””'”'ﬂ'"""space 1ndustt‘y is:a c?&ssic exampl ’ One af aur Iargest coﬂtratt"“-

5 ‘_Boeing, has a very substantia% component af comerciai busts

ness. And that is faiﬂy typicﬂ in the aerospace industry. .
JECLASSIFIED IN FULL R~ S
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That dnesn 't

X! wi i_h sort of conspiratorm overton_,_,_j to 1t
st m the United States.

What has been caned the mﬂitary-

We actuaJ'ly create multfp?e sou' -

create 1t v

" situat‘lon leads us at any given tfme to a single source. So I do make" .

wa sharp”distinction betueen the U S. and European relation nith their
"fndustvy. and what makes the d!stinction is the competitive ‘




| ','Qapeoldaerge,i

l_’errji

'_wanted that airp’lan proinnced, and:'fobi_ edziagainsi the decisions

of the Defense De», rtmeut Iong after. they were made. That same

,exmpT_:_ can. be carrietf eri to. comnao_;es 1obby109 2 &"\St something.. -

which:o:pe, teutar Ser 1oe wonted. vOnce the Service mokes its

e. basis, it wents to proceed uith that

o _dec1sion. Audeinllo;y cases: theﬁ,‘* j?oé a decision ;:ft A,
'lobbying campeign aootnst the decision which the Service made.

sometimes fﬂfng foma’l protests with the BAO So I woutd say that
in the procurement end of the defense boeiness there {: s an arm's
1ength re'latfon between the proeureufent peopte in the Serv’ices and
individua’t companies. And you have to look in aggregation at the

| entire conp!ex of these collpanies before you can: have the equation that

this industry suppﬁes-ethe equipment for the Defense- Department as a




’t ma e’ t e"'real difference

pie' refer to as a compT ex:
th Defense Deper;tment

"is the so-ca'ﬂed “revo :%,‘.1!\9
onat comment :n-that. 1 cane
' 'H try ""te"‘be as eﬁjective

f ‘a_s.I can. I be'l'leve that the Defense Department, gener-
-al%f' heneﬂts enarmuusly frm having the éxperience of people

who hav'f"' spent some years m 1ndustry, particularly those who have

e the management 1eve fn industry When you reﬂ ect that

ore t»han 90 percent of our procu ement is done in industry I

"'zth _k ft ts easy to understand that‘.having in the procurement chain- |
sone percentage of the peoﬂe who understand industry by o
having been in it and having hadv management ‘positions in it is
very important I think that s fa1r1y obvious. What raises
the question is what happens when that person 1n the gevern-

" ment'wants to go back tu 1ndustry ‘Does he now go back with

" information which puts hm 1:1 a 1’awm'edr position in tMs same
B 'conpetitfve uor]d I described to you before? Dues he use. m some

8 s i i K.




'ng them tﬁat they cannot go Back to "'dw_.ftry. KY ovm career Sh

_case‘: ‘n: pofut I Spent ‘my entire c' "vt ~on1y fn industry

but fn"the‘defense 1ndustry Now L& ve spent thei Tast 4 yeavs 1n

government as a Presidential appointee The option of staying on in

-govement is not mine. So now am I to be to?d T cannot go back

_ to industry on. t&e one: hand, on the other hand canvvv' t ,_stay ‘In

gevernment? It obv'tously 1s not a. raperson

; .,to be fn. So I wﬂl now be faced with a re-entry problem

o betweeﬂ'

Perry:

So "1n s*hort, for the people whﬂm the government 1s: b"

e & unWersity presidénm That's s a pessiﬁ?e so tfcm fn

There are not enongh universities to go- around for that to be a

universal solution. [Laughter]

C o te perfom these dobs, 1t now has to consider that one day they .

