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United States Senate,
Subcommittee on Research &
Davelopment of the Committee on
Armed Services,
washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 8:05 a.m., pursuant to notice, in
room 212, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator John C. Culver
(Chairman of the subcormittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Culver, Stennis (chairman of the full
committee) , Cannon, 8yrd, Jr., Nunn, Levin, Goldwater, Warner
and Jepsen.

Present also: Senator Hatch.

Staff Present: Francis J. Sullivan, Staff Director; Rhett
B. Dawson, Counsel; Brenda Hudson, Clerical Assistant: Ronald
F. Lehman, 2rdof. Staff Member; E. George Riedel, Prof. Staff

Member; James C. Smith, Prof. Staff Member; John T. Ticer,

Chief Clerk. .
- ‘X r 8

Also present: Frank Ganney, Asst. to Senator Jackson; Frank
Krebs, Asst. to Senator Cannon; Charles Stevenson, Asst. to
Senator Culver; Greg Pallas, Asst. to Senator Excn; Peter Lenqn.
Asst. to Senator Levin; Christopher Lehman, Asst. to Senator

Warner; David Sullivan, " ist. to Senator Humphrey; Arnold \Puna:o.
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Asst. to Senator Nunn; John Haddow, Asst. to Senator Hatch.

Senator Culver. The committee will come to order.

This is the second hearing held this year by the R&D Sub-
committee on the MX program. At our last hearing on March 12
we were told that the Administration Jas reviewing the basing
plans for the MX looking towards making some refinements tc the
plan proposed by the President last September. We were promised
the results of that review by the end of April and indeed we have
received those results in a letter from Secretary Brown, dated
April 29, 1980.

I think each of the members has a copy of that corresgon-
dence beforg him +his morning. A major part of this hea:{nq will
be dewvoted to examiniag the éhanges propcsed in Secretary 3rowa's
letter.

This yeax's decision on the basiag mode for the MX is a
critical decision. 1If we delay making a commitment to a specific

basing plan beyond July of this vear, we either delay the IOC

of the system or we start paying substantial funds to move more than

one basing option towards a 1986 IOC. As I understand the situa-
tion we have very little slack in the schedule so that any addi-
tional basing options that we wish to pursue will have to de
developed at roughly the same rate as the primary basing mode
. Meer
or else they will not wmeed the I0C of 1986.
If that is correct, and we will want to pursue it in the

hearing, then we do not have the option of keeping several basing
- S -
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modes alive for just a few million as we have done in past years.

We have also heard some discussion about split basing,
that is, part in Nevada and Utah and part in other areas of the
country. We need to understand ghe impact of this concept
;ncluding possible :i;;ia for split basing, the added cost to
the system, and the operational implications of split basing.

Another concern is the timing of submission of the
Environmental Impact Statement, the request for withdrawal of land
from the Federal land bank and the commitment of $560 million
for basing ia FY 1981 before those actions are completed.

OQur Department of Defense witnesses are: Dr. wWilliam J.
Perry, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Resesarch and Zngi-
neering; Ms. Antonia Handler Chayes, Under Secretary of the Air
Force; and General iew Allen, Jr., Chief of Staff, United States
Air Force.

In addition to the Department of Defense witnesses we have

Dr. Sidney Drell frcm Stanforé University. As most of you know,

YRS -
Dr.-D;aéii is associated with a concept called SUM (Shallow Under-.

water Missile). This concept has received some attention and

thought it would be useful for the Committee to hear from hif. T .
have an opportunity to question him. We will hear fégkt from the
Department of Defense witnesses and have an opportunity to question
them before we hear from Dr. Drell.

Senator Goldwater, do you wish to make an opening stacement?

Senator Goldwater. I don't have a formal statement, Mr.

!

F-J
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1 i Chairman. I think the problem we face is that when we started

mx
talking w4y I suess three or more years ago, it was a new missile
to carry on from the Minuteman. That is what it was until éhe
N
President decided, ai} all due respect, to try to placate some
of the members of this committee who wanted to spend more money
on defense, to do it through the so-called MX system. That is
when we developed different approaches to launching.
TRENRCH
One was tested in my state of Arizona, a vamiadie system.

Then came the so-called ﬂace f&ack system. I don't think that the

MX per se was in any trouble at all. I think it would have gone
cenTLme

. A s
through W1t§vPUt any argument. The argument that vou gemixemen

may face is the basing mode. I don't mind telliag you that you
face a little trouble with me because I would much rséhe: spen&
the extra billions of dollars on aircraft and ships than I would
to figure out a complicated system and hidgagg off in the de{srts
of the West.

Not that we object to the placing of it but I just can't
see that much &é;; money for one system to carry merely a nice
looking advanced Minuteman. That is my position. I remain tc
be convinced.

Senator Culver. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Stennis. Thank you.

I am delighted to be here. I appreciate what your subcom-
mittee is doing.

Senator Culver., Or. Perry, you may proceed.

A
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STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM J. PERRY, DEPUTY

UNDER SECRETA2Y COF DEFENSZ TOR RESEAICH AND

ENGINEERING

Da, )
& Perry. Thank you, Senator Culver.

-V P T I T T MY

Seanator-Culuer. _Exeunse-me——Could—you—use—the-microphone-

|V op i oy Ty

4—8a~I have discusse;i with this committee on previocus
occasions the requirements for the MX syécem. I won't go into
those in detail this morning. I will just recapitulate very
briefly the main lines of our rationale. It begias with our
assessnent that the Miﬁutemaq)as it is now based in siloi)will
become vulnerable ﬁo a gurprise attack by abou‘@sm This arises

=

because of a combination of two circumstances. First of all,
the Soviets)duzing the 1970s, made multiple reentry vehicle systens

2
out of their ICBMs. That is, they MIRVA their IC3Ms, thereby

going f:oﬂ[}soal;issiles witAtiSOé}warheads :oﬁiSOé]missiles with |

aboutﬁ?,OOQX%arheads,aaé-;Q(}SS%]they will have that many war-

heads deployad. « 38 3.3(6X2)

, C:;;;_;;;;;:;on of that is still in process.

Secondly{[in 197%r December 1977, they began testing a new
\ana

. ——r— o w— —— —

 ——— e
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Therefore, we conclude from this that a fixeds

point basing of the Minuteman or any cother ICBM is not survivable.
There is no way that we can harden the shelter in which the
Minuteman is located &5 protect it from an attack of that
lethall:y and that accuracy. More generally theﬁ)we reach the
conclusion that fixed-point basing is an inadequate way of pro-
TECT™ING AN .
IC3M. For nearly 20 years the silos have provided the
protecticn for IC3Ms but that day is over. They will not be
capable of providing that protection & in the future.

That is the driving force which leads us not so much to
design a rew missile, although  that is desirable in itself, but
rather to find a way of basing that missile which can protect it
£rom a surprise attack and give it effectively the same pro-
tection that tie silos have given the Minuteman system ever since
the early +da.

We have discussed with this committee a number of alterna-

tive solutions to that problem. One that is often mentioned is

I~ )
to simply put our ICBM force -ea a launch on warning mode, thesebw- |
on the basis of our radars and inf:a-reé]warninq system warning

us of an attack coming from the Soviet Union, L% is proposed we

should launch our ICBMS before that attack arrives, thereby

_— - el
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making the hardness of the shelter system a moot goint.

I have argued to this committee a number of times that [
think that would be a very unwise, -a-very danqe;-ous course for
the United States, indeed for the whole world. The problem is
two=-£fold. First of all, the dynamics of the situation, of the
IC2M flight time and the way thé warning systems operate,would

Au‘r'—ek-v X x4

allow the President and the National Command Auemeriey on the ordel
of about-to make thac cdecision. When you consider
. THAY AL
the gravity of the decision that he-is makinq) that is a very
small amount of time. Js3.3(b)('-l3(8)
Secoadly) and perhaps even more importantly, if the Soviet
Union were =0 launch an attack against cur missile svstems, it is

A
without question, I believe, zhat they would launch afr—aetzews

againss-the-warniag-systens, synchronized attack against the

Wwoved A€ ] . .
warning - systems. Whether that was an attack with missiles,

cANM
whethes—it—wae an act of sabotage, m:ha-s—u—-uas ja-»:ung) we could
not ptedict but they would surely attack the warning system at

the same time :.a:: they attacked the missile system, JS$.3(b)(Q),(8)

Therafore . th which we imagine the President

)

might & -3  ;ould no% be n which he would be con-

fronted with data about where missiles were and when they would

land in the United States and how many there were. Those.

ould be a period of time in which it would be reported

to him that oyr warning system was malfunctioning in some way.

\ e wouLd pAvl U Nul}(.
On the basis of that inz’ormat.v.on h-u_daca..s.!.oa..as—-:o- whercher to .

"

A
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launch an attackﬁ

We believe that would be a very dangerous course and that
the only way of avoiding that course is to provide our ICaMs
with a sufficiently survivable basing system that the President
would have the option of being able to ride out the attack as

~
he has tod ay.
v/

We have also discussed with this committee the alternative

. ABANI NG .. Apseo
of essentially acaadoning our IC3Ms, giving up our landhmissiles

and basing all of our ballistic missiles in submarines. 1Indeed,
during the 1980s we will bg)to a great extenE)leaning on our sub-
marine missile forces. During that period of time we have good

confidence that that dependence will be well placed. That is,

FALT
that the submarines will in faee be invulnerable from a=tack.

what we have to contend with)theegh if we make :the decision

1

to put all our missiles into submarineg,is that eventually the

submarines tco may become vulnerable %o attack. During the
i
1990s we may find the submarines facing the same kind of vulner-

ability concerns -that we now feel with our land based missiles

——

and silos.

