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MEI«llANDUM FOR THE PRESIJ?ENT 

SUIJ!CI: Strate-gic Offensive and Defensive Forces (U) 

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

1. Maintain a force of 1,000 Minuteman missiles. Plan on a 
Minuteman 11 force of 500 missiles in FY 69, but replace ¥inuteman Is 
and Ila used in follow-on-tests (FOTs) with Minuteman ~~laf . . 1 leadins 
to a force of Minuteman Ills by .end-FY 73. oelay the Initial Operational 
Capability· (IOC) of Minuteman Ill from December, 1969 to July, 1970. 

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

With all the above changes, the Minuteman force will c~st $147 
'llillion leas in FY 69-73 than the previously progr1Ul111!ed Minutellllln force. 

·2. Maintain the JCS-recommended Titan force atructurc by buying f~ur 
aiasiles in FY 69 for $12.6 million and five in FY 70 for $13.6 million and 
reducing the FOT rate to four per year. 

3. Continue development of Poseidon,and procure missiles in FY 69 
at a total FY 69 investment cost of $329 million. Plan on an IOC of Novcnber, 
1970, baaed on a (the same as Polari~ 
re-order lead time), Build up to a force of 384 on-line Poseidon by FY 75, 
for a total FY 69-73 investment cost of $4,998 million. Develop a 

and plan on 
a force of 31 Poseidon submarines carrying an average of per 
deployed missile. Procure MK-3s in FY 69, in FY 70, and a tntal of 

1n FY 69-73. Against expected threat~, this Poseidon force will have 
the aame effectiveness as the previously programmed force with 
per missile, but will cost $84 million less in FY 69 and $394 million less 
in FY 69-73. 

4. Defer indefinitely the JCS recommendation to deploy 
at a cost of $200 million in FY 69 and a 

total cost of $220 million in FY 69-73. 

Freedom Of Infor;•trlOVlASlO!ls of (Th4~1i~•-J C:0:·. l'l·. __ §.§-:-.. 2_? { 
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S. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to start Contract Definition of 
an Advanced lCII}' at a cost of $79 million in FY 6~. ln..tead, continue 
Advanced Development at a cost of $10 million in FY 69. Development, 
deployment, and operation of the JCS-recommended force of 350 Advanced 
ICB¥s would cost from $7 to $10 billion in FY 69-75, depending on the 
basing. 

6. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to ~rocure a prototype 
Ballistic !lissile Shi::> for $120 million in FY 69 •. Ten-year costs of 
ten Ballistic Missile Ships would be about $1.(, billion. 

7. Ap;orove the Air Force recolllr.!endation not to reduce the current 
base program for the bomber force. 

Additional SRAI-'s for B-52s would cost 
$68 million in FY 69 and a total of $251 l!lillion in FY 69-7'3. As a special 
force for suppressing anti-bomber defense$, modify · ur. ll-52s to carry 
some ·of the previously approved SRA!~ at a 'I"Y 69 cost of $54 million and a 
total cost of $56 million in FY 69-73. 

B •. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for Contract Definition and 
full-scale development of the Advanced ~·annee Strate~tic Aircr~ft (A:'SP.) 
in FY 69. Development, deployment, and five-year operating co~ts for 
150 AJ-!SA would be $7.3 billion. ApprovP. instead further development of 
aircraft technology, as well BR a prop,ra"' to dP.velop bomber penetration 
aids. 

9. Approve procure..ent of Sentinel, a Chinese-oriented ar~.a .&Jl!' syster.. 
which also provides an option for the defense of l:inuteman. The total 
Sentinel system investment cost will be $4.9 billion in TY 69-73. 

10. 

11. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to deploy s Nike-X defense of 
U.S. cities against attacl' by the USSR. (Not a 1'Y 69 issue; the JCS conoider 
the FY 69 budget for Sentinel an adequate first step toward the defense they 
recommend.) 

12. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to produce and deploy twP.lvc 
UE F-12 interceptors for continental air defense at a FY 69-73 cost of 
$800 million. Approve instead the Air Force recommen~ed plan for a modernized 
continental air defense force that includes: (a) development and deployment 
of 198 improved F-106X aircraft; (b) if the Overland P.adar Technology program 
is successful, engineering development of the Airborne Warning and Control 
System (AWACS) on a schedule that permits a system demonstration before 
substantial production funds must be commdtted; (c) development of the 
Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radar, addressing production release in Septemb~.r, 1970; 
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(d) examining the possibility of augmenting our air defense force during 
periods of high .tension with at least 300 fi~hters from Tactical Air Commsnrl 
(TAC), Navy, and Marine Corps trainine units plus carrter-haaed aircraft a~ 
available; and (e) selective phase-down of the current Century interceptor 
force and portions of the SAGE/BUIC system, the National Air Space Surveillance 
System, and Nike-Hercules radars. 

13. Extend the civil defense program at a FY 6? co~t of $77.6 millinn. 

14. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for $1?1 million for military 
aurvival measures. Continue instead the approved pro~ram at a cost of 
$47 million for FY 68-73. 

I. THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR PP.OBLE~: 

The main objective of our nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks 
on the U.S. OUr ability to strike back and destrov Soviet societv makes a 
Soviet decision to strike the u.s. highly unliYely. By choosing to develop 
and deploy harder-to-attack forces, we can reduce even more the 111-.elihonrl 
of such an attack. Unable to destroy most of our nuclear striking pm<er, 
the Soviets would gain little by strikinp. first. 

Although the U.S. and the USSR are strongly deterred from nuclear 
attacks on each other, a nuclear war anywhere in the world could lead 
to a war -- and most likely a nuclear war -- between the t~Jo countric•. 
Thus to avoid a nuclear war with the USSP, we try tl' mar.e all nuclear uars 
unlikely. This objective includes: 

1. Reducing any possible loss of control of fl'rccs in a crisi•. 
2. Deterring nuclear attacks or inti~idation of allied or neutral 

countries. 
3. Discouraging additional countries fro~ acquirinr, nuclear 

weapons. 
4. Emphasizing and maintaining the firebresl: between conventional 

and nuclear weapons. 

