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CHAPTER 5

TEE NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES

(U} It is now well understood, I believe, that the development of nuclear
weapons and intercontinental delivery vehicles has transformed once and for all
the security situation of the United States and its friends. From the day when
these new technologies wmade their appearaznce on the world stage-—with the
possibility they offered of swift knockout blows against an enemy's military
forces and war production base——opur safety has come to depend heavily on the
deterrent power end credibility of our strategic nuclear forces.

I. U.S., STRATEGIC POLICIES

(U) The most fundamental objective of our strategic policy is nuclear
deterrence, Despite some initial illusioms, most of us have recognized for many
years that strategic nuclear capabilities alome could credidbly deter only =2
narrow range of coniingencies. While strategic nuclear weapons are not an all-
purpose deterrent, they still provide the foundation on which our security is
based. Only a strategic nuclear attack could threaten the extinction of the
United States. For that reason, our strategic forces must be fully adequate
at all times to deter—--and .deter persuasively--any such attack. But our nuclear
forces must be able to deter nuclear attacks not only on our own country, but
also on our forces overseas, as well as on our friends and allies. Nuclear
forces also contribute to/some degree, through justifiable concern about escala-
tion, to deterrence of non-nuclear attacks.

A. Deterrence: The Countervailing Strategy

(8} TFor deterrence to operate successfully, our potential adversaries
must be convinced that we possess sufficient military force so that if they were
to start a course of action which could lead to war, they would be frustrated in
their effort to achieve their objective or suffer so much damage that they weould
gain nothing by their action. Put differently, we wmust have forces and plans
for the use of our strategic nuclezr forces such that in considering aggression
against our interests; our adversary would recognize that no plausible outcome
would Tepresent a success——on any rztional definition of success. The prospect
of such Bvill then deter an adversary's attack on the United States or our
vitgl interests. The preparetion of forces and plans te create such a prospect
has come to be referred to as a2 ''countervailing strategy."

(8) To achieve this objective we need, first of all, a survivable and
enduring retaliatory capability to devastate the industry and cities of the
Sovietr Union. We must have such & capability even if the Soviets were to attack
first, without warning, in a manner optimized to reduce that capzbility as much

as possible. ' known as assured destruction, is the bedrock of
nuclear deterrence, and we will retain such 2 capacity in the future. It 1is
not, however, sufficient in itself as 2 strategic doctrine. Under many circum-

stances large-scale countervalue attacks may not be appropriate--nor will their
prospect zlwavs be sufficiently credible--to deter the full range of actions we
" seek rto prevent.
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{S) Recognizing this limication on assured destruction as an all-
e standerd for deterrence, for many years the Defense Department has
sessed the range of nuclear attacks an enemy might launch against the United
ates and its zllies. We have examined the tvpes of tasrgets we should cover in

a
ent agzinst the spectrum of possible attacks;_ We have recently concluded
¢ re-exacinatien of our strategic policy. \reaffire our
basic principles, but &lso poin: out new wavs to impiement cLhem. )

L87 We have concluded that if deterrence is to be fully effective,
the United States must be able to respond at & level zppropriate to the type and
czle of & Soviet attack. Our gozl is to meke =z Soviet victery as improbable
{seen threugh Soviet eyes) as we can make it, over the broadest plausible range
cf scenavios. We waust therefore have plans for attacks which pose a more
credible threat than an all-out attack on Soviet industry and cities. These
plans should include options tn attack the targets that comprise the Soviet
military force structure and political power structure, and te hold batk a
significant reserve. In other words, we must be able to deter Soviet attacks of
less than all-ocut scale by wmaking it clear to them that, after such an attack,
we would not be forced to the stark choice of either making no effective mili-
tary response or totally destroying the Soviet Union. We could instead attack,
in & selective and measured wav, a vange of militery, industrial, and political
control targets, while retaining an assured destruction capacity in reserve,
(U) Such & capability, and/this degree of flexibility;, we have

believed for sowe years, would enable us to:

e == prevent an enemy from achieving any meaningful advantage:

-~ inafliect higher costs on him than the value he might expect to
gain from partial or full-scale attscks on the United States and
its 2llies; and

- leave open the pessibility of ending an exchange before the worst
escalation and damage had occurred, even 1f avoiding escalation

. to mutual destruction is not likely.
fo)

4% This is what I referred to last year as a countervailing strategy.

In certzin respects, the name 1s newer than the strategy. The need for flexi-
bility and czlibrating U.S. retaliation to the provocation is not, of course, a
new discovery, whatever interpretation may have been placed on general state-
ments of prior doctrines. It has never been U.S. policy to limit ourselves to
massive counter—city options in retaliation, nor heve our plans been so circum-
scribed. For nearly 20 years, we have explicitly included a range of employment
opticns--against military as well as non-military targets--in our strategic

nuclear emplovment planning. indeed, U.S. nuclear forces have always been
designed zgainst military targets as well as those COEPrising war supporting
industry 2nd rvecovery resources. In particular, ve have always considered it

important, in the event of war, to be able to atteck the forces that could do
damege to the United States and its allies.
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£5) There is no contradiction between this attention to the milj-
tarily effective targeting of the large and flexible forces we increasingly
possess—~to how we could fight a war, if need be--a2nd our primary and over-
riding policy of deterrence. Deterrence, by definition, depends on shaping an
adversary's prediction of the likely outcome of a war. Our surest deterrent is
our capability te deny gain from aggression (by any measure of gain), and we
vill improve it. That ability 1is manifest in our forces and expressed in our
statements. It must be recognized by any potential adversary who exhibits a2
self-interested regard for measuring the certain consequences of his actionms
before acting, :
)

: £2% In adopting and icplementing this policy we have no more illu-
sions than our predecessors that & nuclear war could be closely and surgically
controlled. There are, of course, great uncertainties about what would happen
if nuclear weapons were ever agailn used. These uncertainties, combined with the
catastrophic results sure to follow from a maximum escalation of the exchange, °
are an essential element of deterrence. .

tw
€7 My own view remains that a full-scale thermonuclear exchange
would constitute an unprecedented disaster for the Soviet Union and for the

United States. And I am not at all persuaded that what stavted as a demonstra-
tion, or even a tightly controlled use of the strategic forces for larger
purposes, could be kept from escalating to a full-scale thermonuclear exchange.
But all of us have to recognize, equally, that there are large uncertainties on
this score, and that it should be }n'everyone's interest to minimize the proba-
bility of the most destructive escalation and halt the exchange before it
reached catastrophic proportions. ;[Furthermore, we cannot count on others seeing

-~the prospects of 2 nucleazr exchange in the same light we do.

!

LAY

%ST Therefore, U.$ nuclear forces, in z state of rough quantitative
parity with the Soviet Union must, just as before parity, do more than dramatize
the risk of uncontreolled escalation., Our forces must be in 2 position to deny
any meaningful objective to the Soviets and impose awesome costs in the process.

(S} As I pointed out lasr vear, no potential enemy should labor under
the illusion thet he could expect to disable portions of our nuclear forces
without in turn losing assets esseniizl to his own military 2and political
security, even if the exchange were to stop short of an all-out destruction of
cities and industry. In our planning, we take full account of the fact that the
things highly wvalued by the Sovietr leadership appear te include not only the
lives and prosperity of. the peoples of the Soviet Union, but the military,
industrial and political sources of power of the regime itself. Nor should any
possible foe believe that our hands would be tied in the event that he threat-
ened or attacked our allies with nuclear weapons. He too would place critical
targets atr risk, both in his own homeland and in the tertitory of his allies—-
targets, I wight add, the destruction of which would undermine his political and
military ability to gazin control over such vital regions as Western Europe and
Japan. The notion that, somehow, our only to enemy attacks on
zilied targets would be to strike at enemy cities is incorrect. We have had,
and will continue to improve, the options necessary o protect our interests
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and, when challenged, to deny an enemy any plausible goal, no matter how he
might attempt to reach it. That is the essence of our countervailing strategy
to assure deterrence.

B. Other Objectives

(U) Important as deterrence is, it is only one of our strategic
objectives. We must also strive to maintain stability in the nuclear balance,
both over the long term and in c¢risis situations. Because nuclear weapons also
have political significance, we must maintain actual and perceived essential
equivalence with Soviet strategic nuclear forces. We alsc want the structure of
our nuclear forces to be such as to facilitate the negotiation of equitable and
verifiable arms control agreements. Finally in the event deterrence fails, our
forces must be capable (as described at length above) of preventing Soviet
vietory and securing the most favorable possible outcome for U.S. interests.

1. Essential Equivalence

. (U} In addition to their purely military capabilities, strategic
nuclear forces, like other military forces, have a broader role in the world.

(U) On the U.S. side at least, it has been recognized for more
than 20 years by close students of the situation that our alleged nuclear
superiority could not be converted into a war-winning strategy at an. accept=

_able cost or at an acceptable level of confidence, given feasible Soviet
actions. . In other words, while we hust respond to the differences that follow
from a world of strategic parity--and must certainly avoid parity turning into
inferiority--it is simply a myth ithat from the standpoint of responsible
policymakers, the United States has syffered a major loss of leverage because of
‘the Soviet nuclear buildup. It is equally untrue that the supposed loss of U.S.
nuclear superiority makes us any less willing to act than in those days when the
Soviets threatened our allies in Europe over Suez, made life exceedingly diffi-
cult over Berlin, or deployed missiles to Cuba. If a golden age of American
nuclear superiority ever existed, sober decision-makers starting with President
Eisenhower never thought so at the time.

. (U) That said, it is conceivable, ncnetheless, that some parts
-0f the Soviet leadership see these matters in quite a different light. Cer-
tainly without SALT, and to some degree with it, there will be dynamism in the
Soviet strategic programs. The Soviets are expanding the hard-target kill
capability of their ICBM force; they are MIRVing their SLBM force and increasing
its range; they are continuing to upgrade their air defenses and pushing ABM
research and development; their civil defense program continues to grow.

(U) © In any event, many countries make comparative judgments
about our strength and that of the Soviets. The behavior of all those nations
will be influenced by their judgments about the state of the nuclear balance.
It is in this regard that essential equivalence is particularly relevant.

(U) Essential equivalence reflects the fact that nuclear forces
have a political impact influenced by static measures (such as numbers of




warheads, throw-weight, equivalent megatonnage) as well as by dynamic evalua-
tions of relative military capability. It requires that our overall forces be
at least on a par with those of the Soviet Union, and also that they be recog-
nized to be essentially equivalent. We need forces of such a size and character
that every nation perceives that the United States cannot be coerced or intimi-
dated by Soviet forces. Otherwise the Soviets could gain in the world, and we
lose, not from war, but from changes in perceptions about the balance of nuclear
power. In particular we must insure that Soviet leads or advantages in parti-
cular areas are offset by U.S. leads or advantages in others. And although the
United States need not mateh Soviet capabilities in all respects, we must also
insure that the Soviet Union does not have a monopoly of any major military
capability.

