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and some conclusions reached, because we could move simply to new 
plateaus of enormous expenditure on both sides without basically 
changing the overriding strategic situation but thereby diverting very 
large resources away from the unfinished business which both, of us 
face for our own people.

So that we’re very serious about finding some way to put some 
ceilings on the arms race and try to turn it down. And this is one of 
the important elements in that.

Mr, Harsoh: Are you hopeful ?
Secretary Rush: Oh, I  tiiink diplomacy must always proceed on 

the basis of hope and optimism, because that’s our business. And we 
hope v ^  much that there can be some progress made on this matter.

Mr. Harsoh: The President says that he urges Congress to help 
our foreign commercial trade policies by passing an East-West trade 
bill. That is going to be a difficult problem with the new Congress, is 
it not?

Secretary Rush: Well, I think the atmosphere associated with the 
struggle in Viet-STam will make it difficult. But we do believe that, 
despite yiet-Nam, we should continue to gnaw away at any points 
where we can improve our relations between East and West, and try 
to build a little peace in the world.

Military Posture Statement by Secretary of Defense Mc
Namara to the Senate Armed Services Committee and the 
Department of Defense Subcommittee of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee {Extract}, January 25, 
1967"

A. THE GENEEAL m iCLEAR WAR PEOBLEM
During the past several years, in my annual appearances before this 

Committee, I  have attempted to explore with you some of the more 
fundamental characteristics 'of the general nuclear war problem and 
the kinds of strategic forces which it involves. I notdd that our general 
nuclear war forces should have two basic capabilities :

1. To deter deliberate nuclear attack upon the United States and 
its allies by maintaining, continuously, a highly reliable ability to in
flict an unacceptable degree of dsimage upon any single aggressor, or 
combination of aggressors, at any time during the course oi a strategic 
nuclear exchange, even after absorbing a surprise first attack.

2. In the event such a war nevertheless occurred, tp limit damage 
to our population and industrial capacity.

'^Military Procurement Authorizations for Fiscal Year 1968: Hearings Before 
the Committee on Armed Services and the 8ul)coimnittee on Department of 
Defense of the Committee on Appropriations, TJrdted States Senate, Ninetieth 
Congress, First Session, on S. 666, pp. 44-68. The footnotes appear in the original 
text.
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The first capability we call “Assured Destruction” and the second 
“Damage Limitation”. The strategic offensive forces— t̂he lOBMs, the 
submarine-laimched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and the manned 
bombers— which we usually associate with the first capability, can 
also contribute to the second. They can do so h j  attacking enemy 
delivery vehicles on their bases or launch sites, provided they can reach 
those vehicles before they are launched at our cities. Conversely, the 
strategic defensive forces—^manned interceptors, anti-bomber surface- 
to-air missiles, anti-ballistic missile missiles—which we usually associ
ate with the second capability can also contribute to the first. They can 
do so by successfully intercepting and destroying the enemy’s offensive 
weapons before they reach our strategic offensive forces on their bases 
and launch sites.

As long as deterrence of a deliberate Soviet (or Bed Chinese) nuclear 
attack upon the United States or its allies is the overriding objective 
of our strategic forces, the capability for “Assured Destruction” must 
receive the fost call on all of our resources and must be provided re
gardless of the costs and the difficulties involved. “Damage Limiting” 
programs, no matter how much we spend on them, can never substitute 
for an Assured Destruction capabilitjr in the deterrent role. It is our 
ability to destroy an attacker as a viable 20th Centurĵ  nation that 
provides the deterrent, not our ability to partially limit damage to 
ourselves.

What kind and amount of destruction we would have to be able to 
inflict on an attacker to provide this deterrent cannot be answered 
precisely. However, it seems reasonable to assume that in the case of 
the Soviet Union, the destruction of, say, one-fifth to one-fourth of 
its population and one-half to two-thirds of its industrial capacity 
would mean its elimination as a major power for many years. Such a 
level of destruction would certainly represent intolerable punishment 
to any industrialized nation and thus should serve as an effective de
terrent to the deliberate initiation of a nuclear attack on the United 
States or its Allies.

Assured Destruction with regard to Eed China presents a somewhat 
different problem. China is far from teing an industrialized nation. 
However, what industry it has is heavily concentrated in a compara
tively few cities. We estimate, for example, that a relatively small 
number of warheads detonated over 50 Chinese urban centers would 
destroy half of the urban population (more than 50 million people) 
and more than one-half of the industrial capacity. Moreover, such an 
attack would also destroy most of the key governmental, technical, and 
managerial personnel and a large proportion of the skilled workers. 
Since Red China’s capacity to attack the U.S. with nuclear weapons 
will be very limited, even during the 1970’s, the ability of even a very 
small portion of our strategic offensive forces to iufiict such heavy 
damage upon them should serve as an effective deterrent to the deliber
ate initiation of such an attack on their part.

Once sufficient forces have been procured to give us high confidence 
of achieving our Assured Destruction objective, we can then consider 
the kinds and amounts of forces which might be added to reduce 
damage to our population and industry in the event deterrence fails. 
But here we must note another important point, namely, the possible
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interaction of our strategic forces programs with those of the Soviet 
Union. I f  the general nuclear war policy of the Soviet Union also has as 
its objective the deterrence of a U.S. first strike ( which I believe to be 
the case), then we must assume that any attempt on our part to reduce 
damage to ourselves (to what they would estimate we might consider an 
“acceptable level”) would put pressure on them to strive for an off
setting improvement in their deterrent forces. Conversely, an increase 
in their Damage Limiting capability would require us to make greater 
investments in Assured Destruction, which, as I will describe later, is 
precisely what we now propose to do.

It is this interaction between our strategic forces programs and those 
of the Soviet Union which leads us to believe that there is a mutuality 
of interests in limiting the deployment of anti-ballistic missile defense 
systems. I f our assumption that the Soviets are also striving to achieve 
an Assured Destruction capability is correct, and I am convinced that it 
is, then in all probability all we would accomplish by deploying ABM 
systems against one another would be to increase greatly our respective 
defensie expenditures, without any gain in real security for either side. 
It was for this reason that President Johnson decided to initiate 
negotiations with the Soviet Union, designed, through formal or in
formal agreement, to limit the deployment of anti-ballistic missile 
systems, while including at the same time about $375 million in his 
FY 1968 Budget to provide for such actions—e,g., protection of our 
offensive weapon systems—as may be required if these discussions 
prove unsuccessful.