Like us, to deter a first-strike nuclear attock, the Soviets main
tain the ability to strike back and destroy our society. When they take 
steps to reduce the damage that we can inflict (e. I!., by deploying A!l~ls), 
we react to offset these steps. I believe that the Soviets would react 
in the same way to similar U.S. ateps to liMit damage to ourselves. 

Our analysis shows ·that the Soviets can prntect their second strike 
capability against any threat we might pose. Since a second strike 
capability is vital to the USSR, I believe they will insure the survival 
of this capability. Convinced that the Soviets would counter a major 
tl.S. attempt to take away their second stril;e capAbility, we have cho~en 
'rlOt to start 8 1118jor Damage Limit1.ng program Bf\ainst ti-e USSF .• 

~ 



.. . 

. 

( 

Record of Deciaion ReviAed January 15, 1968 

These considerations lead us to depend upon deterrence to keep the 
tJSSP. from attacking us. "Against Olina, conversely, we can buy :an effective 
defense of CONUS. as insurance against a failure of deterrence. China's 
more primitive technology and poorer economy all~• us to develop an effective 
defenae against her nuclear attack capability into the l980a. 

What if deterrence fails and a nuclenr war with the USSR occurs? If the 
var began with an all-out Soviet attack, includl.ng our cities, we would reply 
in kind. If the war started with less than an all-out attack, we would want 
to carry out plans for the controlled and deliberate use of our nuclear power 
to get the best possible outcome. The lack of such nuclear war plans iR one 
of the main weaknesses in our posture today. 

II. SOVIET AND OIINESF. STP.ATECIC FOPCF.S 

The following table c0111pares U.S. and Soviet int~.-rnnHnental 
forces in terms of total megatons, launchers, and boml>ers. 

U.S. VS. SO'.g]l_T __ S_'I:BI\TE.ill_Nt'~U~ ]!/ 

1968 1970 1972 
.!!:.§_,_ ~ .£.:.b. ~ !1....h ~ 

Ballistic 
Missile Launchers 

Soft ICBl1s 
Herd ICB!Is 1054 1054 1r.54 
FOBS 
Mobile ICB~Is 
(non-add) 
SLBHs 656 656 65G 

TOTAL LAtlNCHERS 1710 'ffiO 1710 

Intercontinental 
Bombers 646 55f 534 

Total Force Loadinss 
Weapons 
~legetons <m> 
l ~rr Equivalents 

Alert Force l..oadings 
Weapons 
~legetons 

1 l!I' Equivalents 

!./ U.S. programmed vs. National Intelligence Estimates (Nit) for USSr. 

Numbers of !l!issil.e launchers and bombers are a poor measure of the 
relative capabilities of U.S. and Soviet strntP.~ic forces; total megatons are 
worse. Yet these measures are frequently used in drawing coMparisons 

6 
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betveeu ~.s. end Soviet nuclear capabilities. The importar.t questi~n 
ia not tota.l l!'<egatcms or· numbers of deli vary systems, but vhrthtr our 
forces can affeetively carry out their missions -- Assured Deotructi~n 
and attack. em Soviet forces to Uttit damage. Factors ~ucl: as: accurA~·, 
nlia.bility, aurvivability, and control are decisive in evaluatin~ thP 
effectiveness of our forces. Our missile• aropear to be more relial:le 
than Soviet missiles; they a.re more than t~icc a< accurate. ln 1972, 
progrsn:med ~.5. miosile forces could destroy some hardened tarr.ets. 
The expected Soviet ICBl' force could destr~y only son:e such tar~ets. 

they 
tl.S. 
by 

We are. buying laT"ge nu:ttbers of srr:nller, accurate t;-ea;"~nns bec.au.!=.e 
better meet our strategic objectives -- even "'hile rec!ucinr te>tal 
me2atons. The follovine table compAres the nu~"cr o: tar~cts destrrvc0 

progral!lll'oed for Poseidon, vHh a single-
. As the ta\Jle sha<.-s, thP. of the 

ene yield of t\1c _...e,.;>on car. 
wea.pon, 
Poseidon -- with only 
destroy up to :times as !Mny targets. 

EFfEC!IVI:\'ESS OF ALT!:r.l\A!IVC, E()UAL-\..'ElGET P,WLMD~ ~/ 

Number of airfields 
Number of hard silos b I 
Number of &lllall citie'; (100,000) 
Number of ""'diU!!I cities (500,000) 
Number of large cities (2,000,000) 
Number of defensive interceptors 

needed to counter £,1 
'Ictal megatons 

!,1 Reliability equals , Circular Probable Error (CEb) e"uals 

Such calculations have convinced me anc the Service• of the sufleriorit;· 
of llultiple Independently-target able P.e-entry Vehicles (~!lcVs) ovP.r single, 
large megaton veapons for attackine cities or mili tar; target', defended 
or othet'\od.se. Therefore, the best "Way tc increa~c the efftctivene~~ n! our 
forces is by puttins ~~?Vs em :~nutemar. and Pos~idoc •. 

Durinp, 
starts 
during 

1964-65, the t'SSF. maintained S!".all sil r. 
at the rate of about launchers per year. 
the first half of 1966, then 

lCJn: COMt rue-
It t::is tion 

rate 
'!11e 
p;roups 

denloylllC!nt appear' to have stopn~d excc:ot for fill1n~ oto~ 

already under construction. 

7 



) . . 