‘“3)' be going out‘ agatn. There is a law whfch gove the, c:m-

:;duct of government ofﬂc‘lals when'they go back in qv'lndustry. ‘nﬂs' -

o Faks athfnl‘c“d“e&is adéquatetymiﬁb' the: fssue- ssThat " T3t ¢

_eszms oot



" Goldberg:



CdectassiFiep rm.Li”' |
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1 t"' nﬁ’- that wiu he bad. So my concern with thefv”law is

Y60 to 177, our defense techno‘logy budget decrea ed' in reaT '
: by__ﬁahout a factor of tuo. To put i‘t '-a,,, AN

of effort", béing applied to/gesense techno’logy budget 1n ‘77

: ,-j_f_was a_ '_}ut}one half of what it was in 1964 what ha ’:-.happened
is that ﬂ‘e defense teclmology budget had. been held constant

: for that period of time and the erosion from 1nf’lat1on had

' amounted to something ever 2 to 1. Thers : was :,e objective

argument that said th'ls cauntry needed an'ly haif of :

| seemed to me to be a very serious problem. He set

'technological effort in '77 that n:'had in the early '605..‘ If_

: anything the arguments were- all on the Qppos»i

| :tn acrrieve exceptionaﬁy high real growth in the t; chno

. program so. that over a .per,iod..,,.ofm perhaps 5. Oyears we. .
could. recover from the erosion that had taken:place over

the previous 15 years. Particularly we set as an objective




tryﬁj.' 'sustain the interest"

ncrea ng;the technnlogy base,:- o

because you cannot point to a f ecffic mtssion or a speciffc

problem that s gning to soTve It's making the 1nvestment
5 to 10 years 1n the future. It's making the 1nvestment fbr in-

| | creesing effici”icy and productivity, and the payoff’is 5 to

“Traskf

Perry::

Goldberg:

Perry:

No. Nat espectally. In fact I deliberately fuzzed that to be in

10- years auey _
Houﬁdees the defense technology budget that ycu have now: compare

‘to the '64? Ya' said the '77 was about a ha1f

It s perhaps at the 60 to. 65 percent level right now as compared
with-uhat it uas 1“5the early ’603. It's craw11ng back. It had-

--gone 15 years uitbnut:auyirﬁ”l growth, and in: fact 15 years ‘with

- a decrease eac fvj.

was a pretty high 1eve1 though 1n the ear1y.'60$ wasn't

the early‘BOs. It doesn't much matteﬁ”which year you take--1f
you take anythfng from the tate '505 to the-ear?y ‘605--



He vtere

nderst“and; the effect of fnﬂation

estab'fished’ if thé’ minds of‘ Congressmen. It certainly was not

.esta ""shed in the pubtic mfhd Orﬂy after we Tived with it for

‘..a decade did 1t start to becone more familiar.

Su-that was tfie' flrst and most important objective in technology.

He ve had a moderate success and certatnl y we've turned that

-decnna around and started going back up: the siope again. w{thin

the dafense technnlogy base I wmﬂd think it's worth citing tuo
part1cu’lar progrm vu\era we. put special empfmsis. As we vtere
brtngiﬁg' in tﬁese extva do‘nars for- re&! gmst& we' had the epﬁon
,‘tof either d’(strfbutmg then broadly across the Base or concentrating.




ifs "verY mgh speed integrated circuit‘ comes - from He wil] be:u

| _;Spen *ng about $300 m{1tion over the s-year tem' of that prograln e

we re ‘in the seeond year of‘ it now. % The tb’lrd _year of it 1s
ramad in the budget ¢ tMnk I can say u‘lth some cnnfidencel

: tha th” .program 1s successfully launcheé amd every indfcation 13'

