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U nit ed  Sta tes S en ate ,
S ubc om m it te e on  A rm s C on tr ol ,

I nte rnati onal L aw  an d O rg ani za ti on , 
of  t ii e  C om m it te e on  F or eig n R el at io ns ,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:35 p.m., in room 

S-116, the Capitol Build ing, Senator  Edmund S. Muskie [chairman 
of the subcommittee] presiding.

Pres ent:  Senators Muskie, Fulbright  [chairman of the full com­
mittee ], Symington, Pell, Humphrey, Case, Aiken, and Percy.

Also present: Donald S. Flovcl, Special Assistant to A SD /IS A for 
Congressional Relations; Maj. Gen. John Wickham, mil itary  assis tant 
to Secretary  of Defense; Robert Wolthius, Deputy Assistant Secre­
tary of Defense for Legislative Affairs; Richard Shearer,  AS D/ISA 
(policy plans) ; Benson Adams, Department of State P.M. Affairs ; 
Maj. Howard Graves and Sgt. A. C. Kautz, Office of the A ssistant  to 
the Secretary of Defense.

Senator M u sk ie . Mr. Secre tary, why don't you proceed as you desire. 
Would you like to make your presenta tion withou t inter rupt ion ?

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER, SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE

Secretary S ciilesi n g er . N o, sir. I have no formal presentation. I 
am delighted to be here. I think  tha t there are good questions being 
raised today about the whole national strategy . That is one of the 
opportunities  tha t we as a nation have. Now that some of the emotions 
of the Vietnam period have passed away, we should review, in the 
form of a na tional  date, where we should go as a nation. I had the 
opportuni ty of discussing the future of NATO last  summer at your 
courtesy. I  am not sure t ha t we al l reached s imilar  judgments on the  
future of  NATO, but we did have an opportuni ty for a better review 
of those problems than had  been the case for a number of years dur ing 
the Vietnam war. So I stand ready to discuss these matters.

I can open with a few observations tha t may be helpful to you, 
Senator Muskie, and Senator Case.

TWO BROAD DISTINCTIONS

We have two broad distinctions, two lines of approach, th at should 
be sharply distinguished. One is the question of our targeting doctrine 
or targeting s trategy , and the other is the  d iplomatic  issues involved
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in the SALT [Strategic Arms Limitation  Talks] negotiations. It is 
these diplomatic issues which affect sizing of our nuclear forces.

I have attempted to stress tha t these issues, while linked, are sepa­
rable. In  order to change our ta rge ting  doctrine, we do not require any 
increase in forces. In fact, we can do it with less forces than  we 
possess today. In a few minutes, I will go into the reason why we 
think a change in targeting doctrine is propitious  for the United 
States. But the issue o f targ etin g doctrine should be separated from 
tha t of force sizing.

We hope tha t through the SALT II  negotiations we can get both 
sides to hold down the level of forces and mainta in essential equiv- 
alance between the force structures of both sides.

The issue of our targeting doctrine as it impacts on deterrence is 
separate from tha t issue. I  shall go into both of these issues for you. 
but I think tha t it is useful at the outset to stress the difference.

SIZ IN G  QUEST IO N

Let me talk first about the sizing question. You will recall tha t 
there were hopes some years ago tha t when the Soviets reached a 
deployment of approximately a thousand ICBM ’s [Inter-Continental  
Ballistic Missile] they would cease construction of new silos, they 
would level off thei r forces as we had leveled off our forces 5 or 6 
years previously, and then both sides would be satisfied with some­
thin g that  appeared to be numerical parity . I think there was wide­
spread  disappointment that  the Soviets did not choose to level off. 
Obviously their  guideposts for the sizing and composition of their  
forces happened to be dif ferent from ours, or at least different from 
ours in that period of time.

Despite the growth of the Soviet force s tructure we entered into 
the SALT I agreement. Tha t agreement had certain  aspects which 
struck some observers as being unequal in its treatment of the  United 
States. I think th at for the time in which the agreement was signed 
we were in good shape in terms of rough equality of forces. The 
United  States had certain  advantages; the Soviet Union had certain 
advantages.

The problem tha t we see with regard to force sizing, Mr. Chairman, 
is that the Soviet advantages tend to be more permanent than  ours. 
( )urs are transito ry, reflecting at the  present time a degree of American 
technological accomplishment tha t gives us qualitative offsets to the ir 
quantitative advantages.

U.S . AN D SO VIET  ADVA NTAG ES ON  CO M IN G OUT OF SA LI  

[Copy of slide follo ws:]
[S up pl ie d by D ep ar tm en t of  D efen se ]

F orc e Ch aracte ris tic s P rovid ing

U .S . ADV ANTAGES

1. MIRV’s and  RV technology.
2. Guidance technology.
3. Nuclear weapons technology.

Bal an ce  U nder  t h e  I nte rim  Agre em en ts

SOVIET ADV ANTAGE S

1. Numbers of launchers.
2. Throw weight.
3. Ongoing missi le development  pro­

grams.
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These technologies resu lted  in large U.S. objective at  SALT I—To limit  
numbers of  small  RVs compensating fo r Soviet advanta ges  by breaking momen- 
Soviet advanta ges in gross mega tons turn of their  deployment programs, 
and numbers of launchers .

U.S. position and overall balance With  improved technologies and ex- 
based on waning advantages. ploi tation of throw  weight, Soviet forces

could outclass U.S. forces.

This is a slide th at T developed ini tially for the National Security 
Council when I was D irector  of Central Intelligence. The situation  
shown has not changed in any respect. When we came out of SALT I 
we had the technological advantages listed on the left. The Soviets 
had the two quantita tive advantages  on the right  in terms of launchers 
and throw weight : in addition  they had an ongoing development pro­
gram which was, as it turned out to be, staggering  to us in its size and 
depth, though not its pace. I thin k many people would have expected 
them to install onboard computers in thei r ICBM’s and potentia lly 
in their SLBM ’s [Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles] at an earlier 
point than they did;  however, it is the breadth of the program that  
concerns us, as f shall show in a few minutes.

Senator Case. Excuse me. could you give me just a word or two as to 
No. 3, nuclear weapons technology ?

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. Part icularly  in the design of small 
weapons, we had better yield-to-weight ratios than the Soviets had 
been able to accomplish. This is especially true of a warhead of the type 
that appears on the Poseidon. That weapon design is a very im­
pressive technological development.

Senator Case. You mean in terms of power in relation to size and 
weight?

Secretary  Schlesinger. Yes. sir, it is a fair ly small device. It  weighs 
[deleted] pounds and it carries a very substantial yield for such small 
weight.

Now. because of our technology and despite the fact tha t we were 
quite limited in throw weight, we could deploy large numbers of RV's 
[Reentry Vehicles]. These compensate in the short run for the Soviet 
advantages in megatonnage and number of launchers.

I think SALT I was a fai r agreement. We achieved in SALT I the 
objective of limiting the potential Soviet advantage by breaking the 
momentum of their  ongoing deployment programs, particularly the 
I (TIM program.

PRO BLEM UN ITED  STATES FACES

I ’he long-run problem is shown at the bottom of the  sl ide : the U.S. 
position and. therefore, the overall balance are potentially based on 
waning advantages. When the Soviets acquire the improved tech­
nologies and exploit the th row weight which they are permitted under 
the agreement, they could outclass U.S. forces.

MO VEME NT OF SOVIET PROGRAM

[Copy of slide follows:]



4

[Suppl ied by Dep ar tm en t of Defense]

SOVIET OFFENSIVE MISSILE R&D
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[Classified version of slide  is in committee files]

As you know and as this  slide demonstrates, we have monitored 
very carefully the movement of the Soviet program. The red line at 
the left indicates the signing of the SALT I agreements. Subsequent 
to the signing of the agreement we see a Soviet research and develop­
ment program of astonishing dep th and breadth. This  is not to say that  
they deceived us in the agreement or tha t the program had been 
designed to emerge afte r the agreement. Obviously, these develop­
ments were in the cards  years  in advance because the Soviets have the 
same kind of leadtime problems tha t we have. But  I think it is f air  
to say tha t many people, par ticu larly  people in the arms control 
community, have been surpr ised by the streng th of those programs.

The SS-X -19 and the S S-X -18  in par ticular appear  to be programs 
tha t are far  advanced. They have difficulties with the SS-X -17,  and 
the SS-X-16 program is not as fa r advanced.

[Deleted.] Wha t I should like to stress is the significance of the 
throw weight the Soviets will have in thei r new missiles.

[Copy of slide follows:]
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[S up pl ie d by  D ep ar tm en t of  De fense]

ICB M COMPARISON

RV'i
[C las sif ied  ve rs io n of  s lid e is in  co mm itt ee  file s]

Over at the right of this slide, you see the Minuteman I I I  for pur­
poses of comparison. A t the  time of SALT I we thou ght  that, if we 
could get control of the SS-9 or its replacement, we would have a han­
dle on the Soviet throw weight problem. W hat we were unprepared 
for was the enormous expansion of Soviet throw’ weight represented by 
the SS-X- 19 as the  p otential replacement for the SS-11. [Deleted.] 
Ea rlier versions of the SS-11 were of lesser throw’ weight, but the 
SS-X-19  has a throw weight of two to three times as much as even the 
SS-11 Mod 3. Therefore, the Soviets can have a very substantial 
amount of throw’ weight in the out years. They can have something 
on the order of 10 to  12 million pounds of total  ICBM throw weight 
as compared to our own ICBM  force of approx imately 2 million 
pounds throw  weight.

1 am talking prim arily now of the ICBM. We must make adju st­
ments for the implica tions of the SLBM’s at a later stage.

[Copy of slide fol lows:]

30 -9 1S — 74
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lS up pl ie d by D ep ar tm en t of De fense]

POTENTIAL SOVIET AND US ICBM MIRVs

us

[C las sif ied  v er sion  o f sl id e is in co mm itt ee  files]

I f  you  w ill reca ll my first ch ar t and  if I  m ay expan d upon the  poin t 
wi th th is  c ha rt,  one  o f ou r expecta tions  a t SA LT  I  was tha t we could 
have som eth ing  on th e o rder  of  six  or  6,000 RV ’s and the  So vie ts would 
be confined to 2,300 o r 2,500 i nd ependent  R V ’s. T he ref ore, t he  n um eri ­
cal advanta ges o f the  U ni ted  S ta tes in ter ms  of  R V’s offset the grosser  
Sov iet  advan tages.

PROBLEM WITH  REGARD TO THROW WEIGHT

The  problem is th at , even with  the throw weigh t th at  the Soviets 
had  un de r the agre ement  of  Ma y 1972—as rep res ented  by the  SS-9.  
the SS-11  an d othe r miss iles— if  they  pu t 10 w arh ead s equ iva len t to 
our Pos eidon wa rhe ads  on each miss ile, they  cou ld have  som eth ing  
on the  orde r of 23,000 warhe ads . W ith  the  ad di tio na l th ro w weight 
which is embodied in the  SS-X -1 9 and SS -X -1 8 they  cou ld have  
som eth ing  like  33,000 RV ’s.

I do not wa nt  to  overs tate  th e importance o f the  th row we igh t o f the 
old er missil es. That  is j us t a w ay of  app reciat ing the ma gn itu de  of the 
th row weigh t they  had availabl e. I f  the y used  a Mark 12 t yp e war ­
head—w hich is the  RV th at  we hav e on the Minutem an I I I —they 
cou ld have som eth ing  on the  or de r of  15.000 RV’s on th ei r IC BM ’s.

We  do no t believe  th ey would  go  in th at  d irectio n. Tha t is ju st  a way  
of ga ging  the po ten tia lit y of  th ei r throw we igh t in ter ms of  U.&  
tech nology . Ra ther , we believe th at they  will  move in the dire ctio n 
of  p ut ting  some thing on the  o rd er  of  five R V’s on board  the  SS- X-1 9,  
if u nconstr ain ed  by SA LT . They could a lso p ut between fou r an d eight
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RV’s on the  SS -X -1 8.  Th is  wou ld give the m between 7,000 a nd  8.000 
one-to- two megaton reen try  vehic les.

By  c on tra st the  Un ite d St ates  h as prog ram ed  about 2.000 R \ s to r 
its  iC B M ’s. We  could M IR V  the en tire Minutem an force and have  
abo ut 3,000 RV’s bu t there sti ll wou ld be an ap pa rent  disequil ibr ium  
between th at  forc e and  t he  7.000 to 8,000 one-to- two megaton weapons 
aboard the po ten tia l—let me keep  str essin g th at —poten tia l Sov iet  
force.  If , in SA LT  I I  we can no t ge t them to  put  co ns tra in ts on g row th,  
th ei r po ten tia l force wou ld have  7.000 to 8.000 one-to- two  megaton  
weapons c ompared to the  2,000-3.000 [de leted]  wea pons that  we would 
have  on board  the M inu tem an.

Fo r the tim e being ou r th row we igh t co ns tra int s do not bo ther us. 
I  do no t ex pec t they  wi ll bo ther  us u nti l 1978 or 1980. I f  we a re success­
ful  in SA LT—an d I hope we are  successful—i n ob ta in ing rest ra in ts 
on the  Sovie t side, we can  liv e wi th the kin d of  wea pons system we 
have tod ay.

U.S.  OB JEC TIV ES CONCERNIN G SALT II

So ou r objectives  in  SA LT I I  are  hop eful ly  to  p ersuad e the  Soviets 
to exercise  re st ra in t wi th re ga rd  to the  explo ita tio n of  th ei r throw 
we igh t po tent ia l and con sequen tly to avo id the  necessi ty fo r the 
bu ild up  of  forces on bo th sides. In  orde r fo r the m to be per sua ded , 
I th in k th at the y mus t bel ieve th at  we are  prep ared  eit he r to go up  
in numb er if  they  persi st,  or  to  re st ra in  ourselves at pre sen t levels, 
or go  to a low er leve l i f th ey  will do so.

SIZING  ISS UE

W ith  reg ar d to th e siz ing  issue , I  believe t ha t we mu st pace ourselves 
by the Sovie t pro gra m.  I t ha s only been in recent years  t hat  one could 
say th at  the  Sov iet pr og ram  has become po ten tia lly  the  pacin g item  
in w ha t is r efer red to as the  ar ms race.

In  pa st  years ma ny obseiw ers have suggested th at  it was the  Un ite d 
State s which  was pac ing . I  th in k if  one tal ke d to most of  the  peop le 
(hat I  have ta lked  to in th e arm s con trol  com munity  one would find 
th at  the y recognize the p ot en tia lit y repres ented  by the  Sovie t p rogra m.

So t ha t is one issue, th e issue  of siz ing.

ISSU E OF RETA RGETING

The issue of re ta rg et ing,  Mr. Ch airm an —which I  pr ef er  to refe r 
to as a cha nge  in ta rg et in g doctr ine —does not  req uir e any change  in 
ou r force str uc tur e. The purpo se of  the  cha nge  in the ta rg et in g doc­
trine , whi ch emp has izes  flexibi lity  a nd  se lec tivi ty, is to shore up dete r­
rence. We believe, fo r r easons  th at  I  can lay out in cons ide rab le len gth , 
th at  th e cha nge in ta rg et in g doctr ine  serves to  sho re up  deterrenc e 
across the  en tire spe ctrum  of  r isk  and consequen tly redu ces  the  likeli ­
hood, which is fo rtu na te ly  alr eady  very low, of  any ou tbrea k of 
nucle ar war . W e want to keep recourse  to  nu cle ar weapons as f ar away 
as possible. Ou r objective in  all of these mat ters  is, if  conflict were to 
come, to keep  th at  confl ict at as low a level of  violence as possib le. 
We a re using  th e str ate gic forces, as it were, to establ ish  a fra me wo rk 
wi thin which conflic t, if  it  comes, wou ld be fought at a low level , in 
ter ms  of  the violence  of the  weapons  involved .
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I t is our judgment tha t this change in ta rget ing doctrine shores up 
deterrence. A targeting doctrine which stresses going only against 
cities is not an adequate deterrent for most purposes when the Soviet 
I nion, as i s the case today, has a counter-deterrent which is beyond 
the capacity  and, I believe, the desire of the United  States  to take 
away. In  fact, this  is not the way the forces were ta rgeted,  but the 
overt public doctrine stressed only going against cities.

If  the United States were to strike at the urban indus trial base 
of the Soviet 1 nion, the  Soviet Union could and presumably would 
tire back destroying the urban industria l base of the United States. 
Consequently, the Soviet Union, under  those circumstances, might 
believe tha t the United States would be self-deterred from making 
use of its strategic forces. Thus, they might regard themselves as rela­
tively risk-free if our deterren t doctrine, our ta rget ing doctrine, were 
to stress only going against cities.

Now, in my judgment, the effect of the emphasis on selectivity and 
flexibility, which I separate from any issue of sizing, is to improve 
deterrence across the spectrum of risk.

Mr. Chairman, as you know from our previous discussions about 
NATO, there has been a declining credibility, as the Europeans see 
it. in the relationship of U.S. strategic forces to European security.

The decline in tha t credibi lity was based upon the belief tha t the 
Americans would not use thei r strategic forces if , for example. New 
I ork and Chicago were placed at risk in order to protect Western 
Europe. Consequently, NATO, which is undergoing many travai ls, 
was also undergoing the travail of growing European disbelief tha t 
the U.S. strateg ic forces were locked into the security of Europe, 
despite our having made that pledge repeatedly over a period of many 
years.

The reaction in Europe to change in targeting doctrine has been 
uniformly welcoming, even joyous, because they recognize that this 
means U.S. strategic forces are still credibly pa rt of the overall de­
terren t for Europe. Tha t dete rren t is based upon three components: 
strategic forces, tactical nuclear forces, and a satisfac tory conven­
tional capability .

CHA NGE I X  TA RG ET IN G DO CT RINE

The change in targeting doctrine does not require new capabilities. 
There are some aspects for which we are asking the Congress this  year 
for additional funding , but the change in doctrine is not dependent 
upon the additional funding. We are asking money in this  budget  for 
improved command and control, and for some improvement in ac­
curacy, but the change in targ etin g doctrine does not depend for its 
efficacy upon our getting this  money.

Mr. Chairman. I think  that I have dist inguished between the s izing 
of the forces and the purposes for which we have changed our target ­
ing doctrine. I hope these comments are useful a t the outset, and I  am 
here to respond.

Senator Muskie. They are indeed useful.

CH A NGE IN  A CTUALIT Y OF  U .S . TA RG ET IN G

With  respect to the targe ting doctrine, you speak of it as represent­
ing a change of doctrine. The actuality of our targ etin g practice 
already includes military ta rgets  as well as cities, doesn’t it?
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Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir.
Senator Muskie. H ow will this  new doctrine change the actuali ty 

of our targe ting  ?
Secretary  Schlesixger. The change in targeting doctrine comes 

about in the following way: Of course, all our delivery vehicles are 
targe ted against specific targe ts. The point tha t is di tie rent  about the 
targetin g doctrine tha t I have outlined to you is the emphasis on 
selectivity and  flexibility. In  the past we have had massive preplanned 
strikes in which one would be dumping lite rally thousands of weapons 
on the Soviet Union. Some of those strikes could to some extent be 
withheld  from going directly against cities, bu t th at was limited even 
then.

