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The DPRC met  on Wednesday,  March 17 to  discuss  issues I . , :: 
I . .  .' ..,,I 
I " '  

with  respect  to the future  survivability  of our strategic .,. ,:',:s 

forces. Henry Kissinger  explatned  that  he  did  not  feel We ' .  .. . .',;':t 

had a chance to  address  these  issqes  in deptli during  the . : ' . . l i ,  
recent  Verification  Panel meetings on SALT. It was obvious ;.';'3!, 
that  there were differences on the matter and he  suggested '1. , ,-;;.:':;? 
the desirability  of  identifying more' clearly what these : 
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differences were and what measures, i f  any, should  be 
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taken to reduce strategic -force vulnerabilify. . .  : . .i .:; 
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The  main points  to emerge a t  the  meeting  were: 

a .  Minuteman Vulnerability. There are two questions 
with  respect t o  Minuteman vulnerability.  First, how soon ' .  . 
w i l l  i t  occur and second what are the implications? It i s  
worth  noting  that  there is general agreement to the fact  I . :: 
that i t  is clearly  within the Soviet  capability  to  deploy ":. .'.'" 
forces which could make  Minuteman vulnerable. However, the .:.:.: !./ , * '.'.:\ 

various  agencies make diffeyent  estimates  of the future  Soviet. 3 . X  
MIRV threat and the tiine in which this w i l l  develop. As a,. . . .$..:, 

result,  there are different estimates as to when Minuteman' 
might become vulnerable.  In  general, OSD concerns i t s e l f  . ,: ..I 
with "worse case assumptions" and thus concludes that , , ' i,: 
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Minuteman could become vulnerable by the  mid-1970s. The 
. i  I .:Ai 
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i n t e l l i g e n c e  commmity  using "more likely" threats  concludes :.'.:1*:6* 
., .A: 

that  t h i s  i s  n o t   l i k e l y   t o   o c c u r   u n t i l   t h e  l a t e  1970s  or  ' ' '  

ear ly   1980s .  The key  issues +re when can the S o v i e t s   p u t ,  ,.:, 
s i x  o r  more MIRVs on an SS-9 and when can they  achieve . 
accuracies  o f  one-quarter  of a mile o r   b e t t e r ?  - ,mere 
remaiq di f ferences   o f   v iew on these questions.  
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b .  Bombers. There are also two questions here: (1) ' .  .' ;;$' , ,..%S : 

how many bombers would survive an' attack and (2) how many 
'. .. . y,,:$F 

of  those that  d i d  survive  could  penetrate  Soviet   defenses? ' ... ,:!"i, 
."( ; 

The main s u r v i v a b i l i t y  threat comes from Sovie t  SLBMs. TO ' 
(.,,:'<3!.. 

achieve a major threat they would have t o  adopt tact ics '  ' 

(i .e. ,  depressed t r a j e c t o r y   f i r i n g s )  which they have not . ... . .~ ,  , ... ' ..e& 
' . .., ,>:, , 

. yet  demonstrated. We can  take  counter-measures  such as '  : 
dispersal o f  bombers, and probably  accomplish this  well 

,>%.% 

. before  the threat emerges. As t o   p e n e t r a t i o n ,  the Soviets  . : .,"%:I.; 
. .  ~ ,-spej 

have  extensive a ir  defenses' and might improve them i n   t h e ,  .._. .,'..;:+~& 
fu ture  (they are not  precluded from doing so i n  SALT). , , ;,':.:!.'&-. 

