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U.S. STRATEGIC XUCLEAR FORCE CAPABILITIES ke
(Presentation Defore tie wational “acu*x:y Council)

I would like to discuss the capa

hilities of our strategic nucleuyr
forces. I will First comparce U.S. strile

coic forees, as they arc currently

r

progranued, with our best estimates of Soviet strategic forces. hen
I will briefly discuss the ohjectives ve use as the basis for designing
our stratecic forces. lly last tash is more formidable -- to measure tie

performance of our forces in terms of those oljectives,

1. Stratezic Torce Posture Comparisons

COIPARISON OF STHATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES (Chare 1)
(End of Fiscal Ycura)
FY 70 FY 76
Uu.S. Soviet L.S. Soviet
Missile Launchers
Soft IChis 0 142-128 0 Q0
Hard ICBis a/ 1,054 1,016-1,079 1,054 1,134-1,4%50
Soft MRiis/IRL Is Q 470-370 0 0
Hard RBls/IRBIs b/ 0 160-285 0 485-8385
Submarine-Launched Ballistic ~
Missiles (SLEBXs) 656 158-238 656 542-530
Anti~fallistic issiles (ABMs) a 586=~064 672 215-1,005
Inte rcortirants) Norbors ’ 549 S 135-149 843 55-50
Total Nuclaar Waricads Bl 1.5%0-1,710 - 2,870-3,120

a/ Includes 50 mobile ICBIf launchers in FY 76.
b/ 1Includes 25-75 mobile MR2M launchers in FY 70 and 125-200 wmobile
VRBYM/IR3M launchers in FY 76.

This chart compares the currently approved U.S. strategic forces ond the
Soviet strategic forces derived from the most recent Naticnal Intelligence
Projections for Planning (NIPP). The number of U.S. hard ICHMs (Minureman
and Titan II1) is programmcd to be 1,054 througzh FY 76, while tiie number
of Soviet hard ICbls is projected to increase from the current level of
slightly under 1,000 to a possible high of 1,496 by FY 76. The Soviet
MREMs/IRDBis are a threat to our allies in Europs, tuc not to tie U.S.
mainland. In our current targeting, we give thase missiles equal priority
with the Soviet ICBlls which do threaten the United States. We now
have about & 3 to 1 margin in SLBls. By FY 76, both sides will prebably
have about the sawe number of SLBMs, although tha Sovicts could have
as many as 50 Polaris-tyre submarines, with 16 missiles each, if they
continue to deploy them at the present rate. In terms of missile technolory,

the Soviets are about 5 to 7 years behind us. Thev are just heginning
to deploy nmissiles comparable to the iiinuteman and Polaris we decloyed
in the early 1960s. The AS! deployments show tihe Sentinel system for the
United States, whila the Soviet system is projected to grow from tie
current lioscow system to a range of 215-1,005 AE:il launchers by FY 76,
A comparison of intercontinental bomber forces is shown near the Lottom
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‘of the chart. The Soviets also have a large nuuber of medium bombers
which are not shiown because our intclligence indicates tiat it is most
unlikely they would be used against the United States. Finally, the
chart shows tne tetal nunbers of uuclear warbeads for bothi countries.

Waile the number of U.€. offensive missiles is not prosrammed to
change during the time period shetm in the chart, we arc improving the
capability of our strateuic forces by introduciung linutemcn IITs and
converting Polaris subnarines to carry tie Poseidon missile. These new
missiles will carry ultiple Independently-targetable Re-entry Vehicles
(MIRVs) -- three on !ifinutenan and up to 14 on Poseidon. Ye are also
deploying new attack missiles for our bombers. We have made these
improvements princrily to give us high confidence of being ahble to
penetrate any ABH system the Soviets might deplor in the 1%70s.

