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were negligible. The issue will be & matrer of increasing interest
to us in the vears zhead &s the strategic @motility of Soviet forces
inproves.

Another aspect of any comprehensive assessment of the world-
wide bzlance is the contributicn of U.5. overseas deployments outside
of Europe, for example in Korea. These forces help maintein local
balances and form U.S. strongpoints in the worldwide balance,

.

To assess all of these pgfances with confidence is difficult.
Y ‘., 1'.___./
U.S. and Soviet forces\gre diiferent in many ways. Organizational,

doctrinal, ang weaponnféymﬁgtries nave developed as a result of dif-
ferences in historical experience, weezpons design philosophv, relative
resource scarcities, geography, and cther factors. In the case of
the three key balances that will be reviewed, there are larger and -
iarger agsymmetries -as one passes from strategic nudlear forces, to
the conventional forces in NATO (in which the Center Region receives
so much attention), to the air eand naval forces. Simple comparisons
baged on counting numbers of wezpons and men, even if qualified by
the differing technological quality of the wezpons, tell only part
of the story.
6. | The Strategic Nuclear Balance

Credible strategic nuclear deterrence depends on the satisfaction
of four masjor requirements. First, we must maintzin an essential

equivalence with the Soviet Union in the basiec factors that deter—

mine force effectiveness. Because cof uncertainty about the future

anc the shape that the strategic competition could take, we cannot
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zllow major asymmetries to develop in throw-welght, accuracvy, yleld-to-
weight ratios, reliability and other such factors that contribute to
the effecriveness of strategic weapons and to the perceptions of the
non-superpower nations. At the same time, our own forces snould
promote nuclear stability both by reducing incentives for & first
‘use cof nuclear weapeons and by deterring and aveiding increased
nuclear deployments by other powers.

The second requirement is for a highiy survivable force that
can be withheld at zll times and targeted agzinst the economic
bazse of an opponent so as to deter coercive or desperation attacks
on the economic and population targets of the United Stztes and 1ts
allies.

The third requirement is for a force that, in response to Soviet

actions, could implement a variety of limited prePlanned optioas
and react rapidly to retargeting orders so as to éeter any range

of further attacks that a potential enemy might contemplate. This

force should have scme ability to destroy hard targets, even though we

wguld prefer to see both sides aveoid major counterforce capabilities.

We do not propose, however, to concede to the Soviets a unilateral

advantage in this realm. Accordingly, our programs will depend on how

far the Soviets go in developing a counterferce capability of their

Wl .It should also have the-accuracy to attack -- with low-yield weapons —-
soft point targets without causing large-sczle collateral damage.  And

it should be supported by a progrem of fallout shelters and population

relocation to offer protection to our population primarily in the event

that military targets become the object of attack.
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The fourthlrequirement is for a range and magnitude of capabilities
such that everyone -- friend, foe, and domestic audiences alike -- will
perceive that we are the equal of our strongest competitors. We
should not take the chance that in this most hazardous of areas,
misperceptions could lead to miscalculation, confrontation, and
crisis.

Our current and programmed capabilities continue to satisfy
these four requirements of strategic balance and deterrence. The
forces which fulfill these objectives are a triad of bombers,

ICBMs and SLEMs. Each leg of the triad is not required to retain
indépendently a capacity to inflict in a second strike unacceptable
daﬁage upon an attacker. Instead, the three legs of the triad are
designed to be mutually supporting. Our sea-launched ballistice
missile (SLBM) force provides us, for the foreseeable future, with

a high-confidence capability to withhold wezpons in reserve. However,
some of the POLARIS submarines are nearing the end of their useful
lifé, 50 we must now plaﬁ for their gradual replacement. In doing

. so, we should make certain that we-are insured against major improve-
ments in antisubmarine warfare (ASW) by improving the performance of
botﬁ'the successor submarines and the missiles that will replace the
POLARIS A-3 and the POSEIDON C-3. The TRIDENT program provides

'that hedge and deserves continued support.

The  ICBM forée, the heart of which is the MINUTEMAN series,
continues to give us the accuracy, flexibility, and control necessary

to deal with and thereby deter a wide range of attacks on military
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targets., It provides the most reliable source of limited response
options so essentlal to nuclear deterrence under conditions of
nuclear paricy. The combination of sile-upgrading and a new
understanding of the problems the Soviets would face in mounting

a preemptive counterforce strike -- the so-called "fratricide"
effects -- holds the promise of extending the period in which we

can feei confident of the survivability of our ICBM force. This
assumes that the Soviets exercise restraint in their own development§
and deployments. -

The Soviets have already begun what will be a very substantial,
indeed unprecedented, deployment of large new ICBMs in the first
qgarter-of this year. However, 1f the principles and splirit of
Vliadivostok prevaill, our response cén be quite restrained. We should
continue improvements in our command and control systems to.enhance
the flexibility and responsiveness of our strategic systems. For
.credibility in limited options, we should make modest improvements
in the acecuracy of the MINUTEMAN III by taking advantage of the
capability inherent in its current guidance system. And we should
inérease the range of yieldé available for our nuclear warheads, in
part to compensate for the uncertainties that always surround the
QCCuracies of all-inertlal guidance syste=s when used under real-world
conditions.

The most tried and tested of our strategic retaliatory forces --
the heavy bombers -- continue to interact with our ICEMs to heighten

the survivability of both. At the same time, they provide us with a
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hedge against failures in our other retalfatory capabilities and com-
‘plicate the Soviet defense problem. For scme vears, we kept 50% of
the force on a very high alert; subsequently we reduced it to 407%.
Now, unless the Soviets prove remarkably zggressive in their offensive
and defensive programs, we can feduce the alert rate still further --
to 30% -~ and transfer some of the tanker force to the reserves.

The last B-52 was produced in 1962. Tt should be clear,
therefore, that 1f the heavy bombers are to coatinue thelir contri-
bution to deterrence, we must plan for their modernization and.the
replacemenf of at least some portion of the B-52 force. Accordingly,
coﬁtinued but measured development of the B-~1 is essential as a basis
for any future production decision. Such a2 decision does not need
to be made fof at least another year. A special contribution of the
bomber is the massive complications it introduces into any attack

‘plan directed at U.S. strategic forces. Survivable aircraft render
‘unattainable any credible coordinated surprise strike against U.S.-
based systems. 1In addition, bombers complicate Soviet force manage-
‘ment decisions,vresulting in substantial air defense expenditures.

~ Air . defense is the aspect of Soviet defense programming which this
nation finds least disquieting.

Our modest>but productive civil defense program also warrants
continuation. I say this not because we plan to embark on any
gfandiosé prograﬁ of damage-limiting; the ABM treaty effectively
precludes such an effort in any event. The value of the current.

program is that it contributes to deterrence in a crisis and offers the
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prospect of saving American lives in the event that limited and coercive
nuclear attacks should actually occcur.

Finally, because no signifjcant long-range bomber threat to

‘the United States now exists, and because -~ with the ABM treaty --

we have recognized the difficulty of implementing a full-scale damage-
limiting posture, we can rely on a reduced CONUS anti-bomber defense
'capability. At the same time, as a hedge, we can draw on our tactical
theater-defense training forces for CONUS defense in an emergency since,
for the most part, they are basgd in the United States rather than overseas.
There are several aspects of this overall strategic posture,
and the programs that go with it, that deserve attention:
| ~-"While it contains some counterforce capability, neither
fhat capability nor the impfovements we are proposing for
it should raise the specter in the minds of the Soviets
that their ICBM force is in jeopardy.
~- In addition, this improved hard-target-kill capability will
not threaten the growing Soviet SLBM force.
~- It follows that we do not have and cannot acquire a disarming
first-strike capabflity against the Soviet Union. In fact,
it is our decided preference that neither side attemﬁt to
acquire such a capability.
To sum up the existing situation, we have a good second—-strike
deterrent, but so does the Soviet Union. Although the two forces
differ in a number of important respects, no one doubts that they

are in approximate balance. There are, in short, no immediate
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grounds for fears about bomber or missile gaps. To go further,
however, we would welcome reductions in these forces provided that
the Soviet Union were willing to reciprocate in an equitable fashion.

As we convert the principles and guidelines of Vladivostok into
the specifics of a 10-year agreement, this basic situation should
continue to prevail. However, there are two uncertainties against
which we should continue to carry insurance. A major uncertainty -
is the manner in which the Soviets will attempt to exploit their
throw-weight advantage. The throw-weight of the Soviet ICBMs will
continue to exceed that of the U.S, MINUTE/AN force by a very
substantial amount -- perhaps by as much as a factor of six (unless
tﬁe United States also increases it; ICBM throw-weight). This
throw-weight, combined with several thous and high-yield MIRVs and
rapidly improving accuracies, could come to jeopardize the surviva-
.bility of our fixed, hardened ICBM force.

Such developments would not give the Soviet Union anything
apﬁroximating a disarming first strike against the United States.
Oné reason for this is that less than 25% of fhe U.S. strategic
‘deterrent capability measured in terms of_missile and bomber warheads
resides iﬁ fixed ICBMs. But such a development could bring into
question our ability to respond to attacks in a controlled, selective,
and deliberate fashion. It could also give the Soviets a capability
tﬁat we ourselveé would lack, and it could bring into question the
sense of equality that the principles of Vladivestck so ;xplicitly

endorse., Worst of all, it could arouse precisely the fears and
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suspicions that our arms control efforts are designed to dispel,
Thus it 1s important that we continue to pursue programs that will
permit us various options for responding to the growing Soviet
counterforce threat against éur fixed ICB¥s,

You will recall in this connection that last year's program
of strategic "initiatives" was justified on three major grounds.
First, gfeat uncertainty then existed as to the nature of any
follow-on to the Interim Offensive Agreement of 1972 that we might
be able to achieve. Second, essential equivalence was established
as a fundamental criterion in the design of our strategic forces.
Third, how far we went with these "initiatives" should depend on
thé evolution and pace of the Soviet strategic programs.

Theré now are fewer uncertaintiés about a successor to the
Interim QOffensive Agreement. But the other reasons for pursuing
these "initiatives" remain stroné, as I shall indicate later.

With a continuation of these "initiatives", énd with the other
programs outlined herein, I am confident that we can maintain a
balance with the Soviet Union and assure a highly credible second-
sééike strategic deterrent wﬁthin the framework of existing and
future SALT agreements. Without these programs, however, I can give
ﬁo such assurance. |
7. —The-BaTance Of Power in Central Europe

Lasi)yeggﬁgapﬁinzed out that we plan oﬁfngenéral purpose forces

; o
on the assumption-that;;in conjunction with our allies, we should be

-~ -

able to deal simultaneously”ﬁitﬂréﬁé major attack and one lesser
e
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II. STRATEGIC FORCES

The stfategic nuclear forces are the foundation of cur mili-
tary strength. Gilven our primary objective of deterring attack
on ourselves and our allies, it 1s essential that we remein on equal
footing with the Soviet Union in regard to these forces. The
Vladivostok understanding not only clearly establishes the principle
of equality by setting equal numerical ceilings on the strategic
offensive forces of the United States and the Soviet Union, but also
provides a point of departure from which we can work toward equitable
reductions in the two forces. That is the direction in which we pro-
'pose to go, once the Vliadivostok understanding has been negotiated
into treaty form. -

Despite its importance, the Vla&ivostok understanding still does
not relleve us of the burden of unilateral planning. Within the
ceilings set by the agreement, we must continue to determine what

specific objectives we want our strateglic forces to serve and what

" constitutes the most efficient and effective mix of forces for those

. purposes.

A THE BASIS FOR THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

It should be clear that deterrence must depend on a capability
to respond effectively against the enemy, even after absorbing a
first strike. A prospective opponent must, therefore, be aware of
' that capability, i.e., the ability of our forces to survive-his

attack and penetrate to their targets. Beyond that, he must be
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persuaded that in the face of a sufficient provocation, we will
"~ actually execute the retaliatory attacks. And we, in tumm, mst be
fully prepared both physic¢ally and psychologically to launch those
attacks; otherwise the effectiveness cf the deterrent will be under-
mined.
| While we tend to talk of deterrence as though it were in
continucus operation, it is doubtful that the leaders of the great
nuclear powers ask themselvé; on a daily basis whether they feel
deterred. It is only in circumstances of confrontation and crisis
that the credibility of the deterrent comes under test; at that
point, what may have seemed like a plausible threat under normal
conditions méy appear grossly inadequate or inappropriate to the
situation at hand. For better or for worse, the sclentist in the
lecture hall who announces that, in response to a Soviet attack on
our nuclear forces, we should destroy a hundred Soviet cities and
their populations, is unlikely to implement that thr?at should the
situétion arise. In addition, theorizing zbout these matters tends
to be too abstfact, ahd does 'mot easily capture the agonizing nature
and complex context of these fateful decisions, should they ever arise.
Since we have been fortumate enocugh never to have undergone Such
an'expefience in the thirty years of the nuclear age,'the reaction of
the policymaker in the face of sucﬁ an‘attack cannot be foretol&.
But he and his advisers will have been exposed to a number of paper

wars -- i.e., hypothetical cases in which deterrence has collapsed

and our opponent has launched some kind of a nuclear attack. They
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will know from these exercises that in many circumstances the most
suicidal course for the United States -- and hence the least credible
course —-- would be to strike the population in the cpponent's cities.
Thus, they quickly come to understand the desirability of being able
to retaliate in other ways than by a massive attack against c;ties.

While the exercises may be hypothetical, the problem is not. The
Soviet Union, for example, now deploys a strategic nuclear capability
that goes far beyond anything required by the theories of minimum

or finite deterrence. Her peripheral attack forces are such as to

be able to take under attack every significant target in Western

"Europe. Her central strategic systems are sufficiently large in num-

ber so that she could strike at a substantial number of military
targets in the United States, and elsewhere in the world, and still
withhold a very large force whose future use we would have to .consider
in responding.

In addition, the People's Republic of China is slowly but steadi-
ly developing a strategic attack force of her own. And, as a result

of the Indian nuclear detonation, we are once more aware that the

danger of nuclear proliferation is still with us.

Another problem is the difficulty faced by our European and
Asian allies. Most of them have no nuclear capabilities; those who
do are d&arfed by the immensity of the Soviet strategic and peripheral
nuclear attack forces. They still must leook to the United States,
as they have for thirty years, for some assurance that they cannot

be blackmailed into submission by nuclear threats.
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The problem is complicated still further by the range of nuclear
contingencies that could arise. For planning purposes we have been
;ondi:ioned to assume as the'only contingency a2 massive surprise
at;ack which comes, usually without motive or warning, as a bolt-
out-of~the-~blue. The case undoubtedly has its uses, but I would
speculaté that other contingencies are much more likely. The United
States and the Soviet Union have exercised great care in the deployment
and contrel of their nuclear weapons. Other nations may not do as well,
and the concern with accidents and unauthorized acts may be with us
again. Despite the increasingly stringent measures that we are taking,
we.cannot totally preclude the seizure or theft of a nuclear weapon.
and the néed for countermeasures. Iﬁ short, we face a wide range of
possible actions inwveolving nuclear weapons, and no single response is
appropriate to them all.

