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SECTION |

THE CURRENT BALANCE

The direct numerical comparison of the forces engaging
in conflict or available in the event of war is almost
universal. It is a factor always carefully reckoned
with by the various military authorities; it is dis-
cussed ad nauseam in the Press. Yet such direct
counting of forces is in itself a tacit acceptance of
the applicability of mathematical principles, but con-
fined to a special case. To accept without reserve the
mere ''counting of pleces' as of value, and to deny the
more extended application of mathematical theory, is as
illogical and unintelligent as to accept broadly and
indiscriminately the balance and the weighing-machine
as Instruments of precision, but to decline to permit
in the latter case any allowance for the known inequal-
ity of leverage.

Frederick William Lanchester
Aircraft in Warfare, 1916
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CHAPTER 1

OVERVIEW

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for this opportunity to testify in support of the defense
budget for FY 1980. To put that budget in perspective, let me briefly
review our original request for FY 1979 and the supplemental request for
FY 1979 that we are presenting along with our request for FY 1980.

In our original submission for FY 1979, a year ago, we requested
Total Obligational Authority (TOA) of $125.9 billion and planned outlays
of $115.1 billion (excluding $100 million for civil defense). These two
totals reflected the President's determination to begin the process of
countering the long-term Soviet military buildup and fulfill his pledge
to NATO to increase U.S. defense spending by three percent a year in
real terms.

As a result of subsequent actions by both the legislative and
executive branches, the FY 1979 defense program so far enacted, for all
practical purposes, can now be considered as requiring $123.7 billion in
TOA and entailing $111.3 billion in outlays. These totals allow for pay
raises of $1.8 billion and other fact-of-1ife increases of about $400
million.

Because it is essential that we continue with our long-range defense
program, and (in the process) increase outlays by about three percent a
year in real terms, we are now submitting a readiness and modernization
supplemental for FY 1979. It amounts to $2.2 billion in TOA and will
generate $595 million in outlays. |If approved, it will bring the FY
1979 defense budget authority back essentially to its originally planned
level. Equally important, it will permit us to:

-- expand our initiatives as regards strategic nuclear forces.
In particular, we will accelerate our efforts on a new land-
based missile and its mobile basing.

-- provide for the FY 1979 U.S. share of NATO AWACS and add to
our capabilities for reinforcing NATO;

-- add several needed surface combatants to our navy shipbuilding
program;

-- improve further the overall readiness of our forces.
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It Is against this background that the President has proposed a
defense budget for FY 1980 involving $135.5 billion in TOA, $135 billion
in Budget Authority, and $122.7 billion in outlays (excluding $100
million for civil defense, which will now be a part of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency). These totals will permit another signi-
ficant increment of real growth in our defense program after the effects
of inflation have been taken into account.

The planned outlays in the FY 1980 budget are estimated to result
in a 3.1 percent real Increase over the total spending now estimated for
FY 1979 (including all supplementals). The TOA, which reflects the long-
term effect of the budget, is 1.7 percent more (after correcting for the
effects of Inflation) than the FY 1979 TOA (including that enacted by
the Congress and the supplementals we are requesting). Outlays for FY
1980 will constitute about 4.9 percent of expected gross national pro-
duct (GNP) for FY 1980, 23 percent of planned federal spending, and 15
percent of estimated public spending -- federal, state, and local.

The Long-Range Defense Projection shows an average real increase
in outlays of three percent, and in TOA of around 2.5 percent a year
through FY 1984, At that time, defense TOA is projected to have reached
$178 billion in then-year dollars, and $151 billion measured in FY 1980
prices. With normal economic growth over the next five years, defense
outlays will be about 4.7 percent of GNP by FY 1984. By contrast,
defense outlays were 12 percent of GNP in FY 1954, and 8.2 percent in
FY 1964. | should stress, however, that our defense forecasts are
simply the result of projections based on: the future implications of
current defense programs and plans; estimates of future inflation; and
future patterns of obligational authority-outlay ratios. They are
neither predictions of the future nor irrevocable commitments to the
projectlions.

Our requests for FY 1980 are somewhat lower than we had projected
a year ago, and our Long-Range Defense Projection runs slightly below
the path forecast in the FY 1979 budget. Nonetheless, the body of my
annual report and this summary will persuade you, | trust, that our
recoomendations for FY 1980 are on the right track.

I. THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AND DEFENSE

As you well know, there is no such thing as a fixed defense require-
ment. It is even very rare that we must reach a particular and precise
defense goal at a specified date in the future. Whether we are referring
to FY 1980 or FY 1984, we are not planning capabilities that will either
surely succeed or surely fail in their tasks. We are planning capa-
bilities that have a greater or lesser probability of doing what we may
later decide to ask of them. We are also considering the effects, on
the margin, of increases or decreases in our allocation of resources to
defense.
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Certainly no other claim can compete successfully for resources
with what we really need for defense. Yet where the marginal returns
from increased resources are relatively small, and those resources
could make a greater contribution elsewhere (or where not expending them
at all In the federal sector could have a good effect overall on our
economic situation), the case for restraint in defense spending can be
powerful, and even persuasive. For some programs, such a situation
exists today. Nonetheless, a number of factors in the international
situation make the case for a strong defense compelling. In these
circumstances, it seems justified in FY 1980 to continue the real
Increase in defense outlays.

National security has always been comprised of a number of factors
and has always required a number of strengths, non-military as well as
military. The United States, fortunately, is by most measures the
strongest nation in the world. No other country -- certainly not the
Soviet Union -- can compete with us in economic power, political stability
and cohesion, technological capabillty, national will, or appeal as to
way of life and international policies. [t is abundantly clear, however,
that we cannot maintain and increase those strengths if we allow ourselves
to become excessively dependent on energy sources from one part of the
world -- and a volatile part at that -- or if we fall victims to recur-
rent bouts of inflation and recession. Military strength cannot help to
cure these kinds of diseases. At the same time, wide swings in the size
of our defense program, or Iinefficient execution of that program, could
increase our economic vulnerabilities without producing countervailing
benefits in the military balance.

Fortunately, we have paced our defense programs with prudence.
While we face a number of international problems, we are in a position
to cope with them free of panic, crash programs, and wasted resources.

A. The Soviet Union

Among our international problems, the Soviet Union undoubtedly
looms as the largest adversary player. In most segments of the compe-
tition, the Soviets do not have a comparative advantage over the United
States. Only in military matters has their system been able to rival
ours. But the fact that they have put so much of their effort into the
production of military power is most troubling. Their failure to compete
successfully In other arenas can increase the incentive for the Soviets
to use their military power to increase their influence and to gain
political advantage, whether by direct application of military force,
through intimidation, through proxies, or through arms transfers.

Such a motivation is one possible explanation for the Soviet

military buildup. Another is bureaucratic inertia, or rather -- in a
less benign formulation -- the strength of the military-industrial
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establishment in the Soviet political structure and resource allocation
process. A third may be Soviet fear, however misplaced it might be, of
their neighbors -- especially NATO and the People's Republic of China.

Undoubtedly all of these, and perhaps others, are important
motives. My own concern and belief is that, to whatever extent Soviet
capabilities in the 1980s might be engendered by the motives that seem
less alarming to us, these capabilities could then be used -- or thelr
use threatened in dangerous and destablilizing ways -~ unless the United
States and its allies elther reach agreements with the Soviets that
limit the Soviet buildup to safer levels, or adequately offset that
buildup with our own defense programs, or both.

Although Soviet intentions cannot be surely assessed, there
can be no doubt about the steady increase in the Soviet defense effort
each year for more than 15 years. As the Soviet gross national product
has grown, so has the defense effort. Its annual rate of increase has
averaged more than three percent measured by what it would cost the
United States to duplicate that effort in our economy, and between four
and five percent measured in rubles. By how much the present effort now
exceeds our own Is less certain. It could be by as much as 45 percent,
or as little as 25 percent.

It should be noted that this is a very crude comparison. What
really count in military terms are the forces that are deployed and what
each side needs to achieve its objectives. Moreover, the substantial
contributions of allies must be added to the balance. It must also be
remembered that our naval power projection and sea lane protection costs
have little counterpart in Soviet military spending, just as the Soviet
strategic air defense costs have little in ours. Even so, relative
defense spending, annual or cumulative, is the best single crude measure
of relative military capabilities, if efficiencies are not too different.
And in military matters, Soviet and U.S. efficiencies are not as far
apart as in the civilian sector.

As is to be expected, the Soviet armed forces have Iimproved
substantially with these steadily increasing outlays. Since 1964, when
Leonid Brezhnev succeeded Nikita Khrushchev as leader of the Soviet
Union, the Soviet defense establishment has expanded by about a million
men. More than 1,000 ICBM launchers and more than 900 modern submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) tubes have been added to the Soviet
strategic nuclear forces. And the modernization of these forces con-
tinues at a steady pace. What we describe as the Soviet peripheral
attack forces are also being upgraded with the deployment of the mobile,
MIRVed SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM) and the BACKFIRE
bomber. Ground and tactical air forces have been Increased and provided
with modern equipment. The Soviet ground forces have grown by about 25
divisions; more than 1,000 fighter aircraft have been added to Soviet
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Frontal Aviation. Moreover, the quality of their equipment is much
closer to ours than it was 10 years ago; In some cases it is even better
than our own. Many of the elements of a serious open-ocean navy are
also in place, Including two light alrcraft carriers with long-range
anti-ship missiles, VIOL aircraft, and helicopters. What could be a
nuclear-powered crulser displacing well over 20,000 tons is now fitting
out in the Baltic. The Soviets have also demonstrated an operational,
evolving, but still limited anti-satellite capability.

As these Soviet forces have evolved, Soviet military doctrine --
especially for the general purpose forces, where these factors have the
clearest application -~ has continued to emphasize the virtues of cover,
deception, and surprise. Heavy concentrations of force combined with
dense firepower, shock, and rapid offensive movement, are emphasized.
Equally sobering, the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany (GSFG) -- 20
divisions in all -- is acquiring a much higher degree of combat readi-
ness and tactical mobility than in the past. Capability appears to be
catching up with doctrine.

As far as we can judge, these developments have been sub-
stantially Insensitive to changes in the magnitude of U.S. and allied
programs for more than a decade. As our defense budgets have risen, the
Soviets have Increased thelr defense budget. As our defense budgets
have gone down, thelr defense budgets have increased again. As U.S.
forces In Western Europe declined during the latter part of the 1960s,
Soviet deployments in Eastern Europe expanded. As U.S. theater nuclear
forces stablilized, Soviet peripheral attack and theater nuclear forces
Increased. As the U.S. navy went down in numbers, the Soviet navy went

up.

Soviet military programs, of course, are the result of many
factors, and at least some of their buildup can be attributed to con-
siderations other than the direct Soviet-American competition. It Is
worth noting, moreover, that the growth in their defense effort has
correlated quite closely with the overall growth in the Soviet economy,
while the U.S. military effort has steadily shrunk as a fraction of our
economy. Be that as it may, nowhere is there any historical evidence
that If we are restrained, the Soviets will reciprocate -- except where
specific and verifiable arms control agreements are negotiated.

The Soviets, in sum, have made steady and impressive military
strides during the last 15 years. We cannot afford to underestimate
them. Nelther can we afford to exaggerate where they stand in relation
to the United States and its allies. Despite the reduced baseline
defense budgets of the early 1970s -- budgets that, in real terms, fell
15 percent below where they were before the intensification of the war
in Vietnham -- we have not stopped improving our own defense capabilities.
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And despite their increased efforts, the Soviets have not achieved
anything that resembles overwhelming military power. We have had our
problems, but so have the Soviets.

Looking back at the trends in Soviet defense spending -- not
Jjust since 196k, but since the death of Stalin -- we can see a number of
years when the U.S. defense effort was larger than the Soviet effort.
During those years, Khrushchev was apparently engaged in a Russian
version of what we then called the New Look, with a good deal of emphaslis
on nuclear capabilities and their efficiency (some of it pure bluff, as
we found out later), and with reductions in supposedly obsolete ground
forces and their equipment. A substantial portion of subsequent Soviet
investments must surely have gone toward recovering from those years; by
now, they almost certainly have recovered. In recent years, the invest-
ment portion of the Soviet defense effort has normally been substantially
more than that of the United States; counting the efforts of our allies,
the ratio has been closer.

It is also worth remembering that the Soviets have had to
develop their defense capabilities out of a civil economy much less
efficient than ours. It has been noted with considerable -- and not
unjustified -- dismay that Soviet expenditures in military research and
development may be 75 percent larger than ours (measured in U.S. prices).
And this when we are supposed to be -- and are -- depending on our
technology to overcome their numbers. But while concern is certainly in
order -- and this is an area where we must increase our investment --
the figures do not quite tell the whole story. The Soviet civil sector
does not produce much technology that can be transferred to the defense
sector. Ours does (though to a lesser extent than used to be the case).
For that reason alone, the Soviets have to invest more resources in this
area than we do to achleve a comparable military result. Some of our
results they cannot duplicate at all.

The Soviets have an equally unenviable problem in deciding how
to allocate the forces they acquire. They surely cannot give all their
allies in the Warsaw Pact very high marks for loyalty, though the Soviet
forces in Eastern Europe aimed at NATO are so large that an insignifi-
cant fraction of them need be allocated to overseeing those allies.

They find it necessary, in addition, to station as much as 25 percent of
their ground and tactical air power on their border with the People's
Republic of China (PRC).

The Soviets must also struggle to overcome acute constraints
of geography and climate. Admittedly, we have long lines of communi-
cation to our friends and allies in Europe, the Middle East, and Asia,
and must worry much more than the Soviets about sea control. But the
Soviets have analogous concerns. Their forces in the Far East dangle at
the end of a long and tenuous logistical system. Their conventional
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naval forces, to exercise any influence on events, must travel signi-
ficant distances from their ports, and they must transit narrow waters
which could be disputed by opposing forces. The Soviets have more naval
ships than we do (if our allies are omitted). But that capability,
whatever its effectiveness, Is divided into four separate fleets, with
two of them based in the Baltic and Black Seas where we and our allles
could bottle them up. Even to acquire some elbow-room for thelir fleets
based on Murmansk and Vladivostok, the Soviets would have to control the
Barents Sea and the Sea of Japan.

In sum, the growth in the Soviet military effort is potentially
very dangerous to us. Though not as effective as it may appear at first
glance, it is not something we can ignore or wave away, especlally since
the upward trend in Soviet defense spending shows every sign of continuing.
It is an effort that we must keep in perspective, not to imitate it, but
to prevent it from becoming a major Soviet advantage.

We seek, and expect, to cooperate with the Soviets on the
resolution of a number of issues in the future, as we have managed to do
in the past. But we also have to recognize that the Soviets persist in
seeing their relationship with us as one of competitive coexistence,
with the emphasis on competition where military matters are concerned.
Such an outlook leaves us with no choice but to keep up our guard.

B. Goals

It remains the case that our wellbeing as a nation and our
character as a people depend on peace, justice, and order as well as
military strength. To survive, to prosper, to preserve our traditions,
we need political as well as military allies, trading partners, access
to raw materials and supplies of energy; we need freedom of the seas and
international airspace as well as space, and a pluralistic environment
conducive to national and individual freedom. Striving for military
predominance and stimulating arms races are not how we satisfy these
needs or uphold our position in the world. We must make every effort to
settle the disputes and remove the tensions that could lead to conflict
and wider international disorder. We should lose no opportunity to
increase international stability and reduce military competition through
equitable and verifiable arms control agreements.

C. SALT

Progress Is being made on both counts. We are nearing the
completion of a SALT || agreement that will contribute to the securlity
of the United States and its allies. In fact, no agreement failing that
test should or would be signed by the United States. We want arms
control, but must insist on arms control agreements that specify equiv-
alent overall military capabllities, strategic and general purpose.
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An adequate and properly balanced defense budget Iis a neces-
sary way to maintain our security, but arms control agreements are an
additional and complementary way of dealing with Soviet military efforts.
Admittedly, the Interests of the Soviet Union and the United States
diverge in a number of respects. The Soviets appreciate, however, that
as long as we remain strong -- as we will -- direct conflict with the
United States and its friends could quickly lead to disaster.

Both sides understand that restraint is especially important
where nuclear forces are concerned. Nuclear weapons represent the only
external threat to the survival of the United States and the Soviet
Union. Nuclear weapons could destroy in a matter of hours what each
nation has built over the course of centuries. Both the United States
and the Soviet Union already deploy nuclear forces fully capable of
destruction of this magnitude. It is unlikely, moreover, that the
situation will change as a result of further buildups by either side,
despite the lure of exotic technologies and damage-1imiting strategies
that entail massive programs of active and passive defense -- provided
always that timely and effective responses (which exist) are undertaken
by the other side.

We and our adversaries need to constrain the competition.
This is not to say that agreements to limit strategic or other armaments
can solve all problems, remove all grounds for fear and suspicion, or
bring all military competition to a complete halt. But carefully drawn
SALT agreements -- backed by sound verification measures -- can accom-
plish a great deal. They can make the achievement of destabilizing
future advantage even more difficult than is already the case, while
allowing current vulnerabilities to be removed. They can make the force
structures of the future more predictable, and reduce the need to design
against a wide range of uncertainty in strategic force planning. They
can contribute to a healthier political environment -- an environment
less freighted with suspicion and more conducive to further restraint.

The SALT agreement that is nearing completion will permit us
to maintain the nuclear balance at lower levels with fewer launchers
than the Soviets could deploy without any agreement. Avoiding the
necessity to match such growth in Soviet forces will leave U.S. (and
Soviet) resources free for other needs and avoid the political costs of
tnrestrained competition.

The agreement will not depend on trusting the Russians.
It will be adequately verifiable by our national technical means, includ-
ing photo-reconnaissance satellites.

The agreement will provide for prompt negotiations to open the
road to further reductions and limits in the future. SALT will also
create a basis for us to improve relations with the USSR generally, if
the Soviets are prepared to cooperate.
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SALT will not solve all our problems. Even with SALT, we will
need to -- and we will be permitted to -- expand our strategic nuclear
efforts. But SALT will mean greater stability and predictability in the
strategic challenges we face.

| do not see any immediate prospect of ending the military
competition between the Soviet Union and the United States. Nonetheless,
| believe we can maintain the modest momentum of arms control. SALT I!
will contribute to the momentum.

D. International Developments

We also have non-military programs that provide a basis for
optimism about the International situation. President Carter's energy
and anti-inflation programs should make a major U.S. contribution to
increased international monetary and economic stability, reduced pro-
tectionist pressures, and the further liberalization of international
trade and investment. The Camp David accords and the subsequent nego-
tiations between Egypt and Israel still hold out the prospect of moving
the entire Middle East toward more stable and permanent peace. The
Panama Canal treaties -- whose approval by Congress was a major act of
statesmanship -- have removed a longstanding grievance and a source of
future disruption Iin Latin America without any sacrifice of basic U.S.
interests. The normalization of relations between the PRC and the
United States Increases the stability of East Asia -- and indeed of
other areas as well. The removal of the Turkish arms embargo improves
the chances of greater cooperation for deterrence and peace on the
sensitive southern flank of NATO. In Europe, the reaffirmation of
democracy and the increased determination of our allies to strengthen
their defenses mean that the opportunities for outside troublemaking and
intervention will decline. Even in Africa, where conflicts continue --
often aggravated by the Soviet Union and Cuba -- we may yet see the
emergence of settlements that encourage majority rule and full democracy
in Namibia and Rhodesia.

We should not be deluded into excessive optimism by recent
events. Other developments -- In lran, the Horn of Africa, and
Afghanistan, to take a disparate set of examples -- should remind us
that instability, uncertainty, and shifts in the balance are widespread.
But internationally, these are times for hope, not for despair, times
of opportunity as well as challenge.

I1. THE MILITARY BALANCE

| believe we can maintain the balance of military power with
defense budgets of the order we are now requesting and projecting. It
should be understood, however, that no informed judgment on this matter
can rest on simple, static comparisons, whether that judgment calls for
a more or less rapid rise (or even a decrease) in U.S. efforts.
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| am, of course, aware that we estimate the Soviets as having more
than 45,000 tanks, while the United States has only 10,000. But while
we recognize the Soviet armor threat, that raw comparison does not
convince me of Soviet military superiority in Central Europe, or make
it advisable for the United States to buy another 35,000 tanks. Our
allies happen to have tanks as well; and anti-tank launchers -- of
which we and our allies have already acquired more than 17,000 (and
more than 40,000 anti-tank missiles) -- are also relevant to stopping
tanks. It is most unlikely, in any event, that the Soviets could bring
all those tanks to bear against the United States and its allies.
Simply counting up tanks, or ships, or aircraft, or missiles is not a
sufficient basis for determining the relative effectiveness of two
opposing forces. Successful defense and deterrence, which are what we
seek, depend on a great deal more than the results of these static
comparisons.

If U.S. forces are relevant to some specific contingencies and can
defeat a specific enemy, presumably they contribute to credible deter-
rence, no matter what static comparisons might show about particular
force elements. Accordingly, we must examine a variety of hypothetical
conflicts, understand how our capabilities would perform in a range of
circumstances, and determine what factors are crucial to their perform-
ance. Our strategic forces, for example, are smaller in number and
lighter in throw-weight than their Soviet counterparts. However, if
they are so deployed that an enemy cannot eliminate many of them in a
first strike, if they have the reliabilities, accuracies, and nuclear
warheads and yields necessary to destroy the targets we have assigned
to them, and if the command and communications system to assure thelr
delivery on target is maintained, they may be quite sufficient for our
purposes, and the military balance quite stable, even if the iIndiscrimi-
nate static comparisons Indicate certain asymmetries favorable to the
USSR.

There are, admittedly, particular occasions when avoidance of
asymmetries comes close to being an end In itself. In general, equality
of legal rights is the basis of SALT and MBFR. But equal numbers and a
satisfactory military balance are not necessarily the same thing. Equal
aggregates in U.S. and Soviet strategic offensive forces, and common
ceilings on the forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact in Central Europe,
have merit -- but for another reason. Since the Soviets have insisted
on equality as the basis for arms control agreements, we must insist on
equal aggregates and common ceilings as the principal ways of measuring
and symbolizing that equality.

But to be driven in our force planning by perceptions of the mili-
tary balance based on static indicators, and to seek (or grant) equality

in every measure across the board, is to ensure the misuse of U.S. and
allied resources. We are not interested Iin symmetry with the Soviet

"
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Unlon, at least not from the standpoint of defense. Nor are we
interested in having the capability to defeat the Soviets on a sand-
table in a void. We are completely committed, however, to engineering
their defeat wherever they attempt to challenge our interests.

A. Strategic Concepts

The range of possible challenges is obviously very large. The
United States has a wide variety of interests that are reflected in, but
not totally defined by, our treaty commitments. Since these interests
and commitments are located around the world, there is some small pro-
bability that a number of more or less simultaneous attacks could be
launched on areas we consider vital. But the military capabilities of
the Soviet Unlon and its satellites are far from unlimited. The Soviets
cannot be powerful everywhere at once, any more than we can. Neverthe-
less, we need to have a basic strategic concept that recognizes our
interests and our resource constraints, and defines the magnitude of
the capabilities we should have available. Otherwise, we could find
ourselves planning to set up defenses all around the globe.

It has become a truism of modern defense policy that we must
maintain military capabilities at three basic levels: strategic nuclear,
theater nuclear, and non-nuclear. The degree of dependence we should
place on each Is much less obvious. This administration, like its four
predecessors, has decided that while it cannot and will not neglect our
nuclear forces, it will keep the barrier to nuclear warfare -- primarily
in the form of our non-nuclear capabilities -- at a high level. The
Soviets and their associates, if considering an attack on the United
States, Iits forces and interests, or its allies and friends, must
recognize the possibility that we would make a nuclear response. But
we reject nuclear escalation as the sole policy on which to base the
planning or use of our forces. We will continue to avoid relying on
nuclear weapons unless their employment is clearly in our interest --
and in the interest of our allies -- or is forced on us by the nuclear
actlions of others. In sum, we and our allies must have adequate con-
ventional forces. That should be understood by everyone, and it should
be understood as the continuing policy of the United States.

1. Strategic Forces

In designing our strategic nuclear forces, what we need
for deterrence and stability cannot be dictated by any simple comparison
with the forces of the Soviet Union, even though we must take those
forces into account in our planning. Our needs -- whatever the needs
of the Soviets -- are met if our retaliatory forces can satisfy the
following conditions: survive in adequate numbers and types after a
well-executed surprise attack on them by the Soviets; penetrate Soviet
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defenses and destroy a comprehensive set of targets in the USSR with
whatever timing, and degree of deliberation and control, proves desir-
able; if necessary, Inflict high levels of damage on Soviet society --
particularly those elements the Soviet leadership values -- regardless
of the measures the Soviets might take to limit the damage; and retain a
reserve capability in the wake of a controlled exchange.

2. Theater Nuclear Forces

In designing our theater nuclear forces, we must provide
a credible deterrent to theater nuclear and overwhelming conventional
attack. As part of the NATO TRIAD, these forces must be capable of
carrying out serious military tasks within NATO's strategy of flexible
response if deterrence fails, with the aim of controlling escalation.
They must be diversified, so that they can pose the risk of a nuclear
response to any level of Warsaw Pact aggression; and they must be
sufficliently survivable so that they do not invite a Soviet preemptive
attack.

3. General Purpose Forces

in designing our general purpose forces, we now recognize
that a major two-theater attack on our allies and forces has become
increasingly implausible as a result of the deepening Sino-Soviet split
and the improvement in our relations with the PRC. What must therefore
concern us first and foremost is the heavy concentration of Soviet
forces in Eastern Europe and the western military districts of the USSR.
Those forces represent a direct and growing threat to the security of
Western Europe, on both the central front and the flanks. They also
define the magnitude of the largest and most serious non-nuclear con-
tingency that could confront us in the foreseeable future.

To stress Europe Is not to rule out a major contingency
elsewhere. Nor Is It to preclude a smaller attack by Soviet or other
forces in such sensitive areas as the Middle East and the Persian Gulf,
or the Korean peninsula. Ffor planning purposes, however, it seems
appropriate to base the size of our general purpose combat forces on
the assumption of having to halt more or less simultaneously one major
attack (with Europe as the most plausible and demanding locale for its
occurrence), and one lesser attack elsewhere.

4. The Role of Allles

| should stress that our strategic concept is not quite
as demanding as the previous sentences may make it appear. We plan our
strategic forces on the assumption that the United States by itself will
have the continuing responsibility for deterring Soviet nuclear attacks.
Wherever appropriate, however, we plan our general purpose forces on the
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assumption that, in most contingencies, they will be fighting alongside
allied forces rather than going it alone. For example, we count on our
NATO allies to provide substantially larger ground and air forces for
initial defense of the NATO area than we contribute ourselves.

The collective defense will require a much greater dove-
tailing of allied defense programs and closer compatibility among allied
forces than has been the case to date. Indeed, it Is for this reason
that | have made alliance cooperation one of the keystones of our defense
policy, and have laid such stress on ratlionalization, standardization,
and interoperability.

5. Other Capabilities

Equally important, we rely on more than our active-duty
forces to shore up our continental alr defenses and the non-nuclear
deterrent. Should a conventional conflict be of significant scope and
duration, we would turn to our National Guard and Reserve forces, and to
our mobilization base (including a draft), for the expansion and rein-
forcement of our initial combat capabilities. We should not assume that
our more costly (and more ready) active-duty forces would carry all the
burden of fighting to the end of these hypothetical conflicts without
the addition of other resources. At the same time, we should recognize
that, at present, our reserve forces (with the exception of the air
reserve units) are substantially less well-manned than they need to be
in order to fulfill these responsibilities. Not only are Army reserve
units under strength; we are encountering increasingly serious and
disturbing shortfalls in the manpower replacement pool known as the
Individual Ready Reserve.

If we are to be effective and efficlient In fulfilling our
strategic concept for the general purpose forces, we must have suffi-
cient capabilities to permit the following: the forward deployment of
forces in key areas overseas such as Western Europe and Northeast Asla,
along with the retention of a powerful central reserve in the continental
United States (CONUS); the rapid movement of substantial forces to
threatened theaters by airlift and sealift; the maintenance of forward
defenses for at least as long as an enemy could sustain his attack; the
buttressing of these defenses with reinforcements and sustaining supplies;
and uninterrupted access by air and sea to the theaters of conflict.

If our strategic nuclear and general purpose forces can
satisfy all these varied conditions, they should be sufficient to counter
an enemy's capabllities, not on some abstract plane, but where and how
it counts from the standpoint of U.S. security. It follows that whether,
in fact, U.S. and allied forces have that kind of capability is the
issue that must concern us =-- not whether the Soviet navy has more
coastal patrol boats than ours, whether our navy weighs more than theirs,
or whether we have more anti-tank weapons and helicopters than they.
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B. Tests of Effectiveness

We have developed a number of tests as the basis for resolving
this issue of capability. The first of them analyzes the performance of
the strategic nuclear forces by means of a hypothetical exchange following
a Soviet surprise attack. This, admittedly is a special case, and it
may only approximate potential reality. But because it is severe, it
results in a conservative assessment of cur strategic forces and their
effectiveness.

The results of this test strongly suggest that even a surprise
Soviet attack would have no prospect of disarming us -- any more than we
could expect to disarm the Soviets if we struck first. Not only would
our surviving forces be very large; they could now readily penetrate
Soviet defenses and destroy thousands of military and non-military
targets elther immediately or -- if we choose -- over an extended period
of time. The specific results would, of course, depend on what kind of
a response we deemed appropriate and how we decided to allocate our
warheads. But this general outcome would not be in doubt.

It Is quite concelvable, at some point in the early to mid-
1980s, that the Soviets -- with a first strike -- could eliminate the
bulk of our ICBM silos and still retain a large number of warheads in
reserve. However, they would have to consider the possibility of our
having launched the MINUTEMAN force before their ICBMs arrived, even
though we have not made ''launch under the attack'' a matter of policy for
a very good reason: such a decision would be a very grave and difficult
one to make, even If our sensors gave clear and unequivocal Indications
of such an attack.