These improvements in capahility are not reflected in the numerical
comparisons shown in the chart. Thus, a better comparison of U.S./Soviat
strategic offensive forces can be made by exunmining tihe loadings that
are carried by wissiles and bombers. As tie next chart sbous, the United
States has and will continue to have more warheads tuan the Soviat
Union. 1In terms of equivalent megatons (a commonly used index of com-
‘parison) the two forces will be about equal in ¥Y 76. ‘The Soviets
have & larger total wmissile payload as a result of their deplovmoent
of large booster missiles such as the SS-9. During the past six moutus,
the Soviets conducted a series of tests of the $5-9s, each carrving
three Re-entry Vehicles (RVs). Ue have no evidence that they hnave
develepad the capability to target the RVs to widely separated targets,
as we can with Poseidon and llinuteman. If their prosram is aimed at a
MIRV system, however, they could achieve an Initial Operatiousl Capability
(I0C) for a primitive system effective only against soft targets by
FY 70 and a more accurate system effective against linuteman silos by
FY 72. The force loadings shown reflect a MIRV capability for the
Soviets as well as for our programmed forces.

COMPARISON OF U.S. AND SOVIET FORCE LOADINGS {Chart 2)
(End of Fiscal Ycars)
FY 70 FY 76
u.s. Soviet U.S. Soviet

Total Ou~Line Force N

Warheads 1,580-1,710 2,870-3,120

Fqulyalent tlegatons 2,920-3,010 3,650-4,020

Missile Payload (Kilopounds) 5,060-5,360 7,230-§,440
Alert Force

sarbcads . 900-970 2,110~-2,190

Equivalent legatons 1,690-1,740 2,630-2,790

Missile Payload (Kilopounds) - 3,470-3,630 5,470-6,350

These comparisons, while descriptive, do not tell us how well our
strategic nuclear forces can mect their objectives.
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2. Stratejic Objectives

The basis ovjectives of our stratesic forces sre to deter nuclear
war and, in case a war does start, to achieve the Lest possible outconc.
This is gonerally thought to be that outcome which would result in the
feuvest U.S. deatas. I believe there is general agrecment withir the
Denurtment of Defense with tiis statement of our gencral objectives. On
this basis, I will now assess the capability of our strategic forces to
sect these objectives,

3., Evaluation of U.S. Strategic Force Cu)abilitics

- -

Central to our ability to deter a gencral nuclear war with tae Soviet
Union is our capability to destroy a large part of the Soviet population
and industrial base in retaliation to a Soviet attack. In effect, ve arc
able to hold these Soviet resources lhiostage in order to deter Soviet
agriression anainst ourselves and our allies. The next chart shouws our
rctaliatory capability under various assumptions sbout the availability
of our strategic forces.

U.S. RETALIATORY CAPABILITY ACAINST THE HIGH MIPP SOVIET TiitBAT  (Chart 3)
(Percent of tue Soviet Paople Killed; End Fiscal Years)

U.S. Forces Available FY 70 Y 73 FY 76
Programmed Force 43% 457 447
Land~Based 1issiles Only 39 38 34
SLiils Only 30 36 30
Bombers Only 29 17 17

In calculating the U.S. retaliatory capability, we assume the
following: (1) the Sovicts maiic a surprise attack with all of their
available missiles on our strategic forces, which are in a day-to-day
alert posture; (2) the Soviets use all of cxeir strategzic offensive forces
in a first strike, except for their bowbers, wiich they keep to threaten
our cities; and (3) the United States rctaliates with its surviving
missiles and bombers in an attack against Soviet cities. We then
calculate the level of deathis (as a percentage of the total Soviet
population) that we can inflict in retaliation from blast effects aloac.
The capability to kill 30% of the Soviet people would corressond to the
destruction of the 190 largest Soviet cities and at least 607 of the
Soviet industrial capacity. Tne capability to cause tiis much damage --
under these conscrvative circumstances -~ corresponds to tie capability
to :estroy the 500 largest Soviet cities in more likely cases if we want
to do so,.

Our currently prorramned force has the capabilitv to ill over 4C7
of the gov;et people in retaliation against the high NIPP threat through
FY 76. :loreover, cach componeat of our force (ICBHs SLA's, and bonmbers)
has a subs:antial capability individuallv. Thus, even if the Soviets
threaten the viability of one of our force components, the remaining two
components pive us adequate insurance against a Sovict nuclear attack.




1 would now like to consider tie cutcore of a U.S./Soviet nuclcar
war (if one suould start) in teras of relative numbers of deaths. A
laree imbalance in favor of tue Soviets could adversely affect our
deterrent. As shown in the folleving chart, hovever, therc Is not a
great difference in the numher of people cach side could kill; the
relative belance depends upon the circunstances uader wihich the war
starts. In an actual nuclear exchange, tihe rclative nunber of duatis
would also depind upon the var plan salected by each side.

