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II. STRATEGIC FORCES

Among the major capabilities in the defense arsenal of the % *

United States, the strategic nuclear deterrent forces command the -~
most attention., Yet comparéd with the general purpose forces, their

costs are relatively small. And, with brief exceptions, their i

costs as a percent of the total defense budget have actually

16k

declined during the past decade.
As 1s shown in Appendix Table 1, the obligational authority i
made available for the strategic fcrces in FY 1964 amounted to

$8.5 billion —- 16.8 percent of the total defense budget. After

more thaﬁ a decade of substantial pay raises and a good deal of , : N
"inflation, the obligational authority we are proposing for the

strategic forces in FY 1975 comes to $7.6 billion -- 8.2 percent

of the total defense budget, or less than half the share devéted

to those forces in FY 1964, Such relatively modest figures are

hardly compatible with the view that this Administration has been

less than restrained in 1ts conduct of the strategic nucle;r é?
competition. By any measure, our current effort is much more ; 20t
moderate than it was a decade or more ago.

A. THE BASIS FOR THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES ; N

’ To underline the trends in these relatively modest costs is .
not to minimize the importance of the strategic nuclear deterrent

N forces. At the same time that the United States has necessarily

become more engaged in world affairs than ever before in its
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history, it has become increasingly wvulnerable to direct nuclear
attack and to the possibility of unprecedented destruction. Nuclear
weapons now cast their shadow over all of us, and even compleie i
political isoclation would no longer relieve us of their threat.

The United States is too powerful to be ilgoored and no longer far

eﬁough away (measured by ICBM trajectories) to be out of hostile

reach. It is understandable, therefofe, why strategic nuclear
forces should receive so much attention. Without a firm foundation
of nuclear deterrent forces the rest of our power would not count
for much in the modern world. ’

I cannot stress this last point too strongly. All wars |
since 1945 have been non-nuclear wars shadowed by the nuclear : \
presence; The threat to use nuclear weapons has remained, for
the most part, in the background, but belligerents and neutrals
alike have known that, like the big stick in the closer, it was l
there. Perhaps we may hope that in the future, as in the past,
'éhe nuclear forces will act as a brake upon violence, and that
wars will remain conventional or not begin at all, Perhaps we
may even hope that the strategic nuclear forces, by contributing
to a worldwide balance of powér and intermatiocnal stability, will
carry us well beyond detente to a more enduring peace and to a | i
general reduction of armaments.

Not only are the strategic forces vitally important; they are

controversial as well. Most of the major defense debates during
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the past thirty years have centered on them, and alarms have rung

over such matters as the B-36, the bomber '"gap", the missile
"gap', MIRVs, and ABM deployments. Much of the debate has centered
on specific weapons systems. But lssues have also arisen about
the size and composifion of the offensive and defensive forces,
the nature of alternative target systems, and the desirability
and.feasibility of enhancing deterrence and limiting escalation by
having the option to avoild destroying enemy cities.

0f equal concern has been the growth to maturity of Soviet
strategic offensive forces. Only a decade ago these forces
numbered in the hundreds; now we count them in the thousands, and
they have a substantially greater throw-weight. As a consequence,:
the issue that faces us no longer is (if it ever was) how to. avoid
initiatives that might continue or accelerate the strategic
competition, but how ~- in a situation of essential equivalence --
to interpret and respond teo a wide range of potential Soviet
initiatives. |

If we are to have informed and productive debate on these
matters, it is important that the Congress and the public under-
stand the evolutionary cParacter of strategic force planning and
doctrine. - Accordingly, it is'éssential to review the factors that
now shape our strategic nuclear forces, the assumptions we make
about these factors in designing our posture, and the directions

we propose teo take.in our Five-Year Defense Program. In undertaking

this review, I will place particular emphasis on why we are maintaining
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such comparatively large and diversified offensive forces, why
we are modifying our strategic doctrine, 2nd why we are proposing
the pursuit of a number of résearch and development projects

as prudent hedges for the future.-

_l; The Problem of Objectives

I bhelieve it is well understood'that the size and composition
of our strategic nuclear forces must depend to some degree on the
magnitude of the overall deterrent burden that we place upon them.
It is also a matter of increasingly widespread appreciation that
these forces cannot bear the entire burden by themselves, howeve?
f@ndamental their importance may be. Other capabilities, nuclear
and non;guclear, must be maintained ;n strength to cover the entire
spectrum of deterrence. What still requires emphasis, however, is
the diversity of roles that the strategic nuclear forces cﬁntinue
to play. Our ability to achieve major national security objec-
tives continues to be hostage to the operatiecnal doctrine, size,
and_gomposition of these forces.

Deterrence has been ﬁnd remains the fundamental objective of our
sﬁrategic nuclear forces. B@t what precisely do we want these forces

to deter? Clearly, we expect them to forestall direct attacks on

‘the United States; at the same time, however, we accept the

equally heavy responsibility to deter nuclear attacks on our allies.,

To some extent we alsc depend on the strategic forces to exercise
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a deterrent effect against massive non-nuclear assaults, although

we now place the main emphasis on U.S. and allied theater forces
for that purpose. We also view our strategic forces as inhibiting
coercion of the U.S5. by nuclear pcwers; and, in conjunction with
other U.S. and allied forces, helping to inhibit coercion of our
allies by such powers.

.While deterrence is our fundamental objective, we cannot
completeiy preclude the possibility that deterrence might faii.
The ébjectives we would want our strategic forces to achieve
in those circumstances temain an issue to which I shall return.
What is generally accepted, as a minimum, is that we ourselves
must not contribute to any failures of deterrence by making
the strategic forces a tempting target for ;ttack, or prone to
accidents, unauthorized acts, or false alarms.

I should also stress that ft is only in the process of
examining why and how deterrence might fail that we can judge
the.adequacy of our plans and programs for deterrence. And once
that analysis begins, it quickly becomes evident that there are
many ways, other than a massive surprise attack, in which an enemy
might be tempted to use, or threaten to use, his strategic forces
to gain a wmajor advantage ot concession. It follows that our
own'strategic forces and doctrine Tust take a wide range of
possibilities into account if they are successfully to perform

their deterrent functioqs.
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Nuclear proliferation represents another important factor.
It is a complex p%ocess driven by many actions and considerations.
But one element éffecting its extent and velocity undoubtedly is
the degree to which other countries believe that the U.S. strategic
deterrent continues -- or fails -- to protect them. Accordingly,
in supﬁort of our non-proliferation policy, we must take account
of the concerns of other countries in our doctrine and force planning.
There is also an important relationship between the political
behavior of many leaders of other nations and what they perceive
the strategic nuclear bslance to be. By no means do all of them
éngage_in the dynamic calculations about the interaction of Soviet
and U.S. forces that have so affected our own judgments in the past.
However, many do react to the static measures of relative force
size, number of warheads, equivalent megatonnage, and so forth.
Hence, to the degree that we wish to influence the perceptions of
others, we must take appropriate steps (by their lights) in the

design of the strategic forces.

Finally; an important connection exists between U.S. arms
control efforts and the sizé and composition of the strategic
“nuclear forces. Arms control agreements are, of course, designed
deliberately to constrain the freedom of the parties in the

planning of their offensive and defensive capabilities.
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Strategic programs, in turn, affect the prospects for arms control.

And specific weapons systems are the coin of this particular
realm. Not only are such systems the mediums of exchange; they
are also the basis for expanding or contracting the forces. As
a consequence, arms contrel objectives must have a major impact
on our planning.
2. USSR and PRC Strategic ObjecFives
Despite the importance of these objectives, it is probably
the present and prospective strategic nuclear forces of other
nations that constitute the single most powerful influence on
the design of our own capabilities. Most of our stfategic
objectives, in fact, are a function of these potencial threats.
The most important nuclear capability facing the United
States is that of the USSR. As we engage in our own planning,
we need to understand better than we now do why this capability is
evoiving at such a répid rate and what the Soviets hope to gain by
such large expenditures and such ambitious programs. Omnly with an
improved understanding éan we decide judiclously what impact thig
capability should have on our own cholce of strategic programs.
Primé%ily at issue are the answers to two major questions.
To what extent have the Soviets simply responded to and tried
to c;unter U.S. initiatives? And to what extent have they sought
(and do they continue to seek) something more ambitious than a

capability for second-strike massive retaliation against the United

States?
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Much has been written on both counts, at least in the United
States. But the Soviets have not proved especially communicative
about their programs and motives, and the evidence of what they
are up to is, to say the least, fragmentary and conflicting. As
" so often is the case, we are faced with wmcertainty. Admittedly,
Wy counterparts in the Soviet Ministry of Defense could substantially
”reduce this uncertainty by disclesing current and even past
information about thelr decisions to the same extent that the
United States does. But in the absence of such candor, we have
no choice but to interpret the available evidence as best we caﬁ.

Wh#t does this evidence suggest?

First, the Soviets have proceeded with development of many
strategié programs ahead of rather tﬁan in reaction to what the
United States has done. It 1s worth recalling, in this connection,
that they took the initiative in the deployment of MRBMs and IRBMgs,
" ICBMs, ABMs, and FOBSs. At the present tize, as you know, they
have four new ICBMs |and two SLBEéIthat are actively being flight
tested.

Second, £he Soviets -- through their medium-range (or peri-
pheral attack) capabilities -- may have initially intended to
‘threaten Western Europe as their only response to the inter-
continental U.S. threat to the USSR in the early days of the

strategic competition. But they have maintained and expanded

that threat long after having acquired the capability to launch a
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CitecT artack on the United States. Indeed, the size of their
mecdiun-Tange force bears nc evicen:t rTelztienship te the capa-

bilizy ¢ Its counterparts In Westerm LuTope ©T even teo any

Thizé, it is noteworthy that the Sevieis &
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content with the SALT 1 zgreements, which te-porarily Ifrcze certain
Soviet quantitative advzntages (in I(EBMs zndé S1BMs) in compensation

. U.S. advantzges. They have decided, as far as we can

1)

for certai
judge, to strive for at least comperable cuszlitative capabilities
as well. Eihey have cdooe sc, 1 should add, even though both sides
&t Moscow In 1872 fully endersec the proposition ;ba: neither would
seek strateglc advantagE;j

To sum up, what we how have to face in our for:i:z planning is
that the Soviets have:

- zcguiTed better than mumericel parity with the Unitec

-

"

States in terms of strztegic nuclear lzunchers (cownting
bozhers as well as missiles);

- continued their extensive threzt tc Western Europe even
after having acguirec z massive ¢irect threzt to the
United States;

—_ begun to exploit the lazrger throw—weight of their I(EMs

sp as to per—i: the evenruzl deplovment of as =many as

7,000 potentizlly high-zccuracy MIEVs ’-‘it'n-j:ields;
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- started production of the Backfire bomber which could

well evolve into an intercontinental threat,

It is premature to assess confidently what objectives the
Soviets have set for themselves with these active, expensive
programs. However, it is certainly conceivable that they foresee
both political and military advantage, mot only in the growing
nuﬁerical weight of thelr forces, but also in their potential to
bring major portions of our own strategic arsenal into jeopardy.

The United Stages, for its part, cannot afford to stand idly
by in the face of these developments. As I shall discuss later,

"we are recommending a number of quite specific research programs
to hedge against any sustained drive to achieve what the Soviet
Union may fegard, however mistakenly, aﬁ meaningful, exploitable,
superiority. Preferably by agreement or if necessary by unilateral

_action, we believe that we must maintain an essential equivalence
with them. We are prepared to balance our strategic forces down
if SA;T succeeds, or to balance them up if we must match Soviet
momentum,

" The Soviet strategic capability no longer is the only one
that we must take into account in our force planning. A second
important force from the standpoint of the United States is that

of the Peoples' Republic of China (PRC). During the past decade,

the Chinese have moved steadily from a program of development and

testing to a deployed nuclear capability. We now estimate that
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they already have on line a modest number of MRBMs, IRBMsz, and

nuclear-capable medium and light bombers.,

Previous forecasts about the evolution of this capability
have not proved particularly reliable, and I cannoé guarantee any
higher confidence in the current projections. Nevertheless, we
estimate that the PRC could achieve an ICBM initial operating
capability as early as 1976 and an SLBM initial operating capability
at a somewhat later date.

We do not yet have much insight inte the gstrategic and
political objectives that the PRC 1s seeking to achieve with
these deployments. But certain interesting featﬁres about - them
are already evident.

-~- The Chinese are clearly sensitive to the importance of
second-strike nuclear capabilities and‘are ﬁaking a
considerable effort to minimize thg vulnerability of
their strategic offensive forces.

-- The range and location of their systems are such that
they can already cover important targets in the eastern
USSR. But they are‘alsé located so as to be able to
attack other countries on their periphery.

~- With the deployment of the ICBM that they have under
development (and later an SLBM), they will have the
capability zo attack targets throughout the USSR and

in the United States as well,
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Our relations with_the PRC have, of course, improved very
dramatically during the last four years. Mcreover, the present
Chinese leadership may well be striving for exclusively second-
strike countercity forces. Nonetheless, we =ust in prudence take

these forces into account in our planning.

Any ;ssessment of the nuclear threats facing the United
States must keep certain other prospects in aind aé well. 1In
the not very distant future, five nations (U.S., USSR, PRC, UK,
and France) will have deployed SLBM forces =t sea. It will clearly
. be desirable in these circumstances to have some idea about the
ideﬁtity and general location of these different forces, together
with highly reliable communications and tight control over our
own land-based and sea-based nuclear capabilities.

It is even more essential that we focus on the issues that
.could arise if and when several additional nations acquire -
nuclear weapons, not necessarily for the pur%ose of atracking the
Unite& States, but for peossible use or pressure against one
another. Such é development could have a considerable impact on our
own policies, plana, and progr;ms. Indeed, this prospect alone should
make it evident that no single target system and no stersotyped
scenario of mutual city—destructiop will suffiice as the basis for

our strategic planning.
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3, Deterrence and Assured Destructicn

I frankly doubt that our thinking about deterrence and its
requirements has kept pace with the evolution of these threats.
Much of what passes as current theory wears a somewhat dated
alr -- with its origins in the strategic bombing caﬁpaigns
of World War II and the nuclear weapons technology of an earlier
era when warheads were bigger and dirtier, delivery systems con-
siderably less accurate, and forces much more vulnerable to
surprise attack.

