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~ere negligible: The iss~e ~ill be a matte: of increasing interest 

to us in the years ahead as the strategic mobility of Soviet forces 

i:':lproves. 

&!other aspect of any comprehensive assess~ent of the world-

\·;ide balance is the contribution of U.S. overseas deployments outside 

Of Europe, for example in Korea. These forces help maintain local 

balances and fonn U.S. strongpoints in the worl&,.dde balance. 
\ /' 

To assess all of these baiances with confidence is difficult . ... 
U.S. and Soviet force~\are, ditferent in many \Oays. Organizational, 

_\ . 
doctrinal, and "'eapon .. asy=etrles have developed as a result of dif­

\ 

ferences in his tori cal experience, weapons design ph ilosoph>•, relative 

resource scarcities, geography, and other factors. In the case of 

the three key balances that will be reviewed, there are larger and 

larger asylllllletries ·as one passes from strategic nuhear forces, to 

the conventional forces in NATO (in which the Center Region receives 

so much attention), to the air and naval forces. Si~ple comparisons 

based on counting numbers of ~eapons and men, even if qualified by 

the differing technological quality of the weapons, tell only part 

of the story. 

6. The Strategic Nuclear Balance 

Credible strategic nuclear deterrence depends on the satisfaction 

of four rr~jor requirements. First, we must maintain an essential 

equivalence with the Soviet Union in the basic factors that deter-

=ine force effectiveness. Because of uncertainty about the future 

and the shape that the strategic competition could take, we cannot 

I-21 



I 

ft8RET 

ella;.; major asyr.tr:'letries to develc1p in thro·w-weight, accurarv, yield-to-

~eight ratios, ·reliability and other such factors that contribute to 

:he effectiveness of strategic weapons and to the perceptions of the 

no:;-superpo,,Jer nations. At the sa..!le time, our 0\·:n forces should 

promote nuclear stability both by reducing incentives for a first 

-use of nuclear weapons and by deterring and avoiding increased 

nuclear deploy~ents by other powers. 

The second requirement is for a highly survivable force that 

can be ••ithheld at all times and targeted against the economic 

base of an opponent so as to deter coercive or desperation attacks 

on the economic and population targets of the United States and its 

allies. 

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

actions, could implement a variety of limited preplanned options 

and react rapidly to retargeting orders so as to deter any range 

of further attacks that a potential .enemy might contemplate. This 

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

~auld prefer to see both sides avoid 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 counterforce capability of their 

o·.·n. It should also have the··accuracy to attack --with lo,.;-·yield weapons 

soft point targets without causing large-scale collateral damage.· And 

it should be supported by a program 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 fourth requirement 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 capabtlities continue to satisfy 

these four requirements of strategic balance and deterrence. The 

forces which fulfill these objectives are a triad of bombers, 

ICBMs and SLBMs. Each leg of the triad is ~ot required to retain 

independently a capacity to inflict in a second strike unacceptable 

damage upon an attacker. Instead, the three legs of the triad are 

de·signed to be mutually supporting. Our sea-launched ballistic 

missile (SLBM) force provides us, for the foreseeable future, with 

a high-confidence capability to withhold weapons iri reserve .. However, 

some of the POLARIS submarines ate nearing the end of their useful 

life, so we must now plan for their gradual replacement. In doing 

so,· we should make certain that we·are insured against major improve­

·ments in antisubmarine warfare (ASW) by imp:ooving the performance of 

both the successor submarines and the missiles that will replace the 

POLARIS A-3 and the POSEIDON C-3. The TRID~7 program provides 

that hedge and deserves continued support. 

The· ICBM force, 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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cargecs. Ic provides che mosc reliable source of limiced response 

O?Cions so esSential co nuclear decerrence under conditions of 

nuclear parity. The combination of silo-upgrading and a new 

underscanding of Che problems the Soviets would face in mouncing 

a preemptive counterforce scrike -- che so-called "fratricide" 

effects -- holds the promise of extending the period in which we 

can feel confident of the survivability of our ICBM force. This 

assumes that the Soviets exercise restraint in their own developments 

and deployments. 

The Soviets have already begun what will be a very substantial, 

indeed unprecedented, deployment of large new ICBMs in the first 

quarter-of this year. However, if the principles and spirit of 

Vladivostok prevail, our response can 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 accuracy of the MINUTEMAN III by taking advantage of the 

capability inherent in its current guidance system. And we should 

increase the range of yields available for our nuclear warheads, in 

part to compensate for the uncertainties that always surround the 

accuracies of all-inertial 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 ICBMs 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 retaliatory capabilitit>s and com-

·plicate the Soviet defense problem. For s=e years, we kept 50% of 

the force on a very high alert; subsequently ;.-e reduced it to 40%. 

Now, unless the Soviets prove remarkably aggressive in their offensive 

and defensive programs, we can reduce 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. It should be clear, 

therefore, that if. the heavy bombers are to continue their contri-

bution to· deterrence, we must plan for their modernization and the 

replacement of at least some portion of the B-52 force. Accordingly, I 

continued but measured development of the B-1 is essential as a basis 
! -
' 

for any future production decision. Such a decision does not need 

to be made for 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. Su~Jivable aircraft render 

·unattainable any credible coordinated surprise strike against U.S.-

based systems. In addition, bombers complicate Soviet force manage-

·ment decisions, resulting 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 

grandiose program 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 occur. 

Finally, because no significant. long-range bomber threat to 

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

we have recognized the difficulty of impl~enting 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 based 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 

that capability nor the improvements 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 attempt to 

acquire such a capability. 

To sum up the existing situation, we have a good second-s_trike 

deterrent, but so do~s 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 

I 
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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 t~o 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:1AN force by a very 

substantial amount -- perhaps by as much as a factor of six (unless 

the United States also increases its ICBM throw-weight). This 

throw-weight, combined with several thousand 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 

approximating a disarming first strike against the United States. 

One reason for this is that less than 257. of the U.S. strategic 

dete~rent capability measured in terms of ~ssile and bomber warheads 

resides in 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 

that we ourselves would lack, and it could bring into question the 

sense of equality that the principles of Vladivostok so explicitly 

endorse. Worst of. all, it could arouse precisely the fears and 
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suspicions that our arms control efforts are designed to dlspel. 

Thus it is important that we continue to pursue programs that will 

permit us various options for responding to the growing Soviet 

counterforce threat against our fixed ICB~~. 

You will recall in this connection that last year's program 

of strategic "initiatives" "as justified on three major grounds. 

First, great 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 

the evolution and pace of the Soviet strategic programs. 

There nO\.' are fewer uncertainties about a successor to the 

Interim Offensive Agreement. But the other reasons for pursuing 

these "initiatives II remain, strong' as I shall indicate later. 

With a continuation of these "initiatives", and 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-

strike strategic deterrent ~ithin the fr~ework of existing and 

future SALT agreements. Without these programs, however, I can give 

no such assurance; 

7. --'m~llalance o-C:Po.;er in- -Central Europe 

. I /.\ 
Las

1
,t )YearLJr-Poin.ted out that we plan our general purpose forces vI I . - -· 

on the assumption- that;- in conjunction ~ith our allies, we should be 

able to d-;;al ·~Jmultaneously""with- ~~-~major attack and one lesser ----
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II. STRATEGIC FORCES 

The strategic nuclear forces are the foundation of our mili-

tary strength. Given our primary objective of deterring attack 

on ourselves and our allies, it is essential that we remain on equal 

footing ~th 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 Vladivostok understanding has been negotiated 

into treaty form. 

Despite its importance, the Vladivostok understanding still does 

not relieve 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 strategic forces to serve and what 

constitutes the most efficient and effective mix of forces for those 

purposes. 

f.. 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 turn, must be 

fully prepared both physically and psychologically· to launch those 

attacks; otherwise the effectiveness of the deterrent will be under-

mined. 

While we tend to talk of deterrence as though it were in 

continuous operation, it is doubtful that the leaders of the great 
• 

nuclear powers ask themselves 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 testr at that 

point, what may have seemed like a plausible threat under normal 

conditions may appear grossly inadequate or inappropriate to the 

situation at hand. For better or for worse, the scientist 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 threat should the 

situation arise. In addition, theorizing about these matters tends 

to be too abstract, and does :not easily capture the agonizing nature 

and complex context of these fateful decisions, should they ever arise. 

Since we have been fortunate enough never to have undergone such 

an experience in the thirty years of the nuclear age, the reaction of 

the policymaker in the face of such an attack cannot be foretold. 

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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~ill know from these exercises that in many circumstances the most 

suicidal course for the United States -- and hence the least credible 

course -- ~ould be to strike the population in the opponent's cities. 

Thus, they quickly come to understand the desirability of being able 

to retaliate in other ways than by a massive attack against cities. 

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 

.?anger of nuclear proliferation is still with us. 

Another problem is the difficulty faced by our European and 

Asian allies. Mos~ of them have no nuclear capabilities; those who 

do are dwarfed by the immensity of the Soviet strategic and peripheral 

nuclear attack forces. They still must look 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 aTise. For planning purposes we have been 

conditioned to assume as the only contingency a massive surprise 

attack which comes, usually without motive or warning, as a bolt­

out-of-the-blue. The case undoubtedly has its uses, but I would 

speculate that other contingencies are much more likely. The United 

States and the Soviet Union have exercised great care in the deployment 

and control of their nuclear weapons. Other nations may not do as well, 

and the concern with accidents and unauthori:<ed acts may be Yi.th us 

again. Despite the increasingly stringent measures that we are taking, 

we cannot totally preclude the sei:<ure or theft of a nuclear 1o1eapon 

and the need for countermeasures. In short, 1o1e face a wide range of 

possible actions involving nuclear weapons, and no single response is 

appropriate to them all. 

There is also the ever present possibility that a conventional 

conflict might escalate into a tactical or even strategic use of 

nuclear 1o1eapons. Indeed, one of the minor ironies of recent polemics 

against current defense spending is that the polemicists manage to 

argue more or less simultaneously that: 

the nuclear threshold must be kept high; 

nuclear options Yill l01o1er the nuclear. threshold; 

long-1o1ar conventional capabilities (for antisubmarine 

1o1arfare, as one example) are unnecessary because conventional 

conflicts either will be short or 1o1ill 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 or wholesale destruction of cities. 

This is not to say that a highly survivable force which can be 

withheld for substantial periods of time, if need be, and targeted 

agains·t 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 a deterrent to attacks on the cities of the .United States 

and its allies. But to treat such a 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 %ero, especially against a nation which could retaliate against our 

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

•to deter coercive 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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so as to provide the President with the ~ximum feasible amount of 

flexibility in a nuclear e:mergency. In reviewing that requirement, 

it is worth emphasi%ing again that: 

Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union is capable 

of a disarming first strike against the other; in fact 

· neither side has a high-confidence capability of destroying 

--a ·large fraction of the other's fixed, hard ICBM silos. 

Neither side, for the foreseeable future, is likely to 

acquire a disarming first strike capability against the 

other, even if the fixed, hard ICBM forces become more 

vulnerable in the 1980s. 

Because of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, neither side 

can deploy a combination of counterforce and damage-limiting 

capabilities that will have any serious prospect of success; 

barring carelessness, each side should be able to count on 

large surviving forces that it can use or withhold for 

substantial periods of time. 

In these circumstances •: one may ask, has nuclear strategy no.t 

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

us in the 1960s are concerned, that may well be the case. Unfortunately, 

however, there remain a number of more l~ted contingencies that could 

arise and that we sho~ld be prepared to deter. I have already mentioned 

the danger of accidents and unauthorized acts. Our allies have good 

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

intermediate and variable range nuclear syste~. And we cannot rule 
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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 

oilitary installations. 

There is, ffioreover, 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 in our ICBM forces, 

these forces could become tempting targets, assuming that one or both 

sides acquire much more substantial hard-target kill capabilities than 

they currently possess. If one side could remove the other's capa­

bility for flexible and controlled responses, he might find ways of 

exercising coercion and ~~tracting concessions without triggering the 

final holocaust. 

I mention these contingencies -- and no doubt there 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 may seem bi%arre 

and of extraordinarily low probabil{ty, the consequences of their 

occurrence could prove catastrophic. 

Accordingly, I believe that it is our duty to drive the proba­

bility of these contingencies even lower by developing and displaying 

the capability and the doctrine of flexible strategic response. No 

potential enemy 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 Dat'a Buffer System "ill help ensure this flexibility 

by substantially improving our capacity for rapid retargeting of the 

Minuteman force. As national policy, "e shall continue to acquire and 

b~ 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 "ithout being subjected to, at the very least, a response 

in kind. No opponent should believe that he could at tack othe.r U.S. 

targets of military or economic value without finding similar or 

other· appropriate targets in his own homeland under attack. No opponent 

should believe that he could blackmail our allies "ithout 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 

strategfc response. 

