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II1. STﬁATEGIC FORCES

Among the major capabilities in the défense arsenal of the
United States, the strategic nuclear deterrent forces command the
most attention. Yet comparéd with the general purpose forces, their
costs are relatively small. And, with brief exceptioms, their
costs as a percent of the total defense budget have actually
declined during the past decade.

As 1is shown in Appendix Table 1, the obligational authority
_made avallable for the strategic fcrces in FY 1964 amounted to
$8.5 billion —- 16.8 percent of the total defense budget. After
more thaﬁ a decade of substantial pay raises and a good deal of
"inflation, the obligational authority we are proposing for the
strategic forces in FY 1975 comes to $7.6 billion -- 8.2 percent
of the total defense budget, or less than half the share devsted
to those forces in FY 1964. Such relatively modest figures are
hardly compatible with the view that this Administration has been
less than restrained in 1ts conduct of the strategic nucle;r
competition. By any measure, our current effort is much more
moderate than it was a decade or more ago.

A, THE BASIS FOR THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

To underline the trends in these relatively modest costs is

not to minimize the importance of the strategic nuclear deterrent

forces. At the same time that the United States has necessarily

become more engaged in world affairs than ever before in its




SR
© ¢
history, it has become increasingly wvulnerzble to direet nuclear
attack and to the possibility of unprecedented destruction. Nuclear
weapons now cast-thelr shadow over all of uvs, and even compleﬁe
political isclation would ne longer relieve us of their threat.

The United States is too powerful to be ignored and no longer far

gﬁough away (measured by ICBM trajectorles) to be out of hostile

reach. It is understandable, therefoie, why strategic nuclear
forces should receive so much attention. Without a firm foundation
of nuclear deterrent forces the rest of our power would not count
for much in the modern world. ’
I cannot stress this last point too strongly. All wars
since 1945 have been non-nuclear wars shadowed by the nuclear
; presence; The threat to use nuclear weapons has remained, for

the most part, in the background, but belligerents and neutrals

alike have known that, like the big stick in the closet, it was

there. Perhaps we may hope that in the future, as in the past,
'£he nuclear forces will act as a brake upon violence, and that
wars will remain conventional or not begin at all. Perhaps we
may even hope that the strategic nuclear forces, by contributing
to a worldwide balance of powér and international stability, will
carry us well beyond detente to a more enduring peace and to a |
géneral reductiqn of armaments.

Not only are the strategic forces vitally important; they are ,

controversial as well. Most of the major defense debates during
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the past thirty years have centered on them, and alarms have rung

over such matters as the B-36, the bomber '"gap'", the missile

"gap'", MIRVs, and ABH deployments. Much of the debate has centered
on speclfic weapons systems. But lssues have also arisen about

the gize and composigion of the offensive and defensive forces,

the nature of alternative target systems, and the desirability
and.feasibility of enhancing deterrence and limiting escalation by
having the option to avoid destroying enemy cities.

0f equal concern has been the growth to maturity of Soviet
strategic offensive forces.. Only a decade ago these forces
numbered in the hundreds; now we count them in the thousands, and
they have a substantially greater throw-weight. ﬁs a consequence,
the issue that faces us no longer is (if it ever was) how to. avoid
initiatives that might continue or accelerate the sgtrategic
competition, but how -~ in a situation of essential equivalence --
to interpret and respond to a wide range of potential Soviet
initiatives.

If we are to have informed and productive debate on these
matters, it is important that the Congress and the public under-
stand the evoluticnary cParacter of strategic force planning and
doctrine. - Accordingly, it is'éssential to review the factors that
now shape our strategic nuclear forces, the assumptions we make
about these factors in designing our posture, and the directions

we propose to take.in our Five-Year Defense Program. In undertaking

this review, I will place particular emphasis on why we are maintaining
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such comparatively large and diversified offensive forces, why
ve are modifying our strategic doctrine, and why we are proposing
the pursuilt of a number of résearch and development projects

as prudent hedges for the future.-

_l; The Problem of Objectives

I believe it 1is well understood-tbat the size and composition
of our strategic nuclear forces must depend to some degree on the
magnitude of the overall deterrent burden that we place upon them.
It is also a matter of increasingly widespread appreciation that
these forces cannot bear the entire burden by themselves, howeve?
fgndamental their importance may be. Other capabiliries, nuclear
and non;guclear, must be maintained in strength to cover the entire
spectrum of deterrence. What still requires emphasis, however, is
the diversity of roles that the strategic nuclear forces cbntinue
to play. Our ability to achieve major national security objec-
tives continues to be hostage to the operational doctrine, size,
and. composition of these forces.