Even without MINUTEMAN, our surviving second-strike capability
would remain large -- in the thousands of warheads. Not only could we
stil] destroy a wide range of targets; we could also cause catastrophic
damage to the Soviet urban-industrial base. It is difficult, in the
circumstances, to see how the Soviets could expect to gain any meaning-
ful advantage from starting such a mortal exchange.

| make these points in order to correct any notion that
MINUTEMAN vulnerability by Itself is catastrophic. However, the capa-
bility of the Soviets to threaten the prompt destruction of a major
portion of our retaliatory force, while that segment of their own force
is not subject to such a threat, will be a serious matter in military
terms and, if it were to continue for an extended period, would be a
major political problem. | therefore believe we must act to correct it
as we modernize our strategic forces.
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The most demanding test for our general purpose forces would
come from an attack In Europe by the Warsaw Pact. In principle, such an
attack could begin as a bolt from the blue by some or all of the Pact
deployed forces. The more serious likelihood is that any attack without
prior mobilization would be preceded by a period of international
tension, some degree of Pact preparation, and at least a few days of
warning for NATO. Obviously, the greater the preparation, the larger
and better organized the attack would be. But NATO would also bene-
fit -- from increased warning and the arrival of U.S. and allied rein-
forcements.

There is, | realize, a widespread opinion that the Warsaw Pact
could rapidly overcome NATO's defenses regardless of when or how the
attack started. That opinion overlooks a number of facts. NATO has
already bought and paid for most of the basic capabilities necessary to
conduct a successful forward defense. It is also true, however, that
the Pact has expanded and significantly upgraded its forces in Eastern
Europe during the past decade. NATO has responded to these improvements
with a number of short-term programs that have been substantially imple-
mented, and with the Long-Term Defense Program (LTDP) which identifies
many specific actions required to enhance NATO's collective defense
capability into the 1990's and beyond.

The result of these actions by the two sides is an ambiguous
situation. Even today, the Soviets cannot be confident of a rapid
conventional victory in Europe. But NATO, despite its basic strengths,
cannot have as much confidence In its non-nuclear deterrent as | con-
sider prudent.

Despite this current uncertainty, the planned increases in the
U.S. contribution to NATO should, along with contemplated allied increases,
be sufficient to deter Soviet attack despite the increase in Soviet
capabilities. Moreover, we can make that contribution without weakening
the combat force structure needed to deal with a simultaneous but lesser
contingency. | am equally confident that our naval forces are still
quite capable of maintaining the sea lines of communication to Europe,
protecting other essential routes, and supporting allied forces --
whether in the Western Pacific or on the flanks of NATO. What is more,
our naval forces will be gaining in capability during the next five
years. We are in the process of resolving a number of difficult issues
about the exact future direction the Navy should take in its shipbuild-
ing program and in exploiting its capabilities. None of those issues, |
should add, have brought into question the importance of the Navy, or
the desirability of having it perform its traditional missions within
the guidelines of national strategy.
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111. VULNERABILITIES AND NEEDS

| do not want to give the impression, in offering these brief
assessments, that we are complacent about U.S. and allied capabilitles.
We should not be, and we are not. We have a number of vulnerabilities --
some obvious, and others not so obvious -- that we need to repair. |
see no grounds for believing that today -- and | emphasize today -- we
have fallen into an unacceptable military posture. Even so, | must
stress that the gap between U.S. and Soviet defense expenditures cannot
continue to expand without a dangerous tilt in the relevant balances of
power and a weakening of the overall U.S. deterrent. The United States
is certainly more ingenious and efficient than the Soviet Union. It is
not so much more ingenious and efficient that it can, without increased
budgets, make up for increasing disparities between the two defense
efforts.

We can already foresee some of the difficulties that will arise for
us during the next five years or so, unless we take timely counter-
measures. Our strategic nuclear forces already are armed with more than
9,000 warheads, and that number wil}l increase with the addition of
TRIDENT ballistic missiles and air-launched crulise missiles. Neverthe-
less, our strategic submarines and bombers are aging; the ICBM leg of
the TRIAD is becoming vulnerable; and our command-control system is not
as capable as it should be of handling a controlled nuclear response.
More warheads, throw-welight, or megatonnage will not by themselves
improve our strategic posture, regardless of what they do to the static
comparisons between the United States and the Soviet Union. Repaliring
the TRIAD -- and improving our command, control and communications capa-
bilities -- will.
~—
The diversity, redundancy, and flexibility embodied in the TRIAD
have been crucial to our continued confidence in the U.S. strategic
deterrent. Even though we have known for some time that the surviv-
ability of the ICBM force would erode, we have not been driven into
panicky and costly crash programs, largely because the other two legs
of the TRIAD have been and remain in good working order. But that does
not mean we should abandon the features contained in the ICBM force or
make its survival a function of launch-on-warning. If we are to remain
fully confident in the future, when a different leg of the TRIAD might
become vulnerable, we must restore the ability of our ICBMs to ride out
an attack, if that should prove necessary. Accordingly, we intend to
proceed with full-scale development of a new ICBM, have explored a
number of ICBM basing options, and have ensured that the SALT || agree-
ment will leave open the alternative of deploying a mobile ICBM after
the expiration of the interim protocol period, which is well before the
program could reach deployment status in any event.

We have accepted the need to keep our strategic forces combat-ready
and on a high alert, even though the probability of their ever being
used Is very low. We have been less willing (or at any rate less
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successful) in giving these forces the capabilities and controls neces-
sary to operate them with deliberation and discrimination. In many
ways, such reluctance is understandable. It is difficult to visualize
any nuclear exchange that could be kept from escalating to all-out
attacks on cities. Even so, we would be mistaken to leave a potential
enemy with the knowledge that the President, If faced with an attack
that avoided cities, would have only the options of an all-out response
or no response at all. The temptation to exploit this loophole in our
deterrent would be minute, but it could be real in desperate circum-
stances. However probable rapid escalation might be, we should retain
the capability to respond to a limited nuclear attack in a controlled
and deliberate way -- even though we might not be given credit for it in
the standard static comparisons.

We and our NATO allies are presently examining our theater nuclear
posture in the overall review inaugurated by the 1977 NATO Summit. We
have major programs underway for the possible modernization of both
battlefield and longer-range tactical nuclear forces, including the new
8-inch and 155mm nuclear artillery rounds, the new and more flexible
LANCE warhead, the dual-capable F-16, the PERSHING Il missile, and
various cruise missiles. These programs will enable us to make whatever
modernization we and our allies eventually conclude might be required.

When It comes to the general purpose forces, we take for granted
the need for control, deliberation, and discrimination. But we seem to
shy away from combat-readiness, high alerts, and rapid response, even
though our position and responsibilities in the world have changed
dramatically, and non-nuclear conflict tends to recur.

Because defense budgets are always limited to some level, and
because we still act as though we believe we will have the time to
mobilize, long-lead weapons and equipment often receive the highest
spending priorities. Combat readiness, alertness, and mobility for the
general purpose forces sometimes fall much lower on the list. As a con-
sequence, many of our weapons are out of commission for lack of spare
parts. Even though we may not yet have learned to operate some of our
weapons to their full potential, we make plans to replace them. We log
fewer flying hours and steaming days than a fully professional force
requires.

Admittedly these are deficiencies that, for the most part, we can
make up more rapidly than shortages of modern equipment. And the
Services are understandably concerned that if they give up force struc-
ture they may well, as a result of subsequent economies by the Secretary
of Defense or the Congress, later be left with smaller and less modern
forces that are just as unready and unsustainable as before. But in
assessing the balance between readiness and force size, it is no longer
clear that we would be allowed enough time to repair even our most

18

Google



glaring defects in readiness. With ample warning, we and our allies in
Central Europe should be able to achieve sufficient combat readiness to
halt an attack by the Warsaw Pact. Looking ahead, though, there is a
growing probability that the Pact could deploy for some kinds of attacks
in less time than it would take NATO to ready its forces and move them
into their defensive positions.

The lesson should be clear. New tanks, however powerful, are only
as effective as the crews that man and maintain them. Battalions, how-
ever densely packed with firepower, are only as lethal as the ammunition
they have to shoot. Divisions, however modern in equipment, are of
little use if they have to walt for 1ift at their home bases while an
attack progresses overseas.

We need and can have modern weapons and equipment. We need and can
have them in sufficient quantity for our purposes. But unless we fund
and pay more attention to training, materiel! readiness, adequate stocks
of combat consumables, and mobility, we could end up with the shadow
rather than the substance of a full defense capability.

A strategy of readiness will not make the defense posture any
cheaper. We will still have the investment and operating expenses
required by the force structure as It exists today. We will have new
programs to fund as well. Replacement of the MINUTEMAN force, though it
excites the most attention, is only one (and not necessarily the most
expensive) of the programs ahead of us in this category. We will have
to give greater attention to materiel and personnel readiness in our
general purpose forces.

As a result of the NATO Summits in May, 1977 and 1978, we have
endorsed both a goal of three percent real annual increase In the
defense outlays of the NATO countries, and an ambltious Long-Term
Defense Program for the Alliance. We are already taking steps to pre-
position more equipment and stocks so as to reduce the deployment times
of our reinforcements to NATO. We are also improving our long-range
airlift and otherwise seeking to increase our worldwide mobility. To
continue with these programs, we will need additional resources.

With the budget we propose and the expenditures we project, |
believe that we can do whatever is truly necessary. Security, It is
true, depends on more than our defense posture. Nonetheless, a strong
defense posture remains crucial to our security. Our overall deterrent
Is not as weak as the pessimists would have us bélieve. It is not as
strong as | would like it to be. To give it the necessary strength --
and our fellow citizens the necessary confidence in their safety --
balanced forces are what we need: nuclear and non-nuclear; ready as
well as modern. To achieve the necessary balance, we must have a
defense budget larger than last year's in real terms. The national
security cannot be assured without it.
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CHAPTER 2

THE DEFENSE BUDGET

The President has proposed, and | fully support, a defense budget
for FY 1980 which entails $135.5 billion In total obligational authority
(TOA), $135 billion In budget authority (BA), and $122.7 billion in
outlays. These totals are compared in Table 2-1 with the actual totals
for FY 1978 and the estimated totals for FY 1979 (including a separate
supplemental for FY 1979).

Table 2-1

Department of Defense - Military Functions
($ Billions)

Current Dollars FY 1978 FY_1979 FY_1980
Total Obligational Authority (TOA) 116.5 125.7 135.5
Budget Authority (BA) 115.3 125.2 135.0
Outlays 103.0 111.9 122.7

Constant FY 1980 Dollars

Total Obligational Authority (TOA) 131.8 133.2 135.5
Budget Authority (BA) 130.5 132.7 135.0
Outlays 117.4 119.1 122.7

The current Long-Range Projection shown in Table 2-2 is an estimate
of future defense requirements; it is not a commitment to those totals,
which must be reviewed each year. The current projection forecasts an
average annual real Increase in TOA (estimated in FY 1980 prices) of 2.5
percent, and in outlays of three percent. Pay and price Iincreases, it
should be noted, conform to the guidelines established in the President's
anti-inflation program.
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Table 2-2

Fiscal Years (Billions of Dollars
1978 1979 1980 _1981 1982 _19%3 1984

TJotal Obligational

Authority

Current Dollars 116.5 125.7 135.5 145.7 155.7 166.8 177.7
FY 1980 Prices 131.8 133.2 135.5 138.4 141.5 145.9 150.5
Outlays

Current Dollars 103.0 111.9 122.7 133.7 144.9 155.5 165.7
FY 1980 Prices 117.4 119.1 122.7 126.4 130.5 134. 4 138.4
Inflation Assumptions

For Outlays (in

percent) 7.1 8.0 7.0 6.0 4.8 3.7 2.8

Defense outlays for FY 1980 will constitute approximately 4.9
percent of estimated gross national product (GNP). They will make up
about 23 percent of total federal spending for FY 1980, and around 15
percent of total public spending (federal, state, and local). These
percentages are shown for selected fiscal years in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3
Defense Outlays as a Percent of

Fiscal Year GNP Federal Outlays Public Outlays
1964 8.2 n.s 27.9
1968 9.3 43.3 29.5
1977 5.2 23.7 15.7
1978 5.0 22.8 15.1
1979 h.9 22.7 14.8
1980 4.9 23.1 14.9
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The defense budget for FY 1980 will permit the United States to
maintain active-duty forces that include:

2,122 strategic delivery vehicles, consisting of 54 TITAN ||
ICBMs, 1,000 MINUTEMAN ICBMs, 656 SLBMs, 347 B-52s, and 66
FB-1}1As;

34 KC-135 tanker squadrons (with 521 aircraft);

seven continental air defense squadrons (including one training
squadron) with an inventory of 141 aircraft;

16 Army divisions, five separate Army brigades, and three
Marine Corps divisions;

approximately 460 major naval combatant, amphibious, and
auxiliary vessels;

26 Air Force tactical fighter wings (with 2,599 aircraft), 12
Navy carrier air groups (with 1,111 aircraft), and three
Marine Corps air wings (with 476 aircraft);

53 anti-submarine warfare squadrons (with 635 aircraft); and
17 squadrons of strategic airlift, with 75 C-5A and 311 C-14]

aircraft, and 14 squadrons of tactical airlift, with 267 C-130
aircraft.

National Guard and Reserve forces will consist primarily of:

We
require

10 continental alr defense squadrons (with 180 aircraft) and
16 KC-135 tanker squadrons (with 128 aircraft);

eight Army National Guard divisions, 19 separate Reserve
Component Army brigades, and one Marine Corps division;

L4 naval combatant, amphibious, and auxiliary vessels;

39 Air Force fighter squadrons (with 889 aircraft); 10 Navy
fighter squadrons (with 139 aircraft), 13 Navy anti-submarine
warfare squadrons (with 138 aircraft), and one Marine Corps
air wing (with 110 aircraft); and

29 C-130 tactical airlift squadrons (with 294 aircraft).

estimate that the operation and maintenance of these forces will
about two million active-duty military, 785 thousand selected

reserve military, and approximately 986 thousand civilian personnel. Of
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Table 2-4

Total Obligational Authority (Billions of Dollars)

Budget Title FY_1979 FY_1980
Military Personnel 28.7 30.3
Operation and Maintenance 38.1 bo.9
Family Housing and Homeowners Assistance

Program 1.7 1.6
TOTAL 68.5 72.8

The remaining 40 percent of the budget (again, excluding retired
pay) Is allocated to the near-term and longer-range modernization of our
combat capabilities. It is, in effect, our investment in the future.
These costs are shown for both FY 1979 and FY 1980 in Table 2-5.

Table 2-5

Total Obligational Authority (Billions of Dollars)

Budget Title FY 1979 FY_1980
Procurement 31.5 35.4
Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation 12.8 13.6
Military Construction 2.6 2.2
TOTAL b6.9 51.2

As these tables indicate, the investment accounts rise from 40.6
to 41.3 percent of the total budget (with retired pay excluded). This
increase is important If we are to equip and modernize our forces in
response to the great expansion of Soviet efforts in those areas.

The trends in the allocation of our baseline defense budget (defined
here as TOA with the Incremental costs of the war in Southeast Asia
excluded) are shown in Chart 2-2. Operating expenses during these years
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have remained relatively stable, in real terms. The reason is not that
we have kept the funding up, but that we have brought our personnel
requirements down. Military personnel in the baseline force have dropped
by about 700,000 men. And only very recently have we begun to invest at
close to the level that prevailed In the early 1960s. We are now living
off those earlier investments.

Chart 2-2

ALLOCATION OF US DEFENSE SPENDING
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INVESTMENT CONSISTS OF PROCUREMENT,
ROTRE, AND WILCON.

At the same time that we are submitting the FY 1980 defense budget,
we are requesting a supplemental appropriation of $4.4 billion for FY
1979. This supplemental consists of:

Pay increases $1.8 billion

Other fact-of-1ife increases 0.4 billion

Program adjustments and additions 2.2 billion

for a total of $4.4 billion
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During its last session, the Congress effectively reduced the
defense budget to $121.3 billion for FY 1979. This supplemental will
bring the total defense appropriation for FY 1979 to $125.7 billion, or
just $300 million short of the amount originally requested by the
President a year ago.

The supplemental of $1.8 billion for pay increases reflects the
decision to increase military and classified civilian pay by 5.5 percent,
effective October 1, 1978, and the expected Wage Board actions on blue-
collar pay during the course of FY 1979. The other fact-of-life increases,
amounting to $400 million, include the additional costs of overseas
subsistence and construction projects brought on by the decline in the
value of the dollar relative to other major currencles.

The final $2.2 billion of the supplemental will permit us to con-
tinue the planned expansion of U.S. capabilities in several areas.

== On the order of $430 million is requested for improvements in
the strategic nuclear forces. Of this total, $190 million
will continue the development of the M-X missile, and another
$75 million will go to a further exploration and preliminary
development of M-X basing options.

-- We are also asking for about $1 billion to fund a wide variety
of programs, including more than $35 million for implementation
of provisions of the Panama Canal Treaty. However, the bulk
of these funds will go to heightened readiness and an improved
NATO posture. Around $99 million is essential for removal of
the defects we found in our mobilization plans and programs as
a result of last year's Exercise NIFTY NUGGET. Another $85
million is needed to fund the FY 1979 U.S. share of the NATO
AWACS program which is so important to the collective defense
of Europe.

-- Finally, we are requesting about $€75 million for naval
shipbuilding. Of that total, about $110 million will go to
the settlement of claims by the Newport News Shipbuilding and
Drydock Company. Another $363 million is allocated to a
DD-993 (a more capable version of the DD-963-class destroyer),
and $194 million is for one additional FFG-7, the frigate that
will become a workhorse of our escort force in the coming
decades.

| realize that, as always, there will be less than universal agree-
ment with these budget totals, their allocation, and the forces we are
programming for FY 1980 and the years ahead. Most of the issues will
arise, | suspect, not because of differences about the importance of
national defense, but because of disagreements over the key factors that
affect our judgment about specific defense needs. Some may simply feel
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that, in a period when total federal resources are declining as a
percent of GNP, other national needs should receive a higher priority
than defense. Some may consider the international environment so
dangerous that many domestic needs, however meritorious, should take
second place to defense. Still others may hold to the view that we are
neither conservative enough nor sensitive enough to perceptions (however
i11-founded) in the planning of our forces. And there will certainly be
those who regard aspects of the worldwide balance of military power as
too precarious for comfort.

It would be idle to pretend that a report such as this -- or a
defense program -- could reconcile all these differences. But it can
and does attempt to deal with the main factors to<which our defense
budget and forces must be sensitive. And it does seek to assess the
adequacy of our capabilitlies in 1ight of our national objectives and the
problems ahead of us. Even [f agreement about the proposed budget does
not follow, understanding of our own assumptions may increase. |If so,
we can count on an enrichment of the defense debate.

I. PREPARATION OF THE BUDGET

Although the fact is not widely appreciated, the defense budget is
shaped by the way in which It Is prepared. At one extreme, the budget
total can be reached by building from the ground up. This approach
requires a detalled specification of needs, and an aggregation of those
needs into a posture that we would then attempt to acquire at the least
possible cost, but without regard to what the total might be in relation
to federal revenues. At the other extreme, some percentage of the
federal budget can simply be allocated to defense, and we could then
attempt to create the most effective possible posture out of those
resources.

For a varlety of reasons, we must resort to some combination of
these approaches. One of the realities facing us is that, in practice,
we can never arrive at a fixed determination of needs -- a require-
ment -- on which everyone could agree, or on which everyone could agree
Independently of a host of other considerations. For the most part,
that is because we are not talking about a capability that will either
surely succeed or surely fail at its assigned task. Usually, we are
considering forces with a certain probability of success, although we
may not be all that confident about the probability. For some tasks --
the deterrence of nuclear war, for example -- we rightly insist that the
probability of success be very high. For others it can be lower.

Probability of success in a given assignment Is not the only factor
we must consider. We must also recognize that a certain posture has
some probablility of success -- not in performing every concelvable
task -- but in doing a specific set of jobs. There is no sovereign
posture suitable for all times and places; we must decide what we want
ours to do.
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It is essential, in these circumstances, to consider a range of
postures, along with their costs, the tasks they are designed for, and
the estimates of their probability of success in performing these tasks.
In this process, the judgments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
Military Departments are indispensable ingredients.

It is equally essential to receive budget guidance reflecting the
President's judgment on the nature of the posture he considers appro-
priate. Resources are finite. Not all of them can go to defense, even
in wartime. In peacetime, especially difficult choices have to be made
among competing demands and objectives, as the Congress fully recognizes
in its own budgetary procedures.

Budgetary guidance, iIn short, is a fact of life. We have found,
moreover, that we gain more effectiveness overall by maximizing a
posture and its probability of success within a budget constraint than
we do by tearing apart a ''requirement' in order to squeeze it into what
ultimately must be a resource limitation.

That being the case, we should not be arguing about some hypo-
thetical military '"requirement' reached independently of any estimate of
costs or probability of success. Nor should we be debating whether the
FY 1980 defense budget and Long-Range Defense Projection are Identical
and consistent with what we projected a year ago. What must concern us
Is whether the budget guidance and the projections we have reached this
year are justified in light of current and future problems -- non-
military and military -- as we now see them.

I1. THE DEMANDS OF SECURITY

How we respond to these Issues is bound to depend in part on what
we see as threats to the natlon's security. We who are concerned with
military forces may tend sometimes to regard security as a function
exclusively of external military threats to the United States, and of
our abilty to counterbalance or remove them. In defining these external
threats, it should be added, we have almost always recognized that
foreign capabilities should be only one factor in determining what
constituted a danger. We have, for the most part, taken into account
the intentions of other powers and the forces of potential allies in
designing our own capabilities.

Now, in addition, we understand very well that life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness require much more than freedom from external
military threats. We are not secure as a nation -- in fact, we cannot
even be secure militarily -- if our economy is under repeated attack
from inflation, recession, and shortages of energy or essential raw
materials. We are not secure as a nation If we are increasingly an
Island of democracy surrounded by authoritarian states and cut off from
external markets and cultural exchanges. And surely, we are not secure
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as a nation if we lose confidence In our ability to cooperate among
ourselves in the solution of our foreign and domestic problems. Non-
military threats are no less real because they may be less palpable, and
their claims for resources are no less legitimate because they may be
less immediately lethal.

To recognize these other claims Is not to disparage the importance
of military security. The Constitution makes providing for the common
defense the first duty of government, and quite properly so. Without a
sufficient defense, we are unlikely to maintain the other conditions
necessary to the enhancement of our values. That Is well understood; it
Is not one of the Issues we should have to resolve. What we do have to
decide, however, is the size and urgency of our defense needs: the
extent to which we must sacrifice other national objectives in order to
meet those needs, and the speed with which we must remedy any current
or anticipated defense weaknesses.

At one extreme, we could postulate -- and some have -- a set of
international conditions so charged with danger and so likely to event-
uate in a major war that our only recourse would be a desperate one.

We might then decide we needed to commit 20 percent or more of the
national Income to our defense establishment -- over $400 billion a
year. At the other extreme, we might argue -- and some have -- that

no real military threat existed, that all the trends pointed In the
direction of international peace and stability, and that we could reduce
our defense expenditures substantially. Figures of as little as three
percent of the national income -- about $60 billion a year -- have been
suggested.

Most of us, | believe, would reject either extreme. Our rejection
would probably be based in part on the recognition that International
conditions are nelther so ominous nor so benign that drastic action in
either direction Is warranted. We would also be aware that a defense
posture and effort disproportionate to the situation could be counter-
productive. By beling too large, they could become a self-fulfilling
prophecy In producing some of the dangerous conditions (an arms race,
for example) that we had falsely anticipated. By being too small, they
could encourage precisely the aggressive behavior we had so benignly
overlooked.

In fact, we already have rejected the extremes. Critics have
suggested more than doubling or more than halving the defense budget, at
the extremes. But most suggestions fall into a more limited range. In
these circumstances, the Issues facing us are moderately narrow in
scope. Basically, we must consider whether conditions have changed
sufficiently to warrant an adjustment, on the margin, in the resources
we allocate to defense. ‘
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CHAPTER 3

THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AND DEFENSE POLICY

Section 812 of the FY 1976 Department of Defense Appropriation
Authorization Act directs the Secretary of Defense, after consultation
with the Secretary of State, to ''prepare and submit to the Committee
on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives a written
annual report on the foreign policy and military force structure of
the United States for the next fiscal year, how such policy and force
structure relate to each other, and the justification for each."

The requirement is well taken. It is essential to recognize not
only how closely related our defense posture is to international con-
ditions, but also how sensitive those conditions are to a wide variety
of factors.

This chapter responds specifically to Section 812 of the Department
of Defense Appropriation Authorization Act of 1976, but the entire FY
1980 Defense Report is Intended to comply with its provisions. The
Secretary of State has indicated that he considers the report to be
responsive to these provisions.

I. U.S. INTERESTS

International conditions are vital to us because the United States
has become irreversibly involved in world issues and politics. That
involvement has been precipitated by a number of forces. The technology
of nuclear weapons and long-range delivery systems has made the United
States vulnerable in an unprecedented way, and has forced us to concern
ourselves with events abroad to an unprecedented degree. Modern com-
munications have strengthened this involvement by bringing the rest of
the world to our doorstep In great detail and with remarkable speed.

Our economy has come to depend heavily on imports of energy supplies and
raw materials, and nine percent of our GNP now results from the sale of
U.S. goods and services abroad. We must inevitably be interested in
these sources of supply and markets if we are to maintain and improve
our standard of living and keep up our economic strength -- on which our
military power depends.

The forces of history have been at work as well. They have made us
the leaders of the West and given us the burdens of organizing its
security. Those burdens have led to the establishment of a number of
alliances and the creation of a collective system of defense designed to
prevent the concentration of overbearing power against the United States
and its friends. Nowhere are those commitments stronger than to the
great industrial democracies.
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Because of our current Interests as well as our historical commit-
ments, we are bound to have a strategic stake in such distant places as
the Sea of Japan, the Strait of Malacca, the Persian Gulf, the Dardanelles,
the Baltic, and the Barents Sea. Even our most basic principles have
contributed to this involvement. Our defense of democracy and human
rights is not new; it revives a tradition that goes back to the founding
of the Republic. And that defense of individual liberties cannot be
strictly confined to the United States. Though we do not assert that
our own ideals must be adhered to by other nations -- we do not always
live up to them ourselves -~ we believe it would be very difficult to
assure the institutions of the United States in a world environment
marked principally by authoritarian rule and an absence of law.

Not only are we inextricably involved in world affairs; that
involvement Is growing. We have already passed the point of no return;
we cannot turn back. Nor, for the foreseeable future, can we expect any
nation or combination of nations to act as understudy or substitute for
the United States in its worldwide role. That role is a fact with which
we must live for a long time to come.

U.S. involvement and leadership, with the inevitable exposure to
international rivalries that follow from them, mean that we have a large
stake in the peaceful settlement of disputes and world stability.
Involvement and leadership also mean that passivity, and the pretense
that distant conflicts do not concern us, cannot be a realistic policy
for us. We are not the world's policeman, and could not play the part
if we wanted it. We are not, and should not be engaged, in every
foreign dispute -- however much the parties may wish to involve us. The
world has not become that interdependent. Nor have other powers, equally
interested in a stable world order of independent states, lost the capa-
city to play a constructive role in many of these disputes. But where
our interests are at stake -- as they are in so many parts of the
world -- it is to our advantage to act early and positively.

I1. INTERNATIONAL CONDITIONS

An active and creative foreign policy is more than desirable for the
United States on abstract grounds. Such a policy, despite its admitted
risks, is essential. Deep and continuing domestic divisions, such as we
have seen most recently In Iran, can tempt outsiders to intervene for
their own purposes. International economic problems have grown to such
a magnitude that they pose a threat to international trade and invest-
ment. A number of ancient disputes, most notably in southern Europe and
the Middle East, have explosive possibilities. The collapse of 19th-
century empires in the wake of World War |l has left large post-colonial
problems in Africa and Asia. The continued strength of nationalism has
contributed to divisions between the Soviet Union and the People's
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Republic of China (PRC), between the Soviet Union and its restive East
European buffers, and, upon occasion, even within NATO itself.

Many of the same forces that have led to these troubles have also
brought about the international sabotage and terror that contribute
further to domestic and international instability. Where differences
have continued unresolved, nations have turned to the international
market for the acquisition of modern conventional arms, and some may
even be tempted by the lure of nuclear weapons.

A. The Soviet Union

Whether the Soviet Union would act more constructively in a
less turbulent world Is, of course, impossible to say. We can only note
that in existing circumstances, the Soviet Union remains a major force
for instability -- not the only one but the biggest one.

Views differ on exactly why the Soviets persist in this role.
However, the facts of their contribution to instability are hardly a
secret. Domestically, they haye perpetuated a political system of such
authoritarianism, secrecy, and internal repression that they inevitably
trail a cloud of suspicion and doubt about their intentions and motives
wherever they go. Internationally, the Soviets have continued to
encourage groups seeking to undermine established governments, sponsor
so-called wars of national liberation, seek permanent footholds with
their clients, and frequently oppose the constructive settlement of
international disputes.

Most disturbing of all, the Soviets have undertaken a long-
term military buildup that still continues after more than 15 years.
What lies behind this buildup is a subject for debate. There can be no
doubt, however, about the fact of the buildup itself.

We have attempted to measure the scale of the Soviet effort in
a number of different ways: by estimating what would have been the costs
if we had made a comparable effort in the U.S. economy; by calculating
what the posture and programs must have cost in the Soviet economy; and
by comparing physical outputs wherever possible with what the United
States has produced. Each method has its own drawbacks. But all of
them underline certain indisputable trends. Among the most significant
of those trends should be counted:

== The steady growth of the Soviet defense effort. Over a
period of more than 15 years, the growth rate has pro-
bably averaged in the vicinity of three percent a year In
dollars, and between four and five percent a year in
rubles. In other words, this growth has been at about
the same rate as the growth in the overall Soviet economy.

32

Google



== The general magnitude of the effort. We estimate that,
on the average, It has accounted for somewhere between 11
and 13 percent of GNP. Other analysts put the level of
effort at 15 percent or higher.

== The size of the effort relative to that of the United
States.
in U.S. prices, the Soviet effort came to equal ours by
about 1971, and now exceeds it by something like 25 to 45
percent (with retirement costs excluded on both sides),
depending on whether the ruble or the dollar measure is
used. The general character of these trends is shown in
Chart 3-1.

Chart 3-1
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These trends in the level of resources allocated to defense
are consistent with what we know about the growth and improvement in
Soviet military capablilities. Military manpower, as shown in Chart 3-2,
has risen from about 3.4 million in 1964 to roughly 4.4 million in
1978 -= not counting armed border guards and internal security police.
Strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers)
have risen from approximately 450 in 1964 to 2,500 in 1978. While their
peripheral attack forces have not increased significantly in numbers,
older Soviet systems are being augmented or replaced by the much more
sophisticated S5-20 mobile, MIRVed IRBM and the BACKFIRE bomber. The
ground forces have been expanded from 148 divisions in 1964 to over 170
divisions in 1978, and Frontal Aviation (the Soviet tactical air forces)
has gone from about 3,500 to 4,500 first-line combat aircraft. Both the
ground and the tactical air forces have been extensively modernized.