In this connection, it might be useful to reiterate another funda
mental point, namely, that the concept of Assured Destruction implies 
a “second strike” capability, i.e., a strategic force of such size and 
character that it can survive a large scale nuclear surprise attack in 
sufficient strength to destroy the attacker. Thus, if Assured Destruction 
is also a Soviet objective, they must always view our strategic offensive 
forces in their planning as a potential first strike threat (just as we 
view their forces) and provide for a “second strike” capability.

B. THE SIZE AND CHARACTEE OF THE THEEAT
In order to assess the capabilities of our general nuclear war forces 

over the next several years, we must take into account the size and char
acter of the strategic forces which the Soviet Union and Eed China 
are likely to have during the same period. Again, let me caution, that 
wliile we have reasonably high confidence in our estimates for the close- 
in period, our estimates for the early part of the next decade are subject 
to much uncertainty. As I pointed out in past appearances before this 
Committee, such longer range projections are, at best, only informed 
estimates, particularly since they deal in many cases with a period 
beyond the production and deployment lead times of the weapon sys
tems involved.
1. T h e  S o v i e t  S t r a t e g i c  O f f e n s i v e -D e f e n s i v e  F o r c e s

Two significant changes have occurred during the last year in our 
projections of Soviet strategic forces. The first is a faster-than-expected 
rate of construction of hard ICBM silos; the second is more positive
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evidence of a deployment of an anti-ballistic missile defense system 
around Moscow. (Both of these developments fall considerably short 
of what we assmned in the “higher-than-expected” threat, against 
which we have been hedging for several years.) Our current estimates 
for other elements of the Soviet strategic forces are geneiully in line 
with those I discussed here last year.

Summarized in the table below are the Soviet’s strategic offensive 
forces estimated for October 1, 1966. Shown for comparison are the 
U.S. forces.
U.S. v s  SOVIET INTERCONTINENTAL STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

1 Oct. 
1966

U.S.® USSR
ICBMs* 934 340
SLBMs (U.E. Launchers)* 512 130

Total Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles® 1446 470
Intercontinental Bombers ® 680 155

a. Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles
As of now, we have more than three times the number of interconti

nental ballistic missiles (i.e., ICBMs and SLBMs) the Soviets have. 
Even by the early 1970s, we still expect to have a significant lead over 
the Soviet Union in terms of numbers and a very substantial superior
ity in terms of overall combat effectiveness. In this connection, we 
should bear in mind that it is not the number of missiles which is im
portant, but rather the character of the payloads they carry; the mis
sile is simply the delivery vehicle. Our superiority in intercontinental 
bombers, both in numbers and combat effectiveness, is even greater and 
is expected to remain so for as far ahead as we can see. There is still 
no evidence that the Soviets intend to deploy a new heavy bomber in the 
late 196Qs.
b. Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense

We have been aware for many years that the Soviets have been work
ing on an anti-ballistic missile defense system, just as we have been. 
After a series of abortive starts, it now appears that the Soviets are de
ploying such a system (using the “GALOSH” missile, publicly dis
played in 1964) around Moscow. They are also deploying another type 
of defensive system elsewhere in the Soviet Union, but the weight of 
the evidence at this time suggests that this system is not intended 
primarily for anti-ballistic missile defense. However, knowing what

* These are inid-1966 figures.
'Excludes test range launchers and Soviet MR/IRBMs capable of striking 

Eurasian targets.
*In addition to the SLBMs, the Soviets possess submarine-launched cruise 

missiles whose primary targets are naval and merchant vessels.
® In 1965, intelligence reports estimated Soviet intercontinental missiles as of 

mid-1966 to number between 430 and 500.
® In addition to the intercontinental bombers shown in the table, the Soviets 

possess medium bombers capable of striking Eurasian targets.
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we do about past Soviet predilections for defense sĵ stems,̂  we must, 
for the time being, plan our forces on the assumption that they will 
have deployed some sort of an ABM system around their major cities 
by the early 1970s. Whether made up of GALOSH only, or a com- 
bmation of GALOSH and other types of missiles, a full scale deploy
ment would cost the Soviet Union at least $20 to $25 billion.

2 . T h e  E e d  C h u s t e s e  N u c l e a r  T h r e a t

There has been no basic change in our estimates of the Red Chinese 
nuclear threat. Their firing of a nuclear armed missile over a distance 
of a few hundred miles last October falls within the limits of that esti
mate. They will r^uire many more tests before they achieve a truly 
operational capability with a medium or intermediate range missile, 
and this will take time.

With regard to an ICBM, we believe that the Eed Chinese nuclear 
weapons and ballistic missile development programs are being pursued 
with high priority. On the basis of recent evidence, it appears possible 
that they may conduct either a space or a long-range ballistic missile 
launching before the end of 1967. However, it appears unlikely that 
the Chinese could deploy a significant number of operational ICBMs 
before the mid-1970s, or that those ICBMs would have great reliability, 
speed of response, or substantial protection against attack.

Red China also has some bombers which could carry nuclear weap
ons, but most of them have an operational radius of only a few hun
dred mil^. It is highly unlikely, on the basis of cost alone, that they 
would undertake the development, production, and deployment of a 
new, long range bomber force. I f  they chose to do so, it would take 
them a decade or more before they could deploy it. Accordiugly, we 
have no reason on this account to change our estimate that a signifi
cant Red Chinese nuclear threat to the continental United States will 
not develop before the mid-1970s.

C. CAPABILITIES OF THE PROPOSED FORCES FOR 
ASSURED DESTRUCTION

The most demanding test of our Assured Destruction capacity is the 
ability of our strategic offensive forces to survive a well-coordinated 
surprise Soviet first strike directed against them. Because no one can 
know how a general nuclear war between the United States and the 
Soviet Union might occur, prudence dictates that we design our own 
strategic forces on the basis of a greater threat than we actually expect.
1. Ca p a b i l i t y  A g a i n s t  t h e  E x p e c t e d  T h r e a t

Even if the Soviets in the 1972 period were to assign their entire 
available missile force to attacks on our strategic forces (reserving only 
refire missile and bomber-delivered weapons for urban targets), more

^The Soviets for more than a decade have spent substantially more on air 
defense against strategic bombers than has the United States. But if our Strategic 
Air Command is correct in its judgment that a very high proportion of the U.S. 
incoming bombers could penetrate the Soviet defenses and reach their targets, 
and I have no reason to dispute it, then we must conclude that the bulk of these 
Soviet expenditures has been wasted.
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than one-half of the total forces programmed last year for 1972 would 
still survive and remain effective.