't uﬂ“l be very successfu] in achiev s \'objecﬁves. Tt's

- ment of micm-electronics that s abead of us, B ecause 'y ha“ i

‘ 'hard time even digesting the sfgniffcance of the micro-el ectronics

that ara avaﬂable today. These ;-' 1’":"your m-ist natches :
and handheld caicu'latinq machines and viéeo gam‘ already have |
| thousauds of circufts on . a Httle ch a half‘ 1nch on a side.
. The.objective of the VHSIC program is to. increase the densttr
of chips ten to a hundredfold So- we' 're‘ no-t 'tﬂktng' about

incremental tmprovements. It's vast fmprovements |

10




a chip oL m } thatv'they can be an: inteigral part of'a weapon

s sma'ﬂ as an:-artiﬂery shen. Nhfch-— m_e_a_n-s- then th-at we u_vﬂl




;Rochester- W

Perry-

?-Manuffcturing technologx. “This is techn'_ogy that fs
\ed‘not to be fncorpnrated into our weapan systems but ta |

“b;:”ncorporateé into the factortes--the defense p}ants that build .

onr/weapon systems--the obaective of which is to fncreasa the

12



Gﬁl dbéf‘g._;: 5

s that ff*they re tﬂ receive funds from the government to. advance




~ this technology, they

“share

 DECEASSIFIED INFULL
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toné uiiling to share the data;:;o.
f?esﬁﬁfiiﬁit‘ er contractors. They~Have to gtve?it
t°-thﬁf9¢¥érﬂmeﬂt,ﬁﬁh; ' rn‘may-uantﬁto share it with other

That's oblem in this very high speed inte—

contractors.

ndfit s a prob}em in the manufacturing

Perry:

That's right in the extent they do that then they can mafntain~
prietary rights to the infbrmation That's a choice they have

“to make If-they want to fund it themselves--they can maintain

»,the proprietary rights If they want the guvernment to fund it

”;Let me 90-ﬂ'0m the technology”base to the—ueapons development pro-

(1e"te?é¢’déve pDméﬁﬁﬂiﬂ’thex ast doybaps Yets ﬂE“just Nighus “Q'

.calls “Stealth' technology’ I can give you. onty a

--nhat ne ve already said in our press re!eases on it, whfch 1s that

it has been a major deveTopment during the last 4 years. He\have

o Db




ght testing | _The obj

w_ably 1nvested over. 100 bﬂHon_ in their strategic air defense

aTone, not con‘sideﬁng the ta t‘icaﬂ aﬂ' defense. And a systelu

which 1nva1idates that entwe comp]ex woqu be‘mrth hav }






| undanental thetr prablen 18 907*'9 to be. You can

Goldberg: T
Perry: No, because of the different dynamics of a ba'Histic missﬂe t's

cowing at the defensive system at a much higher speed and therefore

‘ there“i éss time to react But we have fong. since developed the

technelagy to deal uith a single baletie missﬂe attack The =
h _problem really is different It 's because in the area of nuclear weapons
it Q!!} xtakes a. ._f_e!;.,we_apans... a few missiles, to-destroy -theftarggt,-:-- et

) m&)gﬁ"e"bi’ﬂ_';’yﬁtig"l Therefore the problem of defen’sé- 1s not only defe_nd;iug”:'

17



& agatnst this buﬂet that’s. coming in at 4 mi‘lesva 'econ ”'.,

potentiaﬂy defending against 100 to. 200 where your easure of
success 1s that you've stopped a'l'l of them. Y’o
' one of them go through. Hhat we have never sot ed» in bal‘listic

}-nnot Iet even

decoy

misvsﬂe vdefgnse and taday do not have @ ;ofqt_j;oq_ for s the
3 Teakage problem. How to b'rovide a defense aQa’iﬁSt a th"v"'é&’t which

: .could consist of many missﬂes or, perhaps a few missﬂes mth many

5 :,amt assure that none of thenr get through, not even ‘one.

' =the: probtem which is posed to us m baﬂistfc missﬁe :
£uy

K:.f"'det‘ense, and we don't. know how. to. soTve that. But we do “know: how

_ to solve the problem of building a ballistic mis.,si]:&f system that

coél;ﬁ shoot down ariy_- glven missile that's ccmin;j, at it.

R‘ochesteé:4'91%)}"#&"95!‘6 to Stealth, you were a party to the Stealth disclos-

Perry:

ure in Auéﬁst 1980. D'b you or did: you prv'iva,tew have any reserva-

_ tions about the vﬂsdom or the tmrlng of the announcement?