The decision «hen which we would make this year to place

THE . oun . DéréadenT
->a3 dependence of tha strategic

.in suvbmarine forces
is ﬁn effect gambling that between now and the 1990s the Soviets
will not be able to develop an adequate anti-submarine warfare
system to enable them to detect?:x?attack £rom our submarines at
sea. That is a very siqniflcant decision for the United States
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to make. It is a decision which.éq;tryinq to project technol
Ty :
ogy 19 to 20 years in the future in an area which is fraught.

1)

wich uncertainties. ' ¢

I have told the committee beforg)and I repeat now, that I

easwma

my view that the submarines are a crucial part of our strategic
]

forces and I believe will remain a part of them for the indefinite
: i

A

future.

If we then conclude that we need a land based missile syséem
) i

in our strategic forceg)the guestion may be raised, indeed has

often been raised, why da we have to go to such a complex and.

[ S —

expensive basing system? 1Isn't there something simpler and less
expensive that we could devise? I have stated before that-there
is no fixed-pointbsystem that can survive an attack of the
nature that the Scviets can now achieve on the Tnited States.

That is the singlemost important point which drives our

e . esemn v ————— e

system design. The simplicity of going to a single fixed-point

base for each ICBM is simply no longer available to us. We

are dEgben by the quantity and by the accuracy of the Soviet |
ICBMS to fiad some sort of mohile basing system. -we-&ave—iookodr'
-and-I have reported to the committee on the studies we did in
the air mobile, achieving the mobility in our IC3Ms by putting
them in an airplane.-aaé-ge concluded that that approach was
even more complex and even more expensive than the land mobile

i —

system which we now ¢ 1 the MX,

/ B NPT
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10\
The problem basically has to do with the size of the attack

which the Soviets are capable of launching. Our present

strategic airplaneg,with the kind of hardnesses now built

into theﬁbhave a vulnerability area of abou

for the size attack we are projecting

T

heads, we see tha warheads time

warhead can attack an area o

to say tha

183.30% 2),(4)@)

a--leﬁﬂt‘.'_ . .
“rirplane—misgiles which are located near the coast woulé

be subjected to a different xind of attack, namely an attack
from subrmarine missiles which have a much shorter flight time,

AP ANES
and therefore whey, cculd te attacked at or near their bases.

For those-gagaégiae concluded that the air mcbile system,
by the time vou design an airplane hard enough %o minimize the
effect of that problem, ended up being more complex and more
expensive than land basing.

We also looked at zocad mobile systems, missiles which were

on transporters and moved around on zoads. We concluded iZ2

wa put these on the public highway syséﬁém there was an unaccep-

“A0LE oceunitirG,

talbla danger of an accident securing, an accident involving not

ImELANMNARLE In ruf

only a nuclear warhead but the nxghly'vofs—rb~ fuel . highiy-

JusLaetke rocket ,which-propels. tha warhaad.—and- if we would take

e e . ——
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this road mobile system andﬁcontaln it, for example, on military

reservations, allowing it only to move wzthin the military

reservationsjthereby avoiding the problems of having xt move on

dod 1
the public highway system, &aas that system now, because of the
CONSTILA (Me 0 NéComés
-eontained arei)beeama subjec* to a barrage attack.

The only way toc deal wit? the problem of the barrage attack
was to provide a high level éf hardening around the missile
at the time the attack came;;aélghat meant putting it in some
sort of hardened shelter whiéh takes us.tull circle. It takes
us back to a Minuteman-type sllc- or shelter of some sort.

But we had to add an additional complication which is pro-

viding enough shelters that the Soviets could not attack all

of the shéﬁke:s that we built. That then led us into the system

known as multiple protective shelters where we envisioned several

thousand shelters, several hundred missiles, and basing—the
Mieeiteey moving the missiles around in such a way that the
Soviets would never know at any one time which missile was in
which shelter.

That was the logic then which took us to the multiple pro-
tective shalter system as a way of basing our ICBMs.-aaé-%t was
fundamentally responding to this extremely difficult problem;

ArrAacKRInG SO YIHAT |
facing a threat in which the ICBM was very accurate, a single

warhead can destroy a single sﬂygler and where we were contending

with thousands of warheads.

THE
In our base—-line threat, eur minimum threat that we.are

re o - o . e

aa - L Y F W W L TN I N'Y A YA TN
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Boy T

designing against, we are envisioniL%i?,ooo ICBM warheads. In
St

various excursions of this threat we are considering what
would happen if there were no SALT treaty. For example, we
have to contemplate the threat rising é;5a622:05§3:csa warheads.
So we are trying to design a system which can survive an attack
fromE%i?agzto as many as 14,00?91C3M warheads, each of which is
accurately delivered and each of which has a yield of perhaps
up to I sucmit to you that that is an extremely
difficult problem. | 38 3.3(XB)

The question then is why is this basing system so complex?
The fundamental answer to that is because the problem that we
are confranting is s0 enormous.

-alew_.gaving said t.'nat) let me disclaim %0 a cer%ain extent
one aspect of coﬁplexi:y in this system. There is nothing techni-
cally difficult about the MX system relative to IC3Ms that we havg
built in the paséZNZelative to missiles tha: we are building

today. It consists basically of a missile, @£ a transporter-

erector-launéher, o£ a shelter system)and a road network. Let

me mention each of these very briefliy,

The missile is a straightforward evolution of the M’ 3 5 pan

o ) .
migsile or, for that matter, the Trident I, so=gallad C—4)mxssxle..

It uses the same rocket technology as the C-4 which is now

being deployed in the submarine forces and it is about twice the

size of either the C-4 or the Minuteman. We see no sechnical \

risk associated with building this missile. \
| .*‘;‘ff Gk ———— ‘
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The transporter-erector-launcher is a big machine but it

13

is at the same level of complexity as tﬁe big earthmoving eguip-
ment which is standard in the construction industry today, end- ,
§§sre are a numbg: of machines that have been built that size, of
that complexity, and we intend to go to companief that build

those kinds of earthmoving equipments for the de;ign of this par- ,

ticular transporter-erector-launcher. So it is a big impressive

vehicle to stand beside but it presents no technical challenge,

no technical risk.

The third item in the system is the shelters. The shelters

are fundamentally concrete garages. They are)in fact)simple: _
t
than the silos which we designed and built Zor the Minuteman sys- |

190s, |
tem in the early -68+s~ The fundamental difference between Minute-~

man and the MX system is that instead of the Minuteman haviag a 3
thousand shelters fog_gthousiﬁd missiles we are droposing 4,600 i
" shelters Zor 200 ;iggiles. So there is a difference in scale but;
not in complexity. !

Finally-there is a road system connecting these shelters,
and-I think American technology is up to the challenge of building
Tk |

aggregate roads that e;es these shelters together. There are i

'

lots of miles of roads, something probably in excess of 8,000 |
1

miles of gravel roads involved. But to say that this is complex

is really misunderstanding the nature of the system.

So if ;gb look at the system in iLts aggregate we find it

sometimes difficult to explaig,not because the system is difficul-

e / AL * d ;
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1 | and complex bu L the way the system would operate. The way it
2'{ would achieve its security, its secrecy of location, is compli-
3 | cated and difficult to explain but the system is not technically
4 | complex.
L Now, I have a few charts. Let me go through the design
6 | evolution of the system and gdescribe the particular form of
7 | missile, transporter-erector-launcher, shelter, and roads that
8 | we are propo'sing to build. & — [‘Iﬁ
9 SLIDE PRESENTATION
e e .
Da
10 M&+ Perry, I won't dwell on this chart. It is one that
11 § you have seen before. This simply compares the Minuteman and
MSSiuts, . ; .
12 | the MX miesiwe. It underscores the rcoint that this is an evo-
13 4 lution from the system we have built before. A better comparison
i : T Ce-v)
14 | would be with the Trident er—the—C—4-missile because the Trident
]
15 !’is somewhat larger than Minuteman and it uses the advanced solid
[ .
16 ' rocket fuel technology which we propose to use.
17 I was out at the rocket manufaeturers;—rociees developer's I
18 ! company and was interested to see the Trident—wirth—eite C-4 ;
I
M x :
19 ! rocket side by side with the new %4 rocket that was being develcpe:
{
20 !1 It was very comparable technology. ( — I‘/B
i . > .o
- Ano
2] This represents three different kinds of t-.ransporterﬁshelters
‘ |
: '
22 | that we have looked at cduring the full-scale engineering develop- :
: Tris i . i
23 | ment phase of this program. A;he vertical shelter, and here 1is '
: - N !
24 | a picture of the design of the transporter and how it would 5
: IdT0 Tuis 1§ !
-25 | lower thea vv\issile in the cannigter ia the shelter,’what we call '
: - _‘F_.,/..” / ;o
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1 TEéEL . l

the integral shell which has the missile and the erector-launcher

|

2 integral to the transporter so that the entire system moves into !

|

( 3 this horizontal shelter. That is contrasted with this shelter .

41 in which only the missle and launcher goes into the shelter '

5 and the transpo;‘:ter then drives away. l
6 ) We have been examining in the last six months a type of

& |

|

'

I
L but)unlike this base-line work on the shelter systemee detach
v
! the missile and launcher and only move -im into the shelter and

10 then drive the transporter away, much as we propose to do with the

n vertical shelter.

12 ADVANTAGES
; The acdwaneage of this system are that the transporter-

) - - S”"Lb . . L3
13 erector-launcher is simpler in design, that a sheit is not reguire<

14 to protect the security of whether or not you have a missile
15 located here, and finally the shelter itself is simpler and

16 { smaller. Basically we have been examining this change to the !

ET, 8W. , REPORTERS DUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) §84-2348

17 horizontal shelter system because we believe that the -system

E 18 1 IR TV

E | resulting sy¥sse, would be considerably cheaper. ,sﬁ
23 19 [— . . 2 ‘ . . 3
Lide 3 ! This shows that difference in a little more detail. The base—
20,“ 1°- 3 system, the missile, the launcher, the transporter are all one
|
2l vehicle and the entire vehicle is put in the horizontal shelter. I,
e . By comparison) this design variation has the missile and |
: E

1 i launcher as a detachable unit. It is carried on a transporter,

24|i

| .

| launcher goes into the shelter, aad- the transporter then drives

!

moved up to tha horizontal shelte:} and then only the missile !

