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STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ROBERT S, McNAMARA
BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
OK THE FISCAL YEAR 1963-67 DEFENSE PROGRAM AND 1963 DEFENSE BUDGET
FEERUARY 1k, 1962

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

We come before you this morning with the first Defense program
and budget prepared wholly by President Kennedy's Administration.
It is also the first to be developed under the new programming and
budgeting procedure. Under this new procedure, the Defense program
is developed in relation to the prinecipel military missions of the
Defense establishment, rather than by organizational component as in
the past. Accordingly, I have arranged my statement in the same
marner and will present to you our fiscal year 1963 budget proposals
sod owr longer range program projections in terms of the principal
missions of the Defense establishment. Iater in youwr hearings
Mr., Hiteh will summarize the Defense budget in the traditional
manner, by budget category and by appropriation title. The Service
Secretaries and Chlefs will then present statements on their respective
Services.

To present the program, I wlll have to cover a considersably
broader scope than has been the custcm in the pest. Furthermore,
I telieve you would want to have before you essentially the same
body of facts upon which we have drawn in reaching ouwr decisions in
the formulation of this progrem. Therefore, my statement today is
unusually long by past standards and I would propose, if sgreeable
to the Committee, to present it in sections, holding myself available
for questloning at the end of each or several sections, as it may
please the Cammittee.

Briefly, my presentation 1s organized in eleven sections.
The first section 1s a general introduction covering the manner in
which we developed the program and budget, the assessment of the
international situation as it bears on military policles and -
progrems, and mejor defense policy problem areas. The second section
deals with the Strategic Retaliatory Forces; the third with the
Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces; the fourth, the General
Purpose Forces (tactical ground, air, and sea forces); the fifth,
Sealift and Airlift; the sixth, Reserve and National Guard programs;
the seventh, Research and Development; the eighth, General Support
progrems not directly allocable to a mission; the ninth, Civil Defense;
and the tenmth, the organization and management of the Department of
Defense. The eleventh and concluding section 1s a financial summary
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of the fiscal year 1963 program and budget and a reconciliation of the
pregram costs with the total budget request and with the amounts
included in the Bill now before this Committee.

Throughout the presentation I will discuss the programs primarily
in terms of forces and quantities of weapons and equipment, and not
only for fiscal year 1963 but also for the five years through 1967.
Because of the great technical complexity of modern-day weapons, their
lengthy period of development, their tremendous combat power and their
enormous cost, sound choices of major weapon systems in relation to
military tasks and missions have become the key decisions around which
much else of the Defense program revolves. But the full cost implications
of these decisions, present and future, cennot be ascertained unless
both the programs and their cost are projected over a period of years,
ideally over the entire life cycle of the weapon system. Since such
long-term projections are very difficult to make with any degree of
precision, we have fixed on & five-year pericd, which is short enough
to asstre reasonably accurate estimates and long enough to provide a
good approximation of the full cost.

I am sure you realize that the further into the future we project
the progrems, the more provisional they should be considered. As we
move along, changes will have to be made in the projected programs
and entirely new projects, the need for which cannot now be clearly
foreseen, will have to be added. As you well know, all such long-
term proJections tend to have a downward bias, simply because we
cannot see clearly the course of future developments.

These uncertainties are even more prconourced in the "costing"
of the forward programs. Although we have costed the progranms
projected through fiscal year 1967, we do not yet heve a very high
degree of confidence in ocur estimates beyond 1963, since they have
not been subjected to the detailed and rigorous review accorded to
" the 1963 and current year estimates. Therefore, I will not attempt
to project program costs beyond 1963. Perhaps next year, after we
have perfected our costing techniques and gained greater experience
with the new procedure, we will be able to develop more reliable
cost estimates for the years further out in the future.

The costs I will be talking about will be in terms of what we
call "total obligational authority.” This will differ from new
obligatioual eutherity in meny cases, particularly in the procurement
accounts where certain prior-year funds are availstle for 1963
programs. Furthermore, most of my discussion will 3eel with the
total cost of a program, including the directly attributable costs
of military personnel and operation and wmaintenance, as well as
procurement, research ard development, and military construction.

