’ 1967

.ancord e’ Daﬁiuion . Revised January 15, 1968

DRATT _
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Strategic Offensive and Defensive Porces (U)

1 have reviewed our Strategic Offensive and pefensive Forces for
FY 69-73. The tables on pages 3 and 4 summarize our force goals. For the
FY 69 budget, I recommend that we:

1. Maintain a force of 1,000 Mlnuteman misgiles. Plan on &
Minuteman 11 force of 500 missiles in FY 69, but replace Minuteman Is
and Ils used in follow-on-tests (FOTs) with Minuteman II1s/  , leading
to a force of Minuteman IIls by end-FY 73. Delay the Initial Operational
Capability' (10C) of Minutemen 111 from December, 1969 to July, 1970.

Develop an option to deploy Minuteman 111 in very hard silos or supplement
the present Minuteman deployment at a cost of $40 million in FY 62 and a
total cost of $212 milliom in FY 69-73. Continue the previously approved
programs for buying for Minuteman missiles,

and for Minuteman II11.

Wwith all the above changes, the Minuteman force will cost $147
willion less in FY 69-73 than the previously programmed Minuteman force.

2. Maintain the JCS-recommended Titan force structurc by buying four
missiles in FY 69 for $12.6 million and five in FY 70 for $13.6 million and
reducing the FOT rate to four per year.

3. Continue development of Poseidon and procure missiles in FY 69
at a total FY 69 investment cost of $329 million. Plan on an InC of Novermber,
1670, based on & (the same as Polaris
re-order lead time). Build up to a force of 384 on-1line Poseidon by FY 75,
for a total FY 69-73 investment cost of $4,998 million. Develop a

and plan on
a force of 31 Poselidon submarines carrying an average of per
deployed missile. Procure MK-3s in FY 69, in Y 70, and a total of
. In K 69-73. Against expected threats, this Poseidon force will have
the same effectiveness as the previously programmed force with
per missile, but will cost $84 million less in FY 69 and $394 million less
in FY 69-73.

4. Defer indefinitely the JCS recommendation to deploy .
' at a cost of $200 million in FY 69 and a
total cost of $220 million in FY 69-73.
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5. Disapprave the JCS recommendation to start Contract Definition of
an Advanced ICBM at a cost of §79 million in FY 6°. Instead, continue
Advanced Development at a cost of $1N million in FY 69. Development,
deployment, and operation of the JCS-recommended force of 350 Advanced
1CBMs would cost from $7 to $10 billion in FY 69-75, depending on the
basing.

6. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to procure a prototype

Ballistic Missile Ship for $120 million in FY 69. Ten-year costs of
ten Ballistic Missile Ships would be about $1.¢ billion.

7. Approve the Alr Force recommendation not to reduce the current
base program for the bomber force.

Additional SRAMs for B-525 would cost
$68 militon in FY 69 and a total of $251 million in FY 69-73. As a special
force for suppressing anti-bomber defenses, modify - UF B-528 to carry
some of the previously approved SRAYs at & FY 69 cost of $54 million and a
total cost of $56 million in ¥y 69-73.

B. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for Contract Definition end
full-scale development of the Advanced Manned Strategic Alrcraft (ASA)
in FY 69. Development, deployment, and five-year operating costs for
150 AMSA would be §7.3 billioen. Approve instead further development of
aircraft technology, @s wvell as a propram to develop bomber penetration
aids.

9. Approve procurement of Sentinel, & Chinese-oriented area ABY svster
which also provides an option for the defense of hinuteman. The total
Sentinel system investment cost will be $4.9 billion in T¥ 69-73.

30.

11. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to deploy & Nike-X defense of
U.S. cities against attack by the USSR, (Not a TY 69 issuec; the JCS consider
the FY 69 budget for Sentinel an adequate first step toward the defense they
reconmend.)

-

12. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to produce and deploy twelve
UE F-12 interceptors for continental alr defense at a FY 69-73 cost of
$800 million. Approve i{nstead the Alr Force recommended plan for a modernized
continental air defense force that includes: {(a) development and deployment
of 198 improved F-106X aireraft: (b) 1if the (verland Padar Technology program
1s successful, engineering development of the Airbome Warning and Control
System (AWACS) on a schedule that permits a system demonstration before
substantial production funds wust be committed; {c) development of the
Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radar, addressing production release in September, 1970;
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(d) examining the possibility of augmenting our air defense force during
periods of high .tension with at least 300 fighters from Tactical Air Command
(TAC), Navy, and Marine Corps training units plus carrier-hased aircraft as
available: and (e) selective phase-down of the current Century interceptor
force and portions of the SAGE/BUIC system, the National Air Space Surveillance
System, and Nike-Hercules radars.

