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IN. STRATEGIC NUCLEI&AR FORCES

The first task in_ U.S. force planning is the design of the U.S.

strategic nuclear posture At this time and for the foreseeable future,
oniv strategic nuclear forces, particularliy those of the Soviet Union,
cen directly threaten the safety and the survival of the United States
irself
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A. - Their Functions

The U.S. strategic nuclear posture deters such attacks. But that is
not its only function. Although both Great Britain and France maintain
modest nuclear forces, only the strategic capabilities of the United States
stand as & major bulwark against nuciear blackmail of and attacks on our

allies,

It is fashionable, I realize, to assert that if only the two super-
powers, znd especizlly the United States, would set & good example and
engage seriously in nuclear disarmament, other countries would be less
tempted to acquire nuclear capabilities of their own. But this assertien
is zlmost surely without foundation in fact. The motives of states which
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aspire to nuclear status are invariably complex. It hardly seems plausible
to believe that any significant reductions in U.S. nuclear forces, and the
subsequent decrease in their nuclear protection for other countries, would
discourage nuclear proliferation. Strong U.S. nuclear forces may not

be a sufficient condition for nuclear restraint on the part of others,

but they appear to be a necessary condition. Indeed, they may have a

role to play in discouraging rash action by nations which acquire small
nuclear forces. In this connection, only six nations have tested

nuclear weapons at this tume, But there may already be as many as 20
nuclear aspirants, and the number could well rise to 40 by 1985,

An equally important function for the strategic nuclear forces is

to provide the foundation on which U.S. and allied general purpose

forces gain credibility. Consequently, even though they absorb no more
than 20 percent of the total U.S. defense budget (when a share of indirect
support costs is added), they require the most serious, continuing
attention.

If the U.S. strategic foundation is not solid at all times, the

rest of the defense structure we build -- gnd our entire system of
-collective security -- may collapse. If we fail to maintain a modernized

strategic posture, the Soviets (who seize every occasion to modernize

and improve their own) will certainly see the oppartunities presented to

them.

They are already behaving in a manner which indicates their

interest in more than detertence as some have defined it in the West.
We must expect them to continue in this vein. As the Central Intelligence
Agency has pointed out:

()
.

The Soviets are committed to the acquisition of "war-fighting
capabilities,"”" a decision which reflects a consensus on the need
to assure the survival of the Soviet Union as a national entity
in case deterrence fails. It also accords with a long-standing
tenet of Soviet military doctrine that a nuclear war could be
fought and won, and that counterforce capabilities should be
emphasized in strategic forces. Mutual assured destruction
as a desirable and lasting basis for a stable strategic nuclear
relationship between superpowers has never been accepted in the
USSR. But Soviet political and military leaders probably regard
it as a reality which will be operative at least over the next
decade.*

The Threat

While this judgment may seem harsh, even unseemly in a period of

?egotiations, and contrary to much conventional wisdom, it is supported
*f @ great many facts. To be sure, the Soviets started well behind the

*
”earlngs before the Subcommittee cn Priorities and Economy in Government,

Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the United States, Part 2, May 24
2ad June 15, 1976, p. 68.
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United States in strategic capebilities, :ac with & much weaker technolog:
znd industrial base. TFor many Yyears, therefore, it was possible to
-zrionzlize Soviet programs large’y 2s rezetions to earlier U.S. initiatiy
%ow, however, the situation has quite & ¢ifferent appearence. Detween W
1c65 and 1976 zlone, the Soviets mznzged to increzse thelr ICBM force
from 224 to over 1,500 launchers, and their SLEM force from 28 to around
800 lzunchers. They also began O modernize their long-range bomber
-
force
CEART IX~1
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4s their offensive capability'has increased, so has their inventory of
deliverable weapons. Their strategic loadings (weapons which can be
loaded on board strategic missiles and bombers) rose from 450 to about
3,300 warheads and bombs between 1965 and 1976, and there is every
indication that the growth-in deliverable weapons will continue at a
rapid pace. : :

1. Current Deployments

In 1677, we already face & mature and sophisticated Soviet strategic
nuclear capability. At the present time, the Soviets deploy than
1,500 ICBMs, over 200 SLBMs, and over 200 long-range bombers, including
those Backfire aircraft assigned to naval aviation and other zircraft
rapidly convertible-from tankers to bombers. They appear LO pelieve, as
we certainly do, that a diverse offensive force mix is important insurancé
to have and that investing in only one basing mode for missiles would
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enreil an unacceptable risk. However, to date, they have placed less
emphasis on long-range bombers than we do.

As far as we can tell, the Soviets are building to the limizs on
missile launchers set by the Interim Offensive Agreement of 1972, with a
deployment mix of about 1,400 ICBMs and 950 SLBMs. As their SLBM force
has expanded well over the threshold of 740 launchers, they have been
deactivating clder SS-7 and §5-8 ICRM o e S

_It has been estimated that the Soviets could deploy as manyv as
launchers and bombers by 1285 if they were

Soviet active strategic defenses remzin about as they were reporvted

a2 year ago. The Moscow ABM system consists of 64 lasunchers. Anti-

bozber defenses are composed of about Rsurface-to-air (SAM) launghers

ané 2,600 PVO interceptors. Soviet command-control-communications (C7)

for both strategic offense and defense have been given increased sophistication-

and redundancy during the past year, and they appear to have the capacity

to execute & flexible, war-fighting strategy. During the past vear, we

have gained 2 better appreciation of the extent of the ongoing Soviet

civil defense effort. The pregram, which is under military direction,
L provides varying degrees of protecticn for leaders, the.general population,

and industry. }

N

2. Force Improvements

The overall Soviet strategic posture is already impressive in terms
of numbers, throw-weight, and equivalent megatonnage. Even more impressive
is the generally successful effort to improve the cuality of the posture
w“ithin the limits of various SALT agreements and understandings. In short,
¢ &re witnessing a significant upgrading of Soviet war-fighting capability
in the current wave of modernization. A further wave, expected to
foilow this one by the end of the decade, could increase that capability

- still further.

63

e >
-~ ‘*,::‘"

T Ty T L P
- TEn i A v e T




G

CHALRT IZ-

US/USSR STRATEGIC FORCES ADVANTAGE

|
! !
[ L
- IS
: -
£ ‘
=
>
= -
-
wERMEADS
L
= L
-=
a3
ez r LEGEND
z LECEND
- L EWT s TIELD 2B
I e . ™ & IwWEIGHT 3
L SNDV « STRATECIC KUCLEAR DELIVERY vxe]
WARKEADS » SALLISTIS MIZSILE REENTEY
1 1 ' ' VERICLES AWD AIRCAAFTBE |
il UIVERED wiAMKEADS
1962 1658 Wit et T
2. Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs)

. The most striking evidenge cf the qualitative improvements arising out
of the current wave of modernization comes from the Soviet ICBM force.
The new S§5-17, $5-18, and $5-19 missiles continue to be deployed in modifiecy
and upgraded silos at a rate of about We estimate that there }
are now about 40 SS-l7s,ﬁSS-185, and around 140 $5-19s in the force. We
believe that some of the modified silos have been hardened to resist at leas
bounds per square inch over-pressure.

o~

n addition to a MIRV configuraztion, the Soviets have developed
high-yield, single warheads for the $5-17, the $5-18, and the 55-19. The -
S5~18 is currently being deployed in both single and MIRVed warhead modes.

When configured-in its’leVed mode, the S$$-17 has 4 MIRV
S RN - ne S$5-19 can carry & MIRVs
We now believe that the 55-18 can

deplo§ as many as 8-10 MIRV -

— . . Ca
- e e




We believe that the Soviers could deploy the $5-X-16 ICBY in & land-
cobile mode &s a successOoT oT supplement tc the §5-13. The payload of the
gg-X-16 will probably consist of a2 single warhead (§ :

Bl 4s reported, a shorter-range version of
X-20, ismto be deploved B ;
= T mpaall] s a repiacement for the older 55-4 and SS-5 MRBMs and
IrRBMs. The SS-X-70 consists of. the first two stages of the 55-X-16, has z
éemon;;rated range of at leasty B ourical miles, and carries three
MIRVs N i o As far as we can nov judge,
the planned deployment of MIRVed 5S5-X-20 missiles could give the Soviets
simost three times as many warheads as did the older MREMs and IRBMs.
There is also the possibility that the missile could be given a range
equal to the SALT definition of ICEM range ¢5,500 kilometers oT about 3,000
nautical miles) either by the addition of a third stage or by offloading
MIRVs.

Even as these deployments

Crmati .

—
and developments go forward, still
I I AL g [CBMs proceeds in research and development.
we dovnot yet know the specific. characteristics of these new missiles. 3ut
ve anticipate that they will show still further improvements in accuracy
ané thus in hard-target kill capability. Testing of one or more of these
zissiles will probably begin later this year.

5. Submarine-launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs)

The Soviets have continued to modernize their SLBM force and are
sroducing & significant improvement in the sea-based component of tneir
Trizd. Submarines are becoming only slightly quieter, but missile ranges
sre growing longer, and MIRVs are being developed for SiBMs. The Soviets
have ended production of the Yankee clzss submarines in part, no doubt,

t¢tause the boats would have to go on station within range of U.S. and

-

slljed ASW forces in order to cover targets in the United States.
;carries
mIles.

The Delra I_submarine,r -
S§-N-8 missiles each with a ran

ge of

a:‘least q‘ggp nautical

h

abozard the
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vanmkee submzrines has jmultiple re—entry vehicles {MRVs). The S55-N-8
missile currently has one‘ﬁ%heaé,_ The
oresent generaticn of SLEMs coes not have & signiiicant hard—targefﬁiill
capebility. But it is sufficiently accurate for vse against bomber bases
anc ocher soft targets of high value. The §S-1-§ has the further advantage
-her it can cover major targets in the United Srares from launch-points as
Cis-znt 2s the Barents Sea anc the North Tacific. Such depleoyments,
reilatively close to home ports, allow more time on station {the equivelent
of having additional SSENs) and provide a degree of sanctuary from anti-
submarine warfare (ASW) forces.

-

It should be emphasized that the §5-N-8 is about comparable in range
to the fuil-paylead range Triden:t I missile we plan to deploy in 1979. By
that time, the Soviets may have begun deploying 2 submarine even larger
. ' than any of the Delta series. They have already tested twoc new SLBMs.
One, the $S-NX-17, is a solid fuel missile with a large post-boost vehicle
(PEV) ané a single warhead. The other, designated the SS-NX-18 is a
liguid fuel missile which, to date, has flown with two MIRVs

-,

c. Long-range Bombers

The most significant change in the Soviet long-range bombe. force has
been rhe addition of the Backfire to the older Bisons and Bears. The
Backfire has_now been in _service with Soviet Lomng-Range Aviation for about
30 months. Jtotal production
(including aircrafr for Naval 4viation) is currently running at a rate of
about ‘a month. We continue to believe the Backfire has an inter-
continental capability given certain flight profiles. Use of its inflight
refueling capability would assure intercontinental ranges, and its performan: .
is likely to be .improved with time. I_the Soviets (R
also 'working on 2 follow-on heevy bomber with greater range and payload to
replace the aging Bears and Bisons.

d. Active Defenses

The Soviets have not vet remedied their vulnerability to relatively
slow bombers penetrating their air defenses at low altitudes. However,
they continue efforts te plug this gap, and they are expected to develop
an AWACS-type aircraft and 2 look-dewn, shoot-down capability

R : in the 1980s.




In theorizing about strategic nuclear srability, some analysts have
postulated that mutual vulnerability is a condition of stability -~ in
other words, 1if each side offered its vulnerable population and industry
as hostages to the other, neither side would dare to attack. These same
analysts saw acceptance by the Soviets of this premise in their signature
of the ABM Treaty of 1972. It has become equally plausible to believe
that the Soviets have never really agreed to this assumption, and that
they entered the ABM Treaty either because of severe resource constraints
or because they feared that, without an agreement, U.S. technology over
the near term would give us a continuing and even growing advantage in-
this form of defense. .

e. Passive Defenses

This hypothesis gains in plausibility when the spectrum of Soviet
active and passive defense programs is considered. While U.S. R&D on ABM
svstems has slowed down, theirs has not. In the realm of civil defense,
there were significant shifts in program emphasis in the late 1960s and
early 1970s. The current Soviet civil defense program is broad in scope
with preparations suggesting the following order of priority;

-~  Assuring continuity of government and control by protecting the
political and military leadership;

~-  Providing for the continuity of important economic operations by
hardening facilities, protecting personnel, protecting some food supplies,

and other measures; and

-= Protecting nonessential personnel through sheltering or evacuation.

avzilzble evidence suggests that all of these preparations are continuing

ind that the Soviets are follewing the above priorities. While the evidence
s still coming #n, and we cannot make firm judgments on either the magnitude
°r potential effectiveness of Soviet civil defense, the available in-
{rmation suggests & scrong Soviet interest in damage limiting.
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3. Conclusions

Two points should be made about these EeveloPments in Soviet offensj..
and defensive programs.