2



A reconciliastion of the program costs with the appropriation accounts
and budget titles for fiscal years 1962 and 1963 is shown on Tables
* * * * *

I. INTRODUCTION - -
A. APPROACH TO THE FY 1963-1967 PROGRAM AND FY 1963 BUDGET

When I took office in January 1961, President Kennedy instructed
me to:

1. Develop the force structure necessary to ocur military
requirements without regard to arbitrary budget ceilings.

2. Procure and operate this force at the lowest possible cost.

I followed tnis guidance in all of the three amsndments to the fiscal
year 1962 program and budget, and I have applied it to the development of
the fiscal year 1963-67 programs and tc the fiscal year 1963 budget.

Our first step in the formulation of the fiscal year 1963 budget was
to initiate & series of studles dealing with what we judged to be the
most critical requirements problems. At the same tize we begen a detalled
review and anelysis of the Communist threat, now and in the future, based
on the latest and best intelligence information availatle.

While this work was under way, we requestzd the Military Departmentis,
in May, to submit their program proposals for the period 1963 through
1967.. No dollar ceilings wern assigned. Instead, tha Military
Departmente were instructed to submit proposals for such foraems and such
new programs es, in thelr judgment, were required to support our buslic
naticonal security objectives. The Departments were particularly
encouraged to submit elternative forces and programs so that we would
have before us in reaching our decisions the principal cholces available,

The Service proposals were recelved during July and Augnist.
Including Civil Defense mnd the Military Assistence Program; they
eggregated over $63 billion in obhligational authority for flacal yuaw
1963 and more than $67 billion for fiscal year 1956. Since thesa
submissions were prepared unilaterally by each Service, 1t is
understandable that duplication and overlapping occurrsd in cesrtain
areas, particularly the Strategic Retalistory Forces.

The Service proposals were conscolidated and subjected to a
systematic analysis by the 05D staff. With the essistence of our

reviewed in great detail each of the programs in the light of:



1. The mission %0 be accomplished,

2. The cost/effectiveness relationships among the varlous
alternative means of performing the mission, and

3. The latest intelligence data on the capabilities of the
Soviet Union and its satellites.

In September, upon completion of this review, my teateative program
decisions were forwarded to the Military Departments and the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to serve as the basis for the preparation
of the detailed budget requests for fiscal year 1963. In order to
assist the Services in their forward planning, this guidsnce, in most
cases, was projected through fiscal year 1967.

In my memorandum forwarding the guidance I made the following
points:

L. The Services should feel free, in preparing their fiscal
year 1963 budget requests, to change details of the guidance wherever
they felt such changes essentisl to meet military requirements.

2. I expected to continue discussing the tentative program
decisions with the Service Secretaries and the Chiefs until the final
fiscal year 1963 budget decisions were made.

3. Our major objective would be to increase combat power and,
therefore, non-essentials and expensive programs that contribute only
narginally to our combet strength must be eliminated.

4. The cost estimates associated with the tentatively approved
programs projected in the guldance were approximate and, in many cases,
probably too high, and would be subjected to detailed scrutiny by me
during the budget review.

No attempt was made to preclude the Services from recommending
programs cover and above those contained in the guidance. Tn effect,
this arrangement provided the Services with an opportunity to reclama
‘my tentative program decisions. We did this to ensure that all
reasonable alternatives would be thoroughly considered before the
final 1963 budget decisions were made.

The last step involved the formulation and review of the figeal
Yyear 1963 budget request. The Military Departments submitted their
requests beginning on October 23rd. As has been the custom in past
Years, the requests were reviewed jointly by the budget examiners of
my office and the Bureau of the Budget. The findings and analyses
developed in this review were forwerded to me for decision.

L



Again, in consultation with ocur principal advisers, Mr. Gilpatric and
I reviewed and decided some 560 individual items ranging in value from
several hundred thousand dollars to several hundred million dollars.

. These decisions were transmitted to the respective Services, and in the
final step of the review outstanding differences were resolved.