25 ' |
i

|

| e e — ;
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This missile would be launched by pushing it out through

Weuwed rrmiém AL

the shelter and—thea—with a cantilever armﬁ:ais&aq the missile

vertically for a vertical launch.

————

That is in contrast to the earlier design where we had envis-

ioned the missile breaking through the top of the shelter.

Senator Warner. Dr. Perry, may I interrupt? I want to !

chat with the Chairman for a minute.
On.
M=, Perzy. Surely.
Senator Culver. Would vou proceed, Dr. Perry.

On.
M-, Perry. I would like to report to you that the engineerinc
|

studies which we have been doing the last six months and which we |
promise# to report to you on and which we will make technical

comparisons of these three «-—-

Senator Culver. Excuss me. Would that cantilever bf i
N ]
attacheé to the rear, the base of the missile launcher itself that}

you have already inserted or would that be positioned on%the exter

ior of the shelter?

D

'

|

|

¥, Perry. I am sorry. ;
1

Senator Culver. I can't conceptualize how one sho&I& back
it out. Then I gather you put it in a £iring launch position.

DY .
¥e~ Perry. Imagine my arm is the transporter-erector- |

launcher. I move the first half of it from here to my elbow
out and then I just raise it up like that, the same way I am
raising my arm, the same kind of linkage,-about half stays inside

the shelter. The wheels indicate where the pressure points are.

huld | '\/ SIS SIS SRS AL )
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It is a fairly minor techaical detail but the reason for

17

instituting that change instead of going through the roof is

that we found that we could%:considerable weight saving in the

transporter-erector-launcher by doing that and the weight saving
TrHe

led to a reduction in requirement for horsepower and size. Basi-

. MOdiFicaTION,
cally it is a cost reduction,

We have looked at these technical features,as I have said,
for the last six months or so. We have been looking at the
whole design much longer than that but in particula:fiave been
comparing these three different technical approaches. We have
come to the following conclusion.

First of all)we reaffirmed our belief that the multiple
protective sﬁ@ﬁker'is the preferred basing mode Zor the MX.

Secondly, wé have reaffirmed our view that a horizontal
shelter %s,«:vhéfg;ggérred over a vertical shélte:. 3riefly the
reason for that is that it Is possible to move the missile out
of one horizontal shelter into another herizontal shelter in a

matter of minutes, particularly less than ICBM flight time, and
wé

=Ahave not found any way of doing that with the vertical shelter.

The most optimistic view we would.have of taking the missile
from one vertical shelter and putting it in another is that it
would take longer than an ICBM flight time,

Therefore)with the horizontal shelter if for any reason
we lose the security of‘;gg location of the missiles, we have .

the option of raptd’ reconfiquring, whereas with the vertical

Al onomme e e -

Al Mo

.t ——— o———— .
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~ V| shelter that option dces not exist. rhe:ezotere believe wci

2 can have more confidence in the survivability of the ho:izonial

3 system than we can in the vertical system. That is the major

‘ FALTOR . .
faeer that drives us toward the horizontal system. :

3 The first conclusion is reaffirming a multiple protectiv?

- ——

6 shelter, the second is reaffirming the horizontal shelter. Tbe
1

vé . REFERS TO . ;
third conclusion, however, was—that the design evolution that!

§
8 I have described here, which involves decoupling the transporier

|

? from the erector-launcher and sliding only the missile and launches
10 into the shelter instead of driving the entire vehicle in, ghé i
n conclusion we came to was two-fold. First of all, it is tech-

v

. .
12 nically feasible and leads to g—operationally desirable config-

13 uration,and» second, it is substantially cheaper. We estimate ;
,4f that the redu¢tion in cost is probably going to be on the orcler
15 of $2 billion if we take into account all of the changes that

. Svew A4S

16 are implied by this design decision, diffarent cost in the

17 transcorter-erector-launcher, removing altogether the require-

P
e e - t——— - ba— -

18 ment for builéi;g what we call the visibility shield, and the

300 7T STHREET, 8.W., REPORTERS BUILDING, WASIHNGTON, D.C. 20024 (203) 684-2245

19f'smaller and simpler sheltaers resulting from that. The aggregation,.

20 + of those simplicities in the system will involve a reduction in

2 ' cost approaching §2 billion.

2 f For that reason)then)we have concluded that this design

B E'eveLu=$ea,-daab;a change int:fhorizonCal system/’f; a preferred ;
u ; Tandvé Par ity system with this version ;

4 one and;a-recommended BE
2 i of the horizontal shelter system rather than the base line
4 i

| o ' sl

{
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1 | which I showed you il S
2 I would like to comment briefly on the difference in oper-
3 | ational deployment among these three systems,
( 4 First of all::t;ree designs would operate as multiple pro-

99
51 tective shelters. That is, 999 percent of the time the missiles

é 1 would be in shelters and security would be cbtained by the belief
7 that the Soviets would not know which m the missiles were

8 in. Therefore we would have to take steps *o maintain that

4 security. In all systems)the way that would be done is that when
10 we deposited the missile in the shelter, whichever one of the

1, designs, that would ke done in such a way that an cbhserver could
12 not tell whether the missile had gone into the shelter or not.

13 ‘ That is, the transporter/ when it was moving tihe missile)would go

14 . to each one of the 23 shelters. It would simulate putiting the

15| missile in 22 of them but in fact would put it into only one.)

- — e - —
—————— e =

16 C'rhe observer could not tell which of the shelters the missile
i

17 went in.

18 | That is the basic security system. The difference in the sys:

19} tems is what we could do if we believed that our security was

300 TVHl STREET, 4W. , REPORTENRS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20034 (403) 854-2348

20 compromised and) particularlyj what cptions we might have if the

21 system were to come under attack or was under attack. |
(. - In the case of the vertical shelter system basically there

23 | is nothing we could do at that stage. It would take us perhaps

24 | on norE o
i a dayﬁ to reconfigure the entire system and move missiles from one

25 shelter to another. In the case of the base-line system in which

- i I v
l ‘ %
[ At A= ~ B3N AMYIA/ ~MAIDYAANINY /™
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! Sy&LeAa—ia-whioh the missile was sitting on the transporter in
2 the shelter it would be possible to move each missile from its
3 3 shelter to any other shelter in less than a half hour. In this

4 system the operational flexibility is different from that and it

5 is as follows: ‘

6 A certain percentage of these missiles would be kept on the

3

7 transporter and stored with the transporter in the garage which
1

8 was the shelter Zor the transporter. For those missiles it would :
’ be possible to move fast and quickly from the garage to any one ,

10 of}he shelters, just—ae—tho—original-—base—line-system—would—be—fase
l

1 So, which one of them had dash capability depenced on which missile

12 you kept in the garage.
: ]
13 ] In effect it was a concept similar to the B-52s where a cer- |

] » ST
14 | tain percentage of them were kept on strilke alert. That might be

15 gﬁéo, 40 or Sippercent depending on thg_sest'SE’tQF}ion in the
i S -
I 6 ; N—

e -t ee———a——

world. In addition to that if you had any reascon to believe
17 that the system was in danger, for example, if you detected many
18 { submarines moving close to the shore of the United States, you

19 ¢ . .. .
might elect to put all the missiles on transporters, leaving them

20

300 TTIE STRERT, 8.W. , REPFORTENS BUILDING, WASIHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (303) 834-23458

either in the garages or between them on the roads. That would

i T

21 be the maximum alert form of the system, It would ke what you

e o am e ——— .

22L would do or it would be an option open to you if the country
23 ‘
were to S0 into an alert.
[
2 Senator Nunn. Would you mind repeating that. What is the
i

l
5 maximum alert system? I did not quite understand. '

Q ‘ j‘fg,.iii-----'P
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Mr-, Perry. Basically) if the danger to the system, for
2 example, were perceived to be from a submarine attack, with
- 3 many submarines in close to the shores of the United States, and if
\ 4 wve believed that the system security was compromised, a worse ’
3 s case threat, in that case you would put a high percentage of these
) i 6 missiles on alert. That means moving them on the transporters so
a
% 7 that they could be poised to dash to a different shelter if needed.
i § 8 It)in a high alert)you believe the security of the ”s"’.‘
s 9 was maintained you woﬁl& probably leave them where they were in
g 10 the shelters. Thét is just .an option depending" on the state of
§ n crisis in the world.w o .
g 12 In all cases , you have the option of maintaininé security
§ 13 just by leaving theu)in th; shelters. In the case of the two sys-~
é 14 tems with horizonﬁa.l shelters you have an‘ additional possi~
§ 15 bility of moving them on warning.
3'. 16 I want to stress one point here. I don't envision these
g v systems being moved except occasionall;:évery few months,begause—
: 18 the image that we would hell;:&tnq these systems continually
g 19 x;ovinq around the road is not correct. Nearly all the time these
20 systems would simply be sitting in the shelters. What we are
2 describing is an option to move them quickly if a combination of
n the circumstances. in:. the. world plus the concern about having
L security broken existed. In that case you would have the option
2% of being able to move. G 2/ﬁ
L Lt ¢ By > This map reptes7;\ts in blue the valleys which have been located
vo S o Bper—
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1 | in Nevada and Utah which are suitable for the deployment of the

22

2 system geotechnically. I mean they have the right absence of

3 hillsfeaé the right kind of subsurface éﬁﬁii. not too much bed-
4 rockfr:;t too highiwater table, These are the places where

3 technically it would be possible to base these missiles,gee—

6 ' \

7

I would like to take one of these valleys and look at it in

8 } somewhat more detail to show you how the missiles would actually

9 be based in one of them. & Zzﬂ
10 —= This line around here'you might imagine is a contour line.
n As you go beyond that contour line we start to go up to elevations:
12 which are too steep to make basing the missile practicable. I

13 { am depicting here two different ways in which the missiles could

14 be based in one of those valleys.
15 In qh;s-appfgzgg-the 23 shelters would be located on a loop.