There is.also the ever present péssibility that a conventional
conflict might escalate into a tactical or even strategic use of
nuclear weapons. Indeed, one of the minor ironies of recent polemics
agéinst current defense spenﬁing is that the polemicists manage to
argue more or less simultaneously that:

-- the nuclear threshold must be kept high;

-- nuclear options will lower the nuclear. threshold;

-- long-war conventional capabilities (for antisubmarine

warfare, as one example) are unnecessary because conventional
conflicts either will be short or will somehow turn nuclear.
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I will.not attempt to untangle the peculiar logic of this particu-
lar position. But it should be evident that the problems on our agenda,
both today and in the future, make some of the earlier views of nuclear
deterrence totally obsolete. Clearly, our requirements in this realm
are for strategic forces capable of providing more than the simple
response of a limited cr’wholesale destruction of cities.

This 1s not to say that a highly survivable force which can be
withheld for substantial periods of time, i1f need be, and targeted

against an enemy's major economic and political assets is irrelevant.

Most of us can agree on the need for such a force to serve, at a

minimum, as & deterrent to attacks on the cities of the United States
and its allies. But to treat such z reserve force as an all-purpose
deterrent, as a sovereign remedy for the problems we face, would be the
height of folly. To threaten to blow up all of an opponent's cities,
short of an attack on our cities, is hardly an acceptable strategy,

and in most circumstances the credibility of the threat would be close
to zero, especially against a nation whiéh could retaliate against our

cities in kind. Granting the need for such a withheld force in order

“to deter coerclve attacks against our cities, we must surely go on to

something else if our deterrent is to be credible over a wide range of

-

contingencies.

Last year I pointed out that in addition to such a force, we needed

a capability for more limited response options and for rapid retargeting
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s0 as to provide the President with the caximum feasible amount of
flexibility in & nuclear emergency. In reviewing that requirement,
it is worth emphasizing again that:

-= Nelther the United States nor the Soviet Union is capable

| of a disarming first strike against the other; in fact

" neither side has a highe-confidence capability of destroying
" 'a large fraction of the other's fixed, hard ICBM silos.

-- Neither side, for the foreseeable future, is likely te
acquire a disarming first strike capabllity against the
other, even if the fixed, hard ICBX forces become more

~vulnerable in the 1980s.

- 'Becau;e of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty,_neither side
can deploy a combination of counterforce and damage-limiting
capabilities that will have any serious prospéct of success;
barring carelessness, each side should Ee able to count on
"large surviving forces that it cen use or withhold for
substantial periods of time.

In these circumstancea.ﬁoae may ask, h;s nuclear strategy not

reached a dead-end? As far as the massive attacks that preoccupiled

us in the 19605 are concerned, that may well be the case. Unfortunately,
however, there remain a number of more lirited contingencies that could
arise and that we should be prepared to deter. I have already mentioned
the danger of aéciaents and unauthorized acts. Our allies have good

grounds for asking how we would respond to threats against them from

intermediate and variable range nuclear systems. And we cannot rule

II-6

—



4

SEORET—

out the possibility that a desperate or reckless enemy might engage
in a nuclear "shot-across-the-bow" by firing at one or more of our
military installatioms.

There is, moreover, another contingency -about which we must remain
concerned. Since both we and the Soviet Union are investing so much of
our capability for flexible and controlled responses 1in our ICBYM forces,
these fprces could become tempting targets, assuming that one or both
sides acquire much more substantial hard-target ki1l capabilities than
they currently possess. If one side could remove the other'g capa-
bility'fér flexible and controlled responses, he might find ways of
éxercising coerclion and extracting concessions without triggering the
final holocaust.

I mention these contingencles -; and no doubt the?e_are others --
for several reasons. First, we have to assume that, despite the appear-
ance of strategic nuclear stalemate, others continue to explore their
strategic and tactical possibilities just as they do their technological
opportunities, .Second, while many of the contingencies maf seem bizarre
and of extraordinarily low probability, the consequences of their
occurrence could prove catastrophic.

Accordingly, I believe that it is our duty to drive the proba-
bility of the;e coniingencies even lower by developing and displaying
the capability and the doctrine of flex;ble strategic response. No
potential eneﬁy should believe that we are so rigid, so lacking in

capability, or so fearful of the consequences that we cannot respond
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appropriately (according to our best Interests) to any nuclear
provocation on his part.

The Command Data Buffer.System will help ensure this flexibility
by substantially improving our capacity for rapid retargeting of the
Miﬁuteman force., As national policy, we shall continue to acquire and
be prepared to implement a number of more limited response options.

No- opponent should think that he could fire at some of our Minuteman

or’ SAC bases without being subjected to, at the very least, a response

in kind. No opponent should believe that he could attack other U.S.
targets of military or economic value without finding similar or

other appropriate targets in his own homeland under attack. No oppénent
should believe that he could blackmail our allies without risking his
very capability‘for blackmail. Above all, no opponent should entertain

_ the thought that we will permit him to remove our capability for flexible
- strategic response.

‘As I pointed out last year, the flexibility that we are developing
does not require any major change in the strategic capability that we
now deploy. Some modificatiéns in command, control, and communications
are necessary and are underway. I believe that our very modest civil
defense program should continue; it makes clear to a prospective
opponent contemplating a limited strike that, since we can protect
our citizens against fallout, we have a credible choice between an
all-out" response and no response at all. -

In addition, I believe that our response options would be

enhanced by increased accuracy and a greater flexibility in the
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vields of the nuclear weapons available to us. In some circumstances,
ve might wish to reteliete agains:t non-ccllocated, smell soft targets,
cr Zacilities neer large population centers; high accuracy and e

low-vield, zir-burst weapen would be the most zppropriste combinztion
for those targets. 1Ino cther ceses, we might wish to respond with
aztacks onm 2 lizited nu=ber of nard tergeis such as ICEMs, IRBMs, and
MRBMs, The desired comdination for these latter targets, especially
as long as we have to depend on all-inerrial guidance systems, is high
zccuracy and & higher-~yield warhead than we now deploy.

Since any discussion of hardé-target kill capability inevitably

erouses centroversy, I cust stress that we are neot now seeking to

velop the capability to destroy the Soviet ICBM force. We have, zs

n.
1]

I pointed out last vear, 2 limited hard-target kill capability in our

missile forces at the present time, as de the Spviets. Our own capa-

cozbinztion of wearhead yleld and accuracy, znd partly because of the
compiications intrcduced by the phenomenon known as fratricide. I
believe that we chould izprove our hard-target kill capebility so as

to have higher confidence of executing limited hard-targetr attacks. To
cdestroy all of the very ﬁard compenents of the Soviet ICBM force that
&re now being'constructed cr upgraded would require not only major

cualitetive improvements ot our patt, but zlsc 2 large number of
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high—yiéld and very accurate reentry vehicies. I am not proposing any
such deployment programs here.

A number of other and more general concerns about our response
options have arisen during the last year, ané I believe that they
déserve serious consideration. Accordingly, I will try to address
the most salient issues.

One of the most serious allegations is that, witﬁ limited response
options, we are promoting warfighting rather than deterrence. But
such a charge stems, in fact, from an erroneous conception of deter-
rgncé. This Administration is no less interested in deterrence than
its critics; we recognize that the United States has more to lose
from a nuclear war than any other country. But we also believe
that our conceptions of deterrence must adapt to the large and growing
capabilities of our rivals. Our objective remains deterrence, but
modern deterrence across the spectrum of the nuclear threat. And
that_requires us to be prepared with credible responses to a varlety
ok contingencies. Considering all the risks associated with the use
of'nuclear weapons, this kinﬁ of preparaticn dees not in any way imply
an effort to substitute limited nuclear response options for other
iﬁstruments of military power. It is intended to make nuclear war
of any kind less, not more, likely. I cannot help but add, in ;his
connection, that nobody suggests that contingency plans, increased
accuracy, or the avoidance of attacks on cities makes either non-
nuclear or tactical nuclear war more probable. Why, then, should they

nake strategic nuclear war more probable?
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A somewhat related charge 1s thét, however good our intentions,
lizited response options will result in & lowering of the nuclear
threshold. The fact is, d4s I pointed out last year,lthat we have had
nuclear options for more than twenty years without their having
notably affected the probability of nuclear war, Indeed, to believe
that the development of contingency plans (which, after all, is what
the search for options is all about) will increase the probability
of nuclear use is to underestimate seriously the gravity of the
decisicn to-go to war, especlally nuclear war. What is more, to the
extent fhat concern about the nuclear thresheold is more tha; hypo=-
thetical, the most effective way of keeping the threshold high is to
increase the effectiveness and readiness of our non-nuclear forces.
History, I believe, will show that on those rare occasioﬁs when the
use of nuclezr weapons was seriously considered in the past thirty
yeers, it was because of the impression that adequate conventional
forces were not availabie to achieve the desired objectives.

Another allegation (not quite compatible with the first two)
is that limited response options are illusory because any nuclear
“ exchange would rapidly escalate and that its results, even if the
war were confined to military targets, would be indistinguishable
from attacks on cities. The implication of this argument is that
limited response options are worthless and harmful and that we

should bow at least to the rhetoric and the force requirements

of minimum deterrence.
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Certainly it would be foolhardy to preclude the possibility that
a nuclear conflict could escalate to cover a wide range of targets,
which is one more reason whf limited response options are unlikely
to lower the nuclear threshold. But I doubt that any responsible
pelicymaker would deliberately want to easure escalation, and forego
the chance for an early end to a conflict, by refusing to consider
and plan for responses other than immediate, large-scale attacks on
cities, Surely, even 1f there i3 only a smzll probability that limited
response options would deter an attack or bring a nuclear war to a
rapid conclusion, without large-scale damage to cities, it is a
prbbability which, for the sake of our citizens, we should not fore-
close.

Furtﬁermore, all of the evidence available to us suggests that
very limited and quickly terminated nuclear ex;hanges could result
" 'in fatalities aﬁd casualties much lower than from some of the tradi-
tional conflicts we have experienced. And even 1f a nuclear exchange
were to expan? to all strategic nuclear targets in the United States,
we would probably suffer at{least 100 million fewer fatalities than
if our cities were attacked. Approximately similar results wéuld hold
true for the Soviet Unioﬁ as well.

None of this is to argue that a strategy of limited response
options iéra pﬁnacea,;ér that it solves all the problems that ﬁe
face in this féélm;'any more tﬁan previous strategies of deterréncé
have done. However, I believe that the Soviet leaders understand

quite clearly why we have adopted this strategy in an era of
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approximate mutual deterrence, and I see no evidence that they re-
gard as destabilizing these efforts to strengthen our own deterrent.
Accordingly, I continue to consider the capadbility for limited
response options as one of the essential requirements of deterrence
under current conditions.

An equally essentilal requirement of deterrence is parity with the
Soviet Union in sgrategic offensive forces, as perceived by friend
and foe alike. Not oniy does Public Law 92-448 (the Jackson Amendment)
Tequire us to achieve equality with the USSR in central strategic systems

but such equality is also important for symbolic purposes, in large

-part because the strategic offensive forces have come to be seen by

many -- however, regrettably -- as impcrtant to the status and stature
of a major power. Clearly the Soviet Union places a very:high value
cn achieving parity, at the very least, with the United States.

What 1s perhaps even more important, the lack pf equality Ean
become a source of serious diplomatic end milifary miscﬁlculation.
Orponents may feel that they can exploit a favorable imbalance by
means of political pressure, as Hitler did so skillfully in the 1930s,

particularly with Neville Chamberlain zt Berchtesgaden. Friends may

_ believe that a willingness on our part to accept less than equality

indicates a lack of resclve to uphold cur end of the competition and
2 certain deficiency in staying power. OQur own citizens may doubt
our capacity-té guard the nation's interests.

Fortunately, the question of perceptions may to a large extent

have been resolved by the understanding at Vladivestok, which so firmly

I1-13
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establishes the brinciple of equality between the United States and the
Soviet Union In central strategic systems. Assuming that the Soviet
leaders exhibit restraint in their application of the agreement's
principles, we are prepared to exerclse restraint as well. However,
uﬁtil we obtain solid evidence of Soviet restraint, our plans call for
deployment of approximately 2,400 strategic delivery vehicles and 1,320
MIRVed missiles. How we proceed on these accounts will depend essentially
on the actions of the Soviet Union. They currently have the initiative,
and it is up to them to decide how much additicnal effort the two sides
should put into these programs. 1In making their decision, they should
remember that the tortoise won because the hare did not try very hﬁrd
very often. This hare may be different.

A further requirement of deterrence that I should stress again is

what has been called essential equivalence. Let me elaborate on what

‘I mean by that term. Despite the accomplishmenté of the Vliadivostok

undgrstanding and the further agreements that might be reached in

the future, we will continue to face many uncerpainties about the
iohg—term evolution of the étrategic forces -- and about which tech-
nologies and which components of these forces will be considered most
important. Under the circumstances, I believe that it would be a
mistake to allow any major asymmetry to develop between the Un%ted
States and the Soviet Union in the basic technological and other, .

factors that shape force effectiveness.
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Ve mﬁst continue to think flexibly about the strategic forces
and their deterrent functions. We must be sure to keep pace with the
Soviet Union in the design of new oifensive and defensive systems,
in such areas as accuracy and reliability, and, if necessary, in
throw-welght and its management. We may need to maintain an
offsetting advantage in some areas to compensate for Soviet advantages
in others. For example, the United States should seek to stay ahead
in accuracy to offset the large and apparently growing Soviet advantage
in thro;-weight. I should stress in this latter connection that the
Sovief.Unioﬁ has made more rapid strides in accuracy than 18 generally
. appreciated and has shown an intense interest in various applications
of terminal guidance.

Progress by both sides in this latter area of technslogy will
take time. Meanwhile, we in the United States must accept the fact
that while our test-range accuracies with all-inertial guidance
systems have shown marked improvement over the years, tﬁere remain
considerable uncertainties about the extent to which accuracies will
degrade on operational trajectories, especially since the world is
not a perfect sphere. The Séviets face comparable uncertainties,
’but'can compensate to an important degree for degradationslin
accuracy by using the high yields that the large throw-weights of

their missiles permit. We are in a less advantageous position in

this regard because of the severe constraints on our own missile
throw-weights. Accordingly; I believe that we should both increase

the yield-to-weight ratio of our warheads and ~- regardless of past

II-15
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preferences —-- be prepared to expand the throw-weight of our missiles,
however we may decide to base them in the future.