Throughout the program and budget review phages, discussions were
held with the Service Secretaries, the Chiefs of Staff, and the Director
of the Bureau of the Budget. Progressively, during these discussions,
outstanding differences were resolved. I helleve it 1s falr to say that
the Defenge budget recommended to the Congress by President Kennedy 1is
the product of the best thought available in the Department of Defense
and the Executive Branch of the Government. Through our collective
efforts, we were able to provide a balanced program adequate to our
needs and at the same time to reduce the budget, in terms of new
obligational authority, from about $54.2 billion requested by the
Services to about $51.6 billion proposed by the President.

There 1s one basic qualification implicit in our fiscal year 1963
budget request which warrants special comment. Obviously, no one cen
foretell at this time how or when the Berlin crisis will actually be
resolved. Therefore, simply for the purposes of preparing this budget
we arbitrarily assumed that the special measures associated with that
crisis will terminate by the beginning of fiscal yesar 1963. Accordingly,
the force structure and personnel strength shown in the budget for the
end of fiscal year 1962 will not necessarily mesh with those shown for
the beginning of fiscal year 1963. Depending on the course of future:
events, therefore, cne or the other of these force and strength projectlions
will have to be adjusted. '

Because the international situation may reaquire higher force
levels at that time, we have requested for fiscal year 1963 the
continuation of the authority contained in Section 612¢ of the 1962

. Defense Appropriation Act. This provision authorizes the Secretary

of Defense, upon determination by the President that it is necessary

to increase the number of military personnel on active duty beyond

the number for which funds are provided, to treat the cost of such an
increase as an excepted expense. The vital importance of being able

to respond promptly to sudden changes in the international situation

was clearly demonstrated last fall. In view of the critical uncerlainties
which still confront us in Berlin, re-enactment of this provision for
fiscal year 1963 is clearly warranted.



B. ASSESSMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AS IT BEARS ON MILITARY
POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Although we have tesken certain speciel measures directly related
to the Berlin crisis; the defense program we are recommending for the
coming fiscal year is geared to our global requirements over the long
term. We are well aware that the Berlin crisis is but another cheapter
in the continuing struggle between Communist Imperialism and Freedom.
Even while we meet here today, the forces of Freedom and Communism
are locked in an armed struggle over the future of South Vietnam. The
sovereignty of Laos still hangs in the balance. Even now the Soviet
Union is exerting strong pressure on Finlend. The Communists are
seeking to gain a foothold in the Congo. Already they have secured a
grip on Cuba, cnly G0 miles off our own coast.

Tatamm Ay e

Seriocus instabllity in other parts of the world may provide the
Communists other cppertunities to enlarge the area 2f the struggle.
As we have seen in the past, the Communists are quick to take
advantage of a breskdown of lew and order in any part of the weorld.
They are guick to identify themselves with any change in the status
quo, and with any emerging threat to existing suthority. One has only
to contemplate the ferment which exists in many countries arcund the
globe, including the Western Hemisphere, to appreciate the potential
for new crises. Clearly, one of the major problems confronting this
nation and its allies 1s how to help safeguard freedom during a period of
rapid and often drastic change in many parts of the world. The problea -
is particularly acute in the emerging nations of Africs, the relatively
new sovereignties in Southeast Asia and in those nations in South and
Central America which are now and will be going through a period of
great social reform.

Obviously, military power aslone cannot solve sll of these problems,
Diplomacy, econowle essistance, and ideological conviction all have
their roles to play in the struggle to safeguard freedom. The principal
purpose of our military programs, including wilitary assistance, is to
-deter the Communists from resorting to the use of armed force in
seeking to achieve thelr objectives. Even here, the line of demarcation
is far from clear. As we have seen in recent months, the Communists
have stepped up what Mr. Khrushchev calls "wars of national liberation"
or "popular revolts" and which we know as covert armed aggression,
guerrilla warfare and subversion. To meet thls form of the Communist
threat, new means must be devised.

Meanwhile, we must continue to guard against general nuclear war
and local wars which may escalate into genersl war. These continue
t0o be the mdst acute dangers to our national security and, indeed, to
the security of the entire free world.
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But cur policy is not merely defensive. We need not and are
not merely reacting to the Communist initiative. Our ultimate
ocbjective 1s a peeceful world in which every nation large and small
1s free to determine its own destiny. To this end we shall continue
our efforts to achieve a safeguarded system of disarmament or arms
reduction. But, we shall not hesitate to take up arms to defend
freedom and cur own vital interests. We are resolved to continue
the struggle in all its forms until such time as the Communist
leaders, both 3oviet and Chinese, are convinced that thelr aggressive
policies, motivated by their drive to ccmmunize the world, endanger
their security as well as ours.