Considering the overall size and character of that force, it is clear 
that our strategic missiles alone could destroy the Soviet Union as a 
viajble 20th Century society, even after absorbing a well-coordinated, 
surprise jfirst attack. Indeed, the detonation of even one-fifth of the 
total surviving weapons over Soviet cities would kill about 30 percent 
of the total population (73 million people) and destroy about one-half 
of the industrial capacity. By doubling the number of warheads de
livered, Soviet fatalities and industrial capacity destroyed would be 
increased by considerably less than one-third. Beyond this point 
further increments of warheads delivered would not appreciably 
change the result, because we would have to bring smaller and smaller 
cities under attack, each requiring one delivered warhead.

Although it is not at all certain that they will do so, we must, as I  
noted earlier, base our force planning on the assumption that the 
Soviets will deploy a reasonably effective ABM defense around their 
principal cities; and we must be prepared to overwhelm it.

We have been hedging against this possibility for some time, and 
last year we took a number of actions of which the following are thb 
most important:

1. Accelerated development of the POSEIDON missile.
2. Approved production and deployment of MINUTEMAN III.
3. Developed penetration aids for MINUTEMAN.
Now, in the F Y 1968 program we propose to take a number of addi

tional actions to enhance the future capabilities of our Assured 
Destruction forces, of which the following are the more important:

(1) Produce and deploy the POSEIDON missile.
(2) Produce and deploy improved missile penetration aids.
(3) Increase the proportion of MINUTEMAN III in the planned 

force and provide it with an improved third stage.
(4) Initiate the development of new reentry vehicles, specifically 

designed for use against targets heavily defended with ABMs.
I will discuss each of these actions in greater detail later in connec

tion with our other proposals for the strategic forces. But for now, let 
me point out that the net effect of these actions would be to increase 
greatly the overall effectiveness of our Assured Destruction force 
against the Soviet Union by mid-1972. Even if the Moscow-t^e ABM 
defense were deployed at other cities a;s well, the proposed U.S. missile 
force alone could inflict about 35 percent (86 million) fatalities on the 
Soviet Union in 1972—after absorbing a surprise attack.

As I noted earlier, a relatively small number of warheads detonated 
over fifty cities would destroy half of Eed China’s urban population 
and more than one-half of her industry.

Thus the strategic missile forces proposed for the F Y 1968-72 period 
would, by themselves, give us an Assured Destruction capability 
against both the Soviet Union and Eed China, simultaneously.
2 . C a p a b i l i t y  A g a i n s t  “H i g h e r -T h a n -E x p e c t e d  T h r e a t s ”

As I indicated last year, our Assured Destruction capability is of
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such crucial importance to our security that we must be prepared to 
cope with Soviet strategic threats which are greater than those pro
jected in the latest intelligence estimates.

The most severe threat we must consider in j)lanning our Assured 
Destruction forces is an extensive, effective Soviet ABM deployment 
combined with a deployment of a substantial ICBM force with a hard- 
target kill capability. Such a Soviet offensive force might pose a threat 
to our MINUTEMAN missiles. An extensive, effective Soviet ABM 
system might then be able to intercept and destroy a significant por
tion of our residual missile warheads, including those carried by sub
marine-launched missiles. (The Soviet offensive and defensive threats 
assumed here are both substantially higher than expected.)

To hedge against the possibility of such a threat to our land-based 
missile forces, we have authorized the development and production of 
the POSEIDON. Should still additional offensive power be required, 
and such a requirement is not now clear, we are considering the devel
opment and deployment of a new Advanced ICBM, designed to reduce 
vulnerability to such a Soviet threat. The deployment of the N IK E-X  
as a defense for our MINUTEMAN force would offer a partial sub
stitute for the possible further expansion of our offensive forces.

But again I want to emphasize that we don’t know whether the 
Soviet Union will develop and deploy the kind of forces assumed 
here. Even against this higher-than-expected threat, and even without 
a N IK E-X defense of MINUTEMAN, our proposed strategic mis
sile and bomber forces could still inflict 40 percent or more fatalities 
on the Soviet population throughout the time period involved.

More extreme threats are highly unlikely. In any event, the changes 
we are now proposing in our strategic offensive forces would make it 
dangerous and expensive for the Soviet Union to move in the direction 
of more extreme threats to our Assured Destruction capability. I f  we 
assume, as I believe we should, that the Soviets would want to reduce 
the vulnerability of their own offensive forces against the possibility 
of a first strike by our very accurate forces in the FY 1972-73 period, 
they must further disperse and harden their strategic missiles, which 
is exactly what they appear to be doing now. To do so is expensive and 
for the same budget outlay results in reduced missile payloads. Not to 
do so would leave the Soviet force highly vulnerable. Thus, we can, in 
planning our forces, foreclose any seemingly “easy” and “cheap” paths 
to their achievement of a satisfactory Assured Destruction capability 
and a satisfactory Damage Limituig capability at the same time.

We, of course, cannot preclude the possibility that the Soviet Union 
may increase its strategic forces budget at some time in the future. 
That is why we are now undertaking a very comprehensive study of a 
new strategic missile system. And that is why we are not precluding 
the possible future construction of new POSEIDON submarines or 
the defense of our presently deployed MINUTEMAN silos with 
N IK E-X. While I believe we should place ourselves in a position to 
move forward promptly on all of these options if later that should 
become necessary, we need not commit ourselves to them now.
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D. CAPABILITIES OF THE PROPOSED FORGES FOR 
DAMAGE LIMITATION

The principal issue in this area of the Strategic Forces Program 
concerns the deployment of an anti-ballistic missile defense system, 
i.e., NIK E-X. There are three somewhat overlapping but distinct 
major purposes for which we might want to deploy such a system at 
this time:

1. To protect our cities (and their population and industry) against 
a Soviet missile attack.

2. To protect our cities against a Red Chinese missile attack in the 
mid-1970s.

3. To help protect our land-based strategic offensive forces (i.e., 
MINUTEMAN) against a Soviet missile attack.

After studying the subject exhaustively, and after hearing the 
views of our principal military and civilian advisors, we have con
cluded that we should not initiate an ABM deployment at this time 
for any of these purposes. We believe that:

1. The Soviet Union would be forced to react to a U.S. ABM deploy
ment by increasing its offensive nuclear force still further with the 
result that:

a. The risk of a Soviet nuclear attack on the U.S. would not be 
further decreased.

b. The damage to the U.S. from a Soviet nuclear attack, in the 
event deterrence failed, would not be reduced in any meaning
ful sense.