(U) As long as our relationship with the Soviet Unicn is wmore
competitive than cooperative--and this is clearly the case for the relevant
future--maintaining essential equivalence of strategic nuclear forces is neces- -
sary to prevent the Soviets from gaining political advantage from a.real or
perceived strategic imbalance.

2, Stability

(U) Long-term stability in the strategic balance--another
objective of U.S. strategic policy--is maintained by ensuring that the balance
is not capable of being overturned by a sudden Soviet technological breakthrough,
either by innovation or by the clandestine development of a "breakout" potential.
To accomplish this goal we must continue 2 vigorous program of military research
and development, as well as a number of hedge programs. We must also maintain
an intelligence effort which will enable us to detect Soviet technological
breakthreughs or preparations for a breakout. These efforts insure that the
United States 1s not placed at a disadvantage should the Soviets ever attempt to
upset the balance.

(U} Crisis stability means insuring that even in a prolonged and
intense confrontation the Soviet Union would have no incentive to initiate an
exchange, and also that we would feel ourselves under no pressure to do so. We
achieve crisis stability by minimizing vulnerabilities in our own forces, by
improving our ability to detect a Soviet attack {or preparations for an attack),
and by enhancing our ability to respond appropriately to such a situation.

3. Arms Control

{(U) The United States also seeks to secure its strategic objec-—
tives through equitable and verifiable arms control agreements whenever such
accords are possible. Accordingly, we will pursue negotiation and be willing to
reduce or limit U.$. capabilities where Soviet programs are appropriately
limited. 1In addition, in order to enhance the possibility of concluding mean-
ingful limits in the future, we will maintain a capability to meet our strategic
objectives in the event of failure to reach agreement. 1In designing our pos—
ture, we will continue to avoid giving it characteristics that might be inter-
Preted as an intention to seek a full first-strike disarming capability.

[



4. The TRIAD

(U) Just as we have long had targeting options, so we have
insisted for many years on maintaining a TRIAD of strategic retaliatory forces,
as have the Soviets, although they differ sharply from us on the strengths they
give to the legs. The U.S$. TRIAD has several purposes, Perhaps the most
important one is to give us high confidence that a sufficient portion of our
countervailing force could ride out an enemy attack and retaliate with deliber-
ation and control against the designated portions of the target system. Our
assumption, well supported in the face of impending developments, has been that
vhile an enemy might be able to develop the capability to knock out or otherwise
neutralize one leg of the TRIAD at any given time, he would find the task of
simultaneously neutralizing all three legs well beyond his ingenuity and means,.
We, for our part, would have the time--without & renewed fear of bomber or
missile gaps—-to redress any shortcomings in the exposed leg. That assumption,
and maintenance of the TRIAD, are still valid today.

C. Summary

Led

_ ,j%;' These goals set a high standard, though I believe it is one
we already meet and will continue to meet. But as with other aspects of our
military forces, we face critical challenges in this area. As Soviet forces
have become more powerful, options appear that could seem to them to offer some
hope of advantage unless we respond adequately in our forces and our plans--and
are seen.to do so. Moreover, the task of providing enhanced flexibility and
effectiveness in response is no simple orne, even from a straightforward techni-
cal point of view. And, special problems arise as we seek to ensure that we
could if necessary sustain not only a brief, intense war but alsc a relatively
. prolonged exchange. All thesetasks will engage our increased attention in the
coming years. '

II: CURRENT U.S. STRATEGIC CAPABILITIES

() " The past and projected trend in Total Obligational Authority (TOA)
allocated to the U.S. strategic nuclear forces (in the program budget) is shown
in Chart 5-1.

’




Chart 5-1

STRATEGIC FORCES BUDGET TREND
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(U) At the end of FY 1981, as in recent years, the U.S. ICBY force will
continue to consist of:

—- 54 TITAN Ils;
-— 450 single;warhead MINUTEMAN IIs; and

-- 550 MINUTEMAN ITIs.

(s) of chis voral JJRrrrvIeray 111s wind ve reficcee wirn the dm12a
warhead, which will give each MINUTEMAN III reentry vehicle & higher kill
probability against very hard targets such as silos. Eventually, a total of 300
MINUTEMAN TIls will receive the MK12A warhead.

(8) &1l 10 POLARIS submarines will be retired by the end of FY 198i. The

St4 U.S. submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLEMs)
will be deploved on 33 submarines. The missile inventery will

consist of:




- 320 POSEIDON C-3s on 20 POSEIDON submarines;: p)

-- 176 TRIDENT I C-4s on 11 POSEIDON submarines; and

- 48 TRIDENT I C-4s on two TRIDENT submarines.

:UD?S7 The zir-breathing leg of the strategic nuclear TRIAD will have unit
eguipment of:

-= 316 Pas (vhich stands for primary aircrzft authorized and substitutes
for the term unit eguipment) B-52 long-range bombers arganized in
21 squadrons;

-- 60 PAA FB-1ll medium-Tange bombers crganized in four squadrons;
and

-- £15 PAA KC-135 tanker aircraft in 33 ezctive and 16 reserve component
squadrons.

hbout 30 percent of the bomber/ranker force will be kept at a high level of
ground alerc. We will maintain the option to increase the number on alert
from their peacerime level sheuld internationzl conditions warrant it.

i -~ .
{ \ inventory force loadings, those independently targetable weapons in

cur ICEMs, SLEMs, and long-range beombers, will amount to approximately 9,200

werheads and bombs by the end of TY 198]1.
:{S) Our continental air defenses will be bzsed on:!
--— 108 active-duty manned interceptors in six squadrons;

- 165 Air National Guard manned interteptors in 10 squadrons; ang

~,

-- Se:zﬁ\ﬁixbg;ne Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircrafe.

These aircraft, together with one squadron of 1f manned interceptors in Alaska
nd two Canadi squadrons of 36 manned interceptors, provide the 327 combat-
zpeble - aircr dedicated to North American &ir defense. Depending on the
nzture of an emergency, CONUS-based fighters =aad additionmal COKUS-based AWACS
zircraft could augment the dedicated air defenses. All dedicated surface-to-air
missiles (SAMs) have been phased out of the basic COKUS defense system. While

an
£
eIt

”om

we will continue to base Sowme Army SAM units &t CONUS treining installations,
thelr primary mission 1s [0 support the Field Army.

\UJ%ST In 1976, our one anti-bazllistic missile (ABM) installation, located
in Kerth Daketz and deploved to defend a MINUTEMAN wing, was deactivated and
antled. However, we continue to Keep its Perimeter Acguisition Radar
ck Cheracterization System (PARCS) operatiocnzl as & wmissile warning and
Ck CT

dilsm
a .
chaTacterization sensor.
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(S) The first and most important signals in our system to provide sur-
_veillance and early warning of missile attacks will continue tc come from the

T EEEREOEEI— - - Y
The Ballistic Missile tarly warning System {BMEWS) and the PAVE PAWS SLBM Radar

Warning System will provide both radar confirmaticn of DSP reports and -addi-

tional attack characterization da:za. Warning of attacks by air-breathing
systems will come froz the Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line along the 70th
parallel, the PINETREE Line in mid-Canada, znd CONUS-based radars. Over-the-

Horizon (QTH) radar will remain in prototype development status.

(U) Our civil defense prograz, which we consider as part of our strategic
capability, concinuese<zax‘be of modest prepertions. Responsibility for the
program has now beer transferred to the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). However, I continue to have a responsibility for overseeing the program
so as to ensure that civil defense complements our other strategic policies.
The current program does not reflect any change in the U.S. policy of continuing ’
to rely primarily on our strategic nuclear tetaliztery forces for deterrence.
Its primary focus remzins the planning of how to relocate our people (parti-
cularly those in the high-risk areas around our strategic forces) to low-risk
areas during a crisis of days or weeks so as to reduce their vulnerability to
major nuclear attack. The program alsc focuses on improved emergency communi-
cations and the survey of shelter spaces that would provide fallout protection
for people near their places of work or residence. About $120 million will be

programmed for these activities in FY 1981, but nct in the defense budger.

II1. SOVIET STRATEGIC CAPABILITIES

(U) The Soviets, regrettably, do not make it entirely clear to what extent
they share the limitations we have set oun the goals of our strategic programs.
On the one hand, they accept the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and negoriated
SALT II--with all the restrictions imposed by these agreements--which assist our
mzintenance of a2 balanced, second-strike offensive capability that has a high
probability of reaching its targets. On the other hand, the improvements they
have made in their ICBMs, their continued emphasis on anti-bomber, anti-missile,
and strategic anti-submarine defenses, together with their ongoing civil defense
program, can be seen as & concerted effort to take away the effectiveness of our
second-strike forces.

L 45T The estimated constant—dollar cost to the United States of reproducing
Soviet strategic activities, along with comparable U.S. outlays, are shown in
Table 5-1. The Soviets are believed to have been devoting over 3.3 times the
Tesources to strategic ferces in 1978 that the United States did. However, when
the costs of peripheral attack forces (some of which could reach the U.S. on
some missions) and strategic defense forces are removed from the comparison, the
Soviets outspent us on intercontinental attack forces by =ebout a facter cf 1.3.

75
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Table 5-1

STRATEGIC FORCES
A Comparison o! US Owtleys Whh Eftimated Doliar Cortt of Soviet Astivities

Beiims 1978 Dolieny

Toral
s

L]

n

T H + d
Wwel B O TV T7 T3 14 W
Unclassiiied

A. Offense

. . (8) The trend in Soviet and U.S. strategic offensive forces since
1966 is shown in Chart 5-2. As of January 1, 1980, the Soviets had deployed
2,504 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, or about 2 hundred wmore than the
total that would be permitted under the inirial SALT 11 ceiling of 2,400, and
some 10 percent more than they would be allowed under the final SALT II celling
of 2,250. The ballistic missile component_of this capability consists of 1,398
ICBM launchezs (of which more than are MIizvVed) and 950 SLEM launchers

J':are MIRVed) in 62 modern ballistic missile submarines.
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Chart 5-2
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Y FE-111 snd BACKFIRE are exciuded
Y scluce spproximaaly 220 B-S2s in ossp frorsge

(S) Uncer the provisions of S$ALT I, the Soviets have deactivated 209
of their older 55-7 and S$-85 ICEM launchers, and have removed the missile
‘zunchers from four YANKEE-class GSSBNs; these may eventually be cenvertec to
nuclear attack subnarings (ssNs). : > .




(8) The Soviet long-range bomber force now consists of 156 BISON and
ircraft. In addition, the Soviet Long-Range Aviation (LRA) contains about
tankers and BIEEAR reconnaissance aireraft. The LRA also includes
Lt hBAC"‘-‘IRE strike aircrafr, and 'BADGER and-_= BLINDER aircraft of

tvpes. Ano:her‘BACKFIR.Es are in Soviet Naval AviatTon.