Id have to distiugutsh here betweerg the judgngnt as to uhat was

vgood security for the: program and my Judgment as tu what was a good

action politicallx. It's- quite clear in retrospect that political}y
i't was a bad decision to annouvgeit at that time. From a pol jtical
point of view it would have beer- far better to have armounced it

6 months earHer or 6 months Yater. From a security point of view,

ha\vever, wbich is the issue 1 was trying to evaluate and in which my

advice had some bear‘mq, that time was as good a time as any f°" announc-__m

ing it. I had been considering since January of that year the fact that

18




' ‘February recoanending to the Secretary that ne announce it then In




o e ‘ 't i l‘t was being |
re ente¢ that‘ tMs airplane uotﬂ-.d be: c:ouipeti:tov. _he Bl i |

Vs Tf“;?;:s': a 1arge progtam uith large fu _,_d'fﬂ,,? and with highly

- mtional conmtatfons ~-Once thfs program ‘got tied as a’

-competftor to the Bt then 1t was almost impossible to keep it under
he m both st' "ted_ talking

m'aps. Opponents and pmponent' ;
abo?_;_t it aml at that stage my\ adﬂca to the Secretary was: vth"‘ o

' wa shmﬂd' brief' the existence o the: program. I very care:
- fully delineated to- him ‘what: tlmtgs we could says: points: which in--
any event would hayve had te hawe been safd or protected at the

next Congressional hear!ngs, in February, 1981, because of the

20




jeen. suggested--the

t it together but

i1 vatting as Tong

cular articte in the

“a leak or as

11.me-to give that

briefing, and that is not corfest. 1 don't think the President

was ew;ni aware of it. The real actsofthemtter are tthat.‘after:'ité‘,_, .,



Goldberg:

!_’er‘ry %

| ‘or the Presfdent and as I said the President was not aware of it

S retary decfded to declassify the- existem;a of-"t:he program 1
prevaﬂed upon” him to give the Armed Forces: quma? a one-day

‘early 1ead on the story. That was in return for their having

- sat on the story for 2 years. They had uncovered fe. That s

emother story, how they uncovered 11: but they had. uncovered
ft 2 years earlier. I felt I had that obligation to them. It
was not true that the Secretary asked me to do that. Qu:ﬂe‘; the

_’opp,,osn,e, Not only did I téll hin I wanted to do that, I had

do it aver his early objections. That is; he first of all said,

"No, don 't brief them, and T persisted, and he fi-na;}_;ﬁlﬂx_‘a'cée;:ted

it. _So. on that score there has been a co_mp_l.et-_e misrepresenta-

“tfon, which is unfortunate, but I don't know how 2o change the
perceptions that came out of that. Sometimes the peréeptfnna
and the facts dgp;i_t correspond.,

1t's not ‘the first time the Armed Forces Journal has been wrong,

and it won't be the last time.

The story that they actually publishéd had far less damaging
mfomation with regard to details in it than the ortginal
story-they had obtained. [ have no complaint about the story
‘they puh‘Hshed. Théir testimony about how the story came to
‘them was what I would object to It's partly a misperception on

~ their part and partly just. donfusion on the part of the people who

asked thew the questions, but it does. misrepres&ut what happened They

seemed: convinced that tMs was Some sort of an act 6f Secretary Brown

.

