 

The e1·fectiveness of the Y.INU'I'DlAN force can be :f'urther improved by 
the proCuction and deployment of two new re-entry systems which we now have 
under development. One of these,_th~ prcmises_a kill probability 
against·- targets of about .. ~ cDl!IJ>ared with_- . - •for the now 

: being inste.lle"a in the M!NUTE."!AN II. The other, the will 
contain three re-entry vehicles, thereby enabling each reliable MlNUTE.~U< 
booster to kill three geographically separated soft targets. A1 ternati.·.·:!ly, 
the :en carry a combination of 
n:e MINU'I'EV..AN with the represents such a major qualitative illlprove- · 
ment that we have designated' it the YJifUTEMAN III. The recommended forle 

i 
' ' \ . 
"--· 

is shown below; 

MIIru r.tY..AN I 
J.!IJIUTEI-!A.N II 
MDIUTEI-!A.N III 

Specifically, I recommend; 

(End Fiscal Year) 

a. Production and deployment of the · and the 
re-entry vehicles at an 'FY 1967-71 ·cost of $122 ~llion and $220 ~llion, 
respectively. For 'FY 1967. lt.fi. 5 million will be required for t~e and 
$10.2 mill.ion for the for the procurement of long lead time items 
to ensure an IOC date of January 1969 for both systems. 

b. 
· II and III at a total FY 1967-71 cost of $48 

million, of which $25.7 million •'ill be required in FY 1967 • 

..:. Production end installation of a . 

at a total 'FY 1966-71 cost of $92 million of which $1.1 million will be 
required in FY 1966 and $10.4 in 'FY 1967. 

d. Production and installation of a 

The total 
FY 1966-71 cost is estimated at $77 million of which $2.1 million will 
be required in 'FY 1966 and $13.4 million in 'FY 1967. 

' 
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2. Maintenance of an Effective Manned Bomber Force in the 1970s. 

Tbe Air Force bas proposed the procurement of a force of 210 (U.E.) 
FB-lllAs, the phaseout of the B-52 C-Fs, the procureDent of SRAII. for both 
the FB-lllA and B-52 G-Hs, and the initiation of a contract definition 
phase for AY.sA in Fi 1967. For reasons discussed in the foregoing analysis, 
I make the following specific recommendations: 

a. Approval of the Air Force proposal to procure an FB-lll force 
of 210 U.S. aircra:!"t at a total F':l 1966-71 systems cost, excl udins SRAI!., 
of $2.2 billion (including $1.9 billion for initial investment), vitb the 
first 15 aircr~ft to be operational by end F':l 1969 and the ·full force 
operational by end F':l 1971. Some $25 million vill be required in F':l 1966 
and $201 million in F':l 1967 for the develop~ent and procurement of the 
first 10 aircraft. 

b. Development and production of the SRP_"\ for thr, FB-llls only, at 
an F':l 1967-71 cost of $250 million of wbich $32 million vill be required 
in F':l 1967. In addition, $37 million, including $9 million in F':l 1967, is 
included in adapting the SRAM avionics for the B-52, thus retaining the 
option to deploy that missile on the B-52 G-Hs if tbat should prove 
desirable at some time in the future. 

c. Phase out the B-52 C·F's in accord vitb the latest Air Force 
proposal. Tbis vill save approximately $1.4 billion in B-52 associated 
costs in the previously approved program·plus $600-$800 ~illion in 
modification costs avoided by not retaining the C-F's beyond F':l 1972· 

d. Phase out the B-58s by end F':l 1971 as the FB-lll buildup is 
completed. In viev of this recom:nendation, I recommend that we not go 
ahead vith the installation of a Terrain Following Radar on the B-58, 
as proposed by the Air Force,~th an F':l 1967-71 saving of $97 million. 

e. Disapproval of the Air Force proposal to initiate a contract 
de:!"~n~tion phase for AY~A in F':l 1967, but approval of continuation of 
advanced development work on the avionics so that adequate technology 
will be available vhen and if a decision for full scale development· 
becomes necessary. This will require an additional $ll million in FY 1967. 
Prior year funds Vill be sufficient to complete advance development vork 
on the propulsion system and the airframe. 