' 

( 

Record of Decision Revised JanuAry 15, 1968 

The Soviets have continued to test Fractional Orbit Ballistic Systems 
(FOBS), which wou~d be useful in an attempt to deny warning to our atrate~ic 
bombers, if we took no ·counter actions. 

A recent re-evaluation of the present Soviet submarine ·force indicate• 
about operational !loviet ballistic missile submarines than previnur. 
intelligence estimates. The USS'R is, however, n"'' makinl': 01>erational a ne" 
class of large, nuclear-powered, ballistic missile submarines to carry. 
aixteen 1,000 to 2,000 nautical mile (NH) missiles. Intelligence estimates 
project of these ships in service by mid-1971 and 
by 1976. Diesel-powered Sea-Launched Ballistic l·~iss!le (SLB~!) suhmarines 
no longer are estimated to be part of the Soviet threat to the IJ, S. 

The Soviets also appear to be pursuing two advsnccc defensive pro~rarns: 
(1) a long-range anti-ICB!·' system around ~loscou with about launchers, 
and (2) a system across European USS~ 

We exr>ect both systems to beco!'le !)artiallv 

'n>e Olinese were expected to begin operational cleployn>ent of a !·~diu"' 
l'.snge Ballistic llissile (lrntl!) with a in 196 7, but did not 
do so. Olina also has under development a much larger And 1110re complex 
missile system, possibly an ICII!:. n1ey were ex;>cctee to conplete s large 
facility for large launchers late in 196 7, but did not do this either. 
It ,appears that they are about · the ICB!: schedule that we 
had previously e,.ti,.,ated, which would still an.,,., an initial operatinnal 
ICBI! deployment in the early 1970s. 

III. ASSIJ'RED DESTFUCTIO!l 

We deter a rational enemy fro"' launchin~ a first strike ar.ainst us 
by maintaining a strong and secure ability to retaliate under any circum
stances. We measure our second strike ability in terms of J.ssured Destruction 
the capability to inflict unacceptable dal'lage, calculated under ext remcl~· 
conservative assumptions, on the llSSP, even after SU!!taininp. a surprise Soviet 
first strike. I believe that our ahility to kill from one-fifth to one-fourth 
of the Soviet people, including at least two-thirds of the people and industry 
in their large cities, is enou~h to deter the CSSF from launching a first 
atrike against the tl.S., even :l.n extreme situations. 

--- 8 __ 
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However, our Assured Destruction capability does not indicate how 
we would uae our forces in a nuclear war. We must design our.forces to 
cope with many Bituations, including a war which neither aide ·intended. 
We reduce the likelihood of auch a war by keepin~ ti~ht control over 
U.S. forces under all circumstances; by maintaining communications at 
all times with our forces, the ROVernments of our Allies, and, as approrriate, 
our enemies; and by retaining options in selecting ap,ropriate responseR. If 
we failed to deter nuclear war, we would want to be able to fnllo•· a policy of 
limiting our retaliatory strikes to the enemy's ~ilitary targets and not 
attacking his cities if he refrained fro~ attacking ours. In most 
situations ve would have many mbsiles surviving to attack Soviet military 
targets, ,while withholding enough for Assured !lest ruction. 'For thi11 tasl:, 
ICBM accuracy is very worthwhile. 

A. Against the Expected Soviet Threat 

Against the expected Soviet threat, our strategic 'fc>rces can survive 
a well-executed Soviet surprise attack and carry out an effective sPcond 
strike. Even after a surpriRe Soviet first lltril:e with the stron~cst Soviet 
forces in our NIE, we could launch more than with a yielrl of 
more than • against the ussr in 1976. 

How much damar,e the survivinr, weapons could cause depends nn the 
effectiveness of Soviet defenses. The next tahle sho"" that even a~ainst 
the high NIE-estimated threat, the V.S. Assured Destruction .capahility 
is much greater than the 20 to 257. which I believe is needed for deterrence 
against a Soviet first strike. 

CAPABILITIES OF U.S. PROGIW'l'!ED FOFcr F!'t ASSUP.Fn nrSTPT1CTI0:1 
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed) 

ARainst High NIE Threat 
Against Low NIE Threat 

If we could be sure that Soviet forces would sta:• within the n.nge 
of the NIE -- both in quality and numbers -- we could consider s~aller 
strategic forces. 

B. Against China 

\lhile China 1:1S)' be able to threaten her neighbor~ and ll.S. hases 
in Asia by 1972, she will not pose R threat tn the U.S. second strike capa
bility. If the U.S. attacked 01ina with nuclear weapons it would be sc>lelv 
in retaliation for some le•ser act of asrre~si~n. probably involvin~ 01ine5e 
nuclear weapons. !lather than cal line for the destruction ~f Olins, such 
8!1 act would call for selective attacl:s on government, military, or inclust rial 
targets. t~ssiles would be needed only for attacking time-sensitive Chine~e 
nuclear targets. Bombers could cover other tarrets. 

9 
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llllllllllhne wegaton ~arheads detonated over · Coinese cities 
"oulC. de~ of Cnina's urhan 'f'Opula:ion anc ~~r>re tha': half of it< 
industry. '!he reconmended strategic forces arc sufficient tn inflict tcio 
destruction ~. C'lina \.·hile still N.!ntaininr. our As.c;urc~ Dc.st!"uc:inn 
c:.apa':> ili ty against the Soviet tinier.. 

C. Aga.!.~st r.re::lter-Tha~-EX':>ecte' So'-·iet 'rnreats 

Tne follo,.in£ table co;:;>a::es the 1S7f, ;,aln:;cec' gre~tcr-th~"
cxpecteC. threa:, used in the fol.lo;.-ing, an.::ly5c.S, t;i t!1 t:,c h.:;)~ Eir t:~rcr.:.. 