(S) The BACKFIRE bomber has been in producticn for ten years. In its
various versions, & toral aircreft have been deploved,
Its rete of production Timited to 30 aircreft a vear under the commit-
ments made by the Soviets at the Vienne Summit in June, 1979, We continue to
believe that the BACKFIRE's primary functions are to perform peripheral attack
end naval missions. However, It undoubtedly has some intercontinental capa-
bility ‘in the sense that it can (for example) surely reach the United States
from Soviel home bases on a one-vay, high-altitude, subsonic, unrefueled flight
with recovery in the Caribbean area. With Arctic staging, refueling, and
certain high altitude cruise flight profiles, it can probably execute a two-way
mission to much of the United States.

W

(Tﬁﬁr We estimate that total Soviet force loadings (independently
targetable weapons that can be carried by the deploved strategic missiles and
bombers) have risen from around 450 in 1965 to more than 6,000 at the present
time. The total has increased by about 1,000 since last vear, which reflects
the continued deployment of MIRVed ICBMs and SLBMs.

B. Active Defenses

(S) Numerically, Soviet active defenses have neot changed appreciably
during the pest year. The Moscow ABM defense system still consists of only 64
GLLOSE missile launchers, although the ABM Treaty of 1972 permits expansion of
the system to 100 launchers. JSNENNEENEEE Ry -

R .

. - _ (8) Anti-bomber defenses depend on about 2,600 manned interceptors
and_ SAM launchers) The SAM lzunchers zctually can accom-
modace ?'r—ound(__imissiles since scme of the launchers have pultiple rails.
There currently are eight classes of manned “interceptors deployed, which sug-
gests -that the Soviets may have a standardizatien problem of their own. A
limited 2irborne early warning and centrol capability is based om nine modified
TU-126 MOSS airecraft. These probsbly have sowme lcokdown capability, but it does
not zppear ' to extend to low-altitude targers. It is clear that the Soviets are
about to begin deploying 2 significant look-down shoot-down cepability in some
versions of the MIG-25.

(s) 4s I noted lagt vyear, the Soviets have an operational but
lizmited anti-satellite—& capability. r R R

L4

(U The U.S. 2né Soviet stra
v 1, 1980, sre shown in Table 5-2.




Table 5-2

U.S. AND SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCE LEVELS

1 JANUARY 7S 1 JANUARY 1980
u.s. USSR u.s. USSR
OFFENSIVE
OPERATIONAL ICBM
LAUNCMERS Y ¥/ 1,084 1,598 1,054 1.3%
OPERATIONAL SLEM
LAUNCHERS 3/ 3/ =13 50 [ 560
LONG-RANGE BOMBERS [TAIM/
OPERATIONAL 5/ 348 Mz }1&
OTHERS B/ = 25
-

TORCE LOADINGSY
WEAPONS ‘ §.20 .20 |

DEFENSIVE 8/
AIR DEFENSE SURVEILLANCE
RADARS
INTERCEPTORS (TAl
SAM LAUNCHERS
_ABM DEFENSE LAUNCHERS

ooln

1/ INCLUDES ON-LINE MISSILE LAUNCHERS A5 WELL AS THOSE iN CORSTRUCTION, IN OVERHAUL,
REPAIR, CONVERSION, AND MOSERNIZATION.

2/ DOES NOT INCLUDE TEST AND TRAINING LAUNCHERS OR 18 LAUNCMERS OF FRACTIONAL

ORBITAL MISSILES AT TYURA Tak TEST RANGE.

INCLUDES LAUNCHERS ON ALL KUCLEARPOWERED SUBMARINES AND, FOR THE SOVIETS,

OPERATIONAL LAUNCHERS FOR MODERN SLEmMI ON G-CLASS DIESEL SUBMARINES 13

G-11 £S5 WITH & TOTAL OF X9 TUBES THAT ARE NCT ACCOUNTABLE UNDER SALT ARE

EXCLUDED.

1980 FIGURES EXCLUDE, FOR THE U

- e e [ TP Y

3

&.: 65 FB-1911; FOR THE USSk ]

5, INCLUDES DEPLOYED, STR!KECONF!GURED‘AIRCRA
&/ INCLUDEL, FORUS, BS5S2 USED FOR WISCEI'LANEDUS PURPOSES AND THOSE IN RESERVE,
MOTHBALLS OR STORAGE, AND 4 B-1 PROTOTYPES; FOR THE USSR: BEARS AND BISONS

USED FDR TEST. TRAINING, AND R&D.
7/ TOTAL FCRCE LOADINGS REFLECT THOSE |NDEPENDENTLY-TARGETABLE WEAPONS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE TOTAL QPERATIONAL ICBM, SLBM: AND LONG-RANGE
BOMBERS.
8/ EXCLUDES RADZRS AND LAUNCHERS AT TEST 5ITES OR OUTSIDE NORTH AMERICA
§/ THESE LAUNCHERS ACCOMMODATE ABOUT 12,300 SAM INTERCEPTORS. SOME OF THE
UNCHERS HAVE MULTIPLE RANLS,

c. Passive Defenses

. 'C1v11 defense in the Soviet Union is an ongoing nationwide pro-
gram upder.mllltary control. It is not & crash effort, but its pace increased
beginning in the late 1960s. It is directed by a highly structured organization
led by a general who is also a Deputy Minister of Defense. The ocperating
pe;s?nnel in the program-—those who would supervise civil defense actic-ms in a
crisis--are organized into military civil defense enits, communications ele-

?etts, and civilian formations. Ve estimate the number of Ffull-time civil
defense personnel to be about 120,000. Counting all civilian units and forma-
tions supposedly available, the total number of people in the program would be
upwerds of 16 mpiilion. The combined costs of three major elements of the
3
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program, salaries for full-time civil defense personnel, operation of military
units for civil defense, and construction of blast shelters probably represented
something less than one percent of Soviet defense spending in 1978. The United
States, by contrast, has been spending only about a tenth of one percent of its
smaller defense budger on civil defense,

(U) Hardened command posts have been constructed near Moscow and
other cities. For the some 100,000 people we define as the Soviet leadership,
there are hardened underground shelters near places of work, and at relocation
sites outside the cities, The relatively few leadership shelters we have
identified would be vulnerable to direct attack.
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(8) The Soviets could probably shelter about 6-to-12 percent of the
total work force at key industrial installations. Exactly how many would depend
on shelter occupancy factors, which would have to be as low as one square meter
or 0.5 square meters per person in order to accommodate either of these numbers.
Nationwide, the Soviets have probably constructed at least 20,000 blast-resis-—
tant shelters, more than half of which are intended for key industrial workers.
With an occupancy factor of 0.5 square meters, they can protect approximately 13
million people, or roughly 10 percent of the total residents in cities of 25,000
people or more. Some additional protection would be available to the Soviet
population in the form of subway tunnels and stations. However, the vast
majority of the urban population would have to be evacuated from cities in order
to receive some degree of protection. On the average, two or three days would
be required to evacuate the major pertion of these people, but it could take as
much as a week to clear larger cities such as Moscow and Leningrad of all but
essential personnel. The required times could be lengthened by shortages of
transportation, other bottlenecks, or adverse weather. Evacuees would be
quartered in rural areas and required to construct expedient shelters. There is
‘no evidence that evacuation exercises have been conducted involving the movement
‘of large numbers of people However, we do have evidence of small-scale evacua-
tions and numerous exercises with cxvzl defense staffs.

(S) The Soviet program for the geographic dispersal of industry, as
indicated in Table 5-3, is not being implemented to any significant degree. New
plants have often been built next to major existing plants. Existing plants and
complexes have been expanded. No effort has been made to increase the distance
between buildings or to locate additions in such a2 way as to minimize fire and
‘other hazards in the event of a nuclear attack. Previously open spaces at fuel
storage sites have been filled with new storage tanks and processing units. In
sum, the value of overall productive capacity Has been increased proportionately
more in existing sites than in new areas.




Table 5-3

Estimated Cumulative Percentage Distribution of Soviet
Population and Industrial Production

Industrial
Populaticn Production
Number of Cities 1966 1975 1966 1975
/

10 8.0 ﬁ.? 18.4 17.1

50 17.2 19.6 40.0 38.4

100 22.5 28.0 52.4 51.9

200 28.1 32.9 64.5 65.3

300 31.4 36.6 70.9 72.5
. ' (U) Little evidence exists to suggest a comprehensive program for
hardening Soviet economic installatioms.  Published civil defense guidelines
acknowledge the high cost of such measures, and the Soviets appear to have given
- greater emphasis to the rapid shutdown of equipment and other measures that

could facilitate longer term recovery after an attack.

(8) The Soviets will probably continue to emphasize the construction
of urban blast sheltering, If the current pace of construction is continued,
the number of oeople that can be sheltered will increase
* in 1988. The actuazl percentage of the population
that can be sheltered in cities of 25,000 people or more will increzse from the

current 10 percent “) but the absclute number of
’ h people that would have te be evacuated will 2lso increase because of growth in

the urban population. During the same time, the continuing concentration of

economic Investment in previously existing plant sites, tcgether with an absence

of construction-hardening technigues, suggests that & future attack on urban-
‘ industrial targets would be about as destructive as now. Soviet leaders may
! continue to believe that civil defense contributes to war-survival and war-
fighting capabilities, but their wuncertainties about its asctual effecriveness
will continue.

D. Force Improvements

(U) The Soéviets zre continuing to modernize their strategic forces
and related capsbilities at a steady pace. While their offensive systems are
understandably the center of arttention, it must be stressed that they are
ellocating substantial resources to the improvement of their active and passive
defenses as well,

1. Dffense
~(S) The deployment of the $§-17, S$S5-18, and S5-1%9 ICBMs has
continued at a rate of approximately 125 total launchers a year. There are now
more than 200 SS-18s in converted $5-9 silos. The vast majority of these are
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0of the eight and 10-¥IRV variety. About 150 S5S-1Vs ané wmore than 200 55-19s
are now deploved in converted S55-11 silos. (&11 of the converted siles may be
capeble of withstanding static overpressuresg e o b -

S et

The Soviets

ate believed to hazve a substantial number of
A s = n

excess missiles,  Fonown gt -ff:u Most of these missiles are older
ICE¥s that hnave peen replaced by newer models znd cannot be launched opera-
tionzlly beczuse thev are not compatible with existing lzunchers. There is no
evicdence that producticn of missiles for which there are existing launchers
(88-17, SS8-16, and 55-19) is significantly grester than the number of those
izunchers. Although the §5-17 and S$5-18 are designed for cold launch and could
therefore in principle take reloads in a relativelv short time, there is no
evidence tnat the Soviets have any plan or capability to use excess missiles as
reserves, or refires. We are quite confident they have not tested or trained in
those ways.