16 If you want to move the missile from one shelter %o any other

17 shelter on the loop, that facilitates rapid movement because it

300 TTi1 STREET, AW. , REPORTERS DUILDING, WASIINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) §54-2345

18 makes them as close together as vou could possible make them.

19 I show you how you might get three different loops configured in
2 this one valley.

21 In the case of the base-line horizontal shelter system,

2 WwHénh He AL To

the one we want toﬂ@ash from one shelter to any other shelter,
i this is the preferred basing mode because it minimizes the distance
u from any shelter in the loop to any other shelter in the loop.

2 For either the vertical shelter system or the horizontal shelter

Lo
ﬂ > f;;'? ‘:‘ﬁhﬁiﬂﬂhﬁi—q—-n
- matm et AsdbANY O INC




Page determined to be Unclassified
M x R OA D L Y ) Reviewed Chief, RDD, WHS
IAW EO 13526, Section 3.5

MR 26 28

Date:

LOOP LINE

23%%0

HTT




e

300 TTil STREET, 8.W. , REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (203) 8064-3348

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

25

DECLASSIFIEDINFULL ' - . .
Authority: EO 13526 ; Q ? fn m e
Chief, Records & Declass Divy WHS ; # 23
Date: m 2 6 m L \ k

\

system that has a dctach;hle transporter you could base them
either in loops or you could base them in lines. I have depicted
them {in this chart by straight lines but it is by no means neces-
sary for the lines to bé straight.

Basically what we would like to do is design them correspon-
ding to the contours of the valley. I have shown a hypothetical
layout here where the 23 shelters are arranged in a straight line
and I have depicted getting four different systems in this valley.

Iﬁ the horizontal system in which the missile was not on its
transporter the transporter would be stored in a shelter in the
center, so Qhen the mi;sile was on it it could go either to the
left or to the right and still have minimum time to get into the

shelter.

L have talkéd about the missile, the transporter-erector-
launcher, abeut the shelters)and-ebeet the roads. As a summary
statement about the roads what I would like to emphasize is that

what I have shown you here are hypothetical layouts. What we

AN Bo NG MNMow -rr‘A"" ANE TAMIM, eoNTOUR
would—tike—to—de is give our civil engineers she—authority—te
nAPsS 0F vaLce Y S ) LATING LAYING

go—into—a—given-vatley and-lay;these lines out or lagﬂthese loops
out, as'the béﬁé may be, in'Qhatever way +thae allows the most
efficient deployment of the system and in such a way as to mini-
mize the impact on the people who will be using that area.

I want to make one other point and that has to do with the
question of hcw this system would respond to a buildup in Soviet

haJ X3S
ICBMs larger than projected for the Soviet forces at the time.

IO Lo
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11 1 have depicted on this chart three alternative buildups. The

-~

2| solid line represents the buildup of Soviet ICBM forces carried

in the Natiocnal Intelligence Estimates under the condition of a

»

SALT :reaty,—uade-e the agssumption of a moderate Soviet response,

s Thars THE
’#hat.- is known as’moderate SALT threat.

6 @hat is the base-line threat against which we have designed
7 DAS~E D
our system.] The dasi line is still SALT constrained but it
) 8 _aqv Lrs

assumes that the Iowiets do everything they can to maximize

9 the number of ICBM reentry vehicles still compatible with SALT.

10 8l0 Mvso
Basically it assumes that they take their -$30—MER%4 ICBMs which

n they are allowed under SALT an&e goha ten reentry vehicle

12 system for each one. That means they abandon the §S-17 and 19

13 =2 nissices Mitseol
missiles. TRey build -B-3ﬂ SS-].B or they build a new missiles which

14 has ten warh.eadsj} 5

15 So that leads to a buildup that you see her‘eﬁx;g;:antially

SALT -
16 bigger than the &3 moderate threat but still constrained by

7 1 sarr to soneﬂung in excess of,EB Oojwarheads.

300 TTif STRERT, BW., REFORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

18 ﬁ:r po:.nt cut that if they do this under SALT they abandon the
19 potential of making a single reentry vehicle ICBM. So it is
20 erwif,
not at all clear which of these two courses they would ehece~
CASE.
2 Then we have depicted -em here one oth.er -and th:.s is -ehe

n NIE estimate of what the Soviets might do in the absence of the
1 SALT treaty. This is the so-called moderate no-SALT threat. You

24 can imagine higher buildups than this. This is the one which the

R X YA :
3 NIE carries asbmodetate no-SALT threat. Notice the buildup occurs

l ~ - w30
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1 Ih':cven back here in 1981. It shows a rapid rise beginning in 1983

2 Sy 0§ vp
and 1984, and this one buildup to more than 14,000 reentry

3 vehicles .‘Q

4 I emphasize aqain these are just ICBM reentry vehicles.

5 Roughly I am looking at the disparity between {;oa reentry

6 1 vehicle threat and a@,&@reentry vehicle threat by 1989 which
7 is the date by which t.he MX will reach full deployment.

8 Senator Nunn. Why the assumption on just IC3Ms? Is that

9 | because of the hard target kill capability?

D
10 -#x. Perry. Yes, because during this period, during the per-

u 13805,
| iod of the 83ts’we ‘-_o not believe that the Soviets are going

12§ o get substantial hard target xill capebility with large

13 numbers of warheads in their sukmarine or bomber ‘orces?]’. would

14 not project that further During the 80's that is the projection.

A 113
15 Obviocusly what we would prefer tc éo—t-e- wzth this lower threa

Wi
16 but I weudid show you how we would resgond to either of those

17 threats. I will take the lowest threat and highest threat, the
! el 4T, ﬂt"‘h&" wvémituss

18 SALT moderate threat and the no-QALTA\ES »000 and 14,000,\fand show
19

———

you how the MX responds to each of those threats. lSﬁ

20 y—= This simply depicts our best estimates of what the ICBM

2 programs cost from 1970 to 1990 ,and _;his top line represents the
>

22 : . For
cost to Sevwiet-forces,—this ig-cost—-te- the Soviet Union of
'ruas

4 the forces which you saw deployed on that previous chart. Thas

2 Frton
shows a cost 1370 to 13980 of aboutESBO billion.|{{ They have been

- ~—— 1970:
25 nvestinq in ICBMs, during the decade of the -:-GJ-e-aboutl bxllioni

i “ﬂ‘ N e Diekp
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a4 year to get-:haz tozce dap%oyod, which is concerning us at
this tim H“"o
During that same period of time our investment in ICBMs
is something less than $20 billion. -aew.you see the projection
of the MX buildup occuring here and tha t-giﬁes over a 20 year
periocd, from 1970 to 1990, it takes our total investment in g;g:;é’
L&ST THRAN
up to sometlunq less than $50 billion or abous $3 billion a year.
I- have also pro:jected-oa here a dotted line which shows what

we would have to do if we were .responding to a non-SALT con-

trained buildup. The buildup in the moderate SALT case is the—

E,O@RVS and this is the buildup if they decide to continue

building their ICBM force. fThis line goes with this line, con-

13 strained both in +tha U.S. and the Soviet Union, and this dotted
14 line represents oﬁr response to a continuing buildup of the ICBMs.
151> 26
Now let me show you what those responses are. I am going
16 to take a minute to explain this curve because I think it is
7 important to understand the question of how our forces relate
18 to Soviet forces in the event of an attack. T would like to
19 point out that wnat I am showing here on the top line, the
20 vertical line here, is the U.S. ICBM reentry vehicles. This point
n on the curve represents something in excess 04—@50:3 reentry
2 veh@@les in the U.S. ICBM force by the time t.h;.,M_x system |is
23 deployed.
u I—-have-shown—up—here—— this assumes two hundred MX missiles,
25 AND Tiynm

which is 2,000 reentry vehicles, plus a Mi.nuteran“force,and_u.taaa

o acansa,
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In aggregate those amount to something in excess o_[iﬁoo]reen-

try vehicles. That is what we are planning to S:th in our

t‘oﬂt“'o{Aoa?J

ICBM force during this period under coas::a&ned-SALrA

On the bottom line I have represented the numher of Soviet

EenNnTaY : )
ICBM reenesry vehiCliles, Here we have :n.ﬁs,oééjx showed you on

We MAVE ;
the earlier curve, soAQS 000jSoviet reentry vehicles and

a little more than635‘:BU.s. reentry vehicles.

i
. i
Now I imagined that the Soviets attack the U. S. ICBM force.

Two things happen when they attack the forces. Thex: own ICBMs
decrease because they are expending them, they are 1121;;££L us.
Our ICBMs decrease because they are being destrcyed.by an attack.
This is what we call a diawdown curve. It‘iz;é;:winq down tne
Soviet ICBM force by their firing them and drawifg' 'down the

U.S. ICBM force bf destroying them. E}hat you see in the first

half of this curve is an attack on the Minﬁteman III.

383.36%2 ), (W)
Finally we imagine their attacking the MX system. They have

to expend 23 reentry vehicles to destroy one MX which has ten

reentry vehicles. We see the curve coming up like this. What is

—
happening then Ls[in the first part of this engagement they aré]!

‘\--m.-.nm‘ M e am em m_ caw .
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ﬁinproving their strategic situation and in the last halz/of this

THEIRR PeSiTr00e. svysren
this line, that i{s, the less advantageous, We have sized the MX

THET
so that essentially they expend their entire force in order to

engagement the more missiles they fire the clogjj they come to

bring our force down to zero. If they were to do tha;uwhat
we would.end up with is that each side would essentially havé
elimi@ﬁﬁed their IﬁSM force in which case the Soviets, now
having made this attack, would have their submarine forces and
their airplane forces against our submarine forces and our
0OvIeuUSLY
airplane forces, an ebvious disadvantageous position for them.
This would deter them from attack because they are worse
off after the attack *than they are before the attack.
Senator Culver. Excuse me, Dr. Perry.- This is a live quorumn

and there will be a cloture vote at 9:15. Whatever the committee

pleasure is, shall we go over now?