C. MAJOR DEFENSE PCLICY PROBLEM AREAS

"1. Collective Defense

Cur military policy, as in the past, continues to be firmly
based on the principle of the collective defense of the Free World.
Aside from the obvious fact that we are stronger united than alone,
any loss in the Free World position is a less to the security of
the United States.

The issue of Berlin is a prime example. What 1s at stake there
is not only the territory of that city or the freedom of its 2 million

people, but even more important, the ability of the Free World Alliance
to continue to be master of its own destiny. What Mr. Khrushchev seems :

to be seeking is a virtual capitulation by the Alliance. He is trying
to show that the Scoviet Union now has the power to dictate the future
shape of the world.

It should be clear to all Americans that we cannot enhance our
own safety by a retreat in Berlin. The slippery road of appeasement
can only lead to cur isolation and ultimately to disaster. It would
inevitably lead to the breakdown of the NATO Alliance and to a loss
of confidence in the strength and purpose of the United States --
everywhere.

For the sake of our cwn safety we must be prepared to defend
the outposts of Freedom around the world. We must be ready to meet
the Communist challenge in its various forms using whatever means --
military, economic, political or ideoclogical -- best serves the pwrpose.
We cannot, and need not, do this job alone. Our allies around the
world have great and growlnz economic and military strength. What is
needed is a unity of purpose -- a common determination to use this
strength effectlvely in the collective defense of the Free World
Alliance.



In this Alliance, NATO plays a very special role. Not only do
our NATO partners represent, after the United States, the greatest
source of economic, political, military, and ideclogical strength
opposing the Communist camp; they also constitute the bastion of
Free World power closest to the center of Commmist military strength.
There 18 no question but that European NATO represents the balance
of power in the struggle ageinst Communism. The loss or neutralization
of this area would be a disastrous blow to our own security. Therefore,
if for no other reason than our own self-interest, we must maintain
within the NATO Alllsnce the closest kind of cooperation at all levels
and in all spheres; we must concert our efforts no matter how great
the difficulties. And, Indeed, the existence of difficulties should
not dismay us. After all, we are dealing with sovereign nations whose
history extends back far beyond our own, nations with their own particular
devotion to democracy and freedom. They are entitled to their own views
and their views are entitled to the most careful consideration by us.

Thus, in planning our own military forces we must take into
account the plans of the other Free World nations, particularly our
NATO partners. We must continue to plan for the collective defense,
with each member of the Alliance providing the forces best suited to
its capabilities and talents. Collectively, particularly within NATO,
these forces should be brought into better balance with the changing
character of the threat.

After long and intensive study, we have reached the conclusion
that, while our nuclear forces are increasing, greater emphasis than
in the past must be given, both by ourselves and our NATO Allies, to
our non-nuclear forces. This does not mean that we would hesitate to
use nuclear weapons even in & limited war situation, if needed. As
I stated in my appearance before the Committee last spring:

". - . Even in limited war situations we should
not preclude the use of tactical nuclear weapons, for
no one can foresee how such situations might develop.
But the decision to employ tactical nuclear weapons
in limited conflicts should not be forced upon us -
simply because we have no other means to cope with
them. There are many possible situations 1n which
it would not be advisable or feasible to use such
weapons. What 1s being proposed at this time is
not a reversal of cur existing nationsl policy dbut
an increase in our non-nuclear capabilities to provide
a gregter degree of versatility to our limited war
forces."



That 1is still our policy.