With massive strikes of that  sort, it would be impossible to ascer­
tain whether the purpose of a strateg ic strike was limited or not. It 
was vi rtually indistinguishable from an attack on cities. One would 
not have had blast damage in the cities, but one would have con­
siderable fallout and the rest of it.

So what the change in targ etin g does is give the President of the 
United  States, whoever he may be, the option of lim iting strikes down 
to a few weapons. It  is to be understood that, if the United States 
were to strike  the Soviet Union in response to some hypothetical act 
on the ir par t, this would not have to be a massive response. The 
credib ility of a massive response was understandable in the fifties 
and even in the sixties when the United States had v irtua lly a nuclear 
monopoly with regard to intercontinental strike  forces. But the mas­
siveness of those strikes has reduced the credibility of the deterrent 
since about 1967-68, when the Soviets began to introduce large numbers 
of missiles into their force structure.

They now have a deterrent posture that is beyond the capacity  of the 
United States  to take  away. Some welcome that,  some do not welcome 
that.  But  I  think  it is a fact of life. There is no way th at the United 
States can limit  damage to itself against a well coordinated strike 
by the Soviet Union.

Senator Muskie. Are you saying that  the President  does not now 
have the option of a limited strike against missile silos?

Secretary Schlesixger. He does hypothetically in that he could ask 
SAC [Stra tegic  Ai r Command] to construct such a st rike  in an emer­
gency. [Deleted.]

But in order to have tha t kind of capacity one has to do the indoc­
trination and the planning in anticipat ion of the difficulties involved. 
It  is ill-advised to attempt to do th at under the  press of circumstances. 
Rath er one should thin k throu gh the problems in advance and put 
together relevant, small packages which a President could choose 
under the circumstances in which they might be required—which I 
stress I do not think will arise.

I th ink th at this will shore up deterrence in those few areas in which 
there is weakness.

PR OP OS ED  RA XG E OF  OP TIO N'S

Senator Muskie. So what you are saying is tha t our preoperational 
strateg ic p lan is a massive at tack on cities and missile silos and other 
limited targets  alike, and what  you are proposing is a range of options 
which would range from a ttack on missile sites up to a massive attack 
on cities.
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Se cretary  Schlesinger. Yes, sir .
Let  me  see i f I  can h elp  y ou r q uestion ing  ancl t he quest ion ing  of the 

oth er m emb ers o f the  committ ee, i f I  may.
Th ere  a re  thre e aspects of  th is  is su e: th e firs t is the  s izing  question. 

Then with  rega rd  to ta rg et in g there are  two quest ions: firs t, is selec­
tiv ity  an d flex ibil ity,  a des irable  t hing , and . second, are  t he  p ar tic ul ar  
prog rams which we of the Dep ar tm en t o f Defense  a re advocat ing  t his  
year  w ith  rega rd  to accurac y an d com mand con tro l, des irable?

1 would  like  to separat e tho se two  item s because  in ta lk ing with 
many people in the arm s control com munity  I  find th at to the exten t 
th at  we are  ta lk ing about gr ea te r sel ect ivi ty an d flexib ility they are  
qu ite  con ten t. In  fac t, the y th in k th at  th is  is a step fo rw ard in a 
moral an d a pra ctica l sense. W ha t they are  concern ed about are  the  
inference s th at  the  Sov iets  might  dra w fro m a prog ram fo r grea ter 
accu racy . I  emphasi ze th is  because when  you get  clown to the  ba rd 
rock of  sele ctiv ity and flexib ilit y in ta rg et in g plans,  there rea lly  is 
very  lit tle  cri tici sm o f th at . Acr oss  the  e nti re spect rum  of people who 
have t ho ug ht  ab out  thi s issue, there  is r ela tively  lit tle  c riticism.

SOVIE T RE AC TI ON  TO EST A BLIS H IN G  RA NG E OF  OPT IO NS

Se na tor Muskie . You seem to imply  t hat  if  we establish th is range 
of  op tions  for  the Pres iden t th at  th is  w ould  somehow be  r eassur ing to 
the  Sov iets , and  the y wou ld assum e from the  fact  he has  th is  range 
th at  he  w ould  no t use the  opt ion of  massive  a tta ck  a ga inst  th e cities .

Se cre tar y Schlesinger. I  am no t sure  it would be reassu rin g to the  
Sovie ts, M r. C hai rman.

Se na tor Muskie . W ell,  reas su rin g in the  sense of inf luencing thei r 
own  se lection of a response* or t he ir  own decis ion wi th respec t to  a firs t 
str ik e a nd  so on.

Se cretary  Schlesinger. Yes, s ir.
I t  mi gh t. The rea ssu ran ce th at I men tion ed was  in terms  of the  

perspectiv e tak en by th ird pa rti es  towa rd  the  gen era l de terre nt  effect 
of  the  two ma jor st ra teg ic  fo rces in the  world.

The Sov iets  would no t nec essarily draw  rea ssu rance from this . I t 
is no t ou r objective to give the m reassurance. In  orde r to have  de ter­
rence  one must  have a cre dib le th reat . To  the  exten t th at  th is makes 
the  possible use of  ITS.  str ateg ic  fo rces  more credible,  i t has a  benef icial 
effect on dete rrence; bu t it does no t necessa rily  reassu re the  Sovie ts.

W ha t would be the  psycho log ica l reaction by th e Soviets to the  
announ cem ent  o f t hi s kind  o f str ateg y?  They can go in one of two di ­
rec tion s : th ey can, as some fea r, say  th at  lim ited str ikes  are  feasible. 
Tha t fear  ha s been arou nd  fo r some years. Th ere  is  no ind ica tion th at  
the  So vie ts real ly be lieve  that .

On  the  oth er ha nd , they  may con tinu e to believe t hat  all wars mu st 
ine vi tab ly  esca late  t o th eh ig hest  level. I f  t hey belie ve the  la tte r, the n 
the y wil l con tinu e to be de terre d from any  action th at  would conce iv­
ab ly prec ip ita te  the st a rt  of  the use of  nucle ar weapons which would 
have  thi s esc ala tory effect.

Se na tor Case. M us tn’t  they  believe ei ther  one or  the  oth er?  Are n' t 
there  ju st two  choices, a s you  said p rev iously  ?

Se cretary Schlesinger . Well,  I  have st ate d them------
Se na tor Case. No, ju st  now.
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They will either believe one thing, which you say—as I  understand 
it—that there is. i t is possible to have less or there is not. Once you 
sta rt with nuclear weapons it will inevitably go up.

Secretary Schlesinger. In  logic they must believe one or the other, 
but there are relatively few people who take tha t precise a view of these 
problems. Many people believe that in all  likelihood it must go all the 
way, but tha t there is some possibil ity t ha t nuclear war could be con­
strained at a lower level. Other  people argue tha t, once three or four 
or five nuclear weapons are  employed, sensible political leaders would 
look around aghast  a t the consequences—at the most agonizing conse­
quences—and say, “Let’s stop right here.”

JU ST  A MATTER OF TH IN KIN G ABOUT IT

Senator Case. This is the part tha t I  think has to be stressed because 
T think it is the heart of anything new you have brought into this th ing 
but, in fact,  there isn’t anything  new because already  we have targets, 
we have weapons targeted , ind ividual  ta rgets  that can be selected.

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes.
Senator Case. I t is jus t a matte r of thin king  about it. isn't it ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Right . Th at is why I referred to it  as target­

ing doctrine rather tha n the term retarg eting  tha t has been employed. 
It is the question o f firing doctrine, and how you view the problem. 
You are quite right. Senator,  to stress tha t aspect.

Senator Humphrey. And the indoctr ination of our own people, isn 't 
it ?

Secretary Schlesinger. That is right.
Senator Muskie. In  other words, you have to position our  hardware 

and command organization to accord with this targeting doctrine. If  
circumstances should arise tomorrow t ha t would just ify selective tar ­
geting, how much of an inhibition would we have as a result of our 
failure to have programed  the selective? How much of an inhibit ion 
in terms of time constraints and so on ?

Secretary  S chlesinger. Mr. Chairman, could I  make some observa­
tions to you off the record ?

Senator Muskie. Yes.
[Discussion off the record.]

possibility of limited nuclear war

Senator Fulbright. In answer to Senator  Case, do you think it is 
possible to have a limited  nuclear war, just to exchange a couple of 
weapons ?

Secretary Schlesinger. I believe so. Senator.
Senator F ulbright. You do ? Why do you believe that ?
Senator Case. On this ground tha t there is a locus penitentiae at a 

time when before it  reaches the maximum, both sides would say, 
“Whoops, boys.”

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes.
Senator Case. Maybe so. and this is extremely important to discuss, 

because unless you have nuclear weapons used in such relatively small 
things that  they are really not nuclear weapons, if you can imagine 
such, any destruct ion of a city is going to be an event tha t will in­
evitably, it seems to me, prevent any fur the r rational  discussion.
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Senator F ulbright. I am not as aware on this as some of the others. 
Conlcl you visualize the circumstances th at  would result in a limited war ?

Senator Case. Yes, the model.
Senator F ulbright. Let us not be hypothetical for the moment. Can 

you think of something real ?
Secretary Sciilesixger. As your  question implies, this is not a deci­

sion that any President or any politica l leader of the Soviet Union is 
likely to take lightly . I t is an agonizing situation. It is very difficult to 
think of circumstances under which nuclear weapons will be employed. 
I am delighted to say that  is the case.

What I am saying is th at it is easier to think of the circumstances 
in which limited use might occur tha n it would be to think  of a mas­
sive all-out strike  against the urba n indus trial base of another na­
tion which has the capability of striking back.

One circumstance I can think  of is the possibility of the overrun­
ning of Western Europe. This would be a major defeat fo r the NATO 
alliance and for the United States. I don’t know w hat we would do 
under those circumstances in terms o f the strategic forces, but I be­
lieve that it  is necessary for our strategic forces to continue to lie locked 
into the defense of Europe in the minds of the  Europeans and of the Soviet Union.

Tha t would be one of the circumstances. It  is very hard fo r me. Sen­
ator, to th ink  of other circumstances in which the advantages involved 
in the use of nuclear weapons could in any way be commensurate with 
the risks. We are talking about a very low probabi lity about an ex­
tremely great horror and, therefore, I cannot think of many circum­
stances in which this would be the  appropria te response.

SIT U A TIO N  IX  W H IC H  T H ER E  WOU LD  BE LIM IT ED  RE SP ON SE

Senator  H umphrey. Let me see if I understand the chairman’s view.
Are you asking him to give us a s ituation in which there  would be 

a limited response?
Senator F ulbright. In other words, where you would only drop a couple.
Senator  Humphrey. Yes; and tha t would not trigger the escalatory process.
Senator Fulbright. I can' t think of any. I wonder what circum­

stances you can think of. You don’t think Europe  would be a case like that,  do you ?
Secretary  Sciilesixger. When I  th ink of our overseas interests, E u­

rope is the one preeminent place in  which this could conceivably arise. 
But let me give you an illustrat ion of that .

Senator  F ulbright. I  don't  unders tand the question. Ho you mean 
that, aft er they have made the decision all -out full force to overrun 
Europe, tha t you think  one bomb would deter them and they would stop and say, “I am sorry” ?

Secretary Sciilesixger. I was not saying what weapons.
Senator F ulbright. Or two bombs or six bombs ?
Secretary Sciilesixger. W hat we are talking about is an individual 

target set. I f. for example, unde r those circumstances, one were to go
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afte r their oil production capacity—just take tha t as an illustration  
of a target set—the removal of  tha t capacity would have a crippling 
effect on the Soviet ability to wage war against A estern Europe.

Senator F ulbright. Do you mean tha t if we did, that you don't 
think  they would respond with nuclear weapons aga inst us ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. They might well. I think tha t they would.
Senator F ulbright. Sure they would.
Secretary Sciilesinger. But I believe, Sena tor, i f we were to main­

tain continued communications with the Sovie t leaders during the war, 
and if we were to describe precisely and meticulously the limited na­
ture of our actions, including the desire to  avoid attacking the ir urban 
indus trial base, tha t in spite of whatever one says his torically in ad­
vance that everything must go all out, when the existentia l circum­
stances arise, political leaders on both sides will be under powerful 
pressure to continue to be sensible. Both sides under those circum­
stances will continue to have the capacity at any time to destroy the 
urban industr ial base of the others. The leaders on both sides will 
know that . Those are circumstances in which I believe tha t leaders 
will be rational and prudent. I hope I am not being too optimistic.

Senator Case. And you argue fur ther tha t because this is a possi­
bility, therefore,  the Russians won't go into Western Europe with 
massive conventional force?

Secretary Sciieslixger. Tha t is our hope.
Senator F ulbright. They won’t anyway with our present  forces un­

less they have lost th eir minds. I f they are completely ir rational, why 
none of  the theories would hold up. I  don’t see how’ it changes that.

CREDIBI LIT Y OF LI MIT ED  TAR GETING VERSUS MASSIVE  RETALIA TIO N

Senator Case. I think he says this is a more credible deterrent than  
the present situation.

Secretary Sciilesinger. At the present time our forces in Western 
Europe really in no way threaten the terr itory of the Soviet Union. 
The Soviets might  perceive it differently.

Senator Symington. Mr. Chairman, if the Secretary will y ield, at 
tha t point, I have had th e advantage  of seeing his classified report to 
the Armed Services Committee on th is subject and I  have gotten  some 
of the, I think we will all agree some of the  most expert people in this 
field to help me prepare  some questions on just the poin t tha t came up.

When the time comes I  would like, with  the committee’s approval, I  
would like, to ask half a dozen questions.

Senator Muskie. By al l means.
Before you do th at, could I ask this  quest ion: On the question of 

credibil ity tha t Senator Case raised, are you saying tha t our massive 
reta liato ry capabili ty has lost credibility  with respect to our commit­
ment to Europe from the Soviet point of view, and tha t if we have 
this more limited targ etin g capability , tha t the Soviets might regard  
that as a more credible deterrent ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. Yes, sir ; I think that is very briefly it.
Senator Muskie. That is your position ?
Secretary Sciilesinger. Massive retalia tion, of course, existed in 

the fifties. I t was a somewhat different doctrine from assured destruc­
tion in the sixties. Massive retalia tion, as adopted by Mr. Dulles, in-

30- 018— 74 3
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volved the use of strategic  weaponry in response to a whole a rray  of possible actions. It  involved s trik ing back at any times and places we chose. Assured destruction, to the extent it was elaborated in the sixties, tended to be described primarily in  terms of going against cities.Once the Soviet Union built up a counter-deterrent , assured destruc­tion became a logically incredible kind of th reat. It  is not necessarily psychologically incredible, but it is logically incredible. T hat  is our problem and th at is why we are shifting the target ing doctrine to make it more credible. I believe as long as we have a credible threat  there are not going to be hostilities of m ajor dimensions.

PO SSIBIL ITY  OF TRIGGE RING HOLOCAUST

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Secretary, I tend to agree with you, but you open up an option tha t I think is frau ght  with some danger, namely that you can have an exchange of one or two nuclear weapons on what is called a more sensible and selective doctrine and th at would be it. In other words, the commander in chief of the Soviet Union, or the United States or any country could say, “ I have reason to  believe tha t I could use as commander in chief now three to four  nuclear weapons on a selected target,''  and tha t this would have a deterrent effect, because the horror of a ll-out nuclear war is ju st too much, and tha t the selective doctrine and this  new targ eting concept would give the President of the I nited States  bett er and more efficient use of our existing weaponry.
The problem, as I see it, goes right back to Senator  Fu lbr igh t’s original question. Suppose once you have let loose th at first bomb and it hits the Hiroshima or the Nagasaki of the Soviet Union, th at instead of terroriz ing the population, instead of bringing it to its knees, or even causing them to stop, look and think , what I would venture would be the immediate reaction is “Well, we can really let them have i t.” I mean th at is the danger. I don’t say it will happen. I say th is is one we have to think  through.
Are we in a sense making it easier to trigger  the holocaust or are we, in our doctrine, making more efficient use of our existing weaponry with the same deterrent effect tha t we had during the fifties and six­ties with the massive deterrence.
I happen to agree with you basically on the massive deterrence. I  think maybe it has lost some of its credibility in the sense that  everybody more or less knows you are not rea lly going to use it. How­ever, i t has one thing going for it. For 25, 30 years it has kept us from a major war, and I have reason to believe, as I think you do, tha t there were many times we could have slipped into one.Secretary  Schlesixger. I thin k your question goes to the heart of it.
Senator Muskie. Senator Symington.

avoidance of appearance of first-strike capability effort
Senator  Symington. As a member of the Armed Services Commit­tee, Mr. Secretary, last week I received a copy of your classified defense posture statement in which you discussed the strategic doc­trine  and from which I  would now ask the following questions: On
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page 69 you gave a list of the principal features  of the proposed 
strategic posture. The four th item is the objective and I quote, “The 
avoidance of any combination of forces that could be taken as an 
effort to acquire the  ability to execute a first-strike disarming attack  
against the U.S.S.R.”

Because this restric tion has to be interpreted in the eyes of the 
conservative Soviet analy st who looks with the same suspicion at the 
long-range evolution of the U.S. forces as we do at Soviet milit ary 
developments, why do you believe tha t the development of a hard 
targ et kill capabi lity by the United States will not be interpre ted by 
Soviet analysts to  po int to the evolution of a United States first-strike 
capabi lity agains t Soviet land-based forces?

Kindly note in your  reply tha t the Soviets have concentrated a 
very much larger fract ion of thei r retal iatory power in land-based 
ICBM’s than  has the United States.

Secretary Sciilesinger. Yes, sir.
That concentration, by the way, is undergoing change. They now 

have over 650 SLBM ’s at sea, so the propor tion of the ir forces that  
we cannot get at is increasing.

[Copy of slide follows:]

P rinc iple s Affec tin g T iir ow w ei giit  ver sus  Accuracy T radeoff  Calculatio ns  

[Supplied by Departmen t of Defense]

1. No nation will ever know prospective accuracy under operating conditions 

against, real world targe t system.
2. Each nation wil l know its own throwweigli t.
3. Tiirowweigiit can compensate in limited but adequate degree for accuracy 

degradation to be expected in real world exchange.
Possible Inference: United States ought not tolerate in the longrun present 

4 :1 disproportion in t iiroww eigiit vis-a-vis Soviets.
Tiirowweigiit disparities would lead to an asymmetry  in the degree of con­

fidence in reciprocal counterforce capabil ities— Both in physical terms and in 

the perception of the power-political relationships.

I believe tha t there  is some m isunderstanding about the degree, of  
reliabi lity ami accuracy of missiles. As this char t explains it is im­
possible for either side to acquire th e degree of accuracy th at would 
give them a h igh confidence first strike because we will not know what 
the actual accuracy will be like in a real-world context.

As you know, we have acquired from the western test range a 
fair ly precise accuracy, but in the real world we would have to fly 
from operational bases to targe ts in the Soviet Union. The paramete rs 
of the flight from the  western test range are not really very helpful 
in determining those accuracies to the Soviet T nion.