Indcrendently-targetable 
tt.iss!.le "'arheads on-line 

Ji-r Defenses 
Look-do•-:; fighters !!../ 
Lcr..•-altituc5E SJ..'; Launchers 

;:r,:· L2cr:ehe::> 
Area 
Te,.,-.inal )2./ 

Progra'"ls re~uireC t0 ~u~r>ort such ar. effr.rt ~:ll"ulC: ~rC"ove 

technically difficult, expc.nsive, il::c:, since \:c :1 . .,vc c.:lc.:=r!~· inCicateC: 
ve voulc respond, hold little ho;>e of pro,·ic'.in> the Soviets o,dth a net r;ailc 
in effective first stril:e C.O:jl.:lt-ilit:.·. l:cvert~1eless, to ~!'l!;U!"E· th~t 

thesE'. thrests i"e~.ain unli1:el::, anC: to rnc.in::Ji:-. ("'U!' de::errc:7".t s:~ou12 

t:-,~;· 2??ea:-, -.:e r..a::r. sure c:~e.: ""'€ ;:.=.ve svr.::.L..:.::lc- the: C"")tir:~!=' neccicc: t("' 

cot...~:er the:: .. 

aCcis lr coul~ t.:cstrov ··.:-ur~--·· r.-" c:sil.or 

in thei !" silo~. Even if t~:c ScY:.c:~ co:;:~ r:cst r~:-H0]j;~;-~~-~-~~~~[~:,:;~t:~:\}\=~~~~;~[IfljJ:~::~:-~-2[ .. 
they '.:oc.lC not cli!':'.innt:c o1.:r k.~\.:!'c:.. Dcstructir:: c!"-.~~ili:;·. nur rc:-_.~j_1""_:':"':: 
SLD~ 1 5 Emd alert bomber force ca;-. ?Cnttrate r:1r ;\!r-c.:;tir.-. .:.:ed Sc-\·iet dcfc::.c:.r~ 

a:nC kill at leas:f{???{~~fflof t:.e Sc\.O:.e: pCCl?lc t:1rO~f:i·, l~i6. Sir..ilarly, ~t 
least throur;h 1976~ :l very exte;-.sivc SoviP.t t:,:· 5~-·!=.t~i. a:"'C: a~ r Cefe:-::.e, 
"W"ithout ~.re.ate.::r-t':i.:L"':-e~ectcC.: IC'.~~·s, ._,,oulC.: ~till lc.t ti"!e 1~.5. prnrr:-.n-cr~ 
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force ,..,.intain l!.!l Assurec DestructiCin capabilit'' ofl.;\~i~;~~:'F;,;;L"j Our 
progra::!'led force can cope ~·ith a grcater-than-e~ectecl A!" becau•c ue 
alreacy have progra.""::net! AE~~ hedces -- Posei on:-: 

l"'~nuter.a.."1. 

The next ta\;le sho"' that the U.S. pror.rn"""c' forr.e car. l'.~e? it< 
Assurec Destruction capability throur.h F"i 75 by 1"UttinR oc. eec';. 
Poseidon !l'.issile, even if the Soviet• de?loy greater-tha:l-ex;>ectec ;,,.l•ncec 
mi.sile l':l'ld bor..;,er defenses. Short-P.e.nge Attack ~:i•sile• (srr•s), SFJ..': 
decoys, a...."1C a.r~ air-to-air rrissile to protect the bor.be:rs e.gc:dns:. a~voncet! 

interc~c keep our Assurec DestructiCir. capahilit; a•oi:-:st this 
threat-throut;h 1976. 

t1.S. ASSUR£D DESTi:UC7!0~~ AG/~I!:ST C:!'I.El,T!:n-TI:.1-;:-r.x!"~J.C'T1:i) n.:.~ f.~:;-::; :7:J.~:S::S 

(Percent of .Soviet Popula-=ior. Ki}) e. C.) 

r.s. ~rogra.~J Force 
1:. S. Progra.":".-,ec :<'orce 

plus or. 
Poseidon 

~/ The first perc.enta~e shO\~~ fateilities if we are re~u:re-C tr. ]·.ill a~ 
leas~ t\o:o-t~irds o: t~e peo?lc in dcfenCeC cities. 'rnr. seco::r 
percentage sh~·~S fatalities ~·'itl1out thi~ re.:;triction. 

Only against a cor-.l~ineC greater-thal~-e~P.ct~C So\·:!.£".:: f.::.~·. a"!.r 
defense, a:nC accurate IC'S~~ fo!"ce 1 costinr t11e So,:ict~ ~2:-. t!" $3C1 billiC'Ir: abC~ 
the high NI!., 't.:ooulC our rctaliatrJr-y fC>rces neeC "r.Cljor net-: aCC:iti:::--.s. Beccn:.sr 
of high cost and little returr., the Soviets proha~,l~· \,·ill no:: at:teryt to a:t~ 

such a posture. ~\oreover, because of uncertc.:.r.tic>.s abo,_;:: T'erfor.-ance anf: CC"~ 

we shoulC not deploy ne~ .. : systc:.:~ a5 !'Efllacencnt.~ for ex:.sti:;;-, s::s:e~ tr"'.ti2. 
th!'eat e.?pears whic':i c.anno: be ecDnor..ically met by iP~!"C'I ... ·ins the existin.; 
syster.-.s. ~e shoulC dP.:vclo? ne\> syste::ls o:;.2y AS Oi>tinn""; \~~:ic:o \.:oi.::::.C rc:;t("'lre 
our A.•sured !Jestruction capability should the p:reater-than-ex;>ected tl-.reat 
occur, realizing that it iJ=> not lil·.ely to occur. '!'"ni.Lc;, t.•c should select 
options ~""ith srr.p.ll initiRl costs. If the thrl!at actually rr.atericlize.c:, ... ,e 
car., by later investrne.:-~t, deve.lo;"~ the$e. Ojltionc; full~'· (!;o aus-::c':1tatiC'n 
is needed fo:- n· 6~-72.. Hence' I Sir. reco~enCinr; afc=.:.::s: t>.e cle:;~C'J~·~r-.t 
of the JCS-pro~cseC 
it':':?rove their c.a?a.~ility 

fc':' !lela~~~ /·-3s 1 .... ·:;ic:-: 
agair.st ~~ Oi'.ly 1:; that titre ?e::i.c-.C:.) 