Chart 3-2
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The Soviets already have an open-ocean navy. During the past
decade, it has seen more qualitative improvement than quantitative
growth. With the appearance of two light aircraft carriers (a third is
under construction) and a large ocean-going amphibious ship with sur-
face-effect landing craft, and with the fitting-out of what could be
a large, nuclear-powered cruiser, we may now be witnessing the begin-
nings of a true naval power projection capability. In sum, the Soviets
have finally arrived In most respects as a modern military power with a
limited global reach.

The seriousness with which the Soviets have undertaken -- and
glive every sign of continuing -- this effort is as impressive as its
magnitude. One reflection of that seriousness is the emphasis in Soviet
military doctrine on the achievement of balanced war-fighting capa-
bilities in both nuclear and non-nuclear forces. Another reflection of
seriousness has been the steadiness of purpose evident in the buildup.
The Soviets expanded their effort as our own grew in the 1960s. But
theirs continued to expand as ours began to decline.

Their programs seem to have .been equally insensitive to the
possibility that we might react and intensify the competition. Although
it Is clear in retrospect that we had the superior technology, the
Soviets did not hestitate to try for a number of technological firsts.
They were the first to deploy MRBMs and IRBMs, the first to deploy ICBMs
and ABMs, and the first to demonstrate modern anti-satellite (ASAT)
systems. Though we have not yet responded with an ASAT of our own, the
Soviets continue to work on and test new versions. Other of their
initiatives, such as the Fractional Orbital Bombardment System (FOBS)
and the MIRVed IRBM, have not seemed worthy of a response. Obviously,
we cannot afford to underestimate the Soviet dedication to the achieve-
ment of expanding military power, or overestimate the effectiveness of
unilateral restraint on our part as a way of controlling or reversing
the military competition.

it is essential, at the same time, that we not exaggerate what
the Soviet buildup has meant for the worldwide balance of military power
and its stability. While the Soviets have accomplished a great deal,
their accomplishment must be seen in perspective.

For a number of Khrushchev's years, not only did the Soviets
spend less than the United States; Khrushchev himself seems to have
insisted on his own kind of New Look, with a heavy emphasis on the
deterrent value of nuclear capabilities, a reduction in ground forces,
and a general deemphasis of conventional capabilities. A significant
percentage of what we now count as a past buildup in ground and tactical
air forces must have gone to a restoration and modernization of the
capabilities cut back during those still earlier years.
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Even where Soviet strategic nuclear forces are concerned,
today's capabilities are so impressive in part because they arose from
such a low base. Whether the Soviet efforts in this realm have been
worth the cost remains problematic. We ourselves did not find our
numerical nuclear superiority particularly useful or usable when we
had it. In fact, those were the years of the Berlin blockade and wall,
of the North Korean adventure, successive repressions of Czechs, East
Germans, Hungarians, and Poles, and the Cuban missile foray. The
Soviets, of course, are different. Should they somehow obtain a per-
ceived nuclear superiority, they might mistakenly try to use it for
political advantage. But it seems doubtful that they would be any more
comforted by nuclear equivalence than we were by nuclear superiority in
the past. Despite their vast nuclear superiority to the PRC, the
Soviets have deemed it necessary to station as much as a quarter of
their ground and tactical alr forces in the vicinity of China.

These differences in force deployments, and in the contri-
butions of allies, are part of what make U.S. and Soviet military capa-
bilities so hard to compare. Some of the Soviet forces deployed along
the border with the PRC could, in a matter of months, be redeployed to
Eastern Europe. And we cannot be certain that the Soviets would reduce
their defense establishment even in the event of restored friendship
with the PRC. It remains the case, nonetheless, that they must carry a
burden with their Far Eastern deployments -- a burden amounting to
between 11 and 20 percent of their total defense effort -- that we no
longer find it necessary to incur on anything like a comparable scale.

The United States, for its part, has long air and sea lines of
communication to its allies In Europe, the Middle East, and the Far
East, and we must pay heavily for their use and protection. But the
Soviets have severe geographic problems of their own. Their forces in
the Far East subsist at the end of a lengthy and vulnerable railroad
line, and even supplies and reinforcements to their forces In East
Germany must pass through territory that, in many circumstances, could
prove less than hospitable.

Soviet naval forces must cope with particularly awkward oper-
ating conditions. Attempts to defend against our nuclear forces are
expensive, but do not guarantee much in the way of return. It may cost
them less to attack our lines of communication than it costs us to
defend them, but even that is not certain. They have long and harrowing
distances to go in order to reach those LOC's; they have to invest in
the defense of the Barents Sea and the Sea of Japan; and they have found
it necesary to divide their forces into four separate fleets with poorly
located home bases. As the Secretary of the Navy points out, ''The
Soviet Baltic Fleet can be bottled up in the event of hostilities by
mining the Danish Straits. The Soviet Black Sea Fleet can be bottled up
by mining the Turkish Straits. The Soviet Medlterranean Squadron would
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lead an exciting, but brief, existence in the event of war, and would
have no way of getting out of the Mediterranean, the exits to which can
easily be mined or blocked by submarines . . .. Large portions of the
Soviet Fleet are based at Vliadivostok on the Sea of Japan and can be
bottled up by similarly closing the straits leading out into the Pacific.
The only fleet having a semblance of access to the open oceans is the
Northern Fleet, and even that fleet has to travel all the way around
Norway and fight its way through the Greenland, lIceland, United Kingdom
gap Into the Atlantic Ocean . . ."

To these geographic encumbrances, the Soviets must add a host
of other difficulties. They have allies of sorts, to be sure, and we
count the forces of those alllies In the Warsaw Pact order of battle.
But they are allies unlike our own. It would seem plausible that some
portion of the Soviet theater capability has at least an additional
mission: the need to watch Soviet friends.

The inefficiency of the Soviet economy is another burden the
Kremlin must bear. It has been noted with some dismay that the Soviet
investment In military research and development may be 75 percent larger
than ours. This is a matter of legitimate concern. But several other
facts are also worth noting. Our technology, on balance, continues to
surpass theirs by a considerable margin. Our allies make a substantial
investment in military RED, in contrast to the allies of the Soviet
Union. The Soviets, for their part, must deal with a civil sector that
does not produce technology of use to the military sector to nearly the
same extent as ours does. For that reason alone, the Soviets probably
have to invest more defense resources than we do to achieve a comparable
military result.

There Is a significant probability that the current Soviet economic
problems will be aggravated In the years ahead. A downturn in the
growth of the working-age population in the Soviet Union has already
occurred; it will probably continue until the mid-1980s. The average
annual rate of Increase in GNP has slowed from 5.5 percent between 1966
and 1970 to less than four percent in the last seven years. The growth
in industrial production appears to have become sluggish, and the
expansion in energy production -- particularly of oil -- has decreased.

As far as we can tell, the slowdown in economic growth has
been sharper than the Soviet leadership had anticipated. What it means,
inevitably, Is that a smaller volume of goods and services is being
added each year to be divided among consumption, Investment, and defense.
Nonetheless, all of the evidence available to us on Soviet defense pro-
grams under way and planned suggests that the long-term trend in allo-
cation of resources to defense is likely to continue into the 1980s.
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B. Cooperation with the Soviet Union

Because of that expectation, and because of what has already
occurred, we have good grounds for concern about Soviet intentions as
well as Soviet capabilities. It is troublesome that the Soviets place
so much emphasis on the competitive side of their relationship with the
United States. With so many problems, but with so much military power,
a desperate leadership could cause unparalleled international turmoil.
Soviet difficulties, in short, will not necessarily redound to our
benefit. Those difficulties, as well as Soviet military accomplish-
ments, make it essential that we maintain our defenses.

At the same time, it is well to recall that the basis for a
more cooperative relationship continues to exist. In President Carter's
words: ''We remember that the United States and the Soviet Union were
allies in the Second World War . . .. In the agony of that massive
conflict, 20 million Soviet lives were lost. Millions more who live In
the Soviet Union still recall the horror and the hunger of that time."

As the President went on to say, ''|l am convinced that the people of the
Soviet Union want peace. | can't believe that they could possibly want
war."

The Soviets appear not to have cultivated much of a taste
either for great unilateral restraint in thelr defense decisions, or for
reciprocity to U.S. and allled restraint. They have proved willing,
however, to engage constructively in a range of negotiations to con-
strain the military competition on the basis of detailed and verifiable
arms control agreements. Undoubtedly they do so principally or at least
largely to constrain the United States. Our motive with respect to them
is simllar. Where mutual constraint is in the interest of both, agree-
ment should be possible.

1.  SALT

Paramount among those negotiations has been SALT -- the
strategic arms limitation talks between the United States and the Soviet
Union. The ABM treaty of 1972, a major achievement of arms control,
remains in force. Although the five-year Interim Agreement on offensive
strategic nuclear weapons expired in October, 1977, both the Soviet and
the U.S. governments have announced their intention to take no actions
inconsistent with the terms of the Agreement as negotiations continue
on a replacement -- SALT Il. We are now close to such an agreement.

The SALT |l agreement will consist of three parts: a
basic Agreement which would be in force through 1985; a Protocol of

about three years' duration; and a Joint Statement of Principles to
guide future negotiations.
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The SALT Il agreement, as it now stands, will provide
for:

-- an equal aggregate limit on the number of strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles -- ICBM launchers, SLBM
launchers, heavy bombers, and long-range air-to-
surface ballistic missiles (ASBMs). This celling,
initially, will be set at 2,400 vehicles, as agreed
at Vladivostok in 1974. It will subsequently be
lowered to 2,250.

-- an equal aggregate limit of 1,320 on the total
number of MIRVed ballistic missile launchers and
aircraft equipped with long-range cruise missiles.

== a limit of 1,200 on the total number of MIRVed
ballistlic missile launchers.

-- a limit of 820 on MIRVed ICBM launchers.

-- in effect, a ban on increasing the number of fixed
heavy ICBM launchers.

-- a ban on the construction of additional fixed |CBM
launchers.

-- limits on the introduction of new ICBMs.

-- an agreement to exchange data on the numbers of
strategic weapons systems in constrained categories.

~=- advance notification of certain ICBM test launches.

The agreement will also include provisions to enhance
verification, such as: bans on interference with national technical
means of verification and on deliberate measures of concealment that
impede verification by national technical means. The agreement will
also establish counting rules to facilitate verification of the MIRV and
bomber 1imits; and a provision outlining the duties of the Standing
Consultative Commission (SCC) in connection with the SALT || agreement.
The agreement will include a ban on circumvention of its provisions.
However, SALT il will not interfere with continued nuclear or conven-
tional cooperation with our allies.

We have taken the position that the Soviet BACKFIRE
bomber can be excluded from the aggregate defined by the SALT || agree-
ment only provided that the Soviets undertake commitments to inhibit
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BACKFIRE's effective use in an intercontinental role, and to impose
limits on its production rate. Soviet compliance with these commitments
will be essential to the obligations assumed under the SALT agreement.

The Protocol will allow development and flight-testing
of air-launched, ground-launched and sea-launched cruise missiles to
unlimited range, but will ban for its duration the deployment of ground
and sea launched cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600
kilometers. There will be no maximum on the range permitted for deployed
ALCMs. The Protocol will ban flight-testing and deployment, but not
development, of missiles for ground-mobile and alir-mobile ICBM launchers.
We have proposed that the Protocol expire in 1981, and, in any case,
before the initial operating capabilities of our affected cruise missile
programs or the initial flight tests of U.S. mobile ICBMs.

The United States will not deploy a mobile ICBM system
that would prevent adequate verification of the number of launchers
deployed. We will insist that any Soviet system meet the same verifi-
cation standards. It is our government's view that those parts of the
joint draft text of the SALT |l agreement already agreed to allow deploy-
ment of mobile ICBM systems of the types we are considering. The draft
agreement explicitly permits deployment of mobile ICBM launchers during
its term, but after the expiration of the Protocol period, which would
end well before mobile ICBM systems could be ready for deployment.

The limitations in the Protocol in no way set a precedent
for the way in which SALT 11l will deal with any of these systems. The
rest of the agreement will survive as a self-contalned commitment after
Protocol expiration. Any future limits on the systems covered in the
Protocol (other than those already contained in the basic agreement) will
require U.S. agreement and Congressional approval.

In the Joint Statement of Principles to guide SALT !},
the two sides have agreed to seek further reductions in the ceilings of
SALT 11, further qualitative limitations on strategic systems, strength-
ened verification, and resolution of the issues temporarily covered by
the Protocol. Each side, In addition, may raise any issue related to
the further limitation of strategic arms.

It would be a mistake to belleve that a SALT |l agreement
along these lines, by Itself, will solve all our defense problems or end
the strategic nuclear competition. It will not. It would also be a
mistake to pretend that such a SALT agreement will be ideal from the
standpoint of the United States or, for that matter, of the Soviet
Union. It will not be, though it is the best agreement that both sides
will accept.
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In recognizing the limits of SALT, it would equally be a
mistake to ignore the important ways in which the agreement will contri-
bute to our security. Those contributions will be lost if we do not
have a SALT agreement.

I say this for a number of reasons. The agreement will
firmly establish the principle of equal aggregates by fixing and equal-
izing the total number of strategic delivery vehicles each side can
have. As a consequence, It will require the dismantling of several
hundred operational Soviet strategic delivery vehicles, but will not
require any such reductions on the part of the United States. It will
hold the deployment of Soviet strategic forces well below the number
they would be capable of deploying during the period of the agreement,
but would not prevent the United States from making some additions to
our deployments. The provisions limiting new types of ICBMs are
potentially among the most important in the agreement because they
constrain qualitative Iimprovement.

The agreement will allow us to continue the planned
development of such new weapons as we may need to ensure our own and
allied security. At the same time, it will reduce uncertainty about the
nature of Soviet strategic forces in the 1980s, and thus make it easier
to plan our own.

| should emphasize that SALT Il will not result in any
reduction In the resources we allocate to our strategic forces during
the life of the agreement. The resource level may well have to be
higher than now, though lower than during the 1960s (in constant dollar
terms). But the growth will still be considerably less than if there
were no agreement. Perhaps most important of all, in addition to its
direct benefits, this agreement will constitute another step in a diffi-
cult and delicate process that could lead not only to greater inter-
national stability and reduced competition, but also to closer cooper-
ation between the United States and the Soviet Union in the creation of
a more peaceful world order.

Questions will undoubtedly arise about our ability to
verify Soviet compliance with the terms of SALT Il. We have considered
the issue carefully and, based on our experience with SALT |, together
with the foreseeable provisions of SALT Il, we belleve that our verifi-
cation procedures will be adequate for this purpose. To detect viola-
tions of arms control agreements with the Soviets, we have been employing
a set of intelligence capabilities known as ''national technical means."
As the President has stated, photo-reconnaissance satellites constitute
one of them. These means have enabled us to monitor many aspects of the
development, testing, production, deployment, training, and operation of
Soviet strategic capabilities, despite the closed nature of Soviet
soclety.
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The SALT | agreements recognized the role of these
national technical means In verifying compliance with their terms. They
also required that neither side interfere with these means or resort to
deliberate concealment that impedes verification. A U.S.-Soviet Standing
Consultative Commission (SCC) was also established to deal with issues
of interpretation and compliance. In the years since SALT | was signed,
the United States has raised with the Soviets in the SCC a number of
unusual or ambiguous activities that were, or could become, grounds for
more serious concern. The Soviets have also raised issues with us. In
every case we raised, either the activity ceased or we obtained an
acceptable explanation of It from the Soviets. In short, one of the
most important benefits of SALT has been that it legitimizes U.S. moni-
toring of Soviet strategic weapons development and deployment, and
prohibits Soviet interference with such monitoring activities.

We and the Soviets are now tightening up and codifying
these verification procedures for SALT |l in a more rigorous way. | am
confident that SALT Il will be adequately verifiable. We belleve that,
to go undetected, any Soviet cheating would have to be on such a small
scale that it would not be of any military significance. Not only would
any cheating serious enough to affect the terms of the agreement be
detectable; we would discover it in sufficient time to take whatever
action the situation required. None of the above comment is intended
either to condone or to predict cheating, whatever its scale. We expect
compliance with any agreement, and we intend to verify that compliance.

2. Other Negotlations

Along with SALT, various other aspects of the military
competition are under discussion between the United States and the
Soviet Union. With the evidence that the Soviets had successfully
tested an anti-satellite system, we proposed talks aimed at banning or
limiting anti-satellite capabilities and keeping space open for free and
peaceful use by all. The Soviets agreed to such talks, which have now
begun.

We also continue to be engaged with the Soviets, and the
United Kingdom, In negotiations for a comprehensive ban on nuclear
testing. While these talks have made progress, obstacles to a treaty
remain. We are committed to the achievement of an adequately verifiable
treaty. But we must be sure that, under its terms, we can retalin con-
fidence in the rellabllity of our nuclear warheads.

The talks on mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR)
In Vienna have now been going on for more than five years. Progress

toward an effective agreement has been minimal. Disagreement continues
on the basic Issue of the size of the currently deployed Warsaw Pact
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forces in East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia. The West has good
reason to believe that there are considerably more Eastern military
personnel in the area than the East claims. But the East has at least
agreed to the principle of parity of outcome, and of a reduction in NATO
and Warsaw Pact forces to a common ceiling.

The President, | should note, has now ordered the modern-
ization of the nuclear warheads for the LANCE missile and the 8-inch
howitzer. The designs are such that the option is kept open to add
later, with reduced lead time, their enhanced radiation elements. His
ultimate decision will be influenced, as he has said, ''by the degree to
which the Soviet Union shows restraint in its conventional and nuclear
arms program and force deployments affecting the security of the United
States and Western Europe."

Last year, | described the President's policy for con-
trolling the international traffic in conventional arms. We are now
actively discussing with the Soviets how our two nations might encourage
restraint consistent with the legitimate right of self-defense and
international obligations.’

Al though our discussions with the Soviets on stabilizing
the military presence of the two sides in the Indian Ocean have been in
abeyance, we still hope to achieve that stability at the levels that
prevailed during recent years. However, we will not accept an increased
Soviet naval presence as the price for such an agreement.

In sum, fundamental differences in economic, social, and
political beliefs and objectives lead to an adversary relationship
between the United States and the Soviet Union. The two sides neverthe-
less share the common goal of avoiding direct confrontation and reducing
the risk of nuclear war. Such a goal is not a comfortable basis for
international peace and stability, but it is a far cry from an uninhibited
arms race and all-out, across the board enmity. It is important to
recognize that fact. It Is equally important, in the President's words,
to ''avoid excessive swings in the public mood in our country -- from
euphoria when things are going well, to despair when they are not; from
an exaggerated sense of compatibility with the Soviet Union, to open
expressions of hostility.'" The present situation, in our judgment,
warrants nelther extreme. The military capabilities and policies of the
Soviets still constitute a threat to our security. The threat, while
greater than in the past, will remain manageable as long as we and our
allies make gradual but steady improvements in our own defenses.

C. Worldwide Developments

Our relationship with the Soviet Unlon is not the only basis
for characterizing international conditions. How we view the current
and future situation, and what we do about our defense posture, both
depend on a number of worldwide developments.

43

Google



A continued spread of nuclear weapons would result in greater
insecurity worldwide, whatever the temporary advantages individual
nations might anticipate from the acquisition of those weapons. We
remain determined, therefore, to support an end to nuclear prolifer-
ation. We have already begun to investigate new technbloglies and
examine new institutional arrangements that will enable the nations of
the world to harness nuclear energy while not increasing the availabil-
ity of nuclear weapons. On June 12, 1978, Secretary Vance announced
that the United States would not employ nuclear weapons against countries
that have undertaken a legally binding commitment not to develop such
weapons, and are not allied to a nuclear power or associated with It in
attacking the United States or its allies. That statement, | should
add, does not Impair the readiness of the United States to use nuclear
weapons in defense of its allies in Europe and Asia if any of them is
attacked either by a nuclear power or by an ally or assoclate of such a
power.

Much more needs to be done. The United States continues to
support the development of safeguarded nuclear power, and the provision
of assured supplies of nuclear fuel. It Is equally important to prepare
fully for the 1980 Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. We also
need continued progress with our 56 partners in the International Fuel
Cycle Evaluation. Over the longer term, however, we must recognize that
the continued willingness of many nations to refrain from seeking nuclear
weapons will depend on the maintenance of international political and
military stability.

The President has already transmitted to the Senate the Con-
vention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of
Environmental Modification Techniques, signed at Geneva on May 18, 1977.
We also continue to seek limits and controls on the use of new weapons
that would have a particularly deadly impact on civilian populations.
To that end, treaties dealing with radiological and chemical agents are
under negotiation, but remain to be completed.

We are beginning to check the flow of our own conventlional
arms exports, but we recognize that slowing down the global spread of
these arms cannot be achieved by the United States alone. We are dis-
cussing possible multilateral measures with other arms suppliers, in
addition to the Soviet Union, and we are encouraging the purchasing
nations to adopt regional agreements that limit arms competition. So

far, however, our progress in these directions must be characterized as
modest.

On the international economic front, world trade has continued
to expand. Despite the recession of the early 1970s, we have avoided
the trading wars of the 1930s and have continued negotiations to liberal-
ize and improve the world trading system. Differences between North and
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South on global needs and priorities have also been narrowed. There has
been progress in the negotiations on the Law of the Sea. However, the
commitment to open international trade remains fragile, and protectionist
pressures are rising. The value of the dollar has declined, the U.S.
trade deficit is still large, and inflation remains a serious and per-
sistent problem. A stalemate over seabed mining means that the oceans
could become an arena for conflict rather than cooperation. The Presi-
dent's energy and anti-inflation programs, along with the drive to
increase U.S. exports, should help to deal with some of these problems.
But without growing economic self-discipline on the part of the United
States, especially In the use of imported fuels, the threat of inter-
national economic disorder could become as great as the milltary danger
from the Soviet Union.

While economic growth and stability may be threatened, indi-
vidual liberties and democracy have been strengthened by the campaign
for human rights. Thousands of political prisoners have been freed in
more than a dozen countries. The torture of prisoners has been reduced,
and the trials of political prisoners have become open more often to the
public. The campaign itself has won support both from many governments
and from people living under the governments we criticize. In some
instances, we have witnessed encouraging beginnings in the process of
broadening political freedoms. The tide may not yet be running strongly
in this area of vital concern to the United States, but it is running in
our favor.

D. Regional Developments

Many of the most serious international crises of the postwar
era have arisen, not from these great global issues, but from regional
threats and instabilities. Because the United States cannot escape
worldwide involvement, our security and our defense needs are a function
of these developments and of the success of our foreign policy in deal-
ing with them. | want to emphasize that frequently the effectiveness of
our foreign policy depends on the military power in back of it. Nowhere
are the two more closely related than in Western Europe.

1. Western Europe

As President Carter has emphasized on a number of occa-
sions, Western Europe is of vital Interest to the United States. Out-~
side the United States and Canada, it constitutes the greatest aggre-
gation of economic and democratic strength in the worid. The members of
the European Economic Community by themselves have a total population,
military manpower pool, and GNP well in excess of the Soviet Union.

They have been able to provide their people with a much higher standard
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of living than prevails in the USSR or any of its allies. We must
prevent the hostile domination of this region, and we must help bring
the talents and resources of Europe both to its own defense and to the
creation of more peaceful and stable world conditions.

Europe's troubles in the past (through World War I1)
arose largely from quarrels internal to the region. Most of those
problems have fortunately become, and been recognized as, obsolete.
Unity In Western Europe, though more advanced economically than poli-
tically, now is a statesman's objective rather than a philosopher's
dream.

This is not to say that Europe is now free of internal
problems, or that they could not be exploited by unfriendly elements.
The varlious Western European communist movements that go under the name
of Eurocommunism do not seem to be the force that they were a year ago,
but some communist parties in Western Europe remain politically signifi-
cant and potentially disruptive. Inflation continues at a threatening
level, economic growth Iis sluggish, and unemployment is high by European
standards. In southern Europe, the disputes between Greece and Turkey
still simmer, and all of us must watch carefully the future turn of
events in Yugoslavia.

These problems could be serious. But the three greatest
dangers to Western Europe lie elsewhere. The first is the continuing
prospect of instability in Eastern Europe which could result once again
in a deserved but perilous challenge to Soviet hegemony there. The
second is the continuing presence of large Soviet nuclear and non-
nuclear forces in East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary
backed by equally large peripheral attack and other theater-oriented
capabilities in the western military districts of the USSR. The third
is the vulnerability of Western Europe's oil supply, some 60 percent of
which moves by sea from the Persian Gulf.

We have worked with our friends in Europe to deal with
most of these problems. As a result of four economic summits, the
economic policies of the major industrial powers, including Japan, are
better coordinated. Many states have made progress with energy conser-
vation and ofl stockpiling programs. Greece, Portugal, and Spain con-
tinue to uphold the democratic principles established there in recent
years. With Congressional repeal of the Turkish arms embargo, not only
have our relations with Turkey improved; so have the chances of reducing
tensions between Greece and Turkey. My own visit to Yugoslavia, and a
return visit by the Federal Secretary for National Defense, General
Ljubicic, have increased our joint appreciation of Yugoslav security
needs. Most important of all, we are making progress toward a strength-
ened and modernized defense of Western Europe through the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO).
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Following the May, 1978, meeting of NATO heads of govern-
ment, the President reaffirmed that '‘the U.S. Is prepared to use all the
forces necessary for the defense of the NATO area.'' A substantial
number of U.S. programs are now under way in fulfiliment of that commit-
ment. We have presented the Alliance with a plan to speed up the deploy-
ment of U.S. reinforcements to Europe in the event of emergency. The
plan, as | Indicated last year, entails the capability to triple U.S.
combat planes in the theater to 1,900 within a week, and to Increase
troop strength from 200,000 to 350,000 within two weeks. We are already
in the process of developing the logistical and host-nation support
necessary to carry out the plan. We will also test and measure our
ability to match up Army battallions with supplies and equipment prepo-
sitioned in Europe, and will have them train and operate with these
prepositioned resources. At the same time, we are developing plans to
deploy Marine units to strategic locations along or near the NATO flanks.

That is by no means all. We have already increased our
forces stationed in Western Europe by 9,500 since early 1975. With
those deployments, about six U.S. division equivalents are stationed in
Europe. Of these forces, one brigade from the U.S. 2nd Armored Division
has been deployed to the North German Plain and Is now based at Garlstedt.

In the last two years, we have also added 47,000 anti-~
tank guided missiles to our NATO inventory, begun upgrading our M-60
tanks, introduced more helicopters, and added two more artillery
battalion equivalents to those already in Europe. During 1977, we
deployed four additional F-11]1 squadrons to the United Kingdom; in 1979
we will be assigning the new A-10 close support aircraft to Air National
Guard units, and deploying an active A-10 wing to the United Kingdom.
Iin 1977, we began basing the F-15 in Europe, and we will supplement It
with the F-16 in 1981.

The readiness of these growing capabilities is being
improved as well. We are upgrading and continuing to expand our pre-
positioned materiel configured to unit sets (POMCUS). One additional
division equivalent Is scheduled to be in place by the end of 1980, and
another two division equivalents will be added by the end of 1982. We
are also increasing our stocks of ammunition, moving munitions forward,
and uploading basic ammunition onto selected combat vehicles.

We are not alone in making these improvements. In 1979,
most of our allies plan to average a three percent real growth in defense
spending to support the modernization of their forces. Both we and our
allles are upgrading the ability of our forces to operate in concert on
the battlefield. Beginning in 1984, XM-1 tanks will be produced with
the German-designed 120mm main gun. New allied tanks, attack heli-
copters, aircraft, anti-tank weapons, artillery pieces, air defense
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systems, and ships are coming on line. More agreements for host-nation
support of U.S. forces are being cemented. Collocated operating bases
are being provided to support wartime deployments of U.S. tactical
aircraft. Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Norway have agreed to
produce 348 F-16s for their air forces. Most recently, the Alliance
agreed to the collective acquisition and deployment of the E-3A Airborne
Warning and Control System (AWACS). This program will significantly
improve NATO's command and control as well as the effectiveness of alr
operations.

Many of these activities are a part of NATO's Long-Term
Defense Program (LTDP). The LTDP was developed to bring increased
efficiency to NATO's defenses by explicitly improving the levels of
coordination and joint planning, and by increasing the standardization
of equipment and materiel among NATO forces. President Carter intro-
duced the LTDP at the May, 1977, London meeting of heads of government.
Its implementation was endorsed at the May, 1978, meeting of the same
officials In Washington. Participation in the LTDP involves the allies
in each of ten program areas where improvements in NATO capabilities are
to be specified and scheduled: readiness; reinforcement; reserve mobili-
zation: electronic warfare; air defense; logistics; theater nuclear
modernization; maritime posture; communications, command, and control;
and rationalization of armaments production.

The Soviets are producing new tanks, guns, and aircraft
at two or three times the rate of the United States. They are investing
nearly twice as much in defense research and development, as | noted
earlier. Part of this investment imbalance can be offset by a strong
U.S. industrial R&D effort, provided that we make use of it effectively
in our defense programs. But we must count on our NATO allies to make
up much of the difference, both in research and development and in pro-
curement.

Europe, while willing to cooperate, has called for more
of a ""two-way street'' in defense buying. In response, we have signed
memoranda of understanding with many NATO countries to allow fair com-
petition for the alliance-wide defense industry. We are also making
major efforts to buy already-developed European equipment for U.S. use
where it meets our needs at a competitive price. In addition, we are
proposing to the allies that they focus thelir R&D spending on the
production of the best equipment for the Alliance in their areas of
specialization.

We are already discussing with the Armament Directors of
our NATO allies how to specialize in the next generation of anti-tank
weapons, air-to-air missiles, anti-ship missiles, and air-to-ground
weapons. In the field of anti-tank weapons alone, the U.S. Army is
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planning to develop replacements for the TOW and DRAGON missiles at an
R6D cost of about $250 million each, as well as indirect-fire anti-tank
weapons. Anti-tank programs are planned in several European countries.
We have proposed, as an alternative, that the United States develop some
anti-tank systems, while the Europeans form a consortium to develop
others. Each side would agree to make the resulting data packages
available to the other for production purposes. This would not only cut
aggregate R&D costs (and release resources for other defense purposes).
It would allow for consolidation of European production to reduce unit
costs -- and provide a degree of cost competition even after production
begins, by having two lines, one in Europe and one here.