DEATHS (IN HILLICHS) I A NUCLLAR WAR (Churt 4)
(U.S. Progruuncd Force vs taic ligh NIPP? Soviet Thruat)
Soviets Strike First; . U.5. Striles Uirst,
— U.S. Retaliates Soviets Netaliate
U.S. Leaths Soviet Deatis U.S. Deatis Soviet Neatis
FY 62 60 120 60 120
FY 70 100 120 110 100
FY 76 100 120 110 100

The major actions we could tate in an attempt to roduce tiue number
of U.S. deaths (or to limit damare) arc: (1) nale a counterforce attuck
ageinst the Soviet rctaliatory forces with our offensive forces, (2)
actively dcfend anainst Soviet air und missile attacks, and (3) tate civil
defense uzasuras, From the Soviet viewpoint, these actions would have tuc
effect of reducins thelr retaliatory capability. They would then have the
option to react to our damage-liniting capabilities, just as we can react
to any threats to our deterrent. The logical Soviet response to a large-
scale U.S. damage-limiting effort would be to increase the capability of
their offensive forces. It can be argued that a continuinn escalation of
opposing forces would place greater financizl burdens ou the Soviet Union
than on the United States., However, it is hard to estimate the exteat to
which the Soviets would sacrifice in order to maintain their own retaliatory
capsbility. (Bachkup charts are svailable on damage limiting against the
Soviet Union and Red China.)

4. Conclusion

In closing, let me say that tiere are some fundamental auzstions that
will be reviewed carefully in the next few months. Some of the issucs
which come to mind are the required level of, and confidence in, our
retaliatory capability; tiie extent to which we can linit damage to the
United States in the cvent of a nuclear war: and the reactions between
U.S. and Soviet deployments of strategic forces.

I believe we nov have and cen maintain 2 strong retaliatory capability
through the mid-705. Our ability to limit damage to the United States
depgnds to a large cxtent on Soviet reactions and resolve. As lonz as
both pations are determined to maintairn a large retaliatory canability,
neituer side can count on gainine an advantage (in terms of the relative
nunber of deaths) by attacking first.
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Finally, although I hawve rot discussed it tcdav, our gnualyuzis of
the proposed U.S. strategic arus control agrceaent shovs that it would
have a small but positive effect on our retaliatory capability. Even if Lue
Sovicts should try to cheat on the zgreerent, we could still maiuntain our
retuliatory capability througioutl the time perfod exunined.




Angcndgi
AMALYSIS OF THE U.S. PROPGSAL FOR LINITINC STRATECIC NISSILES

We have just cowpleted an updated analysis of the U.S. arms control
proposal uwhich wias prepared last suumer. This update was necessary
because there have been changes in our projcctions of tho Soviet threat
(primorily a two-year Jelay in the Soviet Al prosraxm) and some changes
to our ovn stratenic progran since tuat tiume.. I will briefly discuss
the cffrct of tiie proposed agrecucnt on our retaliatory carzbility. 1
will also cousider the cffects of cheating by -the Soviets.

The projoscd arms control azreemont would fix for both sides tie
level of offcnsive miscile launchers (ICS.is, IR3s/3u's, and SLLMs) at
the number in operation or under construction at tie time of the azreement
(we used Sopterber 1, 1969 in our analysis). (A backup chart oa force
levels under the pronosed agracment is available). The nunber of ABT
launchiers vould be fixed at a yct unspecified level, but we believe
the upper limit should be sbout 1,000 launchers. llobile ICSUs and
mobile ASls would be banned. The agrecment would not apply to bLonbers,
air defcnses, 'INVs, Anti-Subuarine %arfare (aSW) forces, civil defease,
or rescarch and develonment.

In our analysis, we assumed that the nunber of ARl launchers on hoth
gsides would be fixed at 670 (Sentinel level)., The next two cliarts show
tite more important results of our analvsis.