(s)
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(S) The 55-16 is a solid-fuel, three-stage ICBM with a post-

boost vehicle (PBV), but £light-tested with only z single warhead. It has
been flight-tested only once since 1975, and then unsuccessfully. It was
designed £for deployment 1In 2 mobile mode, Its DrOduCthn, deployment, ané

testing are expressly banned by SALT 11,

OI tnhe 55— 16 is thaa tne'SS 20--a mob le lntermedlate range balllstzc missile
(IRBM)--is a derivative of it.
Vs
{s) The Soviets still have theif'follow—on series cf IC3Ms and
SLEMs 1in development. There are at least ICBMs in thxs series, some of
them probably modlflcatlons of ICBMs zlready deployecd

(§) In the past, the Soviets kep 3 NP percent of
their ICBEMs on what we would consider a qulck-reaction alerc, Today, with the
deployment of more modern vehicles, we estimate that most if not zll are on a
high alert. Soviet long-range and medium bombers do not maintain a peacetime
quick-reaction alert.

: (S) Modernization of the Soviet SLBM force continues. Construc-
tion of the YANKEE-class submarine stopped five years ago at 34 boats (544
tubes) armed with the 3,000-kilometer 1liquid-fuel S$5-N-6& missile. of the
boats have had their missile tubes removed and eventually may be converted to
SSN5. One other YANKEZ has been backfitted with the 3,000 to &4,000-kilometer
53-NX-17, a sclid-fueleé mizsile with a post-beoost vehicle and greater accur-
acy than the 55-N-§& P ' ]

have a total of 32 Qgeratlonal DLLLF -class submarine s N
. the 12-tube DELTA Is with the §5-8-8, a
1iquid-fuel missile with a range of about | kllometers
DELTA IIs with 16 tubes; they are also armed wifh the $S-N-8.
DELTA 1Ils in service (each with 16 tubes) carry the S8-N-18, 2 liquid-
fuel missile with a range of 6,500-to-7,700 kilometers and a post- boost vehicle
capable of dispensing. three HIRVs in one version and seven in another. In
addition, a new large SSBN continues under construction. It may be 2 larger
version of the DELTA, or what the Soviets refer to as TYPHOON
\

- {w)

427 Both the $5-N-8 znd the §5-N-18 permit the Soviets to cover

targets in the continental United States from patrol areas in the Barents Sea
and Sea of Okhotsk. This, coupled with the advent of MIRVs in the Sovier force
structure, increases the number of SLEM warheads they are able to keep on
station. ' ] '
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(8) For some time, we hzve been expecting but have not vet
detected the roli-out of one or more types of new, long-range Soviet bombers.
We zssume that 1f any of these aircraft appears, and goes into series production
_1 it will replace the old BISONs and BEARs as the mainstay
o the Soviet intercontinental bomber force. About two-thirds of the BEAR
zirerzft are ceonfigured to carry one AS-3 air-to-surface missile (ASM). The
BACKFIRE can cerry two AS-4 ASV}E:— .
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4 - '_ " A _jfﬁﬁgy may be Uorklng on a long-range cruise
misslle oif their own desilgn.

2. Defense

(S) The Soviets continue to engage in an active and costly ABM
research and development effort, as both sides are permitted to do under the ABM
Treaty of 1972. Their mailn concentratidn appears to be on improving the per-
formance of their large phased-array detection ané trackin
developing a rzpidly deployable ABM svstem vhich 1ncludes a
1nterceptcr Although the
Soviets may be 1nvESt1gat1ng the application o?__nléh energy lasers and even

arged particle beams to ABM defenses, severe technical obstzcles remain in the
wey of converting this technolegy into a weapon system that would have any
racrical capability against ballistic missiles. We szill have no evidence,
‘moreover, that the Soviets have devised a way, even conceptually, to eliminate
these cbstacles.

radars. and on

. (S) The SA-X-10 surface-to-zir missile (SAM) 1is exgected to be
" decloved soon and will be able 1o engage aircraft-sized targ :
Lar any altltuceﬁ_ :
3 ~ it will almost certaznly have some capability against a
cruise misSile within a small engagement envelope. § T\

PR — ‘ _:éj : ) .

{8) The Soviets have not yet managed z solution to the problem
.of intercepting bombers and cruise missiles penetrating their defenses. How-
ever, z number of systems near initial operating czpability (IOC), if deployed,

will improve their capability. A modified FNYRAT ic¢ wnder develgnment swith
lgok=down cepabi{iE;}éi"'ﬁ—..: IR R

o

P - Tl I £ A A7 S a2 e T e iy T — £ M e ey n b b i i s i Rl e e )

N LR ﬁ

TR

e




{8) The Soviets continue their efforts to develop an znti-sub-
marine warfare capability both against alliance SSBNs and in protection of their
ownn SSBNs. However, the performance of their ASW forces is improving oniy
gradually, and remzins substantially below that of comparable U.S. forces. The
YICTOR-class nuclear-powered atrack submarine (SSN) remzins the most capable
Soviet ASW platform. At present, however, neither it nor other currently
deployed Soviet ASW platforms constitute a significant threat to our SS5SENg o

N Cee e

E. Soviet Doctrine

(U) I have outlined earlier the objectives of U.S. strategic nuclear
forces—-—deterrence, stability, and essential equivalence-—and in particular the
countervailing strategy which guides our efforts to maintain deterrence.
Articulation of the principles of our countervailing strategy focuses us
on zn obvious but too often ignored point: to deter effectively we must affect
the perceptions of Soviet leaders whose vzlues, objectives, and incentives
differ sharply from our own. Our understanding of Soviet concepts of the role
and possible results of nuclear war is uncertain., This 1s partly because our
evidence is ambiguous and our analysis clouded by that ambiguity, and partly
no doubt because even in the totalitarian Soviet state different leaders address
these inherently uncertain issues from different perspectives.

(U) Sovier leaders acknowledge that nuclear war would be destructive
beyond even the Russian historical experience of the horrers of war. But at the
same time some things Soviet spokesmen say-—and, of even more concern to us,
sqme things they do in their military preparation--suggest they take more
sericusly than we have done, at least in our public discourse, the pessibility
that a nuclear war might actually be fought. In thelr discussion of that
prospect, there are suggestions also that if a nuclear war occurred, the time-
honored military objectives of nationzl survival ané dominant military pesition
et the end of the fighting would govern and so wust shape military preparations
beforehand.

(U) Beyond the murky teachings of these doctrinal presentations, the
Soviet leaders make evident through their programs their concerns about the
failure of deterrence as well as its maintenance, and thelr rejection of such
concepts as minimum deterrence and assured destruction as zll-purpose strategic
theories. Those concerns are understandable; scme of us share them ourselves.
What must trouble us, however, is the heavy emphasis in Soviet military doctrine
on the acquisition of war-winning capabilities, and the coincidence f{in one
sense or another of that word) between their programs and the requirements of =z
deliberate war-winning strategy.

(v) 1 recognize that the current generation .of Sovier political
leaders has been cautious about actions which could lead to nuclear war, and
that published Soviet military doctrine may not fully reflect its views.
Nevertheless, these leaders should know by mnow, as we learned some years &go,
that a war-winning strategy--even with high levels of expenditures--has no
serious prospect of success elther in limiting damage 1in an all-out nuclear
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exchange or in providing weaningful military superiority. The enduring validity
of thig conclusion depends, of course, on our taking the necessary counter-

zeasures ourselves. T1f Soviet efforts persist, and we do not counter them, the
Soviets may succumb tc the illusion that 2 nuclear war could actually be won at
acceptable, if large, cost. Accordingly, it 1s essential to continue to adept

anc¢ update our countervailing cepabilities so that the Soviets will clearly
understenc that we will never allow them to use their nuclear forces to achieve
any aggressive goal at an acceptzble cost. This is a feasible U.5. goal,
whatever cone's view of the doctrinal issues; however, it does rTequite that we
carry out the force improvement measures I am presenting here.

(U) To recognize that strong war-winning views zre held in some
Soviet circles-~and that Scoviet advocates of such concepts as minimum deterrence
or assured destruction are rTare Of absent--is not necessarily to c¢ast any
accusation of special malevelence, for these are traditiomal military perspec-—
tives by no means unreflected even in current Western discussion o©of these
matters. Still less 1s it to say that the Soviets are not subject to deter-
rence. The task, to paraphrase 2 thinker familiar to the Soviet leadership, is
not to debate deterrence with the Soviets, but to wmazintain it in our competition
with them. There is, to be sure, little evideance of any Soviet view corre-
sponding to that sometimes expressed in the West that assured destruction as a
strategy.would be & positive good, making further militzry analysis unnecessary
or even wrong. But there is at the same time every reason fo believe that the
Soviet_leadership has in fact been deterred anéd can continue to be, not by
theory, but by recognition of the certain costs of azggression to things most
_vzlued by that leadership. '

IV.  OTHER NUCLEAR CAPARILITIES -
!
(U) 1In addition to the United States and the Soviet 'Union, thTee countries

. have - deploved strategic nuclear capabilities. Great Britain continues to
meintain four RESQOLUTION-cless S5SBNs, armed with 64 POLARIS A-3 missiles, and 56
VULCAN bombers. The close U.S. cooperation with this capability reflects our

juégment that the British force, which is committed to RATO, contributes to our
mutual defense interests. The British are considering a replacement for their
§SBNs 2and SLEMs, znd have scheduled the VULCANs for retirement Ln the near
future.

{U) France nhas four REDOUBTABLE-class SSBNs which will have 64 M-2 or M-20
missiles,, and plans to deploy two more SSBNs and modernize her SLBMs with the
M-4 system, which has some limited MIRV capability. She zlso deploys 18 IRBMs
end 34 MIRAGE IVA aircraft supported by 11 KC-135F tankers.

deploys three types of

(§) The People's Republic of China currently
MRBMs (the CSS-1) with

.liguid-fuel ballistic =cissiles:
2 renge of “'-‘-:ilome:ers; PIREMS (the €SS-2) with a range ofﬁ
kilometers; zn \pulti-srage IUbMs (the CSS-3) with 2 meximum range of 7,000
kilometers. The Chinese, in zdditien, have §if§/TU-16 (BADGER) and‘TU-lo
(BULL) medium~range bozmbers with an cperational radius of about 3,000 kilo-
meters. The areas covered by these delivery vehicles are shown in Chart 5-3.
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Chart 5-3

RANGE OF PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA
STRATEGIC SYSTEMS
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(8) The PRC still has under development a full-scale, liguid-fuel ICBM
(the CS$S-X-4) with a range estimated at kilometers. The missile heas
been tested only inside China and 2t reduced ranges, but it has been used
successfully as a satellite launcher. There is no progress to report on the
SLBY program of the PRC, although work probably continues om a nuclear-powered
submarine and a solid-fuel missile to go with it.

v. ADEQUACY OF TEE U.S. STRATEGIC CAPABILITIES

(U) It is, of course, the Soviet nuclear force (not that of our British
and French allies, or of Chinaz) that must be of primary concern to us. What, in
particular, is the significance of recent Soviet strategic nuclear developments,
eand what dg¢ these developments signify for the design of our nuclear strategy
and force structure? '
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{8) At present, there are excellent grounds feor confidence in the U.S.
strategic deterrent. Qur alert bombers, SLBEMs on patrel, and =z number of our
ICB™s could be expected to survive even a well-executed Soviet surprise attack.
More than: “warheads could be launched in 2 cozprehensive retaliation, and
most of the bombers and missiles should be able to penetrate to their targets.
If the U.S5. force were generated to & high alert before being zttacked, more

than -&rheads could be launched. We would zlsec have the option to with-
helé & number of these warheads and use a part of the force with deliberztion
end control against subsets of targets. However, we would not hzve high confi-

dénce, on & second strike, of destroying the majority of the Soviet ICBM silos
ané other verv hard targets with our gquick-reacting missile forces, although our
bomber weapons (bombs now and ALCMs later) would have 2 good albeit delayed
cepebility ageainst hard targers. '

(U) The Soviets, at the present time, would have 2 scgmewhat comparable
capability. Even supposing & U.S. first strike, they too would have a sub-
stantial number of surviving weapons. However, they could not cover as many
targets, since their inventory of surviving alert warheads would be smaller. As
with the Uniced States, i1f the Soviets generated their offense prior to being
attacked, the number 6f their surviving weapons would increase.