The theory postulates that deterrence of a hostile act by
another party results from a threat of retaliatiop. This retalia-
tory threat, explicit or implicit, must be of sufficienﬁ magnitude
to make the goal of the hostile act appear unattainable, or
excessively costly, or both. Moreover, in order to work, the
retaliatory threat must be credible: that is, Selievable to the
party being threatened. And it must be supported by visible,
employable military capabilities.

The theory also recognizes that the effectiveness of a
deterrent depends on a good deazl more than peacetime declaratory
statements about retaliation and the existence of a capability
to do gr;at damage. In addition, the deterrent must appear
credible under conditionms of crisis, stress, and even desperation
or irrationality on the part of ar opponent. And since, under a

variety of conditions, the deterrent forces themselves could become
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the target of an attack, they must be capable of riding out such
an attack in sufficient quantity and power to deliver the
threatened retaliation in a second strike.
The priﬁciple that nuclear deterrence {or any form of
- deterrence, for that matter) must be based on a high-confidence
capability for second-strike retaliation -- even in the aftermath
E of a well-executed surprise attack ~- 1s now well established. {
A number of other 1lssues remain outstanding, however. A massive,

bolt-out-of-the-blue attack on our strategic forces may well be

the worst possible case that could occur, and therefore extremely
.useful as part of the force sizing process. But it may not be

the only, or even the most likely, contingency against which we

should aesign our deterrent. Furthermore, depending upon the
contingency, there has been a long-standing debate about the
appropriate set of targets for a second strike which, in turm,
can have implications both for the types of war plans we adopt {
and the composition of our forces. |
| This is not the place to explore the full history and details
of that long;standing strategic debate. However, there is one
point to note about its results. Although several targeting
.options, including military only and military plus urban/industrial
variations, h#ve been a part of U.S. strategic doctrine for quite
some time, the concept that has dominated our rhetoric for most |
of the era since Worlﬁ War II has been massive retaliation agaipst

cities, or what is called assured destruction. As I hardly need
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emphasize, there is a certain terrifying elegance in the simplicity
of the concépt. for all that it postulates, in effect, is that
deterrence will be adequately (indeed amply) served if, at all
times, we possess the second-strike capabllity to destroy scome
percentage of the population and industry of a potential enemy.
To.be able to assure that destruction, even under the most
unfavorable circumstances —- so the argument goes —— is to assure
deterrence, since no possivle gain could compensate an aggressor
for this kind and magnitude of loss.

The concept of assured destruction has many attractive
features from the standpoint of sizing the strategic offensive
forces. Because nuclear weapons produce such awesome effects,
they are ideally suited to the destruction of large, soft targets
such as cities. Furthermore, since cities conta?n such easily
measurable contents as people and industry, it is possible to
establish convenient quantitative criteria and levels of -desired
effectiveness with which to measure the potential performance
of the strategic offensive forces. And once these specific
objectives are set, it becomes a relatively straightforward
matter -- given an authoritative estimate about the nature and
weight ofhthe enemy's surprise attack -- to work back to the
forces required for second-strike assured destruction.

The basic simplicity of the assured destruction calculation

does not mean that the force planner is at a loss for issues.
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On the contrary, important questions continue to arise about the

assumptions from which the calculations preoceed. Where, for

the sake of deterrence, should we set the level of destruction
that we want to assure? Is i1t enough to guarantee the ruin

of several major cities and their contents, or should we --

to assuré deterrence -- move much further aad upward on the
curve of destruction? Since our planning must necessarilly

focus on the forces we will have five or even ten years hepce,
what should we assume about the threat -- that is, the nature and
welght of the enemy attack that our forces nmust be prepared to
absorb? ‘How pessimistic should we be about the performance of
these forces in surviving the attack, penetrating enemy defenses
{if they exist), and destroying their designated targets? How
conservative should we be in buying insurance against possible
failures in performance?

Generally spéaking, national policy makers for more than a
decade have chosen to answer these questions in a conservative
fa§h;on. Against the USSR, for example, we tended in the 1960s
to talk in terms of levels of:assured destruction at between
a fifth and a third of the population and between half and three-
quarters of the industrial capacity. We did so for two reasons:

-- beyond these levels very rapidly diminishing increments

of damage would be achieved for each additional dollar

invested;
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-~ it was thought that amounts of damage substantially below
those levels might not suffice to deter irrational or
desperate leaders,

We tended to look at a wide range of threats and possible

attacks on our strategic forces, and we tried to make these

forces effective even after their having been attacked by high but

realistically constrained threats. That is to say, we did not
assume unlimited budgets or an untrammelled technology on the

part of praspective opponents, but we were prudent about what they
might accomplish within reasonable budgetary and technological
constraints, Our choice of assumptions about these . factors was
governed not by a desire to exaggerate our own requirements but
by the judgment that, with so much at stake, we should not make
national survival a hostage to optimistic estimates of our
opponents' capabilities.

In order to ensure the necessary survival and retaliatory
effectiveness of our strategic offense, we have maintained a
TRIAD of forces, each of which presents a different problem for an
attacker, each of which causes a specialized and costly problem
for his defense, and all of which together currently give us high
confidence that the force as a whole can achieve the desired
déterrent objective.

That, however, 1s only part of the explanation for the

present force structure. We have arrived at the current size and
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mix of our stratégic offensive forces not only because we want the
ultimate threat of massive destruction to be really assured, but also
because for more than a decade we have thought it advisable to test
the force against the "higher-than-expected" threat. Given the
built-in surplus of warheads generated by this force-sizing
caitulatioﬁ, we could allocate additional.weapons to non-urban
targets and thereby acquire a limited set of options, including
the cption to attack some hard targets. r

President Nixon has strongly insisted on continuing this
_prudent policy of maintaining sufficiency. As a result, I can
say with confidence that in 1974, even after a more brilliantly
executed and devastating attack than we believe our poetential
adversaries could deliver, the United States would retain the
capability to kill more than 30 percent of the Séviet population
.and destroy more than 75 percent of Soviet industry. At the
szme time we could hold in reserve a major capabilility against
the PRC.

.Such reassurances may bring sclace to those who enjoy the simple
but arcane calculations of assu;ed destruction. But they are of
no great comfort to policymakers who must face the actual decisions
about the design and possible use of the strategic nuclear forces.

Not only must those in power consider the morality of threatening
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such terrible retribution on the Soviet people for scwe ill-defined
transgression by their leaders; in the most practical terms, they
must also question the prudence and plausibility of such a response
when the enemy is able, even after some sort of first strike, to
maintain the capability of destroying our citiles. The wisdom

and credibility of relying simply on the preplanned strikes of
assured destruction are even more in doubt when allies rather

than the United States itseif face the threat of a nuclear war.

4. The Need for Options

President Nixon underlined the drawbacks to sole reliance on

" assured destruction in 1970 when he asked:

"Should a President, in the event of a nuclear attack,
be left with the single option of ordering the mass
destruction of enemy civilians, in the face of the
certainty that it would be followed by the mass slaughter
of Americans? Should the concept of assured destruction
be narrowly defined and should it be the only measure of
our ability to deter the variety of threats we may face?"
The questions are not new. They have arisen many times
during the nuclear era, and a number of efforts have been made
to answer them, We actually added several response options to
our contingency plans in 1961 and undertock the retargeting
necessary for them. However, they all involved large numbers of
weapons. In addition, we publicly adopted to some degree the
philosophies of counterforce and damage-limiting. Although
differences existed between those two concepts as then formulated,

particularly in their diverging assumptions about cities as

likely targets of attack, both had a number of features in common.
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Each required the maintenance of a capability to destroy
urban-industrial targets, but as a reserve to deter
attacks on U.S., and allied cities rather than as the‘
main instrument of retaliation.

Both recognized that contingencies other than a méssive
surprise attack on the United States might arise and

should be deterred; both argued that the ability and

willingness to attack military targets were prerequisites

to deterrence.

Each stressed that a major objective, in the event that

" deterrence should fail, would be to avoid to the extent

possible causing collateral.damage in the USSR, and

to limit damage to the socleties of the United States

and its allies.

Neither contained a clear—~cut wvision of how a nuclear

war might end, or what role the strategic forces would

play in their terminatioen,

Both were considered by critics to be open-ended in their

requirement for forces, very threatening to the retaliatory

capabilities of the USSR, and therefore dangerously
stimulating to the arms race and the chances of pre-

emptive war.

The military tasks that each imvolved, whether offensive

counterforce or defensive damage-~limiting, became

54 |

el




“Sistfiimjan

ihcreasingly costly, complex, and difficult as Soviet
strategic forces grew in size, diversity, and surviva-
bility.

Of the .two concepts, damage-limiting was the more demanding
and costly because it required both active and passive defenses
as well as a counterforce capability to attack hard targets
and other strategic delivery systems. Added to this was the
assumption (at least for planning purposes) that an enemy would
diviae his-initial attack between our cities and our retaliatory
forces, or switch his fire teo ocur cities at some later stage in |
the attack. Whatever the realism of that assumption. it placed
an enormous burden on our active and pessive defenses - aﬁd
particularly on anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems -- for
the limitation of damage.

With the ratification of the ABM treaty in 1972, and the
limitation it imposes on both the United States and the Soviet
Union to construct no more than two widely separated ABM sites
(with no more than 100 interceptors at each), an essential
building-block in the entire damage-limiting concept has now
been removed, As I shall discuss later, the treaty has also
brought into question the utility of large, dedicated anti-bomber
defenses, since without a defense against missiles, it is clear
that an active defense against bombers has little value in protecting

our cities., The salient peint, however, is that the ABM treaty has
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effectively removed the concept of defensive damage limitation
{at least as it was defined in the 1960s) from ccentention as

a major strategic option.

Does all of this mean that we have no choice but to rely

sdlely on the threat of destroying cities? Does 1t even matter !
1f we do? What is wrong, In the final analysis, with staking !
e;erything on this massive deterrent and pressing ahead with

a further limitarion of these devastating arsenals?

No one who has thought much about these questions disagrees
with the need, 25 2 minimum, teo maintain a conservatively designed
reserve for the ultimate threat of large-sczle destruction., Even
more, 1f we could all be guaranteed thgt this threat would prove
fully credible (to friend and foe alike) across the relevant
range of contingencies —- and that deterrence would ﬁever be
. severely tested or fail -- we might also agree that nothing more
in the way of options would ever be needed. The difficulty is
that no such guarantee can be given. There are several reasons
wvhy any assurance on this score is impossible.

- Since we curselves find iﬁ difficult to believe that we
would actually implement the threat of assured destruction in
response to a limited attatk on military targets that caused

telatively few civilian casualties, there caa be no certainty

that, Iin a crisis, prospective opponents would be deterred from .
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testing our resolve. Allied concern about the credibility of this
particular threat has been evident for more than a decade. In
any event, the actuaiity éf such a response would be utter folly
except where our own or allied cities were attacked.

Today, such a massive retaliation against cities, in response
to anything less than an all-out #ttack on the U,$5, and its cities,
appears less and less credible. Yet as pointed out above, deter-
rence can fail in many ways. What we need is a series of
measured responses to aggression which bear some relation to
the prévocation; have prospects of terminating hostilities before
general nuclear war breaks out, and leave some possibility for
restoring deterrence. It has been this problem of not hav#ng
sufficient options between massive responsé.and doing nothing,
as the Soviets built up thelr strategic forces, that has prompted
the President's concerns and those of our Allies.

Threats against allied forces, tﬁ the extent that they could
be deterred by the prospe;t of nuclear retaliation, demand both
more limited responses than destroying cities and advanced planning
tallored to such lesser responses. Nuclear threats to our strategic
.forces, whether limited or large-scale, might well call for én
option to respond in kind against the attacker's militafy forces.
In other words, tolbe credible, and hence effective over the
range of pos;ible contingencies, deterrence must rest on many

options and on a spectrum of capabilities (within the constraints

of SALT) to support these options. Certainly such complex matters
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as response options cannot be left hanging until a crisis. They
must be thought through beforehand. Moreover, appropriate sensors
to assist in determining the nature of the attack, and adequately
responsive command-control arrangements, must also be available.
And a venturesome copponent must know that we have all of these |
capabilities. |

Flexibility of response is also essential because, despite
our best efforts, we cannot guarantee that deterrence will never
fail; nor can we forecast the situations that would cause it
to fail. Acéidents and unauthorized acts could occur, especially
if nﬁclear proliferation should increase. Conventional conflicts
could escaiate into nuclear exchanges; indeed, some cbservers
believe that this is precisely what would happen should a major
war break out in Europe. Ill-informed or comrered and desperate
legders might challenge us to a nuclear test of wills. We cannot
éven totally preclude the massive surprise attack on our forces
which we use to test the design of our second-strike forces,
although I regard the probability- of such an attack as close to
zero under éxisting conditions.  To the extent that we have selective'
response options -- smaller and more precisely focused than in the
pagt —~ we should. be able to deter such challenges. But if deter-
rence falls, we may be able to bring all but the largest nuclear
confliects to a rapid conclusion before cities are struck. Damage

may thus be limited and further escalation avoided. ‘ \
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I should point out in this connection that the crities of-
options cannot have the argument both ways. If the nuclear
balance is no longer delicate and if substantial force asymmetries
are quite tolerable, then the kinds of changes I have been discus-
sing here will neither perturb the balance nor stimulate an arms
race. If,‘on the other hand, asymmetries do matter (despite the
existence of some highly survivable forces), then the critics
themselves should consider sericusly what responses we shoﬁld
make to the major programs that the Soviets currently have under-
way to exploit their advantages in numbers of missiles and payload.
Wﬁichever argument the critics prefer, they should recognize that:
-- ipertia Is hardly an appropriate policy for the United
States in these vital areas;

== we have had some large-scale pre-planned coptions other
than attacking cities for many years, despite the
rhetoric of assured destruction;

~- adding more selective, relarively small-scale options

is not necessarily synonymous with adding forces, even
though we may wish to change their mix and i;prove
our command, control, and communications.
, However strong ip principle the case for selective optiouns,
several questions about it remain. What kinds of optioms are
feasible? To what extent would their collateral effects be

distinguishable from those of attacks deliberately aimed at

cities? And what are their implications for the future size

29
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and composition of our strategic forces and hence for our arms
control objectives in this realm?
Many of the factors bearing on these questions will become

more evident later in this statement. It is worth stressing at

this point, however, that targets for nuclear weapons may include

not only cities and silos, but also airfields, many other types

of milicary installations, and a variety of other importagt
assets that are not necessarily collocated with urban populations.
We already haﬁe a long list of such possible targets; now we are
grouping them into operational plans which would be more responsive
Eo the range of challenges that might face us. To the extent
necessafy, we are retargeting our forces accordingly.