22



Roch}siér

GoVdberg: D

Perry: | hnught in my'mind. [ woutd

' :that {ssue and




' : recision-guided munitions This

_nhole famﬂy.- He've hegun

u—i&ih;}e is self’-cor’ata"ined ﬁo‘obSérvér- or operator is re-
once launched We are developing syStems 1ncorporat1ng
13 t[l_ df generation technology for artiﬂery shens for antﬂ:ank

o sﬂes'. for bombs, for c‘lusters of bombs (that's the program

f_;_' Iuhtch is ca‘l'!ed assault breaker, which 1s intended to ffre at a

wﬁole company of tanks) You mfght consider the AMRAAM missﬂe
in this same cat-egory-. That's an air to afr missﬂe Its

big distinction from its predecessor, the Sparron missile,

fs the ff'i*n s a fire and forget. Technicany it is a fire

and soon-. foI'SEta : -It does reqt.ﬁre. depe,,ding on tha Y‘an-ge of
_ftrfng. some contrm for the first feu seconds of ﬂight. ¢

But beeause the operator can- disengage from it it s possible




Perry:

I think it s a necessary weapon system It sa necessary"haage e

to the way'we ‘base TCBMs. Puttfng them in silos is.no longer :

v“f'viab1e.“ It"ucrkeéﬁﬁur the last.20~years, it s”not ga1ng to work

d"the'Soviets now knou(hon

fbr the next,ZGIyears beeausef :
: ﬁdiﬁs against

ta make ICBMS whose accuracy is w1

a szo. 50 the days of the si?o b ing a e;to protect tha missi?e

TE

areAaJmost over.. e

Goldberg:

00 yuu regard ft as the best of the~alternatives te the si1o-based

. " S —

missiles?

9



at's been raised; are you

SSue to begin with. That was

ks ne"véi‘ '

feom th very beginnfng
'ng tfte IGBH ff you

:;,;.._where we put the

he effects on the euvironment wﬂl be

L%



. Perry:

" Goldberg: Co

Perry:

uiud up with some ghost towns, toa Ot.parts»of towns wi?l beeome

,ou speak to the second part of question 5, aon the main

betueen the United States and the Soviet Union?

| ;Hell . the first point I've already mentioned the deve]opment

of what we call zero CEP Wepons’ preeisiﬁn-guided ueapons.

That in the nuclear field translates to ICBNs that can strike a

si?oxand destroy it on a first ffrfng. That has driven

_us to mobilfty in our,.ms,sﬂge, basing as. a:_m,gan,s of restoring =

ICBM suryivability. In the submarine Field, where

27
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" teehnology‘ " l've tatked

" under development. I m‘!ghtz ‘mention ‘us_ a

have 'gaue frou developmen, _‘1‘nto ‘pl'o 'ctien.




- That begah de-

that, which m tﬁe ru'lse misSﬂe

g T" g Tead 1tems. That was happening already two and a half years
Gdldi’séfg, uﬁér,_ are you on SLcﬁs and Gl.ms?

?erty:‘ The;y re al sd in_ pmdnction.
GoIdberg_: And all categnries are in production?

Perry: Yes the I0C of all of thase missiles is either 182 or ’83, and 10¢
in tha case of the ALCM means that a whole squadron of BSZs are
equipped vdth then. The ﬁrst crufse mtssﬂe depleyed uiﬂ be

_ '8lssthe first emi-se-miss_ﬂe on the ﬂ-rs-t.»l,i.?'zz It takes another
year to get the first squadron’ read,y. Nosr 1 addition to that we
brought a whole series of ground’ programs mto production. XMT
tank, fighting vehicle systm,- copperheafa-; Stinger are the princ-i'pa}



. exanples that come to’ mine

Goldberg:-

c Pérry:':.-

Goldberg:

Perry:

that bave 1ookdown*shdbtdnun missites and radars associated with

R them.. As.that ha

 h1gh degree ¢f

cancurrency to do that

You' ve ansuered par;“of quest1on 6. I was wondering what is yaur

vieu &f the vfabi ty'of the manned bomber as a- part of the triad?
I think the manaed bomber is viabIe. The B52 is 1osing 1t5»viability
or will ln;e its viability during the late'sos as the Soviets ~

”"begin to introduce'in~substantial quantities atr defense~systems

ab1e to achieve a sanctuary just by flying Tow.~

Yes, but it will still have viability as a missile launcher.

vlt n113 sti11 have viability as a. standoff weapon, as a mfssile
 carrier. I expect that to. be true on. into the ‘905 He know how

to bni?d a bomber that can defEat these modern nen air defense systems

“_and 1t remains to. be seen.whether»weiwill decide to go. with: that

o bomber. That 15, viable fn a technical sense anyway

- Goldberg:

Perry:

That will presumab1y be one emp1oying Stealth techniques.