As I pointed out last year, the flexibility that we are developing 

does not· require any major change in t~e strategic capability that "e 

no" deploy. Some modifications 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 limfted strike that, since we can protect 

our citizens· against fallout, "e have a credible choice be~een an 

all-out·. response· and no response at all. 

rn· addition, I believe that our response options "ould be 

enhanced by increased accuracy and a greater flexibility in the 
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yields o: the nuclear \.iespons available to us. In SD"i:le circumstances, 

· .. ·e i::igh:: ... .-ish to ::-etalic:e against non-collocated, sw.all soft ta:-gets, 

c= :acilit~es necr large populatio~ cente=s; high accuracy and a 

lo"•-yield, c.ir-burs t uec.pc:1 ;.;oulci be the !:f.)S t appropriate combination 

for t~ose targets. I~ c:her cases, we tight wish to respond with 

a:.:c.cks or. c. l:..::.i:eC n'..l::~== of hard r.argei:s S".lc':1 as ICE1-'..s, IRE~, and 

tSE~.r.S. The desired co~bir.ation for these latter targets, especially 

as long as •·e have to depend on all-inertial guidance systems, is high 

accuracy and a higher-y~eld ,..arhead than ~.>e no'" deploy. 

Since any discussion of hard-target kill capability inevitably 

arouses controversy, I :::::J.St stress that "to:e are not now seeking to 

develop the capability to destroy the Soviet ICBM force. We have, as 

I pointed out last year, a li=ited hard-target kill capability L~ our 

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

bility c.gainst 

partly because c~r =issiles lack the proper 

·co~bination of ~arhead yield and accuracy, and partly because of the 

co:nplications introduced by the phenomenon kno\..~ as fratricide. I 

oelieve that ,,·e should b?rova our hare-target kill capability so as 

to have hig~er confidence of execu~ing li:r~ited hard-target attacks. To 

des:roy all of the very hard co:npcnents o£ the Soviet ICBM force that 

are n~~ being constructed or upgraded '"ould require not only major 

c;:t:alitative iu:::p:-over..e.nts on our part, bt:: also a la::-ge number of 
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high-yield and very accurate reentry vehicles. I am not proposing any 

such deployment programs here. 

A nUIIlber of other and core general concerns about our response 

options have arisen during the last year, and I believe that they 

deserve serious consideration. Accordingly, I will try to address 

the most· salient issues. 

One of the most serious allegations is that, with limited response 

options, we are promoting warfighting rather than deterrence. But 

such a charge stems, in fact, from an erroneous conception of deter-

renee. This Administration is no less interested in deterrence than 

its critics; we recogni.::e 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 

capabflities 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 credi~le responses to a variety 

of contingencies. Considering all the risks associated with the use 

of 'nuclear weapons, this kind of preparation does not in any way imply 

an effort to substitute limited nuclear .response options· for other 

instruments of military power. It is intended to make nuclear war 

of any kind less, not more, likely. I cannot help but add, in this 

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. ~~y, then, should they 

oake strategic nuclear war more probable? 
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A some>Jhac reJ,ated charge is that, however good our intentions, 

liti ted response options •'ill result in a lowering of the nuclear 

threshold. The fact is, as I pointed out last year, that we have had 

nuclear options for more than twenty years without their having 

nocably affected the probability of nuclear war. Indeed, to believe 

that the developmenc 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 

decision to go to »ar, especially nuclear war. What is more, to the 

extent that concern about the nuclear threshold is more than 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 belie<'e, will show that on those rare occasions when the 

use of nuclear weapons was seriously considered in the past thirty 

years, it was because of the impression that adequate conventional 

forces were not available 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, ;.;ould 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. 

II-11 

\ 

.'iFP.f<PT 0 



...... 

•SESRET 

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 why limited response options are unlikely 

to lower the nuclear threshold. But I doubt that any responsible 

policymaker would deliberately want to ensure 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 if there is only a small 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 

probability which, for the sake of our citi~ens, we should not fore­

close. 

Furthermore, all of the evidence available to us suggests that 

very limited and quickly terminated nuclear exchanges could result 

'in fatalities and casualties much lower than from some of the tradi­

tional conflicts we have experienced. And even if a nuclear exchange 

were to expand to all strategic nuclear targets in the United States, 

we would probably suffer at )east 100 million fewer fatalities than 

if our cities were attacked. Approximately similar results would hold 

true for the Soviet Union as well. 

None of this is to argue that a strategy of limited response 

options is a panacea,, or that it solves all the problems that we 

face in this realm, any more than previous strategies of deterrence 

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 capability for limited 

response options as one of the essential requirements of deterrence 

under current conditions. 

An equally essential requirement of deterrence is parity with the 

Soviet Union in strategic offensive forces, as perceived by friend 

and foe alike. Not only does Public L~J 92-448 (the Jackson Amendment) 

require us to achieve equality with the USSR in central strategic systems 

but such equ.ality is also i"Portant for symbolic purposes, in large 

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

many -- however,. regrettably -- as i~pcrtant to the status and stature 

of a ~ajor power. Clearly the Soviet Union places a very. high value 

en achieving parity, at the very least, with the United States. 

What is perhaps even .more important, the lack of equality can 

become a source of serious diplomatic and military miscalculation. 

Ofponents 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 at Berchtesgaden. Friends may 

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

indicates a lack of resolve to uphold cur end of the competition and 

a certain deficiency in staying power. Our own citizens may doubt 

cur capacity· to guard the nation's interests. 

Fortunately, the question of perce?tions may to a large extent 

have been resolved by the understanding at Vladivostok, which so firmly 
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establishes the principle of equality becween 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 exercise restraint as well. However, 

until we obtain solid evidence of Soviet restraint, our plans call for 

4eployment 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 additional effort the two sides 

should put into these programs. In maki~g their decision, they should 

remembe• that the tortoise won because the hare did not try very hard 

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 accomplishments of the Vladivostok 

understanding and the further agreecents that might be reached in 

the future, we will continue to face many uncertainties about the 

long-term evolution of the ~trategic 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 United 

States and the Soviet Union in .the basic technolo"gical and other, 

factors that shape force .effectiveness. 
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We must 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 o::fensive and defensive systems, 

in such areas as accuracy and reliability, and, if necessary, in 

throw-weight 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 throw-weight. I should stress in this latter connection that the 

Soviet .Union has made more rapid strides in accuracy than is generally 

appreciated and has shown an intense interest in various applications 

of terminal guidance. 

Progress by both sides in this latter area of technology 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, there remain 

considerable uncertainties about the extent to which accuracies will 

degrade on operational trajectories, especially since the world is 

not a perfect sphere. The Soviets face comparable uncertainties, 

but· can compensate to an important degree for degradations in 

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 
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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 provide our citizens with protection 

from radioactive fallout; 

Perceived equality with the Soviet Union, even though our forces 

differ from hers in certain important respects; 

Continuation of our program of strategic initiatives, to main-

tain essential long-term equivalence with the USSR and, to the 

extent necessary, with 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 li!Utual 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 that we 

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

II-16 

_{lfLRt:T • 

( 



I 
~- . 

", ,. 

.,.. .-..<·~t. 
:.··- ..... ,. . 

. ·' ·:.·.,. 
. »! ;_-: ~ 

... 

· •. ~:~ 

'o 0 

,, 

. --

!· 

• 

:t:t o· 

: "~-~- ,.... 9 • 

----

' . --~·-·-

' . 

-1,, 

" 

.·· 

. ~ . ' 
" 

-. r 

--... 

'' 

·' 

' ' 

" .,,.f'.-

r--~_.~::· 

' 

',.,..-
' 

·.,' 

,~: ;_, -.·. 

\fP.R2T 

'":·· ·'/.-.; 
if"~.>! ,., 0 

;_ 'U • 

· .. ' ~ 

. ·~-

_., . -

,,· 

,, .• ( .. 
!,""t-

• .· 

-.., ... 

. ·'-

':f\"',_-

~- ',:~~}-.· 

0 

- -, 

o. , • 

., 

o. 

0 

~ 
I 
I 



( 

"-

ICBMs, if fully deployed, would carry a 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 several thousand 

high-yield MIRVs and accuracies that are 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 capa:'bility, it would: 

bring into question our ability to deter limited and 

selective attacks; 

give the Soviets a capability for damage and disruption 

that we ourselv.es would lack; 

cause precisely the fears and suspicions that our arms 

control efforts have been and are 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 eX?ectations are doomed 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. 

II-17 

C 21 BET 



Y• 

' 

., 

.• -«' 

'- :'. _,. 
,---;: ;;-q 

-- .,.~- -'.$_,'· 
-""':""" 

,.,_. "'· 
' ,f' ,_>.: 

,~":"'¥~~---
~_,-· 

• ,''· 

~ -·--. 

- .. ..,_ 

f 

•' 

• 

---·---

~ 

(. 

0 . .•,< 
~. 

"'t . .. 

; ~ , . 

... 

\· ... ~·,· ,, 
" <:1 ~ .. 

~-~ 

: 

e' .. ' 

-~ 

=· 

CSECREJ 



(This pag~ int~nt1ona11y left blank) 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
, 1 

{ 
__ \_ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
. 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 
11 
11 
I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 
[ ·· I 1 

I 1 

I 1 
I 1 



• S EQ!itlii , 

You will recall in this connection, when I submitted a pro-

gram of strategic initiatives last year, that I did so on three 

grounds. First, great uncertainty then existed as to the nature 

of any successor to the Interim Offensive Agreement that we 

might achieve. Second, essential equivalence would constitute a 

fundamental criterion in the future·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 s.trateg.ic programs. 

As a·result of the understanding at Vladivostok, there now are 

fewer uncertainties about the shape of a successor to the Interim 

·offensive Agreement. But the other reasons for continuing with our 

.program of strategic initiatives remain strong. I 
'· -~·-

Until the Soviets decide to make a more stable distribution 

of their strategic offensive resource~. 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. 

We should continue with our accuracy improvement programs, whether 
·, 

to acquire a more efficient hard-target kill capability or to improve 

our 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 b~bers. It does not follow, 
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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. Finally, I believe that we must continue to 

explore the potentiality of long-range cruise missiles, evaluate 

·the costs and performance of smaller ballistic missile submarines, 

and as~ess 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 this.section, I am confident that we can 

maintain a highly credible, modern, second-strike strategic deterrent 

-•'i thin the framework of the Vladivostok understanding and any future 

S.4LT agreements. Without them, I.can give no such assurance • 
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5. SIGS'IFIC.t._l\T DEVELO?::Z1\TS 11; FOREIQ~ ST?_L.T::GIC c:..J'ABILITIES 

The strategic forces of the Soviet Unio~ co~stitute by far the 

=ajcr e.xte:-nal st:-ategic c.s.pability ..,.·hich the fcrces of the United 

States ~st be ciesi~eC to cc~nterbalance. The strategic forces of 

the People's Republic of China, ,.,~hiJe groi.."i:-~g slm.;ly in size, are 

s~ill significa~t only in a regional contex:. Hence, the following 

ciis cuss ion deals principally ...,.i th the Soviet forces. 

1. The Soviet Union 

Last year I reported to the Congress that the Soviet Union was 

in. the midst of an ICBM develo?:oent progr<.:o ;;hich ,;as unprecedented 

in its breadth and depth. Four ne--' ICBHs -- the "light" solid fuel 

SS-X-16, the "medium" liquid fuel SS-17, the "oedium" liquid fuel 

SS-19 and. the "heavy" liquid fuel SS-18 --were being flight-· 
I 

tested simultaneously. But of far greater ioport~nce with regard 

·to the strategic balance, all four of those missiles employed a post 

boost vehicle (PBV), i.e., a bus type dispensing system, and all 

except the SS-X-16 ;;ere being flight tested "it·n MIRVs. Ko-..,, a year 

later, I l!IUSt report to the C"Ongress that this oost impressive 

development program is nearing completion and that we have evidence 

that all four of these n~· ICBMs have started, or soon will start, 

operational deployoent. wnat remains to be ascertained at this time 

is si!!l.ply the extent, composit:ion and pace of that deployment. 