13. Extend the civil defense program at a FY 69 cost of §77.6 million.

14. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for $191 million for military
survival measures. Continue instead the approved progrsm at a cost of
$47 million for FY 68-73.

1. THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR PROBLEM

The main objective of our nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks
on the U.S. Our ability to strike back and destrov Soviet societv makes a
Soviet decision to strike the U.S. highly wnlikely. By choosing to develop
and deploy harder-to-attack forces, we can reduce even more the lilelihood
of such an attack, Unable to destroy most of our nuclear striking pover,
the Soviets would gain little by striking first.

Although the U.S. and the USSR are strongly deterred from nuclear
attacks on each other, a nuclear war anywhere in the world could lead
to a war -- and most likely a nuclear war -- between the two countries.
Thus to avoid a nuclear war with the USSP, we try to make all nuclear wars
unlikely. This objective includes:

1. Reducing any possible loss of control of forces in a cerinis,

2. Deterring nuclear attacks or intimidation of allied or neutral
countries.

3. Discouraging additional countries from acquiring nuclear
weapons.

4, Emphasizing and maintaining the firebreal between conventional

and nuclear weapons.

Like us, to deter a first-strike nuclear attack, the Soviets main-
tain the ability to strike back and destroy our society. When they take
steps to reduce the damage that we can inflict (e.g., by deploying AB!s),
we react to offset these steps. I believe that the Soviets would react
in the same way to similar U.S. steps to linmit damage to ourseclves.

Our snalysis shows ‘that the Soviets can protect their second strike
capability against any threat we might pese. Since a second strike
capability is vital to the USSR, I believe they will insure the survival
of this capability. Convinced that the Soviets would counter & major
U.S. attempt to take away their second strike capability, we have chosen
not to start a major Damage Limiting program against the USSFE.

s
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These considerations lead us to depend upon deterrence to keep the
USSP from attacking us. ‘Against China, conversely, we can buy an effective
defense of CONUS as insurance sgainst a failure of deterrence. China's
more primitive technology and poorer economy allow us to develop an effective
defense against her nuclear attack capability into the 1980s.

What 1f deterrence fails and & nuclear war with the USSR occurs? I1f the
var began with an all-out Soviet attack, including our cities, we would reply
in kind. If the war started with less than an all-out attack, we would want
to carry out plams for the controlled and delilerate use of our nuclear power
to get the best possible outcome. The lack of such nuclear war plans is one
of the main weaknesses in our posture today.

11. SOVIET AND CHINESE STPATECIC FORCES

The following table compares U.S. and Soviet intarermtinental
forces in terms of total megatons, launchers, and bombers.

U.S. VS. SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAP TORCTS a/

1968 1570 1972
U.S. USSR v.S. USSR U.5. mssn
Ballistic
Migsile Launchers
Soft ICBiMs - - -
Hard ICBls 1054 1054 1654
FOBS - - -
Mobile ICB!s
(non-add) - - -
SLBMs 656 656 650
TOTAL LAUNCHERS 1710 1716 171C
Intercontinental
Bombers 646 558 534

Total Force loadings
Weapons
Megatons (M)
1 MI' Equivalents

Alert Force Loadings
Weapons
Megatons
1 T Cquivalents

a/ U.S. programmed Vvs. National Intelligence Estimates (NIE) for USST.
Numbers of missile launchers and bombers are a poor measure of the
relative capabilities of U.S. and Soviet stratepgic forces; total megatons are

worse. Yet these measures are frequently used in drawing corparisons

6
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betveen U.S. and Soviet nuclear capabilities, The important question

{s pot total megatons or pumbers of delivery systems, but whether our
forces can effectively carry out their missions -- Assured Deatruction
and attacks on Soviet forces to 14mit damage. Factors such 85-8CCUTACY,
reliabilicy, survivability, and control are decisive in evaluating the
effectiveness of our forces. pur missiles appear to be moTe reliatle
than Soviet missiles; they are more than twicc as accurate. In 1972,
programmed U.S. minsile forces could destroy some hardened tarrets.
The expected Soviet 1CB! force could destroy only some such targets.

We are buving large pumbers of smaller, accurate weannns because

they better meet our strategic objectives == even wvhile reducing total

0.S. megatons. 1Inhe following table compares the numher of targets destroved
by programmed for Poseidon, with & gingle

weapon, ’ As the table shovs, the a2f the
Poseidon — with only the yield of the -kveapon -— CAan
destroy up to . times as tmany targels.