As I noted earlier, the foundation of our security is the deterrence 
of a Soviet nuclear attack. We believe such an attack can be prevented 
if  it is understood by the Soviets that we possess strategic nuclear 
forces so powerful as to be capable of absorbing a Soviet first strike 
and surviving with sufficient strength to impose unacceptable damage 
on them. We have such power today. We must maintam it in the fu
ture, adjusting our forces to offset actual or potential changes in 
theirs.

There is nothing we have seen in either our own or the Soviet 
Union’s technology which would lead us to believe we cannot do this. 
From the beginnmg of the NIKE-ZEUS project in 1955 through the 
end of this current fiscal year, we will have invested a total of about 
$4 billion on ballistic missile defense research—including NIK E- 
ZEUS, N IK E-X  and Project DEFENDER. And, during the last 
five or six years, we have spent about $1.2 billion on the development 
of penetration aids to help ensure that our missiles could penetrate 
the enemy’s defenses. As a result of these efforts, we have the tech
nology already in hand to counter any offensive or defensive force 
changes the Soviet Union might undertake in the foreseeable future.

We believe the Soviet Union has essentially the same requirement 
for a deterrent or “Assured Destruction” force as the U.S. Therefore, 
deployment by the U.S. of an ABM defense which would degrade the 
destruction capability of the Soviet’s offensive force to an unacceptable 
level would lead to expansion of that force. This would leave us no 
better off than we were feef ore.
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2. With respect to protection of the U.S. against a possible Eed 
Chinese nuclear attack, the lead time required for China to develop 
a signij&cant ICBM force is greater than that required for deployment 
of our defense—therefore the Chinese threat in itself would not dictate 
the production of an ABM system at this time.

3. Similarly, although the protection of our land-based strategic 
offensive forces against the kind of heavy, sophisticated missile attack 
the Soviets may be able to mount in the mid- or late 1970s might later 
prove to be worthwhile, it is not yet necessary to produce and deploy 
the N IK E-X  for that purpose.

I have already discussed, in connection with my review of the capa
bilities of our strategic forces for Assured Destruction, the third ma
jor purpose for which we may want to deploy an ABM defense (i.e., the 
protection of MINUTEMAN). Now, I would like to discuss the other 
two purposes.
1. D b o p lo tm e n t o f  N IK E-X  f o r  D e f e n s e  o f  O u r  C i t i e s  A g a i n s t  

A SpviET A t t a c k .

What is involved here is an analysis of the contribution the N IK E-X  
system might make tq the defense of our cities under two assumptions:

(1) That the Soviets do not react to such a deployment.
(2) That the Soviets do react in an attempt to preserve their 

“Assured Destruction” capability.
As you know, the major elements of the N IK E-X  system are being 

developed in such a way as to permit a variety of deployment; two 
have been selected for the purposes of this analysis. The first, which 
I  will call “Posture A”, represents a light U.S. defense against a 
Soviet missile attack on our citi^. It consists of an area defense of the 
entire continental United; States, providing redundant (overlapping) 
coverage of key target ar6as ; and, in addition, a relatively low-density 
SPRINT defense of a number of t îe larged cities to provide some 
protectioil against those warheads which get through the area defense. 
The second deployment, whidh i  call “Posture B ”, is a heavier defense 
agaiiist a Soviet attack. With the same area cbveragfê : it pirpvides a 
higher-den^ity SPEINT defense for twice tlie number of cities.

Shown on tljie following table are the components and the costs 
(which, if past experience is any guide, may be imderstated by SO to 
100 percent for the systems as a whpje) ® of Posture A  and Posture B.

* Even before the systems became operational, pressures would mount for their 
expansion at a cost of still additional billions. The unprotected, or relatively un
protected, areas of the United States would claim that their tax dollars were 
being diverted to protect New York and Washington while they were left naked. 
And critics would point out that our strategic offensive force is premised on a 
much larger Soviet threat (the “possible,” not the “probable” threat); they 
would conclude that tlie same principles should be applied to our strategic de
fensive forces. For these and other reasons, I believe fibat, once started, an AJ3M 
system deployed with the objective/of protecting the United States against the 
Soviet UnioijL would requi-re an expenditure on the order of $40 billion over a 
10-year period.
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POSTURE A POSTURE B

Radars
MAR
TACMAR
PAR
MSR

Invest. Cost
Missiles

SPARTAN
SPRINT

Invest. Cost 
DoD Invest. Cost 
AEC Invest. Cost

Invest. Cost Invest. Cost
($ Billion) ($ BiUion)

$ 6. 5 $ 12. 6

$ 2. 4 $ 4 . 8
$ 8. 9 $ 17. 4

1. 0 2. 0

T o t a l  I n v e s t .  C o s t  (ex-R&D) $ 9. 9 $ 19.4
Annual Operating Cost $ 0. 38 $ 0.72
No. of Cities w/Term. Def: X 2X

The Multi-function Array Radar (MAR) is a very powerful phased- 
array radar which can perform all the deiense functions involved in 
engaging a large, sophisticated attack: central control and battle 
management, long-range search, acquisition of the target, discrimina
tion of warheads from decdys or “spoofing” devices, precision tracking 
of the target, and control of the defense mterceptor missiles.

The TACMAR Radar is a scaled down, slightly less complex and 
less powerful version of the MAR, which can perform all the basic 
defense functions in a smaller, less sophisticated attack.

The Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR) is a phased-array radar 
required for the very long-range search and acquisition functions in
volved in area defense. To achieve the full potential of the extended- 
range SPARTAN, the target must be picked up at much greater 
distances in order to compute its trajectory before the SPARTAN is 
fired.

The Missile Site Radar (MSR) is a much smaller, phased-array 
radar needed to control the SPRINT and SPARTAN interceptor 
missiles during an engagement. It can also perform the functions of the 
TACMAR but on a considerably reduced scale. Actually, a number of 
different sizes are being studied. This “modular” approach will permit 
us to tailor the capacity of the radar to the particular needs of each 
defended area.

The SPARTAN is a three-stage missile with a nuclear warhead 
capable of intercepting incoming objects at relatively long range above 
the atmosphere.

The SPRINT is a shorter range, liigh-acceleration interceptor mis
sile designed to make intercepts at lower altitudes.