Of the four new ICBMs being flight tested, the SS-19 is clearly 

the oost successful. 
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the SS-11, b~~ its thro~-weight is abo~t greater 

<>2, -~ ... ~ 
.,.. ·~ 

I~ contrast to the SS-17 and the 

SS·-l£, the SS-19 has bee71 flight tested solely t.:ith M'IRVeC payloads 
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The SS-18, •chich is co:::parable in volu:ne to the SS-9, is being 

flight tested in both a single RV a'ld a Y.!RV mode. 
The single RV 

·oe:-s:lon has been de:sig:'latec the Y.:oc l, a:od the X!Ri'ed version the 
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SS-18 ~oC l has a co::puter- aboard '"-
~~--~~--------~ 

[7""-:-_-:;._,;---_,..,\1 a:1d it is believed to be more accurate thar1 the SS-9 --

a 'W'arheaci yield this 

~issile ~ould have a good hard target capability. 

The SS-18 Mod 

can carrj as nany as eight RVs or alternative 

MIR\7 payloads. 
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Flight testing of the SS-18 Mod 1 is further advanced than that 

cf :~e Mod 2. Conseque~tly, we believe the Mod 1 is being deployed 

- -' 11 fi !"5 t l :0 be fell Q',.:ed lc t €!" 'urc.;·~;':_~~_;-~: -~· ...:. C-_;_ _ _){.,:~.o,.'_c_.;:_ _ _;_;_:....:_ ____ ·.JI by the 

~iod 2. 

The SS-lS, like the SS-17, is designed to be cold-launched, i.e., 

:r,e cissile is boosted out of iLs silo ~y a gas generator before the 

i:T..ain booster motors are ignited. The othe!" t'-'o ne....., ICBMs (the 

SS-X-16 and the SS-19) are hot-launched in the conventional manner, 

i.e., their main booster motors are ignited in the silos as in the 

case of the earlier Soviet IC?.Ms and all of the current U.S. ICBt<.s. 

The SS-18 ~ill be deployed in the ne~ 
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The SS-17 has certain features that are technologically mare 
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advanced than the SS-19, but high accuracy does not appear to be a 
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The SS-17 is arger in vol~~e tha~ the SS-11, but • 
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The SS-X-16 may to be slightly smaller in vol~e than the 

SS-13, but it carries about twice the throv-c•eight over about the 

s 2::!E range. ~lthough equipped ~ith a bus, the SS-X-16 has thus far 

been tested only ~ith a single RV 
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Thus, we cannot preclude the possibility 
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that the SS-X-16 vill be deployed in a MIRV, as well as a single RV, 

mode. 
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we still believe that a land-mobile veTsion of the 55-X-16 is 

undeT development. f~though the Interim Agre~ent itself does not 

restrict the development of land-mobile syste;:.s by either side, the 

U.S. Govern~nt has unilate,ally declaTed that it ~auld consider the 

.deplo;~ent of such missiles inconsistent ~ith the objectives of the 

. Agree'.:lent. 

0 

~ J :- ·, -~ 

a nE!>' SALT agree""...en t, based on the 

Vladivostok s'~·it meeting, eny mobile IC3Y~ would be co~nted against 

the agg,egate·li~it7. In any event, ~e believe the SS-X-16 ~auld be 

deployed first in I::.[= _ _:::··------- ]silos, and only thereafter 

in a l~nd-mobile mode. 
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Speculation as to the rate of deploycent of the new Soviet 

ICBHs and as to the buildup of its SLBM force are co~plicated by 

the provisions of the SALT I Interim Agre~ent ~hich ~ere to govern 

~til mid-1977 and the ongoing negotiations to achieve a ne~. agree-

~ent ~ithin the general outlines worked out at Vladivostok. The 
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discussion here assumes that the provisiop.s of the Interim Agreement 

.~11 hold for the period up to mid-1977. 

In order to allow for deployment of newer delivery systems, we 

assume tha: the Soviet Union will phase out most, if not all 209 

of the old SS-7s and SS-Ss as long as the Interim Agreement remains 

in effect. We believe the SS-7s anc SS-8s will be phased out in 

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

under 

SLBHs for all of the 209 SS-7s 

and SS-8s would reduce the Soviet ICnH ceiling tollllllllaunchers, 

excluding =bile ICBM launchers. If the new family of ICBHs is deployed 

along the 

This ~st impress~ve Soviet !C3H program, as I pointed out last 

year, a?pears to have three nain objectives -- expanded target cov-

erage (particularly co~~ter=~litary) with HIRVs, improved pre-launch 

sur•~vability ~ith the n~~ very hard silo desi~s, and the attain-

~n: of a si~ificant hare target k~ll capability. The full deploy-

ment of the force I have just described would unquestionably pe~it 

the attain~ent o£ ~he first ~wo objectives. The attai~ent of the 

last objective ~auld de?e~~ ~?C~ the accuracy achievable with the 

SS-18 and the SS-19. 1-ie believe the CE?s of both of these missiles 
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/-. force of.SS-18 

Xod 2s -19s, given their estica:ed ~arhea~ yields, could 

then pose a threat to our ICBM.s in their silos, ,.;hie!"! threat, though 

li~teG by our silo ~pgracie progra~, ~oulci bec~e increasi~gly serious 

as Soviet CE?s ~ere 

~ SS-1 iS ,.1_SS-16s 

early 1980s. 

-· ' 1nat ... orce, 

Mod.3s, could be deployed by the 

The Soviet SLE~ program durir:g the past year has also produced 

scr.oe interesting ne~ developments. The new model of the D-class 

n~~ under construction. T.~is n~~ sub~arine is apparently a longer 

version of the original D-class vhich in turn is a longer version of 

12 tubes for the 

original D-class; both are designed to carry the 4,200 nm SS-N-8 

SL~~: The Y-class submarine has 16 smaller tubes for the SS-N-6. 

Production of the Y-class submarine has apparently ended with 

conpletion of the 34th unit (last year we thought it ~ould end ~ith 

u~~QRU s 
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Union inte~ds to exceed 

~he Interi~ J...£re~ent 's 11base line 0 ceiling of 740 SLBl1 launchers anci. 

:::r.:'lve to· ... ;arci the c.a.xiDu:D. licit of 950 11moden" SL3M lau."'lc.hers and 62 

1':::ode:11 ballistic :rlssile sub;:.arines". 

"~en the SSEN ~ith the i4lst or la~ge~ numbe~ of la~~chers enters 

sea trials, the Soviet Union is required to begin dismantling an equal 

n~ber of SS-i or SS-8 la~~chers and/or 513~ launchers on older 

sub=arines and, ~~der the InteriD Agreement, to notify the U.S. of 

its 
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'---------'----~-'----_:__ _____ _, ~ I:o any event, it 

see~ clear that the Soviet Union intends to expand its SLBM force 

up to the limit set in• the Interim Agr.eement. &"! agreement in accord-

ance 1."1. th the general tei1llS discussed at Vladivostok would allow the 

I 
Soviet Union to further expand its SLBX force with'compensating 

re'duc tions in I CBMs or bombers •·ithin the 2, 4 DO limit. Many of the 

detailed scheduling and counting problecs discussed above would not 

exist. 

Last year I noted that the Soviet Union vas flight testing a 

ne ... ~ version of the SS-N-6 "'ith L pvs. It is now cl'ear 

. 
that there are actually t"'o ne-: versions of the SS-N-6 -- the Mod 2 

with a single RV and the Mod 3 "'ith MRVs 

·both "'i th a range 

0 . 
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'aving mastered the MIRV technology in its ICBM program, 

there is no reason why the Soviet Union could not dtploy MIRVs in its 

SLBMs as well. Should it do so, which it could under the terms of the 

Interim Agreement, the So~iet Union coulC exceed the United States in 

numbers of strategic missile RVs, as well as in total throw-weight, 

numbers of delivery vehicles, and megaconnage. The Vladivostok 

agre~ent is very important for the reason that ~t would not allow 
I 

' 
either the U.S. or Soviet Union to achieve superiority in all of 

these important measures of strategic offensive forces. 

·The Soviet strategic bomber prograc is progressing just about as 

anticipated last year. 

0 

BACKFIPL is clearly desi~ed for air-to-air 
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generally agreed that ~ith air-to-air refueling, staging through arctic 

bases and flying a high altitude subsonic profile all the way, the 

BACKFIRE B could cover virtually all targets in the U.S. and return 

to the Soviet Union. Dr-. one-~o:ay missions, recovering. in non-hostile 

territory in the Western Hemisphere, the BACKFIRE B, flying subsonically, 

could operate from its home bases ~ithout any tanker support. The extent 

.to ~hich BA~~-rREs will be assigned missions against the continental 

United States, however, reoains an open question. We must await evi-

dence fro~ basing, operational and training patterns, or tanker develop-

:nent before ~e can confidently judge ;;hether the Soviets intend the 

BACKFIRE for intercontinental missions and, if so, to wh~t extent. 

We have yet to icen::fy a ne~ tanker for the BACKFIRE, however. 

The tankers nov co:npatible with the BACK?I?~ are converted BISON 

bc::bers, a:od ·.:•.:.le it i~ p3Sible th~t all 85 BlSONS still in the 

bo=ber force ~ght eve~tually be converteC to tankers, a ne.,. tanker 

~y be developeC to i~~re~ae intercontinEntal bonber capabilities. 

The best prospe~t for th~s tnnker =ole appears to be the IL-76 

D.~~!D jet tranoport ~nd, indeed, there is s~e evidence that a 

tanker versi-on of thet ei:-c:aft =~y be under development. 

of tankers, is even:ually deployed, ~e do not believe that the U.S. 

ai:- defer.sa preble!: ;.:o-.:l.:: ;e subs:a~t:.ally alte-:-ed. Ho'-1eve:-, if a 

~erge fc:-ce of :BACK:?I;l: 3 ·~c::::lers ·.;C:;:-e to be deployed, then ve voulci 
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heve to consider ~hich increased C01mS bo=ber ai: defense progra~ 

~e ~auld wish to undertake. 

The number of older bombers in Soviet l.cng R~nge Aviation, par-

ticularly the inte!"mediate range BJ..DGERS, co:1tinues to decline, albeit 

at a relatively slo~ rate. Inas~uch as the BACK?I~ 3 is expected 
~ 

to initially enter the force at a ratel£; o~ly about 25 to 35 per 

year a~be assigned first to the peripheral mission, we can assUme 

that the older intercontinental long range bombers, the BISON and 

5~~, will. be continued in the force for some time to come. 

~ith regard to strategic defensive forces, there is still no 

evidence.of any additions to the 64 t3M la~~chers n~~ deployed around 

Moscow, even though the ABX Treaty (with the 19i4 Protocol) permits 

the deployment of 100 ABM launchers in that national capital· area. 
! 
' This failure to deploy the full number of P~M launchers permitted 

·under the Treaty, however, doe~ not mean that the Soviet Union has 

lost.interest in ABM research and development. Quite the contrary, 

the Soviet Uni.on is continW.ng to pursue a very active R&D program 

at its principal ABM test base. 
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'Research and development on i=proved ABM 
~~--------------~~ 

systems is permitted under the Treaty. 
~~------------~----------, 

0 

0 

Modernization of Soviet air defenses is concinuL,g along the 

lines I described last year. The nuober of active SA-2 sites is 

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

SJ.Y.s are being deployed. 

0 
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Si::ilarly, ne·..; anC oore capable aircrEft a:e en:e::-ing the inter-

ce?:or forces) but at a slo~er rate than the elder aircraft are being --phased out . FLJ.GON E i~terce?tors were added to the 

. force last yea:-. Tnis ai!'craft has a moderetely good intercept capa-

bility at lo·..; altitude and up to about 65,000 feet. 

o~ FOXBATs has become operational, but there is still no evidence 

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

do;;n, shoot-do;;n" system for its air defense interceptors. Should 

such systens be developed and deployec, , .. e 1;ould have to counter them 

· ... ~i th ne·..; penetration devices and techniques such as the cruise missile, 

bo:ober defense missiles, and i:::proved ECM. "without a "look-do.,n, 

shoot-do~;n" capability, the Soviet air defense il)terc eptor aircraft 

are not likely to offer a serious obstacle to our bonber force, although 

the fact that iwprcv~ents nre being wade requires cont:nued efforts 

:o ~intain and iwprove our b~ber forces. 