-- First, whatever the motives for past Soviet strategic expenditure }
it should now be evident that the Soviets hzve taken the initiative in
a wide range of programs, that restraint on our part {(whatever its reasoy)
has not been reciprocated -- and is not likely to be -- and that the 3
behavior of the Soviets indicates an interest —- not in the more abstract E
and simplistic theories of deterrence -- but in developing their strategic
nuclear posture into a serious war-fighting capability.

-- Second, while the Soviets may not persevere or succeed in this
admlttedly complex and difficult task, their growing capabilities must pl?
a major role in U.S. force planning. )

To underline this last point may seez trivial. But some believe tha
U.S. strategic nuclear forces are already insensitive to whatever the
Soviets do with their offense and defense. In my judgment, few ideas could
be more dangerous to the security of the Unicted States or further from the
actuality of the strategic situation. As Albert Wohlstetter wrote nearly
twenty years ago, the balance is delicate, znd the task of strategic nucledr
dererrence is continuing and demanding. Yot only should the design of the
U.S. strategic posture be highly responsive to the threat; it must also
reflect a number of other factors including the specific and changing
conditions of modern deterrence.

C. Second-Strike Forces

) It has been a2 longstanding policy of the United States to recognize,
first, the peculiar ability of strategic nuclear offensive forces to delivy
devastating and even decisive attacks with little or no warning, and 1
second, the advantage that an attacker would gain if he could destroy the
U.S. strategic forces. Accordingly, a major condition of nuclear deterre .
is the maintenance of second-strike retaliztory capabilities -- that is, MIL

forces which can reliably wait until an enemy has attacked before strikimg

back.

The reasons for this caution are worth remembering. WNuclear strikes
have such unprecedented implications that they must never result from an
accident, an unauthorized act, a misunderstanding, or a hasty conclusion
that if they are not used, they will be lest. Under law, it is the
responsibility of the President to decide when and how to use the nuclear
forces of the United States, It is the responsibility of the Départment o
Defense, not to force his hand, but to ensure as far as possible that he
can make this decision with deliberation znd with the confidence that he
knows the circumstance of the nuclear attack.
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We take a number of measures to keep the probability of accidents and
unauthorized acts extremely low. We also strive wherever possible to
design U.S. forces so that, if necessary, they can actually absorb an
enemy attack, rather than depend on warning for their survival, and strike
back only after nuclear weapons have actually detonated. Until recently,
ICBMs and SLBMs have been ideally suited to meet this design requirement:
through a combination of mobility and concealment in the case of the SLBMs;
through hardening in the case of the ICBMs. Since bombers are extremely
soft and concentrated when on the ground, they cannot ride out an attack in
the same way as ICBMs and SLBMs. We must keep some percentage of them in a
high degree of alert, and depend on tactical warning to get the alert
aircraft off their bases before incoming weapons arrive. Positive control
measures then permit their recall after launch in the unlikely event that
warning systems have given a false alarm, as is at least within the realm
of possibility even with the advanced and complementary surveillance systems
now available. In addition, we maintain the capabilicy to keep a portion
of the bomber force on continuous airborne alert if the need should arise.

The President can obviously commit any or all of these three forces to
their missions with or without warning of an attack. But his option to
avoid pre-emption or a "launch on wacning' of ballistic missiles (which
cannot be recalled) should be preserved by ensuring that he does not have
to commit the forces until he is confident a nuclear attack is in fact
under way. To design otherwise would be to undermine deterrence by
creating unnecessary fears of a first-strike which, in turm, could lead to
instability in a crisis and increased risks of a nuclear war.

D. The Triad

The most efficient way to preserve a responsive, controllable, retaliatory
capability is by means of a mixed force of ICBMs, SLBMs and bombers --
namely the Triad. Maintenance of a second-strike Triad continues to be
justifiable on a number of grounds. First, history shows that no system,
however ingeniously designed, is ever entirely invulnerable for an indefinite
period of time. TFor most measures, there tend to be countermeasures. And
the countermeasures may show up with little advance warning, especially
when one of the contestants cperates in a closed society. Considering the
fundamental importance of the tasks assigned to the U.S. strategic retaliatory
forces, it is not unduly conservative to maintain three capabilities with
differing characteristics, differing challenges to an opponent bent on
countering them, and differing rates at which their vulnerability 1is likely
to become ¢ritical. To take a less conservative approach is to risk
precisely the instabilities which arise from claims of "bomber gaps”
and "missile gaps." The Triad minimizes those risks because when vulnerabilities
do begin to appear, they can be dealt with in an orderly fashion rather
than with cdstly crash programs.
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Another advantage of the Triad is that the three forces interact tp
promote the survivability of them all. While the survivability of the
SLBMs does not depend directly on the ICBMs and bombers, the Soviets could
concentrate much larger resources on countering ballistic missile submarjpl,
if they did not have to worry about the other two components. The ICBMs §
and bombers, on the other hand, interact strongly for their mutual benefitf
A simultaneous attack against ICBMs and bombers through U.S. warning screelis
would enable the alert bombers to launch even if the ICBMs were withheld,
An-effort to slip under the warning screens and attack the bombers would
give the ICBMs unambiguous evidence of the attack through the prior detonefhou
of weapons on airfields. And any attempt to pin down the ICBMs while
attacking the bombers would run into such delicate problems of communicatj
and timing that it would risk triggering both forces.

The Triad also provides major insurance against systems failures. The
bombers are a thoroughly tested part of the Triad because they have
experienced actual combat and fly daily. However, ICBMs and 3LBMs are only
fired on non-operational trajectories. Although we seek operational realighm
in test launches of our ICBMs, we have never launched them from operationa
silos. On two occasions, the Department has been denied the funds and the
permission to fire the Minuteman ICBMs in this mode|§; a practice the
Soviets follow with some regularity;j As a consequence, confidence in the
three components of the Triad is uneven, and the possibility that some
portions of the force might not perférm as expected cannot be overlooked.
As far as can be judged, however, there is virtually no probability that
all three components would fail catastrophically.

As long as the ABM Treaty is observed, the ICBMs and SLBMs surviving
* a Soviet first-strike should be reliable enough to reach and attack their
targets. Bomber penetration is less certain, although the great majority
of the bombers should reach®their targets, and planned modernization of th
force will preserve that confidence in the future.

A second-strike by such a mixed force, approaching enemy targets at J
differing speeds, trajectories, and azimuths of attack, not only would
complicate the problem of thé defense; it would also permit a particular
target to be attacked with delivery systems and weapons of differing
.characteristics. Cross—targeting increases the probability that even afte
_a highly effective enemy first-strike, and even after some system failures
targets of importance to the enemy would come under attack from at least
‘one element of the Triad.

For all these reascns, I believe we must continue with a Triad of
bombers, land-based missiles, and sea-based missiles.

The overall size and composition of the Triad must necessarily depent
on a variety of factors. I should point out in this connection that the
peacetime inventory of delivery systems, weapons, and megatonnage is only
one datum, and by itself not the most important, in indicating whether ant
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in what ways U.S. forces need to be strengthened. What counts from the
standpoint of force planning is how much of a given peacetime inventory
would survive a first-strike, penetrate the eneny's defenses, and destroy
a designated set of targets. It matters very little if we have an
arsenal of 3,000 delivery systens, 8,500 warheads, and thousands of
megatons if only a few of those systems could survive a surprise attack
and reach their targets. In the perspective of the force planner, if 200
pombers need to reach their targets, attrition from defenses is estimated
at 20 percent, and we maintain a peacetime alert-rate no higher than 50
percent, the inventory would have to consist of at least 500 bombers.
Depending on the system, peacetime inventories must always exceed the
rumber of attacking systems, especially in the design of a second-strike
posture. In short, a premiun must be paid for the safety and stability
of an assured retaliatory force.- Such a premiumshould not be mistaken
for overkill.

E. Assured Retaliation

Force size and composition will also be sensitive to the types of
nissions this retaliatory capability must perform. It is on this score,
in fact, that the most significant issues arise concerning U.S. strategic
nuclear forces. Widespread agreement exists’that, at a minimum, the
C.S. second-strike capability should be able to execute the mission of
assured retaliation as the prime condition of deterrence. But even
here, arguments persist as to specific targets and the damage to be
assured. According to one approach, planners could simply target major
cities, assume that population and industry are strongly correlated with
them, and measure effectiveness as a function of the number of people
illed and cities destroyed. Thus, as one example, prompt Soviet fatalities
of about 30 percent and 200 cities destroyed would constitute a level of
retaliation sufficient to assure deterrence.

A different approach views assured retaliation as the effort to
srevent or retard an enemy's military, political, and economic recovery
‘rom a nuclear exchange. Specific military forces and industries would
be targeted, The effectiveness of the retaliation would be measured in
tvo ways:

— by the size and composition of the enemy's military capability
surviving for postwar use;

~~ by his ability to recover politically and economically from
the exchange.

if the Soviet Union could ecerge from such an exchange with superiorx
?flitary power, and could recuperate from the effects more rapidly than
‘he United States, the U.S. capability for assured retaliation would be
‘onsidered inadequate.
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Both approaches can obviously be carried to absurd lengths. The
point, however, is that whichever approach is taken, the number, yield, 2y
accuracy of the weapons needed in the U.S. inventory will depend to an
important degree on the level of damage reqguired of the assured retaliatj,,
mission. The ability to destroy only 10 cities on a second-strike nakeg
one kind of demand on the posture; the requirement to destroy 200 makes
quite another.

o

The present planning objective of the Defense Department is clear. W
believe that a substantial number of military forces and critical industrig}
in the Soviet Union should be directly targeted and that an important. {
objective of the assured tretaliation mission should be to retard signifiunkv
the ability of the USSR to recover from s nuclear exchange and regain the
status of a 20th-century military and industrial power more rapidly than
the United States.

This objective has been set for a number of reasons. With the growth
and diversification of the Soviet economy, and with continued Soviet effors
to disperse and protect vital industries, the practice of simply targeting
the largest cities might no longer produce the effects previously assumed.
More specific and precisely designated aiming points are needed, especially
for -the lower-yield weapons now in the U.S. strategic inventory. The
number of targets must be substantial because low levels of damage would
not necessarily deter a desperate leadership, whereas high levels of damage
and a low probability of recuperation might do so. Where the assured
retaliation mission is concerned, any prospective enemy must understand at
all times that the United States has a second-strike capability which can
do him, not significant or serious, but virtually irreparable damage as a
modern nation and great power.

F.. Options

For some, a second-strike capability for counter-city retaliation is
the essential and snle condition of strategic nuclear deterrence. To go
beyond this minimal capability, as they see it, is to invite trouble:
further competition, arms race and crisis instability, an increased risk of
nuclear war, and a decreased probability of progress toward arms control
and disarmament. For the United States, however, the deterrence of nuclear
war requires a different approach than is embodied in the concept of counter-
city retaliatioen. '

1, Soviet Capabilities

. As previous Defense Reports have emphasized, the Soviet Union has now

developed a strategic nuclear offensive capability -of such size and diversity
that a number of options must be taken into account. One could begin with
an attack on the theater-based forces of the United States and its allies,
after which the Soviets might seek to deter retaliation with their large
strategic nuclear reserve capability. Second, a creeping attack on SSBNs
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at sea, selected military facilities in a theater, or even silos . in the
continental United States itself, could be launched to demonstrate their
resolve and to force the United States into major concessions. A third
example would be an attempt to destroy U.S. bombers and ICBMs, disTupt our
command-control-communications, and avoid major damage to U.5. cities and
pecple, while at the same time holding in reserve a large follow-on capability
targeted against other U.S. assets and available for successive waves of
actack. Such a campaign would not necessarily disarm the United States,

but it could leave us with only the forces and the plans for partial
coverage of the enemy target system. With them, the United States might

be able to cause heavy damage to the industrial base of the Sovier Union

and even to its people. But the withheld Soviet force would be able to do
equal or greater damage to an equivalent target system in the United States.