(U) bBecause of this Soviet capability, whieh matches ours for all practi-
cal purposes, we have 2 situation of essential eguivalence. It c¢an also be said
with some confidence that a state of mutual strategic deterrence is currently in
effect. It follows that nuclear stability would probably prevail in a c¢risis as
well. -

{(8) Llonger-term stability is not equally assured. The most immediate
sourte” of future instability is the growing Soviet threzt to our £i-=d, hard
ICBMs. Although the Soviets have only just begun to deploy a version of the
. §8-18 ICBM with 10 MIRVs, within a vear or two we can expect them to obtain the
" necessary combination of ICBM numbers, reliability, accuracy, and warhead yield
to put most of our MINUTEMAN and TITAR silos at risk from an attack with a
relaecively small proportion -of their ICBY force. For planning
purposes, therefore, we must assume that the ICBY leg of our TRIAD could be
destroved within hzlf an hour as one result of a2 Soviet surprise attack.

-(U) To say this is not to imply that the probability of 2 Soviet surprise
sttack will increase as this hypothetical vulnerability grows greater. Prudent
Sovier leaders would not be certzin of obtaining the necessary performance from
or coordimation in their forces to make such an attack effective. Nor could
they be sure that we would not launch our ICBMs on warning or under attack (as
ve would by no means wish to rely on having to do so). However, less prudent or
moTe desperate Soviet leaders might not be constrzined by these considerations.

(s} Still, even if the Soviets were able, in 2 surprise attack in the
1980s, :to eliminate wost of our ICBMs, all our non-zlert bombers, and zll our
ballistic missile submarines in pert, we would be zble to launch more than
watheads at targets in the Soviet Union in retaliation. And we would still have
the option of withholding 2 number of these warheads while directing still
others to a wvariety of non-urban targets, including military targets of great
velue to the Soviet leadership.
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(U) These results, in general terms, are shown in Chart 5-4. In other
vords, the hypothetical ability of the Soviets to destroy over 90 percent of our
1cE¥ force cannot be equated with any of the following: a disarming first

“strike; & Seviet advantage that could be made meaningful in an all-out nuclear
exchange; & significant contribution to a damage-limiting objective; eor an
increased probability of 2 Sovier surprise attack. It would amount to none of
these. What it would amount to is that the United States, in these hypothetical
circumstances, could lose an important leg of the TRIAD and a significant but
not crippling number of wvzluable warheads. We would suffer 2 loss in our
ability to attack time-urgent hard targets and a reduction in the flexibility
vith which we could manage our surviviaog forces. However, as Chart 5-4 indi-
cates, despite growing MINUTEMAN vulnerabiliry, the total number of surviving
U.§. warheads would actually increase after 1981, because of TRIDENT and ALCM
deployments, followed by MX.

($} 1In the decade ahead, we will have strategic retaliatory forces suffi-
cient to deter Soviet attack, not only by the risk of escalation tec massive
destruction of cities and industry, but also by the certainty of our ability to
destroy, on a more selective basis, a range of military and industrial targets
znd the seats of political control | surely deny the Soviet Unionm any
edvantage frow embarking on a course of action that could lead to nuclear
exchanges.

(U) 1 must adé this important caveat, however: wmy assessment is based
on the assumption that Soviet forces remaln within the limits set by SALT II.
Should the treaty fazil of ratification, and should Scviét force levels then
increase {as I believe and, in any event, must gssume they would), we would have
tc meke a larger commitment of resources to the strategic nuclear element of our
defense--z commitment which, though then necessary, would not improve our secur-
ity bevond that available--at far lower cost--given ratification of SALT II.
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Chart 5-4

U.E. SURVIVING WARHEADS
AFTER SOVIET FIRST ETRIKE
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(V) If our situation promises to be so faverable with SALT, why is such an
issue being made over MINUTEMAN vulnerability, ané why do we need to go to the
expense of the mobile MX ICBM, particularly an MX with & significant hard-target
kill capability of its own? Why should we not settle for the new status gquo and
plan to launch our ICBMs on warning, or replace MINUTEMAN--if we must replace it
"at-all--with what some would call a less threatening (weaning less versatile and
effective) system than MX?

.

: (U) These guestions have several answers. The first is that it is one
{ thing (&nd by no means an easy one) to have an operational capability to launch
: nuclear wezpons, with warning or under attack. It is quite another matter to be

i . obliged to lszunch them simply in order to aveoid losing them to the attacker.
"Tne latter posture, with its wvulnerability to accidents and false alarms, and
still more with its premium on hasty action rather than deliberation and control,

. 1s unacceptable te the United States. 1In s given situation, the President may

! decide to order 2 launch, with or without warning. The duty of the Department
of Defense is to plan and procure systems so thst the force can ride out an
attack if that is what the situation calls for, &nd what the President directs.
it 1s not ocur duty to force his hand.
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{U) The second answer 1s that we can live temporarily with the vulnerabil-
ity of one TRIAD leg, so long as the other two are in good working order. But
ve would be ill-advised to accept that vulnerability as a permanent condition in
light of what could happen to the survivability of the other two legs. Indeed,
right now, considering the momentum behind current Soviet strategic programs, it
is not unreasonable to assume that in such a case:

-- the Soviets would be tempted to see whether they could effectively
neutralize the effectiveness of the bomber and SLBM legs;

-- our acquiescence in MINUTEMAN vulnerability would encourage them to
increase the resources dedicated to that enterprise; and

-- they would be able te transfer resources from their ICBM program
for this purpose.

In other words, if we stand still, and do not repair the vulnerability of the
ICBMs, we may find that the bombers and then the SLBEMs have become vulnerable as
well.

) :

(¥ The third answer follows from the second. We would have preferred to
see both sides retain their fixed hard ICBMs in a survivable state, And in our
SALT proposals of early 1977 we specified offensive limitations and reductions
that might have been able to minimize ICBM vulnerability for some years to come.
The Soviets saw fit to reject -those proposals. Now both sides--not just the
United States--must be made to face the consequences of that rejection. Essen-
tial equivalence requires no less.

VI. STRATEGIC PROGRAMS

vy

f§3 The United States, for its part, will proceed with the mobile MX so as
to restore the survivability and increase the deterrent value of the ICBM leg of
the TRIAD. As we proceed, we plan to give the MX missile a high single-shot
kill probability against hard targets: including silos, submarine peas, nuclear
storage sites, and command bunkers. We see no reason to make these targets safe
from U.5. ICBMs when comparable targets in the United States would be at risk
from Soviet ICBMs.

‘e

£8)"  Although MX ' could place a large percentage of the Soviet strategic
force in jeopardy, Soviet ICBMs are a large percentage of a very large total
force, as shown in Chart 5-5 for 1980. The Soviets would not be disarmed any
more than we would by the loss of their ICBMs. At a minimum, hundreds of their
SLBM launchers would survive, and these launchers will soon be capable of
carrying thousands of warheads. If the Soviets should feel they need more, they
can (like us) spend the large additional rtesources required to restore the
survivability of ctheir ICBMs. Such a situation would be more conducive to
stability than to allow them onesidedly to make our ICBMs vulnerable, and having
succeeded on that score, transfer resources to other and even less benign
programs. Moreover, by having an efficient, time-urgent, hard-target Kkill
capability--such as will be provided by MX--we should reduce Soviet incentives
te expand their silo-based forces in the absence of SALT.
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(v Just as we consider conservatively designed, second-strike,
countervailing forces to be essential to the security of the United States and
its zllies, so we accept the same need on the part of the Soviet Unien. Because
our own goals are essentially defensive in naturte, we can accept a relationship
We do not seek to take away from the Soviers their basic
But we will not permit them to take away ours. We
and zre dedicated to achieving it
if necessary, by unilateral

of mutugl dererrence.
second-strike capabilities.
insist on that kind of essential eguivalence,
threugh the mutual constrezints of arms control or,
mezns; hence the MX program.

Chart 5-5
1980

COMPOSITION OF U.S. AND SOVIET FORCES
MISSILE LAUNCHERS & HEAVY BOMBERS

2283 Y 2504
u.s.

TOTAL WARHEADS

7.2 Mililon Lbs. 11.8 Million Lbs.
L.s. USSR

[ 1308 4

1/ The number ZZE3 inciudes approximetely 220 B-525 in desp stormpe,
burt These BXTiben W NOL EONSICErd i Ut Chafl puerT Thimt

i
i

T {(s) 1In addition to developing X, which is planned to have an initial
operating cepability in 1986, we are continuing deployment of the Mark-124
reentrv vehicle on 300 MINUTEMAN III ICBMe. This program]

“end will improve the capability of these missiles against hard targets.

'!I.Illlta . .. . .
Indeed, 1t is worth pointing out that because of zccuracy and vield improvements
meade in the MINUTEMAN I1I missiles by the mid-l?SOS,_

T T TR

L

92




N

even witnout MX, The unique feature of MX is that it provides this capabilircy
in & survivable basing mode and thereby serves our objective of stabiliry,

{s) We must continue to modernize the other two legs of the strategic
TRIAD as well. The TRIDENT I {(C-4) SLBM will be backfitted into 12 POSEIDCN
submarines by the end of FY 1982; the first two refitted SSBNs already are

cperational. The. first TRIDEINT submarine will become operational in FY 1981.
Through FY 1980, eight TRIDENT submarines have been authorized. A building rate
of one SSBN a year is prograzmed through FY 1983, shifting to thre ¥e every

two years in FY 1984.
W' ' :re proceeding with research and development on TRIDENT Il mis-
siles To provide higher accuracy than TRIDENT I. We are alsoc retaining the
option to give them more payload than TRIDENT I.
(YC\_ o

£3) To heighten the effectiveness of the air-breathing leg of the TRIAD,
ve are lmproving the penetration capabilities of the B-52 bomber and moving
ahead rapidly on the development and deployment of air-launched cruise missiles
(ALCMs), The competitive flycff berween the two versions of the ALCM is on the
way to completion, and we expect our first full ALCM-equipped squadron of B-52Gs
to be operational by December, 1982. Around 80 percent of the B-52Gs should be
equipped with 12 ALCMs each by the end of FY 1985. We are planning, in addition,
to keep the option of having 2z new Cruise Missile Carrier (CMC) aircraft ready
fer service by FY 1987, or earlier if the need should arise.