2. Th~ People's Republic of China 

In contrast to the Soviet strategic forces progran, the PRC 

strategic forces program in the lest year or t~o appears to be 

losing some of.its mamentuc, at least in part as a result of tech-

1966, a.."'ld the , "hich bec~e operational in 1971, are 
I 

Frog=essing as expected; r . - -. -"" . -. . 
~ ' . . -

j 
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The strategic missile program of most direct concern to the 
...-:: 

United States is ICBM. 
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Production of the BADGER ruedium-range bc=:ber apparently ceased or 

"as suspended 1973, with a total of about 60 aircraft 

=· = 
d 

"', .: <::::! oitlilarly, pro-

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

=intain inventory) apparently ended in mid-1973, after a total of 

s~e 400-450 had been produced. 

~ . '. 
0 

The PRC strategic air defense progr~ has also displayed a loss 

of mot:lentto. Production of the PRC version of the MIG-21 ended about 

three years ago . S:. : 
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must conclude, therefore, that this program 

?roC~ction of the PRC version of the ~G-19 clear-weather interceptor 

its continued pro due tton probably is intended to compen­

sate for the failure of the XIG-21 prog~ao until a new interceptor 

is available for production. The new all-weather, long-range inter­

·ceptor, which we thought last year ttdght soon be placed in production, 

is apparently still in development. 

to-air cissil 

It is, of cou::-se, very :risky to dra·.· a:1y fire conclusions from 

these trends. The apparent loss of momentu= may simply reflect our 

pest infleted expectations, o::- it =y reflect a period of transition 

to a new, reoriented defense program, or quite possibly a major re­

assessment of national priorities in fever of economic development. 

In any event,. it is clear that some iqoonant PRC programs --[ii_,e 

have enco~~tered technical difficulties, and 

that other progral:l.S - moe t notably the CSS-X-3 and the BADGER bo:nber 

have bee:1 defe=red or curtailed far short of what we would consider 

to be a reasonably sized force. 
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C. U.S. STRATEGIC FORCES J....\""D PROGRAHS 

the co=pletion of negotiations 

o~ ~he finel details of the Vladivostok agree~ent on the li=dtation 

of sc:rategic offensive forces, \Je _have continued to plan our forces 

~i~r~n the general bounds of that agre~nt, as ~ell ~s vithin the 

more specific limitations of the earlier agreements signed in 

Xosco~ in 1972 and 1974. We have ass~ed for purposes of intelligence 

estimating. that the Soviet Union will also continue to plan its forces 

~ithin the bo~~ds of those agreements. A comparison of the.projected 

U.S. and.USSR strategic force levels through oid-1976 is sh~~ on the 

folloo;."ing page. 

1. Strategic Offensive Forces and Programs 

i 
I noted last year that well diversified str<ctegic offensive forces 

·are essential to our national security as a hedge against both fore-

seeable and ~~foreseeable risks anc to enable us to make available to 

the President a reasonable range of strategic options. It is also 

~brth noting that well planned force diversification greatly enhances 

deterrence because it severely complicates Soviet attack planning, 

thereby increasing the uncertainties and the risks confronting the 

initiator of an attack. 

For example, the .presence of both bcr.nbers and ICBMs in our forces 

>"irtually precludes the Soviet Union from destroying t~em both in a 

surprise attack. To pose e threat to our alert bombers the Soviet. 

Union ~ould have to station its ballistic :issile submarines close 
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Offensive 

!C~~ La\!nchers 1/ 
SU~f Launchers lf 
Int e:-c C':'l tinental 

B=bers }./ 
Force Lcsdings 

l."eap=s 
Megatons 

Defe~s:..ve 

J..i-: Defe::.se 
s~:-veille..nc 

.r Radars 
'~· In:erceptors 

SAM Le\!ncher 

f5ESRET 

U.S. JJID U.S.S.R. STRA!!:G!C FORCE LEVELS 

l!id-1974 
U.S. U.S.S.R. 

1,054 
656 

500 140 

1,054 
656 

498 

]) launchers at test sites·. 
]./ s on diesel-po;:ered S\!b:erines, 

11 Excl\!des bc:bers configured 
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Acquisition Costs of Major Strategic Forces Modernization 

and [morovement Prograos ]:j 

.strategic Offense 

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

Advanced ICBM Technology, 
including l>lX 

Development of Advanced 
Ballistic Reentry Systems 
and·Technology (~~RES) 

Conversion of SSBNs to 
POSEIDON Configuration, 
Continued Procurement 
of POSEIDON Missiles 
and Associated Effort 

Development, Procurement 
and Military Construc­
tio~--TRIDENT Submarines 
and ~~ssiles (TRIDENT II 
not .included in total) 

SSBN Subsystem Technology 

B-52D Modifications 

B-52/P~~OON ModificatiQn 

·continued Development of 
New Strategic Bomber, B-1 

Acquisition of Short Range 
Attack Missile (S~~) 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 1974 
Actual 
Funding 

720 

4 

90 

323 

1,433 

38 

449 

133 

FY 197 5 
Planned 
Funding 

728 

37 

112 

183 

2,030 

95 

445 

2 
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FY 1976 
Prop 1 d 
Funding 

780 

41 

101 

91 

2,142 (3) 

2 

43 

10 

749 

3 

Trans. 
Period 
Prop 1 d 
Fundingl./ 

105 

15 

29 

7 

622 (1) 

1 

7 

196 

2 

FY 1977 
Prop 1 d for 
Authoriza­
tion 

485 

70 

125 

35 

3,438 (10) 

4 

18 

1,652 

35 
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Acquisition Costs of Major Strategic Forces Modernization 

and Improvement Programs!/ (Cont'd) 

Strategic Offense (Cont'd) 

Initial-Development of 
Advanced Tanker/Cargo 
Aircraft 

Development of the Bomber 
Launched and Submarine 
Launched Version of the 
Str.ategic Cruise Missile 

Strategic Defense 

Continued Development 
of the Over-the-Hori%on 
(OTH) Back-Scatter Radar 

. Continued Development 
of Si.te Defense 

Development of Ballistic 
Missile Defense Advanced 
Technology 

Continued Improvements in 
the Defense Support 
Program 

Develo.p.ment and Acquisi­
tion of the SLBM Phased 
Array Radar Warning 
System 

Command and Control 

Development and Procure­
ment of· Advanced Airborne 
Command Post (AABNCP) 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 1974 
Actual 
Funding 

13 

3 

110 

62 

88 

so 

FY 197 5 
Planned 
Funding 

2 

98 

10 

115 

92 

118 

38 

78 
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FY 1976 
Prop 'd 
Funding 

5 

153 

8 

140 

"105 

68 

so 

43 

Trans. 
Period 
Prop'd 
Fundingl/ 

1 

55 

6 

38 

30 

9 

2 

192 

FY 1977 
Prop'd for 
Authori%a­
tion 

so 

296 

14 

160 

111 

55 

17 

26 

' 
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Acquisition Costs of Major Strategic·Forces Moderni%ation 

and Improvement P ro g r at:S };./ (Cont 1 d) 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Trans. FY 1977 
FY 1974 FY 197 5 FY 1976 Period Prop 1 d for 
Actual Planned Prop 1 d Prop 1 d , Authoriza-
Funding Funding Funding Fundin.J/ tion 

.C=and and Control (Cont 1 d) 

Development and Procure-
ment of AFSATCOM I and 
Development of 
AFSATCOM II 22 13 51 14 96 

Development ·of SANGUINE 
ELF Communications System 12 8 18 4 24 

Acquisition and Modifi-
cation of the TACAMO 
Aircraft System 29 9 41 10 23 

Civil Defense 

Continued Support of the 
Civil Defense Program 80 87 88 20 94 

!I Includes costs of RDT&E, procurement of the system and initial spares, 
·and directly relatec. military construe tion. 

2/ July 1 to September 30, 1976. 
r"J/ Total Obligational Authority includes $5 tlillion prior year f:dsl 
C carried over from FY 1974. 
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The K.Z 12A development contract has bee:1 placeC and design ...:ork 

sca:-teci. Flight :es:ing is expecteD to be co=pleteci in the summer 

o: 1977; hence, productio:; could be starteC ir. FY 1977. J.. total of 

ebou: $46 ~illio:1 has been included ln the :: 1976 a~d Transition 

Budgets and another $31 millio:1 in authorization only is requested 

£.or FY 1977 to continue this development: program. In addition, an 

authorization of $37 million in procurement funds is requested for 

n· 1977 to initiate production of the ~{ l2J.. RV. (:;he first of the 

new warheads is expected to become available by the spring of 197~ 

The total develop=ent cost (DoD only) foe the MK 12A is now 

estimated at about $107 million, cot:pared ·,;i th $125 cillion estimated 

last year. This reduction resulted from the elimination of the 

additional boosters ~hich were to have been procured specifically 
! 

for the MK l2A flight test program. No final decision has been made 

-as to the n~ber of MINUTEMAN III that ulti~ately will be equipped 

vith the MK 12A RV. It is interesting to r.ote, ho\.;ever, that the 

cost of producing sufficient MK 12A RVs for 550 MIJ\u"EMAN III mis­

siles ((3 per rd.ssile)T is estimated at about 
L :::.:_) . 

Third, we propose_ to complete the developoent of the refine-

ments in the existing MINUTE!-W\ guidance sys~em and incorporate 

these refinements in all of the Mlh'Ui!Y.A.l\ IE ;:issiles in FY 1978. 

Once the new guidance prog~ams have been cievelo?eci, i~corporation 
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of the refinements in the nissiles simply involves the insertion 

of gro~nd and flight scft~are changes. 

The total development·COSt of this program is now estimated 

at about $131 million, compared with the $100 million estimate presented 

here lest year. !he bulk of this cost, $108 million, is for the flight 

testing of the refined guidance system, including the cost of 10 

boosters to be specially procured for this purpose. In order to 

maximize the return on these 10 boosters, some flight test missiles 

will carry two guidance sy~tems. And, as noted earlier, these boosters 

will also be used to flight test the MK 12A RV. 

The contracts for ~his project have been placed and the first 

flight test is expected to take place in the summer of 197.6. Some 

$32 million was allocated to this progr~ in FY 1975. Another $53 

million is included in the FY 1976 and Transition Budgets, and the 

re~aining $46 million is requested for authorization in FY 1977. 

Fourth, we plan to continue work on the terminally-guided MaRV, 

·but on a new, extended schedule, as indicated earlier. Since 

.this is essentially a technology development project, it will be 

·continued in the Advanced Ballistic Reentry Systems (ABRES) program 

which I will ciscuss la:er. 

Fifth, we plan-to complete "the flight testing of two MINUTEMAN 

III missiles with~ix or sev~smaller RVs each. !his payload, if 

successfully demonstrated, would give us the option to expnnd the 

target coverage of the MINUTEYAN force without any increase in the 

nu=ber of mis~iles deployed. !he additional capacity would be useful 
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as a hedge aga·inst large losses in the X:~~C!EY.A.N force, as a o.eans 

of increasing our coverage of relatively soft point targets of value 

that are not collocated with population, :or suppression of expanded 

Soviet defenses and as a hedge against unexpected failures in the 

bomber or SLBM forces. Even if only 50 ~n;TEK~~ so equipped were to 

survive an enemy first strike, they could deploy as many as 350 RVs 

for attacks on such targets. The $18 million 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 significant problems have been 

encountered in this project thus far, and the tests are expected to 

be completed 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 

Up.grade effort and for the installation of the Coii!IDand Data Buffer 

System. This system permits the MINUTEMAJ\ III missiles to be 

retargeted remotely from the Launch Control Centers and reduces 

the time for retargeting a single missile from 16 to 24 hours to about 

36 minutes. 

All MINUTEMAN silos are included in tee upgrading program, · 

which is expected to be completed by the end of FY 1979. Only the 

MINUTEMAN III missiles, however, will be provided the Coii!IDand Data 

Buffer System since their MIRVs can make the =ost effective u~e of· 

the retargeting feature. Installation of t~e new system is being 
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accomplished simultaneously ~ith the upgrading of the silos. 

Deployment of the previously planned 550 MINUTEMAN III missiles 

••ill be completed on schedule by the end of F"l 1975. But Hilo 

upgrading and installation of the Co~and Data Buffer System for the 

550 MINUTEMAN Ills will not be completed u11 til late E_ F"l 1979 

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 did so in order to ensure the availability of a realistic 

option for the modernization of our ICBM forces in the 1980s and 

beyond. 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 require~nts for mobile missiles 

(both air-launched and ground-launched), and the technology required 

for more efficient rocket motors. 