Despite these concerns for the future, we continue to deploy a
-highly effective second~strike strategic force. As matters now stand,
we are able to fulfill the four requirements of deterrence that I
have articulated in the first section of this Report. We currently
possess:

-~ A powerful and‘survivable force capable of being withheld

‘for a substantial period of time;
-- A capability for limited response options, including some
. precision damage-avoidance and hard-target kill capability.
and a modest ability to pro#ide our citizens with protection
ffom radicactive fallout;

— Perceived equality with the Soviet ﬁniOn, even thoﬁgh our forces
differ from hers in certain important Tespects;

-- Continuation of our program of strategic initiatives, to main-
tain essential long-term equivalence with the USSR aﬁd, to the
extent mecessary, Qith the PRC.

Since we do not seek a disarming first strike capability'against
the Soviet Union, there is no reason why she cannot have a capability
comparable to ours, thus ensuring the mutual deterrence that is the
foundation of equality, respect, and stability.

Despite these hopes and prospects, there remain two major problems
on the horizon against which it is particularly important tbat we

carry insurance. The first is that the new generation of Soviet

II-16
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ICEMs, if fully deployed, wculd carry 2 throw-weight exceeding that
of the MINUTEMAN force by a factor of as ouch as five or six. The

second problem is that this throw-weight, combined with geveral thousand

high-yleld MIRVs and accuracies that ere well within the reach of the

Soviets by the early 1980s, could come to jeopardize the survival of

. our fixed-based ICBM silos.

While such a development would not give the Soviet Union any-
thing approximating a disarming first strike capability, it would:
-— bring into question our ability to deter limited and
selective attacks;
-- give the Soviets a capabllity for damage and disruption
that we ourselves would léck;
—-— cause precisely the fears and suspicions that our arms
contrel efforts have been znd ire designed to dispel.
Here, in fact, is a case where unilateral planning, as I indicated
earlier, might have to support and supplement our arms control programs.

We cannot expect, in all candor, that arms control agreements --

.any more than domestic laws -- will solve all problems or close all

loopholes. Those who hold such high expectations are dooméd to
disappointment. Where the possibility of loopholes exists, we should
not insist on perfection as the price of agreement. Rather we should
attempt to close the loopholes, by further negotiation if possible,

by unilateral action if necessary.
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You will recall in this connection, when 1 submitted a pro-
gram of strategic initierives last year, that I did so on three
grounds. First, great uncertainty then existed as to the nature
of any successor to the Interim Cffensive Agreement that we
might achleve. Second, essential equivalence would constitute a
fundamental c¢criterion in the éuture-design of our strategic offensive
forces. And third, how far we would proceed within these initiatives
should depend on the evolution and pace of the ongoing and maturing
Soviet strategic programs. _

As a result of the understanding at Vladivestok, there néw are
fewer uncertainties about the shape of a successor to the Interim
Offensive Agreement. But the other reasons for continuing vith our
program of strategic initiatives remain strong.

Until the Soviets decide to make a more stable distribution
of their strategic offensive resources, we must take account of
the heavy emphasis that they are giving to their ICBM force. Accord-
ingly, we should keep open the option to replace some or all of the
force with a larger throw-weight, less vulnerable system.

Weushould continue with our accuracy improvement programs, whether

to acquire a more efficient hard-target kill capzability or to improve
6ur overall effectiveness against soft point targets. Pending rati-
fication of a threshold nuclear test ban, we should also diversify

our warhead prototypes -- particularly with the improvement of
yield-to-weight ratios -- so that we can exercise options in the

future on how we load our missiles and bozbers. It does not follow,

II-1R8
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for example, that more MIRVs are always better or that we might

not want single-warhead replacements for the current POSEIDON missile
and its successors. Finélly, I believe that we must continue to
explore the potentiallity of long-range cruise missiles, evaluate

‘the costs and performance of smaller ballistlc missile submarines,

and assess the practicality of developing an aircraft that can convert
from a transport to a tanker.

With these_initiatives, and the other programs that I shall
discuss in detail later in thils section, T am confident that we can
maintaiﬁ a highly credible, modern, second-strike strategic'deterrent
‘within the framework of the Vladivostok understanding and any future

SALT agreements, Withour them, I can give no such assurance.
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GNIFICANT DEVELOPMEINTS 1IN FORDIGH STRATEIGIC CAPABILITIES
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he strategic forces of the Soviet Union constitute by far the
Zezjor external strateglic cepabilicy whick the fcreces of the United
States must be designec 10 ccunterbalance. The strategic forces of
the Peoﬁle's Republic of Chine, while groving slowly in size, are
seill siénificant oniy in & regional context. Hence, the following
discussion &eals principally with the Soviet forces.
1. The Sovier Unicen

Last year I reported ;o the Congress that the Soviet Union was
in.th; midst of anmICBH developzent program which was unprecedented .
in-its breadth and depth. Four new ICBMs -- the "light" solid fuel
S§~X-16, the '"medium" liquid fuel S$S5-17, the 'medium" liquid fuel

§S-19 and the "heavy' liquid fuel SS-18 -- were being flight--
_tested simulteneocusly. But of far greater importhce with regard
'fo the strategic balance, all four cf those missiles émployed & post
boost vehicle (PEV), 1.e., a bus type dispensing system, and all
except the S58-X-16 were being flight tesred with MIRVs. XKow, 2 year
latér, I must report te the C;ngress that this most impressive
development program is nearing completion and that we have evidence
that 2ll four of these new ICB¥s have started, or soon will start,
operationz]l deplovment. What remains to be ascertained at this time
is simply the extent, composition and pace of that deployment.

Of the four new ICEMs being flight tested, the S5-12 is clearly

the most successful.
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the S$5-1% has been flight tested sclely with MIRVed payloads

are now virtually certein that 2t will be deployed with six
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we are convinced that the 55-1¢ is clearly intended

to achieve high accurEC"r‘ ' i
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is believed to be more accurate than the S§5-9 —
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Flight testing of the S5-18 Mod 1 is further advanced than that

cf the Mod 2. Conseguently, we believe the Mod 1 1s being deploved

?M'gzrw; “ ‘E by the

iirst, o be followed

The S8-i8, 1like the 55-17, is designed to be cold-launched, i.e.,
the missile is boosted out of its silo bty & gas generator before the
mzin booster motors are ignited. The other two new ICEMs (the
§5-X~16 and the S5~1%) ere hot-launched in the conventional manner,
i.e., thelr mein booster motors are ignited in the silos as in the

czse of the earlier Sovietr ICEMs and 2ll of the current U.S5. ICEMs.

The $8-18 will be deploved in the new
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"
: The 55-17 has certain features that are technologically more -
{ i
advanced than the S$5-19, but high accurzcy does not appezr to be & ‘
: —
price objective at present. S ' ’ .
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grger inm volume than the §5-11
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!
The 58-X-16 meay te be slightly smaller in velume than the
58-13, but it carries zbout twice the throw—weight over about the
same range.
;
¥
: Thus, we cannot preclude the possibility :
o - :
that the 55-X-16 will be deployed in a MIRV, as well as a single RV,
mode.
«F % i ¢ ioa 7 7 B ) ; 1
[ i
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We still believe that a land-mobile version of the SS;X-IG is
under develcpment. Although the Interio Agree:gnt itself éoes not
restrict the development of land-mobile systems by either side, the
U.5. Government hes unilaterally declared thet it would consider the

.deployment of such missiles inconsistent with the objectives of the

a .
[ o

_Aﬁf’ﬁ;E;;_a new SALT agreement, based on the

Vladivostok summit meeting, &ny modblile ICEZXs would be counted against

the eggregete limits. 1In any event, we delieve the S5-X-16 would be

- ——
ceploved first in[_ Sl /silos, and only thereafter
| e— -——-J
in 2 lzncd-mobile mode.
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Speculation as to the rate of deployment of the new Soviet
ICBMs and as to the §uildup of its SLBEM force are complicated by
the provisions of the SALT I Interim Agreement which were to govern
umtil mid=-1977 and the ongoing negotiaticns to achieve a new.égree-

ment within the general outlines worked out zt Vladivostok. The
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discussion herg‘assumes that the provisionps of the Interim Agreement
vill hold for the period up to mid-1%77.

In order to allow for deploymenf cof newer delivery systems, we
zssume that the Soviet Union will phase out most, if not =11 209
of the old SS-7s and S$5-8s as long 2s the Interin Agreement remains

in effect. We believe the 5S5-7s ané 55-8s will be phased out in

favor of modern SL3Ms in nuclear-powered submarines, which is permitted

and S5-8s would reduce the Soviet ICB3M ceiling to-launchers,
excluding mobile ICEM launchers. If the new family of ICEMs is deployed

ziong the iines described earlier, these

. el
- launchers could -

This mest impressive Soviet ICEM progrem, &8 I pointed out last

vear, zppear? to have three mzin odjectives -- expanded target cov-
erage (particularly counterziiitary) with MIRVs, improved pre-launch
survivability with the nev very hérd silo designs, and the attain-
ment of a significant hard terget kill capability. The full deploy-
ment of the ferce I have just described would unquesficnably permit
the attainment of the first two objectives. The attairment of the

lest cobjecrive weuld depend upen the zccuracy achievable with the

)
11
]
T

SS-18 apd the SS5-19. We believe the CZPs cof both of these missiles
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then pose z threatr to our ICBMs in their silos, which threat, though

lizdited by our silo upgrade program, would beccme increzsingly serious

early 1980s.
The Soviet SLEM program during the pest vear has also produced
scme interesting new developments. The new nodel of the D-class

submarine which I ciscussed last year, is

ncw'under_construction. This new submarine is apparently & longer
version of the original D-class which in tumn is a longer version of

the chlass.

o:;ginal D-class; both are designed to carry the 4,200 nm S5-N-8

SLEM. The Y-class sudmarine ﬁas 16 smaller tubes for the $5-N-6.
Production of the Y-class submarine hes zpparently ended with

completion of the 34th unit (last year we thought it would end with

the 33rd unit). g

launchedy




~he Soviet Union intends to exceed

the Interim Agreement's "base line' celling of 740 SLBM launchers and
move toward the maxinmum limit of §50 "modern' SIBM launchers and 62
"modern bellistic missile submarines'.

When the SSBN with the 7&4lst or larger number of launchers enters
sez trials, the Scviet Union is required to begin dismantling an equal
nuzber of 55-7 or 55-8 launchers and/or SL3 launchers on older

subzarines and, under the Interim Agreement, to notify the U.S. of
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seens clear that the Soviet Union intends to expand its SLBM force

up to the limit set in'the Interim Agreement. An agreement 1n accord-
ance with the general terms discussed at Vladivostok would alliow the
;oviet Union to further expand its SLEBM force withjcompensating
reductions in ICBMs or bombers within the 2,400 limiz. Many of the
de:ai;ed scheduling and counting problems discussed azbove would not

exist.

last year I noted that the Soviet Union was £flight testing a

‘ 7
new version of the S5-KN-6 vi:h‘ _j\ﬁRVs. It is now clear

that there are actually two new versicns of the SS~K-6 -~ the Mod 2

1

with 2 single RV and the Mod 2 with
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iaving maste;ed the MIRV techneclogy in ifts ICBM program,
there is no reason why the Soviet Union could not deploy MIRVs in its
SLBMs as well. Should it do so, which it could under the terms of the
In;erim Agreement, the Soviet Union coulé exceed the United States in
numbers of strateglic missile RVs, as well as in totzl throw-weight,

numbers of delivery vehicles, and megatonnzge. The Vladivostok

agreexent 1s very important for the reascon that Lt would not allow

<

- either the U.S. or Soviet Union to achlieve superiority in all of

these Important measures of strategic offensive forces.

‘The Soviet strategic bozmber program is progressing just about as

enticipated last yefz)/ﬁ::f—f

2

.
=l
v

Lﬁﬁ;___ﬂ___ﬂ,qﬁ=sf§;;-éACKFIRE ig clearly designed for air-to-alr

11-38
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refueling

generally agreed that with air-to-air refueling, staging through arctic
bases ané flving a hizgh a2ltitude subsonic preofile all the way, the
BACKFIRE B could cover virtually all targets in the U.S. and return
to the Soviet Union. On one-way missions, recovering in non-hostile
territpry in the Western Hemisphere, the BACKFIRE B, f{lying subsonically,
could operate from its home bases without any tanker support. The extent
to which BACKFIREs will be assigned missioﬁs against the continental
United States, however, renains an open guestion. We must awalf evi-
dence from basing, operational and training patterms, or tanker develop-
ment before we can confidently judge whether the Soviers intend the
BACKFIRE for intercoatinental missions and, if sc, to whet extent.

We have yet to identify a new tankgr for the BACKFIRE, however.
The tankers now cozpatible with the BACXFIXZ are converted BISON

2ll 85 BISONS still in the
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tozbers, andéd wnile 1
bozber force might eventually be converted to tankers, & new tanker
T2y be developed to inzresse intercontinentzl bomber cepadilities,
Ihe best prospect for this tanker rocle appears to be the IL-76
CANDID jet transpert end, indeed, there 1s scme evidence that a
tanker version cf thet eircraft zzy bSe under development.

If 2 Bzell fo::g i RACKTIRZ 2 bocbers, plus an appropriate nmi=ber
of tankers, is evan:zuzlly denleyed, we do not belleve that the U.S.
alr defense problem woull Ye substantizlly zltered. However, 1f a

lzrge force of RACYSIRI 2 bezbers were tc be deploved, then we wculd

II-3¢%
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~This failure to deploy the full number of ABM launchers permitted

SR

heve to consider which increased CONUS bozber air defense programs
we would wish to undertake.

The number of older bozbers in Soviet iLong Kenge Avietion, par-~

ticularly the intermediate range BADCERS, continues to decline, zlbeit

rr

U

& relatively slow rate. Inassmuch as the BACKFIRE B is expected

. —
to initially enter the force &t & rateiof only about 25 to 35 per
YeaT and,be assigned first to the peripherz]l mission, we can assume
that the older intercontinental! long range bombers, the BISON and
EEAR, will be continued in the force for some time to come.

With regard to strategic defensive forces, there is stiil no
evidence .- of any additions to the 64 ABM launchers now deployed around

Moscow, even though the ABM Treaty (with the 1874 Protocol) permits -

the deployment of 100 ABM launchers in that nati%nal capitel  area.