Low‘observabyg techniques;.yes. The term'"Stea}thﬁvhas,cppe to be




" devatoped oﬁ»- etth er‘ side of the At’lantic and- make 'It avaﬂable far'




on on both sides. We have offered Ticentes and

am; we'! v& gutten a whole sertes of acceptances and new pro-

}_’c_ed jvust‘ in the last year. So that program is quf_te s.nc-_

Go'ldberg ve;_‘been some problems, haven t there, as a result of‘ compe-"' i

or. the same weapon systems between the Europeans and the

Goldberg: I was

| ] :iwhich got a Tot of publ icity not- Tong ago._,— |
- Perry: During:s < 1978-1979 we had nothing but heartache, opposition, and
prob'!ems One of the pr{m:ipal problems we were: wrestling with in

that tfme frame was the gun. Subsequently we got approval foy that gun o |

l ?,

—--~program and i s weﬂ adVaniged dnd developgdznow'enﬂ% fed new.
have not had that kind of. opposition with the programs that have
been started in 1980. I don t mean to say we are home free on that
pr&bl?ém. - But 1 think we have a Tot better understanding of the

obaect#ves that we are trying to accompl 1sh.

Goldberg: It s a tqugh program to bring into existence with so many different' '
Perry: The opposition in- Europe among - European industry and European parl L

ments was just as strong as in the. Us, whieh 1 suppose was some kind -

32



,,the same gun. mong .;f

hg;' He re working

- program offnta a pretty geod start ané it perhaps can coast for 6 to

9 months but ft is going to require continual pushing and pressure




Rochester' .

Perry: -

Go‘l dberq s

Perry.-:
""tmt probl

"t _ _VThere have been sone peop'le in the military who
bem- th :1ast1c._

In genera'l the enthusasm

Iu genera‘l no.

) th the Navy and the Mr F(rrce. | But before that

So you wou‘Id rank that as one of your- major accomplishnents?

’(es deﬂnitel y

_Do._you give Boh Komer some credit on that?

You:-.bet. Bob and 1 worked with common. eb:}eetives and as ‘a team on

. 1t would ot liave Been possfble k4 efthev one of us
had °PF0$°4 the program. 1In fact it probably would not have been
possible if efther one of us had just been lukewarm about it. It

34



Goldberg:

Rochester

progran;

ady to.uched on severan but. 1§ mighﬁ summa ze' mtechno—

_. }doubl tng the emphasis on the manufa. turing technology

-

program.. Tbose are the _prineipal accumplishuents in techno'logy In

starﬂng new systems, bringing new systeas into development i?woﬂhi hstl

the Stea'l th program, the precfsion-guided munitions, and MX, and

'-_'continning to sustam globa% position J'sate'll‘ltes f,nd JTIDS. In

’:"',f,.:""Repuhi fc of China, and the beg‘lnning of a defense coaperation wi h

»missﬂe and the wmﬂe serfes of Amy P

brmging systems 1nto rqductfon, heve I would i ;tion the crufse: :

the standout In generaT management I ve mentioned th‘ls NATB cmper-

ative: 1nitiative as being a signiﬁcant achievement A simﬂar -effort

. be‘lieve, was - -the beginnings: of a defense cooperation with the Peuple s

The ngpt pmgram 7s actuan y mterial ized and 1s moving ahead a

.+ '[ha program with the Béople s Re-

pubT‘ic of' Ctrtna 15 in an'embryontc stage and it's not yet ready to be .

caned an accomplishment. That was to be' next year's accomplisfment.
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| soon enough,

e ended up with the
© That's didifferent

. Someliow we did ot ade= .