These three problem areas reflect our principal concerns with 

regard to the kind of an ICBM we ought to have available for deploy-

ment in the period beyond the early or nid-l980s. By that time, 

MINUTEMAN cilos may become increasingly vulnerable to the Soviet 

ICBM forces; hence our interest in new basing modes. Air-mobile ICBMs, 

utili:ing unaided, ~11 inertial guidance, are inherently less accurate 

than fixed-based ICBMs, hence our interest in more capable guidance 

·systems which ~ould be needed to maintain the desired degree of accuracy. 

Furthe~ore, the MINUTEMAN III, as cocpared with the new 

family of Soviet ICBMs, has a relatively s:all throw-weight --
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decides :o replace 

ell of its existing ICBM.s \..•ith this net.i f2.:::ily o£ ICB:is, it could 

acquire an ICBM thro~-~eight advantage of 5 or 6 to 1 --i.e., 10 to 

12 ~illion po~ds for the Soviet Union ve!sus 2 ~llion po~,ds for 

::he U.S.. Sue!\ a great disparity in thro•·-~eight, in ;cy judgment, 

\Jould be very destabilizing. It would give the USSR a distinct ad-

vantage in one of the basic parameters that shape the future effec-

tiveness of the strategic offensive forces. Hence our interest in 

ne~·rocket motor technology, ~hich would give us a greater amount of 

throw-weight per pound of propellant. 

By far the most difficult problem I which must be 
I 

this new ICBM program is the selection of the basing mode. Fixed 

silos way become vulnerable to a Soviet counterforce attack, but they 

have some very i~ortant advantages, namely, 2ccuracy, gooC two-way 

communications up and down the chain of co~and, general responsiveness 

to control by the National Co~and Authorities, and lm .. · operating costs. 

These are very important considerations in context 1dth our efforts 

to· expand our range of response options (i.e., increase our targeting 

flexibility), and we want to preserve the1:1 to the greatest extent. 

feasible should we find it necessary to shift to a new basing mode· 

in the future. 

II-62 

..... 



i 

'·· 

-- - e.• 

A large part of the Advanced IC3M Technology Progran investigations 

concern alter·nate basi!.1g wades, \~e have a great deal of experience 

in the operation of fixed-baaed ICBM syst~s but virtually no opera-

tional experience with air- and land-mob·ile systeiOS and thus the 

reason for their emphasis. 

There are several types of air- and la~d-mobile options under 

consfderation. One of the leading land-based candidates is the 

so-called shelter system. This systeo ciepen~s for its survivability 

on deception, that is, the ::~issile mounted on a transporter-launcher 

would rove from one relatively hard shelter (perhaps 600 psi) to 

another within a complex. The attacker •auld have to target all of 

the shelters, since he would not know in which shelter the missile 

' was deployed. Thus, the cost to us per emergency shelter and the 

cost to him per reliable RV needed to destroy that shelter would be 

the critical factors driving the cost-exchange ratio of the shelter 

system. \tnile this system would retain the accuracy of a silo-based 

.system, its costs and operating problel!S are ismediately 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 could be modified wide-bodied jets or new low 

cost aircr-aft. To ensure pre-laur1.ch sur-vivability, aircraft with the 

missile aboard preferably would be kept on airborne alert, and this 

we knew is a very expensive operation. Alternatively, the aircraft 

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 advanced development of 

the key components of the mobile systecs. A series of air drops 

has already been conducted from the C-SA, including three "Bathtub" 

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

·simulation" drops (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 feasibility of air-dropping an ICBM, but many other 

problems remain to be solved before the technical feasibility of 

the air-mobile system as a whole can be demonstrated. The 

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 

problem here is not so much the technical feasibility of these systems 

as it is their operational feasibility. And the economic feasibility 

of all three mobile systems: needs a great deal of additional study. 

Accordingly, we are requesting for the Advanced ICBM technology 

program (i.e.; MX and related projects) a 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 

S)•stems 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 defining 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 minimum 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 Union has made great advances in this area of 

technology in recent years, we still enjoy a distinct lead. But 

·given 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 period, and 

$125 million for authorization only in FY 1977. About one quarter 

of these funds will be devoted to the pre-prototype development of 

maneuvering reentry vehicles, including the terminally-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 portion of the SLBM force at sea is still the least vulnerable 

elemenc of our scracegic TRIAD; and as far as we can see ahead, it 

is likely to ·cemain so. It behooves us, nonetheless, to take whatever 

measures may be necessary to ensure the continued survivability a.nd 

operational effectiveness of that force. 

The existing fleet of POLARIS/POSEIDON submarines eventually will 

have to be replaced, if for no other reason, because of aging. 

l<e. believe that these submarines can be operated safely and effec-

tively through their 20th year of service, and possibly 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 and a longer range missile are deemed 

necessary. The TRIDENT submarine is designed to meet the first 

reguirement and the TRIDEh~ I missile the second, at least in the 

near term, i.e., through the early 1980s. A still longer range 

missile, the TRIDENT II, which would more fully utilize the ~6lume 

of the TRIDENT submarine missile tubes, ~y be needed in the long 

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

-~ot only' permit us to increase our SLBH throw-weight,' it would also 

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

hard-targec capability, if that should be needed in the future.! 
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Accordingly,. we propose to complete the POSEIDON conversion 

program, continue the TRIDENT submarine construction program, 

complete the development and commence production of the TRIDENT I 

missile for the TRIDENT submarines, and pursue our studies of the 

TRIDENT II missile. Beyond these programs, ve also propose to backfit 

the TRIDENT I missile into ten of our 31 POSEIDON 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, hovever, another $85 million vill be required 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 m1llion requested for 

POSEIDON in the FY 1976 and Transition Budgets will provide for 

completion of the POSEIDON conversions, outfitting and post-delivery 

costs, the support of POSEIDON missiles, and the POSEIDON Modification 

Program. The total authori%ation requested in FY 1977 is $35 million 

· vhich will provide for post-delivery costs, support of POSEIDON missiles, 
·, 

and the POSEIDON missile modification progr~. 

Of the 31 POSEIDON conversions, 23 have been completed and 22 

are currently deployed, and six are undergoing conversion. The 

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

in FY 1976. 
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The ·POSEIJXJN }iodification ?rogra10 is c.n outgro,;th of 

t::e cie:iciencies e:1cou~tereC in :he POS~I:.01\ Operational 

Test (OT) progra= in 19i3. The cc=rectio:1s discussed here 

lest year have been ~c.de. By Dec~ber 1 1974, 8 operational 

flight tests, ~ith the fixes installed in whole or in part, were 

The latest series of POSEIDON operat:.onal tests supports the. 

judgwent that the deficiencies icentifiec last vear were minor in 

nc.:ure and could be successfully cor~ectec. The tests ·~~11 continue, 

~si~g ~?roved ttissiles selected ~- ran:o= f=c= POSEIDON submarines 

returning fro-::n patrc·l, to deter.:.ine the best estimate of true missile 

re lia':lili ty possible. 

As indicated last year·, improved clssiles will be installed in 

:he 21st through the 31st convertec sub:arines; the first 20 sub-

~rines, Yhich had ~lreaciy been cieployeci ~he~ this problew arose, 

will be retrofitted with the improved missiles over a period of 

about 4 years. The entire oodificstion program is expected to be 

coopleted by 19i8. 
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TRIDEI:T (Excluding TRIDENT II Missile) 

To ease the financial strain on the Defense Budget and to 

relax the pressure on the shipbuilder, we have again s lcr.;ed the 

TRIDENT submarine construction schedule f=o~ a two-a-year to an 

alternating 1-2-1-2 a year rate. The leac 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 authorization in FY 1977. 

We are still planning for an FY 1979 IOC for the TRIDENT submarine 

and TRIDENT I missile. Also, we still pla~ to retrofit the TRIDENT I 

missile in ten of the POSEIDON submarines. 

Of the $2,142 million requested in FY 1976, about $817 million 

is for RDT&E ($84 million for the submarine and $733 million for the 

missile), $1,130 million is for procurement ($290 million additional 

·to cover the cost increase projected for t~e three ships funded in 

FY 1975 and prior years as a result of abnorcal inflation, $560 million 

to complete the funding of the fourth ship, $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 $195 million is for military construction and con-

struction planning (mostly for the TRIDENT support facility). 

The .$622 million in the Transition Budget would provide $184 

million for RDT&E ($12 million for ships and $172 million for missiles), 

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

curement, $1 million for submarine outfitti~g. and $183 million for missile 

production start-up costs) and $1 million for ~litary construction 
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?1.:::--.nir:g. The $3,~38 millio:1 for the IT 1977 authori:;ation request 

i~cl~des $54i willian for RDT&E, $2,708 =illio~ fo~ procurement 

($l,221 ~llion :o corr.plete f~nding the fi:th a~d sixth ships, $166 

~~llicn £or advance.p~oc~r~r.t of long lead ti~e components for the 

seve:~th throu;h ter.~h ships, $6 cillion fo::- sub::.arine outfitting, and 

$1,315 ~illio~ for 98 =issiles) and $183 =illion for ~litary construction 

£nd construction planning including $8 cillion for POSEIDON SSBN backfit. 

In coropliance "'ith the requirement in the FY 1975 Military 

Co:1struction Authorization Act that funci.s be authoriz;ed for com-

::-.;nity bpact n..ssistance in conj1.L"'lCtion "i:h TRIDENT-related cotm:~unity 

g;c~th, ~e are i~cluding, in addition to the funds discussed above, 

$7 :--_j_llicn in the FY 1976 Budget and $11 =.illio::1 in the FY 1977 authori%ation 

request for this purpose. 

The TRIDE1~ svstem, it should be bo~e in ~~nd, represents a 

g:-e£t adv£nce over the POLARIS/POSEIOON system. The submarine .:ill 

have a sub~ergeci displacement of about l8,i00 tons, co~pared ~ith 

"8' 2'50 

24 

:oissiles, compcrec 1.•i ~h 16 for the POLA..-::.IS/POS!:IOON, and each TRIDEh'T 

~issile tube .. ~ill h.:.ve a vol~e greater than that of the POLARIS/ 

POS!:IOON. Moreover, it will be conside=ably quieter than POLARIS/POSEIDON, 

.. ,:ill also hz·.,.•e a :r.".Jch ~o!'e e:::..cient coD::~and arld control 

syste::, e:1a. ~ :::l:lre ca.pable sonar systeo. 
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7he TRIDE~~ I missile ~ill 

of 4,000 mn, 

nrr, is planneci to be as accurate as t:'1e POSEIDON ct 

The TRIDENT p=ogr~ thus fa= is moving along close to its 

planned schedule. The lead ship contract ~as awarded in July 1974, 

&,d the contractor's physical plant rearrangements ~d the production 

of detailed design drawings are now well t=~cier.,ay. Indeed, the formation 

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

force and facilities are being greatly eX?anded to accommodate the 

TRIDEhl program on top of the already on-going shipbuilding progr~s, 

notably 

receiving special attention. These are proceeding on schedule 

and special facilities have been established to provide the step-

by-step testing of these subsystems. 

The development contract for the TRIDEhl I missile also has 

been a·.,arded and the first flight test is e>.7ected in July, 1976. 

Four supplemental flight tests of the TRIDEliT I l:!K 4 RV using ATLAS/ 

MINUT:Y .. .t. .. N boosters have alreadv been successfullv cooplete 
. I " _,. 
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The first fli&1t test on a TRIDENT I missile of the MK 500 HaRV Evader, 

;;hich will be ca::ried through advanced development only, fu. scheduled 

fo:: January, 197?] 

In vie\.,· of our e>..-pe rience o-wi th the ?OSEIDON operational tests·, 

we pla~ to conduct a larger proportion o: such operational tests 

ea::ly in the TRIDE~7 program. For these tests to be valid, however, 

' ~ssiles which actually have been operatiomally; deployed must be used. 

Thus the OT flight tests cannot be c~nduc:ed prior to operational 

ciep loywent. 

P~suming that the desired submarine delivery dates are met, we 

·.·auld have the firsf~TRIDEh7 I missiles deployed by the end of 
.-- ' 

F'f 1979[-- 24 in the first TRIDENT su':l:nar:ne and 16 in a POSEIDON 

su!:::a:-ine retrofitted to carry TP.IDEh"' l. By the end of FY 1980, we 

~o:ould have 136 TRIDE!i'T I mi.ssiles deployed 72 in new TRIDENT submarines 

and 64 in existing 
I 

POSEIDON submarine~ 

TRIDEh7 II ~~ssile 

To pro\•ide an option to deploy a hig:-.e:: thro..,_._.eight, =re accu:-ate 

SL3~ in the late 1980s, if such a syst~ should be needed at that time, 
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\..'€ propose to ·continue ou:- studies of the T?.ID:.:h'T II. 7he :1ev.• r.:J-issile 

;.:ould be desig:1eci to utilize ~re fully the available volu..-ne of the 

We plan to proceed with the TRIDEh"T II effort at a ve'Y 

moderate pace. ·Only about $3 million is included in the FY 197·6 

Budget for this purpose, plus $1 million more in the Transition 

Budget. ~ authorization of about $10 million requested for 

FY 1977. 