2. The Problem of Deterrence

The credibility of a deterrent based solely on the capability and -
doctrine of counter-city retaliatiom, however large or small the programmed
response, is likely to be low in the face of such contingencies. The |
Soviets might be skeptical about the threat contained in such a posture,
and inclined to test U.S. resolve to defend allies by these means. Even
though we might delude ourselves about the credibility of the threat under -
normal peacetime conditions, we might find that we were more deterred by it
than the Russians in a crisis.

These examples admittedly raise contingencies which, as far as can
be judged, have a low probability of occurrence. However, we should not
forget the risks that accompanied the Soviet deployment of missiles to Cuba
in the autumn of 1962. And, even the surprise attack everyone agrees should
be deterred tends to fall into this same category of low probability and
high risk. Why then should the United States be any less concerned about
2qually rational and more limited attacks?

3. Options and Escalation

Less than full attack contingencies ralse 2normous uncertainties. We
are totally lacking in any relevant experience of them. Yet we know that
once nuclear weapons are used, calamity of an unprecedented nature will
lurk in the wings. In these circumstances, even if the probability of
Auclear escalation is high, it seems appropriate to have available for the
President some options rather than only the full response of assured retaliation.
Accordingly, the U.S. posture should include the ability both to implement
sone preplanned options and to improvise responses to events not anticipated
in contingency planning.

*.  Options and Hard Targets
It should be evident that once the possibility of some gptions is

adaitted, the range of targets becomes wide. Many targets impertant to &
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and peliticel system are separazted to some degree fron
aticns of people. That tends zlso to be the case with 2
tary targets, including generel purpose as well as strategic
ties. To attack relatively soft :tzrgets, and to zinimize
age, relatively low-yield weapons with high accuracies are

& previous yvears, because of these consicderations, it hes been
Do v to seek improvec command and comntirol, higher zccuracy, and ap
ased \a:le ty of warhead vields in créer reo 1wplemem an effective
o pTi

ast year I stated we would be making svstem improvements such as
sec accuracy s0 as tc ensure that any zttack could be met by a
rate and crecdible response. Certzinly the need for more than '
imite¢ hard-target-kill capability was not foreseen. The costs of such
a2 capability are substantial, in part because the phenomenon of fratricide
limits the number of weapons that can be usefully applied to a hard target
ancé therefore 1ﬂposes heavy demands for accuracy, reliability, znd command-
contrel. A mzjor effort to acquire a comprehensive hard- target-kill capabili
1s likely to raise apprehensions about crisis aznd arms race stability.

The United States has continued to hope that the Soviets would have &
similar ocutlook and comparable concerns. Today, however, it is much
less certazin that they see¢ the wisdom of abstaining from comprehensive
harcé-target-kill capability. Not only have they fziled to give serious
consideraticen to U.S. proposazls for reductions in throw-weight; they are
actuelly in the process of increasing their own throw- -weight by a substantial
amount. In -addition, they are making 'rapid improvements in the accuracy of
their IC:Hs - :

It is uncertain how rapidly these programs will come to fruition. But
there is now an increasing probability that before the mid- -1980s, the
Soviets could have the capability, with a small fraction of their ICBMs, to
cestroy & substantial porrion of the Minuteman/Titan force as well as
non-eler: bombers and submarines.in port. This potentizl would in no way
give the Soviets a disarming first-strike. But it could enable them to
Create & dangerous asymmetry. As previous Defense Reports have emphasized,
omuch of the U.S. capability for deliberate, controlled, selective responses
Tesides in the Minuteman force. If much of that force were eliminated,
the Soviers would preserve their flexibiliry while that of the United
States would be substantially reduced. The Kremlin would still have
options; the choices open to a President would be limited.

This is not an acceptable prospect. It would be preferable to see the
life of the fixed ICBM forces on both sides prolonged 2 good deal longer.
Eventuzlly, however, even with foreseeable arms control measures, improvementt
in sccuracy combined with large throw-weights could make such systems
unrelizble as second-strike forces. But additional time in which to
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negotiate and make deliberate decisions zbout reascnable substitutes would
be valuable. That is the course the United States would sril: like to see
both sides follow. But, we cannot permit the major degradation in the
Triad that the growing Soviet capabilities threaten. And che United States
must not permit the development of & mzjor asymmelry in potential outcomes,
with &ll the poliriczl and military hazards accompanying such a prospect.

CHART IX-2

SILD SURVIVABILITY
SENSITIVITY TD SDVIET ACCURACY
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If the life of the fixed, hard ICBMs cannot be extended, then
stability requires both sides to improve their land-based forces enough
, S0 they they are more difficult to target by the -other side. The United
States should not accept a strategic relationship in which we must bear
the heavier costs of alrernative basing while the Soviets are allowed
the luxury of retaining their fixed ICBMs. Since high accuracies can be
built into mobile es well as fixed systems, the Sovier leadership should
?e &vware that if the United States moves toward mobility, the Soviers will
12ve strong incentives to go mobile as well.
>+ Options and First-Strike
The United States is not interested in creating a first-strike capabilirty,
g provocarively, or threatening stability. The Congress will surely

actin
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recognize that it is the Soviet Union and not the United States which hasg
taken the initiative in ¢reating this prospect. Menbers will also notice
that the same critics who oppose the necessary U.S. countermeasures argue
that the strategic nuclear balance is stable, not delicate, and that major
asymmetries do not matter. Perhaps critics czn live with these inconsistem;
The United States cannot.

The U.S5. position is straightforward and consistent. We do not believe
either side can achieve a serious, high-coniidence, disarming first-strike }
capability, and we do not seek to attain cne. To that extent, the strategic
nuclear balance can be said to be stable. But significant asymmetries in
the outcome of a strategic nuclear exchange can be created, and these
asymmetries could give -- and would be seen to have given -- a meaningful
advantage to one side over the other. As long as so much of the i.S.
capability for flexibility is invested in the ICBM force, and as long as
some options continue to be desirable, such an. asymmetry could arise if one
side eliminated most of the other's ICBMs. The United States should not
permit that eventuality to develop.

6. Options and Stabilitry

This line of reasoning tends to be opposed only by those who, despite
the evidence, cling to the view that there is only one condition of stability,
namely mutual assured destruction; that the Soviets faithfully subscribe to
that doctrine; and that the Kremlin will respond cooperatively to U.S,
restraint. The same opponents contend that any options are provocative
and increase the probability of nuclear war. More or less simultaneously,
they assert that having options (and the limits on destruction implied by.
them) is infeasible becausge any nuclear exchange is bound to escalate to !
an all-out attack on cities, and because the collateral damage from nuclear
detonations on military targets, especially hard targets, would make even a
limited exchange indistinguishable from an all-out conflict. The conclusion
from.this reasoning is inexorable: the maintenance of options is both
destabilizing and infeasible. Presumably, the prospective loss of the U.S.
capability need be of no concern, while any threat to a comparable Soviet
capability is provocative. ’

This is not a persuasive position. It depends upon assumptions about
Soviet beliefs and behavior that are not borne out by the facts. It applies
different standards of conduct to the United States than to the Sovier
Union. And it is inconsistent.. None of the zllegations -- about the ;
provocative and damaging consequences of options -~ have any basis in
experience. U.S. strategic plans have contained options for many years,
Yet no one has been provoked or tempted in a ecrisis. Indeed, te attach
such importance to options, which are little different from other contingency
plans, is to ignore how decisions about peace and war are made. Far more ]
important than options in the choice of capabilities is the degree of U.S.
conventional strength., If the nuclear threshold has been kept high, con-
ventional responses will be given first priority in a crisis (at least
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by the United States) regardless of whether nuclear options are available.
Experience should make that evident. '

7. options and Collateral Damage

As for the argument that anything less than a full-scale response
would be indistinguishable from direct attacks on population, data and
analyses indicate the contrary. In every case considered, both the short-
term and the longer-run collateral damage from attacks on 3 comprehensive
1ist of military targets (including ICBM silos) has been dramatically lower
rhan the fatalities from direct attacks on population targets. It must be
emphasized, however, that the rasults, even in limited and controlled
exchanges, could be appalling. They could involve the potential for millions
of fatalities, even though the distinction between 10 million and 100
million fatalities is great and worth preserving. No U.S. decision-maker
is likely to be tempted by this prospect, especially in view of the dangers
of nuclear escalation.

1t is no inconsistency to recognize those dangers and still see the
desirability of having some options short of full retaliation. The other
side is fully capable of inventing and considering options. And precisely
because we are uncertain about the course and ultimate consequence of a -
nuclear exchange beginning with less than a full response, surely all
would want to avoid bringing about a holocaust by U.S. actions and would
want any President to have at least the option to respond in a deliberate
and controlled fashion. Just as surely, if such were actually to be
the U.S. response in the terrible event of an attack, it is a response that
must be available for the purposes of deterrence. To depend on irrational
behavior by the Soviets, and to depend equally on an irrational response by
us, is to put nuclear deterrence in double jeopardy. The Soviets, by
their acrivities, indicate that they are not interested in mutual assured
destruction. Accordingly, they must be accepted for what they are, not for
what we want them to be. Their actions indicate that they take nuclear war
seriously; the United States must do no less. Part of taking it seriously
is responses short of full-scale retaliation in our strategic nuclear
capatilities. It is a condition of stable deterrence.

G. Equivalence

Satisfaction of the zundamental requirements of second-strike
survivability, Triad insurance, assured retaliation, and options should
ensure stable deterrence under most circumstances. These requirements, in
fact, underlie the current G.S. strategic nuclear posture. There 1is,
however, one other factor we must consider in our planning.

It is generally recognized that world stability depends to 2 remarkable

. extent on the strength of the U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent. Unfortunately,
7ot everyone assesses the effectiveness of that deterrent in the same way.

It is the subject of many and differing perceptions which, in turn, can
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affect the behavior of prospective enemies, allies, neutrals, and attentiy
publics in the United States itself. 1If friends see the balance as favorln 3
the Soviet Union rather than the United States, their independence and
firmness may give way to adjustment, accommodation, and subordination. If
potential enemies have a similar perception, they could misjudge the s:.tuam,,J
and make demands leading to confrontation, crisis, and unnecessary dangers,
1f domestic audiences see real or imaginary imbalances, they could insist
on excessive and costly crash programs to restore the equilibrium. One hgag
only to recall the reaction of Mao Tse-tung to the appearances of Soviet
missile superiority after the Sputnik demonstrations, and the response in
the United States to charges of a "missile gap," to recognize the impact of
such perceptions on international affairs.

4

however much one might wish otherwise, popular and even some governmmu;&
perceptions of the strategic nuclear balance tend to be influenced less by
detailed analyses than by such static indicators of relative nuclear
strengths as launchers, warheads, megatonnage, accuracy, throw-weight and
the like. If all or most of these indicators were to favor the Soviet
Union, a number of observers might conclude that the United States was not
equivalent to the USSR in strategic power and that the balance was now
weighted in favor of the Soviet Union.

It is to be hoped that, in designing the U.S. strategic posture.to
meet the requirements of adequate and stable deterrence, the perception as
well as the reality of a strong deterrent will be created. U.S. programs
of research and development should be expected to be, and be seen to be,
_sufficient to offset the dynamism of the Soviet Unjion in this realm. But
to the extent that rough equivalence is not credited to the United States
in these two respects, actions to create the necessary perception of equivale:
could be required.