Finally, we are working on a ''‘Dual Production'' program in
which we will make our latest existing defense developments available
for production in Europe. This will be an alternative both to the pur-
chase in the United States of units by the allies, and to one or more of
the European countries developing their own competitive systems. We
have already signed agreements on the AIM-9L (heat-seeking air-to-air
missile), MODFLIR (night vision devices), and COPPERHEAD (laser-guided
artillery shell). We plan to negotiate similar agreements on the
STINGER (heat-seeking surface-to-air missile) and PATRIOT (air defense
system). R&D savings, reduced unit costs as a result of a single
European consortium for each system, and interoperability should all
result.

Taken in the aggregate, these three initiatives -- Fair
Competition in Defense Procurement, Families of Weapons and Dual Pro-
duction -- can effect a major improvement in the efficiency of defense
R&D and procurement for the NATO allliance as a whole. We will continue
them.

Despite this record of progress in planning and procure-
ment, it would be a mistake to pretend that the security of Western
Europe Is assured. Some of the problems -- particularly those internal
to Europe -- do not appear as imminent as they did a year ago. It
remains the case, however, that only in Europe is there so direct a con-
frontation of western -- specifically American -- and Soviet military
power. The probablility of crisis and conflict remains low, but the
importance of the region remains high. Nothing there justifies the view
that the claims of defense have declined in urgency, or that the goal of
a real increase in the region of three percent a year in spending by the
United States and Its allies for the defense of Western Europe is any
less necessary than it was a year ago.

k9

Google



2. Asla

Asia, like Western Europe, is of vital concern to the
United States. Geographically, the United States -- with the Aleutlans,
Hawaii, and Guam -- extends into the heart of the Pacific. Economically,
our trade with Asia grows at enormous speed. In 1977, it reached a
total of $60 billion exceeding our trade with Western Europe.

Japan, now probably the second largest economy in the
world in real terms (with a GNP either slightly greater or slightly
smaller than that of the USSR), is the major element in that trade. Our
trade with Japan probably exceeded $31 billion in 1978; it is by far the
largest between non-contiguous states in history. Some of the problems
assocliated with this trade are also large. But it is worth noting that
close and complex ties are being developed as a result of it. Direct
Japanese investment in the United States passed $1.7 billion in 1977,
and the Japanese estimate that their combined direct and indirect
investment here now exceeds $4 billion. Japan imports roughly half of
its food requirements, and the United States is the largest supplier of
those needs, accounting for a third of the total, or $3.9 billion in
1977. In fact, there is more farm land in production for Japan within
the United States than there is in Japan itself.

Japan has also become a bastion of democracy and one of
our staunchest allies. As late as 1969, Japanese public opinion polls
showed that the Japanese-American Mutual Security Treaty commanded the
support of only 4k percent of the public; by 1978, support had risen to
68 percent. Clearly, it Is critical to U.S. foreign policy that Japan
remain a stable political and economic partner in the coalition of
industrial democracies which provides the foundation for western poli-
tical and economic stability.

That there are dangers in Asia hardly needs emphasis.
But conditions there are different from those in Europe. We can, as
one example, gradually withdraw our ground combat forces from South
Korea -- as we had considered doing for many years -- because of such
changed conditions on the peninsula and in the region. South Korea has
been transformed into a modern state of impressive economic and mili-
tary dimensions. North Korea also has developed larger and more modern
military capabilities; in fact, those capabilities are probably larger
than we previously believed. The exact scope of what has been a decade-
long expansion is not yet clear. But it is clear that the expansion has
been incremental, with no recent surge In North Korean capabilities.

0f course, the geopolitical situation of the North has
changed substantially since 1950 as well. As far as we can tell,
neither the Chinese nor the Soviets seem willing to lend support to
any North Korean Iimpulse for adventurous aggressive action.
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The South, moreover, is far more dynamic, its economic
superiority over the North Is increasing, and the long-term economic
trends are clearly in its favor. During the past decade, Seoul has
clearly surpassed Pyongyang in raising labor productivity, absorbing
modern technology, and building international financial strength. In
that decade, the South's GNP tripled, growing at a rate 50 percent
faster than the GNP of the North. The South has also developed the
basic industries -- steel, shipbuilding, electronic, and petrochemical --
so essential to the support of a modern defense establishment.

The people of South Korea have done more than perform an
economic feat of major proportions. They have also shown an unswerving
dedication to the preservation of their independence and territorial
integrity. The share of GNP they devote to national defense rose from
some four percent in the early 1970s to almost seven percent in 1977, a
larger percentage than we or our European allies now spend. In this
decade, the South Koreans have taken over responsibility for the entire
Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) along the 38th Parallel (with the exception of
a small area near the Military Armistice Commission Headquarters Area)
and, with their 20 divisions, virtually the entire forward defense of
the nation. For some time now, the one remaining U.S. division -- the
2nd Infantry -- has been positioned in reserve. The South Koreans,
clearly, are willing to defend their country. In our judgment, they are
largely able to do so, given the maintenance of our defense commitments.

We have, nonetheless, been extremely deliberate in
shifting responsibilities. We have established a Combined Forces Com-
mand, composed about equally of Korean and U.S. military staff, and
commanded by a U.S. general, to plan jointly for deterrence and defense
on the peninsula. We are helping the Koreans to develop their own
capability to design, develop, and manufacture some weapons of their
own. In November, 1978, we added a squadron of F-4 fighters from out-
side the Pacific theater to our USAF tactical air forces stationed in
South Korea. And we have kept our schedule for withdrawing ground
combat forces from the peninsula under constant review. In fact, the
President revised the schedule in April, 1978. All the first 6,000
troops will not have left until the end of 1979 (instead of 1978), and
two brigades of the division, along with its headquarters, will remain
in place until the final withdrawal in 1981 or 1982. With Congressional
approval, we are transferring to South Korea certain key equipment of
the departing forces, or its equivalent. Also with Congressional
approval, we are continuing to make substantial foreign military sales
credits available to South Korea. As a consequence of these steps,
South Korea fully cooperates with our programs, and fully recognizes our
determination to continue the fulfillment of our security commitments.
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Change has also come to other areas of Asia. The friends
of the United States have grown more prosperous and united. Meanwhile,
the Soviets have not been able to translate their growing military
strength into notable political influence. The non-communist states
of Asia continue to be wary of Soviet Iintentions. China and the USSR
remain mutually hostile; Soviet relations with North Korea have cooled;
even Vietnam, In spite of the recent USSR-SRV Friendship Treaty, Is
seeking ways to reduce its reliance on the USSR. As the Sino-Soviet
dispute has festered, it has drastically reduced the probability that
the United States would become engaged in an Asian war against elther
China alone or the Soviet Union and China together.

The long period of political confrontation between the
United States and the PRC has in fact ended. In President Carter's
words, we can now '‘establish normal patterns of commerce, and scholarly
and cultural exchange. Through common effort, we can deepen these new
ties of friendship between our peoples, and we can jointly contribute
to the prosperity and stability of Asia and the Pacific region.'

On January 1, our two governments implemented full
normalization of diplomatic relations. Embassies will be established
and ambassadors exchanged on March 1. Both countries have reaffirmed
the principles agreed on by the two sides in the Shanghal Communique.
At the same time, we will continue to have an interest in -- and
expect -- the peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue. As President
Carter has pointed out, the people of the United States '‘will main-
tain our current commercial, cultural, and other relations with
Taiwan through nongovernmental means,' as many other countries are
already doing successfully. All arms sold to Taiwan, and now in
the supply pipeline, will be delivered. No new commitments will be
made during calendar year 1979. Thereafter, the United States will
make available to Taiwan arms of a defensive character on a restrained
basis. Congress will be asked for legislation establishing the legal
basis for any arms supply in the future.

There have also been widespread changes in Southeast
Asia. After the collapse of South Vietnam, there were widespread fears
that the communist tide would sweep over the rest of Southeast Asia.
Cambodia and Laos have indeed gone that way. But for the rest of South-
east Asia, that has not happened. Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia are in
deep economic distress. National feelings and historical enmities have
destroyed ideological tlies. Large parts of Cambodia have been overrun
by Vietnam; tension has risen sharply between Vietnam and China. The
non-communist natlions of Southeast Asla, by contrast, are enjoying a
period of vigorous economic development, and have shown their independ-
ence and strength through the increasing vitality of the Assocliation of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). Not only have they demonstrated great
political and economic sophistication; they have displayed a remarkable
determination to resist outside pressures as well.
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Japan has made a fundamental contribution to stability in
Asia. Her economic prowess continues and expands. The recently signed
treaty of peace and friendship between Japan and China is a mark of her
willingness to play an influential role in the region.

The U.S.-Japanese security relationship remains the key
element In our Asian security policy. This relationship is fundamentally
sound, has enabled the two countries to work in concert, and has per-
mitted Japan to develop significant but purely defensive military capa-
bilities. Even though Japanese defense expenditures remain small as a
percent of gross national product, they are now the ninth largest in the
world, and they are increasing. The Japanese defense budget for 1977
was $6.1 billion. Because of changes in the exchange rate (as well as
real growth), the total went to $10 billion in 1978, and the projected
figure for 1979 is $11.2 billion. Growth In constant Yen was 5.5 percent
a year.

While we have not urged Japan to expand the size of her
self-defense forces, we have encouraged qualitative improvements in
Japanese capabilities, and increased complementarity between our forces
and theirs -- as, for example, through the purchase of the F-15 fighter
and the P-3C anti-submarine warfare aircraft. As a response to the
rising costs of maintaining U.S. forces in Japan, the Japanese not only
have showed their understanding of the problem; they have taken steps
voluntarily to assist In offsetting the Increases in these costs. As a
result, Japan now contributes substantial financial support for U.S.
forces stationed on Japanese soil. Those contributions amounted to an
estimated $565 million in 1977, and are scheduled to increase. Moreover,
the Japanese took the initiative to provide $118 million in 1979 and
1980 for the construction of housing and other facilities on American
bases in Japan, plus an additional $35 million a year to help cover the
mounting wage bill for local Japanese employees of the U.S. forces. All
told, Japanese contributions, including allowances for the rent-free use
of bases, will come to about $750 million this year. However, the
United States will still incur direct annual costs of more than $1.1
billion for the stationing of U.S. forces on Japanese territory.

Those costs will have to continue. In Europe, the mili-
tary alignments are clear -- with the Soviets and their satellites on
one side, and with the United States and its allies firmly on the other.
Soviet military capabilities in Europe are large and focused. The
dangers in Asia, though more diffuse, are just as real. Our improve-
ments In Europe cannot and will not be at the expense of our Pacific
capabilities.

It §s true that conditions in Asia have grown more favor-
able to our interests than in the past. But the current equilibrium is
not necessarily permament. Soviet military strength in Asia and the
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Pacific continues to grow, though at a moderate pace. Changes of
fundamental strategic significance In Sino-Soviet relations are unlikely
but possible. North Korea remains unpredictable: its military capa-
bilities have grown, and it could disrupt the peace on the peninsula and
embroll the great powers. Economic development in the ASEAN nations
could still falter. Renewed conflict in Southeast Asia threatens the
stability of the area and could further strain Sino-Soviet relations.

In the circumstances, we will continue and strengthen

our deployments in the Western Pacific. We are already replacing older
destroyers with the new and more powerful DD-963 SPRUANCE class. The
PERRY class FFG and the LOS ANGELES class SSN-688 will soon be deploying
with the Seventh Fleet, and by early 1980, all four "'large deck' air-
craft carriers in the Pacific Fleet will carry F-14 aircraft instead of
the older F-4J. We have already exercised the E-3 AWACS aircraft in the
western Pacific and, beginning in 1980, AWACS will be deployed full-time
to Japan. Air Force F-Us will be replaced, in part, by F-15s, beginning
in late 1979, and other F-Us several years later by F-16s. Our ability
to deploy additional ground forces into the theater will also improve as
we expand our strategic alrlift capacity. As a consequence, | believe
that our forces, in conjunction with allied capabilities, will remain
fully adequate to the challenges of the region.

3. The Middle East

What constitutes the area of the Middle East is best left
to the geographers. For strategic purposes, it may be considered as the
large arc of territory running from Egypt through lran. Its importance
to the United States, whatever its precise boundaries, is well under-
stood. We have deep moral and historical commitments to the independence
and territorial integrity of Israel. The United States, Western Europe,
and Japan depend heavily on the oil that flows from and transits through
the Middle East. We see It as an area that is playing an increasing
role in the world economy. We rely on the moderation of key Arab states
to check the growth of radicalism in the area.

Stability in the Middle East is essential to the well-
being of the United States and the western democracles. Stability,
however, is not what the region has enjoyed. For 30 years or more, the
Arab-lIsraeli conflict has dominated the politics of the Middle East.
But inter-Arab conflicts have also been common. Disputes have arisen
between Libya and Egypt, between Syria and Iraq, between lraq and lran,
and between North and South Yemen. Internal instabilities have over-
turned a government In Afghanistan, and are threatening the government
of Iran. They have nearly destroyed any semblance of government in
Lebanon.
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The Soviets have participated actively in the politics of
the Middle East. Since so much of their influence has stemmed from arms
transfers and the support of extremist groups, it has generally Increased
the instability of the region. There remains, in addition, the com-
bination of traditional Russian interest in the area of the Persian Gulf
and the growing costs of Soviet domestic energy supplies which, under
deteriorating regional conditions, could propel the Soviet Union toward
various forms of intervention in the Middle East -- moves that would
inevitably produce worldwide repercussions.

Despite these dangers, recent events may have contributed
to a reduction in the vulnerability and explosiveness of the Middle
East. A spectacular, courageous, and essentlal step in this process was
taken by President Sadat with his visit to Jerusalem in November, 1977.
Significant Israell movement followed, and permitted the Arab-Israeli
dialogue to begin. Congressional assent to the sale of U.S. aircraft to
Egypt, Israel, and Saudi Arabia through the security assistance program
undoubtedly contributed to the process by establishing the bona fides of
the United States as a friend of moderate regimes in the Middle East.

Both steps helped to bring about President Carter's
successful meeting with President Sadat and Prime Minister Begin at Camp
David in September, 1978. The agreements reached there between Egypt
and lIsrael, achieved with the active participation of President Carter,
constitute the framework for a comprehensive settlement of Arab-lIsraeli
differences. They offer the hope that a turning point has at last been
reached in the Middle East.

Much admittedly remains to be done in ensuing negotiatlons.
But as negotiations are pursued on the basis of the Camp David framework,
we may legitmately hope that attitudes will change on the issues remain-
ing to be resolved. Progress on an Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty has
been slower than we had wished. However, we continue to expect that
such a treaty will be completed, and that all parties can move to a
broader peace settlement.

President Carter, in his address before a joint session
of Congress, noted that no peace settlement will be either just or
secure If It does not resolve the problem of the Palestinians In the
broadest sense. As Secretary of State Vance has put it, ''We believe
that the Palestinian people must be assured that they can live with
dignity and freedom, and have the opportunity for economic fulfillment
and for political expression. The Camp David Accords state that the
negotiated solution must recognize the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people."
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It is perhaps too much to hope that peace and stability
can be reached in the Middle East without further pitfalls and detours.
The fighting and the loss of life in Lebanon continue intermittently.
The friction between the Yemens threatens further instabllity on the
Arabian peninsula. Revived turmoil in lran Is of the deepest concern.
Although significant progress has been made toward an Arab-Israell
peace, many areas of tension remain in the region. Conditions are more
stable in most of the region than a year ago, but not by as much as we
would like.

4, Africa

Africa is Important to the United States because of its
geography, because of Its extensive natural resources, the growing
importance of its states Iin international forums, and our concern that
independence and racial justice be achieved in southern Africa without
resort to violence or foreign intervention.

instability has been common in post-colonial Africa, and
this instability has been seriously aggravated by the racial policies of
the minority governments in Rhodesia and South Africa, and by Soviet and
Cuban military involvement in a serles of local conflicts, principally
in Angola and Ethiopia. More than 3,000 Soviet military technicians and
advisory personnel are now in Africa. However, Cuban troops -- about
37,000 of them -- and a much smaller number of East Germans are the main
tools of this widespread intervention.

The United States opposes both racism and outside mill-
tary intervention in what are internal African affairs. [In President
Carter's words, ''we and our African friends want to see a contlnent that
is free of the dominance of outside powers, free of the bitterness of
racial injustice, free of conflict, and free of the burdens of proverty,
hunger, and disease. We are convinced that the best way to work toward
these objectives is through affirmative policies that recognize African
realities and aspirations."

We are striving to create those conditions. We have
worked closely with France, Morocco, and others to assist Zaire In
restoring order in Shaba province, and in avoiding economic collapse.

At the same time, we have insisted that American economic or military
assistance to Zaire be accompanied by internal reform, and that Zaire
seek better relations with Angola. We have substantially increased U.S.
economic assistance to Africa in general, and we hope to increase it
still further to deal with the severe economic problems of the continent.
In private and in public, we have expressed our strong concern about the
destabilizing effects of Soviet and Cuban activities in Africa, and we
continue consultations with European, Arab, and African governments that
share our concern.
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We have worked with the various interested parties in the
Rhodesian situation to advance a negotlated solution which would pave
the way for true majority rule. Despite our continuing contacts and
consultations with the United Kingdom, the governments in the Immediate
region, and the contending parties, time may be running out for the
possibilities of diplomacy.

Together with other Western members of the United Nations
Security Council, we have reached agreement on a plan for peaceful
transition to independence and free elections in Namiblia. Although
South Africa has taken steps that we regard as Inconsistent with this
plan, we remain determined to see Namibia achieve Independence in accord-
ance with U.N. Security Council Resolution 431.

We have constructed a solld political base In Africa as
a result of our efforts. Our relations with the nations of Africa are
better today than they have been in many years. In the words of Secretary
Vance, ''We are convinced that an affirmative approach to African aspir-
ations and problems is also the most effective response to Soviet and
Cuban activities there. Any other strategy would weaken Africa by
dividing it. And it would weaken us by letting others set our policles
for us."

5. Latin America

As | pointed out last year, Latin America as a whole
retains a special importance for the United States. It is a neighbor
and a vital trading partner. With Mexico as a major new energy source,
more than compensating for a future decline in Venezuelan and Canadian
supplies, our economies will become more interdependent. We have a
common history: Latin America escaped colonial status, for the most
part, only 50 years after we did, and often with the United States as
a model. We have had close if sometimes turbulent relations. Our
security Is intertwined.

No Immediate external dangers threaten Latin America
at this time. However, problems internal to the region could be
exploited from the outside. No better example of the possibility and
the consequences exists than in Cuba. The Soviets have gained a foot-
hold there, and the Cubans are now pursuing interventionist policies in
Africa. Not only does this behavior create uneasiness and instability
abroad; it threatens to prolong the misery of the Cuban people. We and
our friends in Latin America have much to learn from it.

We have made a good beginning, | belleve, In resolving
the Issue of the Panama Canal. The Panama Canal Treaties, ratifled in
1978, ensure that Panama's sovereignty is respected. At the same time,
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they assure our ability to use and protect the Canal. They are a
heartening demonstration of how we and our Latin American allies can,
in President Carter's words, '‘work together in a new spirit of cooper-
ation to shape the future in accordance with our ideals, and to resolve
all areas of friction in the region by peaceful means.'

We are determined to bulld on the goodwill created by the
Panama Canal Treaties so that attention can be focused on economic
cooperation and integration, and on strengthening solidarity among the
peoples of the Americas. Our policy, as President Carter has emphasized,
is based on the premise that U.S. security interests have been enhanced
by the growing strength of Latin America and by its expanding role in
international affairs. While recognizing that those trends have enabled
the governments of Latin America to act more independently of the United
States, we welcome them because we believe our long-term interests will
be better served by a more balanced relationship.

As one step in that dlrection, President Carter has
signed and submitted to the Senate for ratification Protocol 1 of the
Treaty of Tlatelolco, which establishes a nuclear-free zone in Latin
America. The United States has already ratified Protocol 11, applicable
to nuclear weapons states. Ratification of Protocol | would forbid the
deployment of nuclear weapons in Latin American areas for which the
United States is responsible (e.g., Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
Guantanamo Naval Base). The Soviet Union has signed Protocol Il (Proto-
col | Is not applicable to the USSR) and is in the process of ratification,
and France has ratified Protocol Il and has announced her intention to
ratify Protocol |I. Once these ratifications are completed, all concerned
nations will have adhered to both protocols.

The treaty in no way affects or limits the rights of
imnocent passage, or control of transport and transit privileges. This
treaty significantly enhances national security by preventing the develop-
ment of nuclear weapons or their deployment in Latin America. It provides
for verification of complliance, and requires IAEA safeguards on all nuclear
materials and facilities.

As another step, we are encouraging the limitation of
conventional arms in Latin America. Only three percent of all U.S. arms
sales now go to Latin America. As our arms supply role in the region
has decreased, so have the U.S. personnel available to manage security
assistance programs. In fact, our military presence in the area related
to security assistance will drop from a high of 769 in 1968 to fewer
than 100 in FY 1979. Only Panama will have a security assistance
management group of more than six military personnel.
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With few exceptions, the Latin American nations have -
refused to sacrifice their development goals for weapons. Unfortun-
ately, however, this record is under some strain because of the increased
cost of modern military equipment. Recognizing this fact, six Andean
nations -- Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela --
joined with Argentina and Panama in 1974 to sign the Declaration of
Ayacucho, which stated their Intent to cooperate in limiting arms acqui-
sition. At Venezuelan initiative, the foreign ministers of the Ayacucho
countries announced in June, 1978, that they wished to explore with
other regional countries the possibilities for a region-wide agreement
to restrain conventional arms. Mexico subsequently circulated and is
actively following up a similar and more detailed proposal at a meeting
of the Organization of American States.

The United States fully supports these initlatives and is
prepared to work with other suppliers to help ensure that any agreements
worked out by the Latin American states are respected. Most of our
Latin neighbors do not feel sufficiently threatened to justify a high
priority for external defense requirements. It is to our advantage, as
well as theirs, to maintain these conditions of stability.

111. Conclusions

At the outset of this review, | indicated that the overriding
objective of our foreign policy is to maintain U.S. interests under
conditions of international peace and stability. At present, our basic
interests remain intact. Perhaps the greatest immediate threat to them
comes from economic and monetary forces. It would be a mistake, how-
ever, to underestimate the problems created by the military buildup of
the Soviet Union. Those problems are real. They are serious. They are
continuing. They could become critical -- and if they do, we would
regret not having started to build up our own military capability now.
It may be too late if we wait much longer.

While the Soviets seem determined to push on with thelr armament
regardless of what we do, we must keep several other aspects of their
policy in mind. First, there are matters on which the Soviet leaders
continue to cooperate with us. Second, those leaders have shown due
caution about the issues on which they coomit their power and prestige.
Third, though they may try to create opportunities for influence and
control, their successes are most likely to come In areas where profound
instabilities already exist. Fourth, while it is evident that the
Soviet leadership has authorized and encouraged a major military buildup,
it does not appear to be an all-out effort.

The Soviets have obviousty found what they see as exploitable
opportunities in Africa, although it is still too early to judge whether
they will establish any more durable a foothold in Angola and Ethiopia
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than they did in Egypt, Guinea, and Somalia. Nevertheless, these
adventures have created unease elsewhere In Africa and in the Middle
East. Aside from that, the prospects for significant gains from rela-
tively modest Soviet Iinvestments of assistance and support to sympa-
thizers or dissidents appear to have declined, except in Afghanistan and
possibly in Iran. Thanks to events, and the successes of U.S. diplomacy
in the Middle East and Latin America, the world does not appear to have
grown significantly more turbulent than it was a year ago. International
stability is by no means assured, especially in light of current economic
and monetary uncertainties, the heavy concentration of Soviet forces In
Eastern Europe, and the continuing growth of military capabllities
throughout the world. But on the whole | would not characterize current
trends as in any way resembling those in evidence before World War I1I.

To the extent that major military confrontations might occur, they are

as likely to arise from instabilities In the East as in the West. A
desperate Soviet Union could be even more of a problem than a confidently
aggressive one.

If this assessment is correct, it has several implications for our
defense posture and the allocation of our resources. First, current
conditions do not justify complete sacrifice of the fight agalnst infla-
tion, the battle to improve our energy position, or our most critical
domestic programs in order to meet increments of defense demand beyond
the gradual bulldup proposed in the Administration's program. Second,
where defense itself is concerned, stability should remain on a par with
deterrence among our objectives. That ranking, | should add, is reflected
in the Administration's annual Arms Control Impact Statements that are
submitted to the Congress.

We will obviously have to continue maintaining three levels of
defense capability: strategic nuclear, theater or tactical nuclear, and
non-nuclear. We must not allow the Soviets to belleve that they can
adopt adventurous and aggressive behavior in areas where the stakes are
high. But we must avoid acting as though we were engaged in a terminal
arms race. Our posture can be basically conservative in nature, designed
both to control Soviet actions and to hedge against the maln uncertainties
of the future. Because we are interested in both deterrence and stabil-
ity, we need a posture that is not so heavily biased toward one objective
that it slights the other.

Even a defense posture with these relatively restrained objectives
can absorb substantial resources. We can always make it more modern,
more ready, more capable of deploying overseas and sustaining combat.

As a consequence, we always have to ask.not only how far we should go in
those directions, but also how much it will cost to complete the last
part of the journey. At some point, a budget constraint must be imposed.
The level of effort set for FY 1980 seems entirely reasonable in light
of international conditions and our previous investments. But we still
must determine whether it actually permits a defense posture and program
adequate to the military situation and our defense objectives.
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CHAPTER 4

THE PROBLEM OF ASSESSMENT

In the interests of deterrence, we maintain enough strength to
repel any attack on the United States or Its allies. In the interests
of stability, we avoid the capability of eliminating the other side's
deterrent, insofar as we might be able to do so. In short, we must be
quite willing -- as we have been for some time -- to accept the principle
of mutual deterrence, and design our defense posture in light of that
principle.

The task is a delicate one, especially when the other slde appears
to be relatively insensitive to these conslderations. To what extent we
have been and will continue to be successful in the task depends heavily
on military considerations. But judgments about our success will also
depend on the system of assessment being used. It is all well and good
to say that we want both deterrence and stability. But how do we know
when we are strong enough to deter, but not so strong as to drive the
other slde to actions detrimental to both?

I.  DETERRENCE

Deterrence is usually seen as the product of several conditions.
We must obviously be able to communicate a message to the other side
about the price it will have to pay for attempting to achieve an objec-
tive unacceptable to us. We must have the military capabilities neces-
sary to exact the payment (at a cost acceptable to ourselves), whether
by denying our opponent his objectives, by charging him an excessive
price for achieving them, or by some combination of the two. We must
have the plans and the readiness necessary to demonstrate that we can
deliver on our ''message.' We must be sure there is no way for the
opponent to eliminate our deterrent capabllity. At the same time, our
deterrent message must have some degree of credibility. That is to say,
both we and our opponent must believe there is a real probability that
we will indeed perform the promised action, if required.

A number of shorthand ways have been developed for describing the
state of our deterrent. The most popular way, much used in the world of
sports, is to rate the United States relative to Its opponents. You
will hear It sald that we are Number One or Number Two -- as though we
had gone through a series of contests from which, 1ike the New York
Yankees, we had emerged as world champions or, like the Los Angeles
Dodgers, had lost the World Series after six games.

A variant of this approach is to talk about the balance of power,
much in the manner of the 18th century -- as though we were dealing with
a set of cosmic scales -- and indicate whether the balance has tilted
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toward or against us. The implication seems to be that the United
States and the Soviet Union, like two boxers, periodically go to the
scales and get weighed.

I1. STATIC MEASURES

Since we do not engage In any season of military play with the
Soviets, a number of measures have been devised for comparing the United
States with the Soviet Union and deciding whether -- if we ever weighed
or played -~ we would be Number One or Two.

When the strategic nuclear forces are measured, for example, a
whole battery of these static indlicators Is avallable: numbers of
missiles, bombers, and warheads, throw-weight, megatons, equivalent
megatonnage, and so on. There are even more complicated measures, such
as lethality Indices.

The general purpose forces have been subjected to similar if some-
what more aggregate measurements. Numbers of military personnel In the
United States and the Soviet Union are compared, although the rules
governing the comparisons are neither well established nor applied with
an even hand to both sides. Tanks, artillery, armored personnel carriers,
tactical alrcraft, and ships are added up for the two sides -- and shilps
are (in some sense) even weighed.

The various comparisons of relative military health or power are
frequently made in an historical context. Trends are observed. Judg-
ments follow as to whether the United States Is rising or falling in the
ratings, whether our side of the scales has gone up or down.

These measures and comparisons are not without interest. Indeed
they are necessary. However, unless viewed carefully, they can be
extraordinarily misleading when it comes to making judgments about the
adequacy of our forces, or how to correct their deficiencies. While
we would be fighting alongside allies In most cases, the comparisons
frequently omit their forces. They also leave out such crucial vari-
ables as objectives, geography, and contingencies. The impression they
give Is that the United States and the Soviet Union are going to meet
on a jousting field, where they will engage in a fight to the finish
with all their bombs, bullets, tanks, ships, and aircraft -- possibly
with allies, but more likely without them.

Since there is a strong propensity to compare llke systems -- tanks
with tanks, and destroyers with destroyers -- the comparisons are likely
to overlook such considerations as the decision by NATO to counter
Soviet tanks with anti-tank weapons, or the effort by the United States
in many areas (perhaps mistakenly) to reduce the quantity of its weapons
in order to buy individual weapons of very high quality (and cost).
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These comparisons can also lead to the conclusion that the way to
improve or restore our posture is to make Iits details a mirror-image of
Soviet capabilities. That would be a mistake. The Soviets have built
an air defense system that, whatever its utility for them, would be
quite unsuitable for the United States. The Soviets, for a variety of
reasons -- Including the nature of their economy -- have over four
million people in their armed forces. It would obviously be foolish for
the United States -- with a very different economy, and very different
scarcities -- to Imitate Soviet personnel policies. The Soviets, in any
event, are claimed to have -- and probably do have -- objectives that
differ quite substantially from ours. Certainly they face different
geography and have different relations with nations on their borders.
Presumably, U.S. capabilities should be tailored to our objectives, not
theirs.

111, ANALYSIS

The main alternative to these simple comparisons is the use of
maneuvers, war games, combat experience, and various analytical tech-
niques to test the adequacy and credibility of our deterrent capabil-
ities. What these approaches assume, in one way or another, is that --
at least hypothetically -- deterrence has failed and forces have been
committed to combat. They also assume that if the forces can perform
their missions under wartime conditions (or our best estimate of them),
and If the missions to be performed are desirable as well as feasible
under these conditons, the deterrent must be considered to have a high
degree of credibility both in the probability of its use and in its
effectiveness. On the other hand, even If the achievement of a mission
proves quite feasible to the level of effectiveness deemed sufficient,
but the overall consequences are seen as disastrous to the United States
as well as its opponent If deterrence should fail, its credibility must
be re-examined carefully.