EFFECTIVENESS OF ALTERRATIVE, EOUAL-WEIGHT PAYLOADS al

Number of airfields

Number of hard silos b/

Number of small cities (100,000)

Number of medium cities (500,000)

Number of large cities (2,000,000)

Xumber of defensive interceptors
needed to counter ¢/

Total megatons

a/ Reliability equals , Circular Probable Error (CEP) enuals

Such calculations have convinced me and the Services of the superiority
of Multiple Independently-targetable Pe-entry Vehicles (:fITVs) over single,
large megaton weapons for attacking cities or military targets, defended
or otherwise. Therefore, the best wav tc increase the effectiveness nf our
forces is by putting MIPVs om 14nutemar. and Poseidon.

During 1964-65, the USSE maintained small sile 1CRM constrTuc-
tion starts at the rate of about launchers per year. It this
rate during the first half of 1966, then . '

The deployment apvpears to have stopoed except for £411ling out

groups already under construction.
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i Y

The Soviets have continued to test Practional Orbit Ballistic Systems
(FOBS), which would be useful in an attempt to denvy warning to our strategic
bombers, if we toock mo counter actions.

A recent re-evaluation of the present Soviet gubmarine force indicates
about operational Soviet ballistic missile submarines than previous
intelligence estimates. The USSR ig, however, now makinpg operational a nev
class of large, nuclear-powered, ballistic missile submarines to carry
sixteen 1,000 to 2,000 nautical mile (M) missiles. Intelligence estimates
project of these ships in service by mid-1971 and
by 1976. Diesel-povered Sea-Launched Ballistic Missile (SLBM) submarines
no longer are estimated to be part of the Soviet threat to the U.S.

The Soviets also sppear to be pursuing two advanced defensive programs:
(1) a long-range anti-ICBl system around Mescou with about launchers,
and (2) a system across Luropean usse -

We exnect both svstems to bécon& pariiallv

The Chinese were expected to begin operational deployment of a Yedium
Fange Ballistic Missile (MRL}) with a in 1967, but did not
do so. China also has under development a much larger and more complex
missile system, possibly an 1CBY. They were expectec to corplete a large
facility for large launchers late in 1967, but did not do this either.

It appears that they are sbout - the ICBY schedule that we
had previously estimated, which would still gllov an initial operational
ICBM deployment in the early 1970s.

1I1. ASSURED DESTRUCTION

Ve deter a rational enerry from launching a first strike apainst us
by mainteining a sStroOng and secure ability to retaliate under any circum—
stances. We measure OuT second strike abilityv in terms of Assured Destruction =-
the capability to inflict unacceptable damage, calculated under extremely
conservative assumptions, on the USSP, even after sustaining a surprise Sovict
first strike. I believe that our ability to kill from one-fifth to one-fourth
of the Soviet people, including at least two-thirds of the people and industry
4n their large cities, is enough to deter the USSF from launching a first
strike against the U.S.,even in extreme situations.



‘JL-.-.

. Record of Decision Revised January 15, 1968

However, our Assured Destruction capability does not indicate how
we would use our forces in & nuclear war. We must design our _forces to
cope with many situations, including a war which neither side intended.
We reduce the likelihood of such a war by keeping tight control over
U.S. forces under all eircumstances; by maintaining communications at
all times with our forces, the governments of our Allies, and, as appropriate,
our enemies; and by retaining options in selecting apnropriate responses. 1f
ve failed to deter nuclear war, we would want to be able to follov a policy of
1imiting our retaliatory strikes to the enemy's military targets and not
attacking his cities 1if he refrained from attacking ours. In most
situations we would have many missiles surviving to attack Soviet military
targets, while withholding enough for Assured Destruction. For this task,
ICBM accuracy is very worthwhile. :

A. Against the Expected Soviet Threat

Against the expected Soviet threat, our strategic ‘forces can survive
a well-executed Soviet surprise attack and carrv out an effective second
strike. Even after a surprise Soviet first strike with the strongest Soviet
forces in our NIE, we could launch more than with a yield of
more than , against the USSP in 1976.

" How much damage the surviving weapons could cause depends on the
effectiveness of Soviet defenses. The next tahle shows that even arainst
the high NIE-estimated threat, the U.S. Assured Destruction capahility
is much greater than the 20 to 25% which I believe is needed for deterrence
against a Soviet first strike.

CAPARILITIES OF U.S. PROCRAIMED FNRCE _FNFE_ASSURED DESTPUCTION
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

FY_69 FY 72 FY 716

Against High NIE Threat
Against Low KIE Threat

1f we could be sure that Soviet forces would stay within the range
of the NIE — both in quality and numbers -- we could consider smaller
strategic forces.