The technical principles involved in the radars are now fairly well 
established. One R&D MAR-type radar has been constructed at the 
White Sands Missile Range. A contract has been let for the power 
plant of a second MAR-type radar, which is to be constructed on 
Kwajalein Atoll. The Missile Site Radar is weU along in development 
and the construction of one of these radars on Kwajalein Atoll has also 
begun.
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Testing of the SPEINT missile was started at White Sands in 
November 1965 and the tempo of testing will steadily increase during 
the current year. The SPAETAN is still on the drawing boards. It rep
resents a verjr substantial redesign of the original ZEUS and we will 
not know until it is flight tested how well it will perform.

Facilities for testing both the SPEINT and the SPAETAN will 
be constructed on Kwajalein AtolL These, together with the TACMAE 
and MSE and the programs for the computers will give us all of the 
major elementg of the N IK E-X  system which are essential to test its 
overall performance against reentry vehicles fired from Vandenberg 
Air Force Base in California. (We feel we know enough about the 
PAE technology to be able to use the mechanically steered radars 
already on Kwajalein as simulators.) The system will be tested in 
stages, starting with the MSE and SPEINT, then the SPAETAN  
missile and the TACMAE radar. A large number of test shots will be 
launched frbm the west coast of the United States to Kwajalein to test 
the system thoroughly as a whole. The most importg îit objective of this 
effort is to determine proper system integration and computer pro
gramming, since the individual components o f the system will have 
already been tested.

But even after this elaborate test program is completed, some tech
nical uncertainties will still remain unresolved; this is to be expected 
in a system designed for such a highly complex mission. Moreover, 
we have learned from bitter experience that even when the develop
ment problems have been solved, a system can run into trouble in 
production or when it is put into operation. All too often the develop
ment prototype cannot be produced in quantity without extensive 
re-engineering. Production delays are encountered and costs begin 
to spiral. Sometimes these problems are not discovered until the new 
system actually enters the inventory and has to function in an oper
ational environment. The TEEEIEE, TALOS, and TAETAE ship- 
to-air missiles are a good exaraple; after spending about $2 billion 
on development and production of these missiles, we had to spend 
another $350 million correcting the faults of those already installed, 
and we still plan to spend another $550 million modernizing these 
systems.

In this connection, it is worth noting that had we produced and 
deployed the NIKE-ZEUS system proposed by the Army in 1959 at 
an estimated cost of $13 to $14 billion, most of it would ̂ have had to 
be torn out and replaced, almost before it became operational, by the 
new missiles and radars of the N IK E-X  system. By the same token, 
other technological developments in offensive forces over the next seven 
years may make obsolete or drastically degrade the N IK E-X  system 
as presently envisioned. We can predict with certainty that there will 
be substantial additional costs for updating any ŝ ŝtem we might 
consider installing at this time against the Soviet missile threat.

The deployment of a N IK E-X  system would also require some 
improvement in our defense against manned bomber attack in order 
to preclude the Soviets from undercutting the N IK E-X  defense; and 
we would want to expand and accelerate the fallout shelter program. 
The investment cost (including E<feD) of the former is estimated at 
about $1.5 to $2.4 billion and would provide for a small force of
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F-111 or F-12 type interceptors and airborne warning and control 
aircraft (AWACS). The expanded fallout shelter program would 
cost about $800 million more than the one we are now pursuing. We 
would also need some of our anti-submarine warfare forces for use 
against Soviet missile submarines, but we are not yet clear whether 
these ASW forces would actually have to be increased over the cur
rently planned levels. In any event, the “current” estimates of the 
investment cost of the total Damage Limiting package would amount 
to at least $12.2 billion for Posture A and at least $21.7 billion for 
Posture B.

To test the contribution that each of these N IK E-X  deployments 
might make to our Damage Limiting objectives, we have projected 
both the U.S. and Soviet strategic nuclear forces (assuming no reaction 
by the Soviets to the U.S. ABM deployment) to the time when Posture
B, the heavier defense, could be fully in place.

The fatalities which these Soviet forces could inflict upon the U.S. 
(with and without a U.S. ABM defense) and the fatalities which the 
U.S. forces could inflict on the Soviet Union (with a Soviet ABM 
defense) are shown on the table on the following page:

Number of Fatalities ® in an All-Out 
Strategic Exchange (in millions)*®

(ASSUMES NO SOVIET REACTION TO U.S. ABM DEPLOYMENT)
Soviets Strike First, iU.S. Strikes First,

U.S. Retaliates Soviets Retaliate »

U.S. Programs U.S. Fat. Sov. Fat. U.S. Fat. Sov. Fat.
Approved 120 120+ 100 70
Posture A 40 120+ 30 70
Posture B 30 120+ 20 70

The first case, “Soviets Strike First, U.S. Eetaliates”, is the threat 
against which our strategic forces must be designed. The second case, 
“U.S. Strikes First, Soviets Ketaliate”, is the case that would determine 
the size and cliaracter of the Soviet reaction to changes in our strate^c 
forces, if  they wish, as clearly they do, to maintain an Assured De
struction capability against us.

These calculations indicate that without NIKIE-X and the other 
Damage Limiting progi:ams discussed earlier, U.S. fatalities from a 
Soviet first strike could total about 120 million; even after absorbing 
that attack, we could inflict on the Soviet Union more than 120 million 
fatalities. Assuming the Soviets do not react to our deployment of an 
ABM defense against them, which is a most unrealistic assumption. 
Posture A might reduce our fatalities t6 40 million and Posture B to 
about 30 million.

Although the fatality estimates shown for both the Soviet Union and 
the U.S. reflect some variations in the performance of their respective 
ABM systems, they are still based on the assumption that these systems

“Fatality figures shown above represent deaths from blast and fallout; they 
do not include deaths resulting from fire, storms, disease, and general disruption 
of everyday life.

The data in this table are highly sensitive to small changes in the pattern of 
attack and small changes in force levels.

^Assumes United States minimizes U.S. fatalities by maximizing effectiveness 
of strike on Soviet offensive systems.
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will work at relatively high levels of effectiveness. If these ABM sys
tems do not perform as well as our technical people postulate, fatali
ties on both sides could be considerably higher than shown in the table 
above, or the costs would be considerably higher if major improvements 
or additions had to be made in the systems to bring them up to the 
postulated level of performance.