In short, this approach specifies that the way to measure the
adequacy of our capabilities -- and to determine our programmatic
needs -- is by analyzing hypothetical conflicts and their outcomes.
Presumably, If these outcomes are acceptable to us, we can be satisfied
with our posture. |If the results are unsatisfactory, we should be able
to find out wherein the deficiency lies, and remedy it.

There are, | realize, a number of objections to the use of this
methodology for the assessment and design of our forces. One of the
criticisms Is that the technique -- by requiring the use of highly
specific and structured conflicts -- does not allow sufficiently for the
uncertainties of the present or the future. Some years ago, the diffi-
culty was put In these terms: Suppose that when Lewis and Clark were
instructed to explore the West by President Jefferson, they had been
confined to preparing for only a few well-specified contingencies; would
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they have been able to deal successfully with all the complexities and
dangers that they actually encountered on their voyage? The answer, of
course, is that Lewls and Clark did think about contingenclies, and did
prepare for them. That Is not the Issue. The issue Is whether we, like
Lewis and Clark, have -~ in our preparation -- tested our capabilities
hypothetically against a broad enough range of contingencles.

The range of contingencies, fortunately, is not infinite. Our
opponents, too, must choose their capabilities; they can do only so many
things at once; and there Iis a quite finite number of places in which
they can operate without prolonged and obvious preparations. This does
not mean that all uncertainty can be removed from the assessment and
planning process. But we can place some boundaries on the uncertainties,
and see how sensitive our results and needs are to changes in conditions
and contingencies within those boundaries.

The future obviously presents greater difficulties because the
uncertalnties grow larger and more numerous with time. Nonetheless, we
can take some small comfort from the fact that our opponents must face
the same uncertainties, so that all of us are likely to find ourselves
interacting in an evolutionary way. It is also well to recall that when
revolutionary changes do come along -- such as the self-propelled anti-
ship torpedo In the late 19th century and the DREADNOUGHT battleship in
the early 20th century -- the resources and the time (if sometimes not
the wit) can usually be found to manage the change.

All things considered, then, It seems desirable to continue basing
our assessments and our planning on the analysis of hypothetical con-
flicts anchored to specific contingencies that are both conceivable and
of vital interest to us. That being the case, it should be evident that
when we speak of the balance of power, or of being Number One, we are
making those statements In specific contexts. We are not, and do not
wish to be, superior to the Soviet Unlon in the Caspian Sea or Lake
Balkal. We do want and intend to be able to defeat any Soviet attempt
to sever our sea lines of communication across the North Atlantic and
Western Pacific and we want to be able to use maritime forces for power
projection. As another example, we and our allles need to be Number One
in our ability to halt any attack on Western Europe or other vital
areas. Those and other balances are what we must consider and evaluate.

One more consideration must be mentioned. Perceptions of the mili-
tary balance, correct or not, affect political behavior both of our own
nation and of others as well. Instability can result from swings in
perceptions, which can be much greater than the changes in the factual
situation. The best way to avoid that instability is to avoid, to the
maximum extent possible (it is a difficult task) expressing the balance
in tendentious terms or, even worse, shading it, whether this be in
order to excite alarm or to calm fears.
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CHAPTER 5
THE NUCLEAR BALANCE

No nuclear weapons have been used in combat since 1945. A two-
sided nuclear war has never been fought. It is generally conceded that
the probability of a nuclear attack on the United States and its allies
is very low at the present time. It is also the case, however, that the
consequences of a major nuclear exchange would be so terrible that -- in
the absence of complete and verifiable nuclear disarmament -- we must,
at all times, maintain strategic forces powerful enough to keep that
probability at a comparably low level in the future. We must, at the
same time, ensure that our forces do not have characteristics that could
make nuclear war more likely.

I.  CURRENT U.S. STRATEGIC CAPABILITIES

The past and projected trend in total obligational authority
allocated to the U.S. strategic nuclear forces Is shown in Chart 5-1.
The threat to part of our strategic fofce is already growing. But our
most serious concerns -- which we need to act now to meet -- are about
the period of the early-to-mid 1980s. Those concerns derive from the
capabilities of the Soviet forces being deployed now and through then.

Chart 5-1
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During 1979 and 1980, the U.S. ICBM force will continue to consist
of 54 TITAN Ils, 450 single-warhead MINUTEMAN 1is, and 550 MINUTEMAN
Ills with MIRVs. We will also begin a program of refitting 300 MINUTEMAN
11ls with the MARK 12A warheads which, in conjunction with the NS-20
guidance improvements (already completed), will give the MINUTEMAN III a
higher -- but still modest -- kill probability against hard targets.

The submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) force will consist
of 41 submarines. Of these, 10 will carry a total of 160 POLARIS (A-3)
missiles, each equipped with multiple re-entry vehicles (MRVs). Another
27 will have 432 POSEIDON (C-3) MIRVed missiles, while four POSEIDON
submarines will carry 64 TRIDENT | (C-4) missiles. We anticipate that
the first TRIDENT submarine, equipped with 24 TRIDENT | (C-4) MIRVed
missiles, will enter service early in FY 1981. Backfitting of the C-4
missiles into an additional four POSEIDON submarines will continue.

The air-breathing leg of the strategic TRIAD will contain unit
equipment of 316 B-52 long-range bombers, 60 FB-111 medium bombers, and
615 KC-135 tanker aircraft. As in FY 1979, about 30 percent of the
total bomber/tanker force will be kept at a high level of ground alert,
and we will have the option to increase the fraction on alert from that
steady-state level, should conditions warrant it. We also expect to
begin deploying the first of our air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs) to
the B-52 force in September, 1981.

Inventory force loadings -- those independently targetable weapons
in our ICBMs, SLBMs, and long-range bombers -- will amount to over 9,000
warheads and bombs.

Our continental anti-bomber defenses will continue to depend on six
squadrons of active-duty manned interceptors, and 10 squadrons of Air
National Guard manned interceptors. In the future, six Airborne Warning
and Control System (AWACS) aircraft will be assigned to CONUS defense.
Depending on the nature of an emergency, CONUS-based tactical fighters
and additional CONUS-based AWACS aircraft could augment the dedicated
anti-bomber defenses. All dedicated surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) have
been phased out of the basic CONUS defenses. However, we continue to
deploy SAMs from our general purpose forces to sites in Florida and
Alaska. In 1976, we deactivated and dismantled our one anti-ballistic
missile (ABM) site in North Dakota, which was deployed to defend a
MINUTEMAN wing. However, we keep its Perimeter Acquisition Radar
operational as a missile warning and attack characterization sensor.

Surveillance and early warning of missile attacks will continue
to be based on early warning satellites. The Ballistic Missile Early
Warning System (BMEWS) and the PAVE PAWS SLBM Radar Warning System will
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provide both radar confirmation of satellite reports and additional
attack characterization data. Warning of attacks from air-breathing
systems will come from the Distant Early Warning (DEW) line along the
70th parallel, the Pinetree Line in mid~Canada, and CONUS-based radars.
Over-the-horizon (OTH) radar will remain in prototype development
status.

We are reviewing our passive defense programs. In the meantime, a
modest civil defense effort will continue to be funded, but through the
Federal Emergency Management Agency starting in FY 1980. In addition to
continuing crisis relocation planning, shelter surveys, improved communli-
cations, and emergency planning, the FY 1980 budget contains about $15
million for studies of how the existing U.S. personal transportation
assets -and housing patterns outside of but near urban areas might serve
as mechanisms for dispersing the urban population over a period of days
or weeks during an extended crisis.

Whether these strategic force capabilities, and current programs
for their improvement, are at the appropriate level for strategic deter-
rence and stability is not an easy issue to resolve. Despite SALT, the
competition from the Soviet Union in strategic forces remains strong.
The assessment Is also made difficult by substantial differences over
what measures to use In evaluating strategic deterrence; what Soviet
measures and attitudes may be; and what, as a consequence, constitutes
sufficiency to deter the Soviets under varlious situations.

I1. SOVIET STRATEGIC CAPABILITIES

The trends in Soviet strategic offensive forces for the last 13
years are shown in Chart 5-2. These forces are at the limits set by the
Interim Offensive Agreement of 1972. That agreement froze Soviet I|CBM
and SLBM levels at the number operational and under construction in
1972. In effect, it permitted the Soviets a strategic missile force of
950 SLBMs in 62 modern submarines and about 1,400 ICBM launchers. In
order to build SLBMs within these limits, the Soviets have deactivated
a large rimber of their older SS-7 and SS-8 ICBM launchers.
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FORCE LEVELS

Chart 5-2
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A. Offense

The Soviet long-range bomber force continues to consist of
150 BISON and BEAR strike alrcraft. There are also 125 BISON tankers,
BEAR reconnaissance aircraft, and BACKFIRES in the Soviet Long-Range Air
Force (LRAF), and additional BACKFIREs in Soviet Naval Aviation. The
BACKFIRE bomber has been in production for several years, and current
production averages two and a half aircraft a month. We continue to
believe that the primary purpose of the BACKFIRE is to perform peripheral
attack and naval missions. Undoubtedly, this aircraft has some inter-
continental capability in that it can surely reach the United States
from home bases on a one-way, high-altitude, subsonic, unrefueled flight;
with refueling and Arctic staging it can probably, with certain high
altitude cruise flight profiles, execute a two-way mission to much of
the United States.

We estimate that total Soviet force loadings (weapons that can
be carried by the deployed strategic missiles and bombers) have risen
from around 450 in 1965 to 5,000 at the present time. They have increased
by around 1,000 since last year, reflecting the MIRVing of {CBMs and SLBMs.
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B. Active Defenses

Soviet active defenses have not changed appreciably during
the past year. The Moscow ABM defenses, which are more an area than a
point defense system, still consist of only 64 GALOSH missile launchers,
although the ABM Treaty of 1972 permits expansion of the system to 100
launchers. Anti-bomber defenses continue to depend on about 2,600
manned interceptors and up to 10,000 SAM launchers (which accommodate
around 12,000 missiles, since some of the launchers have multiple rails).
The Soviets also have a limited anti-satellite (ASAT) capability. The
Soviets conducted one test against a target vehicle in 1978.

C. Passive Defenses

The Soviet clvil defense program is not a crash effort, but
its pace increased beginning in the late 1960s. It Is directed by a
nationwide civil defense organization consisting of over 100,000 full-
time personnel at all levels of the Soviet government, military and
economic system. We believe that the combined cost of salaries for
full-time civil defense personnel, operation of specialized civil
defense military units, and shelter construction amounted to about one
percent of the estimated Soviet defense budget in 1976 (with the corre-
sponding figure for the United States at about a tenth of a percent).

The Soviets probably have sufficient so-called blast-shelter
space in hardened command posts for virtually all the leadership elements
(roughly 110,000 people) at all levels of government, although these
shelters could not withstand an attack directed specifically at them.
Other shelters at selected key economic installations could accommodate
about 25 percent of the total work force. Some 19 million people in
all, or about 15 percent of the total population in urban areas (includ-
ing essential workers), could be given some protection in shelters
(based on an allowance of 0.5m2 of space per person). We have only
limited information about the adequacy of the suppllies with which the
shelters have been stocked.

About 70 percent of the urban population is defined as non-
essential and would presumably have to be evacuated. We estimate that
it would take at least two or three days to move them out of most Soviet
citles. Evacuation from larger cities such as Moscow and Leningrad
could take as much as a week. The required times could be lengthened by
shortages in transportation, other bottlenecks, or adverse weather.
After evacuation, temporary quarters would have to be found or built for
many of the evacuees.
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As is shown In Table 5-1, the Soviet program for geographic
dispersal of Industry is not being implemented to a significant extent.
New plants have often been bullt next to major existing plants. Exist-
ing plants and complexes have simply been expanded. In fact, the value
of overall productive capacity has been increased proportionately more
in previously existing sites than In new areas. Little evidence exists
to suggest a comprehensive program for hardening economic Installations.
The Soviets, at least in their literature, appear to have given greater
emphasis to rapld shutdown of equipment and to other measures which
could facilitate longer term recovery of Iinstallations after an attack.

Table 5-1

Estimated Cumulative Percentage Distribution of Soviet
Population and Industrial Production

Industrial
Number of Cities Population Production
|332 1975 1966 1975
10 8.0 8.7 18.4 17.1
50 17.2 19.6 4o.0 38.4
100 22.5 26.0 52.4 51.9
200 28.1 32.9 64.5 65.3
300 31.4 36.6 70.9 72.5

The U.S. and Soviet strategic postures as of January 1, 1979
are shown in Table 5-2.

D. Force Improvements

The Soviets are continuing to modernize their strategic
nuclear capabilities. Like our own programs of modernization, these
activities are taking place within the limits set by the SALT | agree-
ments.
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Table 5-2

U.S. AND SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCE LEVELS

1 JANUARY 1979
us. USSR
OFFENSIVE
OPERATIONAL ICBM
LAUNCHERS 1/, 2/ 1,054 1,400
OPERATIONAL SLBM
LAUNCHERS 1/2/3/ 656 950
LONG-RANGE BOMBERS (TAI) 4/
OPERATIONAL & 348 150
OTHERS &/ 221 0
VARIANTS V/ 0 120
FORCE LOADINGS 8/
WEAPONS 9,200 5,000
DEFENSIVE 9/
AIR DEFENSE SURVEILLANCE
RADARS 59 | 7,000
INTERCEPTORS (TAl) 309 2,500
SAM LAUNCHERS o0 | 10,000/
ABM DEFENSE LAUNCHERS 2/ 0 64

Includes on-line missile launchers as well as those in construction, In overhaul, repair, con-
version, and modernization.

Does not Include test and training launchers, but does Include launchers at test sites that are
thought to be part of the operational force.

Includes launchers on all nuclear-powered submarines and, for the Soviets, operational launchers
for modern SLBMs on G-class dlesel submarines. .
Excludes, for the U.S.: 3 B-1 prototypes and 68 FB-111s; for the USSR: BACKFIREs.

Includes deployed, strike-configured alrcraft only.

Includes, for U.S., B-52s used for miscel laneous purposes and those in reserve, mothballs or
storage.

Includes for USSR: BISON tankers, BEAR ASW alrcraft, and BEAR reconnaissance alrcraft. U.S. tankers
(641 KC-135s) do not use B-52 airframes and are not included.

Total force loadings reflect those independently-targetable weapons associated with the total oper-
ational ICBMs, SLBMs and long-range bombers.

Excludes radars and launchers at test sites or outside CONUS.

These launchers accommodate about 12,000 SAM interceptors. Some of the launchers have multiple rails.
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1. Offense

The deployment of the SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19 ICBMs is
continuing at a combined rate of approximately 125 missiles a year.
There are now nearly 200 SS-18 launchers in converted $SS-9 silos, and
about 300 SS-17 and S5-19 launchers in converted SS-11 silos. All three
types of missiles can carry either single, high-yield warheads or MIRVs.
The SS-17 and SS-18 are designed for cold launch, the $5-19 for hot
launch.

The SS-16 Is a solid-fuel, three-stage ICBM with a post-
boost vehicle (PBV), but armed thus far only with a single warhead. The
$S-16 has been designed as a land-mobile missile, but It has not been
deployed as a mobile system. It has only been tested once since 1975.

A derlvative of the SS-16, the $5-20, -is a mobile inter-
mediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM). It consists of the first two
stages of the $SS-16, is configured to carry three MIRVs, and has a range
of well over 3,000 kilometers with that payload. It is already in the
field, and will replace or augment the current force of medium-range
ballistic missiles (MRBM) and IRBM launchers.

As | noted last year, the Soviets have a fifth generation
of ICBMs, consisting of four missiles -- some of which are probably
modifications of existing ones -- in development.

We estimate that, in the past, the Soviets have kept
a rather small fraction of their ICBMs on what, by our standards, would
constitute a quick-reaction alert. Today, a much higher percentage is
on alert, as newer missiles come into the force. Soviet long-range and
medium bombers do not stand on quick-reaction alert.

The Soviet SLBM force has reached the limit of 950 modern
launchers allowed under the Interim Offensive Agreement of 1972, and
modernization of the force continues. Construction of the YANKEE-class
submarine stopped at 34 boats (540 tubes). The SS-NX-17 solid-fuel
missile with a post-boost vehicle, and greater accuracy than the $S-N-6,
was backfitted into only one YANKEE submarine.

The Soviets now have a total of around 29 operational
DELTA submarines. The DELTA Is and Ils continue to be armed with the
$S-N-8, a single-warhead, liquid-fuel missile with a range of more than
8,000 kilometers. The Soviets have begun to deploy the $S-N-18, a
liquid-fuel misslle installed in the DELTA Ill. This missile has a
range of about 7,500 kilometers, and a post boost vehicle capable of
dispensing three MIRVs. With the SS-N-8, the Soviets already have a
missile with a greater range than our TRIDENT |. Both the SS-N-8 and
the SS-N-18 permit the Soviets to cover targets in the United States
from patrol areas in the Barents Sea and the western Pacific.
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We believe that, with the advent of the newer, longer
range missiles and the elimination of long transits to patrol areas, the
percentage of on-station submarines will rise significantly in the near
future.

The first prototype of a new, modern, long-range Soviet
bomber may be rolled out in the near future. |If deployed, this alrcraft
would presumably replace the aging force of BISONs and BEARs as the
backbone of the Soviet Intercontinental bomber force. Both the BEAR and
the BACKFIRE can carry alr-launched cruise missiles with ranges of about
500 kilometers. As yet, there is no evidence that the Soviets have
developed a cruise missile comparable to our ALCM although they may be
developing a long-range cruise missile of their own design.

2. Defense

As permitted by the ABM Treaty of 1972, the Soviets con-
tinue an active ABM research and development program. The main efforts
appear to be going toward improving large phased-array detection and
tracking radars, and toward developing a new interceptor. Research work
is undoubtedly proceeding on lasers and charged particle beams as well,
although there are severe technical obstacles to converting this tech-
nology into a defensive weapon system that would offer a capability
against ballistic missiles. There is no evidence, furthermore, that the
Soviets have yet devised, even conceptually, a way to eliminate these
obstacles.

The Soviets have not yet solved the problem of bombers
and cruise missiles penetrating thelr defenses at very low altitudes.
They have two operational over-the-horizon (0TH) radars facing the
United States, but presumably for early warning of approaching missiles.
They have the MOSS aircraft for airborne early warning; they are develop-
ing an AWACS-type aircraft with a lookdown radar; they are improving
their manned Interceptor force with the FLOGGER B (MI1G-23); they are
working on a modified FOXBAT with a lookdown/shootdown capability; and
they continue to develop a new SAM, the SA-X-10, for low-altitude
intercepts. However, they have not yet developed a lookdown radar
comparable to AWACS or completed the development of the shootdown capa-
bility to go with it. Such an AWACS aircraft Is unlikely to become
operational even in small numbers before 1982, although a lookdown/
shootdown fighter with a capablility against bombers and fighters could
begin to enter the force in 1981.

The Soviets continue to search for a strategic anti-
submarine warfare capability. However, the performance of their ASW

forces Is evolving gradually and remains substantially less effective
than that of the United States. The VICTOR-class nuclear-powered
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attack submarine (SSN) constitutes the most capable Soviet ASW platform,
but neither it nor other currently deployable Soviet ASW systems repre-
sent a serious threat to our ballistic missile submarines.

In the realm of passive defenses, the Soviets will prob-
ably continue their emphasis on the construction of blast-resistant
shelters in urban areas. |If this results in a pace of construction
matching what has happened since 1968, by 1988 the number of people who
could be sheltered (which is not the same thing as surviving) in urban
areas could Increase to some 30 million -- about 17 percent of what we
project the Soviet urban population to be at that time.

111. CHINESE NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES

There are no striking new developments to report in the nuclear
programs of the PRC. The delivery force includes liquid-fuel MRBMs,
liquid-fuel IRBMs, and more than 80 TU-16 and TU-4 medium-range bombers
with operational radii of around 3,000 kilometers.

The PRC has developed a few multi-stage, limited-range, liquid-fuel
ICBMs. A full-scale, liquid-fuel ICBM continues under development.
Full-range testing has not yet been attempted, but the missile has
been used successfully as a launcher of satellites.

There are no new developments in the SLBM program of the PRC.
However, we belleve that the Chinese are continuing to work on nuclear-
powered submarines and solid-fuel missiles.

IV. THE ADEQUACY OF THE U.S. STRATEGIC CAPABILITIES

The adequacy of the U.S. strategic capabilitlies must be judged pri-
marily in light of Soviet offensive and defensive forces. It must be
recognized, in this connection, that Soviet nuclear forces can threaten
our friends as well as the United States. If we are unable or unwilling
to counter this range of threats in a convincing manner, we must -- at a
minimum -- face a growing vulnerability on the part of our friends to
threats and blandishments from the other side, and a deterioration In
the cohesion of our alliances. The loss of confidence in the U.S.
nuclear deterrent could, as one extreme result, lead to heightened and
accelerated efforts by other nations to acquire nuclear capabilities
of their own, and, as another, to major Soviet political gains.

A. Targeting Issues

This problem has been with us for some time. Not only has it
complicated our force planning; in the process, it has raised difficult
questions about how the nuclear forces should be used: what should be
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the targets for these forces, how many targets should be covered, and
under what circumstances, and in what numbers, particular sets of
targets should be attacked.

It Is tempting to believe, | realize, that the threat to
destroy some number of cities -- along with their population and
industry -- will serve as an all-purpose deterrent. The forces required
to implement such a threat can be relatively modest, and their size can
perhaps be made substantially, though not completely, insensitive to
changes in the posture of an opponent. In that way, at least our side
of the arms race could be ended, since an opponent could never be
certain that the threat of city-destruction would not be executed.

Unfortunately, however, a strategy based on assured destruc-
tion alone no longer is wholly credible. A number of Americans even
question whether we would or should follow such a strategy in the event
of a nuclear attack on the United States itself, especially if the
attack avoided population centers and sought to minimize the collateral
damage from having targeted.military installations. (! myself continue
to doubt that a Soviet attack on our strategic forces whose collateral
damage involved ''only' a few million American deaths could appropriately
be responded to without including some urban-industrial targets in the
response.) Our allies, particularly in Europe, have questioned for some
time whether the threat of assured destruction would be credible as a
response to nuclear threats against them.

True, bluffing is always possible, and nuclear bluffs may be
more difficult to call than most. But if we try bluffing, ways can be
found by others to test our bluffs without undue risk to them. Moreover,
military postures and plans cannot very well be constructed on the basis
of pretense. And Presidents, understandably, will never be satisfied in
a crisis to have only one plan -- and such a catastrophic plan as assured
destruction. It is little wonder, in the circumstances, that for many
years we have had alternatives to counter-city retaliation in our plans,
and a posture substantial enough and responsive enough to permit the
exercise of these options.

B. Objectives and Measures

| do not wish to pretend, in pointing out some of the problems
with a strategy and a posture based on assured destruction only, that
anyone has found a way of conducting a strategic nuclear exchange that
remotely resembles a traditional campaign fought with conventional
weapons. We are not talking here about a Schlieffen working out a great
flanking attack on France, or an Eisenhower planning an assault on
Germany. We are talking about successive bombardments delivered by
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long-range missiles and bombers with nuclear weapons -- weapons that
are capable of destroying targets and producing large amounts of lethal
radiation, but quite incapable of holding or occupying territory, or
even of blockading it. ‘

Admittedly, counterforce and damage-limiting campaigns have
been put forward as the nuclear equivalents of traditional warfare. But
their proponents find It difficult to tell us what objectives an enemy
would seek in launching such campaigns, how these campaigns would end,
or how any resulting asymmetries could be made meaningful. We are left
instead with large uncertainties about the amounts of damage that would
result from such exchanges, about escalation, and about when and how the
exchanges would terminate.

These uncertainties, combined with the heavy responsibilities
that have fallen on the United States, leave us with a dilemma. We now
recognize that the strategic nuclear forces can deter only a relatively
narrow range of contingencies, much smaller In range than was foreseen
only 20 or 30 years ago. We also acknowledge that a strategy and a
force structure designed only for assured destruction is not sufficient
for our purposes. At the same time, we have to admit that we have not
developed a plausible picture of the conflict we are trying to deter.

One way of escaping the dilemma would be to design our forces
on the basis of essential equivalence, assuming we know what is meant by
the term. By one definition, U.S. capabllities could be made roughly
comparable to those of the Soviet Union in each of such static measures
as numbers of delivery systems, throw-weight, and equivalent megaton-
nage. A more reasonable interpretation demands that judgments be made
and would require us to be ahead by some measures If behind In others.
However, even that approach mixes together our deterrent strategy with
our arms control criteria.

The Soviets have made a great deal of requiring equality with
the United States in strategic nuclear forces, and we do not disagree.
But since precise equality is impossible to define when the forces of
the two sides differ in so many respects, we have adopted the principle
of essential equivalence as a surrogate for equality. Among other
reasons, that is why the issue of the BACKFIRE bomber has loomed so
large in SALT. But to plan our forces, and measure their adequacy,
simply on the basis of essential equivalence would give no assurance
that the forces would perform thelr essential deterrent functions. We
must insist on essential equivalence with the Soviet Union to symbolize
the equality that both sides accept in this realm. But we must not
mistake the symbols, however Important, for the substance. We may be
able to obtain deterrence, and can achieve assured destruction or more,
without equivalence; it is by no means certain that equivalence alone
will glive us deterrence.
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There Is no obvious solution to our dilemma at this juncture. #
As a reasonable minimum (but this may also be the best we can do), we
can make sure that, whatever the nature of the attacks we foresee, we
have the capability to respond in such a way that the enemy could have
no expectation of achieving any rational objective, no illusion of
making any gain without offsetting losses. This countervailing strategy
has a number of implications. We must have forces in sufficient numbers
and quality so that they can: (1) survive a well-executed surprise attack;
(2) react with the timing needed, both as to promptness and endurance,
to assure the deliberation and control deemed necessary by the National
Command Authorities (NCA); (3) penetrate any enemy defenses; and (k)
destroy their designated targets.

We must also have the redundancy and diversity built into
these forces to ensure against the fallure of any one component of the
capability, to permit the cross-targeting of key enemy facilities, and
to complicate the enemy's defenses as well as his attack. Survivable
command-control-communications are equally essential if we are to
respond appropriately to an enemy attack and have some chance of
limiting the exchange. HIigh accuracy and reduced nuclear ylields can
be equally important in minimizing collateral damage and the escalation
that could follow from it. Even some measure of civil defense evacu-
ation can be desirable, if only to reduce the effects produced by
attacks on targets other than population centers.

To have a true countervailing strategy, our forces must be +
capable of covering, and being withheld from, a substantial list of
targets. Cities cannot be excluded from such a list, not only because
cities, population, and industry are closely linked, but also because
it Is essential at all times to retain the option to attack urban-
industrial targets -- both as a deterrent to attacks on our own cities
and as the final retaliation if that particular deterrent should faill.

The necessary forces should be included in whatever requirements we
set for a strategic nuclear reserve following initial exchanges.

The degree to which hard targets such as missile silos, com-
mand bunkers, and nuclear weapons storage slites need to be completely
covered as part of the list Is a more difficult issue. As the growing
Soviet threat to our 1CBM force indicates, this kind of targeting, by
forcing the other side to respond with redesigned capabilities, is bound
to affect long-term stability, in what could be (but need not be) a
negative way. On the other hand, attacks on these targets would not
disarm an enemy in a first-strike (because of his survivable non-1CBM
forces), but on a second-strike could suppress his withheld missiles and
recycling bombers that could otherwise be used against cruclial targets.
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One resolution of this issue, In light of the conflicting
pressures, would lie, first, in being able to cover hard targets with
at least one reliable warhead with substantial capability to destroy
the target and, second, in having the retargeting capability necessary
to permit reallocation of these warheads either to a smaller number of
crucial hard targets, or to other targets on the list. Even with slow-
reacting capabilities such as cruise missiles, this would ensure that
an enemy's silos are not a kind of sanctuary from which he can shoot
with impunity. Uncertainties on the part of each side about the other's
capabilities make it likely, | should add, that fixed ICBMs will have to
be regarded by both as having, at best, uncertaln survivability as we
reach the late 1980s (although these uncertainties will affect the U.S.
ICBMs earlier).

A variety of other targets warrant inclusion on the list. No enemy
should be left with the [l1lusion that he could disable portions of our
nuclear forces -- CONUS-based or overseas -- as a preliminary to attacks
in specific theaters with his general purpose forces. The latter can
and should be targeted. Under many conditions, moreover, they may be
more time-urgent targets than residual missiles. So might the command-
control, war reserve stocks, and lines of communication necessary to the
conduct of theater campaigns. In some circumstances, we might also wish
to take war-related industries under attack, especially those decoupled
from cities.

| realize that such a list of targets, military and non-
military, could be long. It is quite finite, however, and not all the
targets on the list would necessarily have to be covered by the stra-
tegic forces. | also recognize that the strategy behind such a list Is
essentially defensive in nature, designed primarily to prevent an enemy
from achieving any meaningful objective. Nonetheless, the times and the
uncertainties surrounding nuclear deterrence warrant such an approach.
With careful design, it ensures that we cover targets of concern to our
friends as well as ourselves; and it permits us to respond credibly to
threats or actions by a nuclear opponent. No matter what the nature of
the attack, we would have the option to reply In a controlled and deli-
berate way, and to proportion our response to the nature and scale of
the provocation.

Equally important, this approach gives a concrete basis on
which to assess the adequacy of our strategic forces. It would be
inefficient to base those forces on such a conservative definition of
the assured-destruction mission that it would provide us with a surplus
of warheads in most circumstances (but perhaps of the wrong types) for
use agalnst non-urban targets. |t would be an egqually questionable
measure of success to have, after an exchange, a residual capability --
whether measured in throw-weight or warheads -- that Is equal to or
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larger than the residual capability of the Soviet Union, especially If
both nations had been reduced to radioactive rubble in the meantime.

The U.S. Interest appears to me to lle In a countervailing strategy, the
targets that go with such a strategy, and the forces to cover those
targets under second-strike conditions.

If our forces are able, with high confidence, to destroy those
targets, our deterrent should be adequate to cope with a wide variety of
contingencies in as credible a fashion as nuclear weapons permit. Such
a deterrent should also retain the confidence of our friends, help to
minimize pressures for nuclear proliferation and permit us, with con-
fldence, to resist coercion short of attack.