"

(U) A number of other items in the FY 1981 budget will improve the relia-
bility and survivability of our strategic command, control, and attack warning
systems. Those qualities, along with the endurance of ‘the system, are critical-
to the maintenance of stability and essentﬁal equivalence in performance during
the years ahead. :

(m All of these programs will require a steady increase in strategic
funding over the next five years, especially as we approach deployment of the MX
IC3¥. However, the increased effort will be well werth its cost. The eaging of

our strategic retaliatory forces will be reversed. The survivability of the
ICBM leg of the TRIAD will be restored and its performance improved.  The
second=sttike effectiveness of the submarine and air-breathing legs of the TRIAD
will be strengthened, Qur zability to cover a comprehensive target system

conteining hundreds ‘of wurban-industrial areazs and thousands of political,
economic, and military points will be even more beyond doubt than it is now.

{(U) With the execution of this program, I can see no reason why the
Seviets would have any incentive, even in the most desperate circumstances, to
launch a nuclear attack on the United States or its forces. They could not
disarm us. They could not significantly limit damage to themselves. 4And they
would have no advantage in any strategic bombing exchange that followed an
attack. There is no rteazson why a nuclear attack on our allies or even the
threat of it should look any more attractive, provided that overall stability
can be enhanced and our thester nuclear forces modernized to contribute effec-
tively to deterrence, as pari of a continuum of capability.




CHAFPTER 1

STRATEGIC FORCES

I. STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

A. Program Basis

(U} The total Department of Defense request for Strategic Offensive
Forces in FY 1981 is approximately $10.2 billion. This is about 6 percent of
the DoD budget. Allocating overall support costs among functional areas gives
an estimate of about 12 percent.

1. U.S. Strategic Force Objectives

(U) The main objective of U.S. strategic fbrces is to deter a
nuclear attack on the United States, our forces, our allies or others whose
security is important to us. In conjunction with general purpose and' theater
nuclear forces, our strategic forcés also enhance deterrence of non-nuclear
aggression against NATO and our Asian allies.

2. The Strategic Balance

(U) Although Soviet ICBMs will increasingly threaten the surviv-
ability of our land-based missiles in the 1980s, the Soviets must be conceraed
with the future survivability of their own ICBMs. However, now and for the
future, neither the United States nor the Soviet Union could launch a first
strike that would prevent the other side from retaliating with devastating

force.

(U) We cannot measure deterrence directly. We commonly look at
a variety of static force measures, such as number of warheads and equivalent
megatonnage, in comparing the strategic forces of the United States and the
Soviet Union. We also perform assessments of the capabilities of U.S. forces to
achieve particular levels of damage against various numbers and classes of
targets. Although not conclusive, such measures and assessments have a bearing
on deterrence through their influence on perceptions of relative strengths.

(U) We must be confident that our strategic force posture is
resilient enough to enable us to respond to a variety of potential crisis or
conflict situations that would impose varying demands and stress different force
attributes. These situations should include conflict sceparios that appear to
be of concern to the Soviets. A meaningful but by no means complete way to
assess the deferrent capability of our strategic posture is to examine how our
forces might perform in response to a hypothetical Soviet attack on them and on
command, control, and communications (c3) facilities associated with the oper-—
ational control and employment of these forces. We have performed the assess-
went of such an attack for two cases: a surprise attack with our. forces on
day-to-day alert, and an attack following sufficient strategic warning so
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that both Soviet and U.S. forces have been generated to a high-alert status.
This assessment does not test our forces' endurance, a desirable attribute for
deterrence in that it reduces Soviet expectations of prevailing in a protracted
nuclear conflict, nor does it reflect the uncertainties resulting from the
attacks on our C3 systems.

(U) We assume that the initial Soviet attack uses ICBM warheads
against U.S. silos, forward-deployed SLBM warheads against time-urgent ¢3 and
bomber base targets, and ICBMs and SLEMs against SSBN ports and other supporting
installations. The U.S. retaliatory counterforce attack uses surviving ICBM and
SLBM warheads against Soviet bomber bases, SSBN ports, and hardened C° targets,
and uses surviving ICBM and bomber warheads against Soviet ICBM silos, without
knowing which silos are empty.

(U) Chart 1-1 compares the expected ratio of remaining warheads
and EMT (equivalent megatonnage) for U.S. and Soviet forces over the period
1979-1989 wunder these attack assumptions. Chart 1-2 portrays the expected
residual U.S. retaliatory capability following the U.S. counterforce attack,
against Soviet industrial and military targets. Both charts reflect the numbers
and calculated capabilities of planned U.$. and projected Soviet strategic
forces under SALT constraints, using detailed performance characteristics (e.g.,
yield, accuracy, reliability).

(U) In the early 1980s, the results of this counterforce
exchange shown in Chart 1-1 suggest that the U.S. will maintain a lead in
warheads, albeit marginal in the day~to-day case, but that the remaining Soviet
warheads will be substantially more powerful. However, even in this period, the
Soviets would not significantly improve their relative position by a nuclear
attack, given our ability to retaliate against their strategic capability. As
U.S. strategic modernization programs are deployed, the U.S. warhead advantage
grows  and the Soviet equivalent megatonnage (EMT) advantage diminishes or
disappears. This occurs despite significant Soviet modernization. Chart 1-2
shows a steady improvement in U.S. retaliatory capability in the 1980s after the
counterforce exchange.

r
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Chart 1-1
' (s} U.S. and Soviet Strategic Forces Comparison Under SALT 11
{(Kote: Forked lines reflect our uncertainty about whether the Soviets will
deploy a single RV or a MIRVed (1O RV) payload on the new IC3M allowable under

SALT II.)
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U.S. Retaliatorv Capability

reflect our uncertainty &bout whether the Soviets will
& MIRVed (10 RV) payload on the new ICBM zllowable under

S

RELATIVE FORCE SIZE

U.S. RELATIVE FURCE ST7E
& TER SOVIET 1ST STRIXKE AD U.5. RETALIATION
Dar-to-Dey wng Gomerated Alerg

Note:
of programmed U.S.
and responding with =
does not
for

ances

theater

4ot .

This chart represents a measure of the residual retaliatory capabilities
forces after undergeoing an attack by projected Sovier forces
counterforce attack.
reflect the basis on which we plan to use the forces

purposes . JollERENE : aet

The measure, while comprehensive,

including allow-

130




|
:
M
|
f

3. Key Needs for Strategic Forces

(U) I believe that the best way to meet our strategic goals--
deterrence, essential equivalence, and stability--is to maintain strategic
forces with the diversity, redundancy and flexibility of the curremt TRIAD.
Wwith three largely independent, survivable systems, our capability has been well
hedged in the past. Emerging problems such as silo vulnerability, block
obsolescence, and advances in Soviet strategic defense require action to prevent
our current effective strategic forces from becoming unduly dependent on one or
two components. Thus, our strategic offensive force programs address the
following interrelated challenges: (1) reducing the vulnerability of our land-
based ICBMs; (2) maintaining the high survivability and effectiveness of the
SLBM force as POLARIS/POSEIDON submarines reach the end of their planned
service lives; and (3) continued high reliability, survivability and penetration
probability of the air breathing leg of our strategic TRIAD. These programs
represent the most vigorous strategic force modernization program in more than a

decade.

B. Program Description

(U) The five-year program places emphasis on meeting these challenges.

1. Reducing the Vulnerability of Land-Based ICBMs

(U) Reducing the vulnerability of the .land-based ICBM force is
the highest priority strategic initiative in the five-year program. Intensive
study during the past year has enabled us to begin full scale development of the
MX missile and to select a survivable basing mode.

(U} All available evidence suggests that targeting U.S. ICBM
silos continues to be z high priority for the Soviet ICBM force. The numbers of
high quality warheads on new versions of the 55-1B and SS-19 seriously threaten
our MINUTEMAN force in the early 1980s, as is illustrated in Chart 1-3. VWhile
the outcome of an attempt to destroy our silos would be more uncertain than this
curve suggests, the clearly unfavorable trend warrants corrective action.




RNTRLL L RS L S e g ————

L

-

A

e ey,

M S By A A ek EREAS S B S eed RS 1w

(s) "~ Chart 1-3

Survivability of ICBH Silos

U.5. B QIS SRYIVRELTTY

EXPLCTED PERCENT SURYIVIMG MISSILES

- ]

(U) The decision to proceed with full-scale development of the
MX reflects the Acdministration's view that there are persuasive military and
perceptual reasons for increasing the deterrent value of the ICBM component of
our strategic forces. These reasons are discussed in Section I. The decision
to proceed reflects, in particular, a consensus that & strategic TRIAD of forces
is the best way to hedge against unexpected breakthroughs in Sovier ASW or air
defense capability in the late 1980s cr bevond, and that such features of ICBMs
2s accuracy and good command and control, contribute 2 flexibility to the force
that should be made survivable agzinst Soviet preemptive attack.

(U) The X missile configuration chosen fer full-scale develop-
ment has the largest throw-welight zllowable under the proposed SALT II agreement
and will carry the maximum allowable number of warheads. Equipped with an
Advanced Inertial Reference Sphere (AIRS) guidance system, the MX will be
capable of attacking the full spectrum of Soviet tzrgets. Table l-1 compares MX
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characteristics with Soviet systems projected to be available in the same time

period. The table shows that the MX will be equivalent in hard target destruc-

. tion capability to an §5-18 follow-on, should the Soviets deploy one during the
. 1980s.

(U) The basing method selected for the MX missile evolved
directly from previous designs of both the underground trench and surface hori-
zontal shelters. The method includes missiles transported by large wvehicles
{(Transporter Erector Launchers or TELs) designed to operate on a loop road with
shelters on spurs as deplcted in Chart 1-4,

!
Chart 1-4°
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(U) Table 1-2 summarizes the major considerations taken into
account in the choice of the MX basing mode.

Table 1-2
Consideration Resolution
Preservation of Location Periodic, covered movement of TELs; continuous TEL
Uncertainty motion in crisis or dash on tactical warning.

Strategic Arms Limitations  Geographical confinement; system design and oper-
(SAL) Verification ational flow allows monmitoring at various stages;
periodic shelter opening.

Environmental Impact Point security withdraws minimm of public land;
'~ roads open to public; possible use of renewable
energy sources to power the shelters.