B. Against China

While China may be able to threaten her neighbors and U.S. hases
in Asia by 1972, she will not pose A threat to the U.S. second strike capa-
bility. If the U.S. attacked China with nuclear weapons it would be solelv
4n retaliation for some lesser act of agpression, probably involving Chinese
nuclear weapons. Rather than calling for the destruction of China, such
an act would call for selective attacks on government, military, or industrial
targets. Missiles would be needed only for attacking time-sensitive Chinese
nuclear targets. Bombers could cover other tarpets.
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-rcme megaton warheads detonated over © Cninese cities
would destroy half ef Cnina's urhan population anc vore than half of its
{ndustry. 1Tnhe recormended strategic feorces ere pufficient to inflict thin

destruction on China while sti1l mainteining our Assvred Destruztion
capadility against the Sovier Urionm.

C. Apainst Creater-Than-Expected Soviet Threats

The following table compares the 1876 welpnced greater-than-
expectel threat, useé in the folilowing anzlyses, with the kisk FILD thr

Mo

Nipn NIT freater-Tran-Exoected

Independently-targetable
pissile werheads on-line

tir Defenses
Look-down fighters 2/
Lew-sititude S5& Laumchers

iDL Launchers
Ares
Terminal b/

Programs reauired to support such arn efimr: shnuld nrove
technically éifficule, expensive, &nd, since we Yirve cleariy indicated
we would respond, hold littlc hope of providing the Soviets with & net gainr
in effective first strilie capabilirty. Eevertheless, to insure that
these threats remain unliltely, anc to meintoin our deterrent should
thev appesT, we male sure that ve heve svnilable the omtiens needed to
counter then.

1: the USS™ reslaces or improves the accuracy o
adds it could aestroy |
{n their siles. Even if the Seviets gorld destren
thev would not elirminate ourt Assurel Destructien cEanildicy ind
SLR's ané alert bomber force can pometiTate the WIl-cstimoted Seviet defenses
and kill at leastiiiiof the Sevier people throuzh 1676, Similatly, at
least through 1976, a very extensive Seviet 23! svster md &irt cefenne,
without greater-than-expec:cd 1CoMs, woull still let the 1.5, proprarred

H
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: Our
AT because wve

force maintain an Assurec Destruction capability o
progra=med force can cope vith 8 greater-than-expecte
already have programmed ABN hedpes -- Poseidon .

¥inuteman, ’

The mext talle shows that the U.S. proprarmed force can beep its
pssured Destruction capablility throush TV 75 by putting on each
Poseidon missile, even {f the Soviets deploy rreater-than-expected h.alancec
missile and bomber defenses. Short-Range Attack ‘4ssiles (ST/l's}, STAT
decoys, anc an air-to-air rissile to protect the borders epainst advanced
interceptors would keep our Assured Destruction capability against this
threat _through 157¢4.

1.5. ASSURED DLESTRUCTION ACLIVST GREATER-TILI-TNPICTED DALAUILET TTTRNSTS
(Percent of Soviet Populatien rilled)

Y 6C FY 76 FY 71 Ty 72 EY¥ 73 VoL Ty 75 FO76

L.5. Prograrmel Torce
1.5, Programmecd Ferce
plus on

Poseidon

e/ The first percentage chenrs fatalities 1f we are renuired to 1111 at
leas: two-thirds of the people in defended cities. Tho second
percentage shows fzrzlities withiout this restrictiecn.

fmlv against a corhined grea:er—:hau-exﬁecteé Sovier ATV, airv
defense, and accurate ICB! force, costing the Soviets 8§27 te §30 billion sbo
the high NIE, would our retaliztnry forces need major new agditiosns, Decaus:
of high cost and little rTeturm, the Soviets probably will not atterpt to att:
such a posture. lloreoverT, Lecause of uncertzinties about perforTance and ce:
we should not deploy new gysicms as replacements for existing sysiens until
threst eppears which cannot be econorically met by immroving the existing
svstems. We should develop new sysiems only as ontionn which would restore
our Assured Destruction capability should the greater-than-expected threat
occur, realizing that it {s not lilely to occur. Thus, ve should select
options with small initial costs. 1f the threat actually materizlizes, we
car, by later investment, develop these options fullw, "o sugmentation

is needec for FY 66-7Z. Hhence, 1 agm recommending against the cenlovment
of the JCS-propesed o7 Polaris p-3s, wihieh

{rorove their capebility against ASM only in thet time pericd.)