3. Tbe Character and Timing of a Deployment of an AB:.: Defense 

As·indicated in the foregoing analysis, there is no system or combina
tion of systems Within presently available technology which vould allow 
us to deploy, now, an AlUI. defense vith a reasonable expectation of keeping 
U.S. fatalities belov tens of millions in a major Soviet first attack. 
Moreover, although our analysis suggE.sts ve could design an ABM defense 
Vith a high degree of effectiveness against a light attack such as th<: 
Chinese Communists may be able to mount some time in the l.ate 1970s, the 
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timing of the threat is such that a production and deployment decision 
can be safely deferred for at least another year. 

Accordingly, I recommend: 

a. Disapproval of an Army proposal for a full scale deployment 
of NIKE-X at an FY 1967-71 cost of $12.7 billion and an FY 1967 cost 
of $212 million. The total investment cost of this proposal would be 
$15.7 billion and the annual operating costs about $861 million. 

b. Continued development of the NIKE-X system, including the 
development of the recently approved, 
interceptor ( ·' .. -.-~ ), at an FY 1967 cost of $403 million. ($22 million 

. of FY 1965 Emergency Fwlds have been p-rovided to initiate the 
development.) This recommendation will give us an option to deploy a 
light anti-ballistic missile defense system designed against &mall or 
unsophisticated attacks if and when that should become necessary. 

c. Continuation of the DEFENDER program designed to increase our 
knowledge of ballistic missile defense, at an FY 1967 cost of $130 million. 

4. Production and Deployment of a New Manned Interceptor 

The major issue in the entire anti-bomber defense area is the 
production and deployment of a new manned interceptor. The Air Force 
proposes a force of 12 squadrons (216 U.E. aircraft) of the F-12 to begin 
deployment in FY 1969 and complete deployment b,y FY 1973. Although this 
force would provide greatly increased combat effectiveness, its very great 
cost ($6.6 billion in FY 1967-71 period) would be consistent only with a 
decision to seek a very large and effective Damage Limiting program against 
the Soviet Union, and then only if the Soviets increased their bomber 
threat in both numbers and quality. Neither of these conditions is in 
prospect at this time. Accordingly, I recommend: 

a. Continuation of the YF-12A flight test program with the 
aircraft now available. These aircraft have been equipped with the 

fire control an9 air-to-air missile systems, the performance of 
which is being improved with FY 1966 funds. 

b. Continued study of the use of the F-lll in the manned interceptor 
role. 

c. Continued efforts to define the Airborne Early Warning and Control 
System (AWACS) capability with a view towards the eventual development of 
such an aircraft. 

d. Continued work on overland radar technology in support of the 
A\olACS program. 

e. Extension of the presently approved manned interceptor program 
through the FY 1967-71 period. 

f. Continued development of the SAM-D terminal bomber defense system, 
primarily for field Army defense but also for potential use in CONUS defense 
if required. 
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Tnese efforts ~~ provide an option for ~~rovin& our anti-bomber 
defenses, if they should be needed same t~e in the future. 

5. Tne Future Size a."ld Scope of the Civi~ Defense Program 

All. of our aneJ.ysis inrlicates that a Civil Defense effort of at· 
least the magnitude of our currently approved program ($150-200 mi11ion 
per yeer) would be an efficient component of any Damage Limiting program. 
However, we are st~ uncertain bow many useful shelter spaces the present 
program will provide. We currently estimate the deficit at 74 million 
spaces by ~970, uthougb the number could be much ~arger. If we were to 
eliminate this deficit, principally by providing dual-purpose shelter 
space in new construction, the total cost to the Government of·a nation-wide 
fallout shelter progr~ would be about $~.7 billion. Every increase of 
10 percent above the est!mated deficit could add $20D-500 mi~on to the 
cost of that program. 