We can never know what degrees o f accuracy would be achieved 
in the real world. I thin k tha t tha t probably is advantageous for the 
reasons that your question hints at.

The effect/of this is that, there will always be degradat ion in ac­
curacy as one sh ifts from R. & I). [Research and Development] test ­
ing, which is essentially  what we have a t the western test range, to op­
erational silos. We do not know what the reduction in accuracy would 
be, but  I want to show you the overall impact, if the United  States 
were to launch first with 3,000 delivery vehicles.

[Copy of slide follows:]
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[Su pp lied by Departm ent of Defense .]

HYPO THETICAL RECIPROCAL COUNTERSILO CAPABIL ITIES :

[C lass if ied ve rs ion of  s lid e is  in  c om mitt ee  fi les ]

As you will notice on this slide, Senator, I am giving the United 
States [deleted] of a naut ical mile CEP.

Senator  Humphrey. What does tha t mean ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Circular error of probabil ity. I t is the close­

ness, a miss-distance of [deleted] o f a nautical mile C EP. [Deleted.]
If  in a real world we were able to achieve tha t [deleted] of a 

nautical mile with our present warheads [deleted] we could reduce 
the Soviet ICBM  force struc ture to 280 missiles using our entire 
Minuteman force.

With  280 ICBM’s surviv ing in the Soviet Union they can still 
strike  back and destroy everything in the European and the U.S. 
indus trial base.

WHY wo n’t SOVIETS BELIEVE WE ARE BUILDING FIRST-STRIKE 
CAPABILITY ?

Senator Symington. You know what my question was. If  we do 
what you are doing and we do it because we are afra id they are 
building up a f irst-strike capability , why won’t they be in a position, 
their analysts, to  believe we are building  up a first-strike capabi lity ? 
Tha t was my question.

Secretary Schlesinger. The point tha t I  would like to make, Sena­
tor, is tha t if you have any degradation  in operational accuracy, 
American counterforce capabi lity goes to the dogs very rapidly.
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We know that  and the Soviets should know it , and that is one of 
tlie reasons t ha t I can publicly state tha t neither  side can acquire a 
high confidence first-str ike capability. I want the President of the 
United States to know th at  for all the futu re years, and I want the 
Soviet leadership to know tha t for all the future years. If  the Soviet 
planners  sit down and make exactly the same calculations, they will 
see that  even afte r a U.S. first-to-strike, their  ICBM  force would 
have sufficient ability  to s trike  back and destroy the  industrial base of 
the United States.

DOD M A IN T EN A N C E  T H A T  U N IT E D  ST AT ES  FA CE D SO VIET  FIR ST-S TR IK E  

CAPA BIL IT Y

Senator Symington. I f  the Soviets have no reason to be concerned 
about the evolution of the U.S. first-strike capability, could you ex­
plain why, throughout  the  ABM [Anti-Ballistic Missile] debates, 
which started  in 1969, representatives of the Depar tment  of Defense 
continuously maintained  that the United States was facing a Soviet 
first-strike capability in view of the emergence of Soviet hard  ta rget  
kill missiles?

Secretary  S ciilesinger. Tha t is a difficult question to answer, Sena­
tor, because I  was not in sympathy with the position tha t was taken 
at the  time.

Senator Symington. I  wish you had been here then. We might have 
saved $9,670,000,000.

Secretary Sciilesinger. That issue can be separated from the issue 
of whether doing ABM research and development was valuable. We 
have discussed the role o f barga ining chips on other occasions. I be­
lieve th at the effect o f the United States  star t on ABM was to lead 
the Soviets to agree in the treaty to restrain ABM developments on 
both sides. This was in net beneficial. However, I  d id not believe per­
sonally tha t the United States was facing a Soviet first-strike capa­
bility. Given my experience with the accuracy question, I did not 
believe tha t the SS-9 was a Minuteman killer.

W IT H H O LD IN G  R ETA LIA TIO N  AN D LESS T H A N  MA SS IV E RE SP ON SE  O PT IO NS  
. • , • , ■ ■ f ; . • • • • ,  t ;: ■- /•! m .•

Senator Symington. Now, on page 56 you make a persuasive case 
that  the United States  should have other options in response to a 
nuclear attack against the U.S. mainland, other than a massive all-out 
nuclear attack. But then, on page 60, you identi fy that  requirement 
with a requirement for the need of attack ing hard silos.

To what extent do we have an option now to withhold retalia tion 
for an appropriate  time of deliberation and to wha t extent now do 
we have the option of  delivering less than a massive response?

Secretary Sciilesinger. At the present time, we have the hypo­
thetical option. That  is why I indicated that we should separate the 
change in targeting doctrine from certain funding requests tha t we 
are making this  year. I  th ink tha t those funding requests will improve 
the doctrine, but the doctrine is not dependent on them. "We can devise 
selective, flexible s trikes with our existing array of weaponry.

Senator Symington. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
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LIMITATIONS IX TERMS OF FLEXIBILITY OF RESPONSE

Io  what  extent are the limitat ions from which we now suffer in 
terms of flexibility of response, which range all the way from massive 
retali ation  to attack ing single airfields or single urban targets, either,  
(1) limited by defects in our command and control systems or, (2) 
limited by inflexibility in the computer arrangements" which govern 
our targetin g options ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. I th ink that we are to some degree inhibited 
by both. Senator. As you know, we are requesting in this budget 
additional money for command and control. I also stressed in my 
response to the earlier question that you have to have a different mental 
approach. Tha t mental approach is not built  into the targeting pro­
grams which are presently the basis of our attack  plans. So I  think  
it is both.

TYPE OF TARGETS OF POSSIBLE CONCERN TO ALLIES

Senator Symington. On page 62 you make what I believe is your 
intended case for adding hard targ et capability to fu ture  U.S. strategic 
forces when you state :

To enh anc e de ter rence we ma y also wan t a more effici ent ha rd  ta rg et  kill 
capabi lity than  we now possess. Both the th reaten ed  spe cia lized set s of ta rgets 
possibly of concern  to  all ies , with  th e gr ea te r economy of forc e, and  to make it 
cle ar  to a po ten tia l enem y th a t he cannot proceed  with  impu ni ty to jeo par diz e 
our own  system of  ha rd  ta rg et s.

What type of target s of possible concern to our allies are you re­
ferr ing  to?

Secretary Sciilesinger. IRBM  [International  Range Ballistic Mis­
sile] sites, to take one example. Conceivably—underscoring the con­
ceivably—we might  be talk ing about certain hardened command and 
control facilities or weapons storage sites, those kinds of targets.

MAJOR COUNTERFORCE CAPABILITY

Senator Symington. Wha t do you mean when you say the possible 
enemy “cannot proceed with impunity to jeopardize our own system 
of ha rd targe ts.’’?

Secretary  Sciilesinger. That  that  underscores one of my major 
concerns which goes back to the sizing and opportuni ty issue I dis­
cussed before. I do not thin k tha t it would be advisable for the 
United  States to be in a position in which a potentia l foe has or had 
a counter-force capabili ty tha t was markedly superior to that of the 
United  States. I do not urge  the United States to acquire a major coun­
terforce  capability, but there  is built into the Soviet program, given 
the recent R. & I), activity, the potential net throw weight for a 
major counter-force capability. If  they move in that direction, I  thin k 
we simply cannot allow that  marked superiority to develop. I stress 
again tha t I am not advocat ing th at for either side.

Senator  Humphrey. Would you permi t a clarification? When 
you say counter-force, are you really talking first-strike capability?

Secretary  Sciilesinger. N o, sir. We have to distinguish among dis­
arming first strike, no first use, and counter-force. Counter-force can
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go against any military targe t. I t can go agains t IRBM  sites as opposed 
to ICBM sites. It  would go against airfields or Army camps.

Senator  Humphrey. I see.
Secretary  Schlesixger. It  lias a range, and one can go counter­

force rather  than  counter-value without necessarily put ting  himself 
into a position of having  a disarm ing first-strike capabil ity. In fact 
with our capabilities we cannot put ourselves in a position to have a 
disarming first strike unless we have, not [deleted] of a nautical mile 
CEP , which we have not achieved yet, but a fraction of [deleted].

Senator  Case. Well, there is a difference between counter -force in 
the sense of going against small or par ticu lar targe ts as your inte r­
mediate range sites or your control for target, missiles targe ted to 
Europe, fo r instance. You are still  for this ?

Secretary  Schlesixger. Yes, sir.

ALL-OUT EFFORT

Senator Case. You are not for an all-out effort ?
Secretary  Schlesixger. Right. We cannot, and we should not, put  

in the minds of any politica l leaders the notion tha t they have got 
a serious potentiality for a disarming first strike.

Senator Case. Disarming so we cannot get at the ir cities ?
Secretary Schlesixger. Or they put us in a similar position.

ADVANTAGE VERSUS DISADVANTAGE OF HARD TARGET KILL CAPABILITY

Senator Symington. Mr. Secretary, has the Defense Department 
made a necessary assessment about the value to U.S. security of the 
relative advantage which you claimed on page 62 for  a hard ta rget kill 
capabi lity versus the worst, tha t is, the Soviets interpre ting  such a 
capabi lity as the  threat  of a future first-strike potential on our part

Secretary  Schlesixger. Yes, sir. I  believe I spelled out the rationale 
in my answer to your first question.

Senator  Symixgtox. Yes, sir. Would you supply anyth ing addi­
tional fo r the record which you thought  advisable ?

Secretary  Schlesixger. Yes. sir.
[Additional in formation follows:]

The  mo st im port an t fa c t is  th a t it  is im po ss ib le fo r e it her side  to  a tt a in  a high - 
conf ide nce f ir st -s tr ik e ca pab il ity .

POSSIBILITY OF LIM ITED ATTACK AND CIVILIAN  CASUALTIES

Senator  Symixgtox. On page 56. you talk about a “response to a 
limited attack on m ilita ry targets tha t caused re latively few civil ian 
casualties.”

Do you really believe tha t such an attack against the United  Sta tes 
is possible, and jus t wha t do you mean in  numbers by relatively  few 
civilian casualties ?

Secretary Schlesixger. I think that hundreds of thousands of 
casualties, as opposed to tens and hundreds of millions, must be 
regarded as re latively few in number. But I am talk ing here about 
casualties of 15,000, 20.000, 25,000—a horrendous event, as we all 
recognize, but one far better than the al ternative.
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EFFECT  OF PU BLIC STATEM ENTS REGARDING CIVILIAN  CASUALT IES

Senator  Symington. Could not public statements by the U.S. civilian leaders like yourself th at “milita ry a ttacks on mil itary target s would cause relatively few civilian casualties,’’ actually decrease the deterrent value of our nuclear forces ?
Secretary  Schlesinger. No, sir, I do not believe so. The reason I  do not believe so is tha t the United States would retain all of the capabilities  embodied in the assured destruction notion.

The point is that, we would hopefully restra in the use of those cap­abilities during this hypothetical wartime period so tha t our potential opponent would continue to have reason to desist from attack on the urban  industrial base of the United States.

EVID ENCE OF SOVIET IN TENTI ON TO EXPLOIT  ASY MM ETR IES

Senator Symington. On page G6 you state. “The Soviets now seem 
determined to exploit the asymmetries in ICBM ’s, SLBM’s, and pay- loads we conceded to them at Moscow.”

Where is the evidence the Soviets intend to “exploit the asymme­tries” as far  as SLBM’s are concerned ?
Secretary Schlesinger. I think tha t the evidence on tha t is less than it is in the IGBM area. As you know, the Soviets have recently developed a t least a MRV [Multiple Reentry Vehicle] version of the SS-N-6. But I agree with your point tha t tha t is more anticipatory  and is not based on firm evidence.
Senator Symington. Thank you.

cost of retrofitting ss- i i force with ss- i 9

Do you have an estimate of the billions of rubles of future Soviet investment which would be required to retrofit tlie entire  SS-11 force with the SS-19 ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir, in terms of American dollars we are talkin g on the order  of $30 billion. This is one of the things we hope to persuade the Russians to save themselves in the course of SALT II . It  is one of our major advantages in those negotiations. I hope the Soviets see it tha t way.

U.S . ADVANTAGE OVER SOVIETS

Senator F ulbright. I  do not understand your last comment. Why do we have an advantage over the Soviets ?
Secretary Schlesinger. The fact of the  m atter  is, tha t they would have to replace the ir entire missile force—the SS-11 with the SS -X - 17 or 19 and the SS-9 with the SS-X -18. We believe i t would cost them on the  order of $12 billion to $15 billion in our terms to replace the SS-9 with the SS-X-18.
Consequently, if they desire to restrain thei r milit ary expenditures on strategic forces, the fact tha t we are in a position to restrain our­selves is an incentive fo r them. That incentive would not exist if  they  were not prospectively contemplating a deployment of additional 

forces, but rather had already made that fixed investment. It is not a
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sunk cost for  them. They would have to lay out additional resources 
from the Soviet economy to replace both the SS-9 and the SS-11.

Senator  Symington. Depending on how they view it. If  they 
have the same reason we do, supposing they take the view on this 
tha t they have on going to the moon and let us do what we are 
doing and they do not respond, they do not—I still come back to my 
base——s

Secretary Schlesinger. Senator, I hope tha t is the case because 
then we do not have to do very much.

Senator  Symington. Yes, but we are doing “very much’’, tens of 
billion of  dollars.

Secretary Schlesinger. I think not. We would not go beyond the 
deployments of the approximately  1,700 missiles in the U.S. force 
structure . These are very limited payload missiles.

We have R. & D. money in this budget for a large r throw weight 
ICBM, but we would fervently  hope that , as a result  of the SALT 
discussions, both the Soviets and ourselves would be in a position 
wherein we could mutually agree that it was to our mutual intere st to 
refrain from deployment of such expanded systems.

reason for witness hope in salt

Senator Symington. You have mentioned SAL T several times. 
There has been a general feeling around here there is not much hope in 
SALT. Why do you have hope ?

Secretary Schlesinger. I think  i t is in th e interest of both sides to 
avoid the major increase in armaments which would, if both sides do 
it, have the effect of grea ter destabilization. The larger the forces on 
both sides, partic ular ly when those forces consist of large throw weight 
missiles, the less the degree of s tability . I t is in the mutual interest of 
both sides to ref rain from such deployments. I recognize your point 
that  maybe both sides will not recognize or embrace thei r mutual  
interest. 'L l /  •

ACC EP TA NC E OF PRESID EN T’S D ETEN TE PO LI CY QUES TI ON ED

Senator F ulbright. What I  was really ge tting  at and was coming to 
is tha t the Secretary of State announced the President ’s policy of 
detente with Russia. Since tha t time, evidence on the public record 
indicates tha t one of your principal leaders in the Capitol and in 
the Senate does not accept tha t policy at all. I  think there is a general 
feeling tha t the Defense Department does not accept it as a reasonable 
policy and posture fo r this country.

Secretary S chlesinger. I know that you have expressed your skept i­
cism about the degree to which DOD has embraced this policy, bu t I 
hope to persuade you tha t tha t skepticism is misplaced. I thin k that 
we can make the policy of detente work. I am very hopeful tha t we can 
make it work. It  is clearly in the interest of the  Uni ted States, clearly  
in the interest of the Soviet Union and. I  th ink, fundam entally  in the 
interest of the  milita ry establishments on both sides.

Senator Fulbright. I think i t is, too, but the evidence of the  votes 
in the Congress, and the House especially, would not indicate that. 
The way they voted in the House would not indicate that  DOD had

30 -9 18 — 74------ 4



99

any interest in the outcome of the MFX [Most Favored Nation] story. 
There is nobody who denies your strength if you express it in the Capi­
tol and either House.

Secretary Schlesixger. DOD has supported the policies of the 
administration .

Senator F ulbright. In the  House.
Secre tary Sciilesixger. Yes, sir. We endorse the position of the 

admin istration.
Senator F ulbright. It  is the first time I  have ever seen you fall so 

fa r short of  the majori ty votes in the House, if you real ly were inte r­
ested. I t looks like it is in a bad way. There really has been no progress 
in the Congress about better relations with Russia. The speeches, p ar­
ticularly Senator Jackson's speeches, are all the other way.

Secretary Sciilesixger. In my sta tements I have expressed a pru­
dent hope for detente. I t is beneficial to both sides. The improvement 
in political  communication, the  reduction in some of the more pa ra­
noid views th at both  sides took of each other in the 1950’s, and reduc­
tion in political tension are all desirable.

Senator Fulbright. I thou ght so, too. You know tha t is the way 
I  feel. I  do not agree with the idea tha t we cannot have better rela­
tions or normal relations with Russia. I think it is possible, but we 
have to do some of the  things  to contribute to it. But two things have 
happened : One was the rejection of MFN in the House, and the other 
is this new’ development.

PURPOSE OF CH AX GE  OF TARGETIXG DOC TRIX E

I realize, the way you explained it to the committee, you do not 
intend it tha t way, but there is a very general impression tha t this 
is an oblique manner of approaching first strike. Your predecessor 
came up and on the first day of hearings before this committee said, 
yes, he knew Russia was going for a f irst strike. That was the just i­
fication for the ABM.

We went on with that  fo r a year. You have already been asked about 
it, but there is definitely a feeling tha t this new doctrine as you call 
it, is designed to accomplish at least what used to be considered a first 
strike. You have new rhetor ic for all these things now’, but it used 
to be-----

Secretary  Sciilesixger. No, sir , I think  the rhetoric reflects some 
very real differences. The change of targeting  doctrine is intended 
simply to shore up deterrence. If  we can deter war, that  is the result 
tha t we all want. We distinguish, as I attempted to do at the out­
set in the discussion with Senator Muskie, between the change in 
targeting doctrine and the size of our force. The change in doctrine 
requires no changes in our force structure , and it even permits a 
reduction in our force st ructure if the Soviets would collaborate.

We do not want to expand our forces. We hope through SALT, 
which is a feature of detente,  to restra in the growth of forces on both 
sides.

OP TIMISM ABOUT SALT

Senator  F ulbright. I t is a very impor tant feature, but you are the  
only one I have seen recently who had any optimism about SALT. I 
am glad to hear it. I hope it is justified.
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Se cre tar y Schlesixge r. Well , sir,  I  believe th at th e Sov iets  hav e 
at  le ast  equal in terest in SA LT as the  U ni ted State s has.  I t  i s n ot  im­
pla usi ble  t hat  co untrie s wi ll follow th ei r int ere st.  T he y do not alw ays  
do so.

Se na tor F ulbright. I  d o n ot th ink we ha ve fo r about 10 to 12 years. 
I  th in k we hav e un de rm ined  ou r in terest very serious ly.

Se cretary Schlesixger. I do no t say  they  nec essari ly have to fol ­
low the ir  intere st. I say it  is no t implausible  th at  the y m igh t.

remote likelihood  of soviet attack

Se na tor  F ulbright. I  suppose th at  is a possibil ity . Th e like liho od 
of  a Sov iet  a tta ck  upon us  is so rem ote. I rea lly  do  not see how you can 
believe t hat t hey  a re go ing to engage  in  some act ion  that  would ju st ify 
even a limi ted  s trike .