The following table shows the effecs of the comwinod greater-than-
expected Soviet offensive gné defensive threat on our Assurec Destruction
capability. It inlicates the U.S. proprammed foree capatility and the
effects of buving SPAls, SFAL decoys, an advanced bomber decey, anc an
air-to-air missile to protect bombers apzinst an advancec interceptor.
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U.S. ASSURED DESTRUCTION AGAINST CPLATEP-TIAN-EXPECTED
~ SOVIET_BALANCED OFFEKSES AND DLFENSES
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

FY 60 FY. 70 FY 71 Ry 72 PY 73 PV M4 FV 75 T¥ 76

Programmed Forces

a/ The first percentage gshows fatalities 1f we are required to kill at least
two-thirds of the people in defended cities. The second percentape shovs
fatalities without this restriction.

This table shows that even if the borber defense miseile works,
the greater-than-expected threat would call fer a more effective U.S.
Assured Destruction capability by FY 76. In addition, for Assured Destructien
ve do not want to rely primarily upon bombers which depend upon tactical
warning for survival. Therefere, our altemnative is to provide our missile
forces with added protection. The degree of this protection depends unon
how mich and for how long we are willing to relv on bomhers in the interim.

" on Poseidon and

vhen added to the above bomber options, result in 307 Soviet fatalities in
1976.) 1In any event, we should not take steps —— such as reducing the nurber
of bomber bases — that lessen our confidence in the bombers' survival.

D. Options to Protect Our Assured Destruction Canabilitv

1. _Increased Warheads on Poseidon

We are providing the production base so that bv FY 74 we could
put up to on each Poseidon missile as a hedge against a heavy
Soviet AB!f or an increased threat to Minuteman.

2. lmprove Our Bomber Force

Against improved terminal bomber defenses we can put SPAMs
on B-528 in addition to the SPA'ls on FB-1lls. By initiating procurement
in FY 70, the B-525 could be equipped with SRAls by FY 72.

1f Soviet ajir defenses improved, but their ARM did nect, no
increase in the size or expense of our strategic forces would be called for.
However, for the cost of the present B-52 program we could irmrove our
effectiveness by putting SPAMs on 195 B-52s and phasing out the other sixty.

12
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1f Soviet air defenses improved as part of a balanced Damage
Limiting program, SRAMs plus penetration aids for the whole bomber force
would prove worthwhile and would total about $2.7 billion in ten-year svitems
costs above the present program.

3, Improvemente to Minuteman Migsiles

As a hedge against & heavy Soviet AR system we could renlace
all the Minuteman II by Minuteman ITI/MIFV at a cost of $1.° billion over
the present program. As a hedge against the failure of our penetration aids,
at a cost of $6.2 billion we could convert to 1,0N0 jtinuteman 11T missiles

and buy for each missile. We could have en all inuteman
111 force by FY 76. We could develop for
Minuteman as possible replacements for the present , or provide

for additional Minuteman Ills as an alternative to a new ICR (item #6 below)
1f we should want more payload. This would cost about $200 million in
research and development ($40 million in FY 69) for an 10C in FY 73. Procure-
ment costs would be . of which could be built per year.

- 4, Defense of MMinuteman

Deployment of the light defense of Minutemarn, shoun below,
might dissuade the Soviets from developing and deploying systems which
otherwise could destroy liinuteman. In any event, it would provide a useful
defense of Minuteman against the expected Soviet ICB!' force without accurate
MIRVs and furnish a base for developinp a stronper defense against a Soviet
force equipped with MITVs. The median defense of Minuteman would protect

against less . Finally,
the heavy defense of liinuteman would guard against the very sophisticated
counterforce threat © assured in the

greater-than-expected threat for 1975 and 1976. The following talle summarizes
these three defenses.

LEVELS OF MINUTIMAN DEFFHSE

Sprints Spartans Investment Cost a/ Annual Costs
:($ Millions) ($ Milldons)
Light Defense of
Minuteman $400 $10
lledian Defense
of Minuteman 1400 40
Heavy Defense
of Minuteman 3600 160

a/ Defense of Mnuteman 1is considered an add-on to the Sentinel
anti-Chinese defense.

13
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5. lore Poseidon Submarines

We could order more Poseidon submarines wlich requirc a 2300
million investment per ship and a four-year lead tirme. By initiating
procurement in FY 70 we could have ten new Poseidon submaTines by the end
of FY 75 and twenty by the end of TY 76. The mere Poseidon misciles we
have the less we would have to relr upon }Minuteman.

1f ve chose to denlov add{tiornal Poseidon insteac of defendinrg

or hardening inuteran, end if Soviet ICR! pccuracy irnroved rarledly
Ynuterman would beacome very vulneralle and

{nvite rather than deter an attack. In this case, we sliould pnase it out.
Thus, choosing Poseidon mipht result in unsetting the halance of our frrees,
It would be undesirahle to be withecut a land-hased rissile force as nart of our
offensive posture because we would become potentially mere sensitive te
mexpected Soviet advances in anti-sulmarine warfere.