If the Soviets are determined to maintain an Assured Destruction 
capa^bility against us and they believe that our deployment of an ABM 
defense would reduce our fatalities in the “U.S. Strikes First, Soviets 
Eetaliate” case to the levels shown in the table above, they would have 
no alternative but to increase the second strike damage potential of 
their offensive forces. They could do so in several different ways. 
Shown in the table below are the relative costs to the Soviet Union of 
responding to a U.S. ABM deployment in one of these possible ways:

Level of U.S. Fatalities Cost to the Soviets of
Which Soviets Believe Offsetting U.S. Cost

Will Provide Deterrence to Deploy an ABM
(MiUions)-

40 $1 Soviet cost to $4 U.S. cost
60 $1 Soviet cost to $2 U.S. cost
90 $1 Soviet cost to $1 U.S. cost

If the Soviets choose to respond in that way to our ABM deploy
ment, the results would be as shown below:

Number of Fatalities in an All-Out 
Strategic Exchange (in millions)

(ASSUMES SOVIET REACTION TO U.S. ABM 
DEPLOYMENT)

Soviets Strike First, U.S. Strikes First,
U.S. Retaliates Soviets Retaliate

U.S. Programs U.S. Fat. Sov. Fat. U.S. Fat. Sov. Fat.
Approved (no 120 120+ 100 70

response) 
Posture A 120 120+ 90 70
Posture B 120 120+ 90 70

In short, the Soviets have it within their technical and economic 
capacity to offset any further Damage Limiting measures we might 
undertake, provided they are determined to maintain their deterrent 
against us. I t  is the mrtual certainty that the Soviets will act to mam- 
tom their deterrent which casts such grave doubts on the advisability 
of our deploying the N IKE-X system for the 'protection of our cities 
agamst the kind of heavy  ̂ sophisticated missile attach they could 
lav/nch in the 1970s, In all probability^ all we would accomplish would 
be to increase greatly both their defense expenditures and ours without 
any gain in real security to either side.
2 . D e f e n s e  A g a i n s t  t h e  R e d  C h i n e s e  N u c l e a r  T h r e a t

With regard to the Eed Chinese nuclear threat, an austere ABM 
defense might offer a high degree of protection to the nation against 
a missile attack, at least through the 1970s. The total investment cost

U.S. fatalities if United States strikes first and Soviets retaliate.

281 - 909— 68 ------------3
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of such a program might amount to $3.5 billion, including the cost of 
the nuclear warheads.

The effectiveness of this deployment in reducing U.S. fatalities from 
a Eed Chinese attack in the 1970s is shown in the table below:

Tliis austere defense could probably preclude damage in the 1970s 
almost entirely. As the Chinese force grows to the level it might 
achieve by 1980-85, additions and improvements might be required, 
but relatively modest additional outlays could probably limit the 
Chinese damage potential to low levels well beyond 1985.

It is not clear that we need an ABM defen^ against China. In any 
event, the lead time for deployment of a significant Chinese offensive 
force is longer than that required for U.S. ABM deployment; there
fore, the decision for the latter need not be made now.

In the light of the foregoing analysis, we propose:
1. To pursue with undiminished vigor the development, test, and 

evaluation of the NIK E-X system (for which purpose a total of about 
$440 million has been included in the F Y 1968 Budget), but to take no 
action now to deploy the system.

2. To initiate negotiations with the Soviet Union designed, through 
formal or informal agreement, to limit the deployment of anti-ballistic 
missile systems.

3. To reconsider the deployment decision in the event these discus
sions prove unsuccessful; approximately $375 million has been in
cluded in the FY 1968 Budget to provide for such actions as may be 
required at that time—for example, the production of NIK E-X for 
the defense of our offensive weapon systems.

I would now like to turn to our specific proposals for the Strategic 
Forces in the FY 1968-72 period.

E. STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES
The force structure proposed for the FY 1968-72 period is shown 

in the classified table furnished to the Committee, To facilitate dis
cussion of these forces, I have rearranged the order in which they 
appear on the table, showing first the missile forces and then the 
aircraft and other related forces.
1. M i s s i l e  F o r c e s

Last year I told this Committee that:
The U.S. response to a Soviet deployment of an ABM defense would be the 

incorporation of appropriate penetration aids in our strategic missiles. Against 
area defense interceptors, penetration aids can be provided for U.S. missiles (so

Chinese Stiike First 
(Operational Inventory)

X Missiles 3X Missiles
U.S. Fatalities 

(in millions)
Without ABM 
With ABM

5
0+ 10

1
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that an Assured Destruction capability is maintained) at a cost to us of less 
than 10 percent of the cost of an ABM defense to the Soviets. The lead time for 
the Soviets to mount an ABM defense is greater than the time for us to produce 
and deploy penetration aids, provided v̂ e take timely action to develop them and 
can move forward promptly to produce them, and this we are doing. The decision 
actually to deploy new penetration aids can be made later this year. If the Soviets 
did attempt a large ABM defense we would still be able to produce and install 
the necessary penetration aids before the Soviets could achieve an extensive 
deployment.

. . . against a combined Soviet expanded strategic misslle/ABM threat, the 
most efficient alternative available to us would be to develop POSEIDON (with 
the new penetration aids) and retrofit it into POLARIS boats. To hedge against 
the possibility of such a threat, we now propose to accelerate the development of 
the POSEIDON missile (which was initiated last year). The timing of a decision 
to produce and deploy the missile would depend upon how this threat actually 
evolved.^“
This is essentially the program we now propose to pursue.
a. MINUTEMAN

Last year we had planned a MINUTEMAN force which would 
ultimately have consisted of a mix of 1,000 MINUTEMAN IIs and 
MINUTEMAN I lls , with all the MINUTEMAN Is phased out. Now, 
in order to increase the capaibility of this force against a possible strong 
Soviet ABM defuse, we propose to increase the proportion of MIN
UTEMAN I l l s  in the force and equip them with a new improved 
third stage which will increase the payload of each inissile. This 
increased payload will enable the MINUTEMAN III to carry more 
penetration aids to counter an ABM defense. The total cost of this 
program is estimated at $400 million, but it will cost the Soviet Union 
many times more in ABM defenses if  they try to offiset it.

We also propo^ to step up the schedule for reequipping the MIN
UTEMAN IIs with an improved reentry vehicle and to procure pene
tration aid packages for all MINUTEMAN II & III missiles. En
gineering development was started on these penetration aid packages 
last year. The total cost of this prdgram is estimated at $315 million, 
of which $pO million was provided through FY 1967, $125 million 
is required in FY 1968, and another $90 million in subsequent years.