Se cre tar y Sciilesixgf.r. I ce rta in ly  hop e that, you are  rig ht , sir.
Se na tor  F ulbright. It  i s not  a question o f ho ping  I am r ight . I mean  

it  is not  me. The se are  the  cir cum stance s t ha t hav e a rise n. You say you 
th in k th is is a new way  o f thi nk in g about t he sit ua tio n. You mentio ned  
Eu rope . I)o  yo u rea lly  believe if  they  made  a decis ion to move in force  
ag ain st Eu rope  th is would  not  pr ec ip ita te  a rea l ex change  an d th at  they 
know it ?

Se cre tar y Schlesixger . I  hope th at  the y believe that . I  hope  th at  
the y kn ow 'th at , bu t I  wan t to gu ar d ag ains t the  pos sib ilit y th at  they 
do n ot  know it.

Se na tor  F ulbright. I s there  an ythi ng  to ind ica te th at  the y do not 
know it?  W ha t have they  done in the las t 10 or  15 years  th at  would 
ind ica te th at  th ey do no t know th at ?

Se cretary  Schlesixger . I  th in k th at  the  si tuat ion is a new one, ir ­
resp ective of  comm entar y on wh eth er or  not they  were dev eloping a 
first-str ike  c ap ab ili ty  o r were  int en ding  to do so. T he ir  fo rce str uc ture  
has cha nge d dr am at ical ly  since  1969, so th at  the str ate gic bala nce  in 
the  las t 5 years  is no t wh at  it  ha d been fo r the  pe rio d from 1919 to 
roughly  1966.

[A recess was take n. ]

XO XEED FOR MIR V ABS EXT SOVIET ABM DEP LOYMEXT

Se na tor  S ymixgtox . Why  do we need  M IR V in  the  absence o f ABM 
dep loym ent  on  th e p ar t of  the  Soviet  Un ion  ?

Secre tar y Schlesixger . We  do  not.
Se na tor  Symixgtox . We do not need it?
Secre tar y Schlesixger . We do not.  We wou ld not  dep loy  it in the  

absence of A BM . Th e reason fo r d oin g R . & I),  on MIR Y is to  p repa re  
ag ain st the con tingency t hat they migh t decide to  break  the t re aty.  W e 
the n would have a means  of  pe ne tra tin g AB M defenses. It  is ou r 
bel ief  that , i f th ey  know we can p en etr ate such defenses, any des ire they  
may  have to  upset  th e t re at y will be fur th er  reduced.

Sena tor  Symixgtox . I  was go ing  to ask  why  are  not ou r M IR V  
force s sufficient in th is  respect,  to whi ch yo ur  answ er implie s t he y are , 
rig ht  ?

Secre tary Schlesixge r. Yes, si r;  unle ss the y were to un de rtak e a 
massive ABM  deploym ent .

Se na tor  S ymixgtox. T ha nk  you.
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LI M IT ATI ONS ON FL EX IB IL ITY OF U.S.  STRATEGIC RESPONSE

A t th is  tim e which do you beli eve  wou ld be more lim iti ng  to the  
flexib ility of  the U.S . str ate gic responses, the co ns tra int s of  our  
com man d and control system,  inclu din g th e inf lex ibi lity  of  com­
pu te r h ardw are a nd  so ftw are , or th e basic h ardw are co mpo nen ts of  our 
effec tive weapons the mselves  ?

Se cre tar y S ciilesinger . Th e fo rm er , sir.
Sena tor  S ymington . Than k you.

WITHH OL DING  RETA LIA TION AND DELIVERIN G LESS TH AN MASSIVE RESPONSE

I have one m ore ques tion.  On p ag e 56 you  make a persuas ive  case that  
the Un ite d St ates  should  have  othe r opt ion s in response  to a nucle ar 
at tack  a ga inst the  U .S.  main lan d othe r th an  a  massive all -out nuclear 
att ack. But  the n on pag e 60 you iden tif y th at  req uir em ent wi th a 
req uir ement  for  the need fo r a tta ck in g h ar d silos.

To wh at  ex ten t do  we ha ve an  op tio n now to  with hold re ta lia tio n for  
an  ap pr op riat e time  of  de lib erati on  and  to  wha t ex ten t now do we have 
the opt ion  of  deli ve rin g less t han  a  massive response ?

Se cre tar y Sciilesinger. I  believe I ind ica ted  the answer to  th at  
question ear lie r, S enato r. I  th in k i t is in th e record .

Se na tor  Symington . I f  it is in t he  record , fine.

POTENTIAL  ADVERSE SIGN IFI CA NC E OF GREAT SOVIET TH RO W-W EIGH T LEAD

Th is is na tu ra lly  an im po rtan t he ar in g fo r us all in unde rst andin g. 
W ha t is the po ten tia l adverse  sign ifica nce of  a gr ea t Sovie t lea d over 
us in th row w eight as l ong as we have eno ugh  vehicles a nd  d est ruc tive 
power to constitu te a second-s trik e ca pabi lity sufficient to des troy the  
Sov iet U nio n ?

Se cretary  S ciilesinger. Th e p ot en tia lit y is ind ica ted  by w ha t I said  
ear lie r. Bo th  sides will have every  in cen tive not to  st rik e the  in dustr ial  
base of  each  othe r if  one ever  came to nucle ar war . Ra tio na l politi ca l 
leader s un de r those circ umstance s wou ld be seeking ways to restr ain 
the i mp ac t o f it. Consequ ently, wh ile  th e fa ct  th at we have a p rotect ed 
capabi lity an d can des troy th ei r ur ba n in du st rial  base is an  essentia l 
ingre die nt in an  overall  de te rren t str ateg y,  it  does no t provide  us 
with a sufficient elem ent to  eng age  in  the poss ible typ es  of  selective 
exch ange s th at  I  re ferre d to  ear lie r.

TH EO RY OF  OV ER KI LL

Se na tor  S ymington . Whg,t wo rri ed  me was the  em phasi s you p ut  on 
answering  me  in the  A rmed S erv ices C ommit tee  ab out  any poss ibili ty 
of  logic in th e theory o f overk ill.

Secre tar y Sciilesinger . I  was  re fe rr in g then  to overkil l in the  
sense th at  it  ha s histo ric all y been u se d; th at  is. th e use of th e H iro shi ma  
weap on or  s im ila r weapons. It  is plain if we talk abo ut bu ild ing up to 
30,000 or  40.000 missiles, which have  been talked abo ut in  the pas t, 
then  you  a re begin ning  to ta lk  a bout excess forces even in terms o f t he 
selec tive exchan ges  o r co un term ili tary  str ike s th at  I  have  re fe rre d to. 
One  could h ave  redu nd an t forces , but  I  th ink th at  is a dif fer ent k ind of 
analy sis  f rom th e ove rkil l ph ilo sophy which has  been based pr im ar ily
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in terms of how many Hirosh ima or Nagasaki equivalent weapons 
would be required to eliminate the urban industrial base. For  reasons 
that  I  have indicated, I  would not want to attack an urban industrial 
base. Therefore, I would want to have the capability to refra in from 
attacking an urban industria l base. Fortunately, tha t is what a 
sophisticated strategic  force does, as opposed to less sophisticated 
forces tha t are being deployed by-----

[ Discussion off the record.]
Secretary Sciilesixger. And in which really have no capability to do 

anything except to go afte r cities.
Senator Symixgtox. This  d isturbs I)r. York who, as you know, has 

had a lot of experience in this  held and lias often proved righ t afte r 
many people disagreed with him. He said he thought th at we would not 
be moving on with the T riad if we had known all three systems would 
work.

Secretary Sciilesixger. In  my posture? statement there is a switch 
away from what I will call the canonical logic of the Triad.

Senator Symixgtox. My guess would be tha t he was worried about 
the efficiency of the Polaris-Poseidon syndrome development at tha t 
time.

Secretary  Sciilesixger. To some extent, I th ink the ra tionale of the 
Triad was a rationalization.

CONCEPT OF MOBILE ICBM

Senator Symixgtox. I would not want to  estimate how many billion 
dollars those three letters, psi [per square inch] have cost the American 
people. The record will show that fo r over 10 years, I have been urging 
consideration of a mobile ICBM. I notice such a system became quite 
prominent in recent discussions of offensive weapons with the Soviet 
Union. I  sure hope we do not give up  on it, especially as we have low­
ered the  weight so Substantially as against blast, and continue to lower 
it. Th at makes mobility ever more logical.

Secretary  Sciilesixger. I agree with you. Senator. I certainly  have 
never laughed at the concept of the mobile ICBM.

Senator  Symixgtox. This is something you and I  have not discussed.
Secretary Sciilesixger. I  would want to trea t th is carefully because 

there are verification problems in a SALT agreement. If  the Soviet 
force were built up to the point where we had serious misgivings about 
the survivability of our ICBM force, then we probably should go 
in the direction of greater  mobility. If  we are able to restra in the 
growth  of the  power on both sides, I think tha t we can avoid mobile 
land-based ICBM's.

Senator Symixgtox. Through negotiation.
Secretary Schlesixger. And tha t will have verification benefits. 

But it  is really hard to make abstract rules here. It  depends upon the 
quanti tative aspects of the force structure.

Senator Symixgtox. About 3 years ago, when Senator  Pastore , as 
chairman of the Joi nt Committee, and I were over in Germany, we 
found the theory of mobile ICBM’s was being carried out by the Army 
in its tactical situation . As I remember, one base had five or six sites 
they could move to at any time to launch one missile. So the idea was 
there even in a limited way. As weight continues to  go down, one re-
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members the weight of the Hiroshima bomb was 14 kilotons. You get 
14 kilotons now with a weight almost unbelievably less.

Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir.
Senator Symixgtox. That embraces a lot of my th inking

W H Y  WOU LD  SOVIE TS DE PLOY  7 .0 0 0  OR 8 ,0 0 0  REEX TR Y V E H IC LE S?

Why would it make economic or milita ry sense for the Soviets to 
deploy 7,000 or 8,000 reentry vehicles ?

Secretary Schlesixger. I  do not suggest it would make economic 
sense. My own judgment is th at the Soviet Union should find it de­
sirable not to move in the direction tha t I have indicated here i f they 
know tha t the United States will take the appropria te counteraction. 
By both sides taking actions, they do collectively what is in the in­
dividual interest  of both sides to avoid.

I fear tha t they will not recognize the  need for restraint in view of 
the throw weight they have acquired. I also fear tha t there is a mo­
mentum about programs, and tha t it  is possible that in the SALT dip­
lomatic activities we would be unable to persuade them to restrain  
themselves appropriately.

Senator Symixgtox. Thank you.

PR EV IOUS  PR OP OS AL S OF DO CT RI XE

Has the type of selective and flexible target ing capabil ity tha t you 
are now proposing ever been proposed in the past ; and if so, why 
was it not adopted ?

Secretary Schlesixger. It  has been stated by several Secretaries of 
Defense. We could probably break out the parti cular passages of  past 
Defense reports. But nobody a t the political level from 1961 to 1971 
has put  the energy behind developing the doctrine and the plans. 
Many statements can be found saying tha t flexibility or selectivity 
would be desirable. But before thi s time it has been sort of an aspira­
tion. Now we are consciously basing our deterrent strategy upon the 
achievement of flexibility and selectivity in the way tha t was dis­
cussed earlier.

[The following information was subsequently supplied:]
Statements F rom P revious D efense  R eports, Some of Whic h  W ere 

the Clas sified Versions 
[Supplied by Dep artm ent of Defense]

EXTRACT FROM FY 19 63  POSTUR E STATEM ENT OF SECRETARY OF D EFE NSE  
ROBERT S. M’NAMARA

“Furth erm ore , it is possible th at  the  Soviet’s ini tia l str ike  migh t be directed 
solely at  our mil itar y ins tallatio ns, leaving our cities  as hostages for later 
negot iations . In  that  event, we might find it  to our adv anta ge to direct  our im­
mediate ret ali ato ry blow again st their mi lita ry installa tions, and  to withhold 
our att ack on the ir cities , keeping  the  forces  required to dest roy their  urban- 
indust ria l complex in a protec ted rese rve for  some kind of period of time.

“Accordingly, we should plan for  the  1965-1967 time period a force which 
could : 1. Str ike  back decisively at  the  ent ire Soviet tar ge t system simultaneous­
ly ; or 2. Str ike  back, first, at  the Soviet bomber bases, missiles site s and othe r 
mi lita ry ins tal lat ion s associated wi th their long-range  nuc lear  forces  to reduce 
the  power of any  follow-on at tack —and then,  if  necessary, str ike  back at  the  
Soviet urban and ind ust ria l complex in a control led and  deliberate way. Such 
a force would give us the needed flexib ility to meet a wide range of possible 
general w ar s itua tion s.”
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EXTRACT FROM FY’ 1964 POSTURE STATEMENT OF SECRETARY' OF D EFENSE 
ROBERT S. M’NAMARA

“In talk ing about global nuclear war, the  Soviet lead ers alway s say that  
they would strike at  the  en tire complex of our mi litary  power including gov­
ernm ent and production  centers, meaning our cities. If  they  were to do so, we 
would, of course, have no altern ative  but to ret ali ate  in kind. But we have no 
way of knowing whether they would actual ly do so. It  would cer tain ly be in 
their  in terest  as well a s o urs  to try  to limi t the  te rrible  consequences of a nuc lear  
exchange. By building into our  forces a flexible capa bili ty, we at leas t eliminate  
the  prospect th at  we could  str ike  back in only one way, namely, aga ins t the  
entire  Soviet tar ge t system including their cities. Such a prospect would give 
the  Soviet Union no ince ntive to withhold att ack again st our cities  in a first 
strike. We want to give them  a be tter alte rna tive. Whethe r they  would accept 
it in the  c risis  of a global nuclear  war, no one can say. Considering what is at  
stake, we believe it  is worth  the add itional effort  on our  pa rt to have  this  
option.”

EXTRACT FROM FY 1966  POSTUR E STA TEM ENT  OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ROBERT S. 
M’NAMARA

“Fo r purposes  of this discuss ion, we can define general nuc lear  war as a wa r 
in which stra teg ic nuc lear weapons are  launched again st the  homelands of the 
United States and  the Soviet  Union. Such attacks might be direc ted again st 
mil itar y target s only, ag ain st cities only, o r again st both types of targets,  either 
simultaneously or with a delay. They might be select ive in terms  of specific 
targe ts atta cke d o r they mig ht be gen eral.”

“NATO should not  only have an improved capabil ity to meet ma jor  non­
nuc lear  ass aults  with  non-nuclear means and  forces prepared for th at  option, 
but  i t should also achieve a  t ru e tactical nu clea r capabili ty which should include 
a broad, flexible range of nuc lear  options, sho rt of general nuclear war, and  the  
means to implement th em.”

EXTRACT FROM FY' 197 0 POS TUR E STA TEM ENT  OF SECRETARY' OF DEFENSE CLARK M. 
CLIFFORD

“Unti l technology progresse s to the  point where an effective ABM defense 
again st the  Soviet th re at  becomes feasible, our  ma jor  hope for  limiting  damage 
if a nuclear  war occurs is th at it  can be stopped sho rt of an all-ou t a tta ck  on our  
cities.  We try  to brin g th is abou t by prov iding our forces with  cha rac ter isti cs 
th at  will permit  them  to be used  effectively  in a limited and contro lled ret ali ation  
as well as for  ‘Assu red Des truc tion ’, thereby being prepared for  any type of 
Soviet a ttack .”

EXTRACT FROM FY' 19 73  POSTUR E STATEMENT OF SECRETARY’ OF DEFENSE MELVI N R. 
LAIRD

“In  orde r to ma intain  needed flexibility , we design our  forces so th at  we have 
stra teg ic altern atives  ava ilab le for  use depending on the na tur e or level of 
provocation . This  means capabil ities th at  enable us to car ry out an app rop ria te 
response without nece ssar ily reso rting  to mass urb an and  in dustr ial  destru ction ."

EXTRACT FROM FY' 197 4 POS TURE STA TEM ENT  OF SECRETARY’ OF DEF ENSE ELLIOT L. 
RICHARDSON

“U.S. st rate gic  offensive forces have long been designed to carry  out ret aliato ry 
options app ropriate to the  n atu re and level of provocation as well as to maintain  
an assu red dest ruction  capab ility.  Our planning  objectives and the sufficiency 
cri ter ia for dete rrence of d irec t s tra teg ic nuclear  att ac k aga ins t the United Sta tes  
are  currently  und er inte nsiv e review, following the conclusion of the Strategic  
Arms Limitatio n agreeme nts and President  Nixon 's request for  a more flexible 
capability  in the app lica tion  of our stra teg ic forces. In  partic ula r, it is our  goal 
to be able to respond to a nuc lear  a tta ck  withou t having to  res ort  to mass urb an 
and  indust ria l des truc tion  in reta liat ion . At the  same time, we are  seeking  to 
maintain  a deterrent  postu re that  will not j eopa rdize the  s tab ility of the strategic  
balance.”
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RISKS o r  CEP THEORY

Senator Symington. I must say tha t as a former manufacturer of 
electronic equipment the theory of [deleted] of a mile C EP,  and so 
forth,  is questionable to me in actual operation. I have seen products  
work well in laboratories, then flop in the field, When you get into this 
extremely accurate discriminatory concept of military  targets, I  cannot 
help but think  how close is, say the Whiteman Air  Force Base to 
Kanasas City, not to mention the fallou t tha t would come either to 
Kansas City or possibly St. Louis as the result of a major strike.

Secretary Schlesinger. This  is not a stra tegy without  risk, I am not 
even hinting in that  direction. W hat I am saying is tha t the risks in­
volved here are far less than the risks involved were one to implement 
the pure Hiroshima strategy.

Sen ator-Symington. I know you agree we ought to ta lk th is out. In 
a hearing  before the Joint Atomic Committee, the idea advanced as 
justification for some new nuclear weapons was cleanliness. Then the 
expert in this field on the staff came over and said, ‘‘There jus t is no 
clean weapon yet, period.” But the whole discussion was premised 
around the wbrd, “clean.” I  am t alking about a field in which you are 
far  more involved and more knowledgeable than I am.

Secretary Schlesinger. The appropriate phrase is not “clean,” but 
“less d irty .”

Senator Symington. Tha t is right . But then you get down to the 
degree of killing.  T remember once you talked about how upset our 
people were by the k illing of 15 people. I  cannot remember what 15 it 
was, but you said there was a revulsion.

Secretary Schlesinger. In Cambodia during August, I believe.
Senator  Symington. Fifteen people. People get the idea perhaps you 

would only kill a hundred people, when actually a tiny shi ft would 
make all the difference. I  do not suppose an ything has been more care­
fully engineered in world history th an the as troaut programs-----

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes.
Senator Symington [continuing]. And yet, in fact, they have had 

many troubles many times; and just  a tiny production erro r would 
destroy Kansas City when an enemy was going a fter Whiteman, you 
see. Great in theory, but  in practice, I  cannot follow the thought. 