With the help and support of the Congress,l believe we have made
a good start in adding to our conventional forces. But much more
needs to be done. We must not only raise the generzsl lsvel of our
non-nuclear forces, but we must also bring the various elements into
proper balance. If we are to have the cepacity to respond promptly
to limited wars in any part of the globe, and possibly in more than
one place at the same time, we must have:

a. Adequate combet-ieady conventional fordes.

b. Airlift and sealift to move these forces promptly to wherever
they may be needed.

c. Tactical air support for the ground forces.
4. Sea forces to ensure control of the seas.

e. Balanced and properly positioned inventcries of weapons,
equipment, and combat consumebles to ensure thet these forces have
what they need to fight effectively.

" We have also made a good start on building vp the specialized
forces required to cope with covert military aggression, guerrilla
varfare, ete., and we are pressing forward with the development of the
specialized eguipment and weapons required by such forces.

But, even more important, we must help the less-developed and
less-stable nations of the Free World to develop these same
capabilities. This is the primary need in such countries as Scuth
Vietnam., We must help them, not only with the specialized weapons
and equipment reguired,but also with training and on-the-spot
advice. All of us in the Free World have much to learn asbout
counter-insurgency and guerrills warfare operations, but learn we
must if we are to meet successfully this particular aspect of the
Communist threat.

Admittedly, it will teke much more than military force alone
to stamp out Communism permanently in such places as South Vietnam.
- We must help these people to provide & more desirable slternative
X to Communism, and to do so will require all the means at our
- disposel -- politicel, ideoclogical, technical, scientific and
N economic, as well as military.



2. Balance Between Reguier and Reserve Forces

clicy which has caused us a great deal
of concern is the balence teiwsen our regular and reserve forces,
and the role of the regerve forcas in this cold war period.
Particularly pertinent is +he vse to be made of the reserve forces
in situations short of general war, and especially in perlods of
cold war crisis when cur military forces may have to be brought

up to peak readiness withcu% izcessarily being committed to combat.
If the reserve components are %0 serve a limited war or cold war
role, they must be available, at least in part, for en immediate
call-up in times of crisis -- apd these crises may occur quite
frequently in the year:z =« ‘. We recognize the hardships such
repeated call-ups would ! ¢ -n the reservists involved.

Another area of military o

2
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What then can be dcne +2 mirimize the penslties to the
reservists while maintaizicg wicper military strength? First, we
could reduce our relianre zn tha reserve components for limited
war and especlally cecld war 3uiy by lncreasing the size of our
regular forces. Second; we could establish in the reserves

selected, priority forcez with 2 high state of readiness. By

providing these forces "i+h 8 'vuly high level of manning, training -

could be committed to combst rl:;in & period of weeks after being
called up.

"Plainly, if we could btrivg =%t least selected units of the
reserve components t¢ a kigh _ewel of combat readiness, we would
not need to call them ‘o agiive duty until the situation had
reached the point where 2ouflizt had started or was clearly
imminent. This is what we ba® in mind in the Second Amendment to
the Fiscal Year 1962 Budgs’, tut cur plan was overtaken by events.
It would have required many minths of hard work to bring the
selected units up to the L—~el 32 ccmbat readiness desired and we
did not get the time. Therzfcre, when the Berlin crisis reached
a polint where prudence 4i:%it:d sn increasein our combat ready,
limited war forces, we hai oo siiernative but to call up two
National Guard divisicns and thzir supporting forces, plus a
large number of other resgerve units required to round out and
expand the active forces. (bwisusly, these reserve units could be
made combat ready much mere quizkly on a full-time basis then
they could on reserve statua,

This action bhas served itz purpose well. We are convinced
that the rapid build-up in cur conventional forces made possible
by the cgll-up of the reserveg has done much t¢ stabilize the
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Berlin situation. But improvisation is not a substitute for a sound
long-term policy. It is not a practical policy to rely on the
reserve forces to meet the repeated crises which inevitably lie
ahead. We must maintain an adequate level of active forces to

meet these crises, relying on the reserve forces for augmentation
only when armed conflict is imminent. Those reserve units which
are subject to call for limited war crises must be brought to a
much higher level of corbat readiness and given first call on all
the resources available to the reserve components.

The increase in the regular forces and the planned improvements
in the readiness of the reserve forces should make possible some
reduction in the size of the latter. The time has come when the
reserve forces must be tailored to fit our over-all force requirements

~and all unnecessary drains on our resources eliminated. The concept
of "one military establishment" must be made & reelity. This is not
a new problem. It has been under study for many years. We believe
that now is the time to start doing something about it.