"under the Treaty, however, does not mean that the Soviet Union has

lost interest in ABM research and development. Quite the contrary,
the Soviet Union is continuing to pursue 2 very active R&D program

at 1ts principal ABM test base.

dEI=&4y



’ A
&
- ,..o, i z -
1 ’ 4

S




\_ S Jcifiésearch and development on improved ABM
'—d- £
svstems is permitted under the Trgiﬁz),y’fﬁ '
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Modermization of Soviet air defenses is continuing zlong the
ines I described last year. The number of active SA-2 sitzs is

declining, but additional SA-3 low altitude and SA-5 high zltitude

Si¥s zre being deploved. R ,
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- :_ L . I lo tE k

- e’ ) E s Lo €, ‘ e -




ceptor forces, but at a slewer rate than the clder zircraeft are being

— -
phased out. —FLAGON L interceptors were added to the
el

force last year. This eircraft has 2 moderztely good intercept capa-—

-
pility ar low &altitude and up to aboutr 653,000 feet. —

2
ofi FOXBATs has become operaticnal, but there 1s still nc evidence

s

that the Soviet Union has developed an advanced AWACS or a "look-

' system for its air defense interceptors. Should

down, shoot-down'
such systems be developed and deployed, we would have teo counter them
with new penetration devices and techniques such 25 the cru%se missile,
boober defense missiles, and improved ECM. Without 2 ”look;down,
shoot-down' capability, the Soviet air defezse interceptor aircraf:
zre not likely to offer & serioue obstacle zo ocur bember force, aithough
the fect that improvements are being made requires continued efforts
o maintain and improve our bember forces.
2. The People's Republic cof China

‘ In contrast to the Soviet atrategic forces program, the PRC
strategic forces program in the last year or two appe&rs to be

iosing some of its momentuz, at least in part as & resuit of tech-

nical difficulties, ‘]HRBH, which beceme cperational in
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ﬁ_,bimilarly, pro-

duction of the BEAGLE light bomber (except for z small number to

maintain inventory) apparently ended in mid-1873, after a total of

soze 400-450 had been produiff)/L::’ﬂ—f.

The PRC strategic air defense program has alsc dispiayed a loss

of momentum. Production of the PRC version of the MIG-21 ended about
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A We must conclude, therefore, that this program

sate for the fallure cf the ¥IG-21 progrem until a new interceptor

is avzilable for production. The new zll-weather, long-range inter-
‘ceptor, which we thought last year might socn be placed in production,
is appa?ently‘still in development. Production of thg surface-

to-zir missile

It is, of course, very risky to draw any firm cecnclusicns from

these trends. The epparent loss of momentur may sizply reflect our
pest infleted expectations, or it may reflect a period of transitiom
to a new, reoriented defense program, or gquite possibly & major re-

esseesment of naticnal priorities in faver of econcmic development,

In any event, 1t is clear that some importent PRC programs --Zthe

_ have encountered technical difficulties, and

that other programs — most notzbly the (SS-X-3 ané the BADGER bozber --

hzeve been deferred or curtailed far shor: of whet we would consider

to be 2 reasonably sized force.
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C. U.S. STRATEGIC FORCES AND PROGRAMS

o the finel detalls of the Vladivostok zgreement on the limitation

of strategic offensive forces, we have continued to plan our forces
vithin the general bounds of that agreemen:t, 25 well 25 within the
moTe speclfic limitations of the earlier agreements signed in
Moscow in 1972 and 1974. We have assumed for purposes of intelligence
estimating that the Soviet Union will zlso contiﬁue to plan its forces
within the bounds of those agreements. A comparison of the projected
U.S. and USSR strategic force levels through =1d-1976 is shown on tﬂe
following page.
1. Strategic Offensive Forces and Programs N . {
I noted last year that well diversified strétegic offensive forces
are essential to our national security as a hedge against both fore-
seezble and unforeseezble risks and to enable us to make aveilable to
the President a reasonable range of strategic options. It is also
worth noting that well plannéd force diversificetion greatly enhances
deterrence because it severely complicates Soviet attack planﬂing,
thereby increasing the uncertainties and the risks confronting the
initiaror of an attack.
For example, the presence cof both bombers and ICBMs in our forces
virtually pre;ludes the Soviet Union from destroying them both in a
surprise attack. To pose & threat to our zlert bombers the Soviet

Union would have to station 1ts bailistic missile submarines close
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U.S5. AND U.S.S.R. STRAT:ICIC FORCE LEVELS

Hid-1974 M{d-1975
U.S. U.S.5.R. U.S. y.S.5.R.4

Offensive

ICEM leunchers 1/ 1,054 " 1,054
SLEM Leunchers 2/ 656 656
Interccntinental

]

Sozbers 3/

Force Lcediags
Weapons
Megatons

Defeneive

Lir Defecse
Surveillence
Radars
Interceptors
SA™ leunchers

&7
539

Leunchers

1/ ®Pxcludes launchers at test sites.
2/ Excludes launchers on diesel-powered sub:arines,_

3/ Excludes bezbers configured as tankers end reconnaissance aireraft,
U.S. figures include FB-1lls; Soviet figures include Backfire.

ihese numbers repregent 10L&l ACcive snventory (TAI).
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Acquisition Costs of Major Strategic Forces Modermization

and [mprovement Programs =

1/

-Strategic Offense

Continued Procurement of
MINUTEMAN III Missiles,
MINUTEMAN Silo Up~-Grading
and Other Related Programs

Advanced ICEM Technology,
"including X

Development of Advanced
Ballistic Reentry Systems
and Technology (ABRES)

Conversicn of SSBNs to
. POSEIDON Configuration,
Continued Procurement
of POSEIDON Missiles
and Assoclated Effort

Developrment, Procurement
and Military Construc-
tion~-TRIDENT Submarines
and Missiles (TRIDENT II
not included in totel)
SSEN Subsystem Technology
B-52D Modifications
B-52/HARPOON Modificatign

‘Continued Development‘of
New Strategic Bomber, B-1

Acquisition of Short Range
Attack Missile (SRAM)

(Dollars in Millions)

Trans. FY 1977
FY 1874 FY 1975 FY 1976 Period Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd Prop'd Authoriza-
Funding Funding Funding Funding%{ tion

720 728 780 105 485

4 37 41 15 70

90 112 - 101 29 125

323 183 91 7 35
1,433 2,030 2,142 (3) 622 (1) 3,438 (10)

- - 2 1 4

38 95 43 - -

- - 10 7 18

449 445 749 . 196 1,652

133 2 3 2 35
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Acquisition Costs of Major Strategic Forces Modernization

and Improvement Programs 1/ (Cont'd)

(Dollars in Millioms)

Trans. FY 1977
FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 Peried Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop’'d Prop'd Authortiza-

Funding Funding Funding Fundingg/ tion

Strategic Offense (Cont'd)

Initial -Development of
Advanced Tanker/Cargo
Adrcraft , - 2 5 1 50

Development of the Bomber

Launched and Submarine

Launched Version of the

Strategic Cruise Missile 13 98 153 55 296

Strateglc Defense

Continued Deveiopment
of the Over-the-Horizon
{(OTH) Back-Scatter Radar 3 10 8 ) 14

. Continued Development
of Site Defense 110 115 140 38 160

Development of Ballistic
Missile Defense Advanced
Technology 62 92 " 105 30 111

Continued Improvements in

the Defense Support .
Program 88 118 68 9 55

Development and Acquisi-
tion of the SLBM Phased

Array Radar Warning
System ' - 38 50 2 .17

Command and Control

Development and Procure-
ment of Advanced Airborme
Command Post (AABNCP) 50 78 43 192 . 26
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Acquisition Costs of Major Strategic -Forces Modernization

and“I@provement Prog:amS‘l/ (Cont'd)

{(Dollers in Millions)

Command and Control -(Cont 'd)

Development and Procure-

ment of AFSATCOM I and

Development of

AFSATCOM II 22 13

Development of SANGUIKE
ELF Communications System 12 8

Acquisition and Modifi-
cation of the TACAMO
Alrcraft System 29 9

Civil Defense

Continued Support of the

Trans. FY 1977

FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 Period Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd Prop'd Authoriza-
Funding Funding Funding Fundingg/ tion

51 14 96

18 4 - 24

41 10 23

88 20 94

Civil Defense Program 80 87

1/ Includes costs of RDT&E, procurement of the system and initial spares,

and directly related military construction.

2/ July 1 to September 30, 1976.

[3/ Total Obligational Authority includes $5 million prior year f

carried over from FY 1974.
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The MX 124 development contract has been plazcecd znd design work
started. TFlight testing is expectec to be completed in the summer
of 1877; hence, production couléd be startec irn FY 1977. A total of

nd Transition

m

b,

zbout $46 million has been includecd in the T% 1876
Buagets and another $31 wmillion in zuthorization only is requested
for ¥Y 1877 to continﬁe this development program. In addition, an
authorization of $37 million in procurement funds is requested for
Y 1977 to initizre production of the HK.lZA RV. [Ehe firsz of the
new warheads is expected to become zvailable by the spring of 197§;]

The totzl developzen:t cest (DoD only) Zor the MK 12A is now
esiimated at about $107 million, compared with $125 million estimateé
last vear. This reduction resulted from the elimination of the
additional boostérs which were to have been procured specifically

i

for the MK 12A flight test program. No finzl decision has been made
‘85 to the number of MINUTEMAN III thar uvlticarely will be equipped
with the MK 12A RV. It is interesting tc rote, however, that the

cost of producing sufficient MX 124 RVs for 550 MINUTEZMAN III mis~

silés[EB per missile)lis est#mated et about $335 miilion

Third, we propose to complete the development of the refine-

ments in the existing MINUTEMAN guidance systex and incorporate
these refinements in all of the MINUTEMAN III cissiles in FY 1978.

Unce the new guidance programs have been deveioped, incorporation
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of the refinements in the nissiles simply involves the insertion
cf ground ana £lignt scftware changes.

The total development cost of this program is now estimated
~at about $131 million, coz=pared wicth the $100 million estimate presented
here last yeezr., The bulk of this cost, $108 million, is for the flight
testing of the refined guidance system, including the cost of 10
boosters to be specizally procured_for this purpose. In order to
naximize the return cn these 10 boosters, some flight test missiles
will carry two guldance sygtems. And, as noted earlier, these booaters
will 2lso be used to flight test the MK 12A RV,

The contracts for this project have been placed and the first
" flizht test is expected to take place in the summer of 191§. Some
. $32 million was zllocated to this progrexm in FY 1975, Another §$33
million 1s included in the FY 1976 and Transition Budgets, and the
remeining $46 millicn is requested for authorization in FY 1977.

Fourth, we plan to continve werk on the terminally~-guided MaRV,
‘but on a8 new, extended schecdule, as indicated earlier. Since
.this is essentielly e technolcgy develcopzent project, it will be
'cpntinued in the Advanced Ballietic Reentry Systems (ABRES) program
which I will discuss later. |

Fifth, we plan-to completeothe flight testing of two MINUTEMAN
III missiles with[é?x or sevgéksmaller RVs each. This payload, if
" successfully demenstrsted, would give us the cption to expand the
target coverage of the MINUTEMAN force without any increase in the
nunber of missiles deployed. The additicnal capecity would be useful
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as a hedge against large losses in the MINTIEMAN f{orce, as a means
of increasing our coverage of relatively soit point targets of value
that are not collocated with population, Ior suppression of expanded
Soviet defenses and as a hedge against unexpected failures in the
bomber or SLBM forces. Even if only 50 MINUTEMAN so equipped were to
survive an enemy first strike, they could deploy as many as 350 RVs
for attacks on such targets. The $18 mill;on provided In FY 1974 and
FY 1975 plus the $2 million requested in FY 1976 will be enough to
complete this program. The first flight test is scheduled in May,
and the second in August, 1975. No signgficant problems have been
enéountered in this project thus far, and the tests are expected to
be compleﬁed successfully. '

The amounts shown in the Acquisition Costs table for the .
 MINUTEMAN program in FY 1976, the transition period, and in
FY 1977, also include funds for the continuation of the Silo
Upgrade effort and for the installation of the Command Data Buffer
System. This system permits the MINUTEMAN III missiles to be
retérgeted remotely from the iaunch Control Centers and reduces
the time for retargeting a single missile from 16 to 24 hours to about
367minutes. |

All MINUTEMAN silos are included in tke upgrading program,
which is expected to be completed by the end of FY 1979. Only the
MINUTEMAN III missiles, however, will be provided the Command Data
Buffer System since their MIRVs can make the zost effective use of .

the retargeting feature. Installation of the new system is being
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accomplished simultaneously with the upgrading of the siloes.
Deployment of the pééviously planned 550 MINUTEZMAN III missiles

will be completed on schedule by the end of FY 1975. But silo
upgrading and installation of the Command Data Buffer System for the
.550 MINUTEMAN IIIs will not be completed until late!l; FY lQ?iZ)

p—
Advanced ICBM Technology and the MX

Last year we requested $37 million to continue the development
of new technology leading to the development of an entirely new
ICBM. ‘We diq so in order to ensure the availability of a realistic
option for the modernization of our ICB¥ forces in the 19803‘and
teyond. I noted at the time that this effort would be focused
- primarily on three problem areas -- the selection of the preferred

~ basing mode, the unique guidance requirements for mobile missiles

(both air-launched and ground-launched), end the technrology required
for more efficient rocket motors.

These three problem areas reflect ocur principal concerns with
regard to the kind of an ICBM we ocught to have available for deploy-
ment 1in the period beyond the early or mid-1980s. By that time,
ﬁINUTEMAN gllos may become increasingly vulnerable to the Soviet ' !
ICBM forces; hence our interest in new tasing modes. Air-mobile ICBMs, E
;utilizing unaided, all inertizl guidance, are inherently less accurate
than fixed-based ICBMs, hence our interest in more capable guidance

-systems which would be needed to maintain the desired degree of accuracy.

Furthermore, the MINUTEMAN III, as coopared with the new

family of Soviet ICBMs, has a relatively s=all throw-weight --
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';fléhé Sovie:r Union decides o replace
21l of {ts existing ICBMs with this new fa=ily of ICBMs, it could
gcguire an ICBM throw-weight advantege of 5 or 6 to 1 -~ i.e., 10 to

12 nillioh pounds for the Soviet Union versuvs 2 million pounds for

the U.S.. Such a great disparity in throw-weight, in =y judgment,
would be verv destebilizing. It would give the USSR & distinct ad-
vantage in one of the besic parameters that shape the future effec-
tiyeness of the strateglc offensive forces. Hence cur interest in
new'rocke; motor technology, which would give us & greater amount of
throw-weight per pound cf propellant.

By far the most difficult problem which musttbe resolved in

this new ICBM precgram is the selection of the basfng mode. Fixed

silos may Dpecome vulnerable to a Soviet councerforce attack, but they
have some very important advantages, namely, accuracy, g0OC two-way
communications up and down the chain of comand, general responsiveness
to control by the Nationzal Co@mand Authorities, and low cperating costs.
These aré very ilmportant congiderations in context with our effﬁrts

to expand our range of response opticns (i.e., increase our ta;geting
flexibility), and we want te preserve them to the greatest extent
feasible should we find it necessary to shift to & new basing mode:

in the future.
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A large part of the Advancea ICBM Technolegy Program investigations
concern alternate basing modes. We havs a great deal of experience
in the operation of Ffirxad-based ICBM systez=s but virtually no opera-
tional experience with air- and land-wmobile systems and thus the
reason for thelr emphasis.