ECONOMIC QI ’ESTION

Final ly, we never get into the economic questions in these hear ings. 
The national debt is some $450 billion, is that not right, Mr. Chairman ? 
Tha t is ha lf what we have spent on national defense in the last 12 
years, about $878 billion; and tha t does not  count a lot of hidden ex­
penses you and I know should prope rly go into military costs.

So I worry about the amount of money involved, and am glad to 
have yob say today, as we discuss this matter, tha t there is not much 
additional money involved.

Secretory Schlesinger. On the retargeting doctrine, so-called, we 
are ta lking about $100 million in te rms of additional expenditures on 
command and control for a period of several years.

[The following information was subsequently supplied:]
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Costs R elated to New Targeting Doct rine 

[Suppli ed by the Dep ar tm en t of Defense]

The long-term costs of improvements  which can he rela ted  to the new target­
ing doctr ine are  about §300 million, including §186.7 million which has already 
been obligated.

The FY 1075 Defense Budget includes  §33 million to complete development and 
to continue procu rement of the  Command Da ta Buffer ; and  §65 million for the 
following  development ef fo rts:

Technology development [deleted] of POSEIDON warheads to give SLBMs 
an increased flex ibil ity;

Improvements in our abil ity to detect and  process information concern­
ing enemy missile laun ch es ;

Development of a surv ivab le nuc lear burst  reporting system ;
Increase d da ta han dling and communications capabil ity to improve the

flexibili ty of our forces.

W HA T EU RO PEAN  GOVERN MEN TS ARE DOING

Senator Symington. I noticed in  your statement th at you mentioned 
tha t, whereas the European governments are doing considerably more 
in defense today, actually, we were doing less.

Secretary Sciilesinger. 1 think that tha t is r igh t in terms of real 
resources—in terms of manpower, in terms of equipment purchases. 
They started from a very low level, as you know.

Senator  Symington. Yes. I  noticed Flora Lewis’ article today in the 
New York Times-----

Secretary  Schlesinger. They are still doing less than  they should 
and doing less than we are but they are doing more than they did do.

GOVERNMENTS OF EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

Senator  Symington. I remember in Flora Lewis’ article-----
Secretary Sciilesinger. An interesting article.
Senator Symington. I thought so—the idea tha t three countries 

mentioned do not have any government today. Belgium was one, and 
Brit ain  was one; Ita ly  was the th ird. Then she mentioned others t ha t 
have weak governments, Holland and Denmark. She also mentioned 
there was growing bit ter  opposition to Bra ndt  in Germany, also to 
the Government of France .

Senator Muskie. M ark Childs had a column yesterday. His  th rus t 
was it does not  seem to make much difference whether or not there 
are elections. He refe rred  to the Brit ish election particularly . They 
have had an election, presumably to help Mr. Heath solve the coun­
try’s problems. Now they have gotten an election, but  they have no 
government. They stil l have to  deal with tha t coal miner strike, and 
they will probably have a more generous settlement than the one Heath  
turned  down p rior  to  the election. So the election seems to have been 
irrelevant to the problems. People seem to be looking at elections as 
irrelevant to their  problems. T hat is why people do not seem to have 
any choices. It  is rath er frightening.

growing u.s. economic problems

Senator Symington. It  is frightening. As Chairman Muskie knows, 
I have worried for  many years and have talked often on the floor 
about the growing economic problems we are all facing, which all seem
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to be coining home to roost. This is the first time in our history  we have had heavy unemployment along with steadily increasing in­flation.

Secretary Schlesixger. Certainly  of this magnitude.Senator Symington. If  you had a $50 bill in 1932, you were close to rich because of its value.
We cannot figure yet just how much more you are asking fo r in this budget. Including the supplemental, it would appear between $0 bil­lion and $13 billion more. You get into the question of constant dollars and so for th. I also differ on your dismissal of the overkill theory. I think there is more merit in the theory than you do.Secretary  Sohlesinger. We can discuss th at some time.Senator Symington. I hope you are giving full consideration to the fact tha t a sound economy with  a sound dollar is just as importan t to national security as any other aspect of such security.Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir, I have stated that  many times.Senator  Symington. Thank you for your  tolerance in answering my questions. I am finished, Mr. Chairman.Senator Muskie. I am delighted you had the opportuni ty to put the questions.

Secretary Sciilesinger. Could I  make two observations, Mr. Chair­man ?
Senator Muskie. Yes, my all means.

NATO

Secretary Sciilesinger. F irs t, about NATO, as you gentlemen are keenly aware, we have not always seen eye to eye. One of  my concerns historically has been, that  the Europeans could not provide equivalent forces if  U.S. forces were w ithdrawn from Europe. When we talked about this last summer, Senator, there was no question in my mind or in your mind or in the mind of the members of the committee t hat  the Europeans had the resources to do it. [Deleted.]
deficiencies of hardware

The other observation I wished to make was in regard to Senator Symington’s point that deficiencies of hardware could militate against the effectiveness of a strategy based on selectivity and flexibility. Th at point is well taken. I would underscore tha t that poin t is even more forcefully  applied to the whole notion of full first-strike disarming capability . To get high confidence in tha t requires far,  far  more in hardware than  is required to get the kind of selectivity and flexibility we want. I think th at should be a source of reassurance with regard  to the first two or so questions th at  you asked, Senator Symington.
RETENTION of U.S . FORCE STRUCTURE IN  EUROPE

Senator Symington. May I  make one further comment ?When in the executive branch 25 years ago. durin g th at period, no­body had more respect than I for President Truman, but at th at time he not only had the bomb tha t nobody else did but also $25 billion in gold; and we owed bu t $7 bill ion redeemable in gold. Today we have some $10 billion in gold. I have not looked recently at the exact figure.
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We owe. in theory redeemable, between $35 billion and $40 billion. I 
know your sympathy with Europe, but this whole situation, as the 
chairman referred  to in that article by Mark Childs, is changing over 
there. We have an expression in business not to put good money a fter  
bad: and our own situa tion over here, economically, is becoming seri ­
ous indeed.

Secretary Schlesinger. Senator. I agree entirely with tha t. As Sena­
tor Muskie knows, my argument for the retention of so large a force 
struc ture in Europe by the United States  is based upon my belief th at 
we should have wi thin th e Alliance a sta lwar t conventional capability.

If  the Europeans  are unwilling to make a major contribution to  that  
capabil ity, we do not  need 190,000 men in Germany simply for pres­
ence. We can do it with a much lower number of men. Consequently 
the burden is on the Europeans. Are they going to  be serious about the 
conventional capabi lity or are they not ? We should put them to tha t 
test.

EUROPEAN AT TIT UD E TOWARD CON VENTION AL CAPABIL ITY

Senator Muskie. What is your present assessment of tha t? I do not 
want to spend too much time on t ha t th is afternoon, unless members 
want to. but I did want to know your present assessment?

Secretary Schlesinger. Overall, the a ttitude has improved, but th at 
does not help tha t much. The Germans are making greater efforts. 
[Deleted.]

Senator  Muskie. The rest of us, George, have had a chance to  put 
some questions.

SOURCE OF GASOLINE SOLD BY HO LLAND AND ITA LY

Senator  Aiken. I would want to ask a question which might not be 
appropriate. Where do Holland and Italy  get so much gasoline to sell ? 
I heard  in the news this  morning that they are shipp ing immense 
quantities to the United States. Have you any idea ?

Secretary  Schlesinger. I think  the embargo is a very leaky kind of  
thing.  The tendency is  for the gasoline to flow to the m arket with the 
highest price.

Senator Aiken . Exactly. Who is going to sell it for 50 cents when 
they can get $1.50 ? Does that not explain the situation ?

Secretary  Schlesinger. I think  tha t it is a large part of the ex­
planation.

Senator Aiken. I  guess that is so.
Secretary Schlesinger. The reduction in petroleum production, and 

I am not an expert in this area—I have become more expert since I  
have taken over the responsibilities from Mr. Clements-----

Senator  Aiken. As long as they pay $6 for exported wheat th at will  
help, unless the bakers, who have a lot of wheat stored away, scare the 
public in to accepting a price rise on bread. People act like human be­
ings and that is the trouble. Th at is about all I have to  say. Relative 
to the SALT, the price of salt has not gone up so fa r as I  know, but  
it will.

Senator Muskie. I was in Normal, Il l., this  morning, and a t 8 o'clock 
I saw 10 gasoline stations  open for business and only one ear buying 
gasoline. The same th ing was true in Cincinnati yesterday afternoon—
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not a single  ear buying gasoline. I  am tempted to call my wife and tell her to drive out to Cincinnati.
[Laughter.]
Incidental ly $ Mr. Secretary , how much more time can you conven­iently give us? I do have a series of questions I  would like to get into and I  know Senator Pel l-----
Senator P ell. I do not have any specific questions. I am trying  to learn from th is exchange.
Senator Muskie. Break in any time you would like, but there are two or three questions I would like to get into.

COPIES OF SLIDES

First  of all, would it  be possible to have copies of the slides that you have used here for the record ?
Secretary Schlesixger. Oh, yes.
Senator Muskie. I th ink they are excellent slides and I am not really sure why they ought to be classified a t all, except for one or two of the things you have seen on them.
Secretary Schlesixger. I thin k some of them could be declassified.Senator  Muskie. They are very useful in illuminating  the issues.Secretary Schlesixger. The one that shows our intelligence appre­ciation of the Soviet R. & D. program would, I think, have to be classified, plus the effects of the weaponry calculations. But much of th e information  on the o ther slides could well be declassified.Senator Muskie. All r ight, we will have the staff go over those.Secretary Schlesinger. I  have said the equivalent publicly but this just puts it  on a piece of paper.

MEAXIXG OF “ SECRET SENSITIVE5’

Senator Muskie. What does “secret sensitive’5 mean? I noticed that  it was a  classification you are using. Is tha t like the old top secret?Secretary Schlesixger. Th at is a good question. Senator, and I am afraid  I  am technically not able to give an answer to that.  I presume it compounds secret.
Senator Muskie. Do you still have top secret ?Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir.
Senator Muskie. This is somewhat between secret and top secret.Secretary Schlesixger. [Deleted.]

CAPABILITIES OF SOVIET SS-1 75S AXD 19 5S

Senator Muskie. I wonder if you could tell us something about the capabilities of the new Soviet SS -X-17 5s and SS-X -19's .' They seem to be part  of the new Soviet strategic posture.
Secretary Schlesixger. Let me show you that chart again.[The chart referred to fol lows:]
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RV's.

ICBM COMPARISON

[A classified version of the chart is in the committee files]

Senator  Muskie. As I  unde rstand  it, they are replacing the ir SS-11 
with these two.

Secretary  Sciilesixoer. They could replace the SS-11 with the 
SS- X-1 7 or the SS-X-19. [Deleted.]

The SS-X -19 has, we believe, four to six reentry bodies. The SS -X - 
17 has four reentry  bodies. To the extent we have been able to ascertain 
the nature  of the tests the SS-X-1 9 has had a remarkable success and 
it may be the preferred missile tha t the Soviets would deploy.

As I indicated earlier, there is a tremendous growth in throw 
weight as between these missiles and the ir predecessor, the SS-11, 
which makes it possible to carry  four to six megaton-range KV’s on­
board the SS-X-19.

The crit ical question is accuracy, [deleted].
Given the size of those reen try bodies even accuracies of [de leted]— 

if they should be able to a tta in tha t late r in the decade—could provide 
a major counter-force capability to the Soviet Union.

I have stressed in my p rior remarks that accuracy is easier to con­
template  than actually to obtain,  pa rticu larly  on an operational basis.

The Soviets have not had much experience to date with MIRV'ed 
systems. Consequently. I believe tha t they will have difficulties in get­
ting  the bugs ou t of those systems and tha t they as yet have not ap-
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predated the difficulties that  they are going to have. So I  tend not to talk  about the next 4 or 5 years.
Wha t I am suggesting is that  sometime in the 1980*s they may well have achieved a degree of accuracy and reliabi lity in these systems tha t could cause an overall imbalance between their forces and those of the United States.
Senator  Muskie. In other words, if they do develop a new missile sufficiently reliable and accurate to have a si lo-killing capacity?Secretary S chlesinger. Yes, sir.
Senator Muskie. Which they have not yet developed.Secretary Sciilesixger. They have certainly not yet developed it.Senator  Muskie. Is tha t true of both the SS-17 and 19 or just the 19 ?
Secretary Sciilesixger. Tha t is true for  both.
Senator Muskie. Both ?

S S -9  AXD S S -1 8

Secretary  Sciilesixger. A point that  should be kept in mind is that the SS-9  or the SS-X-1 8 could have warheads on the order of 18-25 megatons. These are obviously hard targ et kille rs because of the mega- tonnage per weapon. Because of  their  numerical limitations and thus the limitations of total throw weight, despite such a large warhead, they could not kill a substant ial fraction of the Minuteman force. But they have hard  target killers today if they want to use the SS-9 or the SS -X- 18 to go after a central target. What they do not have is the redundancy to have a high confidence capability of t aking out many, many targets.
Senator Muskie. The nine is limited by the agreement.
Secretary Sciilesixger. They are limited to 313 so-called modern large ballis tic missiles of which both the SS-9  and the 18 are examples. That  is our perception of the so-called sublimit in th e 1,618 missiles tha t they are permitted  under the curren t agreement.
Senator Muskie. Have they now fu lly deployed those 313?Secretary  Sciilesixger. Xo, sir,  they have deployed 288. and they have 25 new holes which are being developed into different silos, and of  these 25 silos, we believe [deleted] are designed to take the SS-X-18. [Deleted.] But so far  as we know, the 18 has not yet been deployed in those silos. They are finishing the construction of those 25 large silos, but as yet they only have 288 SS-9's in silos.

s s -n ’s
Senator Muskie. How many S S -l l’s have been deployed? The number I have is about a thousand. Is th at correct ?
Secretary Schlesinger. It is approximately 990, somewhere in there.Senator Muskie. They do not have a silo-killing capability, do they?Secretary  Sciilesixger. Xo, sir.
Senator Muskie. And could not have one ?
Secretary Sciilesixger. As I mentioned earlier, all of these new missiles have on-hoard computers. I t is that change, which manifested itsel f last summer in their test program, tha t gives them the poten ti­ality  for grea ter accuracy and MIRVing and which has brought about the poten tiality  for thei r upsett ing the balance. Until  that  time they
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had a guidance technique [deleted] . They could not get sufficient ac­
curacy to have the poten tiali ty for a major  first strike  with  tha t 
technique.

QUESTIONS RAISED BY ARMS CONTROL COMMUN ITY

Senator Muskie. I  would like to put to you some of the questions 
tha t have been raised by the arms control community on your new 
strategic concept, and I am refe rring to a recent Xew York Times 
article by Jo hn Baker and Robert Berman, who raised these points and 
I would like to go through it in sequence so we can have your responses 
for the record.

Secretary Sciilesinger. Yes, sir.
Senator  Muskie. The first point-----
Secretary  Sciilesinger. Might I say that the arms control com­

munity today is of a divided mind because of the recognition of the 
poten tiality  tha t exists in the Soviet program a potentiality  which has 
never existed before. They are as concerned about the materialization 
of tha t potent iality as people in the trad itional defense line have 
been.

Senator Muskie. My own view is that  raising this issue is a very 
useful thing to do. It  forces us to rethink, and I have not by any 
means reached the same conclusions you have at this point, but I cer­
tainly do want to consider them carefully.

POSSIBILITY OF LOWERING NUCLEAR THRESHOLD OF DETERRENCE

The first problem raised by Baker and Berman in thei r February 
22d article is th is :

The  capab il it y  to des tr oy th e  advers ary ’s nucle ar fo rces  w ill  lo wer  th e nucl ea r 
th re sh old  of de te rr en ce  by  m ak in g nucl ea r wea po ns  appear mor e us ea bl e in  
th e  fo rm  of  su rg ic al  or  pr ec is io n nucl ea r st ri ke s.  Such ca pa bil ity  wi ll al so  in ­
cr ea se  th e lik el ihoo d th a t some st ra te g ic  p la nne rs  will  un re ali st ic all y  pe rceive  
su ch  st ri kes as  an  ac ce pta ble  po licy op tion  of th e  Pre si den t.

Secretary  Sciilesinger. As I have indicated, I trus t there is not 
much built into th at word “acceptable option.” I think the decision to 
use nuclear weapons, either strateg ic or tactical, would be an agonizing 
decision for any political  leader and cer tainly for the NATO Alliance 
collectively.

What I  have stressed is that there must be a belief in the credibility 
of the threat. If  you managed to persuade your opponent that you have 
a threat that  is not implementable in practice, then you have lost the 
deterrent effect of your weaponry. It is my judgment that the fact 
tha t one makes one's opponent believe tha t something is possible 
diminishes the likelihood of clashes, that is, it improves deterrence.

WOULD PROPOSED STRATEGY BE ATTRACTIVE TO SOVIETS?

Senator Muskie. Ts th is s trategy , in your view, one which ought to 
be attractive to the Soviets as well ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. Their  position, I think , is somewhat 
different from our own. One could say tha t they have the proximate 
objective of the domination  of Western Europe. They can have a con­
tribution toward the achievement of tha t objective if they can sue-
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cessfully decouple American strategic forces from Western European security. Our st rategy tends to recouple strategic  forces w ith Western European security, so our objectives are somewhat different from theirs. < onsequently, this  s trategy must be f ar more attrac tive to us than i t is to them.
They would like to isolate the United Sta tes in the North  American Continent. Through this s trategy we foreclose tha t possibility. There­fore, we have a more powerful incentive for going in this direction than do they.

COULD SOVIETS CO UN TER PROPOSED STRATEGY?

Senator Muskie. Nevertheless, if we were to adopt this strategy, could they not counter it ?
Secretary  Sciilesixger. Yes, sir.
Senator  Muskie. And use it  as a cloak for developing a first-strike capabi lity ?
Secretary Sciilesixger. I  do not think  they need this strategy as a cloak. The potentiality for a perceived major  first-strike  capability  against our ICBM’s is built into the weapons tha t they have under test at the present time, plus the throw weight and numbers tha t they have as a result of SAL T I. They do not  have to have recourse to this  kind of strategy.
In  any event, this  stra tegy is open to them. Pa rt of the problem, of course, is the difference between an open and a closed society. We are more or less obligated to explain to the American public as well as to the Soviets and to thi rd  audiences, the  calculations on which American security and the security of our alliances rest. The Soviets are unde r no such pressure. Nobody knows what calculations lie behind Soviet strategic planning.

IX CE XT IV E TOWARD FIR ST  STRIK E

Senator Muskie. Let me get to the next point made by Berman and Baker. They say:
Although a disarming first strike hy one nation upon the other ’s strategic forces is technically impossible because of the existence of sea-based missiles neither side will find a vulnerable land-based missile force acceptable. In addi­tion, an incentive will exist for both sides to seize the initia tive to strike  first since the attractiveness of hitting counter-force targe ts in the second strike could never equal t ha t of the first strike.
Secretary Sciilesixger. I  would like to develop tha t for you some­time. but I think tha t is a decade or more off, and so I will confine myself to the first part of that  question.
That is one of our concerns. We are hopeful that through SALT we will avoid the  buildup of armaments on both sides. Th at is destabiliz­ing. If  one deals with the ICBM  components alone, the growth of throw weights has the potentiali ty for the sort of destabilization  t hat  the gentlemen refer  to.
Our objective in SALT should be to retain  as limited a vulner­abili ty of the ICBM  force as is possible, and we are hopeful tha t we may accomplish tha t in SALT.  But  one has to look a t deterrence in terms of the overall strategic forces on both sides. In tha t con-
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text, there  will never be a powerful incentive for a strike  against land- 
based strategic  forces taken by themselves.