_SSBN Subsystem Technology 
' ' As indicated earlier, we must continue our search for technology 

·that will provide less expensive alternatives for use in future SLBM 

systems. Accordingly, we have established a ne\.o' prog::am element, 

11SSBN Subsystem Technology", to focus attention on this essential 

effort. About $2 million is included in the FY 1976 Budget and 

Sl ~llion in the Transition Budget for this purpose. In addi-

tion, ~e 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 progra:Js, io.'e believe t~e retention of bombers 

i~ ou~ forces for the foreseeable futu~e is essential to a ~ell 
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bala~ced U.S. scrategic posture. The current bomber force, par-

ticulE=ly the E-52Gs andEs, should be £~le to fu~~ill this need 

i~to the 1980s. But if we are to maintai~ an effective bomber force 

:,eyo:~d that t:it1e, a ne"IJ airc:-aft vd.ll have to be procureci. While "We 

ca~ corttinue to modify a:~ci i=prove ~he E-52Gs and Hs for some time 

cc come, end even equip them with stand-off cruise ~~ssiles, these 

aircraft cay well become less effective ch::-ing the next decade. 

The principal potential threat to the pre-la~~ch survivability 

of our current bomber force is the rapidly gro;;ing fleet of Soviet 

SSBKs ;;hich, if equipped ;;ith depressed trajectory missiles and 

operated close to our shores, could catch ~any of our alert B-52s 

before they could escape fro:: the vicinity of their bases. \.Jhile 

\Je still have no evidence of a Soviet dep:::essed trajectory SLBM 

development program, such a system is clea:::ly within their"technical 
I 

already taken 

.so=e steps to hedge against that potential threat, e.g., the satellite 

basing and the quick engine start modification programs. But beyond 

these measures we need a b=ber which ho.s both incree..sed hardening 

to nuclear effects, and a si~ificantly faster airfield escape time 

than the B-52. 

With regard to.penetratio~ at very l~~ altitude, the currently 

preferred U.S. mode, the principal potential threat to our current 
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bc::Jber force is the cieploy1Dent of a Soviet ;.,:,.,'ACS/fighte-.r air defense 

syste~ \o."'ith a good look-do· .. -n, shoot-cio\o."":"l. ca;::.ability. i-.1e have no 

e\'icience as yet that the Soviet Union has such a syste::o: l..:Ilder de-

velopment but as \..'e ourselves have already cie.!:!::lnstrateci, such a 

syste::o is technologically feasible. Effective penetration at low 

altitude against an AliACS/fighter ai::- defense system would require 

a faster bomber with a smaller radar cross section which is much more 

difficult to "see" against the ground clutte~, and "Which :is more difficult 

to intercept in· a tail chase. 

A B-52 force arced with J~r Launched C~ise ~~ssiles (P~C¥~) 

could attack targets within the Soviet Union without the B-52 penetrating 

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

.. operations would have far less capability and flexibility than a force 

••hich includes penetrating 

a pure stand-off bomber force could not provide reconnaiss~,ce or attack 

targets of cpportunity as could a penet~at~ng b~ber force. 
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For·iui) of th10se reasons, a bomber force which includes pene-

~r<J.t~ng a:.rcrs.ft is much to be preferred over a pure stand-off 

bo:nbe= =orce, providing that the cost of the former is reasonably 

co=ensurate ••i th the benefits to be gained, The difference in 

costs, ,,." feoel, •.·ocld be modest in comparison to the difference 

in gain. Accordingly, we believe the B-1 development and test 

progr~ should be continued to provide us the option to modernize 

our bomber fcrce with that aircraft in the 1980s. 

A bombar force is not only expensive to acquire and keep 

:rod ern, ft ie also exper.sive to operate. Accordingly, we have 

c·arefully reex=ined our o?erational plans and procedures to 

determine where savings can be made with ~nimum 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 red11ction in the proportion of 

the force to be :n;;.intained on day-to-day ground alert. When 

thfs pre-launch suJ:Vival technique was first introduced in the 

late 1950s, the grou11d alert objective was 33'i of the force, i.e., 

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

.raised to so~. but in more recent years it was reduced to 40'i. 

Inasmuch· as we consider a Soviet surprise attack "out of the 

blue" to be quite unlikely under the current circumstances, we· 

believe that a further modest reduction in the proportion of the 

force to be maintained on day-to-day ground alert would be accept-

able. A nuclear ettack on the United States, even one which is 
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lii:.iteC: to our strategic of.fensive forces, ;.:ocld most likely be 

Fr-eceded by a series of crises, anG certainly by a sharp deterior-

aticn i~ our relations with the Soviet Unio~. u~cier these circum-

stances, we would have the time to place virtually the entire force 

o~~ ground alert. 

~oreover, during the last few years ~e have greatly increased 

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

~ill have more than 500 MINUTEMAN 

Wi strategic nissile RVs en lir.e, we believe 

~e can prudently take the additional risk entailed in the 

reduction of the bomber forces on day-to-day ground alert. 

We calculate that a ratio of 1.29 cre~s per UE bomber and 
i 

1.27 per UE tanker would provide an adequate n~b~r of cre~s to 

-generate the entire force in maintain it on a 

·fully generated ground alert This same number 

of crews would permit us to maintain about 307. of the bomber/tanker 

force on day-to-day ground alert, a reduction· of about 10 percentage 

points. 

The second major action involves the transfer of 128 UE KC-135 

tankers from the active force to the Air Reserve Cooponents. These 

128 aircraft ~ill be formed into 16 squadrons of eight UE aircraft, 

per squadron. ·Each Reserve Component squadron "~.~ill waintain at least 

o~e of its eight aircraft on day-to-day aler~ in support of active force 

alert bo~bers. Also, the Reserve Component ~iits ~ill be afforded 
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the same number of flying hours per aircraft as the active forces. 

Since reservists can devote only part-time to their military activities, 

these Reserve Component squadrons will be provided with a higher crew 

ratio than the active forces -- 1.5 vs 1.27. 

This transfer to the Reserve Components, cand the phaseout of seven 

F-101 interceptor squadrons snd nine KC-97 tanker squadrons for which 

we 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 reduction 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. The reduction in the active force 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 •. . _!3. shown on Table 2 of the 

Appendix-,! the first four squadrons of KC-135s will be formed in 

Res.erve Components in FY 1976 and the recaining 12 squadrons by 

.FY 1979. These t;.·o actions, when fully implemented, will produce 

a savings of about $272 million per year in operating costs • 

. B-52D Modifications 

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 se.rvice life into the 1980s. A total of 79 B-52Ds 

are being structure-tested prior to modification and retentfon. 

Including the cost of the test program, the total cost for'the 
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mod~fication of. 60 aircraft is no~ esticated at about $237 million. 

The program is expected to be co::pleted by the fall o: 1976. 

E-52/HJ~OON Modification 

In keeping with our ~jor effort to ensure a greater degree 

of mutual support among the Services, the ;~r Force will undertake pro-

totype development of a B-52/HARPOON syste=, using two modified B-52 Ds. 

These HARPOON-equipped B-52s would supple::e..~.: the Navy's capability to 

search out and destroy maritime targets. The project will require 

about $10 million in FY 1976, $7 million in the three month transition 
I 

period, plus an authorization of $18 million in n· 19i7. Host of these 

funds will be devoted to the development a~c flight testing of the 

two pj~OON-equipped B-52D aircraft, including engineering studies, 

prototype dra~~ngs, specifications, instru=e~tation and component testing. 

In addition, we are requesting an authorization of $41 million in FY 

1977 to initiate procurement of 90 HJ~OON missiles for use by B-52s. 

B-1 Bc:nber 

Given the need to strengthen and to =oCe~ize the bomber 

force sometime in the 1980s, I see no better alternative to the 

continued development of the B-1 bomber, nor~ithstanding its high 

~it cost. We have again examined the e~t:~e bo~ber modernization 

problerr: and the results of that study have oeen provided to the 

!I-80 

"§EGRET • 

I 



I 

' 

·-

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 ~<ill have a distinctly shorter air.field 

escape time than the B-52; and because of its smaller radar cross-

section and its ability to fly at very low altitudes at high 

subsonic speed, it should have a much better capability to penetrate 

improved Soviet air defenses. Moreover, because of its wider range 

of air speed options and larger numb~r of internal weapon spaces, 

the B-1 will provide considerably greater employment flexibility 

than the B-52, thereby enhancing our 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 ~<hich 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 co11111lensurate 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 a 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, "hich began fli~ht tests late last year, 30 hours on AV No. 2. 

and 85 hours on AV No. 3. 
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AV No. 1 l'ill be used primarily to demnnstrate the flight 

characteristics of the aircraft, including take-off and landing, I 

low-level and high-level penetration, aerial refueling, and range/payload. 

AV No. 2 <>ill be used initially to demonstrate structural integrity 

in static tests (i.e., proof loading), and then be assigned 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 being eliminated from the B-1 program. Instead, the aircraft.will 

be equipped with ejection seats. The crew escape module has presented 

the most troublesome engineering probl~ in the entire program. The 

elimination of this feature will reduce the airframe weight by a few 

thousand pounds, but 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 

tested as 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 

must· be taken beforehand. These actions include the commencement of 

construction of AV No. 4, the pre-production prototype, and the 

procurement of advanced materials for the six production aircraft 

tentatively planned for FY 1977. AV No. 4 .would reflect all of the 

lessons. learned from the fahrication and initial flight tests of the 
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first three aircraft, as well as the elimination 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 

continue 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 FY 1977, including about $433 

million for RDT&E and $1,219 million for the procurement of the first 

six production aircraft. While none of the FY 1977 procurement funds 

would need to be committed prior to the production decision, we would 

need some advance material funds in rY 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 that 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 f~el motors will actual:y retain thelr effective­

ness, the first SRAMs entered the force in !:" 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 ir.volved in the manufacture 

of the solid propellant is now unacceptable from a pollution control 

point of view; hence, the motor must bi> recesigned to accommodate a 

new propellant and liner, and then thoroughly tested. 

Of the approximately $35 million requested for authorization in 

FY 1977, $15 million is included for completing development of the new 

motor and about $20 million for tooling and startup costs for production 

of missiles for the B-1. As in the case of the FY 1977 procurement funds 

for the B-1 aircraft, the use of these S~V. funds would be contingent 

on the decision to produce the B-1. 

Advanced Tanker/Cargo Aircraft 

We are continuing to study the require~ent for additional re­

·fueling support of our strategic and general purpose forces. Alter­

native approaches which are being examined include commercial wide 

'body candidates as well as modification of existing refueling 

air~raft. Preliminary study results indicate that additional 

tankers to support general purpose forces, including airlift aircraft, 

may be.required. Accardingly, we are requesting $5 million in 

FY 1976 and $1 million in the transition period to initiate develop­

ment if the final 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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C,uise Missiles 

Last year the Congress was informed of the DoD's decision to 

proceed ~ith a joint Air Force-Navy Cruise missile technolop.y 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 

technology which was also to be common to both missile sys terns. The 

Air Force was to commence engineering development of the Air Launched 

Cruise Missile (ALCM) in FY 1975, making maximum use of th" previously 

terminated SCAD engineering program for air vehicle design and engine 

development, while the Navy 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 in detail both the need 

and the technical considerations. The ~jar conclusions which 

evolved from this reappraisal are as follo~s: 

An ALC!1 would enhan:ce 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 ~auld provide a desirable augmentation of our stra­

tegic capabilities and a unique potential for unambiguous, 

controlled, single-weapon response from relatively in­

vulnerable submarines as well as from other surface platforms. 
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Both ALCM and SLCM, because they are designed for use on 

existing carrier vehicles, wc.uld ha-.. e a relatively low 

incremental cost, but they would i~ose on the Soviet 

Union large additional expenditures for air defenses to 

counter them. 

A tactical cruise missile variant o: the strategic version 

could provide the Navy with a highly effective over-the­

horizon antiship capability. 

There is a potential for improving ~anagernent 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. 

Of these conclusions, the last is the cost crucial. lfuile 

the separate pieces of technology required for the development of a 

cruise missile are well in hand, the preble~ 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 development phase that 

expenditures begin to reach high levels. By keeping the two systems 

in 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 

lll1til the cruise missile concept has been satisfact.Jrily demonstrated. 