There are several types of air- and land-mobile options under
consideration., One of the leading land-based candidates is the
so-called shelter system. This gystem depends for its survivability
on deception, that {s, the missile mounted on a transporter-lauvacher
would move from one relatively hard shelter (E?rhaps 600 psi} to
another within a complex. The attacker would have te tarzet all of
the shelters, since he would not know in which shelter thé missile
was deployed. Thus, the %ost to us per emergency shelter and the
cost to him p;r reliable RV neseded to destroy that shelter would be
the critical factors driving the cost-exchange ratio of the shelter
system. While this system would retain the accﬁracy af a silo-based
System, its costs and operating problems are immediately apparent.

The air-mobile system would be the most expensive to acquire
and to operate, "It would require the acquisition of a fleet of
suitable. aircraft which coula be modified wide-bodied jets or new low
ccst alreraft., To ensure pre-launch survivabllity, aircreft with the
nissile aboard preferably-gould be kept on alrborne alert, and this

we know 1s a very expensive operation. Alternatively, the alrcraft

with the missile aboard could be kept on ground alert, but then it
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point, we could commence deployment of the missile in one of
the mobile modes.

Meanwhile, we propose to continue edvenced development of
the key components of the mobile systems. A series of gir drops
has already been conducted from the C-54, including three "Bathtub"

"drops (concrete slebs of increasing size and weight), three "mass

'simulation" drope (to investigate missile shape stability), one

inert but instrumented MINUTEMAN I, one fueled but unfired

MINUTEMAN I (the ''dress rehearsal” test), and one "short burn"

MINUTEMAN I (the final test of the series). These tests have

proved the feasibllity of air-dropping 2n ICEM, but many other

p?oblems remain to be solved before the technical feasibility of

the gir-mobile system as a whole cén be demonstrated. The i
MINUTEMAN I, moreover, weighs about 75,000 pounds; the MX will .
weigh about 150,000 pounds.

Some work has elso been done on the land-mobile systems, The
problen here is no; 80 much the technlcal feasibility of these systems
as 1t is their operational feasibility. And the economic feasibility
of all three mobile system; ne;ds a great deal of additional.study.

Accordingly, we are requesting for the Advanced ICBM technology
.frogram (i.e., MX and related projects) & total of $41 million in
FY 1976, $15 million in the three month transition period, and $70
million for authorization only in FY 1977, Most of these funds would
be devoted to guidance, control and propulsion. The cost to com-

pletion of the MX development is estimated at about $2.5 billion.
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ABRES

Last year I noted that while the Advanced Ballistic Reentry
Systems program (ABRES) is managed by the Air Force, the work being
done also supports Navy and Army projects. Consequently, the
Director of Defense Research and Engineering has been charged
with the general direction of the program. He is responsible
for detining the scope and priorities of the program and for
providing the necessary guidance to the Air Force in order to
ensure that the needs of the several Services are satisfied with
a ninimum amount of duplication.

The ABRES program has been the source of much of the advanced
reentry technology incorporated in our strategic missile programs
Although the Soviet Unien has made great advances in this area of
technology in recent years, we still enjoy a distinct lead. But
1given the Soviet Union's great advantage in strategic missile throw-
'weight, we must ensure that we maintain our lead in this critical
area of reentry technology.

We are requesting for this program about $101 million in
FY 1976; $29 million in the three month transition peried, and
§125 miliion for authorization oniy in FY 1977. About one quarter
of these funds will be devoted to the pre-prototype development of
maneuvering reentry vehicles, includlng the termlnally guided
MaRV I discussed earlier Also included in this program is work on
a large advanced ballistic reentry vehicle; penetration aids;
optical, radar and electronic countermeasure technology; and
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supporting technology such as nosetips, heatshields and arming and

- fusing components.

b.  SLBMs
The pertion of the S;BM force at sea 1s still the least vulnerable
element of our strategic TRIAD; and as far 2s we can see ahead, 1t
is likely to remain so. It behooves us, nonetheless, to take whatever
ﬁéasures may be necessary to ensure the continued survivability and
operational effec;iveness of that forc;.
The existing fleet of POLARIS/POSEIDON submarines eventually will
have to be replaced, if for no other reason, because of aging.
We believe that these submarines can be opera;ed safely and effec-
tively thxough their 20th year of service, and possaibly longer. Since
the last of the existing SSBNs went into service in 1967, we should
plan on replacing the entire fleet by the late 1980s or the early 1990s.
In order to ensure the future survivability of the SLBM force,
both a quieter submarine end & longer range missile are deemed
necessary. The TRIDENT submarine is designed to meet the first
requirement and the TRIDENT I migsile the second, at least in the
near term, i.e., through thé early 1980s. A still longer range
missile, the TRIDENT II, which would more fully utilize the gblume
of the TRIDENT submarine missile tubes, rcay be needed in theilong

term, i.e., beyond the mid-1980s. This longer range missile would

“not only' permit us to increase our SLBM throw-weight, it would also

e

——

provide us the option to incorporate in cur SLBM forces an improved

hard-target capability, if that should be needed in the futﬁgglj
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Accordingly, we propose to complete the POSEIDON conversion
program, continue the TRIDENT submarine construction program,
complete the development and coﬁmence production of the TRIDENT I
missile for the TRIDENT submarines, and pursue our studies of the
TRIDENT II missile. Beyond these programs, we alse propose to backfit
the TRIDENT I missile into ten of Sur 31 POSZIDON SSBNs.

The last three of the 31 POSEIDON conversions and the last one
of the_four submarine tender conversions were funded in FY 1975, except
for outfitting and post-delivery costs. Because of the impact of
inflation, however, another $85 million will be require& to complete
the ‘funding of the last three submarine conversions. We plan to finance
$33 of that amount through reprogramming; the balance of $52 million
is-included in the FY 1976 Budget. The $98 nillion requested for
POSEIDON in the FY 1976 and Transition Budgets will provide for
completion of the POSEIDON conversions, outfitting énd post-délivery
cssys, the support of POSEIDON missiles, and the POSEIDON Modification
Program. The total authorization requested in FY 1977 is $35 million
'whi;h will prﬁvide for post-delivery costs, support of POSEIDON missiles,
;nd #Be POSEIDON missile modification progra=z.

Of the 31 POSEIDOR conversioms, 23 have been completed and 22
~are currently deployed,-and six are undergoing conversion. The

30th submarine will start conversion in April, 1975, and the last

in FY 1976.
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The -POSEZIDON Modificetion Program is zn cutgrowth of

the deliciencies encountered in the POSZIDON Operational
Test (0T) prograz= in 1S73. The correcticns discussed here
lezet vear heve been mede. 3By Decezber, 1974, B operationel

fiight tests, with the fixes instelled in whole or in part, were

-

The lates: seTies of FOSEIDOKN operationzl tests supports the

judgnent that the deficiencies identified lest year were miﬁor in
nature and could be successfully corvected. The tests will centinue,
using improved missilies celected &t randoz frex POSEIDON submarines
returning from patrel, to determine the best estimate of true missile
reliigbility possible.

As indicated last yeaf, ioproved missiles will be installed in

he 21st through the 31st converted subzmarines; the first 20 sub-

rt

rines, which had already been deployeé when this prodlem arose,

B

will be retrofitted with the izoproved missiles over z pericd of

about &4 yeers. The éntire modificetion program 1s expected to be
completed by 1978,

I1-69



SR

TRIDENT (Excluding TRIDENT II Missile)

To ease the financial strain on the Deifense Budget and to
relax the pressure on the shipbuilder, we have azgain slowed the
TRIDENT submarine construction schedule from a two-a-year té an
alrernating i-2—l-2 a year rate. The lead submarine was funded
in FY 1974_and two follow-on submarines in FY 1975. Accordingly,
only one submarine is included in the FY 1976 Budget and two
submarines are requested for authorizatioan in FY 1977.

’We érg still planning for an FY 1979 IOC for the TRIDENT submarine
and TRIDENT I missile. Also, we still plen to retrofit the TRIDENT I
missile in ten of the POSEIDON submarines.

| Of the $2,142 million requested in FY 1976, zbout $817 ﬁillion . E

is for RDT&E ($84 million for the submarine and $733 million for the " i
missile}, $1,130 million is for procurement ($290 million additional
ito_cover the cost increase projected for the three ships fuhdedrin
'FY 1975 and prior years as a result of a2bnormal inflatlon, $560 million
to complete the funding of the fourth shi@, $43 million for advance pro=-
-curement of long lead time components for the fifth, sixth, and seventh
. ships, and $237 million for TRIDENT I missile production start;up
costs and about.5195 million is for military construction and con-
struction planning (mgstly for the TRIDENT support facility).

The $622 miliion in the Transition Budget would provide $184
million for RDT&E ($12 million for ships azd $172 million for missiles),

$437 million for procurement ($253 million for ship advanced pro-

curement, $1 million for submarine outfitting, and $183 million for missile i
production start-up costs) and $1 million for cilitary construction .
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planning. The $3,438 million for the FY 1677 authorization regquest
includes $547 million for RDT&ZI, $2,708 ziilion for procurement

3 4

1lion to compiete funcing the If

Tty

th ané sixth ships, $156

|1

c1,220

for zdvance procurement of long iead time components for the

I
[
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e
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seventh through tenth ships, $6 =illion fopr subzarine ocutfitting, and

T §1,315 =illion for 98 missiles) and $183 cillien for militarv conmstruction

.énd constructicn planning including $8 willion for FOSEIDON SSBN backfit.
In conplience with the requirement in the FY 1975 Military

Construction Authorization Act that funds be zuthorized for com-

unity 1opact assistance in conjuncticn with TRIDINT-related community

grewth, we are including, in sddition to the funds discussed above, -

4

57 millien in the TY 1976 Budget and §11 =Z1lion in the FY 1977 avthorization
request for this purpose.
The TRIDEINT svstem, it should be bome in rfind, represents &

great advznce over the POLARIS/POSEIDON system. The submerine will

nave 2 submerged displacement of about 18,700 tonms, compared with

R®,Z50 tons for the POSEIDON submarine.

'_J It will carry 24
missiles, compzred with 16 for the POLARIS/POSEIDON, and each TRIDENT

zisgile tube will have & volz::e.grea:e:’ than that of the POLARIS/

POSEIDON. Moreover, it will be considersbly quieter than POLARIS/POSEIDON,

will a2lso heve a wach more elificlent commend and contrel



hWEo & range of 4,000 nm, compared with the POSZIDUN whic

nm 1s planned te be a5 accurate as the POSEIDON =t

The TRIDENT program thus far is moving zlong close to its
planned schedule. The lead ship contract was awarded in July 1874,

and the contractor's physical plant rearrzngements anc the production

of detailed dESign drawings are now well w:derwazy. Incdeed, the formation

of hull sections has already been starcted. The shipbuilder's labor

force and facilities are being greatly expznded te accommcdate the

TRIDENT

progran on top of the zlready on-going shipbuilding ﬁrograms,

notably the 688 class SSNs. Development of new subsystexm

Ware Teceiving special attentien., These are preoceeding on schedule
gnd special facilities have been estzblished to provide the step-
by~step testing of these subsystems.

The development contract for the TRIDENT I missile also has

been awerded and the first flight test is expected in July, 1976,

Tour supplemental flight tests of the TRIDZIKT I MK & RV using ATLAS/

L e —
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The first flight test con a TRIDENT I missile of the MK 500 MaRV Evader,
which will be carried through advanced develcpment only,[zi scheduled
fotT Januéry, lQ?i:]
' In view of our experience with the POSEIDON operational tests,
we plan'tc conduct e larger proportion ef such operational tests |
ezrly in the TRIDENT progrem. For these tests to be valid, however,
migsiles which actually have been operationallyfdeployed must be used.
~Thus the OT flight tests cannot be conducted prior to operational
cerloyment.

Lssuming that the desired submarine delivery dates are met, we

would have the first{}éﬂTRIDENT I missiles deployed by the end of

|

FY 1879 tza {n the first TRIDENT submerine end 16 in a POSEIDON
subzarine retrofitted to cerry TRIDENT I. 2By the end ¢f FY 1980, wve
wouléd have 136 TRIDENT I missiles deployed -~ 72 in new TRIDENT submarines
and 64 in existing POSEIDON submarineii]

TRIDERT II Missile

To provide an option to deploy a higher throw-weight, more accurate

S12M in the late 1980s, if such z systez should be needed at that time,
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“e propose to continue our studies of the TRIDINT II. The new missile

would be designed to utilize more fully the azvailable volune of the

We plan to proceed with the TRIDENT IT effort zt a very
moderate péce. "Only about $3 millicon is included in the FY 1976
Budget for this purpose, plus §1 million more in the Transition
Budget. An authorization of zbout $i0 million requested for
FY 1977.

.SSBN Subsystem Technology -

L
§

4s indicated earlier, we must continue our search for technology

-{hat will provide less expensive alternatives for use In future SLBM
'systems. Accordingly, we have established &z new program element,
"SSBN Subsystem Technology', to focus attention on this essential
.effcrt. Avout $2 pillion is included in the FY 1976 Budgét and
. $1 million in the Transition Budget for this purpose. In addi-
tion, we are requesting an authorization of about $4 million in
FY 1977. '
c. Bombers
As I indicated at the beginning of this discussion of strategic
offensive forces and programs, we believe the retention of bombers
irn our forces for the foreseezble future is essentizl to a2 well
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bzlanced U.S. strategic posture., The current bomber force, par-

-52Cs &ancé s, should be ebie to fulfill this need
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into the 1980s. But 1f we are to meintain an effective bomber force
beyond thet time, 2 new alrerafr will have to be procured. While we
czn continue to modify and izprove the 2-52Gs and Es for some time
tc tome, End even eculp thez with stand-off cruise missiles, these
aircraft mzy well become less effective during the next decade,

The principsal pctential threat te the pre-launch survivability
of our curren:t bomber force is the rapidly growing fleetr of Soviet
SSBNs which, 1if equipped with depressed trejecteory missiles and
operated close tc our shores, could catch meny of our elert B-52g
befo;e'they could escepe froz the Yicini:y of thelr beses. While
we still have no evidence of a Soviet depressed trajectory SLBM

development program, such & system is cleerly %ithin their technical

ccmpetence.,

"jWe have already taken

.some steps To hedge agains; thet potentizl threat, e.g., the satellite
besing and the guick enginé start modif!cation pregrems., But beyond
these measures we need a boxber which has both increesed hardening
to nuclear effects, end 2z significantly Zaster eirfield escape time
tnan the B-52,

With regerd to penetration &t very low altitude, the currently

preferred U.S. mode, the principzl potentizl threat to our current
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.operations would have far less capability and flexibility than a force A

becober ferce is the ceployment of & Soviet AwALS/fighter zir defense
svsten with 2 good leck~-down, shoot-down ceapebilitvy. We have no
evidence &as yet that the Soviét Unien has such & systex under de-
velopment but as we ocurselves have zlready deconstrated, such a
systex is technologically feeasible. Zffective penetrztion at low
éltitude against an AWACS/fighter zir defense system would require
a faster bomber with a smaller radar cross section which is much more
¢ifficult to "see' against the ground clutter, and which is more difficult
to intercept in a tail chase.