In a.~ event, shelter construction lead time is shorter than that 
for the other camponents of a major Damage Li!rd.ting program. When and if 
we decide to deploy such a program, sufficient time will be available to 
provide any additional fallout shelters needed. Moreover, the prospect .. 
of an area missile defense for the entire country has reopened the ques-
tion of the relationship between passive and active defense. If we were 
to decide to orient our Damage L~_iting efforts primarily to the Nth 
country tl'.reat, it would appear that a ~arge expansion of the Civil Defense 
Program w~d not be competitive with additions to the active defenses. 

Accordingly, I recommend: 

a. Disapproval of the Army's proposal to initiate a dual-purpose 
fallout shelter development program in FY 1967 at a cost of $10 million. 
A decision on such a program should be deferred until we know better the 
extent of the deficit and the direction which our Damage Limiting efforts 
will take. 

b. ContL"luation in FY 1967 of a Civil Defense Program of essentially 
the same scope as proposed t.o the Congress for FY 1966, including: the 
small shelter survey effort; the Community Shelter Planning Program; 
architectural and engineering advice to private builders; the provision 
of ventilation kits to increase the capacity of eY~sting shelter spaces, 
and the shelter provisioning program--at a total FY 1967 cost of $184 million. 

6. 

----- .. , 
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TABLE I 

St.JKIIARY OF REC(M.(EHOED AND SERVICE PROPOOED 1J 
STRA'l'EGlC RET.U.lATORY FORCES 40 

Bcabe,.. i/ ~ ~ Fr 63 ~ Fr 65 !l..!!2 .!!..21 ~ FY 69 ._ .. 70 !Lll !!....E" . Fr 73 Fr 74 

a:w 555 615 630 630 630 60o 555 
(600) 

510 435 345 255 255 255 255 
(555) (420) (315) 

11-EB-47 900 810 585 450 225 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
B-58 4o 8o 8o 8o 8o 8o 78 76 74 72 0 0 0 0 

(70) (68) (66) (64) 
PllolllA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5~~ 105 210 210 210 210 

Total a-ben 1495 1505 1295 ll6o 935 li8o 633 586 522 465 465 465 465 
(678) (631) (!54 l (537) (535) (533) (531) (529) 

Air Launched Mlsailea 
HOUXD DOG 216 460 58o 58o 560 54o 54o 540 520 520 350 350 350 350 

SJIAN!I 
(520) (520) (510) (510) 

150 450 525 525 525 
(1570) (2638) (2638) (2638) (2638) 

ATUS 28 57 126 113 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TITAN 0 21 67 loB 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 
MIHlJTDWII 0 0 l6o 60o Boo Boo 700 550 400 250 100 0 0 0 
MINI.fi'DWf II 0 0 0 0 0 8o 300 450 550 570 600 700 700 700 
llllll1TDWI IU 50 ISO 6~ 6~ 6~ 6~ fQLAIIIS 8o 96 ..... 24o 464 512 656 656 656 656 

'fot&l ICIII/POWUS loB 174 497 lo6J. i318 1""6 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 
Other 
~ 244 392 392 392 392 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 

IC-135 ]!/ 400 44o 500 58o 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 1620 
IC-97 60o 580 34o 24o 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
RB-47 90 45 30 30 27 :w. 
RC·l35 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
811-71 0 0 0 0 2 14 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

(34) (34) (34) (34) (.34) (34) (34) 
REGULUS 17 17 17 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I'ACCS 

l<C-135 0 0 17 18 24 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 
11-47 0 18 36 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Alert Force Weai2!!a Y we._. 
......... 
~ 'i'he forces proposed by tbe Services, where different traa tbe Reeqsmended Porees 1 ue abovn in parentheses, 