C. Assessment

Iin my judgment, we currently have an adequate strategic deter-
rent by these standards. | believe, moreover, that we can maintain the
deterrent for the foreseeable future with the resources we have requested
in the FY 1980 defense budget, and in the Long-Range Defense Projection
we have developed.

At the present time, our alert bombers, SLBMs on patrol, and
a large percentage of our ICBMs are survivable, even in the face of a
well-executed Soviet surprise attack, and most of them could penetrate
Soviet defenses and destroy their designated targets. The force has the
capability to carry out a variety of attacks, and respond at the appro-
priate level to varied provocations. In particular, we can cover targets
of special concern to our allies. Furthermore, the number of surviving
warheads would be sufficient In a full retallation to cover a compre-
hensive set of targets in the Soviet Union. | do not wish to pretend,
however, that current capabilities would give us high confidence of
destroying a large percentage of Soviet missile silos and other very
hard targets on a time-urgent basis, that Is, with ballistic missiles.
Nor do | mean to suggest that our retallatory capablility is not effec-
tively matched by that of the Soviet Union. Even after a hypothetical
U.S. first strike, the Soviets could retaliate with approximately equal
force, although they could not cover an equally comprehensive target
list in the United States because of their smaller inventory of warheads.
In that sense, a situation of mutual nuclear deterrence prevails at the
present time. A reasonable degree of nuclear stability in a crisis is
probably assured as well.

Unfortunately, longer-term stability Is not fully assured, and
the future competition In strategic capabilities is likely to become

more dynamic than need be the case. As | pointed out last year, the
main impulse for this dynamism comes from the Soviet Union in the form
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of a large ICBM force with an expanding hard-target-kill capability, a
much publicized civil defense effort, and the likelihood of signifi-
cantly upgraded air defense capabilities.

These programs make It clear that the Soviets are concerned
about the fallure of deterrence as well as its maintenance, just as we
need to be and are; and that they reject the concept of minimum deter-
rence and assured destruction only, just as we should and do. That
much is understandable. More troublesome is the degree of emphasis in
Soviet military doctrine on a war-winning nuclear capability, and the
extent to which current Soviet programs are related to the doctrine
(which sounds 1ilke World War 1l refought with nuclear weapons).

To say this Is not to suggest that the Soviets have any
serious prospect of succeeding in this kind of an enterprise. They do
not. But if they persist in their efforts, and we do not, they will --
at least hypothetically -- make our strategic retaliatory capabllity
less fully effective than we want it to be. Short of a U.S. response,
moreover, they will achieve that result without paying any penalty in
resources or in political terms, for causing instabllity. They might
even see opportunities in that case for political intimidation. That
cannot be permitted to happen.

There is no prospect that the Soviet Union, any more than the
United States, can develop a disarming first strike in the decade ahead ~-
if the United States reacts to modify its forces appropriately. Similarly,
there is no prospect that the Soviet Union, any more than the United
States, can -- over the next 10 years -- design a serious damage-1imiting
capability, If we react. That is simply not in the cards.

What is in prospect is this: the Soviets will have at least
the hypothetical capability, in the early to mid-1980s, to destroy a
large percentage of our ICBM silos, non-alert bombers, and SSBNs that
might be in port; they may also be able to give as much as 10 to 20
percent of their population at least some kind of temporary protection
against our retaliation. Even so, we would still have the capability,
with our SLBMs on patrol and alert bombers armed with crulse missiles,
to deliver thousands of warheads on target in the Soviet Union. In
addition, the USSR can never be sure that our ICBM force would not be
launched under the attack, increasing the number of U.S. delivered
warheads still further.

It Is difficult to imagine any circumstances or expectations
that would prompt Soviet leaders to undertake such a self-destructive
attack. There are, nonetheless, several reasons why It would be unaccept-
able not to take measures to correct our impending vulnerablilities.
Although the total number of warheads in the U.S. force will be increas-
ing with the deployment of TRIDENT and ALCM, the destruction of the ICBM
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force could result in a net loss of second-strike target coverage with
our forces on day-to-day alert, decrease our ability to attack time-
urgent targets, and reduce the flexibility with which we could manage
our surviving forces. The threat of such a loss would also undermine
our confidence in the strategic TRIAD, and quite possibly encourage the
Soviets to strive for a similar success against our other second-strike
capabilities.

| realize that, quite apart from the implausibility of a
Soviet first strike in these circumstances, a number of questions have
been raised about the feasiblility of executing a successful attack on
our ICBM force. In fact, | pointed out some of the difficulties in this
report a year ago. It is equally important to acknowledge, however,
that the coordination of a successful attack is not impossible, and that
the '"rubbish heap of history" is filled with authorities who said some-
thing reckless could not or would not be done. Accordingly, we must
take the prospective vulnerability of our ICBM force with the utmost
serlousness for planning purposes. Even where the probabillity of an
event seems low, it may (depending on how costly the effort) be worth
reducing still further when the consequences of its occurrence are so
great. A focus of our planning, in these circumstances, is on how to
deal with this problem. SALT Il will leave open all options.

! should note, in this connection, that a criticism of SALT is
that it has failed to remove or postpone significantly the vulnerability
of MINUTEMAN. That criticism is unwarranted. SALT cannot be expected
to solve all our strategic problems for us. But as it proceeds, SALT
can continue to contribute to stability and ensure, where the problems
are too knotty for the bilateral process, that we retain the freedom to
solve them unilaterally. SALT Il will permit us to do just that.

While | have emphasized the impending vulnerability of our
ICBM force, it Is not the only problem that will face us in the years
ahead. We must be concerned about the aging of our bomber and SSBN
capabilities. We must also recognize that our current civil defense
program can do little to limit collateral damage even should the Soviets
not attack urban areas directly. |If our limited, second-strike, response
options are to be fully credible, our friends as well as our opponents
must understand not only that we can use our strategic forces in a deli-
berate and controlled way against meaningful targets, but also that
people at risk in potential target areas in the United States can be
evacuated and protected, at a minimum, from the short-term effects of
nuclear weapons.

Clearly, we have a number of tasks ahead of us. | am confi-
dent that the FY 1980 defense budget and the Long-Range Defense Pro-

jection, as currently visualized, will enable us to get on with those
tasks at an acceptable pace.
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V. THE THEATER NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES

As | emphasized last year, our theater nuclear forces do not con-
stitute a full-fledged and independent capability. They are, for the
most part, organic to the general purpose forces. The longer range
systems are integrated in targeting with the central strategic forces,
many of which are programmed against theater targets. Thus, should
their weapons be released, our theater nuclear forces would probably be
used in conjunction with regular ground, tactical air, naval, and in
many cases strategic forces.

A. Current U.S. Capabilities

The PERSHING missile is the only U.S. delivery system cur-
rently dedicated solely to the tactical use of nuclear weapons. For the
rest, we rely on dual-purpose artillery, missiles such as LANCE and
HONEST JOHN, aircraft, surface ships, submarines, and SAMs -- systems
with a non-nuclear capability -- to deliver our theater-designated
weapons.

Of the nuclear weapons allocated to tactical use, about 7,000
are in the European theater. In addition, a significant number of
PCSEIDON RVs are formally committed to NATO, as well as the considerable
nuclear capability of our aircraft carriers and other naval vessels. A
large percentage of the U.S. warheads in Europe are deployed under
Programs of Cooperation (POCs). These bilateral agreements between the
United States and other nations involve the transfer of nuclear-capable
delivery vehicles or the deployment of nuclear weapons to host countries.
Host nations provide support for U.S. weapons and weapons provided for
their use. All nuclear weapons remain in U.S. custody until they are
released by the President.

These weapons include atomic demolition munitions (ADMs),
artillery projectiles, bombs, depth charges, and missile warheads. Some
of their yields exceed the lowest yields of warheads carried by our
strategic delivery vehicles. There is, in fact, no such thing as a
weapon whose yield makes it intrinsically a tactical nuclear weapon;
there are only nuclear weapons delivered against strategic and tactical
targets.

The costs of these capabilities are small compared with the
costs of our strategic forces. We continue to estimate them at roughly
$2 billion a year, Including the investment costs of the nuclear weapons
themselves. These latter costs appear largely in the budget of the
Department of Energy, and account for about half that total.
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B. Soviet Capabilities

Judgments about the adequacy of our theater nuclear forces
will be affected strongly by the role given to them in deterring Soviet
nuclear or conventional attacks. These judgments, in turn, are affected
by the counterpart capabilities of the Soviet Union. The Soviets, by
now, have deployed a large number of theater nuclear delivery systems,
and we believe they have stockpiled sufficient warheads to support these
systems.

The Soviets, like us, have relied on dual-capable systems
for much of their tactical nuclear delivery capability. Some of their
artillery weapons are capable of delivering nuclear projectiles, and
we believe that their more modern fighter/attack aircraft -- the SU-17
(FITTER C/D), FENCER, and some versions of the FLOGGER (M!G-23 and
MIG-27) -- are also dual-capable. The Soviets, more than the United
States, have emphasized specialized (single-purpose) nuclear delivery
systems organic to their general purpose forces, and in much larger
numbers. They have launchers at divisional and higher levels, con-
sisting of the FROG series, the SCUD B, the SS-12 SCALEBOARD, and two
follow-on systems -- the $S-21 replacement for the FROG, and the $S$-22
missile for the SCALEBOARD launcher. Many of these missiles are longer
in range than their counterpart NATO systems.

The other members of the Warsaw Pact also have FROG and SCUD
launchers as well as some nuclear-capable aircraft. However, the
nuclear warheads for them remalin under Soviet control. All members
of the Warsaw Pact continue to equip and train their forces to fight
in both chemical and nuclear environments. They also continue to
improve their capabilities for the conduct of chemical warfare.

In addition to these capabilities, the Soviets maintain large,
nuclear-capable, peripheral attack forces based in the Soviet Union.
These forces include medium-range bombers (in addition to the BACKFIREs
discussed previously), MRBMs and IRBMs (including initial deployments of
the new, mobile, MIRVed SS-20 ballistic missile), and older submarines
armed with ballistic and cruise missiles. While the Soviets have
deployed nuclear capabilities in the Far East, most of their peripheral
attack forces appear to be oriented toward Western Europe. NATO, by
contrast, has few theater nuclear systems that can reach these Soviet
forces. Coverage of the Soviet peripheral attack forces would have to
come primarily from the U.S. strategic capabilities, as NATO recognized
some time ago.

None of the Soviet peripheral attack systems are now included
in either the SALT or the MBFR negotiations. NATO forces of comparable

range are involved, however: GLCM and SLCM in the SALT Protocol, and
dual-capable aircraft and PERSHING in NATO's MBFR Option |1l proposal.
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Soviet military doctrine continues to stress the likelihood
that any clash in Europe would escalate to nuclear warfare. Indeed,
Soviet military authorities seem to see combined nuclear-conventional
operations as essential to the successful conclusion of any future
campaigns against NATO. However, some recent doctrinal writings have
adopted the view that even a conventional war In Europe need not neces-
sarily lead to a nuclear exchange. And lately, there has been mounting
evidence of a recognition by the Soviet military that such a war could
have an extended conventional phase. Nonetheless, these authorities
continue to stress the destruction of our tactical nuclear forces at an
early stage of a European conflict.

C. Objectives

It Is generally agreed in the United States that while theater
nuclear capablilities are no substitute for non-nuclear capabilities,
they have critical symbolic and deterrent functions of their own. These
capabilities permit us to exercise nuclear options without immediately
having to resort to strategic nuclear forces. At the same time, by
increasing the risk of escalation, they link the theater with the U.S.
strategic nuclear forces. In sum, the United States fully supports the
NATO strategy of flexible response and forward defense, and remalins
committed to the continued overseas deployment and modernization of its
theater nuclear forces.

That commitment Is not in question. But whether current
deployments and programs are adequate in light of Soviet capabilities
has become increasingly the subject of debate both here and in Western
Europe. At Issue, basically, Is whether these capabilities deter over
a broad enough range of contingencies. At one end of the range of
possibilities, they could be configured as a mirror-image of the Soviet
peripheral attack and theater nuclear capabilites, independently of the
targets the U.S. strategic forces might cover. They might also be con-
figured to provide cross-coverage of some deep targets. As another
possibility, they could be designed primarily to deal with attacking
field forces, and emphasize short-range and medium-range systems.

Current U.S. and NATO theater nuclear capabilities obviously
do not fit the extremes. With few exceptions, their range is too short
for them to reach the Soviet peripheral attack forces, but thelr numbers
go well beyond what might be considered sufficient to trigger escalation.
For now, | do not see any basis for changing either their functions or
their capabilities relative to other NATO forces, but | believe the
question needs more attention.

The Soviets, for at least 20 years, have maintalned a large
nuclear threat pointed at Western Europe with thelir SS-4 and $SS-5 bal-
listic missiles and their medium-range BADGER bombers. The deployment
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of the SS-20 missile and BACKFIRE bomber does not initiate -- though it
modernizes and expands -- the threat. That threat has been and remains
a grim fact of international life. |If the Soviets should decide to
commit the ultimate barbarity and destroy Western Europe, they could do
it == Just as they could at any time destroy a large part of the. United
States. In either event, retribution would surely follow.

It is not possible to design against such madness; we can
only attempt to deter it. That is why some degree of retaliatory capa-
bility against deep (especially military) targets can be usefully based
in the theater as Insurance and as assurance of a nuclear continuum.
Accordingly, we and our NATO allies are carefully examining the adequacy
of our longer-range theater nuclear capabilities, as well as considering
how arms control can be of benefit in limiting the threat. However, we
are not considering any dramatic changes that would alter the role of
long-range theater nuclear forces in NATO's overall posture.

We must remain equally skeptical about small-scale nuclear
demonstrations as the sovereign remedy -- to be followed, If they do not
work, by all-out nuclear exchanges. The capability for a small-scale
demonstration should be preserved. But as long as the tactical nuclear
forces are to serve as a major deterrent, they must be able to perform
serfous military missions. Such missions can be generally described as:

== Limited nuclear options designed to permit the selective
destruction of fixed enemy military or industrial targets;

==  Regional nuclear options intended, as one example, to
destroy the leading elements of an attacking enemy force;
and

-- Theaterwide nuclear options directed at aircraft and
missile bases, lines of communication, and troop concen-
trations In the first and follow-on echelons of an enemy
attack.

D. Assessment

Our deployed tactical nuclear forces are belng modernized to
ensure that they remain adequate in terms of delivery systems and nuclear
weapons stocks to execute a broad range of options. However, in the
face of improving Warsaw Pact forces, we must be alert to the possibility
that the Soviets might seek a first-strike capability with their theater
nuclear or even their newly acquired conventional aircraft delivery
capabilities.
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U.S. and NATO strategy allows for a possible NATO first use
of nuclear weapons, If that should prove essential. But the Soviets
might pre-empt us. For our forces to serve their deterrent functions
not only must we give them options suitable to their tactical missions,
and the delivery systems capable of precise and discriminating attacks
on battlefleld and deep targets; we must also be able to enhance their
survivability and ensure their capabilities for target acquisition and
command-control-communications.

We will continue to review the adequacy of our theater nuclear
posture in light of the Soviet emphasis on peripheral attack and tacti-
cal nuclear capabilities, and the availability of new systems such as
PERSHING 11 (including its extended range version) and ground-launched
cruise missiles (GLCM). But the continued forward deployment of the
theater nuclear forces cannot and will not be at issue. As far as the
United States Is concerned, NATO needs its own TRIAD (different from the
U.S. strategic force TRIAD). The NATO TRIAD must contain strategic
nuclear, theater nuclear, and non-nuclear forces at its collective
disposal to assure the security of Western Europe. Our friends in Asia
must also be supported by the U.S. nuclear guarantee. It remains the
firm policy of the United States to maintaln our nuclear contribution to
the mix.
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CHAPTER 6

THE NON-NUCLEAR BALANCE

Although we like to call this the nuclear era, non-nuclear forces
are the real cutting edge of our military power. Nuclear relationships
understandably exercise a fascination over our analytical community.

For one thing they appear easier to analyze, at least at first glance.
But the state of the non-nuclear balance is the most critical immediate
military determinant of world peace and security. Nuclear warfare, thus
far, remains a deadly abstraction; non-nuclear conflict is -- sadly --
an almost daily fact of life.

For these and other reasons, we continue to maintain substantlial
and costly general purpose forces, most of which are designed for the
deterrence and conduct of non-nuclear warfare. Chart 6-1 shows the
trend in TOA allocated to the general purpose forces since FY 1962.

Chart 6-1
GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES BUDGET TREND
BILLIONS OF
CONSTANT FY 1890
DOLLARS
n pu
sl If\“\
o0

— TOTAL FORCES
L4 ‘\s—.
] \ e g o
/4
o H MOBILITY FORCES
!
3P ,’ \
~
o ’: \\ WAVALFORCES =< 27N
N of \ /,
\ /s
2% - N\

TACTICAL AIR FORCES

LAND FORCES

P U T T W U O W Y U W Y T U T A S
82 o [ s n n M n n ] 7 =

FISCAL YEAR

87

Google



I. SOVIET CAPABILITIES

Judgments about the adequacy of the general purpose forces are
strongly affected by our estimates of Soviet conventional capabilities.
Those capabilities are, of course, substantial.

In the mid-1960s, Soviet land and tactical air forces consisted of
about 1.4 million men. We belleve that they have now expanded to over
two million men, not including 450,000 border guards and Internal security
units of an essentially military character. Much of this expansion has
resulted from the Soviet military buildup in the Far East, which went
from 20 divisions and 210 fighter/attack aircraft in 1965 to well over 40
divisions and more than 1,000 fighter/attack aircraft in 1978. However,
approximately 150,000 men have also been added In the past ten years to
the Soviet forces stationed in Eastern Europe, Including the 70,000 men
and five divisions deployed In Czechoslovakia since 1963.

During the last 13 years, the Soviets have increased the total
number of their divisions from 148 to over 170, added about 1,300 air-
craft and 24 regiments to their tactical air armies, and expanded not so
much the numerical size as the capacity of thelr long-range airlift.
Soviet naval forces have declined somewhat in numbers during this period,
but their quality has Increased. The chemical warfare capabilities of
the theater forces have also been Improved.

A. Ground Forces

Soviet ground forces consist of roughly 1.8 million men, in
contrast to the U.S. Army and Marine Corps which contain just under a
million men and women. Since the Soviets maintain over 170 divisions
compared with our 19, it Is evident that thelr division forces (or
slices) are much smaller than ours. Furthermore, the Soviets keep most
of their divisions at less than full combat readiness. Only about a
third of them are fully-equipped active units deployed primarily in
Eastern Europe or along the Sino-Soviet border. The remaining two-
thirds are at reduced or cadre strength. They have varying percentages
of active-duty personnel and equipment assigned to them.

In addition to the divisions in the Far East, there are over
100 divisions stationed west of the Urals.

The Soviets began expanding the size of their tank and motor-
ized rifle divisions in the mid 1960s. At the same time, they started
adding to their non-divisional combat capability (at Army and Front
levels), and modernized their weapons and equipment, most notably In
the Group of Soviet forces In Germany (GSFG). Since the 1960s, about
1,000 men have been added to the authorized strength of the tank divi-
sions, and 1,500 to the authorized strength of the motorized rifle
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divisions. In the GSFG, at least, modern tanks and self-propelled
artillery, new anti-tank guided missiles and armored personnel carriers,
attack helicopters and organic air defenses have been provided in
quantity. About half of the tanks in the GSFG are the relatively modern
T-62, and the T-64 has been deployed to replace older tanks. A large
number of the T-72 and T-64 tanks have been produced. The T-72 is now
being deployed to ground units in the Soviet Union, but it is also
expected to be the major Soviet export and co-production tank. The BMP,
an armored fighting vehicle rather than an armored personnel carrier
(APC) makes up about half of the combat troop vehicles in the GSFG. The
newer artillery consists of heavy, mobile, multiple rocket launchers and
the self-propelled armored versions of the 122mm and 152mm guns. Organic
air defenses now rely on the $S-60/57mm anti-afrcraft gun, the ZSU-23/4
fully tracked, radar assisted anti-aircraft gun, and five types of
mobile or man-portable surface-to-air missiles.

Although the GSFG has undergone impressive changes, its exact
level of readiness and sustainability remains uncertain. At any one
time, about 20 percent of the enlisted personnel are recruits who are
rotated into the divisions every six months, and most of their basic
training takes place within the divisions themselves. The Warsaw Pact
logistic system could become a serious weakness, depending upon the
ability of NATO to exploit it.

As | emphasized last year, we should not attach too much
significance to these considerations. The Soviets appear confident --
and rightly so -- that they need not be prepared for a surprise attack
by NATO. Being able to choose their own time for an attack, and having
the tactical initiative, mean that they could repair most of these defi-
cliencies at their convenience.

B. Tactical Air Forces

Soviet Frontal Aviation is organized Into 16 air armies with
109 regiments and six independent squadrons. Of the 16 air armies, four
are based in Eastern Europe. The others are stationed in various mili-
tary districts in the Soviet Union.

The total fighter/attack, electronic countermeasures (ECM),
and reconnalssance force consists of approximately 4,500 first-1ine
combat aircraft. In addition, some 500 BADGER/BLINDER medium-range
bombers and BACKFIRES from Long-Range Aviation could conceivably be used
for conventional operations.

The Soviets have continued to modernize thelr air armies with
late-model MIG-21s (FISHBED), MIG-23s and MIG-27s (FLOGGER B and D),

SU-17s (FITTER C and D), and FENCER. About 80 percent of the fighter/
attack force in Frontal Aviation now consists of these aircraft; the
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proportion is expected to increase steadily through the mid-1980s.
Because of thelr ranges and payloads, these aircraft give the Soviets --
for the first time -- the capability to attempt deep air superiority and
interdiction missions with nuclear or non-nuclear munitions, which
enhance thelir capability to attack targets such as command centers,
nuclear storage sites, stockpiles of ammunition and equipment, and many
of the maritime and aerial ports in Europe. However, | must stress that
Soviet avionics, munitions, pilot training, and flying time do not
approach U.S. standards.

c. Naval Forces

The overall size of the Soviet general purpose naval forces
has not changed significantly since last year. The ocean-going surface
combatant force consists of: two KIEV-class light, VTOL, guided missile
carriers -- one in operation, one undergoing sea trials, and a third
under construction; two MOSKVA-class aviation cruisers; and 266 other
surface combatants, including 20 with anti-ship missile launchers. What
could be a nuclear powered cruiser displacing over 20,000 tons is being
fitted out in the Baltic. Construction continues on KRIVAK-Il and
GRISHA class surface combatants.

The general purpose submarine force (excluding SSBs and SSBNs)
consists of 195 attack submarines and 65 cruise missile submarines the
majqrity of which are nuclear powered. Submarine production emphasizes
evolutionary improvements rather than revolutionary change.

The Soviets now have 101 amphibious ships, of which 25 are
capable of extended operations and open-ocean transit. A new amphibious
ship of about 13,000 tons, the IVAN ROGOV Amphibious Assault Transport
Dock (LPD), has now completed sea trials. It will probably accommodate
an infantry battalion as well as air cushion landing craft in its well.
New construction of amphibious ships, however, continues at a modest
level. In addition, the Soviet merchant marine has the capability to
support overseas operations, especially with roll-on/roll-off ships, of
which at least 25 are now in service. Estimated Soviet naval infantry
consists of about 12,000 men.

Direct support to the fleet comes from 85 replenishment ships.
There are ;215 other major auxiliaries in support of the fleet.

Trends in the number and tonnages of the NATO and Warsaw Pact
navies (with ballistic missile submarines and their supporting vessels
excluded) are shown in Chart 6-2.
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Chart 6-2
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Table 6-14

Distribution of Soviet Navy - 1978

General Purpose Submarines

Nuclear
Non-Nuclear

Surface Warships
Amphibious Warfare Ships
Naval Aviation

Bombers 2/
Other Aircraft 3/

IwINI
SNIS

helicopters.

Includes frigates in the Caspian Sea Flotilla.
Includes strike, bomber, and fighter-bomber aircraft.
Includes ASW/patrol, reconnalssance/EW, tanker and VTOL aircraft and

Northern Baltlic Black Sea Pacific
Fleet Fleet Fleet Fleet Total
260
80
180
68 81 1/ 73 270
101
1,310
80 105 95 L4io
900

The KIEV class carriers, with thelr vertical takeoff and
landing (VTOL) aircraft, HORMONE helicopters, long-range anti-ship
missiles, and ASW weapons, could engage in general sea control as well

as power projection missions.

They can already provide a limited

amount of protection to Soviet sealift in distant operations, and they
could afford a modest amount of air cover for amphiblious assaults.
Whether this capability will be substantially expanded in the future

is still uncertain.

Il. OBJECTIVES

While these capabilities are impressive, we must not exaggerate
them. As Table 6-2 shows, NATO has greater economic resources and a
larger population than the entire Warsaw Pact, and nearly as many people
under arms. At the same time, the richer alliance -- richer by almost a
factor of three -- is poorer in tanks, armored personnel carrlers,
artillery tubes, rocket launchers, and even slightly in combat aircraft
(with air defense interceptors included).
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Table 6-2

NATO AND WARSAW PACT RESOURCES

NATO Warsaw Pact
GNP ($ Billions) 3,773 1,396
Population (Millions) 564.0 368.2
Military Manpower (Millions) 4.8 5.2

The static comparisons of NATO and Warsaw Pact assets have led
some (wrongly, in my view) to quite opposing conclusions. The first is
that we cannot hope to deal with this massive Pact capability by con-
ventional means, and must resort to a nuclear defense. The second is
that, while we can manage the problem, we must somehow match the Warsaw
Pact in all military categories if we are to have adequate forces.

A. Contingencies

Neither of these conclusions has much merit. As | have already
stressed, our concern with the balance of power and the adequacy of our
forces Is not an abstraction and cannot be properly portrayed in some
worldwide balance sheet. We are interested in the balance of power and
the adequacy of our forces at those specific points where our interests
could be jeopardized.

Our interests, admittedly, are worldwide, and we cannot deploy
great power everywhere at once, except at unacceptable cost. But neither
can the Soviet Union. In some classical, geopolitical sense, the Soviets
may enjoy interior lines of communication, and may be able to move their
forces around more easily than we and our allies can. However, their
interior lines of conmunication do not give them any great advantage
because of the weaknesses Iin their transportation system.

These problems aside, many of the Soviet forces are tied down
by security concerns of their own, and therefore are quite static in
their missions. Units, obviously, could be moved from the border of the
PRC to Eastern Europe. But such a move would take time and involve
risks; and it would permit us to reinforce our own capabilities.

We must include the forces of Soviet satellite countries in
our calculations, but the Soviets must include those of our friends in
theirs. The Soviets have concentrated large forces in Eastern Europe
and its immediate vicinity, and their satellites facing West Germany
(East Germany, Czechoslovakia, and Poland) could, in the short-run,
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provide additional divisions and tactical alrcraft, although their
political reliability may be open to question. After long and arduous
efforts, the Soviets have developed another and lesser concentration of
force in the Far East. But they would be hard put to achieve a com-
parable concentration elsewhere without a major and time-consuming
mobilization. And they would probably encounter severe difficulties --
without further and large-scale preparations -- in trying to launch
major and sustained offensive operations in two widely separated geo-
graphic theaters.

A two-front war Is not an attractive prospect even for the
United States, although we conducted simultaneous campaligns in Europe
and the Pacific during World War Il. But historically, such a possi-
bility has been anathema to Russia. Thus, while it is true that the
Soviets have general purpose ground forces of 1.8 million men and over
170 divisions, it Is highly unlikely -- short of a full-scale mobili-
zation to which we could respond -- that we would see all of those
forces concentrated in a single theater of vital interest to us. It Is
almost equally unlikely that we would see all of those forces engaged in
simultaneous offensive operations in two vital theaters. The threat
that counts, in other words, is not necessarily the full inventory of
Soviet conventional capabilities, but the forces that actually can be
used at any given time to threaten our interests.

In measuring the adequacy of our non-nuclear forces, not only
must we explicitly take these considerations into account; we must also
remember that the burden of responding to the threat will rarely fall on
the United States alone. In fact, | consider a conventional conflict
with the Soviet Union that does not involve U.S. allles quite incredible.
We frequently complain about the burdens of our commitments; we rarely
count their benefits. Yet In Europe, our allies provide the bulk of the
day-to-day defenses and help with the support of our deployed forces in
a number of ways.” A similar spirit of cooperation prevails in the Far
East. Where nuclear deterrence is concerned, we shoulder virtually the
entire responsibility; In the case of non-nuclear defense, a genuine
system of collective security, for the most part, exists. Accordingly,
when we consider the non-nuclear balance and the adequacy of our forces,
the contribution of allies is as important in our measurement as the
location of the balance and the time at which we measure it.

B. Strategic Concept

An attempt to put the non-nuclear problem into perspective
should not mislead us into believing that the problem is simple or
easily solved. It is not. The world, unfortunately, is rich with
dangerous contlingencies, some of which could occur simultaneously. The
concentration of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe and the western mili-
tary districts of the USSR creates the ever-present risk of an attack
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on Western Europe. The Middle East may have become less of a tinderbox;
but a number of hostilities continue in the region, the nations there
are heavily armed, and there is always the oll of Iran and the Arabian
peninsula to tempt forces from the outside. In Asia, North Korea still
does not appear to have accepted the independence of. the South, and
continues to seek the capabilities for an attack across the 38th par-
allel. The potentialities for further violence In Southeast Asia and
Africa are large. We cannot foresee or prepare for all of them. Nor
can we foreclose the possibility that several attacks on our interests
might occur at once. Even much larger forces than we now support could
be stretched to the breaking point under exceptional circumstances.
Before we can assess the adequacy of our non-nuclear forces, we have to
define where that breaking point should be.

Some history may help to [lluminate the choices. We moved on
a variety of fronts in World War 11, but emphasized two and gave the
highest priority to one ~-- the European theater. The basic constraint
of our economy and population meant that, while we could deal with more
than two contingencles, we still had to concentrate our military power
and apply it sequentially in order to achieve our successes. During the
1960s, we designed and measured the adequacy of our general purpose
forces on the basis of a somewhat similar strategic concept.

The assumptions behind the concept of the 1960s were that:
(1) we faced two major opponents Iin the Soviet Union and the PRC (much
as we had faced Germany and Japan in World War 11); (2) the Soviet Union
and the PRC could attack more or less simultaneously in Europe and Asia;
(3) at the same time, another and much smaller contingency might arise
In an area of vital interest to the United States -- an area such as
Cuba or the Middle East -- that would require some commitment of U.S.
forces.