At the present time, it is widely agreed that the United States is
seen as having "rough equivalence' with the Soviet Union, even though, up
to now, we have not added to our strategic posture for that purpose. The
United States should also continue to stress the effectiveness of its
strategic forces in the performance of their missions as the basis for
judging their adequacy. But the Congress and common sense require that
the United States not be inferior to the Soviet Union, and the Vladivostok
Understanding postulates equality between the two sides in central offensive
systems. Accordingly, U.S. plans and programs for future U.S. offensive
capabilities must be geared to those of the USSR.
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5. Arms Control

Whatever the influence of rough eqguivalence on U.S. force planning, it
is occasionzlly asserted these days that 2 powerful factor affecting the
L.S. strategic posture ic 2 distorted view of arms control held by the
Defense Department. The allegation imputes to DoD an exploitation of every
loophele in existing agreements to develop exotic and UNNecessary weapons
and drive the strategic force structure up rather than down. Arms control
hegotiations and zgreements, &t least in their present form, are alleged to be
tounterproductive in that they create derands for bargzining chips subsequently
tonverted into legitimized wezpons programs. Just as bad, by this theory,
2re the safeguards demanded by the Defense Department as the "price" for
endorsement of pending arms coatrol agreements, since they, too, allegedly
€81 turn into entering wedges for further weapons developments,

Such charges might better be directed at the Soviet Uniom. Certainly

they are wide of the mark when aimed et the United States. The idea of
"&rgaining chips is not new; it was not invented in our lifetimes. For
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example, in 1966, President Johnson began teo use the ABM defense system as
tiating counter. In fact, despite its cost, the ABY "chip" did not

the United States badly. An AEM trez:ty would hardly have been signed

it. It should be remembered, moreover, that weapons can only be
tive as bargazining chips if there is & serious need for the weapon
vsrter: in the U.S5. strategic inventory. To develop svstems simply to throw
them on the negotiating table would be folly. The Soviets would not pay

“

-
o

thing to stop them. U.S. policy is to develop only those wezpon systems
which there is a justifiable militery need. Seriocus progrzms thus may
pecome bargzining chips and be zffected in their development andé deployment
by¥ arms contreol considerations. What are seen merely as bargazining chips
will nect become serious programs, nor will theyv be effective bargaining
chipe.

: U.S. monitoring of agreements has been zdequate so
far. This reasonable level of confidence in national means of verification
is likely to decline, however, to the extent that the Soviets attempt to
conceal or disguise their programs, and if SALT negotiations attempt to
conirol the more gualitative, as opposed to guenitative features of strategic
zrms. - In these circumstances, it makes sense to take account of the '
possibilities for cheating, the possible fzilure of complex negotiations,
or even the sudden abrogation of egreements, follcwed by a rapid Soviet
deplovment of systems previcusly banned or controlled.

" Arms control considerations do have an impact on strategic force
planning. The United States is committed to abide by existing and pending
SALT agreements. OStrategic stability is considered next to deterrence in
force planning, and the United States has sought to preserve stability in
the presence of highly dynamic technolegy. 3But it must be recognized

that precisely bacause technelogy is dynamic, the contributions of arms
control to stability may well be modest, and may be overtaken on occasion

by events.

‘Zven under more hospitable .conditions than now exist, arms control
negotiations and zgreements could not be expected to substitute completely
for unilaterzi force planning or remove a2ll the uncertainties with which
that planning is so centrally concerned

. s L praccordingly,
the United States must continue its efforts in wniie supporting them
with prudent unilateral planning to ensure the continuing c¢redibility of
the deterrent and the maintenance of stability.

I. Demege-Limiting

Cne of the main uncertainties at the present time is the extent to
which the Soviets are developing a major damage-limiting capability. Since
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rhe concept of damage-limiting has not received much attention for some
rime, it is useful to set out the range of damage-limiting strategies.

The most modest strategy attempts to limit the damage from attacks
directed against military and other targets not directly associated with
population. It does so primarily through fallout shelters and the
evacuation of people from exposed target-areas. The most ambitious
strategy dictates a first-strike capability against an enemy's strategic
offensive forces which seeks to destroy as much of his megatonnage as
possible before it can be brought into play. An enemy's residual retaliatjon,
assumed to be directed against urban-industrial targets, would be blunted
still further by a combination of active and passive defenses, including
ASW, ABMs, anti-bomber defenses, civil defense, stockpiles of food and
other essentials, and even the dispersal and hardening of essential
industry. '

Most damage-limiting strategies represent an effort by one belligerent :
to maximize damage to his enemy and minimize it to himself. The assumption
behind such strategies is that, if major asymmetries in damage can be
achieved, one side (the "winner") will survive as a functioning nation
while the other will not. Thus, the outcome of damage-limiting campaigns
can in some sense be measured in terms of the ability of the two belligerents
to recuperate from such barbaric attacks. However, the techniques
currently used to assess the post-attack powers of recuperation of the two
sides are analytically weak and plagued with uncertainties. Key
decision-makers, in any event, are not likely to be very interested in the
possibility that the Soviet Union could restore its prewar Gross Natienal
Product in 10 years, while it would take the United States twice as long
to achieve the same result.

The most modest approach to damage-limiting would not attempt to
protect urban-industrial targets from direct attacks. Consequently,
it would not seriously jeopardize an opponent's capability for assurec
tetaliation. The most ambitious approach, with its emphasis on active
and passive defenses for both population and industry, would obviously
try to minimize the effects of assured retaliation. In the United
States, such a strategy has been seen, therefore, as a major stimulus
to the strategic arms competition and a guarantee of instability.

The United States has never gone very far down the road of damage-
limiting. Opposition to that strategy has been sharp, and there have
been other reasons for stopping short in such an endeavor. The problems
of eliminating any enemy's entire strategic nuclear force by offensive
2eans have grown increasingly difficult with the years, and further
investments toward that end have always shown rapidly diminishing returns
to scale. Moreover, once SALT limited ABM deployments to one site,
little seemed feasible against the large, early-warning Soviet missile
force, and little worth doing against the small, late-arriving Soviet
bomber force. Emphasis therefore shifted from the elaborate dedicated
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continental air defenses popular in the 1950s to early warning, surveillance
and peacetime control of American airspace, and development of a mobile,
fighter-defense force based on AWACS. The advantage of the mobile force

is that, while it is intended primarily for defense of a theater overseas,
it would be based in the United States and could be committed to continental
air defense in an emergency. With the emergence of the Soviet Backfire

the continued development of this dual-purpose force seems particularly
appropriate,

With the emphasis on active defenses substantially reduced, it was
considered almost pointless to advocate a major program of passive
defenses centered on blast shelters. Only a wodest fallout shelter
program has been provided as what amounts to 2 hedge against limited
attacks on military and non-collocated economic targets -— attacks which
would not be directed at major urban-industrizl centers but which could
produce serious short-term fallout effects on nearby concentrations of

people

In sum, U.S. policy for some years has been to avoid the development
of large first-strike forces and major damage-limiring capabilities
through active and passive defenses. Restraint in both areas, it was
hoped, would demonstrate to the Soviets that the United States did not
intend to threaten their capability for assured destruction, and that,
accordingly, their basic security was not endangered by the U.S. deterrent
posture. But such restraint cannot long be unilateral; it must be
reciprocated. Any effort by the Soviets to erode the U.S. capability
for assured retaliation by means of major damage-limiting measures must
. lead to adjustments on our part to maintain a credible deterrent.

J. Requirements

It is with all these factors, assumptions, and objectives in mind
that, over the years, the United States has adopted a strategy of flexible
nuclear response and arrived at a strategic nuclear posture consisting
of:

-- A high-confidence Triad of second-strike retaliatory forces
within the Vladivostok Understanding of 2,400 strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles;

- Around ‘8,500 warheads on delivery vehicles for adequate coverage
of all relevant mission targets, even after the attrition suffered from
an enemy first-strike and from the penetration of his defenses;

-- A single ABM site on inactive status except for its Perimeter
Acquisition Radar (PAR) and a light dedicated air defense to provide
surveillance and peacetime control of U.S. airspace and prevent a "free
ride" over the North American continent: :

82




/ CHART I%-5 ~——
! U.S. STRATEG!IC FORCE LEVELS ki
{  2500(7z00_TOTAL AT __ _ _ _ EeTERY) ;
‘ B-1 !
! RN Y —= !
| 2000 p52 - : B-52 :

TITAN =t - ‘}
bl POLARIS : i
!L; 1500+ —~— TITAN - ;
u 1320 MIRV_SUBLIMITI | _ — I g
g . MM 1} TRIDEN /// |i
' g 1000+ FOSEICON i
— 7 o) r.
- POSEIDON / POSEIDON / !
‘ c-3 c-2
500 B - MRS 111 l:
‘\‘ MM 1N / - ‘_-}
o MX X

!i 0 ' % - /// ;

i MIRV - TOTAL MIRY ~ TOTAL i

{ :
CURRENT FORCE PLANNED FORCE i
P {END FY 1876) ) {END FY 1588 :

. 1/FB.111 IS CURRENTLY NOT ACCOUNTABLE FOR SAL PURPOSES _ :

-~ A mobile fighter-interceptor force coupled with AWACS which
:ould be used for continental air defense in an emer gency;

—— A civil defense program designed to shelter the population
against fallout in existing structures, and to develop the capability to
evacuate citizens from selected areas during a period of grave crisis;

-- A system of multiple, complementary surveillance and early
“irning capabilities combined with a survivable command-control-communications
retwork designed to permit the President to direct the strategic nuclear.
forces in a deliberate and controlled manner in pursuit of national
ohjectives. '

With the necessary modernization to replace aging and obsolescing
systeas, this remains a reasonable posture for the future. Whether the
United States can continue to adhere to these preferences much longer depends
on the cooperation of the Soviet Union. @fortunately, excessive
€xcectations on that score are not in ordei_:]
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THE NUCLEAR FORCES

[t ]

A. Srrategic Forces
], Strategic Of fensive Forces and Programs
The Basis for the Program .

j.S. force planning continues to emphasize programs to ensure 2

. fully credible ceconcé-strike strategic deterrent. As indicated in

Section I, assessments reveal a need for systems with increased military
effectiveness and survivability in order to:

- counter projected improvements in Soviet offensive systems and
damage-limiting capabilities;

--  improve survivability under a potentially heavier Soviet attack; |

——  accommodate reasonable growth precjections in the number of Soviet

targets; and

-— meet the needs of our targeting doctrine.
Farce planning under current policy is constrained by the numerical
limitations of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), and in © rticular,
‘hose limitationms anticipated in light of the Vladivostok Accor '

- : LT C Similarly, projections of
Soviet force capabilities assume that tney, tuvd, will be constrained by the
proposed SALT limits, aitnough the USSR has the cepacity to exceed these

Given the objective of deterrence, which relies most heavily on the
nilitary effectiveness of our retaliatory forces under 2 variety of possible
circumstances, there a2re & number of factors which must be considered in

shaping our forces. We must:

——  have strong confidence in the ability of U.S. strategic forces,
irdividually and collecrively, to absorb and survive a large scale, enemy
first strike and still mount 2 second strike in retaliation. .

-~  be alert to the age of U.S. strategic forces, caking timely steps
to enhance the effectiveness of aging systems 2S5 Soviet modernization de-
tredes their capabilities, and te replace obsclete SyStems when cost and
effecriveness considerations dictate. Further, U.S5. planning must be
sensitive to the pace of future deploymeats tO prevent, to the extent
Possible, future block obsolescence of sirategic force elements.
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-~ continue to implement those programs designed to provide the
National Command Authorities with a range of strategic options so that
we have the capability to carry out Tesponses reasonably appropriate to
the level of provocation.

~— continue to plan U.S. forces in such a way that individual or
collective force characteristics are not seen as inferior -to those of the
soviet force and, to the extent possible, are not seen as destablilizing.

I am convinced that a strong deterrent posture requires a Triad of
strategic nuclear forces. The advantages of force diversification and
the developments in Soviet forces demonstrate that the mutually supporting
characteristics unique to the Triad should continue to make 1t the
cornerstone of U.S. force planning. I further believe that, despite the
costs of the Triad, its forces compare favorably from a cost-effectiveness
standpoint with less diversified force mixes, including those which )
would abandon reliance on a bomber force or on the ICBM force,

Survivability

The future survivability of the U.S. silo-based Minuteman system,
and indeed of any targetable system, is being endangered as a result of
Soviet momentum in both the quality and quantity of their ICBM deployments.
In particular, we are concerned about the potential counter-siloc capability
{nherent in a large number of MIRVed warheads which possess high yield
and improved accuracy. Our caleculations indicate that by the early
1980 there could be a substantial reduction in the number of surviving
U.S. ICBMs should the Soviets apply sufficient numbers of their forces
against the U.S. ICBM force in a first strike.

In the near term, we are enhancing the survivability of the ICBM

- force by upgrading the hardmess of some Minuteman silos. When this

program is complete, much of the Minuteman force will be capable of
sustaining high static overpressures, ground shock, electromagnetic

pulse, and radiation without damage to the missile or supporting electronic
equipment. In the longer term, however, I share the reservations expressed
in the Conference Report on the FY 1977 Budget Authorizations regarding

the survivability of a silo-based replacement for the Minuteman force.
Congequently, the program we are presenting this year pursues into
engineering development the option described last year, that of deploying

3 new, high yield MIRVed ICBM in a mobile basing mode.