6. New ICR!M

Contract Nefinition becun in Januarv 1%A5 would permit an
I0C by FY 75. We could deploy this new missile ir new siles as part of A
defonded or undefended fixed lond-lased svstem. Cenverselw, we could deplaw
{¢t as a land-mohile or ship-besed svster or base it in a new class of =ul -
marines. In order te develop a new TCIY, we wveuld require a €2 te $3 billion
research and development nroprarm. The ten-vear cost of buring a new ICR™
totals some $11 to $20 billion.

The fellowing table commares the costn of these alternatives
against the preater-than-expected Soviet threat. Tuc costs shotm arc ever
eand above the cost of presentlv proprammed forces. All ontions provice
an Assured Destruction capability of 20% Ly missiles alcne apainst the
preater-than-expected Seoviet threat in 1576.

COSTS NF VAPIOUS MISSILT APTINUS 0 PROTICT ASSUPIT DESTIVCTIN
ACAITST CrLATET-TI 3 -LarT.LTLs TITTAT
($ Billions)

R Pronrap Costs (TV GF-76)
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1f the Soviets do not react by developing and deploying small
MIRVs, W. can defend Minuteman at less cost than we could procure Poseidons.
1f they develcop & pmell MIRV threat, the cost of Minuteman defense would ahout
equal the cost of acquiring Poseidons. _ for Minuteman are
pot competitive with a light Minuteman defense, but they offer an sltemative
to heavier Minuteman defenses against the small-MIEV threat. A posture
cogbining defense (calling for small-MIFVs) (calling

i " would be very difficult to atteack., None of

the new ICBMs enjoys a clear cost advantage over defending Minuteman, putting
Minuteman in super~hard giles, or acquiring Poseidons until the Soviet ARNM
becomes much stronger than the gteater—than—expected threat.*

1f we choose to buy more Poseidon, we would have to order them
in FY 70 and ¥ 71, before we could see the extent of the Soviet
threat. If we develop we would not have to decide to
deploy them until FY 73.

A defense of Minuteman can be bought in stages and ig likely to
hold down the total cost of hedging our Assured Destruction capability.
To deploy the heavy defense of Minuteman by FY 76, we would have to decide
on the light defense by FY 70, the median defense by FY 71, and the heavy
defense by FY 73. Other hedges, such as more Poseidon submaripes oY the

Ballistic Missile Surface Ship, are unnecessary. can be
built In response to the threat and they are competitive with the defense
of Minuteman. The choice between of Wnuteman

depends on the divrection the Soviet threat takes. To preserve the option
to go either way, we should develop them both. o

E. Advanced Manned Stratepic Alrcraft SAHSAQ

Recent studies have reviewed the value of a mixed ballistic
migsile/bomber force apainst reasonable projections of Soviet defenses
into the 1970s. They show the bombers add some measure of assurance apainst
greater-than-expected Soviet threats and {nduce the USSP to divert resources
to their anti-bomber defenses. A mixed offensive force enjoys certain
advantages against terminal defenses. By attackinp some eities with missiles
only, and others wvith bombers only, we force the Soviets to use more resources
to protect all defended cities with both bomber and missile defenses. In
order to accomplish this objective, however, we do not need large bomber forces.

The previous section discussed the hedges to our prograrmed
strategic offensive forces, especially to their missile components.
§ince we intend to keep the missile force well-hedped, the issue is
whether we also want to hedge our bomber force with an AMSA.

% This might happen sometime after 1576. Thus, in order to provide
a basis for more total missile payload apainst 8 possible heavy ABM sometime
after this date, continuing Advanced Development of & new ICBM is still
desirable. Purthermore, the submarine-~carried Advanced ICBM has some
promise of eventually replacing Poseidon, in the 1980s, on an equal-cost basis.
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Is an AMSA & good hedge? It is not. Against the NIE range
of threats our programmed forces are adequate. Since the strategic
forces are already well-hedged, we can keep an Aasured Destruction
capability against greater-than-expected threats without the AMSA.

To counter a Soviet greater-than-expected threat, under most
circumstances, including the most probable ones, U.5. offensive forces
equipped with AMSA cost more than forces with equivalent effectiveness
but without the advanced bomber.

What does AMSA cost as a hedge? To ansver thirs questien we
imst compare the cost of bomber forces needed to cope with various
levels of Soviet threat. The following two tables make this comparison.

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE ¥B-111/B-52 FDRC_EE
{($ Billions)

Bomber Porce Program Costs (FY 68-82) a/
A. 210 FB-1lls ! § 7.2
B. 210 FB-111ls and 255 B-52s without SRAMs 12.4
C. 210 FB-11ls and 255 B-525 with 15.3
pet B-52

p—

a/ ASA I0C in FY 76.