Dr. Perry, why don't you go ahead.

Tn.
M, Perry. I am not going to go over the other line.

e T

This just imagines the United States turning the situation around
‘and using its MX missiles to attack Soviet missiles,and briefly
the bottom line of that is that that is not 5 . ttractive

proposition for the U.S. because we essentially use up our force

and reach a point of diminishing returns. 35 3.3(X2) ('4)

Now I am jumping over to the case -new where thd Soviets have
ool oo

'
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' \
builtié:ioééircsu reentry vehicles. I am raising the question)

how in the world could we respond to that? I have taken a

|
|
|

hypothetical, and I think an undesizablg)way of responding to the
threat, whare wJ{Effgly double our MX deploymenééi)

We buil [}wice as many sheltersjas we are envisioning and
put more missiles ih. Without 3122; over the numbers in detail

on this, this curve simply illustrates that if they were to go to

. o d—— . ————————— S

missiles in the system we end up with a curve somewhat similar

to what we had before. Theoretically we could respond to that

-

kind of threat by increasing the scale of deployment of the MX
system. I wanted to emphasize that hecause of the point that i
was made that an MX system wculd not be able %0 respond to

’ Tre sYS—em |
greatly increased levels of Soviet threat. -@hethould be able !

to.

SvysTeén ’
It requi:es)as I sax,doubling the 5¥s=emﬁhat creatly increasec

cost. This has now gcne from $33 billion to §57 billion. It :

L

is obviously an undesirable course of action but it is one course.
}

of action that is open to us if we cannot somehow persuade the :

Vemiecel, !

Soviets not to go t E4,000 IC3M reentry -£o56e. ;
. © "

Senator Nunn. What you are saying is that without SALT :

AN _TTOW 1 .
IT MX is still wicable and it will just cost a Eit more money.

o
é&& Perry. It will cost a bit more money. I would be even

more scacific than that, If we caq}by any meanstersuade the

oviers not to build .up to‘l4.0§§ﬂaVs, then we can get by with a

-

s
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smaller MX deployment. SALT would.b$£ne way to do that and it
would be a way to codify it and put it down in treaty form. I
think it would be clear though that the MX system itself provides
an incentive not to do that. That is, if the MX system can
clearly respond, if it is doing enough to resprond to-that threat,
then I think it, itself, provides the disincentive.

Senator Nunn. What is the incremental cost to them? Our

incremental cost goes from 33 to 57 absent Soviet restraints

_for one reason or another. That is $24 billion extra, is that

right?

Da.
M»-, Perry. Yes.

Senator Nunn. What is the difference on those two lines

for the Soviets?

“Da, '
Mx. Perry. If we go back to that earlier curve, we would

see that those two lines are about parallel which means that the
incremental cost is about the same.for this presumed response
to the buildup. Notice what we are doing is building a very
expensive MX Hditiple protective system to respond to the
-é;;-'i.:; just putting one g.z:.;;:l‘as in a single silo.

I would point out that that is not a very good strategy
for them. They put this enormous investment in single silo
missiles and those single silo missiles are highly vulnerable

to an attack by our MX system. It is highly questionable that

they would de that. I did want to show you what the arithmetic

is.

o ——————— -
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! [ also want to show you one alternative approach which I
2| think is substantially more attractive than this.
- 3 Senator Nunn. I don't know what the U.S. attack line shows
' 4
there. 13 3.3(b)('2.),(‘-l) .
s On,
. Perry. Let—=we-ga_ back to—theprevious—sidie. This
6 { shows that you have the MX missile attacking the Soviet ICBMs,
7 | one on one.
8
9
10 You can draw

M that force down fro but it is really not prac-

12 tical to draw it down beyond that. So what it says basically is l
13 1 that we can take out this huge quantity of forces they have but we
14 cannot truly have a first strike capability bgqcause whatever we

NiToy
reentry vehicles,

151 40 in that line they still end up wit!
AT WELlL AT TIEIA SulPPRKE ANO Lol EA. FOlece S

! ‘ s
16 Awhich has to be considered a very substantial retaliation threat

17

to the U.S.

. P i
18 This represents what I would call a stable situation. Neithe:

—

19 i side can gain from a first strike attack. Therefore neither

J00 TTH STREET, AW. .Ium-ulrn-:lw BUILDING, WASIIINGTON, D.C. 20024 (2032) 664-2048

20 ! side has the incentive for first strike attack.

oF
21 I don't knownany other way of analytically or objectively

22 ! A3 TO A Soevitr
] answering the question'whether MX can be defended against;an IC3M
23 j Sovies attack and whather an MX stimulates an attack by being

24 | firse strike provocative. If ‘this first curve is co::ectlit

— e . s oete = s om o o o

25 a answers both of those questions. This curve says MX can b
- t
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" A Sovier ' \
defended against A® ICBM Sewiet attack even if they go
] THAT

21 o 14.009J RV's., This curve says,even with a greatly expanded

- ThULY
I mx system we do notﬁha.ve «rudy a first strike capability.

(¥

4 Whatever we do the Soviets still end up with Vs.

5 That is what in the jargon of the technology is called stability.

é Neither side has incentive for attack. J$3~3(b)(2),("l)
7 Senator Nunn. To get them down to zero how many would
8 we have to expend? All of ours?

Da.
? -Mz.. Perry. We can't get them down to zero with this pre-

10 sumed force. I think the answer to the cuestion, Senator Nunn.

Forl
" is that we would have to make a different assumption-b} our
2 forces and -by the way they are attacked. With the size forces

13 ] that are deployed here that caanot be achieved.

14 | Senator Nunn. Is that jiust for the MX attack, not counting
15 { the Minuteman_o.r—-a(y'th/i;.—g else?
. ‘6i . ’bn. Fontch
; Ay, Perry. -ré:.t is an MX attack, t‘xe Minuteman ,.-naither .

17 NEITHER Mot
‘ ha.s enough warheads -o:—enouah accuracy to contribute significantly
]

18 | to that attack.

- ——— -

) T SEREET, S.W., REPORTERS BUILDING, WASIHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (203) 884-2348

19 Senator Nunn. Who has the closest to a first strike capa- ’

2 . .
0 bility, the U.S. or the Scviet Union?

o }&- Perry. Under this assumed deployment?
221 is, in the sense that this assumes that they would hav

2. -eft if we struck and we would have
24 |

iZ they did. It is not an attractive proposition for either

18330 2),(4)

- e em———

25: side.
i .o nl.-\ R TR W T
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In fact,let me modify my answer, ned—just—looking—es—I€SMe.

If you take the submarine missiles into account the

33

3183.3(b) L), (‘0

Chairman Stennis. You say if we take what into account?
Da, ferA it
M», Perry. Submarine missiles, if we assume we can ebtaiwn
our advantage in submarine missiles. E’E’I’
TN w
Let me show you one more curve. This curve is the same
thing I have been showing you but now I have different assump-

tions. Here I do not expand the number of shelters. I keep

the 4600 shelters which were in the original deployment. I

ﬁ;ouble the numb?%]of MX missiles and I put in an ABM system to
defend the MX. The way an ABM system‘:ggih work in MX is
different from tﬁe way it would work for the Minuteman. I
testified numerous times that I do not believe thﬁtimnAEnf"’—'
syste?és either a viable defense for the U.S. or ;iable defense
for Minuteman. The MX is a different situation. The reason for
that is because with the ability of an ABM system, with the
number of reentry vehicles and number of decoys, you can saturate

your defenses. Here the situation is quite different.

For each of your missiles you have 23 sheltars that they must

attack.“:}our ABM system knows which shelter has the missile
' -
So

in it. The ABM only has to defend one of those shelteri]
p—

you have this tremendous leverage of defense over offense.

———

It completely Turns the tables on the offense. So, I believe

"".v'i PN L N
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that an ABM system is viable in the defense of our multiple
protective shelters where I do not believe it is viable in defen-
ding Minuteman shelters.

Senator Nunn. Dr. Perry, if we are at a convenient stopping
point, we have a vote on., I imagine Senator Warner and Senator
Culver are coming back in ten minutes.

We will take a 10 or 15 minute recess.

(A brief recess was taken.)
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srs 1:
Senator Culver. Dr. Perry, would you be good enough to

complete your presentation?

[ 1]
M-, Perry. I had concludet.;l my presentation. I had ended up

. ALY
with the last :':.u-: which must showed the drawdown -hawing—about

by leaving

the Mx deployment in the same number of shelters I‘/ but by adding

HA\“P‘.@ ALOUT THE ARt NESULTS AL wHEN Wi Doub\.&é"rut MR DedusvrenT,
an ABM system to protect the Mx), E—

I:'n either of those cases, one can get an adeguate defense of
an MX éystem against a greatly increased Soviet threat. The cost
of doing that is much greater and, therefore, we need to find some
way of idisccuraging the Soviets from making that increase in

threat.
It again points ocut the impertance of getting back to the
SAL; II Treaty. The fact that we :;git defend the MX system
against that threat does not mean that it is a desirable course of
action either for our country or their country. It is enormously
more expensive and, therefore, is something to be avoided.

I think,Senator Culver, that I am open to questions.

Senator Culver. Thank you, Dr. Perry.