4 B-52 force armad with Air Launched Cruise Missiles (ALCMs)

could attack targets within the Soviet Uniern without the E-352 penetrating

the zir defenses. But a bomber force limited to stand-off

z pure stand-off bomber force could not provide reconnaissance or attack

tergets of cppertunity as could z penetrating bomber force.
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For'}li}of these Teeeons, a bomber force which includes pene-
trating alrcreft is ;uch to be preferred over a pure stand-off
btomber force, previding that the cost of the former is reasonably
cemmensurate with the benefits to be gained. The differepce in

coste, we reel, would be modest in comparison to the difference

in gain., Accordingly, we believe the B-l development and test

ﬁrogram should be continued to provide us the option to modernize

our bomber force with that alrcrzft in the 1980s.

A bomber force is not only expensive to acquire and keep
modern, it ie 2lso expensive to operate. Accordingly, we havé
darefully reexemined our operational plans and procedures to
determihg where savings can be made with minimum additional risk,
As a result of this reexamination, we are now making two major
changes in the operation of the bomber force.

The first change involves a rednction in the proportion of
the force to te mzintainad on day-to-day ground alert, When
this pre-launch survival technique was first introduced in the
late 1950s, the ground zlert objective was 33X of the force, i.e.,

33% of the UE aircraft. In the early 1960s, this objective was

‘reiced to 50%, but in more recent years it was reduced to 40Z,

Inesmuch as we consider a Soviet surprise attack '"out of the
blue" to be quite unlikely under the current circumstances, wei
believe that & further modest reduction in the proportion of the
force to be maintained on dey-to~day ground alert would be accept-
zble. & nuclear ertack on the United States, even one which is
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limited teo our strategic offensive forces, would most likely be

preceded by & series of crises, ané certzinly by & sharp deterior-
gticn in our relations with ﬁhe Soviet Union. Under these circum-
stances, we would have the time to place virtuzlly the entirte force
on ground alerct,

Moreover, during the last few vezrs we have greatly increased

the number of strategic missile warheads on line; by June 1975 we

will hzve wmore than 500 MINUTEMAN III missiles

\ POSEIDON migsiles deployed.

t
Wit Istrategic missile RVs cn line, we believe
we can prudently take the additional risk entziled in the
reduction of the bomber forces on day-to-day ground alert.

We calculate that a tatio of 1.29 crews per UE bomber and.

1
i

1.27 per UE tanker would provide an a2dequzte number of crews to

-generate the entire force in ‘end maintain it on a

fully generated ground aler: for This same number
of crews would permit us to maintain about 30% of the bomber/tanker
.force on day~to~dey ground alert, a reduction-of azbout 10 percentage
points.
The second.major action involves the transfer of 128 UE KC-135

tankers.from the actiée force to the Air Reserve Components. These

128 aircraft will be formed intec 16 sguadrons of eight UE airerafr:

pér squadren., Each Reserve Component squadron will meintain at least
one of its eight zircraft on day-to-day zlert in support of active force
zlert bombers. Also, the Reserve Compoment units will be afforded
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the same number of flying hours per aircraft as the active forces,

Since reserviéts can devote only part-time to their military activities,
these Reserve Compornent squadrons will be provided with a higher crew
ratic than the active forces -- 1.5 vs 1.27.

This transfer to the Reserve Components,:-and the phaseout of seven
f-lOl iq:erceptor squadrons and nine KC-97 tanker squadrons for which
;é no longer have an urgent need, will result in overall cost savings
while at the same time helping us to meet the Congressional mandate
to maintain 91 flying units in the Air National Guard.

The reducticn in the bomber crew ratio from 1.64 to 1.29
will permit us to reduce the number of bomber crews from 622 to
472. Thg reduction in the active fprce tanker crew ratio from
1.5 to 1.27, together with the transfer of KC-135s to the Reserve
Components, will permit us to reduce the number of KC-135 crews

~in the active force from 925 to 585..;£§ shown on Table 2 of the
Appendiiﬂ the first four squadrons of KC-1353 will be formed in
Resérye Components in FY 1976 and the remaining 12 squadrons by
FY 1979. These two actions) when fully icplemented, will produce
a savings of about $272 miflion per year in operating costs.

B-52D Hndific#tions

Included in the FY 1976 Budget is about $43 million to complete
the installation of structural modification on 80 B-52D aircraft to

extend their safe service 1life into the 1980s. A total of 79 B-52Ds
are being structure-tested prior to modification and retention.

Including the cost of the test program, the total cost for the
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modificarion of 80 aircraft is now estirated at about §$237 millioen.

The program is expected to be cozpleted by the fall of 1576,

B-52/HARPOON Modification

In keeping with our major effcrt to easure a greater degree
of mutuel support among the Services, the sir Force will undertake pro-
zotype development of a B-52/HARPOON syste=, using two modified B-52 Ds.
These HARPOON-equipped B-52s would supplezent the Navy's capability to
séarch out and destroy maritime targets. TIhe project will require
- zbout £10 million in FY 1976, §$7 million iz the three month transition
period, plus an authorization of $18 mlllien in Ty 1977. Most of these
'funds will be devoted to the development zazc flight testing of the
two HEARPOON-equipped B-52D aircrafc, including engineering studies,
pr;totype drawings, specifications, Instru-entation and component testing.
-Iﬂ zédition, we are requesting an authorizetien of SAI willion 4in FY
| 1977 to initiate procurement of 90 HARPOON missiles for use by E-52s,
E-]1 Boober

Given the need té strengthen and to mcernize the bomber
force sometime in the 1980s, I see nc better alternative to the
lcentinued development of the B-1 bomber, notwithstanding its high
it cost. We have again examined the entire boxzber modernization
problen and the results of that study have been provided to the
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Congress. Of the six '"equal cost' alternative forces examined
against the estimated threat in the late 1980s, those including

the B-1 appear to be the most cost-effective. Because of its
greater speed and greater ability to withstand the effects of
nuclear detonations, it will have a distinctly shorter airfield
escape time than the B-52; and because of its smaller radar cross-
éectiOn‘and its ability to fly at very low altitudes at high
subsonic speed, it should have a much beEter capability to penetrate
improved Soviet air defénses. Moreover, because of its wider range
of air speed options and larger number of internal weapon spaces;
the B-1 will provide considerably greater employment flexibility
than the B-52, thereby enhancing ocur ability to execute a wide
range of attack options in response-to potential enemy actions. In
short, the B-1 provides us with a weapon system which is least
sensitive to potential increases in the threat.

Before we commit this aircraft to production, however, we want
to be sure that it will be able to perform satisfactorily the mission
for which it-is designed, and that its cost will be commensurate with
its expected capability. These assurances, with regard to both per-
'formance and cost, can be obtained only by extensive flight testing.
Accordingly, we are allowing 2 period of about two years for flight
testing before a production decision is scheduled to be made.. By that
time we should have a total of 250 flying hours on Air Vehicle (AV)

No. 1, which began flight tests late last year, 30 hours on AV No. 2,

and 85 hours on AV No. 3.
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AV Vo, 1 will be used primarily to demonstrate the flight
characteristics of the aircraft, including take-cff and landing,
low-level and high-level penetration, aerial refueling, and range/payload.
AV No. 2 will be used initially to demonstrate structural integrity
in static tests (i.e., proof loading), and then be a2ssigned to the
flight test program. AV No. 3 will be used primarily for flight testing
the offensive avionics.

We have already informed the Congress that the crew escape module
is ﬁeing eliminated from the B-1 program. Instead, the aircrafet.will
be equipped with ejection seats. The crew escape module has presented
the most troublesome engineering problem in the entire program. The
elimination of this feature will reduce the.airframe weight by a few

"thousand pounds,rbut it will entail some additional risk to the flight
crew. Considering the difficulties, delays and additional costs involved
in trying to perfect this module, the Air Force has decided to take

that added risk. It should be noted, however, that AVs 1, 2, and 3,
which are already equipped with this crew escape module, will be flight
éested a2s currently configured.

In order to place ourselves in a position to initiate production
in late CY 1976, if such a decision is appropriate, certain actions
mist be taken beforéhand. These actions include the commencement of

~construction of AV No. 5, the pre-production prototype, and the
procurement of advanced materials for the six production aircraft
tentatively planned for FY 1977. AV No. & would reflect all of the

lessons, learned from the fahrication and imitial flight tests of the
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first three aircraft, as well as the elim;nation of the crew module.
That vehicle would help us to maintain continuity between RDT&E and
production should we decide to produce and deploy the aircraft.

The approximately $749'million requested for the B-1 in FY 1976
includes $672 million for RDT&E (of which about $70 million will
.cﬁntinue the 4th aircraft) and $77 million for advanced materials.
.The comparable figures for the three month transition period are $165
million for RDT&E (including $22 million for the 4th aircraft) and
§31 million for advanced materials. In addition, we are requesting
an authorization of $1,652 million for ¥Y 1977, including about $433
million for RDT&4E and §1,219 million for the procurement of the éirst
six production aircraft. While none of the FY 1977 procurement funds
would need to be committed prior to the productiog decision, we would
need some advance material funds in ¥FY 1976 and the transition period
if the results of the flight test program warrant a limited commitment
" of funds to facilitate the initiation of production in FY 1977.
Without these funds, the cost of a production program would increase
due to the necessity of reconstituting the work force and inflation.
SRAM

I noted last year that the acquisition of the SRAM would be
‘essentially completed with FY 1974 funds. The amounts requested for
SRAM in the FY 1976 and Transition Budgets, a total of about $5
million, is for the development of a new motor for tha; missile.

The missile itself was designed for a ten year life, but the motor
was designed for only a five year life. While it is still not clear
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how long these solid fuel motors will actuzlly retzin their effective-
ness, the first SRAMs entered the force in Fy 1972, and we should be
prepared to begin the replacement of the existing motors by as early
as FY 1977. However, the chemical pro:ess irvolved in the manufacture
of the solid propellant is now unacceptable from a pollution control
point of view; hence, the motor must b2 recesigned to accommodate a
new propellant and liner, and then thoroughly tested.

0f the approximately $35 million requested for authorization in
FY 1877, $15 million is included for completiﬁg development of‘the new
motor and ébout $20 million for tooling and startup costs for produc;ion
of.missiles for the B~1l., As im the case of the FY 1977 procurement funds
for the B-1 aircraft, the use of these SRAM funds would be contingent

on the decision to produce the B-1.

Advanced Tanker/Cargo Aircraft

We are conéinuing to study the requirezent for addiﬁional re-
-fueling support of our strategic and generzl purpose forces. Alter-
native approaches which are being examined include commercial wide
"body candidates as well as modification qf existing refueling
" airgraft. Preliminary study results indiczte that additional
tankers to support general purpose forces, including airlift aircrafe,
méy be,required; Accordingly, we are requesting $5 million in
FY 1976 and $1 million in the transition period to initiate develop-
méﬁt if the finai study results warrant such action. In addition, we
are requesting an authorization of $50 million in FY 1977 to continue

the proposed development.
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Cruise Missiles

Last year the Congress was informed of the DoD's decision to
proceed with a joint Air Force-Navy Cruise missile technology program.
The Air Force was to concentrate on the development of a small turbo-
fan engine suitable for both an air-launched and sea-launched cruise
‘missile, and the Navy was to pursue the development of guidance
_;echnology which wasvalso to be common to both missile systems. The
Air Force was to commence engineering development of the Air Launched
Cruise Missile (ALCM) in FY 1975, making maximum use oflthe previously
terminated SCAD engineering program for air vehicle design and engine
§evelopment, while the Wavy was to continue with advanced development
of a Sea Launched Cruise Missile (SLCM) in both a strategic
and tactical variant,

The Congress expressed concern about these cruise missile
programs, and we share that concern. As a result, we have com-
"pletely reappraised the programs, examining iﬁ detail both the need
znd the technical considerations. The zmajor conclusicons which
evolved from this reappraisal are as follows:

-= An ALCM would enhance the capability of the pure penetrating
bomber in advanced threat environments; however, the extent
of the need for ALCM depends on how the threat evolves,

"~ == A SLCM would provide & desirable augmentarion of our stra-
tegic capabilities and a unique potential for unambiguous,
controlled, single-weapén response from relatively ip—

vulnerable submarines as well as from other surfacg platforms.
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-- Both ALCM and SLCM, because they are designed for use on
existing carrier vehicles, wculd have a relatively low
incremental cost, but they would icpose on the Soviet
Union large additional expenditures for air defenses to
counter them. |

== A tactical cruise missile variant of the strategic version
could provide the Navy with a highly effective over-the-
horizon antiship capabilicy.

-- There is a potential for improving =anagement and the allo-
cation of scarce RDT&E resources by restructuring the ALCM
and SLCM programs.

~- Cruise missile technology, though well in hand, has not yet
been integrated into a functional whole which could demon-
strate proof of concept.

0Of these conclusions, the last is the moét crucial. While

the separate pieces of technology required for the development of a
cruise missile are well in hand, the problea of integrating them
into a useful cost-effective system has not been solved. Conse-
quently, it would be premature to consolidate the cruise missile
efforts into a single, integrated engineering development program

at this time. It is-in the engineering develcpment phase that
expenditures begin to reach high levels. By keeping the two systems
iﬁ the advanced'development stage where expenditure levels are rela-

tively low,.we can afford to keep all viable options open.
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Accordingly, we propose to keep the ALCM in advanced development
unttil the cruise missile concept has been satisfactorily demonstrated.
Ve élso propose to continue the SLCM prograzm In advinced development
but on a revised schedule that would pé}mit Important milestones to
‘be reached concurrently with ALCM. Both programs would bé scheduled
fﬁr first flight in early 1976 and for aa engineering development
decision (DSARC II) in early 1%77. .Both programs would continue to
emphasize commonality of major components.

This_proposed program would enable us to proceed toward an IOC
of 1980 with a more deliberate pace in the earlier years. We are
requesting for the development of the ALCY $51 million in FY 1976,
$13 million in the transition period, and an authorization of $104
million in FY 1977. For the SLCM dévelopment, the amounts are $102
million in FY 1976, $42 million in the transition perioed, and $192
million in FY 1977. SLCM funding is higher because of the Navy's
‘competitive contractor approach and because both a strategic and a
tac;ical varlant of the missile are being developed.