CSAI' proposes proceed.ine vitb Contract Detill1t1ou Pllue tor the Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft in n 1967 vitb liD optioa tor an 

!I 
Initial Operational Capability in n 197~. 
Sbort Bans• Air-to-Surface Miu!le (SRAM) ia • nev (non-Add) line itt~~~~. RecOJmDended line includea SRAM tor FS..lll '::/· Berrie• pn.poaed. iocludea 

]!/. Retain.ll ooe U.E. tanker per bcaber and includea tank.eu tor TAC rapid deplo,vment, SRAH tor ~111 ·~· 
il Rec~n4a4 entriea include BRAN on S.l.ll after 1969. Service Proposed entriea include BRAN CG B-52 0 ud H aerie• u wall u 011 B-lU 

. af"t.ee' 1969. lnclu41D.H about 10 ~ent or POLARIS force ill t&'Ulait to ud en. patrol ueu, 

- ··- · IlfG OP'FlC:Z .,., .. ·· .: ~y ...... ~ ~ . ., .. ... .,. 
:1' ·"1.'.! :i'tfr. !'~1"1-lf'";: J. ·; . ·~. ....:.r., ,. ..... ' ' 

,C::c ,~ ...... --~· 

'. Revised; 5 April 1966 

• 



~. 

. .... 

• 
. .. 

• -· ---·· TABLE II 
St.IMNARY m· 

JUX:ON4ENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSED ]} CONTINENTAL 
AIR AICD MISSILE DEFENSE FOII!&S 

~ !!.1.222 ~ 
Air Detenae 
Manned Interceptors 

Air Force 
r-101 )84 Z'/0 Z'/0 

r-102 393 235 lll 
F-104 0 36 36 

r-1o6 Z'/0 234 228 

r-12 0 0 0 

Havy 
r-6 25 0 0 

.Ur National Guard 
r-86 250 0 0 
r-89 250 l8o 100 
r-100 66 0 0 
P-102 130 2o8 313 

(324) 
F-104 61 0 0 

41 

~- ~ 

Z'/0 198 
(264) (258) 

34 0 
36 24 
(6o~ (6o) 
216 210 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

4o3 4o3 

0 0 

~ FY lg(O ~ .!:!....!2E !!..l2Z.i !!...!21!! 

loB loB loB loB loB loB 
(252) (24o)Y (216~ (lBoJ!/ (126).!/ (126)!/ 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
24 24 24 24 24 24 

(6o) (42) (42) (o).!/ (o).!/ (o)!/ 
204 198 192 186 l8o 174 

(198) (l8o)!/ (lBo)!/ (126)!/ (126)!/ 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

(18)!:/ (54) (loB) (162) (216) (216) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

4o3 4o3 403 403 403 403 
(360).!/ (324l.V (252)!/ (252)!1 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
SAM Mlaaile Forces 

14o ll6 l08 S/1 413 BONiRC (on launchers) 238 l8o 172 i64 156 148 132 124 
(81)!/ 

IIID HE11CUL!:S (Reg.) 2,34o 1,548 1,152 1,152 1,15.? 1,152 l,l5r 1,15r 1,15¥~ 1,15¥ )!/ 1,15~ 
(1,285)!/ (l,o8o II. (324 • (0 

(ARm) loB 936 936 936 936 909 832 8o2 772 742 712 
(909) (76oW (6JOJ!/ (216).!/ c12J!/ 

IWIJ( (Reg.) 0 576 576 576 576 576 56o 544 528 512 4')6 
(576) (576) (576) (576) (576) 

(AIIIIl) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(216l!l (1,512)!1 (2,452).!/ 

NilE-AJAX (AIIIIl) 1,520 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
-D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(1,056) (1,672) (2,448) 

!I The forcea proposed by the Services, where different from the Recommended Forces, are shown in parentheses. 