To
General Allen, if you would be good enough at this time go

give your presentation, please, we will withhold the questions

: D
until you have finished. ) Afmf'e'gi%;g:ULt

Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS
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25; Air Command brief you, giving one particular approach to thatn }
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srs 2

STATEMENT GEMNERAL LEN ALLEN JR.. USAF, CHIET OF

STAP?‘ UNITED STATES'AIR FORCE
General Allen. Mr. Chairman, *-oniyp-—thought, with your

hvé TO
permission, I would make a very £ew opening comments, simply for

the purpose of putting on the reco:d soma of the views of the Air
Force at this time. ’

I think the views that I woulé express axé.neither new, nor
surprising to you, but I would lik; to state them, briefly.

- Senator Culver. You can submit anything for the record that
you wish to, particularly if this is nothing new. We are struggl-
ing.around here with the new things; without having to cope with
the old, too. '

General Allen. As you are aware, for the past several years
the Joint Chiefs of‘S taff have 22::;;ied ve—v-;;;é::*eh the
;xisting and projected state of the U.S.-Soviet strategic nuclear
balance. We have been concerned about a number of aspects of that
ard, most particularly, the trends for the future, as we try to
project that balance out some years from now.

One aspect of particular concern is growing vulnerability of

TrecE MiSEIceS rré
our land-based ICBMs. Phese are being placed at risk byﬁSoviet
deployment of large numbers of very accurate ICBM~-carried weapons.

IN EXANINING . '
e—we have done analyses +e—addr<ess this balance, using a variety

of static and dynamic measures. Some of these vary.

You have recently heard the Commander in Chief of the Strategi
et g

PANY, INC.
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inaire&aq—ehcthbalaaco, and it indicates particularly unfavorable
!

trends which we must address.

All of these studies have agreed that the United States mus:
undertake a vigorous strategic modernization eftort.-andggnless we
do :;;;; the Soviets do, in fact, threaten to deny us our essentia
strategic‘deterrent and to shift the balance.in their favor, in a
way that could be|extremely significant. i

DEFEMSE

As a result, despite our recognition of other very pressingh

demands, such as the need to continue the modernization of our

THE I
general purpose forcea»and to improve -the near~term readiness and

sustainability -ef—eur—conventional—£fos6es, and to address the very
serious problems that we have with regard to personnel recruitment
ané retention, we have assigned the highest priority to our .
strategic force improvement programs.
These programs include,in -heseiulls a balanced way, the
development and deployment of substantial numbers of air-launched
AND

cruise missiles on our B-52s, the Trident I SLBM on the Poseidon

Trident submaripes, and of the MX ICBM in a survivable basing

confiquration.

Since the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the continuing
crisis in Iran, all of us have been compelled to readdress our
program priorities. /e have found it necessary to place increased

oN .

emphasis on improving our near-term readiness andhincreasinq our

capability to project and to sustain forces promptly and effective-

Vy over long distances. |

\ | THA Nnraln e
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We believed at that time vertical MPS represented the lowest cost,

{ in relying solely on successful concealment as a means of providing

. 38

PoLAAN
Those reassessments have/resulted inhamendments and supple-

srs 4

mentals which have been submitted to the Congress) but despite the

necessities for these readjustments, the JCS remain convinced that

FATE I,
whatever the eventual -dase of SA.LTA ‘we have to proceed expeditious

with these major modernization programs in the strategic nuclear

area,-and we must retain the versatile and well-hedged deterrent

oun. TsTaavesre |
capability of -eho- tnad.

The Air Force a-né—!—asa fully convinced that the deplovment
of the MX in a horizontal, multiple protective structure basing coi

figuration,just described to you by Dr. Perry, is the best means t
HAvE
restore the survivability of our ICBM force. We reached this con-

clusion after extensive study of a wide variety of candidate basing

CoMIyeTtD
modes over several years, including our recent detailed analyses o:

alternative MPS basing schemes during the past seven months of

full-scale engineering development.

It was a little over a year ago that the Air Force recommended

-

deployment of the MX missile in a multiple protective structure

basing mode, using vertical rather than horizontal shelters, end
THAT

practical solution to the vulnerability issue.
bk ow Lo

Subsequently, there were valid questions raised as to whether

we would have adequate confidence over the time period envisioned

survivability for the several decades lifetime required of an MX

DECLASSIFIED IN FyLL
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As a result, we have over the past year workg’d very diligent
with Dr. Perry’s office to develop a system that retains the adva:
tages of concealment while adding a second survivability dimensiol
of enhanced mobility,and _E.he evolution which you have seen over ti
last year -‘afc» a :esulé of that attention.

The horizontal MPS system with the detachable e:ector-laum':he
will provide the features that we consider to be essential in a
configuration which we consider to be practical’ and effective.

Newy _i.?.xi the recent months we have also discussed and examined
Splpdvint the interrelationship between MX in an MPS mode and
SALT. Throughout its development, it is-true—ehas the MX/MPS
system has had expressly designed into it a means that will provid
an effective and survivable ICBM capability consistent with our

: : OuTSdE A
long=term objectives, either within or witheut—the strategic arms
limjitation environment.

We have put in special design features which are appropriate
for the full-scale development phase and consistent in its com-
patibility with—the ;oepeeeive-SALgffreaty. These de include -Row ¢
highly visible, controlled missile assembly and introduction proces

|
verifiable confinement of the missiles within shelter clusters, and

“ X A
removable viewing ports on the horizontal shelters that allow
adequate verification by national technical means.

Despite the current deferral of SALT II ratification, our long

term interests in achieving limits on strategic arms remain. Thus'

!
we are convinced that these V¢:££Lcation-relaéed features should be

\
-p EIA‘{ FR X
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1 | maintained through the d7velopment phase, and this can b‘e done wi et

srs 6

out a greét deal of additive cost.

The MX/MPS system has additional arms control potential. It

S W W

is my personal belief that it assists in the process of obtaining 2
Eéféerivi Ly

5 | situation wherein arms control can be pursued more ££fectivelwn than

6 | it-has—been in the past. That is largely because, I think, as Dr.

THL Svysren ’

7 | Perry's curves have shown, -4~ leads the Soviets to move to more

8 | stable configurations than they might otherwise, and it provides a'

9 | way of assuring survivability without having to increase the

THE M8t of
10 | seriking power of the system through the decoupling ofﬁshelters

THE MUNGSEL oF

" a.ndAmis siles )
12 Therefore, I continue to believe that the system and its

13 | features that relate to SALT are advantageous.

14 Now, there is a question which has to do with the finite size
DeENLovED

15 | of the number of depleyment shelters and whether or not that

16 provides a constraint which) in the absence of SAL'I; ){akes the system
17 | an undesirable one to deploy.

18 I believe that not to be the case. The baseline configuration

19 ! has been sized against the likely Soviet strategic force posture

300 TTH STREKT, &W. , REFORTENS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 10024 (2032) 854-2348

QovmMOs

20 | within the balanee of SALT 1I, although that prediction, in fact,
AN SNY VL 2 POPENTIAC SONILT CALAGIVITIES
‘21 { did not come up to theA«beaaés of -S.AL?-—-I—I-Awithin the period of the:
ha s
2 SALT, Treaty. Nevertheless, from the outset we have known that we
musT : tS

23 | had—to have the resiliency in the system to ensure that it was a

24 wise course of action for the United States, with or without SALT.
rvis PorNT

28 | «— Dr. Perry has aédre'ssed thas, and I would only like ‘to’ say that

1
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| -be—abte to respond if the Soviets take theee large build-up optiong

v : DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
cs 7 L Authority: EO 13526
L2 1w ) Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS
Dat
S\ uR 26 208

I concur with his analysis of the situation.
MNeecoCMe te,
It is impo:tant to-;eeeeega*ac, as was observed by one of the

ABQUT Bedrering Recarive TCLM dRAW 16 winS
questions that was askedxon-bt. Perry's graph, that one must not

41

address only the one leg of the triad in addressing U.S. responses
and Soviet reactions. 1In fact, the Soviets have chosen a configu-
ration of their strategic forces which is unbalanced in favor of

ICBMs, and that leads to an undesirable situation.

REyie F
It is ny beiéeve that the MX deployment will, in fact, lead

Wite HAVE THE
the Soviets to reevaluate their force structure and-haa—a-desirablc

effect of leading them to select more survivable force structures
which are more amenable to arms control if we can resume that pro-

cess.
ProrALLY
However, in the worst case and greably an unlikely kind of
oF
configuration, where the Soviets proceed to increase their numbe:
MucH HIOHEA wENELS,

RVsS to the-—maximum, which the1 have the caoabil;ty of doing, it is

LLJ

still necessary that we address the deployment of MX to ensure tha

it is not a dead-end situation. It is my belief that it is not.
IN LESPAMSE 1o Gavie ™ THAEAT EXPANSIoMS
There are-additional things. that we can doﬁxn the way of
CoNErnveTIiNG
Aadditional shelters, additional missiles, additional deployment

areas, ané)in a step which would clearly be a further abandonment
of the SALT process, deployment of a low-altitude, threat-specific

ABM system.
THE (L wWoued, 0f THE SYSITEN,
Those- options, of course, weuld increase the cost, but they
ENNARYING
do assure us that we are not entesing on a course which will not

LM 0T AR
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thch are available to them.
Nou,. ghe threat to our Minuteman ICBMs and thus to the nation
security is real and serious. Over the years that we have examined
our future, we have not found easy solutions. We continue to
believe that the strength of the t;.:iad should not be abandoned in

the face of the Soviet threat. In' fact, it is the strength of the
TN -~ A dtcade
triad that gives us confidence during this decade, in which there

Sant
will beﬁdisadvantages to the U.S.

Regaining the survivability of our ICBM force is our foremost
DeFbnseL T
Aobjective, and -we- share the conviction of the President, the Nation:
AND ’
Security Council, the Secretary of Defense,'the Joint Chiefs of

mus ™

Staff . and-mysedi-as-an-individual, that we have—to continue to

assign the highest priority in the Air Force program to the field-
mPS
ing of the MX in a survivable’basinq configuration.

|
Thank you. !

Senator Culver. Senator Cannon, I thought we might hear from
\

Ms. Chayes, and then we can have guestions across the board.