2. Strategic Defensive Forces and Programs

The strategic defensiv? forces include the air defense and bal-
listic missile defense forces, the bomber and stratagic missile sur-
veillance and warning systems, and the space surveillance system.
These components of the strategic defensive forces are mot only inter-
related with one another but also with the strategic offensive.forces.
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As T noted last year, without effective ABM defenses, alr defenses (
are of limited value ;gainst potential aggressors armed primarily with
strategic missiles. That is to say, if we cannot defend ourselves
against strategic missiles, there is little to gain from trying to
&efend ourselves apainst strategic bombers. With reduced emphasis
on active defenses, however,'we become more dependent on warning for
the survival and, hence, the deterrent effectiveness of our strategic
offensive forces, particularly in the case of bombers, which are very
vulnerab;e when on the ground. Consequently, as we proposed at that
time, a basic readjustment in our air defense program and some.major
improvements in our tactical warning systems should be made.

a. Alr Defense

With regard to air defense, the reasons that led us to §r0pose /
a major realignment of our forces last year are even more compelling
. this year. The level of ABM deployment has been further'limited by
_'agreement between the U.§. and the USSR. Thus, the utility of air
defense in a major attack on the United States is further restricted.

. More importantly, the high rate of inflation experienced during the
past year has compelled us to excise from the Defense Program forces
and activities that we no longer need or can no longer afford in
rélation to more urgent requirements.

Both of these developments reinforce the need to move forward
promptly with the realignment of our air defense forces in supﬁort

of their current primary mission, namely, to ensure the sovereignty

of our air space in peacetime. This mission requires three related
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capabilities -- surveillance to detect and warn of intruders, forces
to deter intrusion, and command and control to coordinate the two.

The major impact of this realignment is on the second of these
capabllities, the interceptor and surface-to-air missile forces.
Given the very tight constraints on the defense budget, I have no
¢choice but to propose again the phaseout of the Air Naticnal Guard
F-101 units which, in my judgment, are no longer worth their cost
to operate and maintain. As noted earlier, the 91 flying units man-
dated by the Congress would be retained, if that mandate is continued,
but the composition of the force would be changed. The seven F-101
units (including one Combat Crew Training Squadron 6;5 shown on
Taﬁle 2 in the Appendif} would be replaced[éger a two year perilod
(four in.FY 1976 and three in FY leZi)by other types of aircrafrt,
netably the KC-135.

Thus, by the end of FY 1977 the dedicated interceptor force

—

.would consist OLE;Q}F—106 squadrons —zi}ff;in the Active Force and%ﬁgﬂ
in the ANG. Thesei}éﬁF—lOG squadrons, operating at peacetime alert
rates, could support{é;total of Eéialert locations arouha the peri-
phéry 0f the 48 contiguous étates. Additional alert locations, mostly
in the South, could be provided by CONUS-based general purpose forces
éo enhance coverage along that peripheryf These additional sites

would be located on Air Force tacticél bases and manned by F-4s5 (two
aircraft each) drawn from the Air Force tactical units on thé bases. "’

The tactical aircraft, while on air defense alert, would operate under

the control of the Nerth American Air Defense Command, and the
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necessary communication links would be provided for that purpose.
General support of the detachments would continue to be provided by
the parent organizations.

We belleve this application of the principle of mutuzl support
and force interdependence Is completely feasible and, indeed, desir-
able. The F-4 1is currently our primary theater air defense aircraft
and 1ts tactical alr-to-alr capabilities have been well demonstrated
not only in Vietnam but a2lsec in the Middle East. Moreover, service
with our dedicated air defense forces in peacetime would provide very
useful trainine for the F-4 creus invelved. The main disadvantage
is.that a major war abroad, particularly in Europe, would require a
ﬁrompt decision on the allocation of the available air defense re-
sources between our needs at home and our needs abroad. But, this
is the kind of military risk we must be prepared to take in a Defense
" Budget as tightly constrained as that proposed for FY 1976.-

Although the air defense forces are being sized to perform their
pfimary mission -- surveillance and control of U.S. air space in -

' peacetime -- a force adequate for that mission would have an inher-
ent:, capability in times of crisis to inf;ict attrition on penetrating
bqﬁbers or reconnaissance aircraft, thus precluding them from having
a-”free ride" over thé United States. In 2 crisis we would expect at
least some strategic warning, which would give us time to increase the
réédiness of-ouf air defense forces and augment them with appropriate
general purpose forces. The Joint Chiefs cf Staff and the Services
have prepared detailed plans for this contingency.
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Portions of the strategic air defense force could also perfomm
air defense missions on a worldwide basis should contingencies requiring
air defense arise. It should be noted in this connection that many
of the AWACS aircraft, which we now propose to acquire for the tactical
air mission, normally wculd be stationed in the U.S5. Hence, AWACS
wbuld be available to train with the Continental Air Defense forces .
in peacetime and to take over the mobile command and control function
in wartime. The older EC-121 airborné rzadars will be phased out by
end ¥Y 1977 as‘previously planned, consistent with the planned intro-
duction of AWACS.

Last year we had planned to phase out in FY 1975 all of the re~
méining Continental Air Defense NIKE-HERCULES (both active and reserve)
and thelir Fire Coordination Centers. Pressure on both perscnnel and
funds, however, caused the Army to phase out these units in FY 1974.

We also planned last year to phase-out over a perlod of years
+all of the existiqg CONﬁS Alr Force regional command and control
centers —- the Regional Control, BUIC Centrol and Manual Control
beﬁters -- and replace them with 13 USAF/FAA Joint Control Centers
(3cCs). T nbted at the time that a new command and control plan
tailored specifically to tﬂe revised air defense structure and missions
‘was under development by the Air Force, ana that the JCC plan could
change.

This plan has now been completed. The principal change concerns
the joint use of th; 13 FAA Control Centers. Further study has con-~

vinced us that the command and control of the interceptor forces from
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13 separate JCCs would be inefficient in peazcetime and unworkable
under actual combat c;nditions. Accordingly, we now propese to
establish four Reglon Operations Control Centers {(ROCCs), one in each
pf the four regions into which the forty-eight contiguous states would
Be divided. . Each ROCC would be able to handle the input from as many
as 15 surveillance radars and would be able to control 211 of the
interceptors stationed in its region. All four ROCCs, of course,
would be tied into the North_American Alr Defense Command (NORAD).

.Under the new plan, 43 military/FAA joint-use surveillance radars
will be ;equiréd. However, five military radars would have to be
retained to cover areas in which FAA has no requirement for radar
coverage. |

The total investment cost of this new command and contrbl system
is. estimated at about $95 million, of which 380 million would be for
- procurement (including installation and check-out) and $15 millien
‘for military construction. As shown in Table 2 of the Appendix, the
first two ROCCs would become operational in FY 1977 and the last two
~in FY 1978. The realignment of the surveillance radars would be
completed in FY 1978, and all of the existing CONUS Regional,'BUIC,
and’Manual Control Centers would be phased out by end FY 1979.

I noted last year that the Air Force was investigating rhe feasi-
bility of modernizing the Alaskan air defense system. In view of the

new ROCC prégram proposed for CONUS, the Air Force has developed a

plan to establish such a control center i Alaska. This ROCC, which

I11-92

i

L




would aiso be tied in to NORAD, would replzce the existing Regional
Control Center and Manual Control Centers in Alaska by end FY 1979.
Tnasmuch as Canada is & partner in KORAD, discussions have been
helé with the Canadian autherities concerning rezlignment >f the North
Ame;ican Air Defense system. These authorities have indicated that
the proposed changes in the NORAD structure, particularly the establish-
pent of two regions in Canada, will meet their national air Space sur-
veillance and contrcl regquirements. ;
In additien to the DEW Line radars in nmorthern Canada, there are
2 number of surveillance radars in southern Cznada which are part of
the NORAD system. Moreover, Canada operates‘quadrons of CF-101s
to-ensure the sovereignty of ite own air space as well as to contriﬁute
to the defense of the North Azerican.continent.[:ye have already
_assured the Caznadlan authorities that we will continue to support
those CF-101 squadrons, even when we phase out oér own F-101 squadrons.
" With regard to surveillance and control, we hope that Canade will also
adopt the new command and control concept and the associated realign-
ment of NORAD regionms. That would greatly facilitate surveillance and

control of North American eair space, and permit cost savings by both

-t
nations.,

In addition to the CONUS zir defense forces, we will continue to
maintain one active Air Force air defense squadron (F-4s) and three
active Army NIKE-HERCULES batteries in Aléska, and one ANG air
cefense squadron (F-102s converting to F~4s in FY 1976) in Hawaii.

We will alsc continue in-place the active Aroy general purpose forces
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NIKE-HERCULES and HAWK batteries now operitiecnal in Florida., We will
centinue, of course, te have options to ixprove our F-106s, deploy

follow-on interceptor (e.g., F-15, ACF or F-14), or to deploy a new

11}

SAM system {e.g., SAM-D) for CONUS zir defense, since these programs
gre being pursued in any event for the generzl purpose forces.

CONUS OTE-B Radar

45 I indicated earlier, with the sharp reduction in active
gefenses which has taken place in recent rezrs, tactical warning
assumes even greater importance than in the past. Conseguently, I
believe that we should continue cur effor:is to develop the CONUS
Ové:~The—Horizon Backscatter (0TH-B) radar. This radar promises to
extend our surveillance and early warning czpability egainst bombers
{er zny other aircraft) to more than-nautical miles from our
cozsts, at both high and low zltitudes. The deteition range of our
" current survelllance radars out over the oceans is about 200-250 om
-at high alritude and about 30-50 nm at low zltitude.

Although the technology required for this radar has been under
development for more than a decade, some technological risks still
renain to be resolved. Therefore, we propcse to pursue this program
in two Steps -~ first, the development of & limited coverage proto-
type radar; and second, if the first step is successful, the deploy-
ment of a full two-site coverage system. iné proictype radar would

be used to validate svstem concepts, develcp cperational procedures
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for wide area surveillance, and establish performance and cost para-
meters prior to the commitment of funds for dperational sites. It
would be designed initially to cover an azimuth[éf 30-45 degreeé}
put would be designed to be expansible to full coverage, i.e., 180
degrees, 1f the decision is made to deploy the system.

The currently planned program invelves two OTH-B radars -- one
near Cutler, Maine (the prototype) looking northeast, and one in
ﬁashington or Oregon looking northwest. With regard to the northemm
approach, we now plan to retain the 31 DEW Line radars until such
time as we can perfect an OTH radar, or scme other system, which can
operate successfully in the presence of the intense electrical dis-
turbances which chaFacterize the northern auroral zone. The need
for a séuth—looking radar will be considered later.

Development and deployment of the two full coverage OTH-B radar
systen is estimated at roughly $300 million. The development, in-
'stallation, check-out and testing of the limited coverage prototype
radar would cost about $35-40 million. About $10 million has already
been appropriated for this prototyre program, and another $1& million
is requested for FY 1976 and the transition period. 1In addition,
an aufhorization of about $i4 million is requested for FY 1977.

. [E?e contract for the prototype radar is expected to be awarded
in mid-1975 after the receiver site problem encountered last year has
been satisfactorily resolved. Installation and check-out is expected

to be completed in 1978 and testing completed in 1979. A decision i
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[}p deploy, therefore, could be made in mid-197¢ and a full operating
‘capability with both radars achieved in early 1983;37
b. Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD)

The R&D portion of our ballistic missile defense (BMD) effort is
comprised of a restructured Site Defense program and an Advanced Tech-
nology program. The third element of our 3MD program, SAFEGUARD, will
successfully complete its R&D phase on schedule and begin its cpera-
tional phase early this year. We have significantly reduced and stream-
lined our BMD management structure concurrent with the reduction in
overall BMD‘funding as the SAFEGUARD system approaches completion,

All elements of our BMD program are now controlled in the Army by a
single program manager.

I believe we must continue a BMD effort of significant breadth
and depth to ensure that we can keep pace with the continuing Soviet
BMD efforts and improvements that 1 discussed earlier. Our continued
effort 1s essential not only as a hedge against a sudden abrogation
of the ABM Treaty,Abut also because our demonstrable competence in this
field will continue to motivate the Soviet Union to negotiate additional
-limi;s on strategic arms. In addition, R&D in this strategic area
asgists in the design and evaluation of our strategic offensive systems
by.providing daté on thelr ability to penetrate missile defenses.

It also assists our intelligencc agencies in th2 assessment of Soviet
BMD capabilities by providing a core of expertise in this complex

technology.
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Qur overall BMD program provides cperational erperience with a
deployed system, SAFEGUARD, the advancemeng of system technology in
the Site Defense program and research on the moere futuristic technolo-
gies and concepts in the Adﬁanced Technology program.

SAFEGUARD

Last year I informed the Cong;ess that we planned to bring the
‘SAFEGUARD site near Grand Forks, N. D. up to full operational capability,

[E?erate it on a full-time basis for about one year in order to shake
it down and gain operational experience,land then operate it on a
reduced capability basis in such a manner that it could be brought
back into full-time operation within a few months of notigg;7 I
élso noted at the time that the Army was working out the details
of this revised SAFEGUARD operating plan.

The operating plan for FY 1976 has now been completed. The
Equipment Readiness Date of 1 October 1974 for the Grand Forks site,

" which was set in April, 1970, was met on schedule, The Missile Site
Radar (MSR) and the Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR) are operational
and the misgileg are undergoing installation.[:ipe Army expects to
achieve an initial operational capability (IOC) with 8 SPARTAN and
28 SPRINT interceptors in early April of this year and a final opera-—

'.tional capability (FOC) with 30 SPARTAN and 70 SPRINT missiles by
October of this year. The site then would be operated on a full-
time basis through 30 June 19?EJ |

[Efginning in July 1976, the scalerof operation and the readiness
of the system will be reduced. As a result, SAFEGUARD anﬁual operatigé]
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[:E?sts will be reduced. Several plans for reduced operations and
readiness arelcurrently under consideration including plans to (a)
place the PAR or MSR on standby and (b) remove some or all of the
interceptor warheads and place the interceptors in storage. No
decision has yet been made as to whichk of these options should be
implemented;:}

No additional R&D funds will be required for the SAFEGUARD pro-
gram after FY 1975. R&D flight tests were completed in August 1974
and no further upgrading of the system is planned. Production veri-
fication.flighf tests will be completed in April 1975. The cost of
the Army's Meck Island R&D installation at the Kwajalein Missile
Test Range will be reduced by closing down and storing the interceptor

launch facilities in the spring of 1975 and the MSR at the end of that

L.
‘I

year. Until that time the MSR will support (and be funded by) the
Ballistic Missile Defense Advanced Technology Programs as the SAFEGUARD
activity is phased out. The $2 million in acquisition costs shown for

SAFEGUARD in FY 1976 is for replenishment of spare parts.