Resilience to Threat System can be expanded to meet survivability
requirements.

A

4587 The current MX plan is to deploy 200 missiles in 4,600
shelters by the end of 1989. An initial operational capability for 10 missiles
is planned for July 1986. The final mix of missiles and shelters need not be
decided at least until the initial production decision is made, and will then
reflect the conditions existing at the time such as the threat, SAL agreements,
and prospects for future agreements.

FY 1982
FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd Authori-~
Funding Funding  Funding _zation

(U) MX Engineering Development: -

Development $ Millions. 150.0 670.0 1,551.0 2,179.6
(U) MINUTEMAN improve- Development:

ments (MK-12A warhead $ Millions 50.3 35.3 48.3 40.0
to increase yield, silo

and communication Procurement: -

improvements), $ Millions 66.1 87.1 87.0 33.6
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2. Strengthening the SLBM Force

‘ (U) Strategic submarines and their associated ballistic missiles
continue to provide a unique mix of capabilities for our strategic forces. The
ability to patrol, virtually unchallenged, in the vast ocean areas presents a
multi-azimuth and so far untargetable retaliatory capability. The existence of
a gurvivable at-sea ballistic missile force decreases any incentives for large-
scale attacks on U.S. soil (whatever forces we base in the U.S.), since such
attacks would not eliminate our ability to retaliate. The problem we now face
is how to provide a cost—effective transition from a submarine force designed in
the 1950s to a force that will continue to provide high-confidence sea-based
deterrence into the 2lst century.

\Ad .

&Sﬂ The 41 POLARIS/POSEIDON $SBNs in the active force were
constructed in the late 1950s and early 1960s. The 10 oldest SSBNs, armed with
16 POLARIS multiple reentry vehicle (MRV) missiles per submarine, will be
retired from the strategic force by FY 198l (five SSBNs in FY 1980, five in
1981). The remaining 31 POSEIDON SSBNs were converted te carry 16 POSEIDON

.missiles with Multiple Independently Targetable Reentry Vehicles (MIRVs).

Twelve POSEIDON submarines are planned for further modification to carry the
TRIDENT I missile. This missile will significantly enhance our strategic force
effectiveness by improving yield, accuracy, and range relative to the POSEIDON
missile. The greater range considerably enhances survivability of the SSBN

-

force, allowing these 12 TRIDENT backfitted submarines to operate in much larger.

ocean areas while on-station, thus hedging against the possibility of a Soviet
ASW breakthrough. The first submarine finished conversion in December 1978, and
the SSBN was deployed with the TRIDENT I missile in October 1979; program
completion is planned for FY 1982. No POSEIDON submarine retirements .are

programmed through FY 1985.

(U) The ultimate size and missile configuration of the SLBM leg
of the TRIAD has yet to be determined. These decisions will be based on many
and changing variables, including: (a) assessments of the size and capability of
Soviet strategic and ASW forces; (b) determination of the cost-effective life
span of the POSEIDON force; (c) the attractiveness of alternative strategic
programs when compared to TRIDENT; and, (d) progress in strategic arms limita-
tions negotiations.

LA
{S) There have been eight TRIDENT submarines authorized through

FY 1980. Long-lead funding has been authorized for a total of 11 submarines.
The lead submarine, USS OHIQ, is scheduled for sea trials in July 1980, with a
planned Initial Operational Capability (IOC} of August 1981. The TRIDENT has
more (24) and larger missile tubes than the POSEIDON boat, is quieter, making
acoustic detection more difficult, and will have an increased at-sea, on patrol
time. A basic building rate of one SSBN per year is programmed through 1984,
with a subsequent building rate of three ships every two years. Funds are
programmed to support concept and design studies leading to a follow-on, less
expensive SSBN., This SSBN could either be a reengineered TRIDENT design or a
new design of a 24-tube S5SBN with tubes of the same size as the TRIDENT SSBN.
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{U) A modest research and/development effert will continue to
explore the feasibility of improving SLBM accuracy 2ané payload, either for the
existing TRIDENT 1 missile, or the development of 2 new missile (TRIDENT 11}.
Research and development funds are provided for TRIDERT Il in FY 1981,

FY 1982
FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd  Authori-
Funding Funding Funding =zation

(U) Acguisition of Procurement:

TRIDENT submarine $ Milliens 487.1 1,379.4 1,129.4 1,388.3
(U) Acquisition of Procurement:
TRIDENT 1 missile $ Millions B90.¢C 764 .0 855.0 813.3
POSEIDON Submarine con- Procurement:
version for TRIDENT I $ Millions 36.2 10.6 13.5 8.9

missile

. (U} Research and Develop- Development:
went of TRIDENT 1I $ Miillions 5.0 25.6 36.4 -
(SLE¥ Improvement)

(U) Resezrch and Devel- Development:
opoment- of SSBN-X § Millions 3.0 10.0 12.6 80.9
§
3, Mzintzining the Air~Breathing Leg

(§) OQur strategic bombers continue to be an effective component
of the TRIAD. We maintain their second-strike capability by keeping a signifi-
cent percentage of the bombers at high readiness levels on day-to-day alerr,
planning to penetrate Soviet defenses at low altitudes, avoiding known and sus-
pected ground-controllied intercept (GCI) radars and surface-tec-air missile (SAM)
sites, using electronic countermeasures -(ECM) to confuse
'radars, and attacking heavily defended targets from outside their

defenses by using short-range attack missiles {SRAM). The Soviets, however, are
projected to modernize and increase their defenses with a new Airborne Warning
and Control Aircraft, (SUAWACS), as well as with new interceptors with a look
down/shootdown capability, and an improved, moblle, low-altitude surface-to-air-
wmissile (SAM). The probability of our bombers reaching their targets when these
systems zre fully deployed will decrease significantly unless we take acticn now
to counter these Soviet programs.
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(U) The modernization and modification progr&ms described below
should maintain the capability of our air-breathing leg of the TRIAD, at least
through the 1980s and into the 1990s--with further actions, through the 1990s.

a. Cruise Missile Program

{V'\.}

£S) The air-launched cruise missile (ALCM) program consti-
‘tutes the major modernization effort for the strategic bomber force. The' ALCM
is a small, long-range, highly accurate, winged vehicle which can be launched by
bombers penetrating Soviet defenses or from entirely outside Soviet defenses.
These weapons will ultimately be loaded both under the wings and in the bomb
bays of our B-52G bombers, almost doubling the number of weapons these alrcraft
CArry. -

(U) The competitive flyoff between the Boeing AGM- 86,

and the General Dynamics AGM-109 was scheduled to be completed in January 1980,

It included ten live missile launches from a B-52G by each of the competing

_contractors, providing data for a source selection and a production decision

early. in 1980. Nineteen additional flights (eight more than originally planned)
are currently programmed for the selected missile. The competitive flyeoff,
extensive ground testing, and the follow-on fllght testing will provide hlgh
confidence in the mission reliability of the cruise missile we select.

- -(8) During January of 1978, I initiated a survivability
assessment of the cruise missile because of the important role the ALCM is
projected to assume in the air-breathing leg of the TRIAD. Phase I of that
assessment, using the TOMAHAWK as a representative missile, was completed in
Septéember 1978, It consisted of seven flights designed to test the vulner-
ability of the cruise missile to a spectrum of current and future hostile air
defense systems, Additionally, a follow-on live firing test and evaluation
program has been .initiated to address further the 1issue of cruise missile
vulnerability te current and potential air-to-air missiles and surface-to-air
wmissiles. So far, nothing in the assessment program has changed my view that
our successive generations of cruise missiles will be able to perform their
mission effectively against evolving Soviet defenses.

Ll
{8y~ 1Initial operational capability (IOC) for the ALCM is
planned for December 1982, when the first B-52G squadron is loaded with external
cruise missiles. Full operational capability is projected to occur in 1990,
when all 151 B-52G aircraft will be loaded, each with 12 external and eight
internal cruise missiles.

. b. Cruise Missile Carrier Aircraft

TR

“(8) The cruise missile carrier aircraft (CMC) development
program continues to offer a prudent option for rapid growth in our strategic
capability, should that be necessary, by providing significant increases in the
number of cruise missiles that could be carried by the air-breathing leg of our
strategic TRIAD. The Air Force has completed its concept/system definition
studies. A sub-sonic prototype aircraft will undergo flight demonstration prior.
to entering advanced development for possible use in the CMC mission. In the
unlikely event that B-52 vulnerability to Soviet defenses requires it, produc-
tion of a new CMC could begin as early as FY 1985,




c. B-52 Modification

(U} Several modification programs are planned for the B-52
- force to improve aircraft reliability and maintainability and to equip the B-52G
aircrafct for air-launched cruise missile carriage. Specifically, the present
B-52G/H bombing-navigation avionics systems, designed with technologies avail-
able in the early 1950s, are experiencing decreasing effectiveness and increas-
ing malntenance costs. Phase I of the offensive avionies system (0OAS) modifi-~
cations will solve this immediate problem and reduce support costs. In additionm,
OAS Phase I will integrate the cruise missile weapon system with the B-52G
avionics and provide a common system for the B-52H should cruise missile
carriage be desired at a later time for that aircraft. Flight testing and
evaluation'will begin later this year using a test aircraft. The first aircraft
will be modified by September 1981.

(U) A second phase of the E-52 modification program add-
resses the B-52G/H reliability and maintainability problems associated with
the 1950's designed penetration-related systems such as the forward-looking
radar, automatic flight control systems and aircraft electrical systems. This
program is currently funded in FY 1981 as an R&D effort.

d. Bomber R&D

: (U} Although our B-52 force, particularly when employed
with cruise missiles, is projected to be effective well into the 1990s, our
newest B-52, the B-52H, will be more than 25 years old by the end of FY 1988,
Therefore, we are starting long-range planning for a possible follow-on manned
bomber. The FY 1981 budget request will provide for conceptual studies to
identify required aircraft characteristics such as payload, range, speed and
. other performance parameters.,

(U) In the same vein, we are continuing to test and eval-
vate the offensive and defensive avionics suite on the fourth B-1 test aircraft
delivered in. the spring of 1979. The data from these flight tests will be
applied to the design of future strategic penetrating aircraft, particularly
in the areas of defensive avionics and engine design as well as hardening to
nuclear effects. The FY 1981 work will consist primarily of a nuclear hardness
. test at the Air Force Weapons Laboratory.

(U) We are also continuing to explore active defenses for
bombers and cruise missile carriers. One such program, in the technology stage
of development, is the Advanced Strategic Air-Launched Missile (ASALM). One of
the purposes of this missile would be to destroy the projected SUAWACS, thereby
degrading the Soviet Union's potentially effective forward defense against both
bombers and cruise missile carriers. In addition, the ASALM would provide an
air-to-ground capability to be used in the primary strike mission as a possible
replacement or follow-on to the currently deployed short-range attack missile
(SRAM). The missile uses a rocket ramjet engine to achieve velocities on the
order of Mach 4. - The FY 1981 budget request will allow subsystem validation and
demonstration of the air~to-air guidance for the missile.




e. Aerial Tankers

(u}

aerlal refueling requirements for land-based aircraft.
execution of the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) and a major contin-

gency action in Central Europe,

demand more refueling support than is available.