I think that, there is a danger of irra tionality, but these will be 
agonizing decisions. We agree with the logic and we do not want to 
go very far  in tha t direction. The autho rs of the  article tend to over­
emphasize the ease with which people might  slip into the notion of 
going for a first strike counter-force of the sort which has been 
described.

ADAPTABILITY OF SLBM TO SELECTIVE STRATEGY

Senator Muskie. I s the SLBM currently adaptable to the selective 
strategy of which you speak?

Secretary Sciilesixger. It  is not as adaptable as ICBM s at the 
present time.

Senator Mltskie. Is th at  because of the accuracy question ?
Secretary Sciilesixger. I t is a complex question. It  is not pr imari ly 

accuracy.
Senator  Muskie. The  submarine ?
Secretary Schlesinger. A submarine like the Poseidon is hard  to 

adapt to it  because you have so many MIRV ’s permissible and so many 
missiles per boat. As soon as you fire, you expose the boat. Conse­
quently, the ICBM is a far  more useful  instrument  for this kind of 
strategy than is the SLBM. I should not exclude SLBM s in princ iple 
but they are fa r less attractive  in this regard than  ICBM’s.

Senator  Muskie. What  you are saying then, it tha t SLBM s still 
have to be an anti -city missile.

Secretary Schlesixger. I th ink tha t overstates it. You can go against 
soft targe ts with them but you would not have as high a degree of 
selectivity and  flexibility at the p resent time in the SLBM force as in 
the ICBM force, because of greater accuracy and controllability of an 
ICBM. They would be a better weapon, but  your statement. I think, 
is a little too restrict ive about SLBM. I t points in the  direction you are 
saying, but it is not a prefe rred  weapon.

Senator Muskie. And there has been, I  think , a growing tendency 
in recent years to rega rd the SLBM as the weapon of the future  and 
perhaps to reduce reliance on the land-based missile. Could your 
strategy buy that  ?

Secretary Sciilesixger. No, sir. I  have never agreed with that  po int 
of view. One can tal k about a  h igher  propor tion of forces at sea, but 
I do not  think we woiild be well-advised to  eliminate the land-based 
component.

encouragement of arms competitiox by COUXTER-FORCE DOCTRINES

Senator Muskie. Let me get to the next point made by Baker  and 
Berman.

Counterforce  doct rines will encourage arms competition  since var ious factions 
in each government will push for  more soph istic ated  stra teg ic system s requ ired  
by a range of exotic war-fighting scenarios.

Secretary Sciilesixger. I think there is some trut h in that.  I thin k 
we have to go af ter  th at issue head-on and a ttempt. We would do this 
to limit the tendencies to move in tha t direction through  the SAL T
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negotiations bv seeking limitations on both the aggregation  and on certain qualitative features.
But I do not think the doctrine itse lf leads in that direction. Bathe r, it is the po tentialit ies in the force st ructure which do, par ticularly  the potentia lities that I  have outlined for the Soviet Union.

PO SSIB IL IT Y  OF  IM PED IN G  CERTA IN  AR MS CONT RO L EF FO RT S

Senator Muskie. The next point is this one.
A eounterforce capability  to destroy the foe’s nuclear  forces would impede the progress of certain  arms control efforts such as limitations of multiple inde- pendently targe ted vehicles, on MIRVs, and the confidence in test  ban which would inhibit further developments of war-fighting capabilities.
Secretary Sciilesinger. There the cart  is before the horse. Once again we should be attempting to limit  the incentive of both sides to go in this direction. But it is not a limited counter-force capability that does tha t. It  is the potent iality built into the new Soviet systems tha t gives you the kind of counter-force capability tha t they are describing.
Let me underscore, Mr. Chairman, once again, tha t neither side can achieve the kind of counter-force capabilities that the au thors are im­plicitly  assuming. There is just no possibility tha t a high confidence disarming first strike is attainable for either side, even against the I CBM components of the strategic forces on both sides and certainly not against both sets of forces, SLBM’s and ICB M’s.

attaining greater flexibility in weapons systems

Senator Muskie. I think  this point we have already discussed: i t is the question of whether the United States has maintained  a substan­tial  counterforce capability for many years. “Only a small fraction of tho more than  25,000 targets  contained in the strategic  ta rgeting  plan are cities. The majority  of these targets include a wide range o f mi li­tary  objectives such as Soviet bomber bases and some missile silos. Greater flexibility in weapons systems appears attainable only by developing an efficient counterforce capability”.
Secretary Sciilesinger. I think the latter part of tha t statement  is wrong. The selectivity comes from the doctrinal planning and com­mand and control arrangements.
I he other part  of the  s tatement is correct. We have been targ eting  against  other than  cities, but not in the selective and flexible manner tha t I have indicated.
Senator  Muskie. I think th at  was made clear earlier.

required funding

I he two writers take less assurance than you do out of the small amount of funding that is required. Let me quote them:
This is one reason why it is less than reassuring to have Mr. Sciilesinger state that  while the weapons improvement for greate r flexibility remain to be deter­mined they presently do not necessita te substant ial additional weaponry. This is essentially true since the accuracy  of warhead improvements tha t would in­crease the counter-force effectiveness of American missiles would actually re­quire relatively  small amounts of funding.
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I simply add that .
I think tha t covers their  major arguments.
1 do not know to what extent we ought to go beyond this doctrine 

which, I  gather, we have covered pretty  well th is afternoon.
Secretary S ciilesinger. Yes, sir.
Senator Muskie. Incidenta lly, is Senator Humphrey coming back? 

lie said he had a list of questions.

PO SSIB IL IT Y  OF  COM PR EHEN SI VE TE ST  BA N TR EA TY

With respect to the comprehensive test ban treaty th at was touched 
on in one of the-comments I read to  you from th e artic le by Baker and 
Berman, what is your view of the possibility of a test ban ? As you 
know, a comprehensive test ban resolution is pending on the Senate  
calendar, and I assume a t some point this year we will bring  the re­
solution up to Senate debate. I  do not know whether this committee 
has ever gotten your view on it.

Secretary Sciilesinger. I think that  there are advantages and dis­
advantages. I do not  think tha t the arguments against a compre­
hensive test ban trea ty relate pr imar ily to the strategic forces. One has 
to get into the issue of to what degree the I nited States wishes to im­
prove tactical nuclear weapons. The constra int with regard to strate ­
gic weaponry would probably be beneficial to both sides.

PR OS PE CT S OF  SA LT  I I

Senator Muskie. Could we get from you now your view of the 
current prospects for SALT II  ?

Secretary S ciilesinger. Well, as I indicated to Senator Fu lbright,  I  
may be more of an opt imist than  he is about it. I  th ink that  i t is to the 
mutual interest  o f both sides to  restra in the growth of these forces. 
The problem is that the Soviets have created for themselves this 
tremendous potent ial. Whether the momentum and the pressures with­
in the Soviet regime are such th at they cannot be controlled, and they 
must inevi tably swell, the reality to meet the potential is the problem 
about which I worry.

If the Soviet Government is prudent and has good control, and 
if they understand their joint interest with us—those are big if ’s— 
1 am relatively optimistic about the outcome.

Senator Muskie. Well, the history of the SALT talks up to this 
point shows very littl e inclination to roll anyth ing back. We hold it 
where we are at best.

Secretary -Senles inger. That is why we must move quickly with 
regard to these new weapons developments. The cost of these new 
developments to the Soviet Union must be on the order of $30 to $40 
billion in our terms. Once they have made those investments and have 
sunk costs, your point is well taken that there is very little tendency 
to roll hack. The time to nip it in the bud is before they have made 
such massive investments.

Senator Muskie. They have not deployed the 17 and 19 yet ?
Secretary Sciilesinger. No, sir, nor the 18.
Senator Muskie. Are we focusing at all on the possibility of per ­

suading them not to deploy those weapons? I)o you regard tha t as 
unrealistic or unattainable?



40

Se cre tar y Sciilesinger. I  th in k to a gr ea ter or  lesser  extent  eve ry­
body m ust  look t ow ard the  non deplo ym ent of some o f these weapons o r 
a lim ite d deplo ym ent  of a selection of these new weapons.

But  wh at  we hav e got to do is to  pre vent th ei r exe rcis ing  the  fu ll 
po tent ial  of  th ei r th row  w eig ht w ith in  th e n umbers agre ed in  S ALT  I .

SHOULD  LATITUDE TO INC REA SE U.S . TIIROAV W’EIGIIT  BE SOUGHT ?

Se na tor Muskie . Shou ld w’e be  see king in the  SA LT  agreem ent s to 
allow’ an  increase in our own overa ll thr ow -w eig ht capa bi lit y?

The  reason  I  pu t the  que stio n is th at  so many, inc ludin g Se na tor  
Jackson an d others , feel th at  the Sov iets  have a rea l ad vanta ge  in 
throw’ w’eigh t, and  th at  it  is an  ad va nta ge  w’hich  sho uld  cause us 
concern  and ou gh t to be tak en  in to  acco unt . Well , if  it  is, why don't  
we opt to  increase our  own throw’ weig h!  ?

Se cretary  Sciilesinger . We have  go t to tak e the Sov iet po ten tia l 
into accou nt. Le t me g ive you th is  com plex  view , Senator .

[The  ch ar t r efe rre d t o fo llo ws:]

[ S u p p l i e d  b y  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e ]

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN MISSILE SIZE AND 
RESIDUAL PAYLOAD FOLLOWING COUNTERFORCE

ATTACKS OF VARYING SIZE
COUNTRY Y THROW WEIGHT

t of to la bio  fio ‘>J l- on oi it' f

—  COUNTRY X STRIKES 
COUNTERFORCE

COUNTRY Y STRIKES 
COUNTERFORCE

EACH SIDE HAS 1.000 MISSILES 
ONE 1 MT RV REQUIRES 1 KP THROW WEIGHT 
NON-REPROGRAMMABLE RELIABILITY .9 
K C 1.01 .25 NM CEP 1.000 PSI SILO,

i a !  » , f i  b n u t e i  i b n u  7  i f )  

7 ;  i-in ii t o o  y h i y i i r t  -1  ,• > ;

1.1 • 1

W ha t th is ch ar t shows ve ry  sim ply  is the  grow th of  t hrow  weight 
wi th  a fixed  number of  sites . I f  you assumed  both sides hav e certa in 
CEP's , silo  ha rden ing is dis advanta geous to both sides. In  thi s case 
there is 10 m illion pounds of  t hrow  wei ght  at  a thou sand  sites  so we 
have 10,000 p oun ds of  throw’ w eig ht in each site. Down  here  we have  
2 mi llio n pou nds of  throw  we igh t at a tho usa nd s ites  or  2.000 pou nds  
pe r s ite,  [de leted].

[Dele ted .]
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Now, you will note in the high ease that when you have tha t much 
throw weight at a limited number of sites, the  effect is, i f country  x  
strikes first by using, say. 20 percent of it s throw weight, i t can reduce 
the surviving sites of country y by 80 percent. T hat  is what  we call the 
premium on the first strike. I t is disadvantageous for  both sides to have 
so much throw weight piled up at a limited number of aiming points.

By contrast, in the lower case, one discovers that the country tha t 
strikes first gives up  more of its throw weight than  it  destroys on the 
other side. That is an inherently more stable situation.

Xow our preference is to say down at th is end of the spectrum. U n­
fortuna tely, with the  throw weights th at the Soviets have, they wind 
up driving  in this direction, which would be destabilizing  for both 
sides. We would p refer not to get up there and, therefore, we would 
prefe r not to have to augment our own throw weight. We would only 
augment our own throw  weight as a second best solution to maintain ing 
arms balance if the Soviets insist on making use of the massive throw  
weights embodied in the ir present program. It  is disadvantageous for  
both sides to have large-pay-load missiles MIRVed accurately. I t is ad ­
vantageous for both sides to have small-pay-load missiles. Unfor ­
tunately , the trend in the Soviet program is in  the other direction. We 
would prefer not to augment our own throw weight if we can persuade 
the Soviets to  refra in.

CAUSE OF STRATEGY CHOICES

Senator Muskie. Well, is the ir choice of strategy and our choice 
of strategy simply an accident of development tha t occurs in each 
country ?

Secretary Schlesinger. I thin k there is a large element of tru th  
in that. The Soviets b uilt these massive missiles a t one stage o f t he ir 
history. They then designed replacements fo r those missiles and made 
good use of the silo space they  created, thus  creating  a momentum in 
those programs that  passes beyond the rational constraints of arms 
control.

DEFIN ITION  OF “ ESSEN TIAL EQUIVALENCE”

Senator Muskie. This might be a good po int in the record to ask 
you to define what you mean by “essential equivalence.” I t is a new 
phrase. We have heard  other phrases during the debate on the first 
treaty,  and it might be helpfu l if we h ad a definition of this  new 
concept.

Secretary Schlesinger. Essential equivalence is a phrase that was 
used in the Pres iden t’s foreign policy repo rt of last year. Wh at it 
means is, first, th at  we do not plan to have our side a mirror image 
of thei r strateg ic forces. We do not  have to have a match for every­
thing in their arsenal. They do not have to have a match for  everyth ing 
in our arsenal. Bu t in the  gross character istics of the forces, in te rms 
of overall number and overall th row weight or payload, there should 
be some degree of equivalency between the two. Tha t does not even 
mean they have to be precisely the same in terms of throw weight. 
But, as I  indicated earlier, the Soviets have the potentia l for 12 mil­
lion pounds of throw weight in thei r ICBM force as opposed to 2 
million pounds in our projected forces. A discrepancy of 6 to 1 in



42

the ir favor  is not essential equivalence. If  it were 3 to 2 it might he 
quite different.

Senator Muskie. Tha t does not mean, then, we have to have the 
same numbers w ith respect to each category of nuclear weapons ?

Secretary S ciilesinger. Not for  mili tary reasons. Perh aps for polit­
ical reasons in terms of  perceived equality between the two forces, that 
may be desirable. But from a mili tary  s tandpoint, as that  last chart 
indicated, it is ideal. I f we can control throw weight it would be better 
to prol ifera te the number of ICBM  sites, d riving each site down to 
a lower level of throw weight. It  is better to have 2,000 weapons or 
2,000 launchers with a thousand pounds of throw weight at each site 
(tha t is quite stable) than  it is to have, say, 500 launchers with 5 
or 10,000 pounds of throw weight on each site (that is less stable). 
Tha t is the essence of armed civility. We would concentrate in the 
long run on the throw weight issue rather  than on the numbers issue.

The Soviets and ourselves would both have an interest, if we could 
control throw  weight, in adding to the numbers of launchers and 
reducing the amount of throw  weight and destructive potential  at 
each launcher.

SAN ITIZING TRANSCRIPT

Senator  Muskie. At this  point I ought to  ask whether  you have any 
objection to sanitizing  the tran scr ipt  of this session so tha t th is mate­
rial can be put in the public record ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. I see no problems. I th ink th at some of these 
areas will have to be gone through  carefully.

Senator Muskie. I  think if we could do that , it would be most useful.
Secretary Sciilesinger. I  see no inherent reason.
Senator Muskie. I think if we have some of this discussion today 

in the public record, it could be the basis for a more sophisticated 
level of debate on strategic defense issues.

Secretary Sciilesinger. Good.

MAKING NUCLEAR WEAPONS SEEM RESPECTABLE QUESTIONED

Senator Muskie. On th is business of making nuclear war seem more 
respectable, maybe that  troubles me more than  any other aspect of this 
proposal of yours-----

Secretary  Sciilesinger. I  th ink  we have got to make the underlying 
calculations about nuclear war intellectually respectable. I f we under­
stand the underlying calculations rath er than  avoiding hard  thought in 
this area, I think we can diminish the probability of nuclear war. But 
if we avoid that  and, therefore, do not think through our deterrent 
strategy somebody might be tempted to do something. We are attem pt­
ing to remove whatever temptation,  however low, to star t nuclear 
war ; our objective is to shore up deterrence. If  we are effective in that  
regard and at the same time have made think ing through the under­
lying  calculations respectable, we have reduced the probability of 
anyone actually  using nuclear weapons.

Senator Muskie. Do you get any challenge to this thesis of the 
defense establishment?

Secre tary Sciilesinger. I t hink basically the answer is “No.” I think 
tha t everybody has recognized th at there are deficiencies in the doc­
trines  t ha t had been sort of carried over willy-nilly from past years.
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There was a gradual trans formation  of the tests of the adequate size 
of our forces—which was the origin of assured destruction—into be­
lief somehow tha t tha t was a deterrent . The assured destruction  logic 
serves to deter attacks against our urban industria l base. But we 
should not in our own mind feel th at it is more effective as a de terren t 
than  is actually the case.

It  was mentioned earlie r tha t over the last 20 years the  p rior  s tra t­
egies had been successful. I  thin k it is a much shorter  period of time 
and the strategic balance has changed dramatically.  I  hope the belief 
tha t something that has worked in the past should not be disturbed will 
be applied more general ly by those who are proponents of t ha t belief, 
such as to our deployments in Europe.

Senator H umphrey. Mr. Secretary, I hope not to take too much of 
your time. I  have some questions which frankly  have been worked out 
as a resul t of a discussion group  with which I sat down one evening. I 
am going to read the  questions to you and if they have been answered 
just say they have, and I will look over the record.

RESULT OF RETROFITTING OF SOVIET ICB M’s

One of these questions comes out of a report from the Alsop column 
a day or so ago.

You have stated several times if the Soviets retrofitted the ir ICBM's 
with new models they would have something on the order of 7,000 
reentry vehicles.

Secretary  Schlesinger. 7,000 or 8,000 RV ’s in the 1-megaton range.
Senator Humphrey. Therefore, they would have a relative advan­

tage in counterforce capabilities.
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Senator Humphrey. I wondered if  you could explain  this arithmetic 

to me. Let me continue here. If  they retrofit their  1,000 SS-l l's  with 
the SS -l7 ’s or SS-19’s, with 4 M IRV’s each, this would be equal to 
4,000. Converting the  300 S S-9’s to SS-18’s with G M IRV ’s each adds 
another 1,800 more for a total of 5,800 RV’s. You also said they can’t 
readi ly fit the SS-18 into SS -9 holes, so really we are really only t alk ­
ing about 25 large silos presumably built for the SS-18.

The point here on explaining your arithmetic  is in the lat ter  part.
Secretary  Schlesinger. Yes, sir. Let me try to explain that.
Senator Humphrey. Yes.
Secretary Schlesinger. As I indicated earlie r we will expect four 

MIRV’s to the SS-17 and four to six M IRV ’s fo r the SS-19. If  you 
retrofit ted with the SS-19, and that  seems to be the preferred missile, 
one would have up to 6,000 MIR V’s in the SS-19 force, leaving out the 
old SS-7’s and SS-8 ’s.