Eventually, it will probably become necessary to replace the earliest 
MINUTEMAN II. missiles because of their age. At that time we could 
add more MINUTEMAN I l ls  if that should appear desirable. Mean
while, I believe we should initiate the development of a new improved 
reentry vehicle for the MINUTEMAN III, and funds for this purpose 
have been includied in the budget request.
b. POLARIS-POSEIDON

I^  the end of the current fiscal year, 39 of the planned 41-ship 
POLARIS force will have become operational. The last two POLA
RIS submarines will be deployed by September 1967. This is essentially 
the same schedule I  presented last year. At end FY  1967, there will be 
32 POLARIS submarines with 512 missiles deployed instead of the
39 POLARIS submarines with 624 missiles which will have become 
operational by that date. The difference of seven is made up of six

“ Not printed.
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A-2 submarines expected to be in overhaul on 30 June 1967 and one 
A-1 submarine undergoing A-3 conversion and overhaul. When the 
retrofit of this last of the first five POLAEIS submarines is completed, 
the force will consist of 13 ships equipped with A-2 missiles and 28 
equipped with A-3s.

I also believe it would be prudent at this time to commit the POSEI
DON missile to production and deployment. You may recall that we 
took action last year to place ourselves in a position to deploy such a 
force if that should become desirable. It was for this reason that we 
accelerated the POSEIDON development program and placed it on 
a schedule which would make it operationally available at an early 
date. In order to hold to a minimum the number of submarines which 
would have to be withdrawn from the operational fleet, we propose to 
spread the POSEIDON retrofit program over a period of years on a 
schedule tied to the regular overhaul cycle.

Although the cost of converting a submarine to POSEIDON, of 
procuring new missiles, and of ten years of operation is about half 
again as much as that of operating a POLARIS submarine for ten 
years, the effectiveness of the POSEIDON submarine is several times 
greater. The total incremental cost of developing POSEIDON, and 
producing and deploying the proposed force is estiniated at $3.3 
billion. A total of about $900 million is included in the F Y 1968 Budget 
for POSEIDON. (The decision to deploy POSEIDON will produce 
an offsetting saving of about $200 million in the POLARIS 
program.)

Funds have also been included in the budget for the development of 
certain desired improvements for the POLARIS missile.
c. TITAN II

The TITAN II force, consisting of 54 missiles deployed in hard 
silos, presently makes a unique contribution to our strategic offensive 
capabilities. Its long range (6,100 n.mi.) allows it to reach targets 
beyond the range of presently available MINUTEMAN missiles. How
ever, with the deployment of MINUTEMAN III and, later, of the 
POSEIDON, this capability of the TITAN H  will no longer be unique. 
The MINUTEMAN III from the continental United States and the 
POSEIDON from forward under-sea locations will be able to reach 
all the important targets in the Soviet Union.

The TITAN II is very expensive to operate, at least $600,000 per 
missile annually and probably closer to $1 million when the indirect 
costs of this relatively small force are considered. Accordingly, we 
now propose to end procurement of new TITAN boosters for testing 
and operational reliability demonstration with the FY 1966 buy, and, 
instead, use boosters already in the inventory for these purposes in 
the future. With about six follow-on tests per year, the force of 54 
TITAN missiles on launchers can be maintained for a number of years.
d. New 'Strategic Missile Systems

Although we believe the strategic missile programs now proposed 
will be adequate to meet the threat, even if the Soviet Union were to 
carry out a full scale deployment of an ABM system and develop more
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effective lOBMs, we are making a very comprehensive study of a new 
long range missile system. To shorten the lead time on any option 
selected as a result of this studj ,̂ we have included funds in the FY  
1968 Budget for contract definition should such a decision become 
warranted.
2. St r a t e g ic  Bo mbe r  F o r c e s

The manned bomber forces we propose to maintain through FY  
1972 are the same as those I presented here last year for the FY 1967-71 
period. The B-52C-Fs and B-58s will be phased out as planned, leav- 
mg a force of 255 B-52G-Hs and 210 F B -lllA s.

The cost of operating this force is strongly influenced by two fac
tors : the ratio of crews to aircraft and the number of aircraft assigned 
per home base. The crew ratio and, in turn, the crew work week de
termine the proportion of the force which can be maintained on 15 
minute ground alert. The number of hours each B-52 must actually 
be flown is determined primarily by the crew ratio, since each crew 
must be afforded a certain number of flying hours to maintain its 
proficiency. As is to be expected, the higher the crew ratio and the 
longer the work week, the gTeater the proportion of the force which 
can be maintained on 15 minute ground alert.

The present work week of SAC crews and the present crew ratio 
permit an alert rate of something in excess of 50 percent of the force. 
Wliile a high alert rate was necessary during the period when our 
strategic missile force was being built up, it is not as important today 
and will be even less so in the future. However, we must also take into 
account the possible requirement to use the force for large scale con
ventional bombing. Once crew ratios are reduced, it would probably 
take several years to train additional crews and rebuild the ratio. 
Accordingly, the crew ratio should be held high enough to support 
the maximum number of conventional sorties per B-52 squadron that 
could be sustained before aircraft maintenance becomes a limiting 
factor.

In view of these considerations, we now propose to make a modest 
reduction in the crew ratio and reduce somewhat the proportion of the 
force kept on 15 minute ground alert. In order to support the extensive 
conventional bombing operations in Southeast Asia, I have authorized 
the continuation of the higher crew ratio for the bomber units which 
are now being used in that effort.

Since the new F B -llls  with the SEAM air-to-surface missile will 
be entering the bomber force during FY 1969-71 and the B-52G/Hs 
can be maintained in a suitable operational condition well into the 
1970s, there is no pressing need to decide on the production and deploy
ment of a new bomber in the FY 1968 Budget. Clearly, the first order 
of business in the strategic offensive forces program at this time is the 
provision of penetration aids and other improvements for our present
ly planned strategic missile force, and the production and deployment 
of the new POSEIDON. These are relatively expensive programs, 
particularly POSEIDON, but they are far more important to our 
future Assured Destruction capability than a new manned bomber. 
Indeed, if the Soviets were to deploy a full scale and highly sophisti
cated ABM system and enhance their strategic missile capability, I
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believe the requirement for a new highly survivable ICBM would 
have a far higher priority than a new manned bomber. Nevertheless, 
we plan to continue work on the engine, avionics, and the related air
frame studies, for which a total of $26 million is programmed for 
F Y 1968.
3. A ir  La u n c h e d  Mis s il e s

Last year I said that we planned to keep the HOUND DOG missiles 
in the operational inventory through FY 1970, phasing their number 
down in step with the phase out of the B-52C-Fs. We now propose 
to phase out the older HOUND DOG ‘‘A” by end FY 1968, retaining 
only the ‘‘B” models. These missiles will be more than sufficient to meet 
the primary HOUND DOG mission—attack of area bomber defenses 
and lower priority airfields.