Which among these options we might choose in a crisis would

depend on the mnature of an enemy's attack and on his objectives.

' Many types of targets can be pre-prograrmed as options -- cities,

other targets of value, military installaticns of many different

'kindsq soft strategic-targets, hard strategic targets. A number

‘of so-called counterforce targets, such as alrfields, are qu{te

soft and can be destroyed without pinpoint accuracy. The fact

. that we are able to knock out these targets -- counterforce

though it may be -- does not appear to be the subject of much

concern.
In some circumstances, however, a set of hard targets might

be the most appropriate objective for our retaliation, and this I
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realize is a subject fraught with great emotion. Even so, several
points about it need to be made.

-- The destruction of a hardened target 1s not simply a
function of accuracy; it results from the combined
effects of accuracy, nuclear yield, and the number of
warheads applied to the target.

-- Both the United States and the Soviet Union already have
the necessary cémbinations oé accuracy, yield, and numbers
‘in thelr missile forces to provide them with some hard-
target-kill capability, but it is not a particularly
efficient capabiliry.

~=- Neither the United States ror the Soviet Union now ﬁas a
disarming first styrike capability, nor are they in any
position to acquire such a capability in the foreseeable
future, since each side has large numbers of stratégic
offensive systems that remain untargetable by the other
side. Moreover, the ABM Treaty forecloses a defense
against missiles. As I have already noted in publie:

N "The Soviets, under the Interim Offensive Agreement,
are allowed 62 submarines and 950 SLBM launchers. In
addiéion, they have many other nuclear forces. Any

reasconable calculation would demonstrate, I believe,

that it is not possible for us even to begin to
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eliminate the city~destruction potential embodied
in their ICBMs, let alone their SLBM force.”

The moral of all this is that we should not single out
.éccuracy as some sort of unilateral or key culprit in the hard-
.target-kill controversy. To the extent that we want to minimize
;nintended civilian damage from attacks on even soft targets,

as I believe we should, we will want to emphasize high accuracy,
low yields, and airburst weapons.

To enhance deterrence, we may also want a more efficient
ﬁard-target-kill capability than we now possess: both to threaten
specialized sets of targets (possibly of concern to allies) with
a greater economy of force, and to mazke it clear to a potentilal
enemy that he cannot proceed with impunity to jeopardize our own
systemx of hard targets.

Thus, the real issue is how much hard-target-kill capability
we need, rather than the development of new combinations of accuracy
and yield per se. Resolution of the quantitative issue, as I will
discuss later, depends direétly on the further evolution of the
Soviet strategic offensive forces and on progress in the current
“phase of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.

'In the meantime, I would be remiss if I did not recommend
further research and development on both better accuracy and
improved yield-to-weight ratics in our warheads. Both are

essential whether we decide primarily on high accuracy and low

1
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" prospect for any sane leader. But that is not what we are talking

'discriminating options that are intended to deter another power

SECRE-

yields or whether we move toward an improved accuracy-yield

combination for a more efficient hard-target-kill capability

- than we now deploy in our missiles and bombers. Whichever way

we go, we have more need than the Soviets for increased accuracy
because of our constrained payloads and low-yield MIRVs which
have tesulted from our lower missile throw-weights.

With a reserve capability for threatening urban-industrial
targets, with offensive systems capable of increased flexibility
and discrimination in targeting, and with concomitant improvements
in sensors, surveillance, and command-control, we could implement
response options that cause far less civilian damage than would
now be the case. For those who consider such changes potentially
destabilizing because of their fear that the options might be |
used, let me emphasize that without substantially more of an
effort in other directions than we have any intention of proposing,
there is simply no possibility of reducing civilian damage from

a large-scale nuclear exchange sufficiently to make it a tempting

about here. At the present time, we are acquiring selective and

from exercising any-form of nuclear pressure. Simultaneously,
as I shall discuss later, we and our allies are improving our
general purpose forces precisely so as to raise the threshold

against the use of any nuclear forces.
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3. Separability of Targeting Doctrine znd Sizing of Forces

The evolution in targeting doctrine is quite separable from,
and need not affect the sizing of the strateglc forces. It is i
quite feasible to have the foregoing options within the limits
‘set by the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement on offensive
forces, What is more, none of the options we are adopting and
none of the programs we are proposing for research and development
need preclude further mﬁtually agreed constraints on or reductions
in strategic offensive systems through SALT. If the Soviets are
prepared to reduce these arsenals in an equitable fashion, we are
'prepared to accommodate them. In fact, I can say that we would
join in such an effort with enthusiasm and alacrity.

To stress changes in targeting doctrine and new options does
not mean radical departures from past practice., Nor does it imply
any possibility of acquiring a first strike disarming capability.
As I have repeatedly stated, both the Unired Statés and the Soviet
Union now have and will continue to have large, invulnerable
second-strikg forces. I1f both powers continue to behave intelli-
- gently and perceptively, thé likeliihood that they would unleash
the strategic forces is so low that it approaches zero. We are
determined, nonetheless, to have credible respeonses at hand for
any. nuclear contingency that might arise and to maintain the clear
ability to prevent any potentlial enemy from achieving objectives

against us that he might consider meaningful. The availability

64 | (

SECRET



il

of carefully tailered, pre-planned optioms will contribute to that
end. They do not invite nuclear war; they discourage it.

I repeat, ;e are eager to begin a red£c£ion of the strategic
forces by mutual agreement and on terms of parity. That is our
first preference. We would be quite content if both the United
States and the Soviet Union avoided the aequisition of major
counterforce capabilities. But we are troubled by Soviet weapons
momentum, and we simply cannot ignore the prospect of a growing dis-
parity between the two major nuclear powers. We do not propose to
let an opponent threaten a major component of our forces without
our being able to pose a comparable threat. We do not propose
to let an enemy put us in a position where we are left with ﬁo
more than ; capability to hold his cities hostage after the first
phése of a nuclear conflict. And certainly we do not propose to
see an enemy threaten one or more of our allies with his nuclear
capabilities Iin the expectation that we would lack the flexdbilicy
and resolve to strike back at his assets (and those of any countries
supporting the threat) in such a way as to make his effort beth
high in cost and ultimately unsuccessful.

How we proceed on these counts will depend on the USSR.

" But I do not Eelievé that we can any longer delay putting our
potential countermeasures into research and development. The
Soviets must be under no {llusion about our determination to

proceed with whatever responses thelr actions may require.

65

BRSeL.




A £y

R

And if we undertake the programs that I shall discuss later, the

prospects for misunderstanding should be low. More sensible

arrangements for both parties may then be feasible,

6. Strategic Balance and International Stability

Until the late 1960s, U.S. superiority in launchers, warheads,

.and equivalent megatonnage was so great that we could ignore

or disparage the importance of such "static" measures in comparing
our forces with those of the USSR. Now, however, our numerical
superiority has disappeared in almost every category except thag
of warheaas, and it could dwindle very rapidly there‘as well.
Whether the Soviets believe that with the shift in these
indicaté:s they have achieved any meaningful, exploitable, advantage
is not clear. However, they have not been reticent in stressing to

a variety of audiences their superiority over the United States in

numbers of ICBMs and other strategic capabilities. Their words,

at least, have suggested that they see these asymmetries as
giving them diplomatic 1if not military leverage.

As far as ﬁe can Judge, morecver, the Soviets now seem
détermined to exploit the as#mmetries in ICBMs, SLBMs, and pay-

load we conceded to them at Moscow. Apparently, they plan to

'deploy large numbers of heavy and possibly very accurate MIRVs.

As I have already indicated, this kind of deployment could in

time come to threaten both our bombers and our ICBMs. Admittedly,
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we would still retain immense residual power in our deployed
SLBM force, and the Soviets would surely know it. But to

many Interested observers, the actual and potential asymmetries
(as measured by these "static' criteria) would look even more
pronounced in favor of the USSR.

In such circumstances we cannot exclude the possibility that
future Soviet leaders might be misled into believing that such
apparently favorable asymmetries could, at the very least, be
exploited for diplomatic advantage. Pressure, confrontation, and
crisis could easily follow from a miscalculation of this nature.

It is all well and good to assert that the Soviet legders,
faced by an adamant and unified America, would come to their
senses in time to avoid fatal mistakes in such a situation and
would recognize the illusory nature of their advantages. But a
crisis might already be too late for such an awakening. It is
worth a price in research and development hedges to prevent such
illusions from arising in the first place.

None of this should be taken to mean that exact symmetry
must exist between the two offensive forces. The United States is
willing to tolerete the existence of asymmetries provided that, in
an era of alleged parity, they do not all favor one party. But we
are not prepared to accept a situation in which all the visible

asymmetries point in one direction. And we know from experience
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that the Soviets are not prepared to do so either. The potential
for misunderstanding, miscalculation, and diplomatic¢ error is too
great to risk. A more equitable and stable arrangement would be
one in which both sides maintain survivable second-strike reserves,
in which there is symmetry in the ability of each side to threaten
éﬁe other and in which there is a perceived equality between

the offensive forces of both sides.

Accordingly, neot only must our strategic force structure
contain a reserve for threatening urban-industrial targets, the
ability to execute a number of optiong, and the command-control
ne;essary to evaluate attacks and order the appropriate responses;
it must aiso exhibit sufficient and dy.namic countervailing power
so that no potential opponent or combination of opponents can
labor under any illusion about the feasibility of gaining diplo-
matic or military advantage over the United States. Allied
observers must be equally persuaded as well. In this sense,
gﬁe sizing of our strategic arsenal, as distinct from our targeting
doctrine, will-depend on the outcome of SALT. In default of a
satisfactory replacement for the Interim Agreement on strategic
offensive forces, we will have to incorporate 'static" measures

and balancing criteria into the planning of our strategic offensive

forces.
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7. Principal Features of the Proposed Posture

This review of the factors that necessarily shape the planning
and programming of the strategic nuclear forces should also indicate
the princival features that we propose to maintain and improve in
our strategic posture. They are: |

-- a capability sufficiently large, diversified, and survivable
so‘that it will provide us at all times with high confidence
of riding out even a massive surprise attack and of penetrat-
ing enemy defenses, and with the ability to withhold an
assured destruction reserve for an extended period of
time.

-- sufficient warning to ensure the survival cf our heavy
bombers together with the bomb alarm systems and command-
control capabilities required by our National Command
Authorities to direct the employmen; of the strategic
forces in a controlled, selective, and restrained
fashion.

-~ the forces to execute a wide range of options in response
to potential actions by an enery, including a capabiiity
for preci§e attacks on both soft and hard targets, while
at the same time minimizing unintended collateral damage.

-- the avoidance of any combination of forces that could be
taken as an effort to acquire the ability to execute a

first-strike disarming attack zgainst the USSR,
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-- an offensive capability of such size and composition that
all will perceive it as in overall balance with the
strategic forces of any potential oppoment.

-- offensive and defensive capabilities and programs that
conform with the provisions of current arms control
agreements and at the same time facilitate the conclusion
of more permanent treaties to contrecl and, if possible,
reduce-the main nuclear arsenals.

I will now discuss specific aspects of USSR and PRC stratégic

- activities, together with the programs that we propose for the

achievement of our force and employment sbjectives.
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B. SIGNITICANT DEVELOPMENTS IN THE STRATIGIC THREAT

1. Tne Soviet Union
The most i:pcrtant_development in the strategic threat
during the past vear is the Soviet Union's demonstraztion of a MIRV
technology. While this develcpment had been anticipated for many
vears, the scope of the Soviet program as it has now emerged is far
moTe comprehensive than estimated even 2 vear ago. It is now
apparent that all four of the new Soviet I(3Ms -- the $5-X-18, =
large liquid-fueled missile in the S$5-9 class; the §S-X-17 and the
SS-):—J.Q, two mediuve liguid-fueled ﬁssiles with times
the throw-weight of the E5S8-11; and the S5-Z-16, a light solid-fueled
missile in the 58-13 class -- employ 2 post boost vehicle (PﬁV),
commoni§ known in our country a2s = bus-type dispensing system.
The S55-%-16 thus far has been flight tested with only one RV,
but the other three ICBMs have now 21l been tested with unmistakably
 MIRVed payloads.
The breadth and depth of this Soviet ICBM program is further
manifested by the wide variety cf technigues and technology em

ploved in the new systems. All four of these systems have

digitzl computers aboard the post boost wvehicle

s Ty
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2lthough the S85-X-16 has thus far been tested with only one
RV, a2 MIRV version cannet be precluded at this time. Indeed, if ,

& MIRVed version is not developed, the only benefit to be derived

from the use of a PBV in the S5-%-16 would be a possible improve-

LI el

It now appears that a
laznd-mobile version of the S5-X-16 is also under development.
Cbnsequently, this missile may be deployed in both a fixed and
1and-m§bile ﬁode. As you know, the Interim Agreement itself does
.not restrict the development of land-mobile systems by either
side, but the U.S.'Government has unilaterally declared that it
would consider the deployment of such missiles inconsistent with

~--—— the objectives of the Agreement.