Deterrence has been énd remains the fundamental objective of our
sﬁrategic nuclear forces. B@t what precisely do we want these forces

to deter? Clearly, we expect them to forestall direct attacks on

‘the United States:; at the same time, however, we accept the

equally heavy respongibility to deter nuclear attacks on our allies.

To some extent we also depend on the strategic forces to exercise
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a deterrent effect against massive non-nuclear assaults, although

we now place the main emphasis on U.S. and allied theater forces
for that purpose. We also view our strategic forces as inhibiting
coercion of the U.S. by nuclear powers; and, in conjunction with
other U.S. and allied forces, helping to inhibit coercion of our

allies by such powers.

.While deterrence is our fundamental objective, we cannot
completeiy preclude the possibility that deterrence might fail.
The ébjectives we would want our strategic forces to achieve
in those circumstances remain an issue to which I shall returm.
What is generally accepted, as a minimum, is that we ourselves
mist not contribute to any failures of deterrence by making
the strategic forces a tempting target for ;ttack, or prone to
accidents, unauthorized acts, oT false alarms.

1 should alsc stress that it is only in the process of
examining why and how deterrence might fail that we can judge
the.adequacy of our plans and programs for deterrence. And once
that analysis begins, it quickly becomes evident that there are
many ways, other than a massive surprise attack, in which an enemy
might be tempted to use, OT threaten to use, his strategic forces
to géin a major advantage oT concession. It follows that our
own strategic forces and doctrine must take a wide range of
possibilities into account if they are successfully to perform

their deterrent functions.
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Nuclear proliferation represents another important factor.
It is a complex p?ocess driven by many actions and considerationms.
But one element éffecting its extent and velocity undoubtedly is
the degree to which other countries believe that the U.S. strategic
deterrent continues —- or fails -- to protect them. Accordingly,
in supﬁort of our non-proliferation policy, we must take account
of the concerns of other countries in our doctrine and force planning.
There is also an important relationship between the political
behavior of many leaders of other nations and what they perceive
the strategic nuclear balance to be. By no means do all of them
éngage_in the dynamiec calculations about the interaction of Soviet
and U.S. forces that have so affected our own judgments in the past,
However, many do react to the static measures of relative force
size, number of warheads, equivalent megatonnage, and se¢ forth.
Hence, to the degree that we wish to influence the perceptions of
others, we must take appropriate steps (by their lights) in the

design of the strategic forces.

Finally; an important connection exists between U.S. arms
control efforts and the sizé and compositien of the strategic
“nuclear forces. Arms contrcl agreements are, of course, designed
deliberately to constrain the freedom of the parties in the

planning of their offensive and defensive capabilities.
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Strategic programs, in turn, affect the prospects for arms control.

And specific weapons systems are the coin of this particular
realm. Not only are such systems the mediums of exchange; they
are also the basis for expanding or contracting the forces. As
a8 consequence, arms control objectives must have a major impact
on our planning.
2. USSR and PRC Strategic Objectives
Despite the importance of these objectives, it is probably
the present and prospective strategic nuclear forces of other
nations that constitute the single most powerful influence on
the design of our own capabilities. Host of our stéategic
objectives, in fact, are a function of these potential threats.
The most important nuclear capability facing the United
States is that of the USSR. As we engage in our own planning,
we need to understand better than we now do why this capability is
evolving at such a répid rate and what the Soviets hope to gain by
such large expenditures and such ambitious programs. Omnly with an
improved understanding éan we decide judiciously what impact this
capability should have on our own choice of strategic programs.
Primé&ily at issue are the answers to two major questions.
To what extent have the Soviets simply responded to and tried
to ;ounter U.S. initiatives? And to what extent have they scought
(and do they continue to seek) something moTe ambitious than a

capability for second-strike massive retaliation against the United

States?
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Much has been written on both counts, st least in the United
States. But the Soviets have not proved especially communicative
about their programs and motives, and the evidence of what they
are up to is, to say the least, fragmentary and conflicting., As
" so often is the case, we are faced with wmcertainty., Admittedly,
wy counterparts in the Soviet Ministry of Defense could substantially
reduce this uncertainty by disclosing current and even past
information about their decisions to the same extent that the
United States does. But in the absence of such candor, we have
no choice but to interpret the available evidence as best we caﬁ.