The follcr .. ·ing. ta':ile shot·~.c; the effect of t.hc cor..~incr. ~r~&tcr-:hrr:·~

~X?ected So\.'i.et offensive a:nC clefens~ve thre?.t on our k-;surcC De~truction 
capability. It in:icate!=; the r.s. ?fC'f:T?.i:7.Crl force CB?a':'i~it:-· a0ci t~E 

effects of buyi:;r, ST'.J...':.S, S;J.:: ciecoys, a.."' advance-d bor:'lher deccy, anC a:-: 
air-to-air ~ssile to protect bo':ihers sga.:nst a:r. aCvanceC: i:-.tercei'!tor. 
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U.S. ASSURED DESTRUc;:I_l!l!! f.S.AI!IST M'I:JTEP-TI' .. .N-EXPECTf.D 
SOVIF.T BALANCED OFFENSES Al:O DI:l'T.NSf.S 
(P.,-rc";;"nl:-o£-s-.;viet Population Killed) 

Programmed Forces 

~/ The first percentage shD'<~ fatalities if we are required ·to kill at l~a't 
two-thirds of the people in defended cities. The second !>P.rcentspe Rotnt·s 
fatalities without this restriction. 

This table shous that even if the bo,.,ber defense ll'is•ile· wcrl:s, 
the greater-than-expected thr<'nt uould call for a more effective U.S. 
Assured Destruction capability by FY 76. In addition, for Assured Destructi~n 
we do not want to rely primarily upon bo~bers which depend upon tacticel 
warning for survival. Therefore, our alternative is to prnvirle our missile 
forces vith added protection. The degree of this prctection de~ends ~cn 
how =ch and for hOI< lons we are willinr. tc rely on bomher~ in the interil'l. 

· on Poseidon and 
when added to the above bomber options, result in 3o,; Sovie.t f11tal1tie~ in 
1976.) In any event, we should not take steps-- such as reducing the nu~ber 
of bomber bases -- that lessen our confidence in the bombers' survival. 

D. Options to_.!!2,.t.ect_Qur AssurP.d Destruction Cannhilitv 

We are ~roviding the production base so thPt by FV 74 we could 
put up to on each Poseidon missile as a hed~e al!;ainst a heavy 
Soviet ABI! or an increased threat to llinuteman. 

Against improved terminal bomber defenses t~e· can put son•s 
em B-52s in addition to the SrA!Is on FB-llls. By initiating procurement 
in FY 70, the B-52s could be equipped with SrJ\lts by FV 72. 

If Soviet air defenses improved, but their AIIM did nct, nc 
increase in the •ize or expense of our strategic fcrces would be called fcr. 
However, for the cost of the present B-52 prohram we could im?rove our 
effectiveness by put tint SP.A!-Is em 195 B-52s and !'hasinp; out the other sixty. 

12 
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If Soviet air defenses improved as part nf a balanced Darna~c 
Limiting program, SRAI'Is plus penetration aids for the whole b_omber force 
would prove worthwhile and would total about $2.7 billion in "ten-yenr R?Rtems 
coau above the present program. 

3. Improvements to tfinuternan Missile• 

As a hedge against a heavy Soviet All:' syAtem we could rcpl ace 
all the Minuteman II by Minuteman III/!flr.V at a cor.t of $L ~ billion nv~r 
the present program. As a hedge against the f~ilure of our penetration airlR, 
at a coat of $6.2 billion we could convert to l,ono l'inuteman III missileR 
and buy for each missile. We could have an all l'inutct:lAn 
III force by FY 76. We could develop for 
Minuteman as possible replacements for the present , or provide 
for additional Minuteman Ills as an alternative to a ne"' lCIW (item P6 hr.l~'·') 
if we should want more payload. This would cost ahout $200 million in 
research and development ($40 million in FY 69) for an IOC in FY 73. Procure
ant coats would be of t<hich "could be built per year. 

4. Defense of !·finuternan 

Deployment of the light defenRe of t:inutet:lan, sh"'m hcl~u, 
might dissuade the Soviets from c!evelopinp, and de;>loyinj; ~y•tems "'~ic:, 

otherwise could destroy !Unuteman. In any event, it uoul~ provide a useful 
defense of Minuteman against the expected Soviet ICBl' force without accurate 
tiTRVs and furnish a base for developinr. a stronger defense against a Soviet 
force equipped with MII'Vs. The median defenRc of ~'inuteman uould protect 
against less . Finally, 
the heavy defense of lfinuteman would guard again•t the very sophisticated 
counterforce threat assu,ed in the 
greater-than-expected threat for 1975 and 1976. The folloving tatle summarizes 
these three defenses. 

Light Defense of 
Minuteman 

lledian Defense 
of Minuteman 

Heavy Defense 
of tfinuteman 

LF:Vf.!.S OF t!INt'T!:LI..'I Dl'l'f'llSE 

Sprints Spartans Investment Cost !!:.1 
. ($ Millions) 

$400 

1400 

3600 

Annual Costs 
( $ lfillions) 

$10 

40 

HO 

AI Defense of l·linuteman is COD8idered an add-on to the Sentinel 
anti-Chinese defense. 
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5 • ~.ELf.2.S_!!idon Sub~&;rj..!!_e_s 

We CC'uld order 1110re PosP.idon subTMrine5 -.•l.ich requi rc a ~2CO 
lllillion investment per ship and a four· year le~cl til"e. By initi~tinr. 
procurement in FY 70 wP. could have ten ne\< Poseidon suh,.,~rlncs by the end 
of FY 75 and t"'enty by the en c.! of T"Y 76. Th" .. ere PnsP.idon 111isd J er. ''~ 
have the less we WC'Ul~ have to rel:• upon l·'inute!'lan. 