The SS-18’s would have five to eight MIR V’s each. If  you had 8 
MIR V’s of about 1-megaton each on the SS-18 that would give you 
about 2,400 making a total of on the order of 8,400.

Now, your point, Senator , was tha t they would have to retrofit the 
288 silos.

Senator Humphrey. Yes.
Secretary Schlesinger. That is quite correct. In  order to house the 

SS-18 they would have to  make at least intern al modifications to the 
silos. [Deleted.] They are permitted under SAL T I  to increase silo 
dimensions by 15 percent.
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Senator H umphrey. They have 25 presumably built for the SS-18’s 
presently built.

Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir.
Senator H umphrey. Are we pretty  sure of tha t ?
Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir, those silos seem to have been de­

signed for the SS-X -18, but we do not believe at the moment-they are 
inhabited by SS-X-18 's.

Senator H umphrey. In other words, for the retrofi tting to take place 
in the instance of the  others there would have to be an alterat ion of the 
silos ?

Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir, interna l silo modification.
Senator H umphrey. [Deleted.]
Secretary Schlesixger. [Deleted.]
Senator Humphrey. Isn 't tha t limited under  the original  SAL T I 

Treaty  ?
Secretary Schlesixuer. The modifications?
Senator Humphrey. Yes.
Secretary Schlesixger. They are permit ted to increase the silo 

dimensions by 15 percent.
Senator Humphrey. Would the 15 percent be adequate to take care 

of the retrofi tting th at  is being contemplated.
Secretary S chlesixger. Yes, sir.
Senator H umphrey. But  as of the present-----
Secretary Schlesixger. [Deleted.]

TIM E FRAME FOR RETROFITTIXG SOVIET MISSILES

Senator Humphrey. Let ?s assume they were going to re trofit all of 
the missiles they have and thereby enlarge thei r silos accordingly. 
What would be the time frame ?

Secretary Schlesixger. I would think they might sta rt in 1975, pos­
sibly a l ittle  bit later , and th at they m ight retrofit  15 percent or say a 
sixth of thei r force each year so we are talk ing about 1982 for the 
completion of tha t retrofitting.

Senator H umphrey. [Deleted.]
Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir, for the SS-X-19 and for the 

SS-X -18. ‘
Senator H umphrey. OK.

RESULTS OF RETROFITTIXG SOVIET MISSILES

Thank you. My figure is a little bit different. I had four MIRV ’s 
each for the 1,000 SS-11 or SS -l7 ’s and SS-19’s.

Secretary Schlesixger. Our estimate is four for the SS-17 ’s, four 
to six for the SS-19.

Senator Humphrey. Depending upon which you use there.
Secretary  Schlesixger. Yes, sir.
Senator Humphrey. So the figures could expand from my 5,800 to 

the figure you had of 8,400.
Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, it could be less and it could be more, 

but we are  t alk ing  on the order of 6,000 to 8,000, something in tha t 
ball park,  with fair ly high-yield MIR V’s.

May I show you one slide again.
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[The slide referred to follows:]
[Su ppl ied  by De partm en t of Defense]

HYPOTHETICAL RECIPROCAL COUHTERSILO CAPABILITIES: 
SOVIET UNION & US ICBMs

[A classified version of th is slide is in the committee files]

Senator  H umphrey. I was here on one of those.
Secretary  Sciilesixger. This chart, I think , shows the asymmetries

tha t can develop in reciprocal counter-force capability. We would not 
want to be in the position of the President who, when told there would 
be a nautical mile degradation in operational firing, knows he has to 
fire his  whole Minuteman force in  order to reduce the Soviet missile 
force to 840 missiles. The Soviets under simila r circumstances would 
reduce us to about 250 Minutemen with  80 percent of th eir force. You 
don’t want to  have tha t psychological imbalance. In order to deter use 
of st rategic  forces I  think you have to have a framework of equality. 
The political leadership on eithe r side must feel tha t there are no 
advantages to be gain from physical actions.

PR EV EX TIOX  OF PSYCHO LOG ICAL IMBA LAXCE

Senator Humphrey. How do we alleviate tha t condition? I mean 
how do we prevent th at ?

Secretary  Sciilesixger. Our hope is ultimately to restr ict eithe r 
Soviet MIRV ing or Soviet throw weight so they don’t get up here into 
the 7,000 to 8,000 large-yield range.

Senator Humphrey. Yes.
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Secretary Schlesinger. And if we can have restrain ts on the Soviet side-----
Senator H umphrey. On the retrofitting yon are t alking about? 
Secretary Schlesinger. On the retrofitting. This would be quite

consistent with the protocol of SALT I. You remember that both sides 
said they will r efrain from ex tract ing strategic advantage. It  was im­
plicit in tha t agreement that  the advantages tha t the Soviets had with 
respect to numbers and throw weight were an offset for the  then-exist­
ing American qualitative advantages. As they achieve those qualita­
tive improvements, I  th ink the advantages they were given, as it were, 
should be reduced. I think  tha t is consistent with the spir it of SALT I.

Senator Humphrey. In other  words, their  numbers have to be 
watched more closely.

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir, and hopefully their throw weight as well.

HOW  8 8 - 1 7  AN D 8 8 - 1 9  GI VE  SOVIET S CO UN TE R- FO RC E CA PA BIL IT Y

Senator  Humphrey. Maybe you have answered this. Again I will 
just read it quickly: Please explain how the SS-17 and SS-19 will 
give the Soviets a counterforce missile k illing  capabili ty, even with 
their throw weight larger  than the SS-11 they would replace. If  
they had the four MIRV 's you say they will have, the ir yields as I 
unders tand it could not be more than  [deleted] each and probably 
less. Ln less they  have super accuracy 1 am told this will not give them a counter-force capability.

Have you made assumptions of extraordin ary accuracy or much 
higher yields to give them a counterforce capabili ty with these weap­
ons? I have used the fou r MIRV's  and I recognize you say four to six range.

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir, I think we can clar ify this. The 
weight of the re-entry body on the Minuteman II  is [deleted] pounds 
and they have a [deleted] megaton warhead. With [deleted] pounds 
of payload in the SS-X -19 they could have about six [deleted] pound 
RV’s in excess of [deleted] megaton each, given the nuclear technology they presently have demonstrated.

Senator  Humphrey. I don't want to take too much of your time. 
T his is a question that  really has bothered a number of people and I just noted that down here for you.

Secretary  Schlesinger. No, t think that  is simply a question of data, Senator, and I  am happy to clarify  that.

AD AP TE R FOR S S -X - 1 8

Senator  H umphrey. Mr. Secretary , you said on Augus t 17 that  the 
SS-X-18 does not appea r to fit conveniently into the SS-9  silos.

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. sir.
Senator Humphrey. Consequently, while they can perform some 

adaptation , they may have to have new adap tation  for the SS-X-18 
hole. V hat sort of adaptat ion under the  SALT and inter im agreement would they have to perform. [Deleted.]

Secretary Schlesinger. [Deleted.]
Senator H umphrey. On the SS ?
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Secretary Sciilesinger. [Deleted.]
Senator Humphrey. [Deleted.]
Secretary  Sciilesinger. [Deleted.]
Senator Humphrey. So th at 15-percent figure we had o f being able 

to alter a silo, 15 percent becomes more meaningful [deleted].
Secretary S ciilesinger. Yes, sir. [Deleted.]
Senator Humphrey. Very good. It  is a very complicated business as 

Ed and I were saying  upstairs , when talking about this.

R. <fc n . A CTIV IT Y  AF TE R SIG N IN G  OF  AG REE M EN T

Secretary Sciilesinger. There has been a very impressive Soviet 
R. & I), activity occurr ing afte r the signing of the agreement in May 
of 1972. The SS-X- 18,  as you can see on this chart has had a large 
number of [deleted] tests. [Deleted.]

[('h art  follows:]
[Supplied by Department of Defense]
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[A classified version of this char t is in the committee files]

Senator H umphrey. [Deleted.]
Secretary Sciilesinger. [Deleted.]
Senator Muskie.- [Deleted.]
Secretary Sciilesinger. [Deleted.]
Senator Muskie. These are all tests ?
Secretary Sciilesinger. Yes.
These are a ll tests. There has been no deployment of these missiles 

as yet. as I mentioned in response to Senator Humphrey's question. 
1 would not expect deployment to start  until 1975.

Senator Muskie. [Deleted.]
Secretary Sciilesinger. [Deleted.] The SS-X- 6 is the missile on 

board the Yankee class submarine. Recently we have noted in a number 
of tests tha t they had more than one entry body. Tha t is the  first time 
for the ir SLBM’s.



48

Senator Humphrey. So they have kind of a Poseidon class. 
Secretary Schlesinger. It  is more like the Pola ris A-3 in all prob­

ability, Senator. It  is a movement.

SOVIET ADVANTAGE ON UNDERW ATER MISSILE

Senator Humphrey. One of the things tha t worries me even though 
I am an arms control man. is the advantage the Soviets are g etting on 
ns on the underwater missile. Tha t really bothers me. I am not much 
any way for land-based missiles. I  thin k they  have limited u tility , and 
to be honest with you. I am not at all impressed with what we call 
our long-range bomber utility . I don't  have any special favorites in 
defense, but this  business of our being caught with limited numbers of 
the Polaris, Poseidon, or  the  Triden t even though I know I  d idn’t go 
along with you on the Trid ent vote in the last defense bill. I figured 
we were getting conversions; so we weren't in a serious position.

Secretary S chlesinger. Yes, sir.
Senator H umphrey. Or dangerous position. Th at worries me.
Are we tied down specifically now to the limits  on submarine 

missiles?
Secretary  Schlesinger. In  the interim agreement  ?
Senator Humphrey. Yes.
Secretary Schlesinger. We cannot go beyond 710.
Senator  Humphrey. And the Soviets can go to how many ?
Secretary  Schlesinger. 950.
Senator H umphrey. 950.
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. sir.
Senator Humphrey. W hy did we do t hat? Th at is the only thing  

tha t has been bothering my conscience and bothering  me as a Senator 
as to how we did th at and how I as a Senator k ind of condoned it.

Secretary  Schlesinger. Well, I think that  the  real question was 
the issue of how tough our ba rgaining position could be, given the fact 
they had programs that  were going forward and tha t, according to 
the negotiators, we could not get agreement with formal equality 
between the two sides.

Senator  H umphrey. Of course we had the  advanced base operation.
Secretary Schlesinger. That is right.
Senator H umphrey. The  Russians are vectoring in on us now.
Secretary Schlesinger. That is right.
Senator  Humphrey. The MIR V at tha t time.
Secretary Schlesinger. T hat  is more o f a rationalization . W ith the 

new SSN-X-18, of course, they can fire ri ght out of Murmansk and 
hit  the United States.

SOVIET DEVELOPMENT OF STRATEGIC BOMBER

Senator  Muskie. Incidental ly, aren 't the Soviets developing a s tra­tegic bomber ?
Secretary Schlesinger. They have developed the Backfire which 

probably  has greater capability than  the FB-111. Unt il such time as 
they develop a greater tanker  capabi lity we thin k it would not be 
used primarily in an intercontinen tal strategic role. But we have to  watch th at carefully.
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Senator Humphrey. But surely for a western European type of 
capabi lity.

Secretary Sciilesinger. Clearly, most of the ir medium bomber 
capabilities are designed for the periphery, China or Western Europe.

U .S . EF FO RTS  CONCER NIN G AIR CR AF T CA RR IER S

Senator Humphrey. As a supplemental or auxiliary question, what 
are we doing for  our a irc raf t carriers, the  helicopter, like the Russians 
are doing? The Russians have these smaller carr iers  so they have an 
amphibious force.

Secretary Sciilesinger. We have requested, as you know, a star t 
on what we call the Sea Control Ship. It  would be a minicarrier, 
using helicopters and vertica l takeoff and landing a ircra ft.

Senator  Humphrey. Can 't we use any of the old airc raft  carriers 
that  we have lying around?

Secretary Sciilesinger. Our problem in the Navy is tha t it is 30 
years afte r the Second World  Wa r and we have to replace those ships. 
They are aging. They are  31,32 years of age.

Senator Humphrey. I know just exactly what you mean.
[Laughter.]
Senator  Muskie. Besides you have a couple of shipyards in my part 

of the country.

D IS TIN C TIO N  BE TW EE N  M A JO R AND  LE SS ER  CO UNT ER -FOR CE  

CAPA BIL IT Y

At a news conference on Jan uary 24, Mr. Secretary , you said the 
Uni ted States is not seeking to develop a major counter-force capability 
but in the fiscal year 1975 defense budget, you have included a wide 
range of programs which will upgrade the counter-force effectiveness 
in American ICBM's, submarine missiles and even the bomber force. 
Consequently at what point do you differentiate  a major counter-force 
capabi lity from a lesser one?

Semantics I  know.
Secretary Sciilesinger. The distinction T have attempted to stress 

from the first is th at if  you look carefully a t the  numbers, even with a 
[deleted] of a nautical mile C EP used in tha t last example, we could 
not have a disarming  first strike against even the  Soviet ICBM's, even 
if we have tha t [deleted]  of a nautical mile in operational practice.

Therefore, T continue stressing tha t neither  side has such massive 
capabilities tha t they  can have a high-confidence first strike. Such 
capabi lity is just beyond achievement and no rational leader will have 
recourse to such a thing.

SOVIE T A SSU M PTIO N  REGA RD ING U .S . UPG RA DIN G OF M IS SIL E  FORC E

Senator Humphrey. Furthermore, once we began upgrading the 
accuracy of only a portion of our missile force, and I gather that  is 
what you are contemplating now-----

Secretarv Sciilesinger. Yes, sir.
Senator  Humphrey [continuing]. Will not the Soviet Union assume 

tha t our entire missile force thus has th is improved accuracy ?
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Secretary  Schlesixger. Yes. sir, but as T indicated liefore, even if 
they were to make that  assumption, even with the [deleted] of a 
nautical mile-----

Senator Humphrey. We still leave them with 280 missiles.
Secretary  Schlesixger. If  there is no degradation in our operational 

accuracy, which they must assume. I would assume—and I will assume 
it for the Soviet Union—they still would have the ability to destroy 
the urban industrial  base of the United States.

Senator Humphrey. In  other words, what you are saying is if we 
had the best of all things happen for us they still have over 200 of 
these land-based ICBM’s tha t they can use against us.

Secretary Schlesixger. That  is right. And I hope they would not 
drive us into larger programs.

As I attempted to say to Senator Muskie before, it is disadvan­
tageous for both sides to go for a g reat deal of throw weight. If  one 
side can obtain it unilatera lly it's advantageous for it but if it is 
matched by the other side both sides achieve greater  instability,  which 
is in the interest of ne ither side.

SE CR ET AR Y LA IR D'S PO LIC Y  C0X C ER X IX G  CO UNT ER -F OR CE  CA PA BIL IT IE S

Senator Humphrey. Your predecessor. Secretary Laird , on several 
occasions disavowed any intention to develop counter-force capabilities 
which the Soviet Union could construe as having first -strike potential .

Has this  policy been changed at all ?
Secretary  Schlesixger. No, sir. I think what  I have indicated is we 

just don't have the potent ial for a first strike disarming capability. 
Of course, we have always had counterforce disarming against soft 
targets, or, i f we used la rger weapons such as the Minuteman IT. we 
have always had a counter-force capabi lity agains t a limited number 
of ha rd targets. But we cannot destroy large numbers of hard  targets.

CO MPA RA TIVE  U .S ./S O V IE T  CO UNT ER -F OR CE  CAPA BIL IT IE S

Senator Humphrey. I n your statement you mentioned the United 
States  presently has a limited counter-force capability.

Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir.
Senator Humphrey. Does the United States  presently have a 

grea ter or lesser counter-force capabi lity compared to the Soviet 
Union ?

Secretary Schlesixger. It  is a very hard  judgment to make. There 
are so many uncertaint ies. I f you believe the results  from our own test 
ranges would be applicable in opera tional conditions and if you infer 
what you must infer about present Soviet accuracies, I think one would 
conclude that we now have greate r operational counter-force capabili ­
ties than they have. But  those are quite a number of iffy assump­
tions. They do have this  massive megatonnage in the ir force tha t 
we do not have, which compensates for inaccuracy.

strategic axd political advaxtages we could lose

Senator Humphrey. If  we had a grea ter capabi lity at this time 
what strategic and political advantages do we presently  gain from



51

such a capability that we may lose in the fu ture ? I  mean assuming tha t 
we had it.

Secretary  Schlesinger. We do not obtain an advantage  from tha t 
mild edge in counter-force capabil ity, if it exists. If  there is a vast 
disproportion to the  benefit of the Soviet I nion—given the fact tha t 
the United States has pledged its strateg ic forces for a variety of 
functions around the world, to NATO and to other allies, and in 
pursu it of the nonproliferation agreement in which both parties  pledge 
if other nations will not acquire nuclear capabilities tha t they will 
come to thei r assistance—then a major disproportion to the benefit 
of the Soviet Union and agains t the United States could lead to a 
weakening of resolve and a dissolution of our alliances overseas.

A C H IE V E M E N T  O F ESS EN TIA L EQ UIV ALE NCE

Senator Humphrey. You have emphasized the requirement tha t 
the United  States achieve essential equivalence vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union' s stra tegic force levels and capabilities. Is it not true tha t even 
if the United States had numercial equality in terms of strategic 
missiles with the U.S.S.R. , it would still not have equality in terms 
of throw weight ?

Secretary Schlesinger. Correct.
Senator Humphrey. On the other hand, if the I nited States gains 

equality in throw weight capability , then it would also have a numercial 
advantage over the Soviets ?

Secretary  Schlesinger. What you are saying is that if the I nited 
States  acquired enough missiles to match the U.S.S.R. in terms of 
throw weight, we would have to have G.000 of them because we have 
small payload missiles.

Senator Humphrey. Yes.
Secretary  Schlesinger. T hat would be correct. But I think what 

we are talking about. Senator,  is a limitation on numbers that is fully 
applicable to both sides and a limitation on throw  weight that  would 
be hypothetically applicable to both sides. Both constraints  would 
apply so the outcome that  you indicated would not actually come into 
existence.

Senator  H umphrey. Wha t I was leading up to was tha t in light of 
this dilemma how do you expect to achieve essential equivalence at 
SA TjT II , and T gather you have emphasized-----

Secretary Schlesinger. I have emphasized that  you would establish 
in a permanent agreement two constraints,  which would be binding 
on both parties. Tliev could adjust within those two constraints . I bey 
would not have the liber tv of ad justing in the way th at you hypothe­
sized in phrasing the question.

Senator H umphrey. All right.