The SLBM force, when deployed at sea, will continue for the foreseeable
future to be the least vulnerable componment of the strategic Triad.
Bovever, we cannot ignore the heavy emphasis which the Soviets are
placing on anti~submarine warfare. TFor this reason, continued high
Prelaunch survivability is a keystone of the Trident program and is
enhanced both by the increased operating area made possible by the
Trident I missile's greater range and by the acoustic silencing measures
being built into the Trident submarinme. Operation of the initial Trident
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submarines in the Pacifiec will further complicate Soviet ASW efforts by
significantly increasing our current two ocezn SLBM deployment patterns,
Further, the plan is to continue the SSBN Security Program in order to
identify and explere those technologies which could threaten our SSBNs
and to recommend effective countermeasures. With regard to SLBM penetratio,.
to-target capability, we propose to sustain a low level advanced developmer:
effort on the successful MK-500 Evader reentry vehicle to ensure its
availability in a timely manner[éyould the Soviets abrogate the ABM

treaty and pose a significant ABM threag.)

The most severe threat to the prelaunch survivability of the strategic
bomber force would be a coordinated SLBM attack employing depressed
trajectories to reduce available bomber resction time. While there 1is
no evidence that the Soviets have tested such a capability, they are
improving the effectiveness of their SLBM force and increasing its size.
In addition. to enhancing bomber offensive capabilities, the B-1, which
is now in production, will be capable of responding to this threat by
providing aircraft with a shorter reaction time, faster escape speed,
and greater resistance to nuclear effects. Additionally, because of its
smaller size and shorter takeoff distance, the B-1 is capable of operating
from a larger number of dispersed bases, thereby increasing the targeting
problems of any would-be attacker. .

We are addressing the projected increase in Soviet air defense
capabllities in several ways. The B-1 has been specifically designed to
be as insemsitive to the air defense threat as is technologically possible.
In accomplishing with high confidence the bomber force mission of penetratic
to the target and weapons delivery, it is the most cost-effective alternatiw
of a wide variety of alternatives that were examined. In addition,
while we project that the penetration effectiveness of the B-52 force
will decline significantly during the wid-1980s because of the increasing
Soviet air defense threat, analysis has shown that we can maintain the
effectiveness of a portion of the B-52 force by employing them as platforms
for air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs), [élthOugh crulse migsiles,
which are designed using present technology, are not projected to be
effective against targets defended by sophisticated low altitude SAMs,
the B-1 equipped with Short Range Attack Missiles (SRAM) is capable of
high confidence destruction of these targe?fj]

Force Modernizatiom

_ The MX program, which we are proposing to accelerate somewhat, is

at the heart of the U.S. ICBM modernization plan. While the replacement
of aging components of the current force is in part tied to the pace and e
content of the MX program, near term improvements of existing systems

are also necessary because of Soviet actions and present SALT limits.
Several Minuteman options are under study,[}ggluding a new warhead for
Minuteman {E] for which initfal funding is proposed next year.
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The original urgency of the SSBN program and the resulting high annual
SSBN building rate during the late 1950s and early 1960s now causes the
most severe block obsolescence problem among the strategic forces.
Trident procurement, which we propose to continue, represents an orderly
and affordable replacement program for the current SSBNs. We recognize,
however, that if we have to phase out Polaris/Poseidon SSBNs after 20 or
even 25 years of service, even with continued Trident acquisition, we will
suffer a substantial reduction of SLBM launcher capability in the late
1980s and early 1990s. The Trident II missile, for which we propose the
initiation of a concept formulation effort, could partially offset this
reduction since it could more fully utilize the throw-weight potential
inherent in each Trident submarine launcher tube and could enhance SLBM
capability across the entire target spectrum through accuracy improvements
and payload flexibility. '

Because of the increasing age of the bomber force, plans are to .
deploy the B~1 bomber and to lengthen the effective service life of scme B-
52s through aircraft modification and configuration with cruise missiles.
This will alleviate this problem significantly.

Flexible Response

Positive command and control, high accuracy and timely weapen delivery
make the ICBM force an attractive candidate for a more flexible range of
response options to the National Command Authorities (NCA). The Command
Data Buffer System now permits, beyond its prestored capability, retargeting
of a single Minuteman III missile in 25 minutes, and, when fully operational
in 1977, will permit retargeting of the entire force in less than 10 hours.
We propose a further enhancement of this capability by developing c3
improvements, primarily a missile status uplink to and retargeting capability
from the Airborne Launch Control System, which will be installed in a
number of U.S. airborne command post aircraftr. Finally, we continue to
propose the incorporation of software improvements in the Minuteman 111
guidance; these will enhance both the effectiveness of the system and the
confidence with which we can employ it over a wide range of attack options.

Owing to its characteristics, such as short time of flight, existing
rapid retargeting capability, and non-CONUS launch areas, the present SLBM
force provides the NCA with several response options, We are pursuing
improvements in SLBM accuracy and SLBM C3-which could provide even greater
effectiveness and flexibility in the execution of various response options.
The Trident LI concept formulation effort will also examine potential SLBM
contributions in this regard. '

An effective bomber force provides the NCA with the only strategic
delivery.system which can be jaunched on warning and recalled. In additicn
it is the only strategic system which can be retargeted while it is airborne.
Moreover, it provides the flexibility of a multi-purpose system.
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Srratecic Eguivalence

AT present there is "'rough equivalence' in the
; this assessment is the ct LhEt neE
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signi:zicant and potentially destabilizing asymmetry
ility is projected to develop in the mid-

. S R SR Our plans for the deployment
of 2 mobile MY and development of Trident II give us the porential to match
the Soviets in hard taerget kill capability, to minimize potentizl instabilities
stemming from this Soviet capability, and most important, tC encourage the
Soviets to pursue a less destabilizing ICBM deplovment pattern in later
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b. Description of the Programs

U.S. strategic programs are familiar to che Congress. Accordingly the
emphasis here is on new progrenm developments and those programs reaching
significant milestones in the coming year. Acquisition coOsts for all major
strategic programs are shown in Table I-1.

(1} 1ICBMs

This past year has marked an active period in assessing the future
role of the ICBM force. We have concluded that continued support of a
Triad of forces and of a strong ICBM element within the Triad is clearly
the best way to meet the conditiens of deterrence.

Minuteman

Last year, the assessment of the Soviet ICBM program and the fact that
a SALT II agreement had not been completed, led us to amend our original
budget request; the funds were to protect the option to continue production
of 60 additional Minuteman III missiles in FY 1977. Following favorable

" Congressional acrion on this request, the President directed that funds be

relezsed for this purpose. While the eventual disposition of these missiles
has not been determinec, we have decided not to deploy additional Minuteman
111 missiles to replace Minureman II missiles at this time. Also, we have
not included funding in the current request for continuation of Minuteman
111 production into FY 1978 because of plans for MX.

The upgrade of Minuteman III siles, including installation of the
Cormand Data Buffer System, is scheduled for completrion during FY 1977. To
enhance the flexibility of the Minuteman force, and the survivability of
the launch control capability, we &re initiating development of a Phase 111
Airborne Launch Control System (ALCS), with initial operational capability
planned fof[iz 19823 The system will have the capability tfo provide Minuteman
status information to the ALCS from the silo and to retarget Minuteman 111

. pissiles from the ALCS. -This capability is not availzsble today. Consequently,

should the Launch Control Centers be destroyed in an attack, the more
survivable ALCS would not have te launch "in the blind" without knowledge

of missile availability or control over missile targeting. Some $3 million

is being requested in FY 1078 for development of the ground portion of the
ALCS Phase III system, including the system integration effort and development
of an uplink antenna. Tfunding for development of aircraft modifications 1s
being requested as part of the Post Attack Command and Control System

(PACCS) funding.

Iaproved Minuteman

The FY 1978 budget Tegquest continues production funding for the MX-12A
reentry vehicle. Since we last described this program toO you, rhe ZRDA has
certified the results of_testing of ME-12A warhead candidates.

pum——
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TABLE I-1

Acgquisition Costs of Major Stratecgic forces Modermization

Strategic Offense

AY]

Minuteman and Improvements

(Silo Upgrade, Command
Data Buffer, MK-12A War-
head, NS-20 .Guidance
‘Refinements) .

Advanced ICBM Technology,
including MX

Development of Advanced
Ballistic Reentry Systems
and Technology (ABRES)

Conversion of S5SBNs to
Poseidon c¢onfiguration,
Modification of Pogeidon
Missiles

Acquisition of Trident
Submarines and Missiles
and MK500 RV (Trident II
not included in total)

Development of Trident
IT Misgsile

SSBN Subsystem Tech-
nology Development

Improved Accuracy
Program ’

Acquisition of New
Strategic Bomber, B-1

Development of the Air-
Launched and Submarine/
Land-Launched Versions
of the Cruise Missile

and Improvement Programs 1/

(Dollars in Millions)

Trans.
FY 1976 Period Y 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979
Actual Actual Planned Prop'd Prop'd for
Funding Funding 2/ Funding Funding Authorization
804 105 770 338 148
36 13 69 214 1533
91 24 106 109 125
91 7 42 26 6
1,931 609 2,812 3,626 2,339
- - - 5 110
- - 2 3 11
39 14 95 110 98
661 152 1,556 2,162 2,915
143 50 19¢ 358 229
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; TABLE I-1 :
: Acquisition Costs of Major Strategic Forces Modernization
and Improvement Programs 1/
(Dollars in Millions)

: Trans.
! FY 1976 Period FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979
{ Actual Actual Planned Prop'd Prop'd for

; Funding Funding 2/ Funding Funding - Authorization
: Strategic Defense

Acquisition of a Follow-
on Interceptor - - - 26 81

Development and Pro-
curement of the Joint
Surveillance System 14 5 6 15 153

Continued Development
of the Over-the-Horizon ‘
{0TH) Backscatter Radar 9 7 19 2 5

ﬁevelopmént of Enhanced
Distant Early Warning )
Line Radars - - - 1 5

Develcpment of Ballistic
Missile Defense Advanced
Technology 97 25 103 107 123

Development of Systems

Technolegy (formerly
Site Defense) 100 25 . 100 108 122

Continued Improvements
in the Defense Support )
Program 65 9 60 125 230

| Modernization of BMEWS
* {(Ballistic Missile Early
Warning System) 1 3. 6 15 14

Development and Acquisi-
tion of the SLBM Phased

Array Radar Warning System 46 2 ‘13 7 &
Development and Improved

Space Defense Systems 22 7 61 12¢ 265
Civil Defense 80 27 84 90 - 123
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TABLE I-1
tcouisition Costs of Major Strategic Forces Meodernization
zné Improvement Programs 1/
(Pollars in Milliens)

Trans.
FY 1876 Period FY 1¢77 FY 1978 Y 1979
Actuel Actual Plennec  Prop'd Prop'd for
Funding Tunding 2/ Funding Funding Authorizstieon
Cormend and Control
Development &ndé Yrocure-
ment of Advenced Airborne
Cormznd Post (AABNCP) 42 B 89 66 175
Develcpment ané Procure-
ment cf Satellite Com-
munications {(AFSATCOM I
and 11) : 39 b 34 38 80
Develcpment ©f ELF -
{ermunicazions System 14 4 15 24 41
Acguisition andé Modifi- _
cation of Teacamo aircraft 30 5 18 32 19
Ezrdening of Alternate
National Military Command

-Center (ANCC) - - - 7 56

1/ Includes costs of RDT&E, procurement of the system and initial spares, and
directly related military construction; the Civil Defense funding shown is
the entire Civil Defense budget.

2/ July 1 to September 30, 1876.
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accitional ROT&E will be required.
$25 million RDTGE, is being requested in FY 1978 an
78 for this purpose. - ; D A '

Arn addirionsal $10 million, or a
d $22 million

.
e g M et

nissiles with MK-12A warheads The NS-20 guidance
sofrware improvements are scheduled to be incorperaced during FY 1978 on all

Minuteman LI -missiles.