‘o..b

Goldberg:

Perr_y:

Gotdberg:

p nccussxss,su me
Authority: £0 13526

Chief, Records & Declass Diy wus
Dato. APR 112012 ;

;- _ﬂ-‘ter ‘"’: ha‘:it"b"een announced, aﬂ of the intere‘s’t and Cdnééfﬁ

issue rather tha-n on its technologtcal and strategic merits.

One of the reasons the program sconer or Tater had to be announced

~ {s that we do have to take it into account in.a fairly broad way

in ouvv;act‘icaj_ planning and our strategic planning. To the ex-

tet‘.t w&want a program 11ke Stealth to serve as a deterrent it’

has to be announeed at some Tevel and in some way. But we

did not handie that well. v
D1d .Ya . give a great dea‘l of thought beforehand to the deterrent value

of making the announcement? Were you strongly conscious about that?

Yes. That was a thought that was on our minds from the very beginning |

:_uhen we dec‘lded to compartment it. The thing that was unusual about
‘this program- from a security point of view was that we tried to con-

"ceal 1ts ex'!stence at aﬂ That's a very unusual action. And at the

time we took that action, which was back in '77, that was the princfpa}

'thought on our mind Well, two thoughts: One, could. we do it} could

we sqccessfuI ly conceal it, and for how long? And secondly, did .W?‘

really want to conceal it? Wouldn't it be better to let if be knd@? :
Our t:hought_ then was yes, but not this soon. Sooner or later, to get
ih‘é deterrent ‘effect, we would have to announce it. But we don't have

toannounce it 'in‘fv.-he. early devﬂelomél'z‘t étag‘e. Wait tﬂl the capa- -

bility fs more firmly established,

‘Haven't we been successful in keepfng certain weapons secret for Tong

periods of timé? Aren‘t there some now which could Be put 1n that

category, which are operational?



. Goldberg:

Perry:

| Thts t§ 3 program nhic& is going to affect the nay we develop and

build all of our airplanes andj "‘”issﬂes. Thet s the tmng that s
beenv nl.lsunder_stood about it. - It is the technology which influences
every’thi'ng we do in tf*ﬁ-‘ts field and all of the defensive systems ' that
we are building to deal with vchnt the other nde is doing It's the

: extent and the scope of the technology which 1s miésunderstood, and

because of that extent and scope.t as nerer a possibility of
keep' ”"'g;__the ex{stence of ‘the. Pprogram. concealed. for more than a

febt years. It was just. a questlon of‘whether it would come outg:f-

An early '80 or '8l or when. If there had: been no pressure from -

the_ vd_r»ibfbl ing out and fro;_n the.-probl_.;..ems of how do you brief con-

greSSlog&l COmitteeS--i'-f we'd have been Tooking for the optimum

- time to do that, in-terms of when we were ready-to unveil it-- I would

have picked the time about mid '8l _

Could you speak to the military-technologlcal balance between the

u. S and the Sovlet Union? _

If we freeze this dete 1n hlstory our military technology is substan~
tiell ¥ supermr to that of the Soviet Union. That' s a net state-
ment which aggregates a lot of pluses and minuses. ™ thg the
technologies uhich are most stgniftcant--mcroelectron‘lc technology,
conputer technology, Jet engtne teehnologywwe are substantlally .
ahead of the Soviet Unlon. If you measure it in years it's 5 to

of this technology to weapons systems that’s a different story,
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.» 50. "percent.. It s‘not a sig-

“our deployed systens, at.

_,e(' technologx that we
wbich were de. "wkloped in

,$ov1‘ets have een"buﬂding
- be 10 years ahead of them |

,;__.5syearué1dtae£m&m«xffn

are about equa?
" "They are really pouring
on the steam in mﬂftary technology Hhﬂe they have, I think an

ore they have to run

systems vﬁtft goqd sa'l fd teehna?ogy. Of course they ve always had

a9



fe over them, He not only bave to keep
pusﬁing on our technolom( But we have to shorten the acquisition
schedule 1n order to get the practical benefits of our techno}ogy.
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