Force B represents the programmed force and would cope with the
higher range of the NIE-projected Soviet strategic forces. It would also
let us expand to meet a2 greater-than-expected Soviet threat. Force A,
costing $5.2 billion less, would be appropriate for the lower range of
KRIE threats. Force C adds STAMs to the B-525, providing the expansion
needed to meet the preater-than-expected threat. This option would
cost $2.9 billion more than Force B.

The next table compares the cost of hedging against the greater-
than-expected threat.

COSTS OF ALTERMATIVE STRONG BOMBER FORCES OF EQUAL EFFECTIVENESS
($ Billions)

Bomber Force Program Costs (FY 68-82)

C. 210 FB-111s and 255 B-52s with

per B-52 $15.3
D. 210 ¥B-11ls and 68 AMSAs 15.3
E. 138 AMSAs 16.6

Both Force D and E are about equal in effectiveness to the
programmed force plus SRAMs against the greater-than-expected threat,
provided B~52 penetration aids work. Force D represents the smallest
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NMSA force vhich we can use as 8 hedge. 1t costs $2.9 billion more
than the programmed forces. The all-AMSA Force E costs considerably
more than either Force Aor C, $9.4 and §1.3 billion respectively.

Considerations other than costs make the Force D option less
sttractive than Force C. First, developing ASA requires a longer lead
time than deploying SPAMs on B-52s, and imposes a gubstantial initial
{nvestment before we could determine that an i{ncreased Soviet threat
has occurred. Conversely, since the SPAl option has & shorter lcad
time, we can delay the decision to deploy this missile until tiie increased
threat begins to appear. Secondly, if we decide to proceed with AVSA
now and the greater-than-expected threat does not appear, we will have
wasted $3 to $10 billiom. .

1n sum, to achieve equal effectiveness,AﬂSA contributes only
marginally at great cost. Thus, Engineering Development 1is not
called for now. Rowever, we ghould proceed with Advanced TDevelopment
to provide aircraft technology and to keep open the option of replecing
the ‘B-52s8.

1v. STRATEGIC DEFENSE

A, Damage Limiting Against the Soviet Threat

Our Assured DestTuction capability makes any kind of nuclear war
with the Soviets unlikely. Therefore, we first buy enough forces to
give us high confidence in our deterrent. As insurance in the unlikely
event deterrence falls, we then consider adding forces that might reduce
damage to our population and industry. Damage Limiting forces, unlile
those for Assured Destruction, cannot and need not work perfectly under
all conditions. They ghould insure against the more probable risks,
puch as wars growing out of a deep crisis, orT threats posed hy the
growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The basic Damage 1imiting question
{8 whether we ghould deploy Nike-X in defense of our cities.

A defensive system to save U,S. cities from a Soviet nuclear attack
must attempt to keep ghead of the Soviet threat, {including their reactions
to our deployment. In this analysis we use two stages in such a deplovment.
The first, ''Posture A", represents & light defense of cities. It has an
area defense of the entire CONUS, providing overlapping coverage of kev targets.
It has a relatively low-density Sprint defense of cities, It is estimated
that initially 1t would cost about $9 billion in investment anc $600 million
a year to cperate. The second, "Posture B", is a heavicer defense with a

“higher density Sprint defense of cities. It is estinated that initially

it would cost $18 biliion and $1.1 billion a year to operate. Because of prol-
sble Soviet reaction, with Posture B we would also need improved air amnd civil
defense forces at a cost of §4 to 85 billion in {pvestment. Moreover,
experience convinces e that the pursuit of effective defenses would eventually
1ead us to spend about $40 billion.
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The U.S5. can justify the cost of a major defense only 41f it could
take sway the ability of the Soviets to ki{ll Americans. The following table
{liustrates the effects of these defenses 1f Nike-X works as designed and
4f the Soviets do not react to the U.S. ABM., The USSP's estimate of its
ability to strike back after a U.S. fi{rst strike on its forces might prove
lover than shown 1f the Soviete judge the uncertain factors peasimistically,
as we do in making our own Assured Destruction calculations.

U.5. RILLED TN ALL-OUT STRATEGIC EXCHANGE IN 1876
ASSUMES RO SOVIET REACTION TO U.S. ARM
(In Millions)

U.S., Strikes Pirst

U.S. Programs Soviets Strike First - Soviets Retslisgte
U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat. U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat.b/

Approved Program (Sentinel)
Posture A a/ :
Posture B

a/ The JCS currently recommend this deployment.
b/ Enough forces av~ withheld from the U.S. first strike
: after their retaliation.