The 58-X-17 and 55-X-1% are apparently competitive developments
of z potential replacement for the SS-11. Of the two, the §5-X-17

is technologiczlly the more advanced -

The S5-Z-17 has been tested

with both a single large RV and with four ¥IRVs. The single

RV version could probably carry .ruarhead, and with

_111: would be a very effective hard

target weapon. The MIRVed version could probably carry a-
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Névertheless, the §$5-X-17 and 585-X-19% HIRVs aré ;i;arly designed
for greater accuracy, e.g., they have reentry vehicle configurations
shaped for high speed atmospheric reentry. Consequently, with
further refinements in the PBV guldance systems (and, hence, better
CEPs) they may in time acquire a hard target capabiliry. Both of
thése ICB¥s can be deployed in the new_-\silos. With some
modifications to the silos, particula?ly in the case of the SS5-X-19

______which is longer than the SS-11 and the S$S-3I-17, they could also be

deployed in the current 58-11 silos.

The S5-X-18, like the 55-X-17, has been tested with both a

-and with five MIRVs

single large RV

’

even the MIRVed version wculd have a very rtespectable hard target

kill capability.

The SS8-X-18 is clearly destined to be deployed in the new sﬂoj

tom
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In surmary, the new Soviet ICBM prograc represents a truly

rassive effort —- four nevw missiles, four new bus-type dispensing
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new-t}'pe launch control center, and

- \J

guldance modes, new-type siloes,

| new ICEM

launch rechnique. This very impressive progras appears te have
three main objectives -- expanded target coverage (particularly
countermilitary) with MIRVs, improved pre-launch survivability

with the new very hard silc designs, and the attainment of a

In addition, it is more than likely that the MIRVed fellow-on

to the 5S-11, whether it be the §5-X-17 or S5-X-19, will also achieve

a respectable hard target kill capability during the early part of




The most notable development "in the Sovier S§13™ program

during the past vear is the flight test of 2 pew version of the

éS—N—G with[éyo or thrséjRVs. These are MRVs rather than MIRVs,

-i.e., they are not individually targetable. Hence, the S5-N-6

[:gDD éjls similar to our POLARIS A-3. Eihe HOD 2 has an estimated

range of 1600 nm, compared with 1300 ax for the M0OD i]

There is as yet no evidence of a MRV or MIRV version of the
longer raﬁge 58-N-8, which is being deployed in the new D-class
éubmarine.[;But given the new Sovie:r ICBMs and the SS-N-6 MOD
2, one ;r the other will probably appear in the next year or
so. | Nor is there any evidence of depressed trajectory testing

""""""" of the §S-N-6 or SS-N-S,l;pd the submarine operating areas are
. still more than a thousand miles off our shoreE;)

We believe that virruzlly all SSBN production has now shifted
to ‘the D-class which carries 12 launchers each. (There is some
evidence, however, that a modified D-class submarine with more
tﬁan i2 tubes may now be undér construction.} 4 total of 33
Y-class submarines {with 16 launqhers each) has beer completed
'and 18 or 19 D-class had been launched or vere being assexbled

by the end of 1973, for a total of at least 744 launchers. Thus,

it appears that the Scvie: Union intends to go beyond the
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"baseline' SAL ceiling of "740 ballistic missile launchers on
nuclear-povered submarines'.

The Interim Agreement, as you know, gives the Soviet Union the
option to replace its old 55-7s and 8s (209 launchers) with 'modern"
SLBM launchers (S§5-N-6s and 8s or bgtter) up to a rotal of 950
launchers and 62 modern nuclear-powered submarines (Y and D-class
or better). [ A few soft $S-7 sites have been partially dismantled
and a number of others appear inactive, but none has as yet been
made cbmpletély inoperable. Under the Interim Agreement, however,

_the phase out of the old systems is not required until the submarine
with the 74lst launcher enters sea trials -~ which we now estimate
will occur in mid-1975;:]At the current rate of production, 6-8

per year, the Soviet Union could have 62 operational "modern
ballistic missile submarines" by mid-1977.

The major ongoing development ir. the Soviet strategic.bomber
force is, of course, the BACKFIRE. [gPout 20 of these eircraft have
nov been produced and the first few are apparently being used for
crew training. Tﬁgig we can expect the first squadron of BACKFIREs
to become operational sometime this year.

The question of range and primary missicn of the BACKFIRE
has yet to be fully resolved., It now appears, however, that
th B-modgi} which we believe is the production model, will have
a greater range than estimated for the earlier[_‘i}mdel. This

factor, coupled with its known refueling capability, would
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seem to indicate that the BACKFIRE could be used as an inter-
continental as well as 2 peripherzl bomber, the role for which

it appears best suited. Even so, the deplovoent of this new
bomber would not substantially zlter the U.S. air defense problem.
£s long as we cannot defend our cities against beallistic missile
.éttack, there is little to be gained by trying to defend them
against bomber attack. I will have more to say about this matter
when I discuss our revised air defense program.

With ‘regard to Soviet strategic defensive programs, there is
still no evidence that the construction of an ABM defense for an
IEBH area has been started. (The ABM Treaty allows both sides
a total of 200 ABM launchers, 100 for.the defense of the national
capital_frea and 100 for the defeg§g of an ICEM area.) 1In fact,

there have as yet been no additions to the 64 ABM launchers in

IThe Soviet Union, however,

ol

has not lost interest in ABM defemnse. ¥Flight testing of the new

4BMs discussed here last year is continuing.

Modernization of Sovietr air defenses is continuing. The

number of active SA-2 sites is declining, but additional SA-3
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low altitude and SA-5 high altitude SAMs are being deployed.
Similarly, new and more capable interceptors are entering the
forces, but at a slower rate than older interceptors are being
phased out. Although the Soviet air defense system is the most
formidable in the world and is still being iwmproved, 1t is not
likely to offer an insurmountable obstacle to ocur bomber force
in the foreseeable future. Should the Soviet Union develop and
deploy an AWACS - FOXBAT "look-down, shoot-down" air defense
system, as described in this report in past years, we would of
course have to counter it with new penetration devices ang
techniques such as the cruise missile, booher defense missiles),
and improved ECM.

In this connection, we must be careful not to draw a false
énalogy from the Hanol and Suez Canal air defense experiences. 1In
both those cases the air defenses were heavily concentrated in a

very limited area; woreover, only conventional weapons were employed

" by the attacking alrcraft. In the case of the Soviet Union, the

. number of places which have to be defended is very large and, con-

sequently, the air defenses are spread over a vast area. Our

‘e

. bombers, in striking back at the Soviet Taion, would be penetrating

at very low altitudes to avoid the high and medium altitude SAMs,

and would be using SRAMs to attack the low altitude SAM batteries.

. Moreover, our bombers would be employing nuclear weapons, only

Bl



one of which need penetrate to destroy the terTget and probably
much of its air defenses.
2. The People's Republic of China

The PRC land-based ballistic missile program is progressing

: Even 2 small force of
h iR T

operational ICBMs in hard siles -- 20 to 30 -- would give the
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PRC consicderable strategic leverage; it would be able to augment its

threat tc the principal Soviet citles west of the Ureals, and for

the first time-the major cities in the United States.

Production of the BEAGLE light bomber in the PRC is contiruing

Neither the BEAGLE nor the BADGER has sufficient range

to reach the continental United States, but both can threaten
our forces and allies in Asia and the Western Pacifie, as well
‘as the eastern part of the Soviet Union.
The PRC is also gradually strengthening its air defenses with

the deployment of additional MIG-19 interceptors and SA-2 type SAMs,

rgoraover, a2 new all-weather, long-range intercep%or is now being

flight tested and may soon be placed in praductié%. Nevertheless,

the PRC air defenses, because of their cualiczative limitat£ons,

are not likely to present much of an obstacle to elither the United

States or the Soviet Union in the event of war, at least during the

balance of this decade.
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C. U.S. STRATEGIC FORCES AND PROGRAMS

-

Eghcwn on Table 2 in the Appendix to this Report are the U.S.
strategic forces programmed throﬁgh ¥y 19235 Although the Interim
Agreement on strategic offensive forces expires in October 1977, we
are continuing to plan ouf forces wi:hin the bounds of that agree-
ment and the ABM Treaty; and, for intelligence estimating purposes,
we are assuming the Soviet Union will do the same. Admiral Moorer
will provide a detailed comparison of U.S.-USSR strategic forces
through mi§-19?9 in his Military Posture presentation. For
convenience, a summary comparison through mid-1975 is shown on
the following page. |
1. Strategic Offensive Forces and Programs

-

. — '
iﬁs indicated in Appendix Table 2, we plan to continue in our

strategic forces over the foreseeable future an appropriate mix of
-. bembers, ICBMs and SLEMs -- the so-called TRIAD. Our purpos;e in
doing so 1s not to provide an independent assured destruction
capability in each element of the strategic forces, as some people
ﬁaye presumed.’ ﬁather, it is to éﬁhieve a sufficlent degree of
diversification in our forces;to hedge against both foreseeable
and unforeseeable risks, and to enable us to continue to make
avallable to the President a reasonable rangé of strategic options

as USSR and PRC capabiliiies evolve.
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U.S. AND U.S.S.R. STRATEGIC FORCE LEVELS

Mid-1873 ¥id-1974
U.s, U.5.5.R, U.s. U.5.8.K.

Offensive

ICBY Launchers 1/ 1054 1054
SLEY Launchers 2/ 656 656
Intercontipental

Bombers 3/

Foree Loadil

Iﬁierceptors
SAM Launchers
. ABM Defense

-Launchers

1/ Excludes launchers at test sites.
2/ Excludes launchers on diesel-powered submarines.
3/ Excludes bombers configured as t ers and reconnaissaznce alreraft.

5/ Excludes radars and launchers at test sites.
6/ These numbers represent Total Active Imventory (TAI)
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I am sure.the members of this Committee are well aware that
each of the three major elements o¢f our strategic forces has its
own particular strengths and weaknesses with regard to pre-launch
survivability and the ability to penetrate the énemy defenses. By
ﬁaintaining an appropriate mix of the three, however, we can
ﬁaximize.their collective strengths and minimize the effects of
their individual weaknesses, thus ensuring that the force as
a whole is not inherently vulnerable to any cne type of attack
or any one type of defense.
Force diversification 1s alsc essential to hedge against the
uﬁforesegable risks, such as technological breakthroughs by the
other side and unanticipated weaknesses in one or more of our
own systems. Last year we encountered an example of the latter,
i.e., some unexpected failures in the operational tests of the
-POSEIDON missile. I will discuss the nature of this problem and
the measures being taken to correct it a little later. At this
.ﬁoiﬁt, I simply want to note that this unanticipated failure,

while worrisoﬁe, is by no means critical. Aside from the fact

that the POSEIDON force even ;ow can carry out most of its intended
missions, we have a variety of other systems which can fill the

gap until the necessary corrective actions are completed. In

short, this is precisely the kind of situation the TRIAD was

intended to hedge against.
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In addition to hedging against risks, & well diversified
force is needed to support the President's request for "other
strategic options.” As I iﬁdicated earlier, these other options
imply a much wider range of capabiliries than that required
for assured destruction only. For example, capabilities are
required to destroy military as weli es urban, defended as well
as undefended, and time urgent as well as non-time urgent targets.
Horeover, the forces should include some weapons which are highly
reliable, scme which are highly accurzte, and some which are
highly cﬁntrollable from launch to target. Here, again, each
vmember of the TRIAD has some unique capabilities to offer.

On balance, therefore, I believe the continued support gf well
diversified U.S. strategic offensive forces clearly remains essen-

tial to our national security. Given the Increesing size and
variety of Soviet strateglic capabilities, U.S. f;rce diversification
will be much meore important in the future than it has been in the
past.
MINUTEMAN
The principal impact of the new emphasis on "other strategic
;ptions", as far as the FY 1975 Budget 1s concerned, is on the
MINUTEMAN program, particularly MINUTEMAN III. This missile, with :

rectargeting capabllities, and relatively secure and reliable
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cozzmunications links to- the National Command Authorities, is

clearly 2 most versatile and cost-effective weapon,

Even without any additicnal R&D funding, we believe that the

CEP of the MINUTEMAN III will graduzally improve/'

Bevond that point, further improvements in the countermilitary

capabilities of our ICBM force would require the deployment of
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more than the currently planned 550 MINUTEMAN III missiles, larger
yield warheads, an improved or new guldance system for MINUTEMAN
III, terminally gulded maneuvering RVs (MaRVs) or the development
" and deployment of an entirely new ICBM. In view of the on-going
SAL talks, we propose in the FY 1975 Budget to take only those
first few steps which are necessary to keep open these options;

no decisions have been made to deploy any of these Improved sysfems.

First, we propose to keep the MINUTEMAN III production ling

going at the lowest feasible rate — five missiles per month. The

" FY 1974 Budget request included $394 million for the procurement of

the ldast 136 MINUTEMAN IIT missiles, plus $23 million for long lead-
time items to protect the option to deploy more than 550 MINUTEMAR
ITI if that should prove desirable. The Congress approved the
procurement of 115 missiles in FY 1974, deferring 21 t; FY 1975.
To that 21, we now propose to add 40 more for opératioual test
assets, making a total buy of 61 missiles in FY 1975. The $758

, million shown for the MINUTEMAN program in FY 1975 on the table

' ‘beginning on the following;page includes $285 million for the
procurement of the 61 missiles and inftial spares, and $15 million
for iong leadtime items to keep open the option for a FY 1976

buy. No decisicn has as yet been made to deploy more than 550

MINUTEMAN I1ls; we simply want to keep that optilon open..
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Acguisition Costs of Major Strategic Forces Modernizetion

and Improvement Programs 1/

{Dollars in Millions)

FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975

Actual Planned Proposed
: Funding Funding 2/ Funding
Stretegic Offense
Contipued Procurement of MINUTEMAN III
Missiles, MINUTEMAN Silec Upgrading aend
Other Related Programs 816 730 758
-Preparations for MINUTEMAN II Opera-
tionel Base Launch (OBL) Tests - - 16
Advanced ICBM Technology 8 L 37
Conversion of S8BNs to POSEIDON Con-
figuration, Continued Procurement of .
POSEIDON Missiles and Associated Effort £98 313 192
Development, Procurement and Military
Construction -- TRIDENT Submarines
~ and Missiles Tok 1,435 (25) 2,043
Initiation of Design for & new SSBN - - T 16
'Devélopment of Advanced Ballistic
Reentry Systems and Technology (ABRES) 93 90 120
B-52D Modifications L6 38 73
Continuved Development of New
Strategic Bomber, B-1 LLs LLkg L9g
Pr0curément of Short Range Attack
Missile (SRAM) 203 133 2
Development of the Bomber Launched
end Submerine Launched Versicns of
the Strategic Cruise Missile 53 1k 125

Initiel Development cf Advanced
Tanker/Cargo Aircraft - - 20

.
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tecuisition Costs of Mejor Biretegic Torces Moderrigegtion

end Improvement Programs {Coni'd)

(Dollers in Millions)

Y 1573 FY 1974 FY 1875
Actuel Plenned Proposed
Tfunding Tuonding Funding
‘Stretegic Defense
Contipued Development of the Over-
tbe-Eorizon {QTE) Beck-Scatter Rader 3 3 12
Continued Deplcyment of SAFEGUARD 500 3k 61
Continued'Development of Site Defense 80 110 160
ngelopment of Advenced Eellisiic
Missile Defense Technology 93 62 91

Developmert &nd Acguisition of the i
SLEBM Fhesed Array Racder Warning Systenm - . - S0

- Commend znd Contirol

Development and Procurement of
Ldvenced Airvorpe Comeand Post
(AABNCP) 137 50 90
Development of SANGUINE ILF System 9 13 13

Civil Defense

Continued Support of the Civil
Defense Progrem g2 82 86

1/ Includes costs of RDT&E, procurement of the sysiex end initiel speres,
end directly releted militery constructicn,
2/ Figures in perentheses are the emounts inciuded in the FY 1974 Supplemental .
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Second, we have requested the Atomic Inergy Commission (AEC)

to keep open at the lowest feasible rate the X 12 warheaé pro-

Third, we propose to develop the option for some additional

. refinements Iin the existing MINUTEMAN gulcance system, mostly

e

in the software program, which should reduce the C'E.P-
‘ Development of these refinements will cost about $100
million, of which the first $32 millien is included in the FY
1975 amount shown for MINUTEHAN.