Site Defense

In conformance with the desire of the Congress, the Site Defense
prégram, which had been directed toward the demonstration of a pro-
tbtype ABM systen qucifically designed for the defense of MINUTﬁMAN,
now hés been reoriented to a systems and component teﬁhnology and.
validation effort. This system-oriented technology effort is important
because the integration of complex components such as phased-array

radars and large digital computers into a smoothly working system is _ i

I1-98 _ - . |

whblile



still the mogt demanding challenge in missile defense. The new
program will be pursued in two phases -- (1) a validation phase to
prove that our sclutions to technical problems associated with the

Site Defense concept of terminal defence are adequate, and (2) a second
thase which will incorporate advances in technelogy into the Site
Defense design and thereby keep the systen concept abreast of newly
émerging offensive and defensive capabilities.

The first phase will seek to validate the technicél solutions
to five key problem areas -- bulk filtering of tank fragment radar
returns, discrimination of warheads in the midst of clutter, effective
6peration in a nuclear environment, prompt activation of the system from
a peacétime dormant posture, and scftware required to permit real time
engagement. Since these technical areas involve the radar, data pro-
cessor and tﬁe software, the new effort will be concentrated on those
three components of the system, The missile portion of the program --
i.e., the development of the SPRINT II -- will be de-emphasized; no
.flight tests will be conducted. We will, however, pursue improvenents
"in interceptor performance by incorporating recent advances in the
state~of-the-art into the improved interceptor design.

To test and verify our solutions to the key technical problem
areas, it is critical that we conduct a limited number of field tests
at the Kwajalein Missile Test Range. The new Site Defense Radar is
scheduled to be ins&alled at Kwajalein by the summer of 1976. Eéracking

of live targets of opportunity is scheduled to commence in the springs
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[:E? 1977, and testing using a limited number of dedicated targets will
continue through the first half of 1978. ]

The total cost of the validation phase of the reorienrted Site
Defense program (including the $115 million appreopriated for FY 1975
but excluding the $275 million appropriated for FY 1574 and prior
vears) 1s now estimated to be less than $€00 million. The second phase
will be a continuing introduction of advanced technology to better
solve systems problems. It will enter the program gradually, beginning
in FY 1976, éﬁg_replace the validation phese by FY 1979-80. Wg are
requesting-for this combined effort $140 million in FY 1976 and $38
million in the transition period, plus an auchorization of $160
million in FY 1977.

BMD Advanced Technology

In the strategic world of the future we cannot continue our
-leadership or even remain compe:itive without a sound unaerstanding of
.the new emerging technologies. The BMD Advanced Technology Program

keeps . us abreast of new defensive techniques and radically new concepts,
-and thereby reduces the likelihood that we would be caught technically
- unaware of BMD advances by the USSR. To acﬁieve this, the program
maintains an aggressive search for new ideas, and conducts additional
résearch to proﬁe the -feasibility of the most promising ideas. BMD
Advanced Technology concentrates on five major areas of technology --
discrimination, data processing, optics, radar, and interceptors.

The ability of an ABM system to discriminate between RVs and

other objects such as decoys and tank fragcents is absolutely
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essential to its effectiveness against a scphisticated opponent.
Although a great deal of progress has already been made in this
area, much more data on the radar and optical signatures of tank
fraéments and other non-RV ébjects is needed for more efficient
designs to improve performance and reduce the cost of future systems.
| Data processing software is geperally the largest single cost
iten in ‘the development of an ABM system and requires the longest
lead time to develep. Consequently, more éfficient methods for
designing, planning and managing the development of this critical
component. will be pursued in this program. Moreover, improvements
in data ﬁrocessing hardware also appear feasible, and these are being
déveloped.

Optics technology appears to hbld grear promise for overcoming
scme of the shortcowmings in radar sensors. Much remains to be learned,
however, about target signatures and the application of optical sensors
in a typlcal target environment.

Currént ABM radars are very expensive to acquire. New approaches
to antenna dgsign, such as the dome shaped antenna, show promise of
lérge reductions in construétion costs. Similarly, solid state
power amplifiers, if they can be economically produced, woul& im-
lﬁrove radar performances and permit further economy in radar design
and operation.

Improvements in, interceptors beyond the SPRINT class of vehicles

will require faster burning propellants, harder missile structures,

'

I1-101

s



G

electronic components which can stand the shock of aigh acceleration,

and new guidance and flight contrel technigques. 7The development of 2 much

faster burning propellant which can be produced economically in large
guantircies is currently being emphasized.

These five areas of technology, in our judgment, are the most
critical at this stage of our knowledge and experience. A reasonable
degree of success in these areas should enable us to maintain our
lead in ABM technology, provided that the current pace of the Soviet
R&D effort in this field 1s not accelerated. To continue this important
basic technology program at a relatively constant level of effort,
we-are requesting $105 million in FY 1976 and $30 million in the

transition period, plus an authorization of $111 million for FY 1977.

uBallistic Missile Attack Warning Svstems
Because of the importance cf high confidence!warning to sﬁr overall
" strategy, we have adopted the policy of ensuring coverage of all relevant
"strategic missile launch areas by at least two different types of sensors
(gensing different phenomenolegy). Such an approach minimizes fa;se
alzrms anéd potentizl natural interference, and insures critical areas

are, always covered.

With regard to ICBMs, first warning of z Soviet (or PRC) launch

would be provided by the Satellite Early Warning System _

-satellite maintained cn station over the Eastern Hemisphere.
i

Previously, this warning would have been verified first by the forward
scatter Over-The-Horizon (OTH) radar system and then by the Ballistic
Migsile Early Warning Syste= (BMEWS). Bur, zs 1 pointed out last
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by natural phenomena, i.e., solar reflectionms.

TR T T .

vear, the forward scatter OTH System is very sensitive to atmospheric
disturbances and hence considergbly less reliable than the satellite
and BMEWS systems. We, therefore, had planned to phase out this
system, with 1ts four trgnsmitters and five receivers, in FY 1976. At

the urging of the House Appropriations Committee, however, the system

is being phased out in FY 1975 to achieve an additional year of savings

in operating costs. We are quite confident that the remaining two

systems, together with availlable intelligence sources, will continue
to provide highly credible warning of ICBM attack.
Our surveillance and early warning capability against SLBM attack,
however, leaves much to be desired. First warning of SLBM launches
égainst the United States is provided by the early warning satellites
maintained on station over the Western Hemisphere. Complementary
warning coverage is provided by the 474N SLBM Detection and Warning E
System consisting of seven FS8S5-7 radars — three on the East Coast,
three on the West Coast, and one on the Gulf Coast. However, as I

explained to the Congress last year, the FS5-7 radars have low relia-

biiity and can be bypassed by the Soviet $S-N-8 and SS-N-6 Mod 2 SLBMs.

Moreover, there are occasional gaps in our satellite coverage caused

Accordingly, we had proposed last year to replace those seven
"dish" radars with two new SLBM phased array early warning radars --
one on the East Coast and one on the West Coast. These much more - :
reliable and capablé radars, together with the Western Hemisphere

satellites, would provide highly credible warning of a Soviet
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SLBM launch against the United States. The new SLEM radars would
not only corroborate the waming received from the satellites,
but would also fill in any gaps that may occur in satellite coverage
as a result of solar reflectians.

Now! at the urging of the House Appropriations Committee, we
propose to make three further changes in the plan presented last year
in order to effect some reduction in operating cost in this area.
First, the standby radar at Moorestown, New Jersey was phased;out in
December, 1974, instead of malntaining it until the East Coast SLBM
phased arfay radar is available. A

Second, we will phase out the FS5-7 site at Laredo, Texas later
this year when the modification of the Space Track radar at Eglin AFB,
which will give it an SLBM warning capability, is completed.:

- Third, in line with an understanding with the House Appropriations
Committée, we plaﬁ to close down the BMEWS radar at Clear, Alaska
‘when the ability of COBRA DANE and the new West (oast SLBM bhased array
radar to take over Clear's warning functions has been determined.

The first SLBM phased array radar would replace the three East
Coast FS5-7 dish radars. The second phased array radar weould replace
the ‘three West Coast FSS5-7 dish radars. The acquisition cost ;f the
two SLBM phased. array radars still is esticated at approximately $118
zillion. -

We_are .requesting about $50 million in FY 1976 and $2 million in
the transition period, p}us an éuthorizatioﬁ'of'aﬁouc $17 million

in FY 1977, for the acéuigition of the second of the two SLBM phased

array radars. For the acquisition of the satellite and ground
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to our shores. But that would place thair sutmarines a2t c.osk to

our antisubmarine warfare forces. TFurtherzore, to attack ur alert
bombers by surprise the Seoviet Union wculé tizve tc withhol: the launch

of its ICBMs until the SLBMs were iaunciied. But this woule mean that

thé first SLBM warheads would deronate over ocur bomber bas:s 15-20
minutes before the first ICBM warheads veachel cur MINUTEM~N silos.
Whether our National Command Authorities would, under these clrcumstances,
choose to launch scme or 21l of cur HINUTEMAN rmissiles bef. re they

were struck, no one, including the Soviet planners, can foretell in

advance of the actual decision. Hence, that is a risk the Soviet

decisioq makers would have to take in launching a nuclear :ttack against
our land-based strategic forces.

Conversely, if the Sovier Union were to launch its ICEM fo;ces
first in order to achieve simmltaneous arrival of the ICBMs and the
SIBMs, our alert bombers would have ample time to clear their bases
before the Soviet warheads arrived at thelr targets. Implicit in
this statement, of course, 1s the assumption that our tacticzal
warning systems can assuredly{provide that time, and I will have
more to say about this problem when I discuss the strategic
defensive forces.

- Finally, making the reasonable assumption that some fraction,
of each element of our mix of strategic systems would survive a '

Soviet first strike regardless of how it was carried out, each

element would enhance the potential of the other in a retaliatory

blow, a potential that would -have to give the Soviets pause 1n
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their calculations. Missiles, for exazple, could help clear thg way

for bomber penetration, and bombers, in turn, could help to fill
the gap of those important targets missed by missiles.

It is this mutually supporting deterren; capability, in addition
to the reascns I enumerated last year, that strongly commends to ﬁs
the continued retention in our strategic offensive forces of both
ICBMs and bombers aé well as SLEMs. The cost of maintaining this
diversified str;tegic capabllity 1s considersble. Conseqguently,
we mﬁs; ?mphgsize the mutually supporting characteristics of
the TRIAD, rather than just the independent capabilities of each
‘0of the components.

a. ICBMs

Given the continuing growth in Soviet strategic offeﬁsive
capabilities, albeit within the bouna; of the Vladivostok and
earlier agreements, we believe that the U.S. must now move forward
in an orderly and deliberate manner with the qualitative improvements
-initiated lest year for the ICBM forces. This action is unavoidable
_1f essential equivalence in strategic pcwer between the U.S5. and
the USSR 1g to be preserved through the 1970s and beyond.

In the near term (through the early 1980s), the only way in
" which we can achieve a major improvement in our ICBM capabilities,
parficularly in expanding our options and keeping pace with growing '
Soviet hard-target kill capabilities, is through the modification

of the MINUTEMAN III. For the long terz (m=id-1980s and beyond),
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we can provide an option to develop &n entirely new ICZY, namely what
nas novw been designated the MX.

The principel optlons to improve the MINUTTMAN II1 are the
refinement of the existing guidince systex and the new higher yileld
werhead, the MK 12A reentry vehicle. The terminally-guided maneuver-
ing reentfy vehicle, which I associated last year with the MINUTEMAN
III, will continue to be developed as a potential payload for the MX

-

or the TRIDENT II. The time required for the development of this

i

techrnology will place this reentry vehicle in the time frame of the-

MY ané TRIDENWT II, rather than the MINUTIMAN III.
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~ As I pointed out last year, this improved MINUTEZMAN III system

would be heavily dependent upon accuracy for its hard-target kill

capabiliry. <Consequently, even z smzll degradation in accuracy
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therefore, is not a system that we would pursue if we were

interested in develaﬁing e digarming first-strike capability.

Inasmuch as we are interested in the izproved MINUTEMAN II1I for its
ceterrent value, that is, to deter the Scviet Union from launching

a first strike ageinst some or ell of our IC3M silos, this uncertainty
about its accuracy should not negate 1ts usefulness for our purposes.
This is so because the Soviet planners would also be faced with uncer-
tainties about btoth the size of the surviving force and the
particglar targeﬁs that the MINUTEMAN III, with its improved accuracy
and increased yield, would be programmed to attack.

Further improvements in our strategic missile capabilities

- must await the development of the M{ and the TRIDENT II. How we

_ proceed with the development of the MX and the TRIDENT II ﬁill

depend upon future developments Iin the Soviet stirategic missile
forces. We should not deprive ourselves at this particular time of
2 rezsonably wide range of ICBM and SLEM development options.
Accordingly, we plan to pursue, at a pace élosely linked to
future developments in the Soviet strategic migsile forces, the
ICBM and SLBM force improvements initiated last year.
MINUTEMAN

Firet, we propcse to continue the productien of the MINUTEMAN

III at the rate of five missiles per month -- the lowest feasible

- rate -~ through the first ten months of the FY 13976 procurement

period, The MINUTEMAN III is the only U.S. ICBM still in production;
the USSR currently hes at leest three or four. It would be imprudent,
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in my judgzment, to clese down tnat procduciicn liuve before ve have 2z more’
definitive assessment of how mzay or eczcir tvpe of the new MIRVed ICBMs
the Soviet Unilon intends to deploy under the Vizdivostok egreement.

The $270 =million required to procure inother S50 MINUTEMAN III
missiles and initial spares is included iz the figures shovyn on the

~ .

MINUTEMAN line of the Acquisition Costs tesle beginning on the

b=

following page. These 50 oissiles would Zulfill our requirements
for foliow-on flight testing endé zlso ﬁreserve the option to deploy
more MINUTEHAN I1T1s, if that should be deemed necessary.

Seconé, we propose to complete the engineering development of

the new higher vie eld warhead for the MINUTIDMAN I1II, the MX 12A RV.

The AZC test program for this _weap:n has been .

v

accelerated so that it can be completed beioTe thebend of March,

1676, the proposed efféctive date of the Threshold;Test Ban Treaty.
The new arming ané fusing mechanism and the reentry vehicle as a whole
will be f£light tested on MINUTEMAN III missiles elready procured

for the operational test progra=, as well as on the boosters to be

procired specifically for the 'z ight testing of the guidance refine-

ments.

ts I pointed out last vear, the new wzrhead, plus the more ad-
vanced, {(i.e., miniaturized) arming and fusing mechanism, can be
retrofitted into the existing MINUTEMAN III MK 12 RV without eany
changes ip irs weight, balance, or other flight characteristics.
Accordingly, flighr testing of the MX 124 RV cen be limited tc check-
cut of the new arming and fusing components and verification that flight

cheracteristics of the RV have not changec.
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