~ Service proposed force change contingent on phase-in of nev system, 
The JCS recommend force increase pending availability of F-lo4 C&D aircraft from Program Ill. 
The JCS support the requirement for a follow-on manned interceptor, CSAF recommends the F-12 as the appropriate aircraft tor deployment. ~ 
CSA., ClfO, and Cll£ conalder that an option tor the F-12 should bo retained but, based on the estimated threat, the dechion tor prodl&Ction 
&Od dep~t or either the r-12 or P-lll c&n be deterred. 
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RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSlll }) CONTINENTAL 
AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES (Cont 1 d) 

42 

Control and Surveillance 
Control Systems 

~ 
s::etems 

~ ~ ~ ~ !1...!.222 .!:!.l21!! !!.llli rum !!...!2ll ~ 

Combat Center e 8 7 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Direction Centers 20 15 13 13 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 
BUIC Centers 0 0 14 12 14 19 19 19 19 19 19 

(15) (16) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) 
SAM Fire Coordination Centers 10 .25 19 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 

Surveillance and Warning Syatems 
Search Radara 182 162 158 151 151 151 151 151 151 151 151 
Search Ra.da.r a (AIIl) 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Height R&dara 313 309 262 275 275 275 275 275 275 275 275 
Gap Filler Radare ll2 92 91 91 91 91 91 91 91 91 
DEW Radar Stations 67 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 
DEW Extension Systems 

Aircraft. 50 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ships 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Ott Shore Radars 
Aircratt 6o 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 

(65) (65) (65) (65) (65) (32~ (15)!/ (o)!/ (0)!/ (o)!/ 
Ships 21 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AWACS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(1o'# 

0 
(31~/ 

0 
(42) ~ 

0 0 
(42) ~ (42) ~ 

Missile and seace Defense 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems 
Nl~X Sprint ~aailea 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0£1 0£1 0£1 (244)~ (2,256)£1 (5,4o7) 0 (7,192~ (6,56o) c 

Surveillance & Warning SyatemE 
BME\.'S 51 tee· 2 3 3 3 3 

4l6 4l6 4l6 4}6 4}6 OTH Radar Sites Transm/Rec. 0 2/5 2/5 3/b 4/6 4}6 
SPASUR Radars Transm/Rec. 0 4/7 4/7 4/7 4,7 4(7 4/7 417 4/7 . 4/7 417 
Space Track Radar Bites 0 3 3 3 4 4 4 11r 4 

(4) (7) (7) (7) (7) 

Y. y The forces proposed by the Services, Where different tram the Recommended Foreea, 
Service proposed force change contingent on phat·e-in or ne\1 system, 

are shown in parentheses. 

~ JCS recommend continued developruent. CSAF believes this force level vill be required regardless ot the force level or type ot interceptor. 
deployed during this time period, CSA, CNO and CMC defer decision on deployment pending program evaluation. 

llevhed1 5 April 196& 
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TABI.E III 

stDI4A.RY OF PREVIOUSLY APPROVED. SERVICE moroSED AND RECOMMENDED 
TOA FOR STRATmiC RETALIATORY FORCES (IN $MILLIONS) !/ 

Stratestc Bombers 
~ ~ FY 1968 

B-52a 
Previously Approved 891 785 8o3 
Service Proposed ~ £1 892 825 843 
Rec""""nded b/ £1 851 724 601 

B•58a -
Previously Approved 103 95 98 
Service Proposed 111 121 114 
Rec011111end.ed. 1o4 103 98 

FB-111 
Previously Approved 0 0 0 
Service Proposed £1 !/ 28 337 557 
ReCOZIIDII!nded c/ 29 368 610 

B-EB-47 -
Prev. App., Ser. Prop'd & Rec. 55 0 0 

ICC-135 
Prev. Appd 228 246 248 
(Ser. Prop'd & Rec. 2} 257 288 250 

Surface·to·Surfa.ce Missiles 
MIIm"DIAN 

Previously Approv~ 947 813 660 
Service Proposed f 98o 1114 902 
ReCOIIIDend.ed 1002 1037 830 