This table shows that if the Soviets de mot respond, thev lose
their deterrent. They would be forced to react te increase the shility
‘of thelr forees to survive =né strike back. They eould de sn in several
different ways: (1) by stepping up deployment of S55-%s anéd 55-1ls now
in productien: (2) by defending their present missile force; (3)

’ (4) bv deploving
a pnev, large ICBM (either mobile or defended); or (5) by deploying a new
submarine-launched missile like our Poseidon. Ther have the technical
capability to do any of these things by the mid~1970s.

If the Soviets choose to respond to our ARM -

A larger Soviet response could raise probable U.S.
fa:a‘ities still higher.

U.S., FILLED IN ALL-OUT STRATECIC EXCEANGT IN 1076
ASSINTIRG SOVIETS RESPORD TO U.S. ARM
(In M{llions)

D.8. Strikes Tirst
U.S. Programs’ Soviets Strike First Soviets Retsliate
U.S., Fatalities Soviet Fat. U.S5. Fatalities Scviet Fat.

Approved (Sentinel)
Posture A
Posture B

18



_——

Record of Decision Revised January 15, 1968

As part of their response, the Soviets could add large numbers of
offensive missiles that would threaten our Assured Destruction capability.
We, in tum, would have to react. Viewing each other's buildup in forces
as sn increased threat, each side would underteke counteracting steps, there-
by increasing the costs to both with no gain in security. Therefore, I
believe deploying the Nike-X system to protect American cities would be
neither wise nor effective.

B. Protection Against Small Urban Attacks

A light U.S. ABM system would protect against & Chinese 1CBM attack.
By protecting the U.S. against euch a threat, it probably would enhance our
‘ability to deter Chinese suclear intimidation of other Asian countries.
Much as a light Soviet AEM system reduces the chances that Francc could draw
the U.S. and the Soviet Union into a nuclear war, a light U.S. ADM system
lessens China's ability to .do so. The area defense of CONUS would give us
a realistic Damage Limiting capability against China for the mid-1970s, as
shown in the next table. :

D.S. FATALITIES IN A SNALL-SCALE ATTACK a/
(In Mllions)

: U.5. Strikes First China Strikes First

Number of ICBMs 10 25 75 10 25 75
No Defense 0 1 3 5 . 10 20
Light ABM 0 b/ b/ b/ b/ 1

a/ Assumes three megaton ICBls, 40% veliability.
b/ Fewer than one million U.S. dead, with some probability of no deaths.

C. Civil Defense

Civil Defense provides low cost {nsurance for our people in the
unlikely event of a nuclear attack. As a by-product it has alsoc proven to
be a significant aid in natural disasters. This program should be pursued.
More effort is needed to identify useful shelters in home basements. Thie
can fi11l a large part of the current shelter deficit at a very low cost -
about $0.45 per space added.

D. Continental Air Defense

The number of lives which would be saved by air defense if the
Soviets were to attack the U.5. depeads on our ballistic missile defense.
With only a light mispile defense, even a very strong air defense could not
save many lives. The Soviets could simply target cities with their missiles.
A Soviet first strike, with missiles enly, could kill 120 million pecple;
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their bombers could then add 1ess then ten million fatalities even if we

had no air defense at all. A force of either 200 improved P-106 interceptors
with AWACS (ten-year cost $9.9 billion) or 5 P-12s with AWACS (ten-year cost
$11.6 billion) would reduce these fatslities by less thsn five to eight million.

However, there are other objectives of continentsl air defense
which must also be considered. These include defense sgainst countries
other than the Soviet Union, defense against bomher attacks on those
strategic forces that we withhold in a controlled nuclear war, peacetime
patrelling of our air space, discouraging Soviet bomber aspirations, and
the use of continental air defense forces in missions outside the U.S. We
can achieve these objectives with a podern, more effective air defense
force that costs less over the next twelve years than our present force.
This modem force will consist of 200 {mproved F-106 fighters (the F-106X),
42 AWACS, two OTH radars, and the Federal Aviation Agency National Alr
Space system for back-up command and contrel., The cost through 1979 for
the modern force is $13.7 billion compared with $13.9 billion for the
current force. However, the lower operating costs of the modern force
will result in substantial savings over the present force after TY 79.

Surveillance is presently the veakest part of our air defense
system. Therefore, we should proceed with enpineering development of AWACS
(1f the Overland Radar Technology program is successful) and with develep~
ment of back-scatter OTH radars. We should also develop, and deploy on the
F-106, advanced air-to-air migsiles and an advanced fire control svstem.
With these improvements to the F-106, there 18 1i{ttle to be gained from the
high performance characteristice of the F-12. Thus, we can avoid the
additional $1.7 billioen cost of an P-12 force and still meet our air defemse
objectives. :
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