U.S. RETALIATORY CAPABILITY a/ {Chart 5)
{Percent of the Soviet Tleople Killed)
Yo Arreement YU §Y72 F 74 FY 7
(U.S. Prograimced Forces vs. High
KIPP Soviet Force) 433 44 44% 41%

With An Azrcerent

(U.S. Limited vs. Soviet Limited) 44z 442 447 43%

R ——

a/ Assumes that our missile penctration aids do not work.

This chart shous our retaliatory capability, in terms of the percentane
of Soviet pecople killed, witi and witiout an arms coatrol agreement. Ue can
¢o slightly better witi an aprecement than without one. This is because
the agrecueunt would limit the deployweni of Soviet offensive, and most
importantly, of Soviet defensive missiles below the levels projected in
the abseuce of an agreement.

Fears vill inevitably arise that the Soviets can male tie United
Stutes vulrerable to attack by secretly improving their offensive and
defensive forces. liowever, they could try to surprise us by talking the

6
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sume stepa in the absence of an agreemeat. Our analysis considered cases
where the Soviets cizat by secretly doploying ICLIs and where they cheat
by depleying ABs in excess of tiwe agreed levels.

(Percent of tne Sovict People nilled)

U.S. RETALIATORY CAPARTLIGY IF TiE SOVILTS CHEAT &/  (Chart §)

FY 70 FY 72 FY 74 FY 76

Savicts Cheat by Seceretly Derloring 590
tobile ICiis
No U.S. Fesponse 447 - &4Z 447 437

Soviets Cucat Ly Deployina ALlls at a
Creater-Tinm-Lxpected Rate

o U.S. lesroase 44 43 41 38
U.S. Puts 14 (K-35 on Poscidon and
Defends Minutewan 111 44 43 43 42

e ——— ——— ¥4t A o o

a/ Assumes that U.S. penetration aids do not wor:.

In tiie first situation, we have assuned that the Soviets vould Le
able to deploy 500 ICBis undetected and that we would make no resyonse.
They could try to do this secretly by building land-wobile systems,
deploying more submarines, or converting IRBM/IRBI! silos to ICdlis. &
special intelligence esiimate coucludes tiiat we vould Lo wole to detoct
such actions before wore tian 100 to 200 missiles were so derloyed.

Even if we did wothing, bowever, we could kill 43% of the Soviet people in
retaliation through FY 76. This is because much of our miscile deterrent
force is rclatively invulnerable to a Soviet first strike.

On the other hand, all of our rissiles are subject to attritioa by
a Soviet ALll system. For thils reason, ve have exaainad in considerable
detail the cffect of Soviet cheating in ABlls on our retaliatory capability.
For tils casc, we assumed that thic Soviets vould ralie & conscious decision
to chieat beginning in FY 70 and would deploy AMY interceptors ut a rate
higher than that shoim in any intelliscnce estimate. UYe nade very con-
servative assunptions atout tie effectiveness of the Soviet AD'l inter-
ceptors; that is, assuming our peunetration aids did not work, ecach
rcliable Soviet intercentor would be able to kill one of our RVs. Tiwus,
we would hava to use the tactic of “exhaustion" to overviielm the Soviet
ABM defense. In the expected situation, a Soviet ABY svstem -- especially
one deploved sccretly --would be much less effective, and ticre are
less costly teclhiniques than exhaustion to negate it.

Tne larue, seccret Soviet AR deplovment {ncluded in our assumptions
covers such cascs as the coaversion of the Tallinn (SA-5) -- or any other
Surface-to-Air llissile (SA'Y) system -- to zn AB or tihe deploynont of
mobile AB's. A special intelligence analysis has concluded that a
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converted Tullinn system would not Le a very effective Al systen since ve
could defeat it by hilling the tiree or four associated loag-range radars
and by attacking the Tallinn sites themselves with missiles (agaiunst which
they have ne self-defense capability). Any attempt to improve the syston
by deploying nev radars would be easily detected by our unilateral neans

ievertheless, even if we nmake very conservative assumptions ahout
the size and elfectivencss of the Soviet ABM systen, we will still be
ahle to Kkill over 3S. of the Soviet people in retaliation through FY 76.
If we wanted to increase that percentase, we could do so by exercising
options. Tor exawple, we c¢ould increase tie nuwber of 2Vs on Poseidon to
14 and defend the llinuteman I1I force. This would cnable us to kill 42%
of the Soviet pecojle in retaliatiorn in I'Y 76. In addition, we have maay
otier ojticns that we could cxercise within the terms of tie agrecment
(for example, increasing the bomber alert rate, placing more penctration
aids on boabers and Poscidon, and coaverting all Minutemaun to liputeman
I1ls),