TITAN 
Previously Approved 85 65 63 
Serv. Prop'd & RecOIIIDII!nded 85 76 69 

POLARIS V 
196 861 Previously Approved 8o9 

Service Proposed 196 854 883 
Recoa:mended 170 791 8o6 

438 113 118 
!I 
Rec 85 78 74 

Approved 905 877 855 
Service Proposed 902 870 844 
JlecCJa~rend.ed 902 865 820 

Total 
-p;;vioualy Appro1/ 4533 3930 3727 

Service Proposed d 4629 4676 4654 
Reca.ended 4578 4443 4276 

, 

!!....!222 FY 1no FY 1211 Total FY 19§7·11 

742 7o6 (705) 3741 
855 608 365 3496 
502 376 302 2505 

96 95 (95) 479 
96 95 95 521 
78 76 30 385 

0 0 0 0 
625 282 178 1n9 
658 290 178 21o4 

0 0 0 0 

241 241 (241) 1217 
243 243 243 1267 / 
617 597 (432) 3119 I 
732 624 432 38o4 
694 578 353 3492 

62 62 (62) 314 
72 69 65 351 

905 898 (898) 4371 
8o8 101 838 4090 
858 728 840 4023 

117 117 (117) 582 

10 10 (70! 362 
853 846 (846 4217 
821 192 776 4103 
8o7 778 756 4o26 

37o4 3632 (3467) 1846o 
4439 3601 3179 20555 
4099 3325 2954 19027 
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!'OOTNO:IES : 

!/ Previously Approved are fr01Jl the FYFS&FP, April 30, 1965. FY 1971 
tunds have not yet been added to the FYFS&FP; estimates ahown 1n 
parentheses. The military pay raise effective September 1, 1965 iJ 
not included. 

~ Southeast Asia costs are included tor the B-52 and KC-135 in FY 66 
and FY 67. 

y Service Proposed includes SRAM R&D in the B-52 line with approprhte 
investment and operating costs contained in both the B-52 and FB-lll 
lines, The Recommended tunding includes all SRAM costs in the FB-lll 
line exept tor $37 million tor R&D for B-52 SRAM avionics. Though 
not shown in the Previously Approved tunding in this table, $163 million 
bas been previously approved for SRAM R&D in Program VI, Research and 
Developnent. 

~ Though not contained in this table, $1.1 billion is recommended for 
POSEIDON R&D in Program VI, Research and Developnent. Associated with 
this is a reduction 1n POLARIS R&D of about $275 million included in 
the POLARIS Service Proposed and Recommended lines, In addition, the 
5avy bas proposed $500 million during FY 69-71 for initial POSEIDON 
deployment. 

f/ 

FUnding changes for command, control and communications activities are 
not included in this table. 

The Air Force nas also proposed during FY 67-71, Research and Development 
of $1.0 billion for an Improved Capability Missile to replace MINUTEMAN 
and $1.1 billion for Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft, AMSA. 
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BUIIW!l' at I'IIEVIOOBLY Am<OYEI> SEI!VIC! I'ROPOBED '!/ All!) lli!CCMIEIIDEO !'01. (Ill tM!LLIOIIS) 
J'OR WB!DIIJUAL AIR All!) IIISSllZ DEFEIIBE 

.l1r Defense IntereeE!;or• .m2 n67 me n69 lm !m. n67-71 .. 
Cent\D"f 8er1ea 

Active 
Prev. Approve<~. 3l6 280 25! 202 189 

• 8erv1ee Propoaed 292 246 246 230 220 198 1,140 
lecDe~ Ree. 3l5 276 249 197 185 180 1,o89 

All) 
Prev. Approved 102 104 104 109 ue 
8erv1ee Propoaed and SeeDer ~ec. 103 102 105 1o8 112 112 ~39 