Advanced ICBM Technology and MX

The most significant stracegic initiative being proposed in this vear's
budget Tequest is an acceleration of the MX ICBM program. The decision to
accelerate development of a new, larger and more effective ICBM was based on
the following considerations:

- Force Survivability and Effectiveness. The ICBM is the only leg
: the Triad which currently possesses a prompt, high cenfidence, counter-
zttack capability against & broad spectrum of targers, both soft and hard.-
The fixed-silo ICBM is, however, becoming more vulrerable. Consequently,
it is necessary to provide in roughly the same time frame the option to
deploy an ICBM that is highly accurate and itself is deployed in a basing
mode relatively less seansitive_ to the Soviet hard target threat.

—-  Equivalence. Today we find that there is a "rough equivalence”
vetween U.S. and Soviet strategic forces. However, projections of Soviet
ICBM cezpability indicate that & serious imbalance in missile hard target
kill capability could develop by the mid-1980s. if we fail to improve U.S.
forces. This asymmetry may, in the future, cause the Sovietr Union to believe
‘hat there is an advantage to be gained by a first strike against the U.S.,
end particularly its ICBM forces. Deployment of the MX in a more survivable

node would prevent the development of such an esymmetry, and might serve as

zn incentive to the Soviets to slow theilr momentum in deploying new ICBMs
24 seek mutual reductions in strategic offensive force levels.

The MX program wilil provide the option to deplov a larger throw-weight,
highly accurate, MIRVed ICBM in & survivable basing mode in early[ﬁj 1983J
The basic missile design is derived from a broad rechnology base achieved
through guidance and propulsion activiries conducted in the advanced ICBM
technology program element. in additien, both the ABRES and. Minuteman
programs have contributed to MY in the areas of reentry vehicle technology
and improved guidahce. The primary basing concepts, at this time, consist
0f concealing mobile missiles in eitcher underground trenches or hardened
shelters. The objective is to provide missile basing at a large number of
2im points, each of which must be assumed to be equally likely to contein 2

missile.
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We are requesting $49 million in FY 1978 to continue the advanced ICBM
technology effort in support of MX advanced development -- particularly
emphasizing basing modes -- and $245 million to initiate MX engineering
development. A major portion of the engineering development funding will be
used to start the design and initial fabrication efforts on the three
propulsion stages, the post boost vehicle, and the guidance and control sub-
assemblies. '

Advanced Ballistic Reentry Systems (ABRES)

The U.S. retains a significant lead in reentry system technologies as
a result of the ABRES program. The plan is to continue this effort at about
the same funding level and pace as last year. Besides the continued
development of penetration aids for the MK-500 Evader reentry vehicle,
additional attention will be directed to the development of the technology
for advanced reentry vehicles for MX, and eventually for Trident 'II.

" (2) SLBMs

Sea-based strategic weapons systems provide the greatest assurance into
the foreseeable future of a survivable retaliatory force. For this reason
it is necessary to fund adequately SLBM and SSBN suppert programs, across a
broad range, from the support of basic research to improved operating
"procedures. Specifically, we are requesting funding to continue' investigations
into .the feasibility of improving the accuracy of SLBM weapons, to procure
two Trident submarines, to continue funding the program to backfit the long-
range Trident I missile into Poseidon SSBNs, and to conduct conceptual
studies for a follow-on missile for the Trident submarine.

Poseidon

Of the. 31 planned Polaris to Poseidon conversions 28 have been com-
pleted, but only 26 are currently deployed. Of the five not yet deployed,
- one is undergoing pre—overhaul operation, another has reentered the shipyard
for its first post-conversion overhaul, and the remaining three are still in
conversion. Deployment of the 31lst boat is expected early in FY 1978.

To-date 41 Poseidon Modification Program (POMP) missiles, selected at
random from Poseidon submarines returning from patrol, have been flight
tested with a success rate of 76 percent. Further tests will be conducted
in 1977 to provide data for a more statistically sound evaluation of reliability.

Trident

‘The Trident building .program continues with two submarines funded at
$1,778 million in the FY 1978 budget and a request for authorization for one
submarine in FY 1979.

‘,e:;?/




The Polaris/Poseidon fleet is aging ané its ult
Trideat force will assure we retain a highly sur e,
force far into the future. It is believed that Polaris/Poseidon submarines
can be cperated safely and effectively through their Z0:h year of service
and possibly longer. However, recirement of Polaris/Poseidon at 20, eor
even 25 years, coupled with the current Trident building rate, would result

imate replacement by 2
1 sea—-based deterrent

~in a reduction in the present aumber of SLBM launch tubes in the late 1980s

and eatrly 1990s, since the Polaris/Poseidon force was built at a much faster
rzte than that planned for Trident.

Four Trident submarines are now under contract. The Department is
continuing to plan for an FY 1979 initial operational capability (10C) s
however, delays in the first Trident missile development flight tests and
s delay in first ship delivery have moved the 10C to September 1979. The
plan to backfit Trident I (C-4) missiles into a deploved force of 10
Poseidon SSBNs will begin in FY 1980 and be completed in FY 1984. The
backfit of the Trident I missile is to be accomplished both alongside a
tender during an extended refit period and during regularly scheduled
shipyard overhauls. he Trident Backfit Program can be expanded to more
chan 10 Poseidon SSBNs if the Soviet ASW threat increases significantly

in the butyears.?

Studies are in progress concerning East Coast basing for Trident S5ENs
and for Poseidon SSBNs backfitted with the Trident I missile. Owing to
the 1976 Treaty of Friendship ané Cooperation with Spain, which requires
-he relocarion of our Rota-basec "SSBNs by July 1979, coupled with the
backfit of Trident I missiles inte selected Poseidon submarines, new basing
requirements are imposed upon us. The submarine base under construction
zt Bangor, Washington as currently programmed can SuppoeTt only ten Trident
submarines. Conseguently, &s the program proceeds beyond ten submarines,
decision must be made either o expand the Baﬁgor facility or to construct

]
1

Trident submerine support facilities on the Ezst Coast. The military ocean

Terminal at Kings Bay, Georgie, currently maintained in an inactive status
by the Army has been identified as the preferred location for possible
construcction of an alternative East Coast refit site.

The MK-500 Evader reentry vehicle concept, which is being developed
as z nedge against future ABM threats, has been successfully proved in
flight tests on Minuteman I boosters and will be flight tesced for
compatibility with Trident I pissiles during FY 1978,,

v

The option to place this reentry vehicle intec engineering development will
be maintzined should we need TO counter new Soviet initiatives in ABM deployment,
put no such effort is now planned.
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r reguesting & modest level of funding for initiation

we zve again this ves
cfi & Irident-Il concepr formulation efforz. 1In addition to providing =
recge ertzinties in the MX develcpment program, Tridemt II, with
&2 cepe nst the full spectrum of Soviet targets, is & regquired
eption zre to have & belanced Triad capability. This new missile will
effectively utilize the fuvll veolume of the Trident SSEN missile tube and,
with potentiel sccuracy improvements resuclting froo the Improved Accuracy
Program, could provide 2 reeniry vehicle which has an excellent CEP, but
i not targeteble and could not be put in jeopardy by the Soviet ICBM
force In eddition, Trident I11's increased pavload ar longer ranges would
blunt the threat of Soviet ASW iamprovements by zllowing Trident S5S5BNs to
cpe a wid

Improved Accuracv Program (IAP)

The objective of this technology assessment program is to develop the
zpility to predict with confidence the costs and schedules associated with
achieving militerily significant accuracy improvements in future submarine
launched missile svstems. Concepts generated will provide information
‘for an engineering development program; however, no tactical hardware is to
be produced. [The end product will determine the feasibility and associated
costs of 2 hard target option for Trident II and the potentizl for an. incremental
accuracy improvement in Trident The major elements qf this program are
instrumentation and collection of data on missile firings using the Global
Pesitioning Satellite System, error analycis and modeling, research inte
improved guidance components including testing of improved accelerometers
and stellar sensors, and an assesswment of terminal sensor technology.

SSEN Subsvstem Technology

~ The Trident submarine is believed to be the most cost-effective design
for SLBM forces within the constraints of availzble technology; however, the
search for new technologies must continue. The SSEN Subsystem Technology
Program .stresses development of new designs for more cost~effective SSBN
subsvstems. This long range program will allow cost-effective subsystem
designs to be initiated in advance of developmen: of a future SSBN,
thereby minimizing formulation of subsystem designs on a crash basis. A
reduction in costs and in the time span frow concept formulation to development
of 2 totally new SSBN system shouléd be the benefir to flow from this program.

(3) EOmbers

The bomber forcesf;rogected throvgh FY 1982 in Appendix Table é]are
essentlzlly the same as . those presented in the Defense Report last year.
Thig is the case because we continue to believe that a bomber feorce of this
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size with its unique characteristics can effectively contribute to maintaining
credible warfighting capabilities, and thus high coafidence in deterrence of
nuclear war. The programmed forces, particularly with procurement of the B-

1 bomber and introduction of the Air-Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM), have

been structured to provide high levels of effectiveness against the sophisticated
Sovier air defenses thart we expect to see deployed in the outyear planning
period. » ’

B-52s5/KC-135s

Several programs involviang the current B-52 bomber and KC-135 tanker
force are continuing or will have been recently completed by the beginning:
of FY 1678,

The reduction in bomber and tanker crew ratios to the level of about
1.3 crews for unit equipped (UE) bombers and tankers will be complete by FY
1978. This crew ratio will allow us to keep abour 30 percent of our bombers
on routine alert. This is the minimum that will ensure generation of the
full bomber force in z short period of time. This alert policy results
from an assessment that a Soviet attack "out of the blue" is unlikely under
current circumstances.

The structural modificacions cn the 80 B-52D gircraft to extend their
service life into the 1980s have been completed. ‘

The transfer of 128 UEL KC-135 tankers from the active forces to the Air
Reserve Components is continuing. This program has been accelerated slightly
to adjust the transfer schedule to the ability of the Air Reserve Components
to accept these aircrafc. Thus, by the end of TY 1977 we plan to have 12
squadrons of 8 UE aircrafr each activated insteaé of the nine squadrons
originally planned. The remaining four squadrons will be activated in the
Air Reserve Components during TY 1978, completing the transfer of a1l 128
KC-135s. .

B-1 Bomber

The need to modernize our strategic bomber force continues to be acute.
it is now clear that the level and sophistication of the Sovie: threat
continues to increase and that the SAL agreements place a heavy burden on
the U.5. bomber force in terms of maintaining strategic equivalence. DBombers
currently carry over 50 percent oi U.S. strategic nuclear megatonrage and
zbout 30 percent of U.S. strategic nuclear warheads. The B-1 will satisiy
our modernizaticn Tequiresent and provide & significant increase in U.S.
retaliarory capability ro help meintain our nuclear deterrent. In additien,
in a recent reassessment of the cost-effectiveness of bomber force mocernization
alternatives, it was found that the B-1 continues toO be the most cost-eiiective
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alternative for carrying out the bomber force mission.

The FY 1977 budget requested funding for the procurement of the first
three production aircraft. Initiation of production was to occur in late CY
1976 if the Department was satisfied that the B-1 bomber would perform as
expected. Based on the results of: (1) the successful flight test program
in which the first three development aircraft have accumulated over 440
hours 6f flving time and fully demonstrated the B-1's operational capability;
(2) the evaluation and recommendation of the Defense System Acquisition
Review Council (DSARC); and (3) the assessment and recommendations of several
independent ad hoc review committees, the Department concluded that the B-1
was ready for production and formally approved production this past December.
The B-1 production effort has been structured so as to be in compliance with
the FY 1977 Defense Appropriations Act. The Department provided for the

"extensiom to 30 June 1977 of a phased funding arrangement of the procurement
contract to permit orderly review of the B-1 program.

By any measure, the B-1 has had more preproduction testing than any
previous military aircraft. To ensure the structural soundness of the
aircraft, the static test program included both component and assembled
airframe tests. Fatigue testing to two lifetimes has been completed and
will eventually total four lifetimes. In contrast, the F-15 had one lifetime
of fatigue testing at the production point, and structural fatigue testing
6f the B-32 did not begin until well after deliveries to Air Force operational
" units. Wind tunnel testing, underway for five years, has already exceeded
that of any other military aircraft before its first flight. Offensive
avionics, modified off-the-shelf equipment from other programs, has undergone
three years of laboratory testing. The navigation equipment has had a year
. of flight testing aboard a C-141 test bed and has been successfully demonstrated
in the B-1 since April 1976. The B-1 engines have been tested since 1971,
accumulating over 13,000 hours of operation, and have completed all design
reviews. .