Again,. we have counter-measures such as air  launched :: ' :.:g-: 
missiles, low al t i tude  penetrat ions   and'e lectronic   counter-  ' 
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I measures. Dave Packard seemed c o n f i d e n t   t h a t   f o r  the .. ' .;.V<,$,> 

foreseeable f u t u r e   s u f f i c i e n t  bombers can  survive and 
;;. y", . .. ti ;:t. . 
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p e n e t r a t e   t o   t a r g e t s   t o   d e s t r o y  25% o f  the Soviet  population. "i;,;.;,,$; 
.'.:?y 1 
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C. Submarines.  There is at  present no ser ious  threat 
t o  the' US Polar is   force ,   There  are p o t e n t i a l   t h r e a t s   i n  the :t.:$J,;, 

. ,  : . I f ,  

' .  la t ter  part o f  this  .decade which would be serious'   but 
Defense  bel ieves that for a l l  the threats we can now 

::,;,::,.. 

p o s t u l a t e ,   t h e  US can  devise  counter-measures . Nevertheless ,, "... :;.!!. 
there remains  considerable  uncertainty  about the d i r e c t i o n  ~ ' ,  . 
o f  ASW technology  in  the la t ter  p a r t  of this  decade and ' 
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' ~I ', ./ . .. 
p r e c i s e l y  what threats we might have. t o  meet., :e3 .. 
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d. Implications  of Strategic Force  'Vulnerability. '  
The implications  of  the s i tuat ion   descr ibed  above depend 
t o  a considerable extent on what we want our s t r a t e g i c  
f o r c e s   t o  do. If their s o l e   o r   p r i n c i p a l   o b j e c t i v e  i s  
Assured  Destruction,  growing  Soviet  capabilities .pose 
l i t t l e  t h r e a t  even i f  they emerge sooner rather than 
l a t e r ,  i .e . ,  US forces   remaining  af ter  a Sovie t  f i r s t  
strike could s t i l l  destroy many Sovie t  c i t ies .  If t h e .  . 

. o b j e c t i v e s   o f   o u r  strategic forces  extend beyond Assured 
Dest ruc t ion   the   impl ica t ions   o f   vulnerabi l i ty  are less 
clear. For example, the  discussion  touched on such 
considerat ions  as c r i s i s  s t a b i l i t y ,  i.e.., how would 
US p o l i t i c a l   l e a d e r s h i p .   r e a c t '   i n  a c r i s i s  if a s i g n i f i c a n t  
port ion,  o f  US force was ,considered  vulnerable;  and 
extension  of   deterrence   to   our  a l l ies .  Differences 
remain as  to the implications  of the v u l n e r a b i l i t y  
problem  for  meeting  these  objectives and. indeed the role" 
o f  strategic forces  i n  meeting them. .,,>! ,I- . 
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e. Future Work. Henry Kiss inger  asked the  DPRC 
Working Group t o  develop a tabular  presentation  comparing. ... 
the various threat assessments,'  the counter-measures  that ; 

we might take and the  timing o f  the   threat  i n  r e l a t i o n   t o  ' . ,. :.:>.iJ2t,, 
' ' ' *  ,,;,,$l.i; . I : :, j .,: 

o u r   a b i l i t y  t o  respond t o  it. He also  suggested  chat  the '. ':-'-W 

group meet again  once   this   analysis  was completed  to, .. . . 
address' the following  conceptual  questions: 
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1, Do -we need  an  independent  capability for.. . "'? . 
,Assured Destruction i n  each  element o f  t h e   . s t r a t e g i c  , 
foyces ( i . e , ,  SLBMs, ICBMs and bombers)? 

I '  

2 .  What i s  the   re la t ionship  between the   'ob ject ives  , . .  :: . . I  .. 

o f  strategic f o r c e s  as s e t  f o r t h   i n  the current   Pres ident ia l ly  ',*:;, 

approved s u f f i c i e n c y  criteria and our   pro jec ted   capabi l i t i es?  '. -!...,',ii.'i 
What criteria should we apply.  to crisis  s t a b i l i t y  and . .  ' . . '...,. 

relative damage? What capabiliki 'es do, we need to., extend' . '.' -''b's. 
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. j  . ,!,& .'. 
, ;, .,Lv ' 

; . # . " : e ,  . 

L:.+l,. ' .  . 

. ... 
. deterrence  to. our al l ies? 
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