The SEAM program is imchanged from that which I presented 
last year. While we still do not plan to deploy SEAM on the B-52G/ 
Hs, we are continuing the development of the necessary avionics to 
permit such a deployment if it should become desirable.
4. St r a t e g ic  E e c o n n a is s a n c e

The strategic reconnaissance force is the same as that presented a 
year ago.

F. STEATEGIC DEFENSIVE FOECES
The strategic defensive forces proposed for the FY 1968-72 period 

are shown on the classified table provided to the Committee. The Civil 
Defense program for FY  1968 is shown separately on Table 2.
1. Su r v e i l l a n c e , Wa r n in g  a n d  Co nt r o l

The programs shown mider this heading are, with two exceptions, 
the same as those I presented last year. Activation of BUIC III con
trol centers will slip somewhat from the schedule shown last year due 
to delays in firming up the technical details of the program. The delay 
will be made up by the temporary retention of two of the BUIC II  
control centers and 12 of the manual backup centers through FY 1968. 
By end FY  1969 all 19 BUIC I l ls  should be operational and the re
maining BUIC II and manual control centers will be phased out.

The second change pertains to the search radars. Last year we had 
planned to reduce the number of these radars to 151 by end FY 1967. 
As you may recall, this reduction was predicated on the internettiag 
of our radar system with that of the F^eral Aviation Agency. How
ever, in order to make the inputs from the FAA radars compatible 
with the SAGE-BUIC III system, they must first be converted into 
appropriate computer language by a special piece of equipment called 
a ‘̂ digitizer”. Because of a slippage in the production of this digitizer, 
five more Defense Department radars will have to be operated imtil 
FY 1969, when we expect to be able to reduce the number to 149.

Under our present plan, the 19 BUIC III stations will be fully inte
grated with the 12 SAGE direction centers. Two BUIC I l ls  are to be 
deployed in each of eight SAGE sectors along the western, northern.
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and eastern borders of the United States. Three sectors will need only 
one BUIC. In each of these 11 sectors, the direction center and the 
BUIC I l ls  will be integrated with 10 to 15 radars, thus enabling any 
one of the centers or B ftC  I l ls  to handle the entire sector even if the 
others were destroyed. The remaining interior SAGE sector will not 
have BUIC and will operate only with its direction center. All 12 
sectors will feed into five combat centers. These, in turn, will feed into 
the NORAD Combat Operation Center which is now fully functioning 
in its new underground facilities deep in the Cheyenne Mountain caves.

2. Ma n n e d  I nt e r c e pt o r s

The manned interceptor forces are generally the same as those pre
sented last year.

As you know, we have been stud;^ing during the past several years 
various ways of modernizing our air defense forces. Interceptor ver
sions of both the SR^7l (F-12) and the F-111 have been considered 
for this role. Either one, equipped with the improved ASG-18/AIM 47 
fire control and missile system and used with an effective Airborne 
Warning and Control System (AWACS), would be better than the 
present interceptors in operating from degraded bases and independ
ently of the vulnerable fixed ground environment, and in countering 
concentrated bomber attacks, mcluding air-to-surface missiles. In 
fact, a sxn l̂l force of such aircraft operating with AWACS would have 
a combat capability superior to the programmed force of several hun
dred Century series fighters and the hundreds of ground radar and 
control sites.

The feasibility of this plan, however, depends upon the successful 
development of the AWACS. We now have a test program underway 
to examine three proposed solutions to the problem of developing an 
overland airborne radar which could provide effective coverage at all 
altitudes. Design efforts are also being pursued on the airframe and 
avionics. We hope that by the end of this vear sufficient data will be 
available to demonstrate the feasibility ox the AWACS. Only then 
will we be in a position to make a decision on the interceptor force. 
Accordingly, we propose to continue development work on both the 
F-12 and the F-111 types of interceptors and on the fire control and 
missile systems, and $20 million is included in the F Y 1968 Budget for 
this purpose. Although no additional funds are requested for work 
on the AWACS airframe, another $10 million is included in the FY  
1968 Budget to continue work on overland radar technology.

3. Su r f a c e -t o -Air  Mis s il e s

The NIKE HERCULES and HAWK missile forces are the same as 
planned a year ago except that we now intend to replace eventually 
some of the present HAWK missiles with the new Improved HAWK 
which is now in development.

In addition to the Improved HAWK, which is designed primarily 
for the field forces, we also have in advanced development a new sur
face-to-air missile called the SAM-D. While this system is also 
primarily oriented toward air defense of the field forces, it also has a 
potential application for Continental Air Defense. This effort, thus
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far, has been directed mainly to development of the required com
ponents or ‘‘̂ building blocks” and a deployment decision at this time 
would be premature. Additional funds have been included in the FY  
1968 Budget to continue development.
4. Ba l l is t ic  Mis s il e  Wa r n in g

The numbers of Ballistic Missile Early Warning Systems (BME- 
WS) and Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radar sites are the same as shown 
last year. The OTH radars, themselves, provide another form of early 
warning of ballistic missile attack, as I described to the Committee last 
year, particularly against Soviet missiles fired on trajectories beyond 
the BMEWS coverage.

We are also continuing work on “back scatter” Over-the-Horizon 
radars. In this system, echo signals from the target would be returned 
directly to the transmitter, thereby making separate receiving stations 
unnecessai^. An interim capability to detect sea launched ballistic 
missiles (SLBMs) is being phased in during FY  1968. The SLBM 
detection system will include modified SAGE and SPACETEACK 
radars.
5. A n t i -Sa t e l l it e  D e f e n s e

As described in previous years, we have a capability to intercept 
and destroy hostile satellites within certain ranges. This capability 
will be maintained through FY 1968.

Senate Foreign Relations Committee Staff Study on Arms 
Sales and Foreign Policy, January 25, 1967 ^

PREFACE
This study is the result of the belief of the Committee on Foreign 

Eelations that the problems and responsibilities the United States 
has acquired with its ever increasing arms exports are of prime con
cern to the Congress. The complex nature of these arms sales, as well 
as their implications for national and foreign policy encourages the 
belief that this study can serve a useful purpose.

It should be emphasized that this study does not necessarily reflect 
the views of the committee or any of its members.

J. W. F u l b r i g h t , Chairman,

I. THE CHANGING PATTERN OF AMERICAN MILITARY ASSISTANCE
Since the Second World War the United States has recognized that 

it is in the national interest to give military support to friendly 
countries to enable them to defend themselves agamst the threat of

 ̂Senate Foreign Relations Committee print, 90th Cong., 1st sess.