Fourth, we propose to proceed with engineering development

‘of & new higher vield warhead for the MINUTEMARN IIT,

f,"I'he new warhead plus the more advanced

(i.e., miniaturized) arming and fusing mechanism would be incorporated

{0 a mew center section which could be retrofitted into the existing

MINUTEMAN IIT MK 12 RV without any changes in its weight, bala.ncé. or
other flight t:haracteriétics. The flight test data base accumulated
for the MX 12 I_W, therefore‘:"would be directly appliceble to the pew
MK 124 RV, and flight tests of the latter could be limited to the

verification of the new arming and fusing cocpoments. .The R&D and

952
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tooling costs (DOD only) for the MX 12A are estimated at about §$125

=Lllion, the £irst increment of which == $25 =illion — 1is included

in the Y 1975 amount shown for MINUTIMAN,

Fifth, we plan to iniciate advanced develcpment cof a terminally

gui ded MaRV- for possible retrofit iato both ICBMs

and SiBMs. Tnis MaRV could give the MINUTEMAN III & very high

be needed in the future. The $20 million required to start this
prograz is included in the FY 1975 amount shewn for Advanced

Ballistic Reentry System (ABRES).

Sixth, we plan to flight test a MINUIZMAN TIIiwith

- This payload, 4f successfully demon-

strated, would g'ive us the optien to expan_d the target coverage
of the MIWUTE‘.AN force without any increase in the number of
=esiles deployed. About $8 million will be needed to start the
test program in FY 1974 and $19 million to complete the test
program in FY 1975, The FY 1974 sum is included in ABRES and the
FY 1975 zmount in the MINUTEMAN lines shown on the table.

The $758 million requested for the MINUTTMAN program in FY 1975

also includes funds for the continuation of the aforementioned
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Silo Upgrading effort, and for the installation of the Command
Data Buffer System at all MINUTEMAN III bases. The ability pro-
vided by the latter to retaréet the MINUTEMAN III missiles rapidly
" from the launch controllcenters will greatly enhance the flexible
employment possible with thé force. Installation of the new system
in the first MINUTEMAN III squadron was ccmplétEd last year and
all 50 missiles in the squadron were successfully programmed from
the launch control center. Deployment of the 550 MINUTEMAN TII
missiles will be completed by end FY 1975 but silo upgrading
and installation of the Command Data Buffer System in the first
fwo wings, ghich were deployed before these programs were started,
will not be completed until FY 1978. Upgrading of the MINUTEMAN II
silos will be completed in FY 1980. . |

MINUTEMAN II Operational Base Launch Tests

In drder to demonstrate the ability of our operatiocnally
deployed MINUTEMAN missiles to'pgrform their assigned missions,
.we now propose to undertake a new Operaticnal Base Launch (OBL)
_program involving full range flight ;esting out into the Pacific
of eight MINUTEMAN II missiles in as close to an operational con-
_éiguration and ground environment as possible. TFour missiles woﬁld
be launched from Malmstrom Air Force Base during.the winter of
1974-75 and four more from that or some other northern base during
the winter of_1975*76.[:zhe first two missiles to be launched

from Malmstrom would be carefully checked out prior to launch,
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the other six would be launched in their normal alert posture

—

without special testQJ__(

These would be the first full range flight tests of MINUTEMAN
missiles from operational silos. The partial operational base
Taunch tests conducted in 1965, 1966 and 1968, with wixed results,
were not actual flight tests. In those tests, the missiles were
.ioaded with just enough fuel for a seven second burm, enough to
reach an altitude of about one mile, out to a range of about one
mile. The first seven-second test of a MINUTEMAN I from Ellsworth
AFB in 1964 was successful. The other three attempts from Grand
Forks AFB in late 1966 were not; in each instance the_missile
failed to launch because of a variety of mechanical difficulties
associatéd with that particular tesc.missile and siloc,

All three major versions of MINUTEMAN have, of course, been
fepeatedly flight tested from Vandenberg Air Force Base out into
' the Pacific. But to some extent these were specially configured
test missiles launched from specially configured test silos under -
carefully controlled conditions. While the missiles to be launched
in the new OﬁL program would carry dummy warheads, they would be
typical operational missiles in all other respects. Operational
"flight tests of this sort, i.e., from operational silos, are
conducted rouginely by the Soviet Union; they have conducted about

100 firings of this sort.
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Developwent and test of the special equipment nmeeded for safety _
ané for directing and monitoring the launches has already been funded
i: prior year budgets. funds to initiate preparations for the eight
MINUTEMAN II OBL tests would be provided through reprogramming in
FY 1974; an addirional §16 mlillion is Iincluded in the FY 1975
Budget to continue that effort.

Advanced ICBM Technology

To ensure a realistic option to modernize our ICBY forces in
the 1%80s, yé are requesting about $37 million in FY 1975 for
advanced technology leading to the development of an entirely

new ICBM, We are considering the technologies for both a new,

large payload JNEEE R fixed-base missile

launched from the existing MINUTEMAN
siloe, and a new moblle missile, elther growmd or aﬁr launched.
1As noted earlier, the Interim Agreement itself does nmot prohibit
‘the development or th? deployment.of moblle ICBMs. The United
States, however, has unilaterally stated that in its view the
.deployment of operatisnal mobile ICBMs would be inconsistent

" with the objectives of the Agreement. The Soviet Union has made -
no response to that statement and, as I noted earlier, we have
some evidence that the ‘development of a land-pobile version of

the SS-X-lGEéijunderway. Consequently, we caapot preclude the

possibility that a mobile version of the 55-I-16 will eventually
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be deploved. In that case, we may find it necessary to deploy
z mobile ICB¥ of our own. |

Iz any event, we intend tc pursue this new development at.a
very deliberate pace, pending the outcozme of the current SALT
‘negotiations. The irpdcial effﬁr: in this zew advanced ICEM
ﬁéchncloéy prograz will be devoted to basing technology leading

to the selection of the preferred basing mode, te guidance

requirements which are unique to mobile migsiles, both air-launched

and ground—launched} and to rocket motor techmology to increase

the zmount of throw—weight per pound of propellent, A new guidance

svstem would be inceorporated in the new missile_
_]Tbis system, ﬁlus appropriately sized

—,
MIRVs would give the new ICEM a very good-’fagainst hard targets.

POSEIDON }

The $192 million requested in FY 1975 for the POSEIDON
progrzm includes $129 million to complete the funding (except
fbr-FY 1976 and subsequent year outfitting and pest-delivery
costs) of the.last three of the 31 SSBN copversions and the last
one of the four submarine tenéer conversions planned, 548 million
for the support of POSEIDON missiles, and $15 million for the
Poseidon Modification Pro;:am.

The original FY 1974 Budget included funds for the last five

38BN conversions, but HelayaAin the completion of certain SSEN

overhauls made it necessary to defer the last three conversions
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to Y 1975. The Congressional committees were norified of this delay
in September 1973 and the amounts approprizted for FY 1874 already
reflect the relared funding adjustments. O0f the 28 conversions
funded through FY 1974, 20 have been completed and are currently
deploved, two are in predeployment status, and six are undergoing
conversion . As currently scheduled, the last three conversions
will 211 have been started by Aprii 1875. This stretchout will
reduce the number of POSEIDON-equipped submarines on the line,
as compared with last year's estimates, by one at end FY 1975
and two by end FY 1976. The last conversion is scheduled for
completion in April, 1977.

The POSEIDON Modification Program is the outgrowth of the

deficiencies encountered last year in the POSEIDON Operational

“Test (OT) program. As has already been reported toithe Congress,

Unified Commander suspended the POSEIDON OT program in MHarch 1973.
4 thorough review of all the agvailable POSEIDON test data

leads te the conclusion that except for a weakness in the RV
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nose tip, which we believe has been corrected and in any event
affects only a small percentége of the force, most of the failures
encountered were attributable to random deficiencies in small piece
_ﬁarts such as transistors, electrical connections, fuses, etc., and
vin the preparation of operational missiles for flight tests. 1In con-
;rast to :he DASO missiles, which come directly from the Navy's
missile facilitcy ét Charleston, S§.C., four OT missiles are selected
at random from the complement of 16 carried by a submarine returning
from patrol. The selected missiles are then modified by removiﬁg
the entire payload section and replacing it with a test payload of
dummy RVs and instrumentation, and by installing a destruct

device == zll while the missile is still in the launch tube of the
submarine.

The deficiencies encountered in the POSEIDON OT tests are
typical of those experienced in other new weapons systems, and
subsequently corrected. None of them is related to the basic
design of the_POSEIDON missile, which we have every reason to
believe is entirely sound.

The POSEIDON Modification Program is designed to correct
‘deficlencies in the POSEIDON missile itself, in the special test
hardware, and in procedﬁres. The total cost of the program is

currently estimated at $126 million, about $23 million to

incorporate the necessary changes in missiles still in production
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and the balance to modify missiles already delivered to the Navy.
About $38 million would be devoted to the more comprehensive testing

of small piece parts, $24 million to replace detonating fuses

with those of a new design, $18 million to improve gimbal assemblies,
$10 million to modify firing units, $2 million to replace flexible
hoses with those of a new design, etc. Improved missiles will
be installed in the 2Ist through 31lst converted submari;es; the
first 20 POSEIDON submarines, already deployed, will be retrofitted
with the improved missiles over a period of about three }ears. The
" entire modification program is expected to be completed by 1977.
TRIDENT

While failures encountered in the POSEIDON operational tests
"have no direct relation to the TRIDENT missile program, they dg
;emind us once again of the monetary risks involved in moving
rapldly inteo large-scale productien of any new major weapon system.
-Operational testing, of course, cannot commence until the system
" has actually been operationally deployed. But by holding initial
production to a reasonably low rate, we can reduce the costs
of correcting those inevitable deficiencies which are not discovered
untdil the system is operationally tested. This is particularly
true in the case of such technically advanced and costly weapon
systems as the fRIDENT submarine.

Accordingly, after starting the first TRIDENT submarine in

FY 1974, we now bropose to build the nine remaining TRIDENT

submarines discussed here last year at a rate of two 2 year

R
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(instead of three a ‘yea'r) beginning in FY 1975. 1In additi'on,

we currently plan to procure sufficient TRIDENT I missiles to
‘backfit ten POSEIDON submarines. As you know, the TRIDENT I missile
1s being designed to fit in the éiisting POSETIDON submarines as
well as in the new TRIDENT submarines, By retrofitting the TRIDENT
I missile in some of the POSEIDON submarines, we can improve

the overall capability and survivability of the existing SSBN
force and at the same time maintain & more economical rate of
production f.or the TRIDENT I.

The AIOC of the TRIDENT I missile remains as previously

planned, i.e., the fourth quarter of 1978 (the second quarter

of FY 1979), which coincides with the IOC of the first TRIDENT
submarine. We plan to undertake an advanced development program
lwhich will define our capabllity to improve and measure the
accuracy of our SLBMs and which, if implemented by retrofit, could
lead to improved accuracy in the future. In addition, the MK 500
Hakv is now under advanced dévelopment for the purpose of
demonstrating its compatibility with the TRIDENT I missile. This
ﬁaneuvering RV, however, 1s not terminally guided since Iits
maneuvering capability is intended to help it evade an ABM inter-
, ceptor, rather‘thaﬁ to incréaée‘its accuracy. Indeed, thg MK 500

is expected to be less accurate.than its ballistic counterpart.
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The TRIDENT I IOC date should allow ample time for an
orderly missile development and DASO test program. As noted
earlier, the OT program cannot be started until the system has
been operationally deployed. However, we de plan to conduct
OT launches earlier in the TRIDENT program than we did with
POSEIDON. Backfitting of the TRIDENT I rmissiles into POSEIDON
submarines 18 planned to begin in the third quarter of FY 1979

(E;d by FY 1982 we c¢could have ten converted submarines and seven
new submarines operationally deployed with a total of 32B TRIDENT I
missilefgj
. This revised program will require a total of $2,043 millien
in FY 1975 -~ $107 million for continued component development
of the submarine, $927 million to complete the funding of the
second and third TRIDENT submarines, $240 million for advanced
procurement for two TRIDENT submarines per year in FY 1976 and
FY 1977, $662 million for the continued development and minor
‘procurement rtelated to the TRIDENT I missile, and $107 million
in Military Construction funds to cantinue work on the TRIDENT
Refit Facility at Bangor, Washington. Ix addition, about $25
ﬁillion i1s included in the FY 1974 Supélémental to protect the

-option for the procurement of two TRIDENT submarines in FY 1973,

A Although the Interim Agreement on strateglc offensive forces,

expiring in 1877, would require us to phase out an equivalent
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number of existing strategic missile launchers as each new TRIDENT
submarine enters sea trials, that decision need not be made now.
[E;cordingly, we have tentatiﬁely projected strategic missile
" launcher levels at the end of FY 1978 and 1979, which are slightly
‘ﬁbove the Interim Agreement levels, recognizing that if the Interim
_Agreemert is extended without change.beyond its present expiration
date of October 1977 appropriate reductions would have to be made

in the POLARIS A~3 and/or TITAN II launchers. \

New SSBN Option

Some.$16 million is included in the FY 1975 Budget to
initiatg design for a new and less costly SSBN than the TRIDENT.
This is another application of the high/low mix approach.