The FY 1978 budget request contains $443 million for continued research
and development and $1,711 million for procurement of eight production
Caircraft. The FY 1979 authorization request contains funding for procurement
of the next nineteen aircraft. This procurement level will allow a build-up
over the' FY 1978-83 period to a production rate of four B-ls per month.

Short Range Attack Missile {SRAM)

) We are continuing with the development and testing of a new SRAM motor

to replace the original SRAM motors which were designed for a five-year
service life. Although the replacement of the original motors was expected
to start as early as FY 1977, on-going motor surveillance testing has revealed
no significant deterioration in the motor propellant. Thus, the original
motors may not require replacement until FY 1980. The budget requests §12.2
million in FY 1978 and $5.2 million in FY 1979 to continue this development
program. The B-1 SRAM program would be phased to correspond to programmed
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B-1 aircraft deployments. Thus, ‘deliveries of the new SRAM would start in
FY 1981 with the deliveries of the first UE B-ls. About $122 million is
requested 1in FY 1979 for the initial procurement of SRAM.

(4} Cruise Missiles

The Air-Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) and the Sea-Launched Cruise
Missile, now called the Tomahawk, are continuing in development. At the
ferthcoming DSARC, early this year, the Department will be considering whether

‘or not to move into full-scale development with either one or both programs.

The basic difference between the two missiles is in the airframe, which 1is
optimized in each case for different launch platforms. Continuing stress

". on maximum commonality in high cost components -- the engine, navigation

guidance package and warhead may warrant keeping both programs on line.

ALCM

The ALCM is being designed for both internal and external carriage on
the B-52 and internal carriage on the B-1. Employment of the ALCM from B-
525 will provide a cost-effective solution to maintaining the capability of

these aircraft during the mid-1980s when the Soviet air defenses are projected
to increase. This employment of the B-52s, and the necessity for a bomber

with the B-1's advanced capabilities, form the basis for the judgment that -
the future bomber force should consist of some bombers which can penetrate
the heaviest Soviet air defenses to destroy well-defended targets with
SRAMs, and other bombers which can lzunch ALCMs from inside and ocutside
Soviet air defenses against targets that are not so heavily defended. Thus,
if the recommendation of the next DSARC is to proceed with full-scale
development, and the development programrproves successful, initial pro-
curement of ALCMs could begin in FY 1979/ leading to an FY 1980 IOQ4] The FY
1978 budget requests $124 million for continued research and development and
$41 million for initial long lead procurement funding.

Tomahawk

The wide variety of applications of the Tomahawk cruise missile have

already been discussed in Section T. As discussed there, nuclear armed

Tomahawk could be deployed at sea or on mobile land launchers; in either
mode it would have a high degree of pre-launch survivability and would
provide an all-weather delivery capability which has excellent collateral
damage control characteristics. The FY 1978 budget requests $234 million
for research and development for the Tomahawk. Initial procurement is
expected to begin in FY 1979. 1Inicial operational capability is scheduled

for FY 1980.
2. Strategic Defensive Forces and Programs

a. The Basis for the Programs
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The focus of U.S. strategic defensive programs is on those capabilitie,
which are most effective,, based on the overall threat and our strategic
policies, rather than on "mirror-image' matching of Soviet defensive
programs. In designing U.S. programs, the major defensive issues to be
addressed are how to:

-- modernize the aging U.S., strategic air defense forces;

-- hedge against such potential instabilities as Soviet abrogatiom
of the ABM Treaty, or technelogical breakthroughs in ballistic missile
defense;

- ensure the continued effectiveness of U.S. bomber, missile,
and space warning and attack assessment systems in an era of increasingly

sophisticated offensive threats;

== structure the U.S. Space Defense program to reflect the in-
creasing importance of space to national security; and

-- improve the Civil Defense program to enhance U.S. nuclear
attack preparedness and post-attack recovery posture.

Modernization of Defenses

Although current U.S. strategic policy does not emphasize active
defense of the Continental United States (CONUS) against massive nuclear
attack, we do maintain a limited active strategic air defense capability
so as to:

- maintain peacetime CONUS air space sovereignty,

-- deny any intruder unchallenged access to CONUS air space in
times of crises, and

]
== retain an option to deploy a dedicated air defense force to

defend U.S. interests or forces in foreign theaters against air attack.

*.The forces currently available, which are the remnants of the large
CONUS bomber defense force deployed in the 1950s and 1960s to defend the
U.S. against a large Soviet bomber attack, are not cost-effective in
carrying out these limited missions. To remedy chis situation, the plan
is to deploy a follow-on-interceptor to replace the aging Active F-106
interceptor .force. Also, the Joint Surveillance System (JSS) program
will continue; it will modernize the outdated surveillance and air
defense command and control network.
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Hedging Against EMD Instabilities

A primary uncertainty in the strategic defensive area wnich could
seriously jeopardize strategic stability pertains to balliszic missile
defense (BMD). As the Soviets continue their substantial BMD R&D progranm,
we must do likewise to encourage Soviet compliance with the ABM Treaty,
protect our technological lead in BMD, and guard against their unilaterally
achieving technical breakthroughs. Accordingly, we plan to continue a
carefully structured BMD R&D program of two complementary efforts ~- an
Advanced Technology program ané z Systems Technology program.

Enhanced Effectiveness for Warning ané Surveillance Systems

Improving U.S.tactical warning and assessment capabilities is
important in light of continued Soviet improvements in strategic offensive
capabilities, if we are to prevent the creation ¢f a 'hair trigger" on
our strategic offensive forces. The major programs to do this are:

- the CONUS Over-the-Horizon Backscatter (CTH-~B) radar program,
the Distant Early Warning (DEWLINE) enhancement program, the Alaskan
radar net modernization program, and surveillance radars of the JSS to
improve the bomber warning system;

—= the Pave Paws (SLBM phased array) radar program to improve
warning against SLBM attacks on eastern ané western trajectories;

!
— the BMEWS upgrade program and incorporation of PAR into our
ICBM attack characterization net to improve warning and attack assessment

capabilities against ICBM attack;

——  the Ground Electro-oprical Deép Space Surveillance Systenm
(GEODSS) sensor program and the Spacetrack Pacific enhancement program
to improve U.S. space surveillance capabilities.

Space Defense

Space-based systems offer mapy inherent zdvantages over ground OY
air-based systems and, as space technology matures, these systems will
undoubctedly play an increasing role in support of U.S. and Soviet military
cperations. As military dependence On sSpace Brows, the loss of key
space systems could materially influence the outcom® of future conflicts.
Space has thus far been a relative sanctuary, but it may neot remain S0
indefinitely. Accordingly, we have significantly increased U.5. space
defense R&D and procurement programs to provide for an improved capability,
should we need it, iz certazir key Bpace defense zreas, These areas
include: ground and space-based satellite surveillance systems, satellite

survivabllicy pregracs _
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Civil Defense

The U.S. Civil Defense program is designed primarily to enhance surviva)
of the U.S. population in the event of a nuclear atrtack. Improving current
civil defense capability, essentially the product of the national fallout
shelter program of the 1960s, requires that we update and improve the nationga
fallout protection capability, accelerate contingency planning to develop an
option for population relocation in a c¢risis, and enhance National readiness
to respond to nuclear crisis situatioms.

b. Force and Program Status

CA_detailed listing of strategic defensive forces is shown in Appendix
Table 2.J There are no major changes in force levels over the program
period. Acquisition costs of major defensive force modernization and
improvement programs were listed previously in Table I-1. Highlights of
the major defensive programs are discussed below.

(1) Air Defense and Warning‘

Last year it was proposed that the Air National Guard (ANG) F-
101 interceptor force (four squadrons) be phased out by the end of FY
1977, with the planned conversion ¢f the ANG units affected to F~4 aircraft,
However, in view of our recent decision to increase tactical air power in
Europe by deploying additional F-111 forces to England and retaining additional
F~4 units in Europe, we will retain three squadrons of F-101 aircraft in
the ANG instead of converting them to F-4 aircraft. A fourth ANG F-101
unit at Hector Field, North Dakota, will still convert to F-4s this year
as. previously planned. This retention of ANG F-10ls maintains the
strategic air defense interceptor force at 16 squadrons: three ANG F-
101 squadrons, six active F-106 squadrons, six ANG F-106 squadrons, and
one ANG F-4 squadron. These interceptor forces, augmented by general
purpose force F-4s, maintain peacetime alert aircraft at 26 sites around
the periphery of the 48 contiguous states to ensure the sovereignty of
U.S. air space. In addition, the Army continues to maintain Nike-
Hercules and Hawk batteries in Florida. 1In times of crisis, additional
general purpese aircraft from the Air Force, Favy and Marine Corps are
tasked to augment dedicated CONUS air defense forces.

“An active air defense interceptor squadron equipped with F-4s is
based in Iceland, and the F-4 equipped Hawaii ANG tactical fighter
squadron performs an air defense mission. Additionally, in Alaska we
-maintain one active Air Force F-4 squadron, which performs an air defense
mission in addition to its tactical role, and three Army Nike-Hercules
batteries.

The present Air Force airborne radar surveillance force is comprised
of ten Air Force Reserve EC-121s manned by Active and Reserve crews.
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These aircraft currently provide radar surveillance over the critical
Greenland, Iceland, United Kingdom (GI/UK) Gap. This force must be
maintained in being until early FY 1979 when the E-3A AWACS will be able
to assume the mission.

Follow-on Interceptor (FOI)

Normal attrition will reduce the number of available F-106 aircraft
below the level required to maintain a dedicated strategic air defense force
beginning in the early 1980s. Accordingly, the Department téntatively plans
to deploy an interceptor version of one of our newest fighters as a follow-on
" interceptor (FOI) to replace the aging F-106s in our active interceptor force.

Although we have decided to defer FOI aircraft selection based on
uncertainty concerning our future air defense requirements and sensitivity
of candidate aircraft (F-14, F-15, or F-16) to mission requirements, we
have included %26 million in the FY 1978 budget request to retain the
option to deploy FOIs beginning in FY 1980.

Joint-Surveillance System (JSS)

We are requesting $11 million for this program in FY 1978. As
mentioned last year, the CONUS surveillance element of the JSS will
consist of 48 leng-range surveillance radar sites: 43 sites will be
operated and maintained by the FAA, but the radar data will be jointly
used by the FAA and Air Force. The remaining five sites in CONUS will
be under Air Force control. 1In Alaska there will be 14 sites: 12 Air
Force, one jointly-used Air Force site, and one jointly-used FAA site.
Minimally attended radars will be developed and procured in the early
1980s to replace the current obsolete Alaskan surveillance radar system.
Final conversion of the surveillance element of the JSS should be completed
in 1980. . ‘

_ Agreement has been reached that the control element of the JSS will
consist of four Regional COperations Control Centers (ROCCs) in CONUS,
one in Alaska, and two in Canada. These centers will provide the command
and control function required for the peacetime air space sovereignty
mission and will replace the six costly and ocutdated Semi-Automatic
Ground Environment (SAGE) centers in CONUS and Canada and the Manual
Control Center (MCC) in Alaska. Annual savings in excess of $100 millionm
. and 5,000 personnel should result from this modernization of the strategic
air defense command and control system. AWACS aircrait from the general
purpose AWACS force will be available to augment the ROCCs and provide
CONUS with a survivable wartime air defense command and control system.
Final deployment of the ROCC element of the JSS will extend into 1981.