If ue chC'Ise to cle'!'lloy aclc.ii.tio:1al PoRei~o~ inr..tcRc~ of clP.fPnc2"tfl~ 

or harden1.nr. !"inute!l'an, 10ncl H Soviet Iff,!" Pccuracv ii"!'T"v"cl l"'~rl:erll." 
~rinutel"l.an \o:'nuld bf?'crrme very vulneraLle alJJ 

invite rather than deter an attaclc. In this case, we should p:1as~ it O\lt. 

Thus, choosing Po~cidnn 1:>.i~.ht reflult in upsettinr. t1Je balance <'f our f<'rCP5. 
It would be undesi rRhle to be >rithrut a lAn~-l·ascd 1"i~s1.1<' fnrc•' "" n"rt r>f our 
offensive posture because we •:culc beco"'e P"tentia)ly 1"<lre sensitlv" tr 
•mexpected Soviet advance5 in ant1.-sul•l!larine u~rfrrc. 

Contract Definition be~~un in Janunrv ]l')f.S '·mulc1 'P'.!l""'it fin 
IC1C by 1'Y 75. I,Te could depl"Y this ne,.; l!l!.sAile if' nP'•' ~n"" no ;>•rt of • 
c1ef~nc!ed or undr.fende'~ fixed lvnc!-l:.;:a~ecl !Ci~·~tl:t:rn. r.r~~vt~T~CJ?. ~:c Cf"'ulc' ,;,_,~ ... lrw 
it as a land-~hile <'r ship-ba!ied syster. or hnse it in A nP.~·' c. 1 a~~ t'lf !=:t:: -
r.~arine5.. In ordP.r tn rlevelt'lp a nC\·J JC[!~·, \r,:r: t!NtlC: re'1uirc a ~2 t<' $3 billion 
research and de.velC?PTT~ent !JToprar.. The tc~-ycHr cnst of hu~dnf, n ne,: Irn·· 
t~tals some ~Jl to $20 billion. 

The follcr.1inr, tal--le cofi'I:T)nrr.~ t:1e C("'!";t~ of thc~c altcrr.rtti.ves 
ns:;ainst the greatcr-than-cxpec.tecl Soviet threat. 'lite:> cor,ts shrnm are cvr·r 
end above the cost of pre!=;entJy prorrn~t'l~ fflrceF:. /t.ll O"""~tions !JrnviLe 
an .A.sc;ured Destruction COfJ~':liltt:· of 2C~:. L~· r.~i,:;~il~s n!cne arain~t t1lc 
~reater-than-exnec.ten Sl'viet threat in 1976 • 

• rC1STS C1" 
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If the Soviets do not react by developing and deployin~ small 
MIRVs, w~ can de.fend Minuteman at less cost than we could procure Poseidons. 
If they develop a small MIRV th rest, the cost of Minuteman .defense would shout 
equal the coat of acquiring Poseidons. . for Minuteman are 
not competitive with a light Minuteman defense, but they offer an alternative 
to heavier Minuteman defenses against the small-~«P.V threat. A posture 
combining defense (calling for small-MIPVa) (callin~ 

· would be very difficult to attack. None of 
the new ICBMs enjoys a clear cost advantage over defendin~ Minuteman, puttinp, 
Minuteman in super-hard silos, or acquirinF. Poseidons until the Soviet AlU' 
becomes much stranger than the greater-than-expected threat.* 

If we choose to buy more Poseidon, we would have to order them 
1n PY 70 ~nd PY 71, before we could see the extent of the Soviet 
threat. If we develop we would not have to decide t~ 
deploy them until FY 73. 

A defense of Minuteman can be bought in stages and is likely to 
hold down the total cost of hedging our Assured Destruction capability. 
To deploy the heavy defense of Minuteman by PY 76, we would have to decide 
on the light defense by PY 70, the median defense by PY 71, and the heavy 
defense by FY 73. Other hedges, such as more Poseidon submarines or the 
Ballistic Missile Surface Ship, are unnecessary. can be 
built in response t~ the threat end they are competitive with the defense 
of Minuteman. The choice between of ~nuteman 
depends on the direction the Soviet threat takes. To preserve the option 
to go either way, we should develop them both. 

E. Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft (~'ffiA) 

Recent studies have reviewed the value of a mixed ballistic 
missile/bomber force a~ainst reasonable projections of Soviet defenses 
into the 1970s. They show the bombers add some measure of assurance ap.ainst 
greater-than-expected Soviet threats and induce the USSP. to divert resources 
to their anti-bomber defenses. A mixed offensive force enjoys certain 
advantages against terminal defenRes. By attackin~ some cities with missiles 
only, and others with bombers only, we force the Soviets to u~e more resources 
to protect all defended cities with both bomber and missile defenses. In 
order to accomplish this objective, however, we do not need large bomber f~rces. 

The previous section discussed the hed~es to our programmed 
strategic offensive forces, especially to their missile components. 
Since we intend to keep the missile force well-hed~ed, the issue is 
whether we also want to hedge our bomber force with an A"SA. 

• This might happen sometime after 1976. Thus, in order to provide 
a basis for more total missile payload a~ainst a possible heavy AB¥ sometime 
after this date, continuing Advanced Development of a new ICBM is still 
desirable. l"urthermore, the aub11!Brine-carried Advanced ICBM has some 
promise of eventually replacin~ Poseidon, in the 1980s, on an equal-cost basis. 