With a TRIDERT force in being, it is not likely that all of
the sea-based force need have the capability provided by the
larger and more costly ship.

The current POSEIDON submarines refitted with the new
TRIDENT I missile could, of course, fulfill this low end of
the spectrum requirement. But because of aging, POSEIDON sub-
mArines will have to be-replaced at least by the late 1980s and
early 1990s. Consequently, more SSBNs, beyond the ten TRIDENT
.submarines, would eventually have to be bullet. The design of
a smaller, less costly SSBN would give us the option later in

this decade to replace the current POLARIS/POSEIDON fleet with
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& mixed force of high performance and high cest or lower performance
and lower cost SSBNs.
The new SSBEN would be somewbat larger than the 640-class

{the last class of POLARIS/POSEIDON submarinmes) and would be

powere

‘In looking toward a smaller and lower cost SSBN, wherein platform

numbers rather than large nmumbers of tubes per submarine are
featured, tﬁis new design would have about 16 missile tubes.using
the TRIDENT I missile. Funds requested cover commencement of a
conceptual and feasibility design effort, which will identify cost

and characteristics trade-offs.

b

Included in the FY 1975 Budget is $120 million for the Advanced

Ballistic Re—entry Systems Program (ABRES). This program has been

the source of much of the advanced re-entry technoiogy incorporated

in our strategic missile programs, and to & considerable degree

it is responsible for our technological iead in this area. Moreover,
ABRES has made a major contribution to our understanding of ABM'
defense because of its work on & wide varlety of ballistic missile
penetration aids. Now ;hat the quiet Union is catching up with

us in reentry technology, we must renew our efforts to stay ahead

in this critical aspect of the strategic balance.
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The ABRES program 1is managed by the Air Force, but the work
being done also supports Navy and Army projects. In view of its
tri-service nature, we have decided to give the Director of Defénse
Research and Engineering a greater role in the overall direction of
| the ABRES program., Henceforth, DDR&E will establish the general
.'scope ;nd priorities of the ABRES program and formally review the
program twice a year. Followlng these reviews, DDR&E will provide
the Air Force with general and specific guidance, as necessary.
The existing ABRES organization structure, which has members
of each service as line deputies to the ABRES Program Manager, will
Ee retained to assure that close coordination among the three
services is preserved.
B-52 Forces

The bomber forces projected through FY 1979;29 Appendix

-

Tableiigare essentially the same as those presented here last
vear, with two exceptions. First, all of the active B-52D's and
.F'é will be retained through FY 1975. Second, beyond FY 1975 our
" planned B-52 force of 5 D and 17 G/H squadrons will increase by
one G/H squadron (17 to 1a)l This increase reflects the reorgani-
. atiom necessary to form a composite Ccmﬁat Crew Training Squadron
(CC?S). The UE of each B-52 squadron will be reduced from 15

to 14 to provide aircraft for the CCIS.

Last yéar the Air Force had planned to start in March 1973 the

structural modification of 80 B-52Ds to ensure that the programmed
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service life can be safely achieved. The program was later
deferred, pehding approval by the interested Congressional
committees. Meanwhile the condition of the B-52D aircraft was

found to be worse than originally anticipated. Accordingly, tﬁe

Air Force has performed a "fracture toughness" program to test

the structures of 94 B-52Ds in order to select the best aircraft

for proof test, modificstion, and retention. Including the cost

of this special test program, which entails the procurement of

proof test jigs, the total cost for the test of 94 aircraft and

the modification of 80 aircraft i1s now estimated at about $240
million.

Last year the cost of modiffing 80 aircraft was estimated

at $197 million. The Congress has approved the use of $61 aillion
in FY 1973 and prior year funds for initial engineering, plant
layouf and tooling. Another $38 million was provided for FY 1974,
and $73 million in procurement funds 1s requested-for FY 1975.

The program is now scheduled to be completed by the first quarter
of FY 1977.

In my judgment, the B-52D modification program deserves the

full support of the Congress, notwithstanding its substantial

cost -- about $3 million per aircraft. Recently completed U.S.

:air operations in Southeast Asla clearly demonstrated the effective-
. nesé of the B~52 in the conventional bombing role. Without the B-52D
force, this capability could be provided only at the expense of our
strategic capabilities which are already finely balanced in relation

to the challenge posed by the Soviet strategic forces.
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B-1 Bomber

Indeed, 1f we are to continue to maintain an effective strategic

bomber force through the 1980s and beyond, 2s I am convinced we should,

we will eventually have to modernize that force. The prinecipal
improvements needed are (1) faster airfield escape and greater

- protection against the effects of nuclear detonations in order

".to avoid destructionm by SLBMs which might be laﬁnched on depressed
trajectories from Soviet SSBNs‘opefating close to our shores, and
(2) a capability to fly at very low altitude at high subsonic

speed in_order to penetrate improved Soviet air defenses. Although
we have no evidence as yet that the Soviet Union is developing
depres;ed trajectory SLBMs, or plans to cperate its SSBNs close

to our shores, or will undertake major new air defensé programs at
home, all of these capabilities will clearly be within its technical
competency and economic capacity.

Accordingly, in planning for the 1980s and beyond, we should
provide ourselves the option to replace the existing bomber force
with a more capable alrcraft. The B-1 is being developed for this
purpose. It will have a distinctly shorter escape time and much
better resistance to nuclea; effects thag the B-52, and by virtue
‘ of its lower flight altitude, greater speed and smaller radar cross-
section, it should have a much better capability to penetrate
"improved Soviet air defenses. Moreover, because of its wider

range of altitude and airspeed options, the B-l will provide

107

GEORET



SR

greater flexibility in eﬁployment than the B-52, thereby enhancing
our ability to execute & wide range of attack options in response to
potential enemy action.

| The B~1 engineering development program, however, has encountered
a2 number of difficulties and delays, nepessitating several major
adjustments in the program. The latest of these adjustments was
reported to the Congress last summer. Pirst flight was rescheduled
from April to mid-year 1974. More time was allowed for the fabri-
cation and'gsaemﬁly of Air Vehicles #2 and #3. The planned pro-
duction decision date was rescheduled from July 1975 to May 1976.

Last August, shortly after assuming his responsibilities

ag Secretary of the Alr Force, Secretary Mclucas appointed a
special committee, headed by Dr. Raymond Bisplinghoff, the Deputy
Directo? of the National Qcieqce Foundation, to undertake an
';ndependent review of the B-1 program. The principal finding of
‘this group of tecﬁnical and management experts was that there are
no major technical problems whichH preclude the successful development
‘and production of the B~l1 aircraft., The Committee noted, however,
-tha;’the existing program plan would make completion of the develop-
ment effort and successful transition to the production phase unlikely
within projected -cost apd time schedules. The Committee also
expressed the belief that three alrcraft would not be sufficient

to complete development of a complex program such as the B-1 and
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allow the final development aircraft to reflect accurately the
initial production aireraft.

With regard to schedule and cost, the Committee's best
_ judgment was that a two to three month delay would be incurred in
_ the projected first flight of Air Vehicle #1 and a six to twelve
-month delay in completion of the total development program. The
Committee also estimated that at least $300 million more would
be required to complete the development program as it was rephased

in July 1973.

The Committee's major recommendation was that the B-1 program
should:be restructured to provide for completion of the development
effort on a more realistic basis and to provide for a less dis-
ruptive transition into the production phase.

Finally, Dr. Bisplinghoff and his associates also furnished
Secretary McLucas with their estimates of potential B-1 performance
parameters -— ranging from Possible, to Most Probable, to Reasonably
. Adverse. Thgse potential performance deviations result primarily
from an increase in the groés take-off weight of the B-1 aircraft,
from about 360,000 1lbs to the presently projected 395,000 1bs. The
TAdlT force has conducted a thorough analysis of the urility of the
B-1 aircraft within the full range of potential performance deviations
provided by the Committee, The Secretary of the Air Fofce, the .
Chief of Staff, and the Commander in Chief of the Strategic Ailr

Command have concluded that even under the most adverse estimates
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of performance the B-1 w;uld be operaticnally effective against
the full target spectrum. Moreover, even with the increased weight
there are still 100 airfields in the U.S. which would support con-
tiguous B-1 operations and an additional 220 airfields which would
~ be sultable for use in emergency dispergal operations. Thus, although
some weight reduction should result as a byproduct of engineering
changes for purposes of producibility and cost avoidance, there is
no requirement for significant changes to the B-1 program solely
. to regain performance.

A basic problem highlighted by the Committee was the severe
program discontinuity which results from the gap of 24 months
begween first flight and the production decision. The contractor
would not be able to retain ecritical skills and know-how during such
an extended gap in effort. Moreover, any plan which was dependent
6p the recovery of these critically needed personnel after a
production'decision is made would expose the program to additional
technical ri§ks and costs.

Accordingly, in order to facilitate the B-1 flight test program
-and to provide a more realistic basis for tranmsition te productioen,
we propose to begin work om Air Vehicle #4 in FY 1975 and, possibly,
AifVVehicle f5 in' FY 1976. These aircraft would provide needed
flight test data 12 to 18 months earlier than would otherwise
be .possible, and they could also be used to introduce engineering

refinements to the basic design.
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Although'the fourth and possibly the fifth aircraft would be
funded with RDT&E funds, they would ultimately be assigned to the
SAC inventory. Moreover, the additional aircraft would be built
on existing development tooling, modified only as required by air-

"craft design improvements. Thus, there would be ne additional
program cost, assuming a. subsequent production decisieon. Nor would
these additional aircraft prejudge the production decision., In
consonance with our fly-before-buy policy, the B-1 is expected to
undergo about two years .of flight testing and achieved the essential
critical milestones before a production decision is made. Under :hg
currently proposed program plan, this decision could be made in
November 1976. The FY 1975 Budget includes $499 million for the

B-1 program.

Bomber-Launched Migsiles

The acquisition of the SRAM (Short Range Attack Missile) will
be essentially completed with FY 1974 funding and the planned
‘complement of operaticnal (UE) missiles, 1140, will be on hand by
EEE end of FY ngé; Because of its relatively poor accuracy and
aerodynamic drag on the B-Sf G/H, a decision has been made to phase
out Hound Dog by FY 1976. The number of Quails will be reduced

- -
from sbout 400 at end FY 1974 to about 200/by end FY 1976.

Last year the Congress was informed of the Defense Department's
decision to cancel the SCAD engineering development program and to

incorporate further work in that area in a joint Air Force-Navy

cruise missile technology program. The Air Force was to concentrate
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on the developoment of a small turbofen engine suitable for both an
gir-launched ané subzarine-launched cruise =ssile, and the related
high energy fuel. The Navy was to pursue the development of the
guidance technology which was to be cozmon to both missile systems.
Planning of this joint technology effort has progressed to the
point where we can‘ncw present a mere definitive program for FY 1975
aﬁd beyond. As currently planned, the Alr Force would commence
engineering development of an Air Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM)
in FY 1975, meking maximim use of the terminated SCAD engineering
program fof air ﬁehicle design and sm=21]l turbefan engine deﬁelopment.
The new wissile would have about the same overal]l dimensions as
the SCAD so that it coculd be loaded interchangeably with the SRAM
missile, one for one, both Internally on the rotary racks of thé

B;Sz_or the B-1 and externally on the wing pylons of the B-52.

-

It would weigh about 2,000 pounds

Itiuould“be‘equippea with a2 terrain avoidancg system which would
'permit‘it to fly just a few hundred feet above the surface of
" the earth.

[:ig contrast to SCAPD, the AL(HM would pot carry a decoy
electronics package, which was the most costly and highest risk

element in the SCAD program. Instead, the booher-ALCH systenm

would rely on sheér numbers of air vehicles to penetrate the air ;
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[ngenses, much as th; POSEIDON relies on sheer numbers of reentry
vehicles to penetrate ARM dgfenses. The beozbers could launch
their ALOMs from outside the Soviet air defense perimeter and
thereby—avoid the ai¥ defenses. Or, alternatively, the bombers
could use thelir ALCMs to saturate r.he Sovietr zir defenses and

| . thereby enhance theif ability to penetrate with fewer l°55%f:]

The ALY could be made available for irnitial deployment in

FY i§79, but it would be premature to make 2 production decision

at this Fime. In the.meantime, we have authorized retention of

about 200 Quail uvnarmed decoys through FY 1979.

| The Navy SLCM, using the common technology base, would be

developed in both strategic and tactical variants, and would be

sized to take meximum advantage of the stapndard torpedo tubes.‘

The strategic version would carry a nuclear warhe‘gd of about

1500 nw. Like the ALCH, the SLCM

would have very good accuracy and penetrate at low altitudes. .
Wnile the strategic variant would be primarily z submarine-

launched missile, the tact:ir;al varlant would be designed to be

launched from surface ships"a.s well as submerines since it would

be primarily a conventionally-armed anti-ship missile. The

' =
‘ ranges in excess of 300 nm. ‘ Both variants of the SLCM.

could probably be made avalladble for deployment by 1980.!
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A total of $125 million has been included in the FY 1975
budget request for the combined cruise missile program -- $80
million for the Air Force ALCM and $45 million for the Navy SLCM.