Whét does this evidence suggest?

First, the Soviets have proceeded with development of many
strategié programs ahead of rather tﬁan in reaction to what the
United States has done. It is worth recalling, in this connection,
that they took the initiative in the deployment of MRBMs and IRBMs,
" ICBMs, ABMs, and FOBSs. At the present tize, as you know, they
have four new ICBMs |and two SIB{éJthat are actively being flight
tested.

Second, £he Soviets -- through their tedium-range (or peri-
pheral attack) capabilities -- may have initially intended to
‘threaten Western Europe as their only response to the inter-

continental U.S. threat to the USSR in the early days of the

strategic competition. But they have maintained and expanded

that threat long after having acquired the capability to launch a
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~-- started production of the Backfire bomber which could

well evolve into an intercontinental threat.

It is premature to assess confidently what objectives the
Soviets have set for themselves with these active, expensive
programs. However, it is certainly conceivable that they foresee '
both political and military advantage, not only in the growing
nuﬁerical weight of their forces, but also in their potential to
bring major portions of our own strategic arsenal into jeopardy. E

The United Staées, for its part, cannot afford to stand idly
by in the face of these developments. As I shall discuss later,

‘we are recommending a number of quite specific research programs

to hedge against any sustained drive to achieve what the Soviet
Union may ¥egard, however mistakenly, és meaningful, exploitable,
superiority. Preferably by agreement or if necessary by unilateral
“action, we believe that we must maintain an essential equivalence
with them. We are prepared to balance our strategic forces down

if SA;T succeeds, or to balance them up if we must match Soviet

momentum.

" The Soviet strategic capability no longer is the only one
that we must take into account in our force planning. A second

important force from the standpoint of the United States is that

of the Peoples' Republic of China (PRC). During the past decade,

the Chinese have moved steadily from a program of development and

testing to a deployed nuclear capability. We now estimate that
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they already have on line a modest number of MRBMs, IRBMsz, and

nuclear-capable medium and light bombers,

Previous forecasts about the evolution of this capability
have not proved particularly reliable, and I canncé guarantee any
higher confidence in the current projections. Nevertheless, we
estimate that the PRC could achieve an ICBM initial operating
capability as early as 1976 and an SLBM initial operating capability
at a somewhat later date.

We do not yet have much insight into the strategic and
political objectives that the PRC is seeking to achieve with
these deployments. ©But certain interesting featﬁres about ' them
are already evident.

—— The Chinese are clearly sensitive to the importance of
second-strike nuclear capabilities andlare ﬁaking a
considerable effort to minimize the vulnerability of
thelr strategic offensive forces.

—- The range and location of their systems are such that
they can already cover important targets in the eastern
USSR. But they are.alsé located so as to be able to
attack other countries on their periphery.

-~ With the deployment of the ICBM that they have under
development (and later an SLBM), they will have the
capability zo attack targets throughout the USSR and

in the United States as well,

45

Seafti—



e

Qur relations with_the PRC have, of course, improved very
dramatically during the last four years. M:creover, the present
Chinese leadership may well be striving for exclusively second-
strike countercity forces. Nonetheless, we zust in prudence take
these forces into account in our planning.

Any ;ssessment of the nuclear threats facing the United
States must keep certain other prospects in zind as well. 1In
the not very distant future, five nations (U.S., USSR, PRC, UK,
and France) will have deployed SLBM forces =zt sea. It will clearly
. be desirable in these circumstances to have some idea about the
ideﬁtity and general location of these different forces, together
with highly reliable communications and tight control over our
own land-based and sea-based nuclear capabilities.

It is even more essential that we focus on the issues that
.could arise if and when several additional nztions acquire
nuclear weapons, not necessarily for the pur%ose of atracking the
Unite& States, but for possible use or pressure against one
another. Such a development could have a coazsiderable impact on our
own policies, plans, and progr;ms. Indeed, this prospect alone should
make it evident that no single target system and no stereotyped

scenario of mutual city-destruction will suffice as the basis for

our strategic planning.
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3, Deterrence and Assured Destruction

I frankly doubt that our thinking about deterrence and its
requirements has kept pace with the evolution of these threats.
Much of what passes as current theory wears a somewhat dated
alr -- with its origins in the strategic bombing caﬁpaigns
of World War II and the nuclear weapons technology of an earlier
era when warheads were bigger and dirtier, delivery systems con-
siderably less accurate, and forces much more vulnerable to
surprise attack.