\Je also propose to continue the SLQ! progra:n in advanced development 

but on a revised schedule that would peroit important mile:; tones to 

be reached concurrently with ALCM. Both programs would be scheduled 

for first flight in early 1976 and for an engineering development 

decision· (DSARC II) in early 1977. Both progralllS would continue to 

emphasize commonality of major components. 

This proposed program would enable us to proc'eed toward an IOC 

of 1980 with a more deliberate pace in the earlier years. We.are 

requesting for the development of the ALCM $51 million in FY 1976, 

$l3 million in the transition period, and an authorization of $104 

million in FY 1977. For the SLCM development, the amounts are $102 

million in FY 1976, $42 million in the transition period, 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 

tactical variant 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 strategic missile sur­

veillance and warning systelllS, and the space surveillance system. 

These components of the strategic defensive forces are not only inter­

related with one another but also with the strategic offensive forces. 
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As I noted last year, without effective ABX defenses, air defenses 

are of limited value against potential aggressors armed primarily with 

strategic missiles. That is to say, if \le cannot defend ourselves 

against strategic missiles, there is little to gain from trying to 

defend ourselves against 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 

vulnerable 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 systecs should be made. 

a. Air Defense 

With regard to air defense, the reas0ns that led us to propose 

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.S. 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 

relation to more urgept requirements. 

Both of these developments reinforce the need to move forward 

promptly with the realignment of our air defense forces in support 

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 intru.sion, and command and control to coordinate the two. 

The major impact of this realignment is on the second of these 

capabilities, 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 National 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~ shown on 

Table 2 in the Append0 would be replaced(;ver a two year period 

(four in FY 1976 and three in FY 197~by other types of aircraft, 

notably the KC-135. 

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

"oulc consist of GiJF-106 squadrons --[:i in the Active Force and /s-i~ 

in the AllG. These il2iF-106 squadrons, operating at peacetime alert 
-;... -- -, 

rates, could .support l:_ total of ::Jalert locations around the peri-

phery of the 48 contiguous states. Additional alert locations, mostly 

in the South, could be provided by CONUS-based general purpose forces 

to enhance coverage along that periphery. These additional sites 

would be located on Air Force tactical bases and manned by F-4~ (two 

aircraft each) drawn·from the Air Force tactical units on the bases.· 

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

the control of the North American Air Defense Command, and the 
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necessary cotmnunication links would be pro·;ided for that purpose. 

General support of the detachments would continue to be provided by 

the parent organizations. 

We believe this application of the principle of mutual support 

and force interdependence is completely feasible and, indeed, desir-

able. The F-4 is currently our primary theater air defense aircraft 

and its tactical air-to-air capabilities have been well demonstrated 

not only in Vietnam but also in the Middle East. Moreover, service 

with our dedicated air defense forces in peacetime would provide very 

useful trainin2 for the F-4 cre<YS involved. The nain cisac•Jantage 

is that a major war abroad, particularly in Europe, would require a 

prompt 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 

primary 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 inflict attrition on penetrating 

bombers or reconnaissance aircraft, thus precluding them from having 

a "free ride" over the United States. In a crisis we would expect at 

least some strategic warning, which would give us time to increase the 

readiness of our air defense forces and au~ent 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 als" perform 

ai!C defense tri.ssions on a worldwide basis should contingencies requiring 

air defense arise. It should be n0ted in this connection that many 

of the AWACS aircraft, which we no~ propose to acquire for the tactical 

air mission, normally would be stationed in the U.S. Hence, AWACS 

I'Ould be available to train with the Continental Air Defense forces 

in peacetime and to take over the mobile co~and and control function 

in wartime. The older EC-121 airborne radars will be phased out by 

end FY 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

maining Continental Air Defense NIKE-HERCULES (both active and reserve) 

and their Fire Coordination Centers. Pressure on both personnel and 

funds, however, caused the Army to phase out these units in FY 1974. 

We also planned last year to phase out over a period of years 

· all of the existing CONUS Air Force regional command and control 

centers the Regional Control, BUIC Central and Manual Control 

Centers and replace them with 13 USAF/FAA Joint Control Centers 

·(JCCs). I noted at the time that a new cot:m1and and control plan 

tailored specifically to the revised air defense structure and missions 

·~as under development by the Air Force, and that the JCC plan could 

change. 

This plan has now been completed. The principal change concerns 

the joint use of the 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 peacetime and um.·orkable 

under actual combat conditions. Accordingly, ·we now propcse to 

establish four Region Operations Control Ce~ters (ROCCs), one in each 

of 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 all of the 

interceptors stationed in its region. All four ROCCs, of course, 

would be tied into the North American Air Defense Command (NORAD) . 

. Under the new plan, 43 military/FAA joint-use surveillance radars 

will be required. However, five military radars would have to be 

retained to cover areas in which FAA has no requirement for radar 

cove_rag". 

The total investment cost of this new command and control system 
f 
\. 

is. estimated at about $95 million, of which $80 million would be for 

procurement (including installation and check-aut) and $15 million 

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 yea~ that the Air Force was investigating the feasi-

bility of moderni%ing the Alaskan air defense system. In view of the 

new ROCC program proposed _for CONUS, the Air Force has developed a 

plan to establish such a control center in Alaska. This ROCC, which 
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\.:auld also be tieC in to NOR..t...D, would replcce the existing Regional 

Co71:.:-ol Center and ~~arlual Control Centers in . .!...laska by end FY 1979. 

Inasmuch as Canada is a partner in };Q?J...D, discussions have been 

held ~·ith tt-.e Canadi".in authorities conceiT~ing realignment )f the North 

P~erican Air Defense syste~. These authori~ies have indicJted that 

the proposed changes in the NORP~ structure, particularly the establish-

ment of two regions in Canada, will meet their national air. space sur-

veillance and control requirements. 

In addition to the D~' Line radars in northern Canada, there are 

a number of surveillance radars in southern Canada which a.:-e p·art of 

the NORP~ syste:n. Moreover, Canada operates ~quadrons of CF-lOls 

to ensure the sovereignty of its own air space as well as to contribute 

to the defense of the North P~rican continent. ~e have already 

assured the Canadian authorities that we 10ill continue to support 

those CF-101 squadrons, even .-hen we phase out olr O'-'n F-101 squadrons. 

with regard to surveillance and control, ~o·e hope that Canada will also 

aciop.t the new command and control concept and the associated realign-

ment of NORAD regions. That would greatly facilitate surv~illance and 

control of North A!:lerican ai:r space, and pe=it cost savings by both 
_, 

nations.:.J 

In addition to the CONUS air defense forces, we will continue to 

maintain one active Air Force air defense squadron (F-4s) 3nd three 

active Army NIKE-F£RCL~ES batteries in Alaska, and one ANG air 

defense squadron (F-102s converting to F-4s in F'l 1976) in Hawaii. 

· .. ;e \..'ill 2..lso continue in-place the active .A~y general purpose forces 
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i\IKE-EERCULES and HA\lK batteries nov oper:~tio:oal i:o ?lorici~. 1;e wi I i 

con~inue, of course, to have options to i=?rov~ our f-l06s, deploy 

a follm.'-on interceptor (e.g., F-15, ACF or F-14), or to d~ploy n ne .... · 

S;..M system (e.g., SP..M-D) for COhl.JS air de:ense, since these progr~rns 

a~e being pursued in any event for the ge~eral purpose forces. 

CO~l.JS OTE-B Radar 

As I indicated earlier, with the sharp reduction in active 

defenses ~hich has taken place in recent ::ea~s, tactical warning 

assumes even greater iwportance than in t.1e ?ast. Consequently, I 

believe that we should continue our efforcs to develop the cmms 

Over-The-Hori~on Backscatter (OTH-B) rada~. This radar promises to 

extend our surveillance and early warning capability against· bombers 

(or any other aircraft) to more th nautical miles from our 

coasts, at both high and low altitudes. The detebtion range of our 

current surveillance radars out over the oceans is about 200-250 nrn 

at high altitude and about 30-50 nm at low .:ltitucie. 

Although the technology required for this radar has been under 

development for more than a decade, s~e tec~nological risks still 

re:'.?in to be resolved. The ref ore, we p ro?cse to pursue this program 

in ti.:o Steps -- first, the development of c. li!:i ted coverage proto­

type radar; and second, if the first step is successful, the deploy-

ment of a full two-site coverage system. The prototyye radar ~oulci 

be used to validate system concepts, cievelo? operational procedures 
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for wide area surveillance, and establish performance and cost para-

meters prior to the commitment of funds for operational si:es. It 

would be designed initially to cover an azimuthr~f 30-45 degrees'1 - -../ 

but would be designed to be ·expansible to full coverage, i.e., 180 

degrees, if the decision is made to deploy the system. 

The currently planned program involves two OTH-B radars -- one 

near Cutler, Maine (the prototype) looking northeast, and nne in 

Washington or Oregon looking north"·est. With regard to the northern 

approach, we n= plan to retain the· 31 DEW Line radars until such 

time as we can perfect an OTH radal', or some other system, which can 

operate successfully in the presence of the intense electrical dis-

turbances which characterize the northern auroral zone. The need 

for a south-looking radar will be r.onsidered later. 

Development and deployment of the two full coverage OTH-B radar 

system 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 $lg million 

iS! requested ·for FY 1976 anP, the tr·ansition period. In addition, 

an authorization of about $14 million is requested for FY 1977. 

~he 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 e:icpected 

to be completed in 1978 and testing completed in 1979. A decisi~ 
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~o deploy, therefore, c::ould be made in mid-197'- and a full operating 

capability with both radars achieved in early 198~ 

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 3~ program, SAFEGUARD, will 

successfully complete its R&D phase on schedule and begin its opera-

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 I discussed earlier. Our continued 

effort is essential not only as a hedge against a sudden abrogation 

of the ABM Treaty, but 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 

assists in the design and evaluation of our strategic offensive systems 

by providing data on their ability to penetrate missile defenses. 

It also assists our intelligence agencies in th~ assessment of Soviet 

BMD capabilities by providing a core of expertise in this complex 

technology. 
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Our overall BMD program provides operational eY.perience with a 

deployed system, SAFEGUARD, the advance:ent of system technology in 

the Site Defense program and research on the more futuristic technolo-

gies and concepts in the Advanced Technology program. 

SAFEGUARD 

Last year I informed the Congress that we planned to bring the 

·SAFEGUARD site near Grand Forks, N. D. up to full operational capability, 

~erate it on a full-time basis for about one year in order to shake 

it down and gain operational experience, and 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 no~ I 

also 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 missile~ are undergoing installation. [ihe Army expects to 

achieve an initial operational capability (lOG) with 8 SPARTAN and 

28 SPRINT interceptors in early April of this year and a final opera-

tional capability (FOG) with 30 SPART~~ and 70 SPRINT missiles by 

October of this year. The site then would be operated on a full­

time basis through ;30 June 197~ 

~ginning in July 1976, the scale of operation and the readiness 

of the system will be reduced. As a result, SAFEGUARD annual operatingl ___, 
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~sts will be reduced. Several plans for reduced operations and 

readiness are currently under consideration including plans to (a) 

place the PAR or MSR on standby and (b) remove som., or all of the 

interceptor warheads and place the interceptors in storag'-'. No 

decision has yet been made as to whict, 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 flight tests will be completed in April 1975. The cost of 

the Army's Meek Island R&D installation at the Kwajalein Missile 

Test Range will be reduced by closing do•~ and storing the interceptor 

launch facilities in the spring of J975 and the MSR at the end of that 

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 

program, which had been directed toward the demonstration of a pro-

totype ABM system sp~cifically designed for the defense of MINUTEMAN, 

now has been reoriented to a systems and component technology and. 

validation effort. This system-oriented technolo~· effort is important 

because the integration of complex components such as phased-array 

radars and large digital computers into a smoothly working system is 
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still the cost demanding challenge in missile defense. The new 

program •·ill be pursued in two phases -- (l) a validation phase to 

prove that our solutions to technical problems associated with the 

Site Defense concept of terminal defense are adequate, and (2) a second 

phase which will incorporate advances in technology into the Site 

Defense design and thereby keep the syste~ concept abreast of newly 

eDerging offensive and defensive capabilities. 