We did not pretend that if organized violence erupted around
the world, we would respond everywhere. We did not pretend that our
responses would ignore the capabilities of our allles. We did not
pretend that, at all times, we should have available the active-duty
forces to fight our way to Moscow and Peking. We planned instead on
the following basis: (1) we and our allies should have the capability to
deal simultaneously with the first stages of two major contingencies and
one lesser contingency; (2) behind the screen provided by our actlive-
duty and high-priority reserve forces, we would mobilize and deploy the
capabllities necessary to achieve our postwar objectives.

Simply because of the location of the Soviet Union and the
PRC, and the limits on thelr abilty to project large amounts of non-

nuclear power beyond the Eurasian land mass, we assumed that major
contingencies were most likely to occur in Europe, Korea, and Southeast
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Asia. However, we were quite uncertain about the location of a serlous
lesser contingency, when it might occur in relation to the larger con-
tingencies, and how long any of them might last.

To deal with these uncertainties and at the same time to get
the most out of our defense resources we took six steps: (1) we main-
tained forces deployed in forward defenses in the two theaters of
greatest danger and interest: Western Europe and the Western Pacific,
with a particular focus in Asia on the Korean peninsula and the security
of our Japanese ally; (2) we kept the bulk of our active-duty forces in
a CONUS-based central reserve which could be used to move into one or
more overseas theaters; (3) we built up our long-range mobility capa-
bility, principally in the form of strategic airlift, so as to be able
to deploy or reinforce rapidly to a threatened theater; (4) we desig-
nated ''swing'" forces which would be capable of fighting effectively in
both the Asian and the NATO theaters; (5) we sought to improve the early
availability of our National Guard and Reserve ground and air units so
as to reduce the burdens on and costs of our active-duty forces; and (6)
we Insisted on a two-ocean navy so as to assure, at a minimum, control
of our sea lines of communication in the North Atlantic and the Western
Pacific.

To the extent that we could maintain these various conditions -~
both macroscopic and more microscopic -- we considered our non-nuclear
forces to be adequate. We also defined, in effect, what we regarded as
the relevant balances of power and where we insisted on being, as It
were, Number One.

In my judgment, this approach of defining the number and
magnitude of simultaneous contingencies remains the right one to use in
making our non-nuclear assessments today. In reaching that judgment, |
do not wish to pretend that these conditions of effectiveness have
remained frozen since the 1960s. As we all know, a great deal has
happened in the past decade. Soviet non-nuclear capabilities have grown
In size and sophistication. Much of the numerical growth can be attri-
buted to the decision to remain in occupation of Czechoslovakia, and to
the deepening split with China. But we must recognize that the Soviet
forces in Czechoslovakia are in a position to attack NATO. The Soviet
forces in the Far East are less flexible in potential employment, but
cannot be ignored.

We often overlook it, but U.S. and allied capabilities have
changed as well. Most Important, however, is the changed situation in
Asia.
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North Korea Is no less a source of danger than it was a decade
ago. But the Sino-Soviet split and our changed relationship with the
PRC make it less likely that the North Koreans would receive any external
encouragement or support for a major military adventure. Though they
might attack without that support, its lack is an inhibiting factor.

Our commitments in Southeast Asia are incomparably less than a decade
ago. On the other hand, our interest in the Persian Gulf and Indian
Ocean has understandably grown. Overall, it has become much more diffi-
cult than in the 1960s to imagine a large-scale conflict on the mainland
of Asia requiring U.S. forces more or less simultaneously with the
demands of a major crisis or conflict in Europe.

This Is not to say that a clash between NATO and the Warsaw
Pact would necessarily be confined to Europe and the Atlantic; it could
spread to -- or conceivably start in -- other areas, including the
Persian Gulf or Northeast Asia, despite the traditional Russian abhor-
rence of two-front wars. But the implications of a breakdown in the
geographic limits to a conflict would be quite different from the
occurrence of two major, simultaneous, but separate contingencies In
Europe and Asla.

That fs why, starting In 1969, it was decided to change the
strategic concept and make our forces responsible, in conjunction with
allies, for dealing simultaneously with one major and one lesser con-
tingency -~ but with the recognition that the major contingency could be
worldwide in some of its repercussions. Continuation of that modified
concept still seems justified today. We continue to recognize, however,
that world events will not necessarily conform to our planning concept.

Because of the heavy concentration of Soviet forces in and
near Eastern Europe, it Is relatively easy (however unpleasant) to
visualize a major conflict In central Europe that would create a demand
for large U.S. forces. And it requires no great exercise of the imagi-
nation to visualize that conflict spreading, particularly at sea. It
has become difficult, however, to imagine ~- not so much a large-scale
conflict developing elsewhere -- but another and separate large war with
another major power breaking out, simultaneously with one in Europe,
that would require a large U.S. intervention on the ground and In the
air.

A simultaneous lesser contingency, on the other hand, not only
seems quite plausible; it could also be the triggering event for a much
larger conflict. The location of such a contingency remains as diffi-
cult to specify as ever. However, with the spread of the more sophistli-
cated non-nuclear weapons, and the gradual growth in Soviet power pro-
jectlon capabilities, It could be more demanding of our capabilities.

In the circumstances, we can probably make a larger proportion of our
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ground and tactical air forces more specifically equipped for operations
in Europe than In the past. In doing so, though, we must not become
completely preoccupied with Europe. And we must not forego the flexi-
bility and insurance that come from our geographic position, some
"'swing' forces, ready reserves, and strategic mobility.

I1l. ASSESSMENTS

These objectives dictate how we test the adequacy of our non-
nuclear forces. Not only Is an attack on Western Europe by the Warsaw
Pact the most plausible major contingency that could arise; it is the
most demanding one as far as we can foresee. |If we and our allies can
cope with such an attack, we are entitled to believe that our forces are
adequate for the initial stages of any major war and its deterrence.

The basis for determining whether we also have the capability for a
simultaneous lesser contingency is less easy to Identify. A conflict in
Korea might make demands on our tactical air, logistic support, and
mobility forces. But short of interventlion by another power in support
of North Korea, it should not impose a requirement for U.S. ground
forces on anything like the scale needed in a European war. A conflict
in the area of the Persian Gulf, on the other hand, and occurring either
prior to or simultaneously with a war in Europe, would obviously subject
our posture to a most rigorous test. Presumably, if we could handle
such a distant and difficult conflict, our forces should be adequate to
deal with most of the other lesser contingencies that might arise.

Whether any of these contingencies would test our naval forces
depends on the character of the conflict we postulate. A war in Europe
could create heavy pressures for attack carrier and amphibious oper-
ations on or near the northern and southern flanks of NATO. Such a war,
even if it were of quite short duration, would surely require that we
protect our North Atlantic line of communications; and it would probably
require protection of the sea lanes to Hawali, Alaska, and our terri-
tories and allies In the Western Pacific, particularly in Northeast
Asia. Attack carriers and amphibious forces could also be needed for a
lesser contingency; and naval forces (1ike ground and land-based tactical
alr forces) could be used in a variety of peacetime situations for
purposes of presence and demonstration. However, we are not attempting
with naval forces, any more than with our other capabilities, to deal
simultaneously with every contingency that might conceivably arise. We
ask, rather, that our naval forces be sufficient to support U.S. national
strategy in the most efficient way possible. The test of sufficiency,
in our view, is primarily the degree to which U.S and allied navies can
protect the key lines of communication to Europe and Asia, while providing
attack carrier and amphibious support to NATO on the flanks, and contribute
simultaneously to a lesser contingency with amphibious and attack carrler
forces. The threats posed by these carrier battle groups should tie
down substantial Soviet naval and naval alr capability.
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Our assumption here, as elsewhere, is that if our naval forces can
manage these contingencies, they should be quite capable of coping with
any other demands we (or our opponents) might make on them.

There is, | realize, a great deal of confusion about what is meant
by the balance of power and how to rank the United States in the world-
wide military hierarchy. Therefore, | want to be quite clear about our
objectives and what we ask our military capabilities to do. As has been
the case since 1969, we want sufficient non-nuclear forces so that, in
conjunction with allies, we can deal simultaneously with one major
contingency (of the magnitude that could arise in Central Europe) and
one lesser contingency (of the magnitude that could occur, for example,
in the vicinity of the Persian Gulf). If, with our current and pro-
grammed capabilities -- and with our allies -- we can manage two such
contingencies, we consider non-nuclear deterrence of attacks on our
interests reasonably well assured. Whether these same capabilities will
preserve the worldwide balance of power or make us Number One seems to
me a less well defined question.

A. Western Europe

The greatest non-nuclear threat to Western Europe would arise
from an attack by the forces of the Warsaw Pact on the Central Region of
NATO. While there is a great deal of pessimism about the ability of
NATO to withstand such an attack, at least by non-nuclear means, the
pessimism usually exists for the wrong reasons.

In my view, NATO has the basic military assets on the ground
and In the alr to conduct a successful forward defense. However, Its
ability to use those assets effectively is highly sensitive to such
factors as Warsaw Pact preparation and NATO warning time. |[f the Warsaw
Pact required a month or more to prepare a large-scale attack on the
Central Region, and If NATO received prompt and credible warning of
these preparations, the Alllance could almost certainly mobilize,
deploy, and make ready a force sufficient in size, firepower, and
agllity to establish a forward defense and stop the attack. Regret-
tably, however, it has become increasingly uncertain that we would be
granted that amount of warning and time.

For some years, the Soviets have stressed in their milltary
doctrine the advantages of short preparation times, tactical surprise
(preceded by cover and deception), mass, concentrated firepower and
shock to break through the enemy's defenses, and rapid movement to
exploit the breakthroughs. With each passing year, thelr capability to
conduct this modern form of blitzkrieg has come closer to matching their
doctrine. Large quantities of self-propelled artillery and tanks, the
BMP armored fighting vehicle, river-bridging equipment, organic and
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mobile air defenses, and their newer aircraft with a deep-strike mission
give them much of the capabllity for rapid offensive action. In addi-
tion, their ability to move their forces speedily into position for an
attack Is now estimated to be greater than we had previously thought.

As a consequence, we now characterize the Warsaw Pact as having three
major levels of attack.

Admittedly, neither the Soviets nor the other members of the
Pact engage In large-scale maneuvers in Eastern Europe. It Is estimated,
nonetheless, that after a short period of preparation the Pact could
launch an attack made up of two fronts from its forward deployed forces.
It Is believed that we would probably recelve some warning of this
attack.

After another short period of preparation, the Pact could
attack with a total of three fronts from its forward deployed forces.
If this attack occurred only after the three fronts had been deployed,
NATO would probably receive a fairly substantial amount of warning.

It Is conceivable that the Pact, with more time, would make
ready all its forces in Eastern Europe, bring in additional divisions
from the western military districts of the Soviet Union, and draw on
aircraft from Its reserve and training establishments before attacking.
However, many of the Pact divisions would probably be at less than full
combat readiness. Although NATO might receive considerable warning of
preparations for this attack, the Soviets would probably seek to achieve
tactical surprise.

NATO has the Inventory of ground and tactical air forces to.
halt all three levels of attack, at least by most of the available™
measures. The generalship of our forces should be at least the equal of
the Pact's, and the morale of our troops should be higher. We have good
grounds for believing, in addition, that we would obtain excellent
knowledge of Pact preparations for an attack within a relatively short
time of those preparations having begun, although we could still be
fooled as to the Pact's specific intentions and timing by various Soviet
measures of cover and deception. When, in fact, NATO might react to
these preparations would depend not only on the lag in warning, but also
on decision times within the Alliance, which would be greatly affected
by detailed political as well as military circumstances.

In sum, NATO already has a respectable ground and tactical air
capabllity for a non-nuclear defense of the Central Region. At a rough
estimate, the Alllance has actually bought and paid for most of what is
needed to give that defense a high probabilty of success, even against
the largest of the attacks the Pact could launch without extensive and
time-consuming mobilization -- mobilization whose months would, if
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efficiently used, probably benefit NATO more than the Pact. The diffi-
culty of the Alliance is that it has simply not kept pace with the
improvements made in the readiness and combat effectiveness of Soviet
forces, particularly in the GSFG. We could not be any more sure of
stopping quick attacks than the Soviets marshals could be confident of
breaking through NATO's defenses. While | do not consider the balance a
comfortable one, neither is It so discouraging as to paralyze our will
to improve it.

| realize that even this moderate assessment is at variance
with the view that the Pact -- with its large number of tanks -- would
quickly tear gaping holes in NATO defenses manned with a relatively
small number of tanks. But before we surrender to this dismal view, we
should take several other considerations into account. First, NATO
would oppose the Pact not just with tanks but with more than 17,000
anti-tank weapon launchers on the ground, and still more anti-tank kill
capability in attack helicopters and close support aircraft. Second, It
is quite doubtful that we would see all of the Pact tanks at any one
time. The much more probable case is that we would have to fight off
several echelons of tanks, and that the real test would be of our ability,
not to destroy their inventory of tanks in a few hours, but to sustain
our tank-killing capabllity under the impact of successive waves of
tanks, preceded by heavy artillery barrages.

We are also short of indirect and direct firepower, although
| do not believe that our tactical airpower (efficiently allocated) is
sufficiently credited with being able to make up for this shortfall.
The A-10 attack aircraft has especially impressive tank-killing potential.
The fixed Internal installation of the 30mm gun permits its high accuracy
to be sustalined over many sorties, and the high rate of fire of the
weapon enables multiple rounds to be put on target in very short bursts.

Even the United States, but more particularly our allies, need
more stocks of combat consumables, Including modern munitions and war
materiel to sustain intense combat for an extended period. All of our
forces are deficient In chemical and electronic warfare capabilities,
and our existing theater and field army air defenses would probably be
inadequate against the newer Soviet aircraft. The unsheltered portion
of our aircraft, our airfields and stocks of equipment and supplies, and
the nuclear element of NATO's forces could, under current conditions, be
excessively vulnerable to attacks by the newer Soviet deep penetration
alrcraft.

Perhaps even more disturbing, NATO's deployed forces are not
yet sufficiently alert or combat-ready -- despite recent improvements --
to exploit the warning of a Pact attack they might receive. Our current
LOC can be too easily severed. Lack of interoperability and cross-
communication among allied forces would also hurt. Our forces, even if
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in position, could be vulnerable to attacks along national interfaces,
and the few reserves avallable In the first days of a conflict would
have difficulty concentrating against the main axes of a Pact attack.

Whether adequate reserves would even be available in time
must remain at Issue. At present, there are too few ready allied
reserve units available to counter an early Pact buildup and shore up
the defenses pending the deployment of heavy U.S. tactical air and
particularly ground reinforcements. As of now, the arrival of forces
from the United States and their entry into combat would be delayed by
the limited availability of strategic airlift (particularly of aircraft
capable of moving oversize cargo) and by inadequate facilities and other
resources in the theater -- with too few of the prepositioned division
sets (POMCUS) needed for rapid reinforcement, too few stocks of modern
munitions and other combat consumables, and a continuing serious short-
age of bed-down facilities and protective shelters for our deploying
alrcraft. Once on line, these forces would also suffer from a lack of
allied rationalization of doctrine and standardization of equipment.

Obviously, even though NATO already has all the basic economic
and personnel resources necessary to halt a Pact attack in the Central
Region by non-nuclear means, It has a great deal of collaborative effort
ahead of it to make the Investment pay off in a high-confidence defense.
Increased outlays by all members of the Alliance will continue to be
necessary If these last and crucial increments of effectiveness are to
be achieved.

We would have to assume, in assessing our responsiveness to
this major contingency, that the Pact would attack on one or both of
NATO's flanks as well as In the Central Region. In the Northern Region,
the Soviets might be expected to break out of the Murmansk area and try
to control northern Norway and all the waters north of the Greenland-
Iceland-United Kingdom (GIUK) barrier. In the Southern Region, we would
have to anticipate efforts by the Pact to dispose of the threats to its
flanks from Greece and Turkey, and to gain unimpeded access to the
Mediterranean.

In the North, Norway (and perhaps Iceland) would be hard put
to resist attack without allied support. In the South, Greece and
Turkey have the forces on the ground to deal with the Pact, In part
because they can benefit from the ruggedness of the terrain. But Thrace
does not permit much defense in depth; both allies are short of modern
air support; and they are badly deficient in combat consumables of all
types.

These vulnerabilities are serious, and deserve more attention
within NATO. However, | continue to believe that most of the weaknesses
on the flanks can be removed primarily by Improvements In the Iindigenous
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forces, by better integration of, and logistics for, allied forces in
the south, and by European commitments to reinforce the flanks on land,
at sea, and in the air.

The United States, for its part, would be able to contribute
significantly to a forward defense in the Northern Region through the
deployment of Marine forces supported by both sea-based and land-based
tactical air forces. Such a contribution would help to stabilize
the situation in the North.

Although all naval forces in the eastern Mediterranean --
Soviet as well as allied -- are potentially vulnerable in some degree to
surprise attack, we intend to continue operating In those waters as well
as in the Norwegian Sea. The U.S. Sixth Fleet has a number of vital
responsibilities In the eastern Mediterranean which it will continue to
meet. One of them, In conjunction with land-based tactical air forces,
is to provide air support for Greek and Turkish forces in the Southern
Region. If necessary, we could make Marine units available. Logistic
support would also be critical after several weeks. There Is no reason
why, with contributions of this order, this front could not be defended
too.

In sum, NATO's position Is nelther as weak as the pessimists
would have us believe, nor as strong as | think it needs to be. As |
noted earlier, our allies already contribute 90 percent of the ground
forces and 75 percent of the air forces needed to defend Western Europe
against a surprise attack. The forces now deployed in the theater by
the United States, and the reinforcements we would provide, are adequate
in terms of combat force structure to round out this posture and give
Western Europe high confidence of a successful, forward, non-nuclear
defense on the flanks as well as in the Central Region. Thus, if a
Warsaw Pact attack on Europe is the most demanding major contingency we
could face, | believe that the United States has adequate capablilities --
at least as far as combat force structure is concerned -- to implement
that part of its national strategy. The problems we have, which are
major, lie in the other elements of our posture | have mentioned.

B. Northeast Asia

The international situation, and the progress we have made
with our foreign policies, Jjustify our continuing to plan for only one
major non-nuclear contingency. Since our ground and tactical air forces
are flexible enough to meet non-NATO as well as NATO contingencies, in
conjunction with allies, they should be more than adequate to deal with
any separate and major contingency in Northeast Asia, however unlikely.
Moreover, any improvements we make in our rapid reinforcement capabillity
for Europe (especially in the form of expanded strategic alrllftg should
give us more than enough capacity for any reinforcements we might have
to provide in the Far East.

104

Google



At the peak of the Korean war, our deployments on the Korean
peninsula never exceeded eight divisions and 12 land-based tactical air
wings. |If a comparable situation were to arise again -- which is doubt-
ful -- and if it were the only contingency to occur at the time, we
could obviously make a larger effort than in 1951.

| realize, however, that concern about the situation in Korea
stems less from these prospects than from the possibility of a surprise
attack by North Korea. There are several grounds for this concern. The
personnel strength of the North Korean ground forces now appears to be
near parity with South Korean ground forces. The North Koreans have
also formed a number of new combat units during the past decade; they
have improved their battlefield mobility; they have a significant
advantage in artillery tubes and a still larger advantage in medium
tanks; and they would have the benefit of tactical surprise and the
initiative.

Given a strong defense by South Korean ground forces, however,
and a heavy commitment of U.S. airpower, the North Koreans could not be
assured of achieving decisive results in the initial days of their
offensive.

This relatively somber appraisal, and our vital interest In
the Far East, leave no question about our need to continue a major
military presence in the region. Despite the relative stability of the
area and the growing self-defense capabilities of South Korea, we must
maintain a powerful force in the Western Pacific both to demonstrate our
interest and to help deter any reckless actions in Northeast Asia during
a crisis In Europe.

Aside from the 2nd U.S. Infantry Division, the withdrawal of
which Is planned to be completed in 1981 or 1982, the principal U.S.
forces Iimmediately available for action in the theater will be 10
squadrons of land-based fighter/attack aircraft (with four of them based
in South Korea), two brigades of the Third Marine Amphibious Force
including Its organic air wing in Japan (Okinawa), and 20 to 25 combat-
ants in the U.S. Seventh Fleet, including two attack carriers. In
addition, the Army's 25th Infantry Division, stationed in Hawall,
remalns avalilable for possible commitment. These forces will continue
to undergo modernization. After the withdrawal of the 2nd U.S. Infantry
Division, we also intend to designate it, when located in the CONUS, as
a unit available for Korean contingencies, but one that could be used
elsewhere if needed.

Our deployed forces are obviously important as both a measure
and an earnest of our commitment to a theater. | do not believe, how-
ever, that because past conditions may have warranted a particular
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posture, we or our friends should be immutably wedded to that posture,
despite changes In military conditions. There are no good grounds for
believing that, at present, our posture in the Western Pacific is too
weak to deal with any land-based contingency of interest that might
arise. We have the capability, nonetheless, to introduce additional
combat capabilities to the theater, including a larger complement of
tactical fighters, If this assessment should prove too optimistic.

Barring major new developments, however, | believe that our
posture in the Western Pacific Is adequate to the commitments of the
United States. With a staunch ally in Japan, with powerful indigenous
forces in South Korea backed by U.S. power, and with bases in the
Philippines from which we can reach northward or into the Indian Ocean,
the United States remains a major Pacific power. With our allies, with
tactical air and sea control forces, and with currently deployed ground
forces, we have high confidence of supporting the future security and
stability of the region. In that sense, the balance of non-nuclear
power in Asia and the Western Pacific is quite acceptable.

C. The Middle East

As | noted earlier, the Middle East now constitutes an important
basis for assessing the adequacy of the non-nuclear forces we program
for a lesser contingency. Most of. the contingencies strictly internal
to the Middle East would not appear to warrant any direct U.S. involve-
ment. Israel is currently superior militarily to all its Arab neighbors
combined. So far, Egypt has shown herself capable of handling border
conflicts with Libya. However, serious problems could arise in the
region of the Persian Gulf. As we have been seeing in the case of Iran,
domestic instabilities constitute the greatest immediate danger there.
Nevertheless, we cannot preclude the possibility of outside intervention
following from these internal disruptions.

The situation In lran is illustrative of what could happen.
Continued instability there could lead to attempts by lraq to settle old
scores. lranian forces, |f they were not diverted by internal disorders,
should be more than adequate in numbers and materiel to deal with this
possibility. If Soviet forces were to intervene, however, elther in
support of attacks by others or under the pretext of defending the USSR
from threats based in Iran, they could certainly overwhelm Iran's capa-
bility for defense.

| do not wish to suggest that the events hypothesized here
have any imminent plausibility. The Soviets have been relatively
restrained and cautious In their policy toward Iran during recent
months, particularly as regards direct military action. Their forces
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in the vicinity of the Caucasus, consisting of more than 20 divisions of
varying strengths and about 400 tactical alrcraft, have remained at a

low state of readiness. However, if under these hypothetical conditions,
they were to move to a Category | state of readiness and attack (which
would take several weeks of preparation, we estimate), their intervention
could well require a U.S. response.

The forces envisioned for such a response would be nelther
appropriate for nor planned for maintaining internal security and the
domestic political order. Those are not responsibilities of the United
States, and particularly not of the U.S. military.

Let me emphasize again that this is an examination of a hypo-
thetical contingency. It provides a measure of the capabilities of our
forces. It is not meant in any sense as a prediction of the evolution
of events in the Persian Gulf region.

D. The Situation at Sea

Even the threat of these contingencies, as well as their
actual occurrence, means that we must be In a position at all times to
protect the major sea lanes to our allies. If non-nuclear deterrence Is
to be credible, our opponents must understand not only that we can
deploy our forces rapidly to endangered areas, but also that we can
sustain those forces in combat as long as necessary. In the event that
deterrence should fail, a non-nuclear conflict of any duration would
necessitate moving up to 95 percent of our military and economic cargoes
by sea. In short, powerful naval forces remain essential to our security.
That Is not in doubt. Whether the U.S. Navy, in conjunction with allied
navies, Is powerful enough to execute its essential non-nuclear mlsslons
remains a matter of controversy. In my judgment it is.

Suppose that a conflict Involving U.S. forces developed in the
Middle East, that it spread to Europe, and that there was the further
possibility that it might somehow leap to the Far East. At a minimum,
in these circumstances, we would need to protect our sea lines of com-
munication (SLOCs) in the Mediterranean, the North Atlantic, and the
Western Pacific. Our allies should be able to bottle up Soviet naval
forces in the Baltic and Black Seas. The main U.S. concern, therefore,
would be primarily with the Soviet Northern and Pacific Fleets, and the
Soviet Mediterranean Squadron, although several of our allles could also
make vital contributions to the defeat of these forces.

The outcome of a shootout between our Sixth Fleet and the
Soviet Squadron in the Medlterranean would depend to some degree on who
fired first, and on tactical considerations, such as the degree of
freedom for U.S. forces to choose their location and movement during a
crisis. There is little doubt, however, that as long as we and our
friends control the Mediterranean littoral, we could destroy the Soviet
Squadron and come to dominate these waters.
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There are several ways in which we could combat the Soviet
Northern and Pacific Fleets, and they have differing effects both on
U.S. naval force requirements and on how we assess the outcome of a
hypothetical war at sea. Because of geography, the most efficient
strategy would be to force the Soviet fleets to fight in waters favor-
able to us, although this would not preclude us from operating selec-
tively in the Norwegian Sea, the Barents Sea, and the Sea of Japan.

To succeed In the Iinterdiction of our main SLOCs, the Soviets
would have to emerge from Murmansk, Vliadivostok, and Petropavlovsk, run
a gauntlet of alr, surface, and subsurface barriers In narrow seas, in
the open oceans, and around our capital ships and convoys, and inflict
heavy damage on our economic and military cargoes over a period of
months. As far as we can tell, thelr surface combatants (if they even
emerged) could not survive in this environment long enough to inflict
damage of any significance. Our main problem would come from Soviet
land-based naval aviation -- principally the BACKFIREs armed with air-
to-surface missiles -- and from Soviet cruise missile firing and torpedo
firing submarines. Some of these forces might predeploy in order to
escape our defensive barriers, but unless overseas bases were avallable
to them, they would soon have to run the gauntlet to return to their
home bases for resupply and refitting. Furthermore, our forces could
quickly reduce any overseas bases they might have at the outset of the
campaign.

OQur aircraft carriers deployed in the North Atlantic and

Western Pacific should be able, in conjunction with aircraft based in
the United Kingdom, Iceland, and Japan, to keep the BACKFIRE threat to
manageable proportions over the next few years. Because individual kill
probabilities tend to be low in anti-submarine warfare (ASW), it could
take as many as three months to bring the Soviet submarine threat under
"control in the Atlantic and the Pacific. Typical -- though necessarily
uncertaln -- estimates show that, during those months, essential cargoes
would get through to Europe and Japan although we might lose a significant
percentage of U.S. and allied merchant shipping. At the same time,
according to these estimates, the Soviets would lose a large percentage
of their submarine force, and their subsequent effectiveness against the
main SLOCs would be low.

These estimates give us no grounds for complacency about the
future. Soviet submarines will undoubtedly become quieter and more
difficult to detect. Modern Soviet land-based naval aviation will prob-
ably expand in size and grow more capable as techniques for ocean
survelllance improve and are linked with these aircraft. Because we
invested so many resources in so few surface combatants during the late
1960s and early 1970s, and because so many of our destroyers will suffer
block obsolescence toward the end of the 1980s, we run the risk then of
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having less two-ocean, surface-based ASW and AAW ships than would be
desirable. We are also shorter of modern mines and mine countermeasure
capabilities than Is prudent. Now that we are rapidly Improving our
anti-ship cruise missile capability, destroyer and frigate force levels
and mine inventory deficiencies remain two of our most serious naval
weaknesses. Perhaps of equal importance, we lack adequate defense
effectiveness against massed bomber and missile attacks.

E. Conclusion

| realize that, in making these assessments, | have run
counter to many widespread views about our military position relative to
the Soviet Union. However, | believe that my judgments are an accurate
reflection of present realities. And while | must necessarily take
responsibility for the specifics of my appraisal, | think it is falr to
say that my overall outlook about the present situation coincides with
the view of my principal military adviser. In the words of the Chalirman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: '"There is too much pessimism about our
current capability. | wouldn't swap our present military capability
with that of the Soviet Union, nor would | want to trade the broader
problems each country faces."

IV. READINESS

So far, In making my own appraisals, | have stressed force struc-
ture and weapons. There are, however, at least five material conditions
of combat effectiveness. Not only must we have force structure in the
form of organized units of fire, maneuver, and support, together with
sufficiently modern weapons and equipment to cope with an increasingly
sophisticated opponent. We must also have forces that are highly
trained, ready for deployment to combat theaters, and provided with the
staying power necessary to repel and go on to defeat an enemy.

In principle, once decisions about force structure and weapons are
made, the necessary training, readiness, and sustainability of the
forces should follow. In practice, within any given budget, we can
acquire more or less of each one of these factors. ‘

Prior to World War 11, the combination of distance and strong
friends overseas permitted us, however mistakenly, to be relatively
relaxed about most of these conditions of combat effectiveness. Now,
nuclear weapons and long-range ballistic missiles have virtually anni-
hilated distance and the time it used to buy us. Our allies, despite’
their recovery from World War |1, no longer provide the shield behind
which we can mobilize, equip, and train our forces. Whether we recognlize
it or not, we have entered an entirely new era as far as the U.S. mili-
tary posture is concerned.
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No one really quarrels with the importance of highly ready, alert,
modern, and survivable strategic nuclear forces. What is still not
adequately considered, however, is that we might want some of these
forces to survive for months rather than hours after a nuclear attack,
and to remain under central command and control during that time. We
assume, in effect, that any nuclear exchange is bound to be a super-
blitzkrieg rather than the process of attrition that has characterized
most great traditional wars. Owing to the high probability that any use
of nuclear weapons would quickly escalate to a counter-city exchange,
that Is indeed the most likely assumption. However, it is worth more
critical examination than we tend to give it.

The need to control our non-nuclear forces is more universally
accepted, but we give less consideration than we should to other con-
ditions of non-nuclear effectiveness. Owing to the magnitude and
growing sophistication of Warsaw Pact forces, we have been willing,
admittedly, to invest In large NATO capabilities to counterbalance them.
Yet despite this investment, the United States and its allles continue
in many cases to stint on their training, readiness, sustainability, and
modernization. Those habits must change.