(n
area iLf it is needed.
cost.
this year.

The FY 1981 budget

includes

Table 1-4

some development

Table of Program Element Funding

Air-launched Cruise
Missile Program

Cruise Missile Carrier
Aivcraft

Modification of B=52
Strategic bomber

Advanced Strategic Air
Launched Missile (ASALM)

Research and Development
of B-1 bomber and other
bomber studies

KC-135 Reengining
Program .

Development:

$ Millions

Deve lopment:

$ Millions

Development:

$ Millions

Development:

$ Millions

Development:

$ Millionms

Development:

$ Millions

Procurement:
$ Millions

However,

the Persian Gulf or Korea, for example,

The current KC-133A force supports all peacetime
simultaneous

could

KC-10A procurement can provide added capability in this
So also could KC-135A reengining, but at a very high
Source selection for possible KC-135 reengining will take place early

funding for this
program {see Chapter 6 - Mobility Forces for KC-10A cost information).

FY 1982

FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd Authori-~
Funding Funding Funding _zation
338.9 90.0 108.4 32.8.
13.2 30.0 30.3 50.7
1.9 96.3 142.4 107.5
48.5 25.0 25.7 50.6
60.3 54.9 45.8 20.3
.0 10.0 15.0 22.0
- 5.0 44,0 1.5




11. STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCES

A. Program Basis

(U) Strategic defense is an integral part of our strategy of deter-
rence. In particular, timely and reliable warning and assessment of an attack
1s egsential to our offensive forces. Such warning and assessment increase the
survivability of our retaliatory and C3I resources and add credibility to our
statements that the Soviets camnot count on finding our increasingly vulnerable
ICBMs still in their silos during any first-strike attempt., The latter is of
obvious ‘importance in the 1980s and could have even longer-range implications.
We recognize, however, that attempting to construct a complete defense against
a massive Soviet nuclear attack would be prohibitively costly, destablizing and
in the end, almost certain to fail. And cost aside, the Anti-Ballistic Missile
(ABM) Treaty of 1972 and the 1974 Protocol restrict the deployment of ABM
systems in order to prevent a futile damage-limiting competition. Our current
programs for active defense reflect these constraints and the emphasis we place
on offensive forces for deterrence.

(U) We need to maintain vigorous programs to provide warning and
assessment of missile or bomber attack on North America, permit control over our
" sovereign airspace, warn of attack on U.S. space systems, give us an R&D hedge
against future defense reguirements, and enhance the survivability of ouar
population in the event of a major nuclear war. These key objectives are
addressed within the four elements of our strategic defense program: Ballistic
Missile Defense (BMD), Air Defense, Space Defense and Civil Defense.

BE. Program Status and Description

. {U) A major part of the strategic defense program is related to
warning and attack assessment. Because of the close relationship of the warning
systems to the command and control functions essential for strategic deterrence,
the bomber and missile warning and attack assessment programs are discussed
together with these topics in Section III.C.

L. RBallistic Missile Defense (BMD) R&D

(U) It is important for us to pursue an R&D program in Ballistic
Missile Defense to maintain a balance with the Soviets in this field and to
encourage their compliance with the ABM treaty. The BMD program is a continuing
R&D effort to provide a hedge against the ballistic missile threat to the United
States. * The program consists of two balanced and complementary efforts--an
Advanced Technology Program and a Systems Technology Program.

(U) The Advanced Technology Program involves broad research on
the technology of 2ll BMD components and functions. Its purposes are to search
for potentially revolutionary concepts and ideas and to develop emerging tech-
nologies te a point where the Systems Technelogy Program can incorporate them
into system design. Program objectives are achieved through laboratory and
field experiments in missile discrimination, simulations, data processing,
interceptor components, and research in radar and optics technologies..




(U) The Systems Technology Program, drawing on the accomplish-
ments of the Advanced Technology Program, integrates components and tests key
system concepts. The .program maintains the capability to develop and deploy a
full BMD system should it be required. Major thrusts in the Systems Technology
Program include the development and demonstration of new sensors and guidance
techniques for intercept and non-nuclear kill of an attacking RV outside the
earth's atmosphere.

A\ L ‘|‘
¢ We are also continuing R&D on a ballistic missile point
defense system that could protect our land-based missiles, bomber bases, and
other critical strategic force and c3 assets. Such a system would defend
specific force elements by low-altitude intercept of incoming RVs. Recent
technological advances achieved through the Advanced Technology Program may make
a Low Altitude Defense (LoAD) system a potentially attractive option. We are
considering a prototype demonstration of a LoAD system as part of the Systems
Technology Program.

2. Air Defense

(U) We have deactivated the United States Air Force Aerospace
Defense Command (USAF ADCOM) as a major command. Resource management responsi=-
bility for active Air Force fighter interceptor squadrons and ground based air
defense radars and control centers has been transfered to the Air Force's’
Tactical Air Command (TAC}. Space surveillance and wmissile warning resources
will be managed by the Strategic Air Command (SAC), and communication resources
by the Air Force Communications Command (AFCC). The Commander-in-Chief of North
American Air Defense Command (CINCNORAD) will retain operational control of
strategic air defense, space surveillance, and attack warning assets. Realign-
ment of these support responsibilities does not change defense force structure
or the resources dedicated to NORAD's strategic defense missions. The provi-
sions of the reorganization ©preserve the authority, influence and control of
CINCNORAD as commander of the specified Aerospace Defense Command (ADCOM), a
command distinct from the deactivated major Air Force command mentioned above.

(U) The agreement with Canada creating the combined North
American Air Defense Command (NORAD) is due for renewal by May 1980. Many of
NORAD's atmospheric surveillance, warning, and defense systems, representing
concepts and technology from the 1950s, are becoming increasingly costly to
maintain and operate. Recognizing these 1issues, the Canadian Minister of
Defense and I chartered a joint U.S. and Canada Air Defense Study. The study
has been completed and is being evaluated, along with previous analyses, by our
respective governments as a basis for recommending air defense policy, plans,
and programs that could meet future North American air defense needs. Several

‘tactical warning and defense program decisions have been deferred until these

evaluations and recommendations are available,

- a. Interceptor Forces

(U) U.S. and Canadian active and U.S. Air Natiomal Guard
(ANG) F-106, F-101 and F-4 squadrons provide 327 interceptors dedicated to North
American air defense. The continental United States (CONUS) interceptor forces,
along with some Tactical Air Command (TAC) F-15 and F-4 forces, maintain a
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peacetime alert at 26 sites around the periphery of the 48 conziguobs states.
Tne Air Force, Navy, and Marines are tasked te provide additional interceptors

in & ecrisis.

b. Surveillance and Command and Controi Svstems

(U) The CONUS-based netvork of &irspace surveillance
radar sites formerly operated and wmaintained by the Air Force, duplicated
much of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) air traffic control system.
In 1973, under an agreement with FAA, we begen to phase out most of the Air
Force surveillance radars in favor of a Joint Surveillance System (JSS).

‘ (U) In crises and wartime we plan to augment the Joint
Surveillance System with E-3A AWACS aircraft. 4 total of 34 AWACS are tenta-
tively planned for operation by TAC: at present seven of these are designated
_for North American Air Defense in peacetime.

3. Space Defense

(§) Our policy is to abide by the agreements limiting the
space tc peaceful purposes. The Soviets

nave tested an apti-satellite (ASAT) system with limited capabilities
against . space systemsb? The U.S. is developing

but has not tested an ASAT capability,

use of

(S) The President has stated our preference for verifiable
limitations on anti-satellite (ASAT) systems and our opposition to a space
weapons race. We have begun discussioms with the Soviets on these subjects.
However, in the absence of an agreement and in the face of proven Soviet capa-
bilities, we must work to defend our satellites, iz necessary. Our space
defegse program consists of four elements. The first element focuses on deter-
improving our ability to monitor spsce activities

[l

"ring an attack by

We are working om an lmprovec ground-based system to enhance

detection and—t%acking of satellites and several research and
development activities have been initiated to develop spaceborne sensors for
responsive surveillance

——

(S} The second element of our program would make our satellites
less vulnerable to attack. 4 - ' - -

L . .
- . +

(8) As the third element of our pregram, we will continue
the prototype development of an anti-satellite capability to destroy enemy
military sztellites that represent a threat to our forces :

L el < - P
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(U) The fourth ®lement provides the command, control and commu-
nications to effectively manage all space defense resources. 'In October 1979,
the Air Force established an initial Space Defense Operations Center {SPADOC)
capability at the North American Air Defense Command Cheyenne Mountain Complex
in Colorado. The initial SPADOC, while limited in capability, will allow for
growth as planned improvements and weapon systems become operational.

4, Civil Defense

(U) Executive Order 12148 (July 15, 1979) transferred respons-
ibility for the U.S. Civil Defense program from the Secretary of Defense to the
Director of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The order also made
the Secretary of Defense and the National Security Council responsible for over-
seeing the development of civil defense policies and programs by the Director,
FEMA, so0 that civil defense planning will continue to be fully compatible with
overall U.S. strategic policy, and to maintain an effective link between stra-
tegic nuclear planning and nuclear attack preparedness planning.

. (U) The purpose of the U.S. civil defense program is to enhance,
in the ‘event of a nuclear war, the survivability of the American people and its
leadership, thereby improving the basis for eventual national recovery, The
primary focus of the program is to develop a capability for moving our people to
low-risk areas over a period of several days during a crisis, so as to reduce
significantly their vulmerability teo 2 major Soviet nuclear attack and to avoid
major asymmetries in population fatalities, In addition to population reloca-
tion, though not as effective, the civil defense program would provide fallout
protection for the population near places of work or residence.

(U) Achieving these civil defense goals should contribute
to perceptions of both overall U.S5.-Soviet strategic equivalence and of U.S.
determination in & crisis, thereby reducing the temptation of the Soviets to
attempt to coerce us. The program in no way changes the U.S. policy of relying
on strategic offensive nuclear forces to maintain deterrence, nor does it
require civil defense efforts equivalent to those of the Soviets.

Table of Program Costs

FY 1982
FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 Prop'd for
-Actual Planned Prop'd  Authori-
Funding Funding Funding zation

Development of Ballistic Development:

Missile Defense Advanced § Millions 113.5 120.8 132.8 143.5
Technology

Development of Ballistic  Development:

Missile Defense Systems $ Millions 114.0 120.8 133.5 176.1
Technology

Procurement of the Joint  Procurement:

Surveillance System $ Millions 37.0 70.5 1.9 -
Development of Space Development:

Defense Systems $ Millions 78.2 80.5 125.0 125.7