The theory postulates that deterrence of a hostile act by
another party results from a threat of retaliation. This retalia-
tory threat, explicit or implicit, must be of sufficienf magnitude
to make the goal of the hostile act appear unattainable, or
excessively costly, or both. Moreover, in order to work, the
retaliatory threat must be credible: that is, Selievable to the
party being threatened. And it must be supported by visible,
employable military capabilities.

The theory also recognizes that the effectiveness of a
deterrent depends on a good dezl more than peacetime declaratory
statements about retaliation and the existence of a capability
to do gr;at damage. In addition, the deterrent must appear
credible under conditions of crisis, stress, and even desperation
or.irrationality on the part of an opponent. And since, under a

variety of conditions, the deterrent forces themselves could become
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the target of an attack, they must be capable of riding out such
an attack in sufficient quantity and power to deliver the
threatened retaliation in a second strike.
The priﬁciple that nuclear deterrence (or any form of

- deterrence, for that matter) must be based on a high-confidence
capability for second-strike retaliation -- even in the aftermath
" of a well-executed surprise attack ~- is now well established.
A number of other issues remain outstanding, however. A massive,
bolt-out-of-the-blue attack on our strategic forces may well be
the worst possible case that could occur, and therefore extremély
.useful as part of the force sizing process. But it may not be
Ehe only, or even the most likely, contingency against which we
should design our deterrent. Furthérmore, depending upon the
contingency, there has been a long-standing debate about the
appropriate set of targets for a second strike which, in tumm,
can have implications both for the types of war plans we adopt
and the composition of our forces.

| This is not the place to explore the full history and details
of that 1ong;standing strategic debate. However, there is one
point to note about its results. Although several targeting
-options, including military only and military plus urban/industrial
variations, h&ve been a part of U.S. strategic doctrine for quite
some time, the concept that has dominated our rhetoric for most
of the era since Worlﬁ War II has been massive retaliation agaipst

cities, or what is called assured destruction. As I hardly need
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emphasize, there is a certain terrifying elegance in the simplicity

of the concépt. for all that it postulates, in effect, is that
deterrence will be adequately (indeed amply) served if, at all
times, we possess the second-strike capability to destroy some
percentage of the population and industry of a potential enemy.
To.be able to assure that destruction, even under the most
unfavorable circumstances —- so the argument goes —— is to assure
deterrence, since no possivle gain could compensate an aggressor
for this kind and magnitude of loss.

The concept of assured destruction has many attractive
features from the standpoint of sizing the strategic offensive
forces. Because nuclear weapons produce such awesome effects,
they are ideally suited to the destruction of large, soft targets
such as cities. Furthermore, since cities contain such easily
measurable contents as people and industry, it is possible to
establish convenient quantitative criteria and levels of -desired
effectiveness with which to measure the potential performance
of the strategic offensive forces. And once these specific
objectives are set, it becomes a relatively straightforward
matter -- given an authoritative estimate about the nature and
weight of-the enemy's surprise attack -- to work back to the
forces required for second-strike assured destructienm.

The basic simplicity of the assured destruction calculation

does not mean that the force planner is at a loss for issues.
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On the contrary, important questions continue to arise about the

assumptions from which the calculations proceed. Where, for

the sake of deterrence, should we set the level of destruction
that we want to assure? Is i1t enough to guarantee the ruinm

of several major cities and their contents, or should we --

to assuré deterrence -- move much further and upward on the
curve of destruction? Since our planning cust necessarily

focus on the forces we will have five or even ten years hepce,
what should we assume about the threat —- that is, the nature and
weight of the enemy attack that our forces nust be prepared to
absorb? ‘How pessimistic should we be about the performance of
these forces in surviving the attack, penetrating enemy defenses
{(if they exist), and destroying their designated targets? How
conservative should we be in buying insurance against possible
failures in performance?

Generally spéaking, national policy makers for more than a
decade have chosen to answer these questions in a conservative
fa§h;on. Against the USSR, for example, we tended in the 1960s
to talk in terms of levels of:assured destruction at between
a fifth and a third of the population and between half and three-
quarters of the industrial capacity. We did so for two reasons:

-- Dbeyond these levels very rapidly diminishing increments

of damage would be achieved for each additional dollar

invested;

50