Advanced Tanker/Cargo Aircraft

It is clear that if we continue to support a large strateglc
bomber force for any extensive period of time into the future,
a new refueling tanker will eventually be required. The cost
of acquiring a sufficiently large number. of such tankers would
gndoubtedly be quite high. It may be possible, however, to
satisfy that tanker reéequirement in conjunction with some other
important requirement, such as augmentation of our current airlift
" capability. Accordingly, we have included $20 million in the
FY 1975 Budget for studles and investigations of altermative
approaches to this tanker requirement, The effort will be divided
in two parts:

(1) Competitive studies to determine the most effective
way to convert a currently available wide-bodied civilian transport
aircraft into an efficient military cargo/tanker aircraft.

{(2) An initial investigation of the trade-offs between a
"modified (from a currently available aircraft) and a newly
designed strategic tanker/cargo aircraft, with particular

. emphagis on fast escape and hardness.
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2. Strategié Defensive Forces
I believe it is clear from what I have already sald that
without effective ABM defenses, alr defeunses are of very limited
value against potential aggressors armed with strategic missiles.
‘This interdependency of anti-ballistic missile and anti~bomber
'defenseg has been well understood for many years. But as long as
there was some chance that we might deploy at least a thip
natiormwide ABM defense, it made sense to keep open the option to
deploy a complementary alr defense. Now that the ABM Treaty
limicing both sides to only 100 operational ABM launchers at each
of two sites has been signed, the deployment of even a thin
nationwide ABM defense has been foreclosed. Indeed, we have
deferred all work on the second ABM site for the defense of the
National Command Authorities (i.e., the national capital area).
- Glven the very tight defense budget constraints under which we
now have to operate, we cannot in good conscience postpone any
‘loﬁger the basic adjustments in our air defense program made
‘necessary by'the changing worldwide situation.
You may recall that forﬁer Secretary of Defense McNamara

~in his last posture étatement in 1968 set forth six possible purposes
that our air defense system might serve in the 1970s:

1. Peacetime surveillance to prohibit free access over *

North America from the air.
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2, Nth country defense to prevent dazage from an attack
by such countries as Cuba, the PRC, etc.

3. Discourage the Soviet Union from developing and
introducing new bomber threats which would be costly to neutralize.

. 4. Limit damage to our urban/industrial complex from a
Soviéi bomber attack in the event deterrence fails,

5. Preclude bomber attack on our withheld strategic
missile forces.

6. Provide a complete mobile "air defense package",
portions of which could be deployed to any part of the world for
use in-periods of local crisis.

The fourﬁh purpose -- limit damage to our urban/industrial
complgx -- 18 now possibie only to the extent that we are success-
ful in limiting the scope of any conflict that did occur. Since
" we cannot defend our cities against strateglic missiles,.there is
nothing Fo be gained by trying to defend them against a relatively

small.force of Soviet bombers. I am sure the Soviet leaders understand
that ag attack on our cities, whe@her by bombers or missiles,

would inevitably result in the destruction of thelr cities. Even if
" the USSR uses all of its ballistic missiles against our strateglc
offensive forces and reserves its bombers for use against our cities,
répeated analyses have convincingly demonstrated that under all

foreseeable circumstances we would have sufficient surviving
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orces to retaliate decisively against Soviet cities., It is this
assured capability to retaliate decisively against Soviet cities
even after absorbing the full weight of a Soviet nuclear attack
-that offers the best hope of deterring attack and thus protecting
our cities, not our ability to defend them against bomber attack.
The fifth purpose —- preclude bomber attack on wifhheld ICBMs,

or bombers, for that matter —- might still have some advantage
today. That advantage, however, would be seriously eroded if the
USSR deploys its new MIRVed ICBMs up to the limits allowed by

the Interim Agreement. If it did so, the USSR would have

enough ICBM RVs to launch a series of follow-on attacks against
"our withheld ICBMs. It would also have enough SLBMs for follow-on
_attackg against bomber bases or against SLBMs in port. Thus,.to
protect our withheld ICBMé, SLBMs in-port, and bomber bases,

we would need a balanced defense against both missiles and
bombers, Such a defense is foreclosed by the ABM Treaty}

With regard to the third purpose — discourage the USSR

from introducing new bomber threats —— I believe we should continue
to pursue aibroadly based R&D program in the strategic alr defense
area. That program, however, shou}d be focused on basic researéh
.and the advancement of teEhnology, rather than on engineering
development of new wé;pon systems. We already have a number of
new and expensive air defense weapon systems developed or under

development for general purpose forces applications —— e.g., F-15,
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F-14 (PHOENIX), AWACS, SAM-D. But we must take care not to fall
behind the Soviet Union in bésic knowledge and understanding of

the air defense problem. We heed this knowledge and understanding,
in any event, for our bomber programs., And, we should in prudence
hedge against the possibility that a technological breakthrough

or some pther change in the Strategic.situation might make the
déployment of new systems for continental air defense both feasible
and desirable,

Thé first and last purposes -~ peacetime surveillance and
control ana mobile ‘air defense forces -- and to some extent the
second purpose, Nth country defense -- are still feasible and
necessariz7 We must, as & very minimum, ensure the sovereignty of our
air space; it would also be Qgry helpful to have available 2 mobile
air defense capability which could be deployed promptly overseas.

Forces provided for the first purpose would alseo provide a
}easonable level of defense against the unlikely contingency of
an Nth country air attack on the United States, most conspiciously
Cuba. We have no reason to believe thét Cuba has nuclear weapons
or is likely to acquire any iﬁ the foreseeable future., Further-
more, Cuba's air force is very limited in payloéd and range; it |
could reach only the southeastern part of the United States.
Finally, the consequences to Cuba of a surprise air attack on
the United States woulq be so grave thaf the chances of its
occurrence must be rated at near zero, With regard to the PRC,

we have no evidence whatsoever that that nation is seeking an

intercontinental bomber capability,
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The first purpoée requires only a thin area-type defense plus
a high quality surveillance capability. Accordingly, we now
propose to phase out all of'the strategic NIKE-HERCULES batteries
(which are all located around nine urban areas) and eventually
reduce the interceptor force to 12 squadrons -- six active and
six Air National Guard (ANG). [;g_sﬁcwn on Appendix Tab}g_gg the
NIKE-HERCULES batteries and their Fire Coordination Centers will
be phased out by the end of FY 1975, Also in FY 1975, the active
interceptor force will be reduced to six F-106 squadrons, and two
P-106 sqﬁ_ad:ons will be added to the Air National Guard, for a total’
of six F-106 ANG squadrons. Seven ANG P-102 squadrons will be
phased out in FY 1975. Current planning for FY 1976 includes
phase-out of the remaining F-102s and evaluation of the continued
utility of the F-101. Pending a review of the retention gf F-101s,
these six interceptor squadrons will be retained until the gnd of
FY 1976.

In a2ddition to these strategic air defense forces, we will
ha?e one active Alr Force alr defense squadron (F-4s) and three
active Army ﬁIKE—HERCULES batteries in Alaska, and one ANG air

défense squadron (F-102s converting to F-4s in FY 1976) in Hawaii.

-t

—

- (Canada haq}three CF-101 air defense squadrons operational.) We

S

will also continue in place the active Army general purpose

forces NIKE-HERCULES and HAWK batteries now operational in Florida.
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In addition, there will always be other general purpose air
defense forces available in the U.S. — fighters and SAMs, and
eventually some tactical AWACS -- which could be used to augment
the strategic alr defenses in a2 crisis. And, of course, we
-will continue to have the option to deploy a new interceptor
(e.g., F-15 or F-14) and a new SAM system (e.g., SAM-D) for

" CONUS defense, since those programs are being pursued in any
event for the general purpose forces.

A CONUS air defense system structured primarily for peacetime
surveillance would not require an AWACS force, the principal
.purpose of which 1s to provide a survivable means of control of
éir defense aircraft in a nuclear war environment. However,
as I ndted earlier, a mobile alr defense force which could be
deployed quickly as a "package' would stil]l be extremely useful
in support of our general purpose ground and alr forces overseas.
We propose, therefore, to retain the AWACS (now designated E-3A}
program for that purpose, and I will discuss it later in context
with the general purpose alr forces.

As you know. the Defense Department has been working for a
number of years with the Feéeral Aviation Administration to
. consolidate the military and civilian radar.and control centers
in CONUS inta a common, jointly operated system designed to serve
both military and civilian needs. This work is still going on. - :

fhs shown in Appendix'Table il nine joint-use survelllance radars
e — .
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sre now in operation. In FY 1978, joint-uce radars will

replace all military surveillance radars in CONUS. These U.S.
radars, &nd possibly some of the Canadian radars near the border,
will feed into 13IUSAE/FAA Joint Control Centers; the first four

will be operationzl by end FY 1977 and all 13 by end FY 1979.

"The six existing Regionmal Control Centers (SAGE) will be phased

out in FY 18978. A new command and control plan.tailored to the
tevised alr defense structure and missions is now under development
by the Air Force.

As the new joint system becomes operztional, one of the two
CONUS manual Control Centers and the last CONUS BUIC III Control
Center (in Floride) will be phased out. All of the remaining

zirborne radars will be phased out by end TY 1977. Although no

" changes are planned through FY 1979 in the surveillﬁnce Tadars

and control systems in Alaska apnd Hawaii, the Air Force is currently

investigating the feasibility of employing CONUS BUIC assets for

the semi-automation of the Alaskan air defense systems,

~ OTH-B

For deployment in the 1980s, we propose to continue work
on the development of the Over-the-Horizon Bzckscatter (OTH-B)
radar, for which $12 million is included in the FY 1875 Budget.

This radar promises to extend the early warning capabllity against

]
. 1

—— L
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on the East and West coasts, and one covering the southern
approach — would give good coverage on zll except the northern
approach to the U.S. For the northern approach, we will have

to retain the 31 DEW line radars until such time as we can perfect

‘an OTH radar, or some other system, which can operate successfully

in the presence of the intense electrical disturbances which

characterize the northern auroral zone.

SAFEGUARD
As my predecessor, Elliot Richardson, reported to you last

year, we plan to complete deployment of the one remaining

"SAFEGUARD site at Grand Forks for defense of MINUTEMAN. Work

at all other sites has been terminated. The $6]1 million included
in.the FY 1575 Budget for development of SAFEGUARD is principally
for completion of the check ocut and installation of the soft-
ware; funding for procurement, military construction and system
flight testing was essentizally completed with‘the FY 1974 Budget.
The Grand Forks site ﬁith 30 Spartan and 70 Sprint launchers,

one Missile Site Radar (MSR) and one Perimeter Acquisition Radar

' (PAR) is scheduled to be completed in FY 1975. The equipment

readiness date is still estimated to be October 1974, and an

initial operational capability 1s expected to be achieved by

June 1975. /We then plan to operate the site on a full-time
basis for about one year (i.e;, FY 1976) in order to shake it

down and gain operational experience. Thereafter, the site will i
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~ be maintained on a less than full time basis in such a manner
that-it could be brought back into full-time coperation within
‘about three months of nOtiEEL]

[:ihis procedure would substantially reduce annual operating
costs while stlll preserving the option to place the site in full
operation if a radical change in the international situation
should make a higher level of operational readiness desirable.

As T noted earlier, a Soviet nuclear attack on the U.S. would
most likely be preceded by a2 period of intense crisis, thus
providing.some time to increase the readiness of the SAFEGUARD
site. The Army is now working ocut the details of this revised
.SAFEGUARD operating plan and will report oo its status later
‘in these hearingéi]

The SAFEGUARD system test program at FKwajalein Atoll in the
Pacific is proceeding very satisfactorily. In the first SAFEGUARD
system test series (1970-71) 12 out of 16 tests were successful,
2 were partially successful and 2 were unsuccessful. In the second
series, which will now be concluded in July 1974, 33 tests were
conducted through December 1973 —— 30 were successful and three
we;e unsuccessful. Seven tests remain to be completed, but some
of these may be omitt?d if the current test objectives can be met
with fewer tests.

SITE DEFENSE

Included in the FY 1975 Budget is $160 million te continue

work on the SITE DEFENSE Program, the objective of which
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is to demonstrate a development prototype ABM system specifically
designed for the defense of MINUTEMAN. I believe this program is

a prudent and necessary hedge. It would give us the option to
defend our MINUTEMAN force against a Soviet ballistic missile
éttack should that become necessary, or in the event that

éﬁ acceptable permanent agreement on the limitation of strategic
offensive arms cannot be achieved. It would also give us the
option to deploy a more advanced ABM system for the defense of

the National Command Authoritiés, if that should be found desirable
some time in the futuge.

) The. SITE DEFENSE Program will be conducted on a very austere
basis. It must be borme in mind, however, that SITE DEFENSE must

be déveloped with "sys;em" applications in mind, 1f the demonstration
of the development prototype 1s to be of any real value. Development
" 'of the hardware, e.g., the improvements to the SPRINT missile,

the new small (relative to the MSR) radar, and the data processors

is wéll within the state of the art. What needs te be demonstrated
is - the capability of the system as a whole, including in particular
the software. |

Advanced BMD Technology

We also plan to continue the Advanced Ballistic Missile
Defense Technology effort at about the same level as in recent
years, and $91 million is included in the FY 1975 Budget for

that purpose.
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The rati&nale for continued research and development in
BEMD, as well as reentry systems (ABRES) Eechnology, is founded
on two specific SALT related objectives. One is to provide the
.Soviet leaders with strong incentives to negotiate additional
strategic arms limitation agreements. The other is to motivate
them to keep the treaties and agreements already made.

Nations make treaties, and nations keep treaties, only when
they regard such actions to be in their best interests. If the
Soviet léaders‘believe that they could gain an advantage over
us in the absence of an agreement, they would have no incentive
‘to reach agreement. But if we confront them with the prospect
that even with strenuous efforts on their part they would not:
‘be able to shift the strateglic balance in their favor, they
would have an incentive to reach agreement on maintaining the
balance, if for no other reason than to save money. Similarly,
if we fail to advance our ABM technology while the Soviet Union
continues to pursue its on-going ABM development programs, which
are clearly permitted by the Treaty, the Soviet Union might
achleve a position where, by abrogating the Treaty, it could shift
;he strategic balance drastically in its favor before we could
react. -

.Consequently, we must continue to pursue ABM technology

programs of sufficient breadth and depth to ensure that we can:
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-- FKeep our qualitaztive lead in ABY technology over the
Soviet Union

-- TUnderstand and assess Soviet ABM activities which
our intelligence spurces reveal to us

— Achieve the knowledge and skill needed to deploy an
effective ABM syster 1f that should become necessary.