Advanced Interceptor 
1·12 

Prev. Approve~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Service Pro~aed 480 1371 1620 1570 1543 6584 
SeeDer ~ee. ·o· 0 0 0 0 0 0 

W. Kiu1le Foree& 

lllt1!AR: 
Prev. Approve"- OZ>d BeeDe! Rec, 12 13 11 ll 10 10 55 
Serviee Proposed 12 13 11 9 3. 2 38 

JIUE•IIERCULES 
Regular Antsy 

Prev. A~rove:! 142 13l 130 13l 127 127 646 
Service Propoaed lind Sec.Def Bee. 126 103 101 101 98 98 501 

• ARm 

\ 
Prev. Approved, Service 

65 Propoae~ and SeeDer ~ee. 66 66 67 66 66 331 

HAWK 
Prev. A.pproved, Service 

Proposed and SeeDer Ree. 10 9 B 8 8 B 41 

SAM•D 
Prev. Apprcwed and SecDef Ree. 0 0 
Service Propose3 546 546 

Surveillance and Wa.rni!:£ 

Air Defense 
Ground-Ba.sed 

Prev, App:-oved 5o8 474 43l 406 400 400 2111 
Service Proposed 5ll 517 484 439 432 43l 2303 
SeeDer Bee. 472 455 429 400 391 391 2066 • 

AWACS 
Prev. Approved and SeeDer Rec, 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Service Proposed 7 58 65 75 185 96 479 

Missile and SE!ce Defense 

Space: Defense System 
Prev. Approved, 7 9 9 9 9 9 45 
'Service Proposed and SeeDer Rec. 10 12 12 12 10 10 56 

Space Radars 
41 Prev. Approved. 52 49 45 44 41 220 

Service Propoaed 48 49 4~ 44 41 35 214 
IeeDer Bee; 4io 43 32 34 3l 3l 177 -s ;Tev. Approved, 77 Ql 65 Q!> 65 65 321 
Serl1ce Propose~ OZ>d BeeDe! Reo. 7B 58 57 6< ,., 57 291 

' 
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TABLE rv-cc:ct 'd 

IICIIW!Y 01 I'IIEVICXISLY APPROY'ED S!!IVIC! I'I!OPOSED !:/ A1IIJ R!ct1t!ERPEI> TOA (Ill $11ILLIOIIS) 
POR WltllliENtAL AIR A1IIJ IIISSILE Jl!ft:JISE (CORT'D) 

JliaaUe I.Dd ~ee Detente (Cant '4) m:2 DE ~ PT69 m£ !Ill 
om Radar• 

Prev. Appraved, Be nice Propond 
aDd SeeDer Ree. 15 41 19 7 7 7 

:liD-X J/ 
Prev. AJ1P1"'0Ved 0 u 0 0 0 0 
Service Propoyed 212 1268 2688 3940 3911 
SeeDer Rec. 2 0 0 0 _o 0 0 

Civil Def'enae 

Prev. Appraved and SeeDer Reo.!/ 107 184 185 153 153 153 
Service Propoaed 194 369 508 577 602 566 

Cammand 1 C~eationa, 
and SlJpport 

Prev. Approved, .. 450 445 437 432 4Jl! 434 
Berv:l.ce JToPOiec! BecDetltec 452 447 439 433 435 435 

~ 

Prev. Approved 1tl00 lll66 1761 l64l! 1.627 
Service Pr~e~ ~23 2782 48o5 648o 7786 8127 
BeeDef Ree. 1814 lBll .1719 1593 1563 1555 

~ Coats are aggregated and do not reflect tull variety of Service poaitions. 
Will be a.ffected by decisions to be made l.ater this 7ea.r. 

~ 
Does DOt 1nelude $1.3 billion 1n lll:XE-X R&iJ l'undB tor TY 66-70. 
Renecta Congressional. Ti l96E. AiJpropr1ation aa oppond to Previously Approved and RecamDended 
'1'0A of $194 mllllon tor the Civil Defenae program. 
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