PR OC EE DING  AT SA LT  IT W IT H  UTM OST  CAU TI ON RE CO MME ND ED

T want to tell, you what my concern is. I  am an arms control man 
and I serve on this subcommittee and lots of  people think T am maybe 
more arms control than T really am. But T happen to believe we have 
to watch our defense bndp’pi. as you know. T have talked to you about 
it. T do hope that  at SAL T IT we proceed with the utmost of caution.
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Th ere are  many people who are  worrie d tod ay  th at , because of  the 
desire to make successful agreem ents, pa rt ic ul ar ly  wi th  the Sov iet 
Un ion, we m igh t become m ore  willi ng to sign  u p even fo r a t em po rary  
ad va ntag e but  a lon g-t erm  dis advanta ge. I don’t wa nt  to  believe  th at , 
bu t thi s you  hear.

Fo r example, the  othe r eve ning I  was at a publi c meeting where 
somebody sa id :

A re n 't  yo u w or ried  a t th es e co nferen ce s w ith  th e  So viet  Union  on arm s con­
tr o l th a t th e  adm in is tr a ti on , which  is  in  se riou s dif fic ul ty,  kn ow ing ho wev er  
th a t it s fo re ign po lic y has  been it s g re a t as se t, wo uld be w ill in g to  mak e arr ange­
m en ts  th a t appear on  th e  su rf ace to  be  sa la bl e and  ac ce pt ab le . B ut whe n they  
a re  ex am in ed  more ca re fu lly,  peop le who a re  har d- m in de d an d under st an d w hat  
it  is al l ab ou t, wo uld  he ab le  to  ju dg e th a t 10 years  do wn  th e ro ad  or 5 ye ar s 
do wn th e ro ad  th ey  w ou ld be to  our  di sa dv an ta ge .

I don't  care  wh eth er you comm ent or not , bu t I hav e t o exp ress  m y 
concern  about, that.

Secre tar y Schlesinge r. I  un derst and the  po in t, Senator . We must 
insure  again st th at  outcom e.

Se na tor  H umphrey. We sim ply  have to  do t ha t. Once we set a course 
these tili ngs have th ei r own mom entum. You  ge t ca ug ht  and  the re is 
no way you can  get out . I hope  and pr ay  SA LT I I  wil l be effective. I 
said a y ea r and a hal f ago— and I wasn’t wrong—t ha t once we st ar ted 
to M IR V there  was no  w ay to get  an a greement  u nt il the  Soviet I ’nion 
had MIRVe d. And  once ei ther  side gets  in to  a new techno logy, it is 
off to  the races ag ain , and  th at b oth ers  me.

Se cre tar y Sciieslixger . May I say,  Senato r, t hat  i f we have ef fective  
aggreg ate  con str ain ts some of  those qu al ita tiv e problems become man­
ageable . I am not argu in g fo r qu ali tat ive impro veme nts  as such. Bu t, 
as I att em pted  to show befo re, large throw we igh ts and lim ite d num­
ber s of launch ers  are  ju st  des tab iliz ing . I  agree  en tir ely  with  your  
com jnen ts on arm s control agreem ents wh ich  are  benef icial to both 
sides,  bu t in order to have arm s con tro l we must pre vent insta bi lit y 
and we m ust also re ta in  a n ove rall  ba lance. I  t hi nk  th at  w as the  th ru st  
of  your  comm ents.

AD MINISTRA TIO N POSIT ION  CO NC ERNING  BE NE FITS  OF 
SALT I  AGR EEM ENTS

Se na tor  H umphrey. Th e Un ite d State s agr eed to the  5 -year int eri m 
offensive weapons  agre ement in  May 1972. In  recent mo nths th ere  ha ve 
been an inc rea sin g numb er of sta tem ent s in ma ny  quar ters,  inc ludin g 
Defense officials, which  imply  the  in terim  agreem ent  was a mis take, 
to Mie dis advanta ge  of  the Un ite d State s, even  fo r a sh or t per iod  of  
time.

Has  the  Nix on admin ist ra tio n cha nged its  positi on con cerning the  
benefits of  S ALT  I  agre ement s f or  Am eri can s ecu rity ?

Se cretary  Schlesinge r. No, sir.  I  th in k th at  the SA LT  I  agree ­
ment,  as I  ind ica ted  at the outset , was based upon an  equ ilib rium. I t  
was  a tran si to ry  e qu ilib riu m where ce rta in  q ua lit at ive advanta ges the 
Un ite d State s ha d were  offset by ce rta in  q ua nt ita tiv e advanta ges th at  
were given to the Soviets.

W lia t we mu st insure  is th at  as the  Sovie ts obtain those new tec h­
nolo gies , th at  the  qu an tit at ive advanta ges th a t they  were given on a 
tempo rary  basis ar e re duc ed o r are  offset.
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Se na tor H um phr ey . I  base my  supp or t of  th at agreem ent  very 
mu ch on t hat  doct rine or  u pon  tha t reason ing . I said my  only  concern, 
as I  look back ove r it,  was on the Po la ris  and subm arine-type  missi le. 
1 sti ll have th a t concern.

AR E SO VIET S LI VIN G U P  TO SALT  ACC ORD S?

Since May 1972, have the  Sov iets  done an ythi ng  proh ibite d by the  
SA LT acco rds ?

Secre tary Sciilesinger . N o, s ir ; I  th in k the y are liv ing up  to those 
accords.

H A S SO VIET  U N IO N  DEVELO PED A N Y T H IN G  N E W ?

Se na tor H umphr ey . Has  the Sov iet Un ion  developed any new 
wea pons system or  technolo gical capa bi lit y th a t th e Un ite d State s 
was no t aware  of  prev iou s to the  sig ning  of SA LT I  insofar as you 
kno w ?

Se cre tar y Sciilesinger . No, sir.  The po int s th at I  have made are  
abou t the breadth an d de pth of  th ei r IL & I) , prog ram . Even then  it  
is only the qu ali ty  and th e brea dth of  t hat  prog ram t hat  are  s tri king , 
ra th er  tha n the fact  th at here  hav e been new developments.

Se na tor  H umphr ey . [De leted. ]
Se cre tar y Sciilesin ger . [D ele ted .]
Se na tor H um phr ey . I  un de rst an d Gener al Brown. Ch ief of  Sta ff 

of  the  U .S. A ir  F orc e, ha s sta ted recent ly th at  the U.S.  [de leted].
Se cretary S ciilesinger . Yes, sir .
Se na tor H umphr ey . These  are some quest ions . M r. Secre tary, th at  a 

nu mber of peop le with  whom I  have worked joined in he lping  me to 
for mu lat e, k nowing th at yo u were goin g to come here .

I  have no othe r quest ion s to  ask  at  t hi s tim e exce pt to say you sure  
hav e a big job. I  wil l te ll y ou t ha t. I t  is a to ug h one.

M A IN T A IN IN G  E Q U IL IB R IU M

Se cre tar y Sciilesin ger . Ma y I say,  S enato r, th at  arm s con trol  is, o f 
course, a vi tal  issue. I t  is also  a very toug h issue. Mainte nan ce of  an 
equil ibr ium  und er  dynam ic con dit ion s requir es us to  be always  wa tch ­
fu l. We  can not ob tai n an  equil ibr ium  by closing ou r eyes to ce rta in  
develop men ts. We  mus t use ou r ba rgaining  pressure s to  deal wi th  it.

Se na tor Mus kie. S en ator  Pe ll ?
Se na tor P ell. Than k yo u, M r. Cha irm an .
I  look fo rw ard t o go ing o ver  the t ra ns cr ip t fo r c atc hin g u p wi th the 

po rti on s I  missed . I f  m y que stio ns tou ch on an ythi ng  w hich you have 
alread y covered, t ell  me.

LO W ER IN G FIR ST LE VE L USE  OF  NUCLEAR W EA PO NS

Fir st , in connection  w ith  th is  idea  of the  move ment t ow ard t he  low­
er ing th e firs t level of  ret al ia tion  or fir st level o f use of nu cle ar weapons, 
I  find  th is  a ha rd  idea t o absorb. I guess y ou r argu men ts hav e been so 
good  in the  past abo ut m assive destruc tion t ha t I  find i t h ar d t o ch ange . 
I th in k I un de rst an d wh at you  say.
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NU CL EA R M IX E S  IN  GER M ANY

Se na tor Fu lb rig ht  asked you t o c ite a specific inc ide nt th at m ight  il ­lustr ate  y ou r concept o f a lim ited use of  n uc lea r weapons. Could  such inc ide nt be a Sovie t invas ion  of  Eu ro pe ?
Se cre tar y Schlesinger. Mass ive.
Se na tor  P f.ll. Massive inv asion of  Eu rope . My  un de rs tand ing is th at , in such  an even t, you wou ld cre ate  a rad ioa ctive  nu cle ar bel t in the  Ge rman bo rder a rea  across which  people ca n’t march.
Secre tar y Schlesinger. No, we hav e n o c ur rent  pla ns  fo r th at .Sena tor  P ell. Wh at  are the n uc lea r min es th ere fo r ?
Se cre tar y Schlesinger. Those  are des igned to  des troy pa rt ic ul ar  points o f access. They would d estro y roa dw ays i f you fou nd a decl ivi ty in which the destruc tion of  th e roadwa y were  a n effective measure . I t would not provide  a belt of  r ad ioac tiv ity . It  wou ld block access to c er­ta in  lines of com municatio n by the  size o f the c rat er.
Se na tor  P ell. W ou ldn ’t th at  in effect,  if  t hey were all  used  in Ger­man y. be a belt  of  ra dioa cti vit y ?
Se cre tar y Schlesinger . No. Th e int en tio n wou ld be to bu ry  these weapons, when needed, at various  de pth s to preven t su bs tant ia l fa ll ­out  and to make use pr im ar ily  of  the blas t effects. These are fa ir ly  small weap ons,  as you know, [dele ted ]. The consequences  would not be the  belt of  radioa ct iv ity  t ha t you  describe.  In  fac t, one of  the  reasons fo r ta lk in g abou t atom ic demo liti on mu nit ion s is because the conse­quences  of  colla ter al dam age  to by sta nd ers is qu ite  lim ited . We  sha ll submit  som eth ing  fo r the record  in  th a t r egard .
[The in fo rm at ion r eferred to f oll ow s:]

Co nsequences  of  D et onat in g  N uc le ar  Mines In  German y 
[S up pl ied by D ep art m en t of  De fense]

If  th ere  were no wi nd  a t th e tim e of  det on at io n,  th er e wo uld  be an  un sa fe  zon e fo r 2 or 3 da ys . In  th e co nt ex t, th e  de fin iti on  o f sa fe  or unsa fe  de pends on th e de gr ee  of  ri sk  one  is w ill in g to  ac ce pt . The  zone wo uld he of  ra ce tr ac k shap e,  and wou ld  he ce nt er ed  on th e  di tc h de sc rib ed  ea rl ie r.  In  th e  pr es en ce  of wi nd  co nd iti on s,  th is  zone  wo uld he sh if te d, di st or te d, an d a cert a in  am ou nt  of di lu tion  wou ld occur.
[A class ified vers ion of  th is insert is in  th e committ ee files.]
Se na tor  P ell. T his  makes, you can  ima gine, the  Germans  very un­easy.
Se cretary  S chlesinger. I f  I  m ay go off the  record .
[Di scussion off the record .]
Se na tor P ell. W ou ldn’t it be a cor rec t sta tem ent  th at  if  all the nucle ar mines in place  there were  deton ate d, the  effect would be that the re wou ld be a zone fo r the  next few day s which it  would be un he alt hy  to cross? May be you  w ould  w ant to  su bm it th is fo r the  reco rd.

question of location of weapons

Ano ther  ques tion  t ha t bother’s me is thi s. In  conn ection wi th where the wea pon s should  be. I had alw ays understood th at  when the y are  at  sea, they  are much ha rd er  to  pinp oint  and des troy . Th ey  a re also a lit tle  less a ccurate;dsn’t th at  co rrect ?
Se cretary Schlesinger . That  is tru e.
Se na tor P ell. So the y are be tte r fo r mass ive ret ali ati on ?
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Secretary Schlesinger. That is basically correct, and once again I 

would like to go off the record.
[Discussion off the record.]
Senator  P f.ll. Understood, but nevertheless the Trident, when it is 

worked out, or  Polaris-Poseidon today is a spot less accurate, as I  u n­

derstand it, than land-based missiles. Therefore, i f we had stuck with 

the idea of massive retalia tion, a good argument could be made tha t all 

nuclear weapons should be in the oceans. This  was an  argument some 

of us were making a couple of years ago.
I gather the argument has changed, tha t we shouldn’t go for massive 

retalia tion, which, to my mind, makes still a logical argument as 

making war impossible. What you are saying is tha t it makes it 

possible.
Secretary  Schlesinger. I  would say, first, that I  would not advocate 

going entirely  to sea in any event. I  t hink  you don’t want to be tha t 

dependent on one medium. You don’t want to have all your eggs in one 

basket because if you have a breakthrough in ASW [Anti-Submarine 

War fare]  capabilities your  deterrence goes rapid ly downhill.
My own judgment is that  the ICBM forces always had a role to 

play except in the assured destruction notions which were regarded 

by some as a deus ex machina, as a substitute for thinking  about the 

program.
MAKI NG  WAR MORE POSSIBL E SUGGESTED

Senator  Pell. I am still bothered by your basic thought here. I 

think  your doctrine is making war, which has been impossible until 

now, more possible.
Secretary  Schlesinger. Wha t we are trying to do is to make the 

calculations regard ing nuclear  war  clear, so that people will reflect on 

them. If  we think  through  the underlying calculus of nuclear war­

fare it is my judgm ent we will reduce the probabiliti es of nuclear 

warfare.
1 fear that people will not think  these things through and will re­

ject them emotionally and, therefore, we will end up with an inade­

quate deterrent posture. My objection to  the doctrine as it has been 

understood in the past is tha t it does not give us the deterrence across 

the entire spectrum of risk which I  think  is desirable for the United 

States. I f we have th at deterrent across the entire  spectrum of risk we 

are not going to have war. If  we don’t have the deterrent across the 

entire spectrum of r isk then somebody may be tempted thro ugh a mis­

calculation to do something that  could escalate into nuclear war. 

It  is by think ing through these things  that  we diminish the risk of 

ma jor conflict.
1 might add that  for deterrence one has got to have an implement- 

able threat. If  one says tha t a de terrent is based upon a nonimplement- 

able threa t, such as both sides going afte r each other’s cities, what 

one is saying is th at the deterrent is logically unsound. Now, it may 

be psychologically sound at the same time it is logically unsound, bu t 

I would like to have deterrence based upon a logically sound notion.

EQUIV ALENCE OR SU FF IC IENC Y

Senator P ell. I remember spending a couple of hours once with 

Senator Gore and Kosygin in Moscow. This was jus t afte r President
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Nixon had talked about nuclear sufficiency. That was a wonderful phrase which both sides seized upon at the time. I see some semantics again here because in the Defense Department you are now talking about, as I understand it, equivalence. Until recently it has also been American balance. These all mean different things and I am curious as to what your own concept is. Should we have sufficiency which means we have the power to destroy the other man’s potential, num­erical balance or equivalence.
Secretary  Schlesinger. I thin k equivalence. T think for  equivalence, for a deterrent posture tha t is adequate, we need to have three ele­ments: One is the tradi tional invulnerable second strike capability, though we would not want to use i t agains t the enemy’s cities until we have been s truck ourselves. We would want to use th at as a way of deterring into the wart ime period strikes against cities.Secondly, as indicated earlier, we must not  allow a great asymmetry with regard to counter-force capab ility such tha t they may think  they have an advantage.
And, thirdly , there should be perceived equality.

hen the assured destruction calculations were done in the early1960 s, it was a period of time in which the United  States had five or six times as many missiles as the Soviet Union had. Those were cir­cumstances in which you d idn' t have to worry about things  like the perceived equality, which Senator H umphrey refe rred to  and is in the Jackson amendment.
Now, we have to think through these othe r elements of an adequate deterrent posture.
David Packard  once observed tha t sufficiency was an ideal word be­cause everybody thought he knew what i t meant, yet i t d idn’t mean a thing. He was always rather outspoken about these things, but  there is certainly a la titude  in inte rpre tatin g of what sufficiency means.Sufficiency to my mind means something more than  a protected second-strike capabi lity tha t can attack cities. It  incorporates  these other elements, and those other elements when you have perceived equality means equivalence. So, I thin k all of these terms converge, depending on the  strategic perspective of the individual.

OUTLAWING WEATHER MODIFICATION WEAPONRY

Senator  P ell. Finally , and this is still within, I think, the ball park this  afternoon, because you are talk ing about nonconventional weaponry. As we move ahead we are  going to find other  elements com­ing into the equation. China and o ther countries are obviously going to change some of these views. We will find ourselves completing the circle twice. B ut I am also very interested , as you know, in th is ques­tion of unorthodox weaponry, geophysical modification, weather mod­ification. I am curious to know wha t the reason is for the Defense Depa rtment’s reluctance to move in the outlawing of those weapons or does this come into the idea of new weapons development ?Secretary Sciilesinger. Well, I am not fully  versed in an answer. Senator. Once again I think one has to  indulge in gradations. May I  go off the record here.
[Discussion off the record.]
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Senator Pell. There has been a good deal of thought given to it. 
As you know, the North  Atlanti c Assembly adopted a resolution to 
this effect unanimously. The Senate adopted one, I think, 82 to 10 
to move in this direction. If  rainmaking is excluded o ther things may 
not be excluded. Rainmaking  can be used for  two purposes. It  may be 
used for getting rid of a cloudcover to  rescue people. On the other 
hand, it can be used fo r aggressive purposes. What we are saying here 
is to use it for aggressive purposes would be wrong. I thin k every ad­
ministration wants to find more areas of agreement tha t they can point 
to with pride. Wha t I have not been able to  understand is why your 
Departmen t has been the sticking point  on this really for several 

years. It  really is just DOD.
Secretary Schlesixger. I t is a relatively new subject for me. I think 

it is a question of definitions, what  should be excluded and what should 
not be excluded. You mentioned aggressive use. I thin k tha t brings 
us to  the question of offensive versus defensive use. I f one uses rain­
making  in order to inte rdic t roads that may be offensive, but some­
one would regard it  as defensive and as f ar  less destructive inherently  
than  the use of other ways of interdiction.

Senator Pell. But  it  opens up the Pan dora’s box so that the next 
step is the development and pointing of typhoons. Then it would be 
bette r to go back to orthodox interdiction.

Secretary Schlesixger. I think the Pandora’s box element is a 

point well taken.
Senator P ell. So I would be very grate ful if  you could give it consid­

eration.
Secretary Schlesixger. I  cannot say th at I  have more than a most 

casual acquaintance with thi s subject.
Senator P ell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Muskie. We went through a typhoon in W orld War I I  in 

Okinawa and I  am not sure at this  distance whether it  was more benign 
or less benign than some o f the other things tha t were happening in 
tha t same area at that time or tha t happened within  2 months there­

after.
I appreciate the time you have given us, Mr. Secretary. I  think  it has 

been very useful and I think the record will be useful. I look forward 
to the public discussion now which we are planning  with Senator 

Symington’s subcommittee.
You have given us something to think about.
Secretary Schlesixger. Thank you very much, Senator. It  is a 

pleasure to be here.
[Whereupon, at 5 :45 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to  the 

call of the  Chair.] o



•• l i . r  '






		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-12-31T13:02:15-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