While we may exaggerate the speed with which the Pact can prepare
itself, NATO as a whole must still be in a position to meet sudden,
unreinforced attacks that are preceded by little warning. The United
States, for its part, must be able to deploy tactical air and ground
forces to the theater in half the time we used to allow -- two weeks
instead of a month. The amount of staying power these forces should
have once in the theater is less easy to define. It is tempting to
program only for a short war. |If a short-war assumption were to prove
wrong, however, we might find ourselves winning the opening battles and
losing the war. In other parts of the world, moreover, staying power
could prove to be of great importance, as we found out in both Korea and
Vietnam.

It is also the case that quite lengthy periods of tension could
precede an armed showdown, as they did before World War | and World War
Il. But it would be a mistake any longer to count on years, or even
many months, of preparation, and we should not depend on the dangerous
and costly tactic of trading space for time. We nearly ran out of both
time and space in World War 1l and Korea. As surprise and blitzkrieg
begin to enter the repertory of the Soviet Union, the option even to
make such a trade must be in doubt.

These conditions place heavy burdens on our active-duty and high-
priority reserve forces. For the most part, they now have the weapons
and equipment they need to fulfill their responsibilities, although the
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competition from the Soviet Union obliges us to continue our moderni-
zation programs. Our active-duty forces, and the air units and selected
support units in the Reserve Components have also reached high levels of
training. The affiliation of high-priority Reserve Component Army
battallions and brigades with some of our active divistons promises to
promote better readiness In our standby ground forces, and we are work-
ing to upgrade the training of other Army Reserve Component units.

Despite the importance of readiness, too much of our modern equip-
ment still stands idle for lack of spare parts, maintenance, and over-
hauls. Forces without a high complement of ready equipment -- however
sophisticated the out-of-commission weapons may be -- are not going to
be effective in deterring modern, quick-breaking warfare.

| realize that we can buy back proficiency and maintenance more
rapidly than new tanks, ships, and aircraft. | also appreciate that we
must program for longer-term as well as more immediate force effective-
ness. But time has become a scarce and precious commodity for the
United States. It no longer permits us the luxury of badly unbalanced
forces. The Military Departments are, of course, sensitive to the
problem. As a nation, however, we have not yet fully recognized that
mobilization has a different meaning today than it did 40 years ago.

In saying this, | do not wish to downgrade the importance of
systematic and efficient weapons acquisition. During the past decade,
Soviet procurement -- measured in U.S. prices -- has been cumulatively
about 20 percent greater than comparable U.S. activities; in 1978 alone,
it was 75 percent greater. As a result, we are witnessing a relative
increase in the quantity and quality of Soviet weapons in almost every
mission area, and a reduction in the relative age of most deployed
Soviet as compared to U.S. weapons systems. In many respects, new
Soviet weapons are nearly as sophisticated as ours.

The continuity and stability of Soviet military investment require
that we make an equally steady and long-term response. We need to
exploit the basic U.S. technological advantages in our weapons. We must
make more effective use of civilian technology In our military programs
and introduce more commercial incentives and products into our military
ReED and procurement. Weapon system acquisition time has to be reduced.
We must also undertake further collaborative efforts with our allies,
since they are a major source of both current collective defense capa-
bility and future strength. In 1977, for example, the defense expendi-
tures of our NATO allles amounted to more than $60 billion. Clearly,
increased cooperation in military RED and production with these partners
is in order.
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But as | emphasized last year, and must stress this year again,
modern deterrence is based on more than weapons acquisition and force
structure. We must also have a history of performance, and a record of
determination to maintain our defense capability. Despite the contro-
versies that have surrounded the Korean and Vietnam wars, those conflicts
should leave no doubt about our willingness to fulfill our commitments
or about our loyalty to our friends. One mark of our determination is
the achievement of combat-effectiveness not only on the defense, but
also in offensive operations. To have both, we must do better than in
the past in buying readiness and staying power.

The defense budget for FY 1980 and the Long-Range Defense Pro-
Jjection show the determination to maintain our essential military capa-
bilities. As Section Il of this report explains, we will also Increase
their combat effectiveness. The times and the responsibilities of the
United States call for no less.
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SECTION 11

U.S. DEFENSE PROGRAMS
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CHAPTER 1
STRATEGIC FORCES

I. STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

A. Program Basis

Total Department of Defense spending for Strategic Offensive
Forces in FY 1980 is more than $8 billion. This is around six percent
of the DoD budget.

1. U.S. Strategic Force Requirements

The main objective of U.S. strategic forces 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 forces also enhance deterrence
of non-nuclear aggression against NATO and our Asian allies.

2. The Strategic Balance

Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union could
launch a disarming first-strike that would prevent the other side from
launching a retaliatory strike of devastating proportions. This situ-
ation will remain for the foreseeable future. Soviet ICBMs can threaten
cur ICBMs but the Soviets must also consider the vulnerability of their
silo based systems. On the other hand, both Soviet and U.S. alert
bombers and SLBMs, while subject to attrition through counterforce
attacks or defensive systems, contribute to retaliatory capability
without posing a major direct threat to their counterparts.

Since we cannot measure deterrence directly, | belleve an
appropriate measure results from an examination of how our forces might
perform in response to a hypothetical Soviet attack. We must be con-
fident that our forces are resillient enough to counter any threat that
the Soviet Union can develop. | believe that a Soviet surprise attack
in which our forces 'rideout' the attack poses a severe test, and that
the analysis of such an attack can provide critical insight into the
effectiveness of our forces.

Chart 1-1 compares the relative size of U.S. and Soviet
forces over the period 1975-1987 under the demanding test of a hypo-
thetical Soviet surprise first-strike scenario. This measure reflects
the calculated capabilities of the planned U.S. and projected Soviet
strategic arsenals, using detailed performance characteristics (e.g.,
yield, accuracy, reliability) and the best projection of the threat that
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Chart 1-1
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Note: These charts reflect only one of several ways to compare forces, although they are more

comprehensive than most. They do not reflect the basis on which we plan to use the forces. As Is
the case with all multi-year force comparisons Involving different forces, they do not take Into
account certain operational refinements on each side such as capabilities of and allowances for
theater purposes, range limitations, and uncertainties assoclated with command and control. It
should be emphasized that the data on Soviet forces beyond 1979 are subject to considerable un-
certainty, being projections.

Relative force size Is a measure of capability to destroy a glven set of military and economic targets.
These curves represent the forces on each side that could be generated (not counting units in overhaul,
repalr, conversion, or storage).

These curves show U.S. day-to-day alert forces that have survived a counterforce attack, and Soviet
residual day-to-day alert forces. If the U.S. forces had been on a generated alert prior to the attack,
the number of U.S. forces surviving would be higher.

These curves show U.S. day-to-day alert forces that remaln after a U.S. counterforce retaliation.
Sovliet forces Include surviving ICBMs, on-station SLBMs, any alert bombers, and those SLBMs and bombers
that the Soviets had been able to generate after their first-strike. |If th. U.S. forces had been on

a generated alert, the number of U.S. forces remaining after this retaliation would be higher.

Both sides would remain capable of attacking a comprehensive 1ist of ''soft'’ military and non-

military targets at this point. For this reason, the hypothetical differences betwsen these forces
might or might not be meaningful.
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the forces are expected to encounter. The Soviets are now estimated to
be introducing new missiles with more warheads and improving the accuracy
of their warheads, more rapidly than we had expected a year ago. The
increasing vulnerability of our ICBMs means that by 1982 the balance
calculated to result after a Soviet first strike and a U.S. retaliation
would be less favorable than we would wish, though remaining U.S. forces
would be enough to wreak enormous damage. Thereafter improvements in

our SLBM and bomber forces will, if resolutely pursued, correct this
imbalance, and deployment of a new survivable ICBM will reverse it. We
should not lose sight of the fact that until survivable ICBMs are deployed,
the relative outcome of these exchanges will be more sensitive to uncer-
tainties associated with the possibility of attrition of SLBM and bomber
forces being greater than expected, and to command and control uncertain-
ties.

3. Key Needs for Strategic Forces

It Is my view that the best way to proceed to our goal of
maintaining deterrence and stability is to take those steps necessary to
maintain effective strategic forces which retain the characteristics --
including the diversity, redundancy, and flexibility of the current
TRIAD. By having three largely independent survivable systems, our
capability has been well hedged in the past. Various factors -- silo
vulnerability, block obsolescence, and advances in strategic defense
capability to name a few -- require action to prevent the deterioration
of our currently effective strategic forces into a force with undue
reliance on one or two components. Three key problems must be addressed
if we are to ensure the continued effectiveness of our strategic pro-
grams: (1) a solution must be found to the problem of increasing vulner-
ability of land-based ICBMs; (2) the high survivability of the SLBM
force must be maintained as POLARIS/POSEIDON submarines reach the end of
their planned service life; and (3) high rellability, survivability, and
penetration for weapons assigned to the air-breathing leg must be con-
tinued.

B. P(gﬁram Description

The five-year program places emphasis on those programs which
address our major deficlencies.

1. Finding a Solution to the Problem of the Increasing
Vulnerability of Land-Based |CBMs

During the past year, we have given considerable attention
to the questions surrounding modernization of the ICBM force, especially
the problem of choosing a survivable basing mode. Major progress has
been made In understanding the evolving Soviet threat to our ICBMs and
the courses of action available to us. Analysis of intelligence data
on new versions of the $SS-18 and $S-19 missiles indicates that by the
early 1980s a substantial threat to our MINUTEMAN will exist. Our best
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estimate of surviving U.S. silo-based ICBMs is shown in Chart 1-2. The
vulnerability of MINUTEMAN silos certainly does not mean that the United
States deterrent as a whole would no longer be effective. However, the
matter Is clearly serious enough to warrant action.

Chart 1-2
NUMBER OF
SURVIVING US.
SILOS
B
. BEST ESTIMATE
.,
N N, 90% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL
N\ FOR EFFECTS OF UNCERTAINTIES
) {yield, cop snd refiability)

-
e

1978 1900 1982 1984 1956 1988

A useful way to assess the impact of increased I1CBM
vulnerability is to consider the capability of the strategic forces
after a surprise Soviet attack. ICBMs have been assigned to the whole
spectrum of targets. Very low survivability of ICBMs in the early
1980's will leave us with very little effective quick-response hard
target kill capability unless we were to adopt a launch-under-attack
policy; however, the introduction of air-launched cruise missiles will
provide an extensive slow response capability even against very hard
targets. Our capability against non-silo targets, moreover, will become
more effective in the late 80's. The deployment of TRIDENT | missiles
in some POSEIDON submarines in October 1979, the deployment of new
TRIDENT submarines beginning in August 1981, and the deployment of Air
Launched Cruise Missiles (ALCM) in December 1982 provide increased
capability even before survivable ICBMs are deployed in numbers.
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The ICBM force has played a very Important role in deter-
mining the objective military capability of our strategic forces. More-
over, the attributes of the |CBM force are emphasized in Soviet doctrinal
writings and in many public discussions of the strategic balance. Table
1-1 shows a qualitative comparison of current ICBMs with current SLBMs
and bombers/ALCMs. The table shows that ICBMs have at present a number
of advantages over SLBMs and bombers. |t would probably be possible to
incorporate some of these capabilities iInto the SLBM force, but | have
considerable doubt that SLBM command, communications and control (C3),
responsiveness and accuracy can ever be made as rellable as a CONUS-
based ICBM force, especially while maintalining the requirement for
enduring survivablility of the SLBMs.

Table 1-1

Current Strategic Force Characteristics

1CBMs SLBMs Bombers/ALCMs

3

Secure and Reliable C yes 7% ?
Flexibility/Responsiveness yes Xk no
Assured Penetration yes yes ?
Prompt Counterforce Capability yes %% no
Sovereign Basing yes no yes
Enduring Survivability * yes ?
Survives Without Tactical Warning * yes no

* May be ''yes'' with Multiple Protective Structures (MPS) and some other
survivable basing modes.

** Would require new programs and/or changes to SSBN operational practices.

Another characteristic of the ICBM force Is that it has been,
over the past decade, the most powerful retalliatory leg of the TRIAD in
SI0P targeting because of its high alert rate, relatively large warheads,
and pre-launch survivablility. Given the past importance of our ICBM
force and the traditional emphasis of the Soviets (and of many military
observers throughout the world) on ICBMs, it can be argued that a decision
not to modernize the ICBM force would be perceived by the Soviets, and
perhaps by others, as demonstrating L.S. willingness to accept inferiority,
or at least as evidence that we were not competitive in a major (indeed,
what the Soviets have chosen as the major) area of strategic power.

Others could argue, however, that such a decision could be viewed as
playing to U.S. strengths in SLBMs and cruise missiles rather than
investing in an inherently less survivable element of our strategic
forces. My own judgment llies between these alternatives, but closer to
the former view.
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In the course of the past year, we have examined, in detail,
the relative cost of alternative force postures, with and without 1CBM
modernization, under a SALT || agreement. We have concluded from this
study that TRIADs with ICBM modernization are no more costly than DYADs
of bombers/ALCMs and SLBMs of comparable levels of capability. When
factors such as force diversity, dilution of the Soviet threat, and
overall confidence are considered, | am persuaded that our best policy
choice is to maintain the TRIAD by modernizing our ICBM forces. This
will require the development of a new missile and a new survivable
basing system.

Although recent studies indicate that a multiple protective
structure (MPS) would provide a highly survivable base for a new ICBM,
there are important questions which require careful consideration before
we make a final commitment to it. These include: ability to bound the
threat in terms of number of accurate Soviet RVs available to attack
MPS, adequate verification If the Soviets deployed a similar sytem (we
must ensure that the number of launchers can be verified by national
technical means without requiring unrealistic levels of cooperation);
credibility and effectiveness of concealment; environmental aspects; and
costs, including effect on costs of any potential Soviet responses.

We will continue our resolution of these questions, but in the
meantime we will also continue with a detailed exploration of alterna-
tives to the MPS concept. Following the M-X DSARC held in December
1978, | instructed the Air Force to conduct an intensive study which
would lead to a high confidence assessment of the feasibility, schedule,
and costs of a survivable air mobile system. The particular air mobile
concept being studied involves a missile that could be launched from a
STOL-type cargo alrcraft. The aircraft would ordinarily be based at
austere airfields in the north central U.S. to allow maximum escape time
from an SLBM attack. On either strategic or tactical warning -- or on a
judgment that we could not count on adequate warning (for example, loss
of function of our infrared satellites or forward deployment of enough
Soviet SLBM warheads for a barrage attack on our aircraft and the areas
around the airfields), the aircraft could leave their base. If a launch
command was not received, each aircraft could either return to fts own
base, or, because of its STOL (short take off and landing) properties,
could land at any of several thousand small airstrips, including perhaps
unpaved ones, located throughout the U.S. If the alert were to continue
for a long period of time, the aircraft could be moved from one airfield
to another at appropriate intervals to deny knowledge of its location.

Designing a missile is much simpler than providing survivable
basing for it. The missile design we have aimed at is flexible enough

to be used either with an MPS, an air mobile system or a MINUTEMAN
silo -- or a land mobile or underwater barge-mounted system.
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We expect that the missile will be 83" in diameter, and use a
high energy solid propellant. The design envisions a three-stage
version and a two-stage version. The two-stage version would be sized
to fit a TRIDENT launch tube. This commonality in missile design
between the M-X and TRIDENT programs could save one to two blllion
dollars in development costs on the TRIDENT || missile.

The final decision on missile design will be made in con-
junction with the decision on basing which we expect to make in the
spring of 1979. At that time we plan to proceed with the full-scale
development of the missile using funds requested in the FY 1979 supple-
mental.

FY 1981
FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd Authori-
Funding Funding Funding _zation

Advanced ICBM Technology Development:
(including M-X in FY 78/79) $ Millions 134.4 233.2 5.7 8.0
M-X Engineering Development Development:

$ Millions - 190.0 670.0 1,321.1
MINUTEMAN improvements Development:
(sflo upyrade, MK-12A $ Millions 56.4 53.3 30.3 46.8
warhead to increase
yield, and improved Procurement:
communications) $ Millions 267.0 68.7 105.1 137.7

2. Maintaining the High Survivability and Effectiveness of the
SLBM Force as POLARIS/POSEIDON Submarines Reach the End of
thelr Planned Service Life

Strategic submarines 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 survivable
at-sea ballistic missile force decreases any incentives for large scale
attacks on U.S. soil, since such attacks would not eliminate our ability
to retaliate. The problem is how to provide a cost-effective transition
from a submarine force designed in the 1950's to a force that will
continue to provide high confidence sea-based deterrence into the 2l1st
century. .
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The 41 POLARIS/POSEIDON SSBNs in service were constructed
in the late 1950s and early 1960s. The ten oldest SSBNs operate in the
Pacific with 16 POLARIS (A-3) Multiple Reentry Vehicle (MRV) missiles per
submarine. The remaining 31 operational SSBNs have been converted to
carry 16 POSEIDON missiles each having Multiple Independently Targetable
reentry vehicles (MIRV). Seven TRIDENT submarines have been authorized
for construction and are under contract to the Electric Boat Division of
General Dynamics. Deployment of these highly capable submarines will
begin in the Pacific in 1981 from a new base at Bangor, Washington.
POLARIS submarines will be withdrawn from service as TRIDENT deploys.

~ The current estimate for the delivery of the first
TRIDENT submarine, USS OHIO (SSBN-726), is November 1980. Extensive
management changes and the maturation of the expanded work force at the
Electric Boat Division of General Dynamics appear to have solved the
TRIDENT construction problems. However, cost escalation caused by
extremely high inflation in the shipbuilding industry continues to be a
probltem. There is one new TRIDENT submarine authorization included In
the FY 1980 budget, and an authorization rate of slightly more than one
per year is programmed through 1984 for a total of 13 ships authorized
or programmed by the end of the FYDP period. It is planned to resume
the previously programmed building rate of three ships every two years
by the mid-1980s; the total number of TRIDENTs to be bullt has not yet
been finally determined.

The TRIDENT | missile was designed to be compatible with
both TRIDENT and POSEIDON submarines. So far, the TRIDENT 1 (C-4)
missile has experienced 14 successes in 17 launches, even better than
POLARIS and POSEIDON at comparable phases of their development. Ship-
board launch tests will commence this spring from USS FRANCIS SCOTT KEY
(SSBN-654). This SSBN will deploy In October 1979 as the first of 12
POSEIDON submarines to be retrofitted with the TRIDENT | missile. The
capabllity of the TRIDENT | missile will help to offset the reduction in
SLBM launchers that will result from POLARIS/POSEIDON retirement, by
increasing the effectiveness of the remaining submarines. These sub-
marines will operate from a refit site at Kings Bay, Georgia that will
be activated with the planned withdrawal from the POSEIDON refit site at
Rota, Spain in the spring of 1979.

The TRIDENT Il missile, to be developed in parallel with
but later than the M-X, will increase the SLBM throw-weight by utilizing
all of the volume of the TRIDENT launch tube. The potential for develop-
mental cost savings exists by, at the least, using the stages of the Air
Force missile design as components of the TRIDENT II, linking the early
missile design efforts of Navy and Air Force teams.
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Alternative submarine designs potentially less expensive
than TRIDENT are under study. (f a promising alternative develops, it
could influence SSBN procurement in the FY 1982 budget. This study has
several goals: (1) to provide a less expensive submarine than TRIDENT;
(2) to bring competition into the SSBN acquisition process; and (3) to
provide the option for an expanded SSBN building program should the need
arise.

FY 1981
FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd Authori-
Funding Funding Funding _zatlion

Acquisition of TRIDENT
Submarine $ Millions 1,872.9 647.9 1,478.9 1,337.8

Acquisition of TRIDENT |
Missile $ Millions 1,467.8 1,090.2 824.1 712.8

Research and Development of
TRIDENT 11 Missile $ Millions 5.0 25.0 Lbo.6 129.3

3. Maintaining High Reliability and Penetration for Weapons
Assigned to the Air-Breathing Leg of the TRIAD

a. Cruise Missile Program

The air-launched cruise missile program is proceeding
on schedule toward completion of the competitive flyoff between the
Boeing AGM-86B and the General Dynamics AGM-109. This competition was
initiated in February 1978, with the passage of the FY 1978 Supplemental
appropriation. Ten flights of each missile are planned between June and
November 1979, leading to source selection in January 1980 preliminary
to a DSARC 11l production decision in February 1980. in addition, it is
planned to have competitors for a second source of engine and navigation/
guidance subsystem components. The overall purpose of these competitions
Is to provide a more cost-effective ALCM for the B-52G.

Because of the important role the ALCM is projected
to assume in the air-breathing leg of the TRIAD when it is loaded on all
B-52G bombers, | have initiated a survivability assessment of the cruise
missile. Between January and September 1978, seven flight tests were
conducted with the TOMAHAWK as a representative missile. The data
resulting from these tests are being evaluated. Follow-on testing may
include real-life target acquisition and kill attempts by air-to-air
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missiles, surface-to-air missiles, and automatic anti-alircraft guns. So
far | have seen nothing to change my view that our successive generations
of cruise missile capabilities will be able to penetrate the Soviet
defenses as they evolve over time.

To make this ALCM program consistent with the usual
definition of inftial operational capability (10C), we have changed the
date of the 10C from September 1981 with one aircraft loaded with cruise
missiles to December 1982 with one squadron of B-52s (16 U.E.) loaded
with external cruise missiles. This change does not represent a slip in
the program, only a change in what is defined as the 10C.

b. Cruise Missile Carrier Alrcraft

| have mentioned previously that | consider the
crulse missile carrier aircraft to offer a prudent option for rapid
growth In our strategic capability should it be needed. On this basis,
the Air Force is completing concept/system definition studies based on
the consideration of both military and civilian aircraft. These air-
craft include existing wide-bodied transport aircraft as well as the B-1
design, Advanced Medium STOL Transport (AMST), C-141, C-5A and other
candidates.

Upon completion of these studies Iin July of this
year, two alrcraft will be selected for follow-on advanced design/
development and flight demonstration. The concept feasibility flight
demonstration of these two aircraft will occur not later than the Spring
of 1981 to allow, if needed, a full scale engineering development
decision in July of 1981.

c. B-1 R&D

We are continuing the testing of the B-1 bomber
design so that the technical base will be available, in the very unlikely
event that, because alternative strategic systems run into difficulty we
decide to reconsider B-1 deployment. This program will evaluate the
penetration effectiveness of the B-1; provide information on current and
future applications of the B-1 defensive avionics and engine design; and
measure the B-1's resistance -- specially designed into the aircraft --
to nuclear effects.

The fourth and last B-1 aircraft is scheduled for
delivery this February with both the offensive and defensive avionics
installed. The data from this aircraft's flight test program will help
in the design of future strategic penetrating aircraft, as well as
provide a measure of the B-1's capability as a cruise missile carrier.
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d. New Manned Bomber

We are continuing to examine the requirements for a
new penetrating bomber in the late 1980s to early 1990 time frame as a
follow-on to our aging B-52 force. By the end of FY 1988, our newest
B-52s, the B-52Hs, will, on the average, be more than 25 years old. To
meet the Increasingly sophisticated Soviet air defense threat during
that period, should we decide to continue to have penetrating bombers
Indefinitely as a major component of our strateglic forces, it Is only
prudent to start long-range planning and development for a possible
follow-on alrcraft now. The FY 1980 budget request will provide for
definition and selection of alternative concepts and technology.

e. Aerial Tanker

The current KC-135A force supports all of today's
peacetime aerial refueling requirements. However, competing wartime
requirements of a simultaneous execution of the Single Integrated Oper-
ational Plan (SIOP) and a major contingency action, i.e., NATO, Persian
Gulf, Korea, etc., could demand more refueling assets than available.
If wartime decision makers chose to support significant NATO deploy-
ment/employment with aerial refueling assets, SIOP war-fighting capa-
bility would be reduced when, potentially, It Is most needed.

Development of an engine for possible KC-135
reengining, and the KC-10A, are two ongoing programs that are being
pursued that might provide added capability in this area. The first
two KC-10As have been procured. Research and development Is continuing
on the KC-135 reengining program. (See Moblility Forces, Chapter 6 for
KC-10A data.)

FY 1981
FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd Authori-
Funding Funding Funding _zatlon

Alr-Launched Cruise Missile Development:

Program $ Millions 276.9 336.9 90.0 20.0

Cruise Missile Carrier Development :

Aircraft $ Millions 15.0 20.6 30.0 60.0

Modification of B-52 Development:

Strategic Bomber $ Millions 45.0 105.9 94.3 112.0
124

Google



FY 1981
FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 Prop'd for
Actual Planned Prop'd Authori-
Funding Funding Funding _zation

Research and development Development:
of B-1 bomber and other $ Millions Li3 4 55.0 54.9 30.4
Bomber Studies
Research and development Development:
of KE-135 Reengined pro- $ Millions 3.8 10.5 11.0 28.4
totype.
B-52 Defensive Systems Development:
$ Millions 15.5 29.6 38.9 70.1

Il. STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCES

A. Program Basis

Strategic defense is an Iintegral part of our strategy of
deterrence. In particular, timely and reliable warning and assessment
of an attack is an essential element In maintaining the credible retal-
fatory capability of our offensive forces. We recognize that the cost
of attempting to construct a complete defense against a massive Soviet
nuclear attack would be prohibitive. And cost aside, we are restricted
in Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) deployment by the ABM Treaty of 1972 and
the 1974 Protocol. Our current programs for active defense reflect
these constraints and the emphasis that we place on offensive force
deterrence and forward defense. A major part of the strategic defense
program costs are related to warning and attack assessment since these
functions are a key element in the maintenance of our strategic retal-
fatory capabllity.

We need to maintaln vigorous programs to provide warning and
assessment of missile or bomber attack on North America and U.S. space
systems, permit controls over our sovereign airspace, serve as an R&D
hedge against future defense requirements, and enhance the survivablility
of our 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) and warning, Alr
Defense, Space Defense, and Clivil Defense.
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B. Program Status and Description

1. Defense Against Ballistic Missiles

a. Tactical Warning and Attack Assessment

We plan to improve our dual system of sensors
(sensing different phenomena) to warn of strategic missile attack. We
will continue to rely on satellites for early warning of ICBM and SLBM
attack. Our ground based radar systems provide a second type of warning
for confirmation, and additional information to help characterize the
attack.

For the northern approaches, the Ballistic Missile
Early Warning System (BMEWS) provides ICBM attack confirmation and
assessment. Our planned BMEWS radar enhancement program will Improve
system reliability and capability. The Perimeter Acquisition Radar
Characterization System (PARCS), a converted asset of the SAFEGUARD
anti-ballistic misslile system, acts as a backup for a large part of the
BMEWS coverage area and can also provide additional ICBM attack assess-
ment.

For the coastal SLBM approaches, we will continue to
operate the FPS-85 radar In Florida and will complete deployment of the
two coastal-based phased-array radars (PAVE PAWS) in FY 1980. All but
one of the six obsolescent FSS-7 SLBM warning radars can be phased out
as the two PAVE PAWS radars become operational.

In addition to the improvements in the warning radar
systems, we are developing evolutionary improvements to the early warning
satellite sensors and have begun efforts to increase the survivability
and operational flexibility of the ground-based equipment. We also plan
to pursue R&D that is applicable to a more capable new generation of
spaceborne missile survelllance sensors.

We are continuing development work on the Integrated
Operational Nuclear Detection System (IONDS) for deployment aboard the
NAVSTAR Global Positioning Satellites (GPS). IONDS will provide worid-
wide nuclear trans-and post-attack damage assessment information to the
NCA.

b. Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) R&D

The lead we enjoyed in BMD technology at the time of
agreement on the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty has substantially
diminished. It is therefore important for us to pursue an aggressive
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R&D program to guard against a Soviet breakthrough in the field and to
encourage their compliance with the treaty. Accordingly, in the coming
year, we will continue with two complementary ReD efforts: an Advanced
Technology Program and a Systems Technology Program.

The Advanced Technology Program is a broad research
effort on the technology of all BMD components and functions. The
principal program objectives are to maintain a technological lead over
the Soviet Union and to develop new technologies to reduce the cost and
complexity of BMD. In addition, the program provides the technological
basis for judging Soviet developments in BMD and for assisting in the
evaluation of the penetration capabilities of our strategic offensive
forces. Program objectives are achieved through key field experiments
in missile discrimination, data processing, radar and optics technologies,
and a continuing search for revolutionary concepts and ideas. A broad
effort is continuing to develop the technologies needed to achieve short
range, non-nuclear intercept and destruction of reentry vehicles within
the atmosphere.

The Systems Technology Program is a hedge against
future strategic uncertainties. By drawing on the accomplishments from
the Advanced Technology Program, this program maintains a capability to
develop the most critical aspects of BMD technology -- the integration
of components and the testing of key systems concepts. Our major
thrust continues to be to demonstrate the capability of new sensors and
guidance techniques to support the interception of reentry vehicles with
sufficient accuracy to destroy them by non-nuclear means. The first
test is scheduled for late 1981.

2. Alr-Defense

a. Interceptor Forces

Active and Air National Guard (ANG) squadrons provide
our 321 interceptors dedicated to CONUS/North American Air Defense. The
CONUS interceptor forces, along with Tactical Air Command (TAC) F-15 and
F-4 augmentation forces (described below), maintain peacetime alert at
26 sites around the periphery of the 48 contiguous states.

The interceptor forces are supplemented by Army-
operated surface-to-air missile (SAM) batteries. Three NIKE-Hercules
batteries are located in Alaska; four NIKE-Hercules batteries and eight
HAWK batteries are located in Florida.

The Air Force, Navy, and Marines are tasked to pro-
vide additional interceptors in a crisis. This augmentation force
includes 160 F-4s, F-15s, and F-14s. Moreover, by using some of the
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F-15s already procured or programmed for TAC, we can provide a newer,

more capable interceptor -- at least as an initial modernization effort --
without the high cost of adding dedicated aircraft to the air defense
force.

b. Surveillance and Command and Control Systems

The CONUS-based network of airspace surveillance
radar sites formerly operated and maintained by the Air Force dupli-
cated, around much of the periphery, the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) air traffic control system. In 1975, under an agreement with FAA,
we began to phase out most of the Air Force surveillance radars in favor
of a Joint Surveillance System (JSS).

The North American radar network of 83 radar sites
will support the air space surveillance mission. Of these, 24 sites
will be located in Canada and 45 sites will be located around the
periphery of the CONUS. Thirty-six of the CONUS sites will be operated
and maintained by FAA, but the radar data will be jointly used by FAA
and the Air Force. Nine of the CONUS sites will be under military
control since FAA has no present need for air tr<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>