15 



( 
'· 

( 

Record of Deciaion Revised January 15, 191\8 

X. 811 ~A a g..Od hedge? It is aot. Against the IIIE ranp:e 
of threats our programmed forces are adequate. Since the at~atep;ic 
forces are already well-hedged, we can keep an Assured »eat ruction 
capability against greater-than-expected threats without the AtmA. 

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

What does AMSA cost as a hedge? To answer thiR question ve 
must Compare the COSt Of bomber 'forces needed to cope with VAriOUS 
levels of Soviet threat. The following t>1o tables make this comparison. 

COSTS OF ALTF.RNATI\'E FB-111/B-52 FORCES 
($ Billions) 

Bomber l'orce Program Costs (FY 68-82) AI 

A. 210 FB-llls 
B. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s without SRAHs 
C. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s.vith 

pet B-52 

~./ »IS A IOC in FY 76. 

$ 7.2 
12.4 
15.3 

Force B represents the progralii!Ded force and would cope with the 
higher range of the IIIE-projected Soviet atrategic forces. It ~Uld also 
let us expand to meet a greater-than-expected Sovi~t threat. Force A, 
costing $5.2 billion less, would be appropriate for the lo-•er range of 
NIE threats. Force C adds Sl'.A:-Is to the B-52s, providing the expansion 
needed to meet the greater-than-expected threat. This option would 
cost $2.9 billion more than Force B. 

The next table compares the eost of hedging ap:ainst the greater
than-expected threet. 

c. 

D. 
E. 

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE STRONG BO}mER FORCES OF EQUAL EITECTI\''ENlli, 
($ Billions) 

Bomber Force Fro gram Coats (FY 68-82) 

210 FB-llla and 255 B-52a with 
per B-52 $15.3 
210 FB-llla and 68 AMSAB 15.3 
138 AMSAa 16.6 

loth Force D and E are about equal in effectiveness to the 
programmed force plus S~s against the greater-than-expected threat, 
provided B-52 penetration aids work. Force D represents the l1'1allest 
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AliSA force which we can 'Use 
than the programmed forces. 
.ore than either Force A or 

llevised J~muary 15, 1968 

as a hed~e. It costs $2.9 billion more 
The all-AXSA force E costs considerahly 

C, $9.4 and $1.3 billion re8pecti~ly • 

Considerations other than costs !IIZike the Force I• opt ion les,; 
attractive than Force C. Nrst, developing A!"SA requires a lon11er leed 
t11111! than deploying SrA!-!.9 on B-S2s, and bposes a substantial initial 
investment before we could determine that an increa5ed Soviet threat 
has occurred. Conversely, since the SPA!' option ha.• a shorter len~ 
time, we can delay the decision to deploy this missile until ti•e increased 
threat begins to appear. Secondly, if we decide to proceed with #~$~ 
now and the greater-than-expected threat does not ar>pear, we will have 
wasted $3 to $10 billion. 

In sum, to achieve equal effectiveness,IJISA contrlhutes only 
marginally at great cost. Thus, Engiueerin~ Develop~nt is not 
called for now. HC>Jever, we should proceecl with Advanct'.d ·llevelopmcnt 
to provide aircraft technology and to keep open the option of rP.plactn~ 
the·B-S2s. 

IV. STRATEGIC DEFENSE 

A; Damage Limiting Against t.'le Soviet Threat 

Our Assured Destruction capability Nkes any kind of nuclear uar 
with the Soviets unlikely. Therefore, we firAt buy enou[h·forces to 
give us high confidence in our deterrent. As insurance in the unlikt'.l~· 
event deterrence fails, we then conoider addinp, forces that might reduce 
da11111ge to our population and industry. DBNlge Limitinr f.-rces, unlike 
those for Assured Destruction, cannot and need not wnrk perfectly under 
all conditions. They should insure ap;ainst the r..orP. probable risks, 
such as wars growing out of a deep crisis, or threats posed hy the 
growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The basic Dama11e Limiting question 
is whether we should deploy Nike-X in defense of our cities. 

A defensive system to save t•.s. cities from a Soviet nuclear attack 
11a1st attempt to keep ahead of the Soviet threat, including their reaction" 
to our cleplll)'W!nt. In this analysis we use two atar,es in such a deployment. 
The fil'llt, "Posture A", represents a light defense of cities. It has an 
area defense of the entire CONUS, providing overlarping coverage of key targets. 
It has a relatively low-density Sprint defense of cities. It is estiMated 
that initially it would cost about $9 billion in investment and $600 million 
a year to operate. The second, "Posture B", is a heavier defense with a 

·higher density Sprint defense of cities. It is estinsted that initially 
it would cost $18 billion and $1.1 billion a year to operate. Because of prob
able Soviet reaction, With Posture B we would alan need i~r.proved air and civil 
defense forces at s cost of $4 to SS billion 1a investment. Moreover. 
experience convinces me that d>e pursuit of effective clefeuses would eventually 
lead us to spend about $40 billion. 
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Tbe u.s. can justify the cost of a major defense only if it could 
take .vay the ability of the Soviets to kill Americans. the folloving table 
illustrates the effects of these defenses if Nike-X vorka as deaigned and 
if the Soviet• do not react to the U.S. ABM. The OSSP'a estimate of its 
ability to strike back after a U.S. first atrike on its forces might prove 
lover than ahovn if the Soviets judge the uncertain factors pessimistically, 
as ve do 1n making our own Assured Destruction calculations. 

U.S. Programs 

U.S. KILLED IN ALL-Ql"l' STP.ATEG! C EXCH~::cr n: 19 76 
ASSUMES liD SOVIET REACTION TO U.S. AB!l 

(In Millions) 

Soviet• Strike Pirst 
U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat. 