For our next set of calculations, we assumed thc role of a Sovict
planuer ir order to sce how the Soviets might view tieir deterreat under
an ams control agrecment. It is unlikely that ti:e Sovicts would make
exactly the sane calculations that we do. However, if they nudc the sawe
conscrvative assumptions that ve do in analyzins our ovn strategic nuclear
capability. they could very well conclude that their deterrent is marzinal,
In order to improve their retaliatory capatility, tie Sovicts might waat
to buu NINVs and linmit AR to low levels. The next chart shows the
results of the calculations a Soviet planner migitt malle in evaluating the
Soviet rctaliatory capability under conservative assumptions.

SOVIET RETALIATOR L CAPALILITY af (Chart 7)
(Percent of U.S. Peopnle !illed)

FY 74 FY 70

Proposed_Aarecment 14% YA

Altcruative Aqrcen»nta

Timit ABlis to 100 on Both Sides 30 30

Limit ABils to 100 on Both Sides and Ban IRVs 40 42
Soviet Actious in Violation of the Proposed Anrcement

Add 14 SSINs (Parity In SL5:'s) 19 4

Add 500 !obile ICH!s 31 25

—— - ——

a/ The Soviets assune that their missile peretration 2ids do not worl..




Tite results of our analysis also siow that tiie U.S. cod particularly
the Soviet sceond-strilie corabilities are affectad ore by the level of
AL deprloynents than by chanees in offensive wissile forces (suchi as
increased throw-weight)., This cffect would be especially proucunced 1f
an agrcement barning IWVs were ncgoticted. Thus, limitations ou AL
levels shiould be onc of the wost injortint cousiderations in negotiating
an arns control asrecuent. The last chart shows lew the U.S. and Soviet
retaliatory cansdilities vary with tie nuater of deploved Al interceptors.

U.S. AND SOVIST RUTALIATERY CAPABILITY LN BELATION TG ASH LEVEL  (Chart §)
(Percont of Peonle Killed) af

Number of Soviet AU Intorecotors .

U.S. Retaliatory Carability 0 165 7900 2,000 4,009 6,000
Both Sides Deploy [IIRVs 455 45% 43% 37% 177 17%
H{IRVs banped 41 36 25 16 16 14

‘ dumbers of U.S. AB! Intercentors

Soviet Retaliatory Canabilitv 2 165 700 2,001 4,000 6,000
Both Sides Deploy 'INvs 36 32 4 4 4 4
HIRVs Banncd 46 42 29 4 4 4

——a "

a/ Assunes that neither U.S. nor Soviet penctration aids worl:.

here is an issue which should be carefully considered as we prepure
to negotiate tile terms of an arus control acreement. With advancing missile
technology, we can expect that nev and more accurate stratezic waapons
will be developed which could malie our present land-based missile silos
elsy targets. The agreement as now provosed does not include any pro-
visions for iacrcasing the survivability of our ICil’s by means such as
the local defense of missile silos or tie transfer of missiles to super-
hard silos or to sea. In tue loag rum, the pronosed agrecment and Ssubsc-
quent revisions to it slhiould permit us to maintain tue survivability of
our ICH! force,

In summary, we believe that our nuclear deterrent can be maintained
as well and probably better under the terms of a well-designed arms
control agreement than without one. Also, an agreemznt (or even the
preliminary discussions) would give us valuable insights into now the
Soviets view nuclear forces and strategy. Finally, an ajrcement would
inerease our confidence in our deterrent by reducing uncertaintices in
the nunmbers of offensive and defensive misciles. However, we still
Must insure against thesec uncertainties by pursuing hedges to protect
our deterrent. Although we believe that such an asrecment could be
kept witiout on-site inspection, we should sech asreement with tiie Soviets
on inspectlion procedures to reduce unccrtainties further. Any such
agreed inspection would provide infornation not now available.
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