3. Civil Defense

Another problem of long standing is Civil Defense. If we
believe what we say about being prepared to fight an all-ocut nulear
wvar if one should be forced upon us, then we must take whatever
ressonable measures are available to us to protect our population.

It is universally recognized that there is no practical way to
protect the population within the irmediate range of a nuclear bomb
detonation. Even blast shelters would offer no protection in a
direct hit and the feasibllity of providing such shelters for eany
large part of our population i1s questionable. But we can protect
our population agsinst the after-effects of a nuclear attack,
nemely, fallout. This is a real and widespread danger which could
kill or injure tens of millions of our people. We have already
made & good start in attacking this problem, but the hardest and
by far the costliest part of the task siill lies shesd.

4. Iupact of the Defense Program on the Economy

Major changes in the size, composition and pace of the Defense
program are bound to have an important impact on the Nation's
economy, both directly and indirectly. The rapid advance of
technologlical innovaetion not only crestes the need for new weapon
systems and facilities but also renders obsolete the old.
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We recognize that these changes create very difficult problems for the
businesses, commmities, and individuals affected. Therefore, we have.
taken whatever reasonsble measures lie within the capabilities of the

© Government to alleviate hardships. Within the Defense Department,
itself, we have established a special ofiice to deal with problems
stemning from such dislocations. In this endeavor, we have hLad the
help of other agencies, notably the Department of Commerce and the
Department of Labor.

We shall continue these efforts in the future but we cannot
compromise the basic principle that the Defense program must be
gulded primarily by national security requirements. All other
considerations, as important as they may be, must be considered
secondary to this primary objective. I am sure that all of owr
citizens recognize this imperative.

5. Balance of Payments

Another area in which the Defense program has an important
economic impact is in our international balance of payments.
Defense expenditures entering the balance of payments, including
militexry functions, militery assistance and the purchase of uranium,
have been running at a rate of about $3 billion per year. Wherever
it has been possible to curb this dollar ocutflow without disturbing
vital foreign programs or reducing needed military strength abroad,
the necessary steps have been taken. During the past year Department
of Defense personnel overseas have undertaken a voluntary program to
reduce thelr personal expenditures in foreign economies; the number
¢t foreign civilians employed by the Defense Department is being
reduced; purchases of supplies and equipment of foreign origin --
by both appropriated and nonappropriated fund activities -- are
being curtailed; and the movement of dependents to Europe has been
suspended -- although for military rather than balance-of-payments
Teasons.

We have also undertaken to persusde our financially-capeble
allies to make offsetting purchases from us ¢f military goods and
services and to share and finance Jointly support end training
facilities which we maintain abroed. Recent negotiations to this
end with the Federal Republic of Germany have been very successful,
and we are pursuing similar arrangements with other countries.

6. Financial Burden of the Defense Program

Finally, we are not unmindful of the burden which our defense
effort places on the American taxpayer. We have tried, in developing
our 1963 budget request, (summarized on pg 122) to eliminate all
unnecessary and marginal expenditures, in order to keep the total at
the lowest possible level consistent with our military needs.

* * * * *
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IT. STRATEGIC RETALIATORY FORCES

I would now like to turn to the specifics of the program
proposed for the coming fiscal year and planned through fiscal
year 1967. '

First, I would like to discuss the Btrategic Retaliatory Forces.
These are the forces which are designed to carry out the long-range
strategic mission and vwhich would carry the main burden of the
batile in & general nuclear war. They include the long-range bombers,
their air-to-ground and decoy missiles, and their tankers; the land-
based and submarine-based strategic missiles; and the system for the
command and control of the forces.

'A. THE REQUIREMENT

In contrast to most other military requirements, the requirement
for strategic retaliatory forces lends itself rather well to reasonebly
precise calculation. A major mission of these forces is to deter war
by thelr capability to destroy the enemy's war-making capabilities,
including not only his military installations but also hils production
and government-control centers, and under certain conditions, his
urban society. With the kinds of weapons available to us, this task
Presents ‘a problem of reasonably finlite dimensions, which are
measurable in terms of the number and type of targets or alming
polnts which must be destroyed and the number and types of weapon
delivery systems reguired to do the Job under verious sets of conditions.