U.S. Strikes Pirst 
Soviets Retaliate 

U.S. Fatalities Soviet 

Approved Program (Sentinel) 
Posture A !.1 
Posture B 

a/ the JCS currently recommend this deployment. 
~I Enough forces a~· vithheld from the U.S. first strike 

after their retAliation. 

This table shovs that if the Soviets do not respond, they lose 
their deterrent. They vould be forced to react to increa•e the ahility 

·of their forces to survive anc strike back. They could de •~ in several 
different vays: (1) by stepping U? deployment of SS-9s and SS-11• no~ 
in oroduction; (2) by defending their present m1ss1le force; (3) 

(4) by deploying 
a ne•·, large ICBX (either 100bile or defendec); or (5) by de;>loyin~ a ne" 
submarine-launched missile Uke our Poseidon. They have the technical 
capability to do lillY of these things by the mid-197Ds • .. 

If the Soviets choose to respond to our All~ · 

A larger So,"iet response coulc raise pre>bable U.S. 
fatalities atill higher. 

U.S. Pf'ograms 

U.S. J:ILLED IN ALL-ot"T STRATEGIC EXCH}.>;Gf n; 1976 
ASS!P.:ING S0\'1rTS RES?O:;D TO U.S. All~: 

(In l"'.illions) 

Soviets Stf'ike Pirst 
U.S. Strikes l'il:'st 
Soviets 'Ret8liate 

Fat .E_/ 

U.S. Fatalities So,"iet Fat. U.S. Fatalitie• So,"iet Fat. 

Approved (Sentinel) 
Poetul:'e A 
Posture B 
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As part of their response, the Soviets c:ould add large numbers of 
offensive missi1es that WOuld threaten our Assured DeAtruction capability. 
We, in turn, vo·~d haVe to reac:t. Viewing each other's bu11d'!P in forc:P.s 
as m inc:reued threat, eac:h aide would undertake c:ounterac:ting ateps, there
by inc:reuing the c:oata to both with no gain in security. Therefore, I 
believe deploying the Nike-X aystem to protec:t American c:itiea vould be 
neither viae nor effective. 

B. Protection Against Small Urban Attacks 

A Ughf U.S. AB~t aystelll would protect against a Olinese IC'll!1 attack. 
By protecting the U.S. against auc:h a threat, it probably would enhanc:e our 
·ability to deter Olinese nuclear intitnidation t~f other Asian countries. 
'tluc:h as a Ught Soviet Allll system reduc:es the c:hanc:es that Franc:c c:ould draw 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union into a nuclear war, a light u.s. ADlt aystelll 
lessens Olina's ability to.do so. The area defense of CONUS would give us 
a realistic: Damage Litniting capability against Olina for the mid-1970s, RS 

shown in the next table. · 

u.s. FATALITIES IN A S~~LL-SCALF. ATTACK ~~ 
(In }!illions) 

u.s. Strikes First Olin a Strikes First 
!lumber of ICBM& .!Q 25 .ll ...!Q. ll .ll 

No Defense 0 1 3 5 10 20 
Light AB~I 0 ~I w ~I ~I 1 

a/ Assuaes three aegaton ICB!!s, 40% reliability. 
~ Fewer than one million U.S. dead, with some probability of no deaths. 

C. Civil Defense 

Civil Defense provides 111W c:oat insurance for our people in the 
unlikely event of a nuclear attack. Aa a by-product it has also proven to 
be a dgnific:ant aid in natural clisuters. This program ahould be pursued. 
More effort 1a needed to identify useful aheltera in home buementa. This 
c:an fill a large part of the c:urrent ahelter defic:it at a very 111W c:ost -
about $0.45 per apac:e added. 

D. Continental Air Defense 

The number of lives vbic:h would be saved by air defense if the 
Soviets were to attack the U.S. depends on our ballistic miasile defense. 
With only a Ught maaile defense, even a very atrong air defense c:ould not 
.. ve ...,y Uvea. The Soviets c:ould aimply target c:1 tiea with their miaailes. 
A ioviat firat atrike, with maaUea only, c:ould kill 120 aillion people; 
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their bomban collld then· add leu th~ tan million fatalitiea even if we 
bad no air defenae at.a11. A force of either 200 improved F-106 interce~tors 
With AWACS (ten-year coet $9.9 billion) or 54 F-12s with AWACS (ten-year cnst 
$11.6 billion) voW.d reduce theae fatalities by leaa th~ five to eight million. 

However, there are other objectives of continental air defenAe 
which IIUSt alao be considered. These include defense against countries 
other th~ the Soviet Union, defense againRt bomber attacl-.s ton those 
strategic forces that we withhold in a controlled nuclear war, ~eacetime 
patrolling of our air apace, discouraging Soviet b0111ber aspirations, and 
the use of continental air defense forces in missions outside the U.S. We 
Can achieve these objectives with a modern, more effective air defense 
force that costs less over the next twelve years than our present force. 
This modern force will consist of 200 improved F-106 fighters (the F-106X), 
42 ltltiACS, two OTH radars, ~d the Federal Aviation Agency National Air 
Space system for back-up command and control. The cost through 1979 for 
the modern force b $13.7 billion compared with $13.9 bill-ion for the 
current force. However, the lover operating costs of the 1n0dern force 
will. result in aubst~tial aavings over the present force after TY 79. 

Surveillance is presently the weakest part of our air d~fenRe 
system. Therefore, we should. proceed with enr,ineering development of }WACS 
(if the Overland Radar Technology program iR successful) and with develop
.. nt of back-scatter OTH radars. We ahnuld also develop, ~d deploy on the 
F-106, advanced air-to-air missiles and an advanced fire control system. 
With these improvements to the F-106, there is little to be gained fro111 the 
high perfonnance characteristics of the F-12. Thus, we can avoid the 
additional $1.7 billion cost of an F-12 force and atill meet our air defense 
objectives. 
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