The first phase will seek to validate the technical solutions 

to five key problem areas -- bulk filtering of tank fragment radar 

returns, disc~imination of warheads in the midst of clutter, effective 

operation in a nuclear environment, prompt activation of the system from 

a peacetime dormant pasture, and software required to permit real time 

engagement. Since these technical areas involve the radar, data pro-

cesser and the 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-emphasi%ed; no 

flight tests will be conducted. We will, however, pursue improvements 

·~n 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 installed at Kwajalein by the summer of 1976. ) Tracking -
of live targets of opportunity is scheduled to commence in the spri~ 
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G 1977, and testing u,sing a limited number ·:>f dedicated targets will 

continue through the first half of 197~ 

The total coB t of the validation phase of the reorien l .:d S 1 te 

Defense program (including the $115 millie~ appropriatea lor FY 1975 

but excluding the $27 5 million approp'riated for FY 1974 and prior 

years) is now estimated to be less than $600 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, lffid replace the validation phase by FY 1979-~ We are 

requesting for this combined effort $140 oillion in FY 1976 and $38 

million in the transition period, plus an au~horization of $160 

niillion 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 understanding of 

. the new emerging technologies. The BMD Advar:ced 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 achieve this, the program 
' 

maintains an aggressive search for new ideas, and conducts additional 

research to prove 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 fragcer:ts is absolutely 
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essential to its effectiveness against a sophisticated oppc•nent. 

Although a great deal' of progress has already been made in thjs 

&rea, much more data on the radar and optical signatures of tank 

fragments and other non-RV objects is needed for more efficient 

designs to improve performance and reduce the cost of future systems. 

Data processing software is generally the largest single cost 

i.tet:l in 'the develop111ent of an ABM system and requires the longest 

lead time to develop. Consequently, more efficient methods for 

designing, planning and managing the development of this critical 

component.will be pursued in this program. Moreover, improvements 

in data processing hardware also appear feasible, and these are being 

developed. 

Optics technology appears to hold great promise for overcoming 

some of the shortcomings in radar sensors. Much remains to be learned, 

however, about target signatures and the application of optical sensors 

in a typical target environment. 

Current ABM radars are very expensive to acquire. New approaches 

to antenna design, such as the dome shaped antenna, show promise of 

large reductions in constru~tion costs. Similarly, solid state 

power amplifiers, if they can be economically produced, would im­

prove 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, 

II-101 

SFGR§1 



7 el£61121 

electronic com?onents which can stand the shock of ~igh acceleration, 

and ne~ guidance and flight control techniques. The develo?rnent of a much 

faster burning propella:ot "'hich can be produced eco~omically in large 

quantities is currently being elliphasized. 

These five areas of technology, in our judg~ent, 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 A.BM technology, provided that the current .pace of the Soviet 

R&D effort in this field is not accelerated. To continue this important 

basic technology program at a relatively constant level of effort, 

"'e are requesting $105 million in FY 1976 and $30 million in the 

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

Ballistic !·Hssile Attack Warnin£ Svstems 

Because of the importance of l>igh confidence I ••arning to our overall , 

strategy, "'e have adopted the policy of ensuring coverage of all relevant 

strategic r.issile launch areas by at least t~o different types of sensors 

(sensing different phenomenology). Such an approach miniraizes false 

aiarms and potential natural interference, and insures critical areas 

are. al.,ays covered. 

lhth regard to ICBMs, first "'aming of a Soviet (or PRC) launch 

"'auld be provided by the Satellite Early Warning System 

atellite maintained on station over the Eastern Hemisphere. 

Previously, this varning vould have been verified first by the forvard 

scatter Over-The-Horizon (OTH) radar systew a:od then by the Ballistic 

Missile Early Warning Syst~ (EMEWS). But, as 1 pointed out last 
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year, the forward scatter OTH System is very sensitive to atmospheric 

disturbances and hence consider.ibly less reliable than the satellite 

and BMEWS systems. We, therefore, had planned to phase out this 

system, with its four transmitters and five receivers, in FY 1976. At 

the urging of the House Appropriations Co~ittee, 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 available 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 

against 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 

System consisting of seven FSS-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 FSS-7 radars have low relia­

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

Moreover, there are occasional gaps in our satellite coverage caused 

by natural phenomena, i.e., solar reflections. 

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 capable radars, together with the Wes·tern Hemisphere 

satellites, would provide highly credible warning of a Soviet 
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SLBM launch against the United States. The new SLBM radars would 

not only corroborate the warning received from the satellites, 

but would also fill in any gaps_ that may occur in satellite coverage 

as a result of solar reflections. 

Now, at the urging of the House Appro?riations Co'l:l!llittee, we 

propose to make three furtheT 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, N~J Jersey was phased-out in 

December, 1974, instead of maintaining it until the East Coast SLBM 

phased array radar is available. 

Second, we will phase out the FSS-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 

Committee, we plan to close down the BMEWS radar at Clear, Alaska 

when the ability of COBRA DANE and the new West Coast SLBM phased array 

radar to take over Clear's warning functions has been determined. 

The fiTSt SLBM phased array radar would replace the three East 

Coast FSS-7 dish radars. The second phased array radar would replace 

the .. three West Coast FSS-7 dish radars. The acquisition cost of the 

two SLBM phased- array radars still is esticated at approximately $118 

million. 

We__are .requesting ab-out--$SO __ iri-lii~l'l in Fi 1976 and $2 million in 

! .. . ' 

the transition period, plus an authori%ation of about $17 million ,· . .,...,.- .• 

' 1 

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

array radars. For the acquisition bf the satellite and ground 
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to our shores. But th·at would place ~::.:!i:..· s:.1Jl7!LJ:-ines at r LSk to 

our antisubmarine warfare forces. Furt:1er::::::.ore, to attack :';Ur alert 

bombers by surprise the Soviet Union wc·Hlc h~\·c tc withhol.: the launch 

of its ICBMs until the Sl.BMs were .i.ac:.nc;wd. llut this woul" mean that 

the first SLBM warheads would detonate ove~ our bomber bases 15-20 

i!Linutes before the first ICE!-! warhead& ::t:acheC cur ~HK-~7fEJ1...N silos. 

Whether our National Command Authoriti~s would, ur.dar thes< circumstances, 

choose to launch sene or all of cur l·:INUTt::{A;; rr.issiles !:>ef. ::e they 

were struck, no one, incll!ding the Soviet pla:1ners, can fo1·etell in 

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

decision makers would have to take in launchi:1g a nuclear rttack against 

our land-based strategic forces. 

Conversely, if the Soviet Union were to launch its ICE~ forces 

first in order to achieve si=ltaneous arrival of the ICBMs and the 

StBMs, our alert bombers would have ample time to clear their bases 

before the Soviet warheads arrived at their targets. Implicit in 

this statement, of course, is the assumption that our tactical 

warning systems can assuredly ·.provide that tice, and I will have 

more to say about this problem when I discuss the strategic 

defensive forces. 

Finally, making the reasonable assumption that some fr~ction. 

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 retal:lat.ory 

blow, a potential that would -have to give the Soviets pause in 
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their calculations. Missiles, for exa:ole, could help clear the wav 

for bO"Cber p'enetration, and bombers, in turn, could help to fill 

the gap of those important targets missed by missiles. 

It is this mutually supporting deterrent capability, in addition 

to the reascns I enumerated last year, that strongly commends to us 

the continued retention in our strategic offensive forces of both 

ICBY~ and bombers as well as SLBMs. The cost of maintaining this 

diversified strategic capability is considerable. Consequently, 

we must emphasi~e the mutually supporting characteristics of 

the TRIAD, rather than just the independent capabilities of each 

·of the components. 

a. ICBMs 

Given the continuing growth in Soviet strategic offensive 

capabilities, albeit within the bounds 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 last year for the ICBM forces. This action is unavoidable 

if essential equivalence in strategic p~~er between the U.S. and 

the USSR is to be preserved through the 1970s and beyond. 

In the near term (through the early 1980s), the only way in 

which we can achie~e a major improvement in our ICBM capabilities, 

particularly in expanding our options a~d keeping pace with growing 

Soviet hard-t'arget kill capabilities, is through the modification 

of the MINUTEMAN III. For the long ter= (mid-1980s and beyond), 
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\..'€ cc.r; p:-ovide an option to develop en er.:irely ne· .. .- IC3::, r1amely -...hat 

hcs ~o• been designateci the MX. 

The principal options to i~prove the ~I~\u?~J...:; III are the 

refine:oent of the existing guiCc.nce systo::: c.nd the :oe•· higher yield 

.-arhec.d, the MK 12A reentry vehicle. The tenoinc.lly-guided maneuver-

ing reentry :vehicle, which I associated le.s t year 1-'i th the MINUTEMAN 

III, ;;ill continue to be developed as a potential payload for the XX 

or the TRIDEh! II. The time required for the development of this 

technology will .place this reentry vehicle in the time frame of the 

HX and TRIDEh'T II, rather than the MINUTD','J\ III. 
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As I pointed out last year, this illl?rcved MINUTEMA."' III system 

~o~ould be heavily dependent upon accuracy for its hard-target kill 

capability. .Consequeot·ly, even a small degradation in accuracy 

could greatly reduce its effectiveness in thc.t role . 
. . ,,. 

., 
0 ·' 

!:ne :Ul<TT2L'-..'\ III, 
0 • 
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therefore, is not a system that we would pursue if we were 

ir:;:e.rested ir. developing a disar-.dng fi=st-strike capability. 

Inasmuch as we are i~terested in the i=?roved MI~E~~ III for its 

ceterrent value, that is, to deter the Soviet Union from launching 

a fi=st strike against some or all of our ICBM silos, this uncertainty 

about its accuracy should not negate its usefulness for our purposes. 

Ihis is so because the Soviet planners would also be faced with uncer-

tainties about both the size of the surviving force and the 

particular targets that the MINUTEYAK III, with its i~roved accuracy 

and increased yield, would be progra~ed to attack. 

Further icprovements in our strategic oissile capabilities 

~Jst await the development of the MX and the TRIDENT II. How we 

( 
proceed with the development of the MX and the TRIDENT II will 

\.....· depend upon future developme~ts in the Soviet strategic missile 

forces. We should not deprive ourselves at this particular time of 

a reasonably wide range of ICBM and SLEM developnent options. 

Accordingly, we plan to pursue, at a pace closely linked to 

future developments in the Soviet strategic missile forces, the 

ICB!-1 and SLBM force improvements initiated last year. 

MINUT~ 

First, ••e prop.ose to continue the production of the MINUTEMAN 

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

rate -- through the first ten months of the FY 1976 procurement 

period. The MINUT~~ III is the only U.S. ICBM still in production; 

the USSR currently has at least three or four. It would be imprudent, 
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i:J '::)' jud~ent, to close do\..-::: tnot p:.-oC:.:c:::ic:-~ .l.i:..:e before "'e have .c. rr.ore · 

defi:1itive assesswent of ho.,..· :i:.L1Y o~- t::c..:i:· r:;pc o: the ne-.· MIRVed ICBM.s 

the So¥iet Unio~ intends to de?loy unci~r the Vladivostok ~;reement. 

oissiles and initial spares is included i:: th~ figures shom on the 

X!NU!E:t ... !-~· line of the Acquisition Cos i:S ~.::.·:lt: beginning or. the 

follo~1ng page. These SO ~ssiles would :ulfill our requirements 

for follow-on flight testing and .s.lso pres~r.-e: the option to deploy 

more ML~UTEMAN Ills, if that should be deeDed necessary. 

Second, ~e propose to co~?lete t~~ e~3ineering development of 

the ne·..; higher yield -~arhead for the KI::C~:QL'-" III, the MK 12A RV. 

The AEC test program for tr~s ap on has been 

accelerated so that it can be completed before the end of March, 
I 
; 

1976, the proposed effective date of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.· 

The new arming and fusing mechanism and the reentry vehicle as a whole 

~ill be flight .tested on MIKlrTE:lA.N III z::issiles already pnlcured 

for the operational test progr~, as well as on the boosters to be 

procured sp.ecifically for the :flight testic.g of the guidance refine-

ments. 

~~ I pointed out last yea~, th~ ~e~ ~arheud, plus the more ad-

vanced, (i.e., ~niaturized) a~ing auG fus:ng wechanism, can be 

retrofitted into the existing illh-u"T2':AN III l-l:< 12 RV ~Jithout any 

changes in its weight, balance, or other flight characteristics. 

Accordingly, flight testing o: t~e M:.Z 12A ;v c.s.7'l be liiti.ted tq check-

cut of the ne~ a~~g and fusing co=?o~e~~s ar.d verification that flight 

characteristics of the RV have not cha~&2~. 
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