The first step in such a celculation is to determine the number,
types, and locatlons of the elming points in the target system.

The second step is to determine the numbers and explosive ylelds
of wesapons which must be delivered on the aiming points to ensure the
destruction or substantlial destruction of the target system.

The third step involves & determination of {the size and character
of the forces best sulted to deliver these weepons, taking into
account such factors es:

1. The number snd welght of warheads that each type of vehicle
can deliver.

2. The abllity of each type of vehicle to penetrate enemy
defenses.

3. The degree of accuracy that can be expected of each system,
i.e., the CEP.
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L. The degree of reliability of each system, i.e., the proportion
of the ready operational inventory that we can count on getting off

successfully within the prescribed time.

5. The cost/effectiveness of each system, i.7., the combat
effectiveness per dollar of cutlay.

Since we must be prepared for a first-strike by the enemy,
allowances must also be made in our calculations for the losses which
our own forces would suffer from the initial enemy attack. This, in
turn, introduces a number of addltional factors into our calculations:

1, The size, weight, and effectiveness of & possible enemy attack--
based on estimates of the size and character of the enemy's long-range
strategic offensive forces and the warhead yields, reliability and
accuracy of their weapon systems.

2. The degree of vulnerability of our own strateglc weapon
systems to such an atteck.

Clearly, each of these crucial factors involves various degrees
of uncertainty. But these uncertainties are not completely
unmanageable. By postulating various sets of assumptions, ranging
from optimistic to pessimistic, 1t 1s possible to introduce into our
calculations reasonable allowances for these uncerteinties. For
example, we can use in our analysis both the higher and lower limits
of the range of estimates of enemy ICBM's and long-range bombers. We
can assign to these forces a range of capabilities as to warhead yleld,
accuracy and rellabllity.

With respect to our own forces, we can estsablish, within reasonable
limits, the degree of relisbility, accuracy, and vulnerability of each
type of offensive weapon system and its abllity to penetrate the enemy
defenses under various modes of operation. Obvicusly, the last factor
elso Involves an estimate of the size and character of the enemy's
defenses. :

This is, admittedly, & somewhat oversimplified version of the
actual calculatlon we made to help us determine the size and character
of the Strateglc Retaliatory Forces required, now, and over the next
five or six years -- to assure that we have at all times the capability
to destroy any nation which might attack us, even after we have
ebsorbed the first blow.

B. PRESENT STRATEGIC RETALTATORY FORCES

There 1s no quesiion but that, today, our Strateglc Retaliatory
Forces are fully capable of destroying the Soviet target system, even

§
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after absorbing an initial nuelear surprise attack. We have a total of
about 600 menned bombers on 1l5-minute ground alert plus about 50
operational ATLAS and TITAN missiles on launchers and 80 POLARIS missiles
in deployed submarines. These forces can carry about 1300 weapons
aggregating about 2500 megatons of yield. Allowing for lesses from an
initial enemy attack by about 200 bombers, about 25 ICEM's, and, perhaps,
a few submarine-launched missiles and allowing for losses enroute to
target, we calculate that our forces could destroy virtually aill of the
Soviet target system, and without any help from fthe deployed tactical
air units or carrier task forces.

C. FUTURE STRATEGIC RETALTATORY FORCES

As to the future: How large a strategic retaliatory force and what
combination of weapons system do we need over the next several years to
continue to deter the Soviet Union, or, if deterrence fails, to be able
to strike back decisively even after absorbing an initial nuclear attack?

Obviously, the size and kind of forces we will need in the future
will be influenced, in large part, by the size and kind of long-range
nuclear forces the Soviets could bring against us and our allies and by
the effectiveness of thelr defensive system. If we assume, as in fact
we have, that the Soviet Union will eventually build g large ICBM force,
then we must concentrate our efforts on the kind of strategic offensive
forces which will be able to ride out an all-out attack by nuclear-
armed ICEM's in sufficient strength to strike back decisively. As the
Soviet Union hardens and disperses its ICBM force and acquire