Ms. Chayes, will you procedd?

+
———
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7-"" 1 TEMENT OF TEE HONQRABLE ANTON N\ ‘ruéﬂrgzgvgm 3, ‘
2 ENDER SECOETARY O THE AT» vooce,
\ 3 Ms. Chayes. I think I will be very brief, so most of the tim
' 4 | can be devoted to questions.

s I would like to simply state that the environmental impact

6 | work that we are doing is probably the most comprehensive and \

7 § complex that has yet been undertaken, certainlf by the military.

8 I know that there is a fair amount of doubt that the Air Force

cAr
9 | couvld complete all of the work adequately in the time we have been

10 | allotted. I would like to say, unequivocally, that we can. We caj
SUFFICIENT
" complete a legally adequate and in every way -safae. environmental
- nNelA
12 | impact statement meeting all of the requirements /'/and in-additieon

Abbarw}vnu
13 | all thoseA requirements that—are imposed by the Bureau of Land

-y ) 4

14 Management)whéeh—e:e—on—eep—ef—hhe—NEPﬁ—reqeimem in the time
15 | that is necessary. —
16 I say that with confidence nbw’, where we would ot havefnad

THEN Syt
17 | that confidence four months ago, because it washunce:tain how much

18 information we. would need.

EMNIaTED suTS
19 We haveﬁgood -enpertence,in the Air Force. We have completed

300 TTH STHEET, 8.W. , REPORTHERS BUILDING, WASIIINGTON, D.C. 20034 (203) 854-2345

20 | two statements already for MX and a number of other statements for
21 | more complex and perhaps nearly as controversial systems, such as
22 | Pave Paws. We have faced legal challenges in the past in the

23 | Air Force and we have prevailed, because I-—think we have done our

24 | work well.
as | I think what is astonishing to many of the etviltamr leaders ip

| 7 o oy
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the Depazment of Defense and in the mllltary,ao—we-u is the amoun

'I' “ g DECLASSIFIED IN FULL

crs 10

of t.tme aaé-attention and community involvement that is required

by this system. We regard that as -kené—o! an additional challenqe

FOouma TOo nAuE 8LEN
and- one that we think in the end will be  extremely beneficial both

to the opexation of the system and to the ﬂtates in which the syst

is likely to be deployed.
THE PRESENT MK BDEP LoV UMY Scugouc € CAM LE NET

F—thriniey ’ overall, we conclude that if Congress proceeds with

the steps thag: are required, which are full authorization and
N SURSEQued T

appropriation :this year/'/and the—-fellewing years thereafter, if
the EIS -ovenq—eesal-eo in-a first choice being the areas of Nevada

and Utah, which would reguire land withdrawal, and if the relevant
OVENL THAY WANG WrrINAWAL Jloceed

Interior committees with jur%,ghctlon go—&hrough in an orderly,

OMLY A ZiNGLE
if not e.xped:.ted way, we only—=eally have Jone session of Congress

-’ Aboar\ﬂu:n -rHAf £TE P,
in which that-could-beaccemplished. It can be done, of course.

Géménicey wirwdrAWAL (N 0THLR HAS
-Ofd-i-naﬁly-, cases that we have experienced -have taken somewhat
longer, not because the issues are controversxal but because thex-

have been of relatively low priority 45- those committees.©

( SOREWHAT FulLen
So we would require the,\attention of those committees whose

interest is not ordinarily military matters to go through the land

Fepeane f omteY ANOD Givéen THAT)
withdrawal process under the Land Managemen* Act. -@hen-AI do not
OrméER
see anyﬁobstacle to meeting the initial operating capability, IOC,
1986,

of }+986+« We certainly don't foresee any technical problems.

As Dr. Perry has indicated, in terms of complexity, the systeq

Muern Maont THAN
i{s not technologically complex -ouos—what has been dono before.

OvuitnnAte
Be;oﬂd—t.ha-;, I would say that the land requirements and all t!

‘._____A.l__l_-____. — . s
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oTHER- 'r
requirements of this system havs been played up in the press and

elsewhere/‘/as being of enormous: maqn.i.tude. It is--and I don't
| exPemsiINe
want to underestimate it--a very emxtended system. Nevertﬁheless,

when put into perspective, it i;s not an enormous system. The land

requirements

AMOUNT \
really -ameunes to 25 square nautical miles for the shelters, and
NAUTICAV MILES TINCL | LATTER ACRLAGE

about 81 am for roadways and th’at will not be land withdrawn i

C}‘hat withdrawn from other uses amounts to about 2/100ths
of 1 percent of the total land ai:ea contained in Nevada and Utah.

What it amounts to, if you want to put it in grazing terms,
Anu-un. UM T ﬁoNTH on

is about 25 head of cattle or sheen for whom the AlM .thosa_v.m.i.-:s-,

TALING AccQurtT pg -rne
would be unavailable. That is withouthcompensatory measures.,—and-

Covid vartN,

we—lhravecompensatary Measures ‘.:ha.t;een be -aceempiished.

The amount of water,which has been another issue in the press)

o~
should also be viewed frem—a perspective. During the construction,

the water needs in any one valley would be 2,500‘"&c:e—feet;D

C’ ONE ~yira € THEY
These are theaconstruction needs for the systemjwht-eh- go

TwWEnTY = Fonbk HUNONED Acné - FLET
away after the.system is built. —'cha-eﬂis equal to the annual needs

of the town of Cedar City, Utah.

Mx sysren’s
When in operation, thenwater requirements are the normal

requirements of a support base and a surrounding community. -FThere
FolL Eper BAS

we contemplate that we would require about 6,000 acre feet of water/

>

That is about 77 percent of that used each vear in Carson City.

Nevada.

Similarly, we can make comparisons for construction material.

on md Ameenpmmmttadtt®
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LAFRANCE !
SAS ] MX construction will use, for example, dnly four-tenths of
R¢ Sub. ANNVA
april 30 2 one percent of the entire  Cement production ot the United States.
ormén

3 I could go on with £field percentages and so on but the picture
4 that I want to get across is that)while large.f MX is not an unman-~
5 ageable system. Sound planning on the part of the Department

3 ARS
of Defens? state and local governments will a:).low the introduc-
|
7 tion of the system -E—ihink with minimal adverse impact and with

MitLD MG
a potent:.al for many positive impacts, ‘w.-eh-some real benefits

We are committed to meeting our part of the responsibility
10 for this planning. We have a.lready) in the 198C budget) obtained

n funds from Congress to help the states involved create structures

12 for planning for the impact'. We will undertake to assure

13 mitigative measures. For example, we are already looxing at innov:

14 tive construction methods that would tend to reduce the bocm-Lvs™

15 effect to the extent possible,and.(l know that the states will do

s
P

16 their part and we have worked out a way in which they have close

300 TTH STHEET, AW. , REFORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 654-248

17 involvement.?
18 They will Se, for example, working with the planners at the
19 Cuniigbn NG .

Strategic Air Command in terme-of—tha possible location for the

20 NASES, SYSTem
main operating base~s We are working very closely with the eyssems

2 planners so that we—ienow as -the- minor adjustments are made in

22 the design we will know and have available for analysis what

23

| the environmental and socio-economic impacts will be.

n In summary, I think that our environmental and land withdrawaJl.
! 2 | program is sound. I think it is responsive to the overall system !
I

/ @lﬂ/M
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schedule and I believe that in no way does it create chstacles
Srout.d) cAautTh ONt THess GReumDYS,

that beeme—vo{-these—émpam one &hee&é question the system,
I am prepared to answer any questions and go specifically

into what we know and if we don't know, what we are studyinq and

ANTweeS
expect to have answer for.

Thank you. ) .

Senator Culver. Thank you very much, Ms. .c'hayes.

I would like the staff to advise us as we follow the ten
minute rule to make sure everybody gets fair treatment.

Dr. Perry, I have an unrelated question at the outset that I
would appreciate your ovinion on. That is what ym;r fgﬁgment

is on the proposal by General Ellis to convert 1535 F-1lls to ‘the

F3-1112? 183301 Y)

Da. .
M», Perry. Senator Culver, I have considerable problems

with that proposal for several reasons. The most fundamental
- o/,
reason eof-whieh- is that the Y=‘5—1].]. I belxeve&&ill have essen-

The best._data that I have in terms of the availability of the

cle
FB-lll suggests it could be available as a strategic bomkter in
AllguT

its modified form bequuu, probably 1985, ach:.evmg £full oper-
ational capability by about 1387, That is just the time that

the Soviets strategic air defense, the new generation, will be

reaching its full deployment.
—

'11 do not believe that sys\tem will have a signxfxcan:ﬂ

———
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DISADVANTACES,

’ It has disadvantage relative to the B-52,0f short range and

10 low payload. '

n All in all I think it is a very unattractive proposal. The
vearL \S80 wouLd '

cost of the program in }Iiscal -aé:‘dolla:s «i—k&,\probably be
13 approaching $8 billion and that is not in then year dollars,
14 it is in this yea't dollars. So it is a very expensive proposal

15 providing us with a very uncertain capability.

16 Senator Culver. General Allen, do you agree with Dr.
17 y Perry?
18 ' s o ‘ ,
General Allen. I would have soma slightly different per-

300 TTH STRELT, &W. , KEPORTERE BUILDING, WASIHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (303) 554-2348
)

19 spective on it, If I may, let me answer your question in a some-

20 what different way, -if—I-may.

2 It is my job of course to try to put together an Air

Force program that will be compatible with budgetary quidance)aad_

TAN
as I have &r&ed-—:eo—eey in my opening statement, the matter of the
\SJU‘.

strategic nuclear balance has been the number one -mastar, the

n.al e

22
A, the President's desires and the Congress's desires. 1n doing thac‘,
24

N
(V)

R p———
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' Heave
one in which I believe weﬁgxh-to dedicate our highest priority

and highest attention.
HAvE

Again, as—I—tried—to-say-befere—in—addressing—that I con-

cluded)and the Air Force institutionally has concludethhat the
MX is the number one priority in correcting the present strategic
concerns and the ALCM and the B-52 program represenﬁ a gsimilar

top priority program.