) .
‘Satellite and SL3M Radar Warning Systecs

For survelllance and early wamrming of ballistic missile

attack, we now depend on & variety of systems. The most important
of these is the—satellite warning
 system. We now maintain on station one satell;te oveTr the
Eastern hemisphere and two over the Western hemisphere.

The Eastern hemisphere satellite would provide the first
varning of a Soviet (or PRC) ICBEM launch. This rarning would’

be verified first by the forward scatter Dver—tﬁé—Horizon (0TH)

system and then by the Ballistiec Missile Early Warning System
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warning of ICBM attack I

_

The Westerrn hemlsphere satellites provide the first warning

of SLBM launches against the U.S5. Complementary warning coverage
is now supposed to be provided by the 474K S13M "dish" warning
radars. ﬁnfortunately, these 474N radars — four on the East
Cc‘aa.st, three on the West Coast, and one on the Gulf Coast -- can
be overflown by Soviet S5IBMs, particularly the new longer range
—

-SS—N-—B— Moreover, there zre a number of

" limitations in the current satellite coverage — 1t does not o
fully encompass all of the areas from which the SS;§-8 could be
launched, it is susceptible to temporary solar induced outages
vhich may cause some loss of coverage in theose a2reas not covered

by both Western Hemisphere satellites, and it is not entirely

free of false zlarms.

iTo provide full coverage of the expanded SLBM threat
area, and ensure prompt verificarion of the DSP data, we must

have a more effective and reliable complementary warning system

than the 474N radars.
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Accordingly, we again propose to replace those radars (including
.the standby SLBM warning radar at Moorestown, N.J.) with two
new SLBM Phased Array Warning Radars -—— one on the East Coast and cne
on the West Coast. These much more reliable and capable phased
-;;réy radars, together with the Western Hemisphere satellites,
would provide highly credible warning of a Soviet SLBM launch
agAinst the U.S. First warning of such an attack would come from
the satellites, and_within a very short interval, which inéreases
with the distance the launching submarine is from our coast,
verification of the attack would come from the SLEM phased array
'radgrs.
The phased array radars would not pnly verify the signals
recelved from the satellites but would als; £111 in any gaps
which may occur in the satellite coverage as a result of solar
.reflections. The additional confidence which we would gain
iﬁ the relliability of the waming would, in my judgment, be worth
the acquisition cost of the two radars -~ now estimated at approxi-
mately $100 mil}ion .
[:E?e first phased array raiar ?ould‘replace the three East

Coast dish radars (and the standby radar) in ¥Y 1978. The second

phased array radar would replace the remaining dish radars in

FY 19 79_.]
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The FY 1975 Budget includesr— ={ilioz for[ﬁpe acquisition
cf E_further improvements to th'satellite
systéz end $50 million‘to begin acquisiticn of the S1LEM phased array
ragars.

3. Command and Control

Continuity of command and control of the strategic forees
by the Kational Command Authorities — before, during and after
a nuclear attack on the United States -- is a basic tenet of our
national security peolicy. This means that we must not only
ensure, to the best of our ability, the survival of the NC4 and
tﬁeir principel édvisors, but also the minirum essentizl communi-
caticns links with the subordinate c¢ommands znd the operating -

-forces.

The command and control of U.S. mildrtary forc?s wvorldwide
is normally conducted through the Worldwide M{ilitary Command and
Control System (WWMCCS). The nationzl level elements of this
svsten include the Natieonal Military Command Center (NMCC) at

~ the Pentapon, the Alternate National Militery Command Center (ANMCC)
_j_and the National Emergency Airborne
Co@nd Post (NEACP) based at Andrews AFB, Maryland. The President,
no matter where he may be -- in the Wnite Ecuse, Camp David, San
Clemente, Key Biscayne, or airborne in the Presidential aircraft —

is always kept in continuous communication with the NMCC, and
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through it, with the altermate national nilitary comsand centers,
the subordinate commands and the military forces.

These national military command centers zre linked to the
subordinate commands and the military forces worldwide by a wide
“variety of communicatien modes —— land lines, underwater cables,
VLT, ;F, HFP, UEF radio, satellite relay systems, etc. During the
" pext few years wé propose to ilncrease significantly our efforts
to improve- the security and survivability of these ﬁWHCCS
supporting communications networks, particularly that portion
designated as the Minimum Essential Emergency Communications
"Network (MEECN). MEECKN is the basic system for communicating
executive orders to our forces in wartime. Consequently, special
attention must be given to its survivability under nuclear attack.

With regard to the strategic offensive forces, connections

{
4

between the national level command centers and tﬁe Strategic

Adr Command and its forces are provided through é deliberately
rgdundant system of communications and command posts. SAC,.in
addition to its principal command pest at Omaha, Nebraska, also

mainteins two alternate ground command posts and one airborne

-

The SAC airborme command post

comnand pest.

is in continuocus communication with the SAC command post at

Omzha. On receipt of warning of a nuclear attack on the United
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States, the SAC airborne command post would be linked to the SAC
forces and the national military command centers, including the
NEACP, by the Post Attack Command and Control System (PACCS).

One ¢f the PACCS components, the Mid-AUXCP, cen assume the CINCSAC

funcrion in the event that the primary SAC ABNCP is inoperable.

The national military command centers are linked to the sea-

based strateglic missile forces, either through the appropriate sub-
ordinate commands or directly, by means of z deliberztely redundant
systenm of Navy radio transmitters and by the TACAMO relay ai;craft.
T To maximize the survivability of communications from the NCA,_-these

i .
Navy transmitters (including TACAMO) can alse be reached via

those communications links involved in directing SAC forces.

essages could also be relayed to the

ballistic submarines via ships at sea, communication satellites,

This system of command and control of the strategic offensive

forces, however, is not now as survivable as the forces themselves,.
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Tnat is why the Defense Department has propesed, in eddition to

he icprevements in the existing communications nerwork, the con-

rt

tinued development and deployment of the Air Force Satellite
Compunications System (AFSATCOM), the Advanced Airborne Command
Post (AAENCP) airecraft, and the SANGUINE extremely low frequency
f;ELF) radio relay site. These three progra=s offer the best
prospects, at this time, for a substantial ad\{ance in the
surﬁivability and effectiveness of our national command and

control system under nuclear attack.

LFSATCOM and SURVSATCOM
' The -AFSATCOM system, when fully deployed_ will
censist of 2 combination of specisal c&mmunications transponders and
—e——-.channels carried on board‘”hoa:" satellires placed in orbi:
for other missions (e.g., Navy FLTSATCOM satellites) plus numerous
- ground and air terminals. This deliberately redundant satellite
system will not only provide greater assu:ancé that essential NCA
Instructions reach our forces, it will zlsoc epable the forces to
report back thé data needed by the NCA to mzintair sure control
and to execute a varlety of nuclear options. We are also developing
the technology needed to improve kdrther the survivability of
strategic ccmmuﬁications satellites. This technology will lead
to a new Survivable Satellite Communications (SURVSAICDH) system
which should be availaSle by the time it is zppropriate to replace

the AFSATCOM system sometime in the 19B80s. Funding for AFSATCOM
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is included in other programs. Funding of SURVSATCOM as a
separate program element is expected to begin in FY 1976.

" AABNCP (E-4)

The AABNCP program, as currently planned, would be fursued
in several stages geared to our érowing understanding of the commangd
and control problem in a nuclear war environment, and to the further
development of applicable technology. It should be borne in mind
in this connection th;t the aircraft itself (the Boeing 747, now
designated the E-4) presents no particular technological problem.
It is the equipment which goes into the aircraft that is our
principal concern in this program. We would expect the aircraft
to have a useful life of about 20 to 25 years. During that perioed,
we would probably re-equip the aircraft, in whole or in paré. as
new technology becomes available and as changes in national’policy
dictate new missions to be accomplished by the strategic forces.
Accordingly, the longer range equipéing program has been
. divided into "blocks". Block I is the currently approved configura-
;ion of the AABNCP. The airborne coﬁputer, which was associated with
.the original configuration of the AABNCP aircraft, has now been
" deferred from Block;I to Block II.
I believe this deferral is a sensible move; the'problems
involved in an airborne automatic data processing (ADP) system have

not yet been sufficlently resolved. The airborne ADP system must
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be compatible Qith the ground-based WWMCCS ADP system, since

selected portions of the ground data base must be readily trans-
ferable to the airborne ADP. We are curreantly investing substantial
funds in the modernization and standardization of this ground-based
ADP system. Unfortunately, the ground ADP equipment cannot be

used directly in the AABNCP aircraft because that equipment has

not been designed for ailrcraft operations. Also further resa.';n:ch
mst be done on shielding airborne computers against nucle;r effects,
particularly when the alrcraft is ai:bofne.

Finally, we have yet to formulate precisely which portions of
the WWMCCS ground data base are actually required in the AAENCP,
This would depend largely on how one would conceive the NCA function
aboard the NEACP aircraft and the SAC commander's function aboard
the SAC airborne command post. If the NCA is to be in a positioen
‘to exercise a choice among a wide range of nuclear attack response
opticons, including some which may not have been preplanned, the
&até required aboard the aireraft would be quite extensive. 1In
the case of the NEACP, it would probably include status of forces
and damage assessment inform;tion for both sides (U.S. and the
attacker), status of allied and other national forces, and so
forth. The SAC airborne command post might require even more
detailed data, e.g., location and status of spare engines, reload:
weapons, fuel supplies, missile spare parts, maintenance capa-

bilities, etc.

———
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But even without the .airborne ADP, the E~4 with the new Block I
C3 equipment (including antennas and terminals for satellite communi-
cation) and the greater available space, longer endurance, shorter
takeoff., and other features, will greatly enhance our command and
control capabilities under nuclear attack, as compared with the
exdisting EC-135s. The new and more powerful communications equip~
ment will help to overcome interferences caused by a nuclear environ-
ment or jamming, as well as provide an interface with both the
AFSAiCOﬁ sateliite system and the Defense Satellite Communica-
tions System (DSCS). Moreover, the E-=4 willlhave a computer
_tcrminal through which it can connect directly into the WWMCCS
ground-based ADP system., It can thus acquire the latest data:
as long as the ground-based system continues to function. There-
after, it would have to operate in a manual mode, using whatever
data is already aboard plus updating by direct communications with
the subordinate commands. The additional space would accommeodate
the larger staffs required for manual operations.

In order to provide an interim NEACP.capability with the new

alrcraft, pending the development of the Block I 03

equipment, the
first three operational aircraft will be equipped with the existing
— ¢3 package to be transferred from three EC-135s. The first two
operational aircraft, designated E-4A and the one R&D aircraft,
"designated E-4B, were funded in the FY 1973 Budget. A third

operational E-4A aireraft was funded in the FY 1974 Budget. The
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three operational E-4A-aircraft constitute Phase 1A of the Block
I program.

Phase 1B provides for the development of the Block I advanced
c3 package and for the acquisition of three operational E-4Bs,
gdmplete with the new C° package, for the NEACP function. The
§90 million requested for FY 1975 includes $58.8 million to continue
tﬁe development of the Block I c3 package, $22.3 million for the
construction of new facilities for the E-4A aircraft and alert crews,
and $9 million for the initial increment of the Block IT program.
The Block II funds would be used to initiate the definition of |
the airborne ADP system and such further improvements in the
communicé;ions capabilities of the E-4B as may be found technically
feagible, desirable and cost effective. Procurement of the three
operational E-4Bs, with the Block I advanced c3 package, would
. be funaed in FY 1976 and would complete Phase I B.

Phase 1C of the Block I program involves the retrofit of
the first three E-4A aircraft with the Block I advanced c3 package.

The total cost of the Block I program is now estimated at
aboh; $550 million. The cost{and timing of the Block II program
cannot now be estimated since it has yet to be fully defined. -

SANGUINE ELF

The SLBM force, when at sea, is still the element of our

strategic offensive forces.least vulnerable to sudden nuclear
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] Hence, we must mzke every feasible effort
to ensure reliable comrunications with the SLBY force under a}l
foreseeable circumstances.

The SANGUINE ELF system, in the present staté of our kno;:h

ledge, still holds the best promise of providing such a survivable

comsunicaticns link with our ballistic missile submarines. The

- SANGUINE transmitters would increase the number of aimpoints the

“Soviets would have to attack if they were tc attempt to disconnect

cogunications to our submarines and have 2 reasonzble assurance

.

.0f doing so. The SANGUINE signals would decrease sﬁsceptibility

of our communications to atmospheric disturbances and eneny
jamming., SANGUINE weuld also improve the survivability of the
submarines themselves by remoying them and their antennzs from the

near-surface envirooment. Moreover, notwithstanding popular
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tears to the éont;ary, the SANGUINE system would pose no known
environmental, ecological, or bioleogical dangers to the area in
which it is installed.

The need for a more survivable communications link to our
‘ballistic missile submarines is clear, and thé technical feasibility
"of the éANGUINE system has been reasonably well demonstrated during

the four, years of work at the Wisconsin test site. In view of the
fact that we have‘no better alternative on hand, I strongly urge
this Committee to support the SANGUIRE program. We need not

decide on the location of the operational site at this time, but

we should press_forward'with the development of the system and pro-
totype tésting at the existing Goverﬁment test sites, Concurrently,
we should conduct a comparative analysis of all potential sites with
a view to making a final recommendation before the operational
-systenm is ready for deployment. A total of $13.2 million has been
‘included in the FY 1975 Budget for the continuation of the SANGUINE
ﬁroéram on this basis.

4o Civii-Defénse

- The shift in our strateglc deterrence policy which I discussed

at the beginning of this section does not diminish the need for a
vigorous Civil Defense Program. A Soviet counterforce attack
which deliberately avoids our cities -- for example, a large scale

attack on MINUTEMAN -- would still produce a large amount of nuclear

fallout which could drift over our cilties. It would be highly
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