CONUS Over-the~Horizon Backscatter (OTH-B Radar)

Last year I discussed the OTH-B limited coverage prototype radar
being constructed in Maine. This technology has shown promise for
meeting our future long range bomber warning needs. However, during the
dast year cost and schedule problems have required our slowing down the
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Missile Defense (EMD) and Warring

This fail will mark the fifth znniversary cf the ratification of
the A3M Treztv which restricts the deplovment of Eallistic Missile
Defenses. DLIlﬂ° this pericd, the nature of the U.S., BEMD program and
ite funding have changed markedly. In 1972, the Department was In the
~idst of the svstem development and deployment of the Szieguard system;

zévanced RED efforts -- the Site Defense Prototype Demconstreticn Program
ené R&D on Advances Technology ~- were primerily concentrzted 0% nNear-
TeTm lTprovements r:'?nce, the Szfegueré svster nzs been terminated and

_CQiEL;'”'EC (except for the Perimeter Acquisition Racar (PAR) which will
be trensferred to the Air Force for use as an ICEM uarnimg/;ttcck ‘charac—
terization we have recrieanted R&D €fforts to focus orn;more advanced
concepts anc technclogies. BMD funding, excluding costs of operatiom of
the Kwzjalein Missile Range which is & naticnzl range, has been reduced
froz z peak of $1.4 billion in FY 1971 to the reguested amount of €215

=illicn in FY 1978,

Turing the course of the pzst five years, however, there has not

¢ corresponding downturn in the scope of the Soviet efferts in
tegic defense. Theyv continue to operate the Moscow ABM system and
onduct & substantizl BMD R&D program. iven these reslities, I do
believe it is prudent, especizlly as we approach the review of the

T eat} scheduled to begin this fall, tc reduce further the U.S.

effort in BMD R&D. Rather, &s I have indicated, I believe it is time to
cive U.S. strategic defense programs increased priority. Until we do
so, the megnitude of the Soviet effort will inexorzbly erode our techmological
eéventage. Thus, we are reguesting & smzll increazse In the FY 1878
ievel of effort for B¥D R&D. We must meintain the technologiczl lead in
this zrez znd we must hedge egzinst future strategic uncertzinties posed
not oaly by the contimuing growth of the Soviet threat but also by the

—-

danger of the nuclear weapons capzbilities proliferating to other countries.

Lévenced Technelogy

The zdvanced Technology Prograzm is 2 broaé R&D eifort to advance
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the state-of-the-art of BMD compenents, improve our understanding of BMD
phenomenology, and investigate the feasibility of new, potentially
irportant defensive concepts and technologies. 4 principal objective of
this program is to meintain a2 technological lead iz BEMD over the Soviet
Umion. To achleve this, the prograrm mzintains z sezrch for new ideas
and conducts additional research to determine the feasibiliry of the
nost promising ideas.

Major research efforts are conducted in the zreas of interceptor
cissiles, radar and optical sensors, data processing and those aspects
of physical sciences that involve missile defense phenomerna. Key field
experiments centinue to be a necessary part of this program. These
efforts are designed to yield both major improvements in the performance
of EMD components and new capabilities,
approaches to ballistic missile defense

are receiving
increasing empnasis in the program's search for revolutionary concepts
eand ideas which could yield technical breakthroughs. If and when such
breakthroughs are achieved, it 1s necessary that we find thew first and
pot be caught unaware,

Systers Technology

The Systems Technology Program addresses the system feasibility of
2 variety of possible defense missions., This is accomplished by syster
definition, techmological development, integration of the necessary
cozponents, and test and evaluation of hardware against targets at the
Kwajalein Missile Range In order to resolve critical system issues
related to the terminal, midcourse, and low zititude defense regimes.

In so doing, this program ensures that technological advances can be
realized in a working system. '

The primary objective of the Systems Technology program is to
provide a hedge against future strategic uncertainties by maintaining
the capacity to develop and deploy expeditiously 2 BMD system for any of
z number of possible future roles. The program 1s designed to continue
to update the technological content of BMD system options by incorporzting
technological advances initially developed in the Advanced Technology
Program sc as to provide the most advanced and most effective system
options at any given future time.

A major task in the program effort for FY 1978 will be to complete
integration and checkout of test facilitles -- systems technology radar,
catz processor, and associated software -~ a2t Kwajalein Missile Range
and to iniriate tests with these against Air Force targets (Minuteman
end Titap) to resolve the critical terminzl defense system issues,

! Lhese
st

er froz the Advanced

represent high payoff technelogies now reacy for
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ogram. 1Integrated field testing of these is planned for TY
=¢ FY 1980, making use of the terminal defense test facilities being
e Y

an to continue our licy of covering all relevant strategic
unch areas with at ast two cifferent types of warning sensors
:ifferent phenomenz). Reliance will continue on the (S NN
ji)early warning sztellite system and the Ballistic
 Missile Early Warning Sysrtem (BMEWS) radars for warning of ICBM attacks.
tion, the Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR) will remain operatiornal
t of the NORAD artack assessment mission.
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Two mzjor improvement programs are unger way or planned to ensure
continued effecriveness of our ICBM warning systems. First,

111 permit greater survivability
znd coperational flexibility for the processing ané dissemination of satellite
early varning information. Funds will be requested in future budgets

Second, resclution improvements and upgrades for the
EMEWS radars will enhance system reliability. We are requesting $13
ion in FY 1978 for these BMEWS improvement programs.

SLEM warning Svstems

The Pzve Paws coastal-based phased-array radar program is progressing
<.——on schedule. Deployment of these rwo radars will permit phase-out of the
_six obsolete 474N SLBM warning radars now in operation, and will complement

'satellites to provide reliable full coverage warning of any SLEM
sttacks. The $7 million requested im FY 1978 will allow continued deployment
<f this system. :

(3) Space Defense

The rapid advances of space technology in the last several years have
resulted in a greatly expanded role for space-based systems in direct
support of U.S. and Soviet military operations. Space-based systems offer
meny advantages over ground- OT air-based systems; we can expect this
trend toward the effective integration of space systems into military
combat operations to continue, and | space capabilities to become
increzsingly important to the effective use of military forces.

U.S. satellite systems currently provide early warning of missile
attack, furnish position updates to our SSBN ferce, provide vital weather
and play a major role in our worldwide
"military commana ana centrol system. We anticipate that many new capa-
bilities will be provided by space-based systems in the future. For
example, in the early 1980s, the NAVSTAR Global Positioning Satellite
svstem will provide upgraded navigation accuracy to a wide tange of U.S.

156




! The Soviets appear to be growing more dependent con satellite systems
. for tactical support. This is illustrated by the Soviet use of radar

ocean surveillance RSN I - satellites which
provide them with a2 unique worldwide ggerational capability to locate
major U.S. surface combatants 4NN T

ST

Current U.S. space defense policy is to zbide by our space treaties,
exercise our rights to the full and free access to space, and limit our
use of space tc nonaggressive purposes. It is absolutely vital, however,
that we remain alert to Soviet activities and technolegical advances in
space capabilities which could some day materially influence the outcome
of a future conflict.

past year,

The resurgence of Soviet antisatellite test a

ctivity this

-

: indicate that the Soviets have undertaken & broad-based
program to develop the capability to .
to interfere with the operation of our satellites at all )

]

altitudes.

Space has thus fer been 2 relative sanctuary, but it will not remain
S so indefinitely. The Soviets.could use their antisatellirte capability
during 2 crisis or cenilict to deny us the use of a vital element in our

total military system.

Accordingly, we have decided to increase significantly the U.S5. space
cefense effort over a broad range of space—réiated activities which
include space surveillance, satellite system survivability jand attag&{ and
the related space operations control function. The $107 miilion in FY
1078 ($1.6 billion for TY 1978-1982)[is directed at carrying out & broad-
based RDT&E and procurement program which will improve our current capabilities
[Eéd create options to deploy ictportant operationzl capabilities in the
ezrly 1980s, should the need arise. ] Specifically, the Department's

program:

- initiates prototype design of an LWIR (longwave
infrared) space-based surveillance satelliteidn TY 19§é]so that
deployment of this advanced satellite surveillance capability
could begin inLEE 198§3 currently we must keep track of foreign
nation satellites with 2 limited network cof ground-based sensors;
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- incorporates satellite attack warning and impact sensors and
provides survivability aids on U.S. satellites;

- initiates prototype non-nuclear antisatellite flights in FY
1980 and maintains an option for an FY 1983 antisatellite 10¢C;

-~ provides for an improved space operations command and control
facility; and

- increases the level of effort on a large number of smaller
space defense RDT&E programs.

This expanded space defense program will signal our commitment to
protect U.S. space-based assets and ensure that the U.S. has the capabilicy
to operate effectively in a hostile space environment.

(4) Civil Defense

The Civil Defense program is an element of the U.S. deterrent posture.
It is sized and structured to enhance the survival and recovery of the
United States, should deterrence fail, by increasing the percentage of the
U.S. population that would survive in the event of a nuclear war. The
program should provide a "surge" capability for relocation of the population
from-areas near military bases and large cities in time of crises and
nationwide -fallout protection for people at their present location and for
those who might be relocated. :

We are requesting $90 million for Civil Defense in the FY 1978 budget.
Increased funding will be applied to improve the national fallout protection
posture and to speed the development of plans for erisis relocation of U.S.
population. In developing these complerentary capabilities, we continue
to .emphasize programs and plans that involve modest peacetime costs, but
which could be "surged" in time of crisis to provide an effective national
civil defense capability. [Zﬁ_the requested level of effort, a thorough
nationwide crisis relocation plan is expected to be completed by the mid-
1980s, with an initial capability for crisis evacuation expected by about

l980;j

At the State and local level, we continue to support the preparedness
base upon which we would build in time of crisis. Under the authority of
the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, civil defense assistance must
continue to focus primary attention on preparing for an enemy attack upon
the United States., However, Federal assistance to State and local governments
for emergency preparedness may include activities relating to readiness to
deal with peacetime disasters when the facts demonstrate that such
' assistance benefits both attack and peacetime preparedness objectives.

~
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3. Strategic Command, Coztrol and Communications
a. The Basis for the Programs

The strategic command, control andé communications (C3) systen,
which consists of dedicated systems, such as the worldwice fleet of
Airborne Command Post and Tacamo aircraft, and which makes use of multi-
purpose systems, such as Autodiz, VLE/LT znd satellite comgunications,
is the .central core of DoD's total C” system. The total c’ system will
be described in detall in Chapter V, but there are some specific concerns
wvith strategic €? that.should be considered separately. The basic
issues for strategic C° are how to:

- ensure that sufficient parts of the system will survive an

_attack directed against them to permit the President to communicate to

U.S. forces his decision to execute or terminate retaliatory strikes;
and

~~ maintain a flexible, operationzl capability if the system is
not directly attacked. '

A complementary issue, that cannot be resolved using our strategic
€3 system, but yet must be dealt with, is how to:

_=- mnaiptain constant communication with the Soviet leadership if
the C” system is not directly artacked. ’

fxecution of Retaliatory Strikes

To permit the President's decision to execute & general mnuclear
attack option tc be corr—unicated to the strategic offensive forces, even
whep the C~ system itself hes been attacked, we have developed plans
which call for a number of com—and centers, fixed and mobile, with
redundant communicaticns froxm these centers to the forces.

The National Military Com—znd System (KMCS) is the centerpiece of
these plans. It consists of the National Military Command Center (a
soft facility) in the Pentzgon, the Altermate National Military Cozmand
Center (ANMCC, moderately hard facility), and the National Emergency
Airborne Command Post (NEACP). Of the three, cnly the NEACP,.if airborme
can be expected to survive & nuclear attack directed at our (° systems.
Moreover, since the NTACP has —ultiple path, multiple frequency communica
to the strategic nuclear ferces, its vulnerability to ja=ring and nuclear
weapon effects 1s low. In addition, CINCSAC, CINCEUR, CINCLANT, and
CINCPAC have both fixed and airborne command posts capable of comzunicarti
with the nuclear fcrces,

While the present C3 system can support the President in his control
of the strategic forces, the threat of direct attack and jamning are
projected to increase and several programs zre under way to meet these
threats.
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There are four continuing programs which were reperted last Year.
These ere the Advanced Airborne Command Post (a4 RC2), the Air Force
Sztellire Communication.System (AFSATCOM), the Ixtremely Low Freguency
(ELF) Svstem and the Tazcamo Improvement Pregranm.

Mainrenance of Operational Capability

The present, redundant c3 systen is estimated to be capable of
providing for flexible use of the strategic (and other) forces if the c3
.system is not directly attacKed. Some of the projected improvements
mentioned above, such as AFSATCOM, plus other improvements to the overall
c3 eystems, such as the Defense Satellite Communications System, will
further enhance this capabilirty.

R Communication with Adversary Leadershio

Maintaining continuous communication with Soviet leazdership may
clerify confusing events or provide a channel for negotiations and the
control of escalation. This vital communicztions capability is provided

by & number of teletype terminals in different locaticns with multiple

paths to the USSR. This is generally referred to 2s the MOLINK (Washington-
Moscow 1link). To assure that the system is always operational, there is a
one-way check every hour on an alternating bzsis. The systenx is not
designed to survive a direct attack.

The MOLINK system is supported by the Defense Department as part
of its communications support to the President, &lthough it is not part
of the strategic C° system. The status of strategic C- systems and programs
is covered in Chapter V, Command, Contrel, Communications. :
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