Now one would still wish to do more. Thag&s, one wishes

Woved MAvE More EFffter o
that these programsﬁaiéeeted the near term balance -be&tew- than the

do. -So—there are -then-questions with regard to the support of
= nle
near term actions of which the FB-lllAis the specific proposal

cConNeLuStan
which SAC has made to us. ny-deeéfe has been that as I address

the needs of the Air Force to fulfill its role in the Department
HANE Foumd

of Defense, I -fiRd- other things that need funding at higher

Bfe

I .

priority than the FB-11l1,

OTHENL MIGHEA Micarry concéams

. Thoseﬁinclude matters of conventional forces, their projec-

L)

\
tion and their sustainability in combat. That was true before

EvEr
fghanistan bug it 1sﬁmote true now. I have had to readdress

. THESE A A
—and reexamine +hese-m a tters and I am convinced that priority
MusT AL ASSICMNeED TO ll’w':l;ﬁtntﬂr’ 0F 0un. coNVENTHINAG FoilceS (/1 THESE ALEAS,

és—rtqutree7ﬁ I still believe MX and ALCM have to be our top

Jeitoqr
prioritiestut from there I have to ge—te improvements that
THE ARLADBItiESS, SUTvAIMASIVITY ANOD ’
are vitally needed inhprojection of conventional forces.

Now we have tried to ask the question if the budget were
Nle
increased where would the FB-1lll fit? In the JCS we have tried

to put that }n the perspective of large ranges of programs that

N * o
\ . o gl ey i~ e
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might serve to reduce the risk between—the—United-Seates—and.
LYI R
the Soviet Union. It was our conclusion -thea that the FB-lllAwas

a desirable program but at a level of bud&et funding which was
really fairly substantially higher than that which has been
proposed by either the Administration or the Congress.

So, I have not been able to support within the Air Force
8fc comvension,
program at present levels of budget the FB-111, I do not believe

it is appropriate to readjust priorities within the program

we have submitted to fund it and if additional funds are required

ARNOND
it is notﬁthe first priority item to fund.

Senator Culver. Would you say that given the current state
of the art with regard to AWACS and the F-15 look down-shoot
down capasility that it is -a- reasonable -eme to anticipate a

comparable sophistication of Soviet air defense cagability in

the late 198Qs and secondly weapemn—eopesationaliy—eeriorming, do

these two systems in our own inventory have the capability now

to detect and shoot.down aircraft of the radar cross section size

of the FB-1lll?

General Allen. The answer to the f£irst question is that

WELL
it is difficult to forecast howhthe Soviets will succeed in

VENELOMe A ConPARAGLE LOOK - Do, SHOGT-DowN AIRLICITY,
49ure.b The intelligence is very clear that they are working

very hard on it. It would seem to me that it is imprudent to
CAPANILIYY

| assume other than they will reach the suscess that we have now

befTre the decade is out. So I have to say yes, it is reasonable

-
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more—difficuity-and—here—io-where I may have a slightly dis-

A ITRATEEIC A N bENSE
ferent perspective than Dr. Perry. We do not have such’capa-

bility in our own Air Force, The reasons-have have to do with

how to deploy those aircraftfj . \

-4h4:5 technical capability in AWACS and F-15 is not in itselZ
what is required to defeat an attack of cruise missiles.

In the case of the Soviets then the issue is not so much will
TO7A
they have that technical equipment but what sort oanir defense

TriéY Wice MOUNT
systemhand how best can we penetrate it.
Senator Culver. Currently the AWACS and 7£-15 in operations
against conventional threat scenarios in the European theater

I assume would have the responsibility and capability to

detect and kaock dfﬁg/g;ghter aircraft, tactical fighter aircraft,:

would they not? . -

Js a3y

Therefore in terms of our capabilities

General Allen. That is correct.

Senator Culver.

currentl

size?iﬂ

General Allen. Yes, sir. I am only taking issue in the

sense that the technical capability of the aircraft is one aspect

AEING
of the questiocn, the other aspect -ef~which is what is on'o-
DédLoeveo
deptoying in the way of air defenses. We are not deploying
A Sipadcé

Tré
many AWACS and F-15's so we don't have ability to shoot down,
ATrAckiMe Fouct ab Sutm Am‘cmur, PAATICoLARLCT (F Conn,Ned wiTH A
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Senator Culver. If you deployed it that way you are talking
more of the state of the art capability?

General:Allen. Yes, sir. In the case of the Soviets there

Peosgeret o
is an issue of tactics which relates to our ability to saturate A

Loo k- Down, THeT> BDIIN CcANAJIuTIES

Soviet shoot-dewn—leek-down—capabilisy with cruise missiles.

I believe that we can select tactics that will be effective in
T THNINK
doing that. ADr. Perry ¥—ehinie believes there are technical

answers that the Soviets may be able to find which may make that
tactic somewhat less effective.

On that he hinges the question of whether we can penetrate

196035,
well in the latter part of the 888~ I wewld think we probably

could penetrate with what we call heavy cruise missile dilution i

VIING .
-of- the programmed cruise missile force. DODr. Perrx)l thin@)would

have a reservation about that and I would acknowledge that that
35 3.3(6) “t’ —T

e
-

|

reservation exists.

Senator Culver. Could you speak to that?

DA,
-M4r+ Perry. I have no reservation about the cruise missile

a* T '9604’
being able to penetrate in the late -86‘s for the very reasons

that General Allen mentioned, combination of the low radar

RALARL
cross section and the large quantities. The lowAcross section

LARGE GoAmTimi[S CF
reducas the radius of action of even these/\ve:y modern air defense

systems)ia_laxge-qum_ti-t:‘:es—and- making it that much easier to

0f ciluitE l\u:rul:l’.
overwhelm them with &he quantities, My comment is that the
I
which,

E‘B-lll}
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Senator Culver. ZCOuld you also speak to the degradation

that in your judqment.:miqht: result if one were to take operation-

_ . AMNCAAET
ally out of our currerit inventories those 155 tactical

and put them in the stﬁzateqic SIOP and what the implications would
THEATELA ’

be to our coauomoa& deterrent and security in a general way if

they were not replaced’i with new tactical mede aircraft of com-

PARABLL CAPABILTY

4
-

As T necace TRE PlodesAL, -
General Allen. pfne of the sources o0f the aircraft -u- about

Go
58 percent of the aircraft prooosed to be modified-aa—-l——-eeel-i—*-‘?e

Felit 3 Foreé, («/
-p-lﬂoea-l-a:o the -F--P—’-B-lss The F-111D's are a particular version

of the F-llls which have proven somewhat difficult to maintain.
We have had trouble with their combat readiness. We are now
engaged in a program which we think will correct that. We have

A
a good deployment capability of probably an—aizerafs sguadron

F-trtdg,
of #8—1iibls. We would hope to build that to two squadrons -ef-
A of THEIA TENLIvARIGITY
EB—11idter—Fhe key test in—the-deplevment—of-sthad is occurring

AT Tl TINnE., Tee F-nid

me—ebe&e—aew—-@-m aircraft when deployable and sustainable in

| combat has absolutely unique tactical bombing capability and

Cénrane
I believe is an extremely important asset either for war in Europe
NATO's e
war on -ehe-l\flanks and)in particular the kind of combat that might
AniSE
extst if it were, for example available to -
attack Soviet approach routes into Iran. 353.3@(@

‘S0 I think it is an important aircratft. There is a balance
'3, F-11103 At
to be drawn. That -£-£~, of the 72_0.-5-we ha:e hard pressed to

keep, let us say}between 24 and -3-y~ fully deployable for combat.

r
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You are correct, sir, the loss of the Ble—and—to—an—oeaual

nePeseNT ' From
-extont—the—Als,—is a loss of a unique bombing platform-eof the

Sgctical Air Force.

-

Senator Culver. Thank you.
Senator Warner.

Senator Warner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
] - .
Returning to the MX issue, I found those charts in which you

ran various comparisons, Dr. Perry, extremely helpful. I am
wondering if some of that information could be extracted for those

of us who for the moment intend to go to the floor and support

this program? .

Dn .
-Ax. Perry. All of the charts which I presented)except the

DLAW DO W
curvef)are unclassified. I will leave copies of those.

Senator Warner. I saw two that were classi‘ied.

“Dn.
M. Perry. The drawdown curves were classified top secret.

D P ——

I will have to find some way of trying to extract the essence of

that information. I will try to do that fes—weu and get back to

gnc,oo.oﬁx
emobides

you. It will-ndt be easy. It the National Intelligence

Estimate. I will have to extract that out of it somehow before I

present it.

Senator Warner. It makes our case more supportive in the

Senate.

Mr. Chairman, have we considered the SUM project today?

AddresSs
Dr. Drell is here to address his side of the SUM issue

WweE ,
and airey will have the opponents later. Would you care to

-u-.A /.-._—-——_
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go into the analysis of the system referred to as SUM?
3;;'. Perry. We have ;:n':eparecl~ a report, Senator Warner,
which we have sent to the committee which embodies our analysis ot
the SUM system. I think the fundamental point I would make =-=-
Senator Warner, Could that be put in the record, Mr.
Chairxan?

Senator Culver. Assuming the size is compatible with a norma

hearing record, Ves, without objection it is so ordered.

£
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Senator Warner. Would you summarize it, plpase. Dr. Pe

da.
#5+ Perry. Maybe you want to put the eesutive—summery

report in the reco:d{,},‘o T wite SOMMANkize THE R6SueTS,
Senator Culver. Without objection it is so ordered.
(The material to be furnished for the record follows:)

COMMITTEE INSERT

9f

rry.

—

& — [NSERT

$6A
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