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Reexamining Nuclear Policy in a Changing
World

Leon Sloss

1. INTRODUCTION

My purpose in writing this repart is to de-
velop a rationale for a new nuckear employment
policy and force structure adapted toshe condi-
tions that might prevail at the beginning of the
twenty-first century. Of course, no one can be
sure what those conditions will be. but we can
be quite confident that they will differ from the
past and the present.

Becausc nuciear policy should be a reflection
of broader national sirategy. | shall examine
some broader security issues first. The ex-
tremely rapid changes that aie occurring in the
intermational environment will require a thos-
ough rcvisionin U.S. national security strategy
and force posture. This will be a complex task
because there is more uncertainty about the
future than we havce faced for some time. It is
well beyond the scope of this paper to outline
a broad national sccurity policy, but | shall
touch on some of the broader issucs and trends
that seem likely to affect nuclear employment
policy and weapons requirements.

The underlying thesis of this report is that
nuclear weapons will be required for the fore-
sccablc future, and thus we must continue to
think about how they might be employed. The
roles of nuclear weapons will change, how-
cver, and it will be possible to accomplish
those roles with far fewer nucicar weapons than
we have today. Both our nuclear posture and
nuclcar employiment policy must change radi-
cally 1o accommaodate to changing conditions.

While the predominant role of nuclcar weap-
ons will continuc to be focused on the Sovie;
Union for the foreseeable future, we will be less
concerned with deterrence of overt aggression
and more conce ned with the role that nuclear
weapons can play in shaping a new sccurity
relationship with the Soviet Union and other
nations.

I will bricfly describe changing international
conditions as they affect nuclear employment
policy. Then a proposed restatement of the
goals and roles of nuclear weapons that might
be appropriaie 10 these changing conditions
will be offered. The report also postulates a
future strutegic force posture and illustrates
how such forces might be employed in support
of revised roles and goais. 1vill conclude with
some suggcestions for further analysis.

11. CHANGING INTERNATIONAL
CONDITIONS

Political Changes

The dramatic changes in Eastern Europe over
the past year have, in effect, demolished the
Warsaw Pact. and the closc ties betweer. the
Sovict Union and its former satellites have
been severed. The Warsaw Pact no longer
exists as a viable military alliance. Within the
Soviet Union itself, glausnost and perestroika
have altered Soviet prioritics. The Soviet
lcadership is focused on achieving economic



reform and containing nationalist separatism,
icaving little room for foreign adventures and
giving ncw emphasis 1o achieving cconomices
in defensc.

German unification has profoundly altered
the political-military map of Europe. A new
economic and political power in Central Fu-
rope has been created that will overshadow irs
neighbors, and this prospect 1. creating new
tensions in the West. Furthermorc, withdrawal
of Soviet power frum Eastern Europe is reo-
pening old rivalries and creating new instabili-
ties in the nations formerly allied with the
Soviet Union.

The central rationale for the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATQ) has been deter-
rence of Soviet aggression in Europe. Today,
a declining sense of threat is casting doubt on
that rationale and weakening the cohesior, of
NATO. causing many to question its *cle-
vancc. In particular, therc are growing pres-
sures on both sides of the Atlantic to sharply
reduce U.S. forces and nuclear weapons in
Europe. The declining sensc of threat is also
causing Westcr nations to shift prioritics from
dcfense to other issucs (e.g., econornic growth
and the enviconment).

As security concerns decline, U.S. military
power will inevitably become le:ss relevant in
our rclations with other natioas. Economic
issues arc assuming increasing importance, but
the United States is no longer the dominant
cconomic powcr that it was in past decades. As
a result of these trends the United States is
destined to play a less dorninant role in world
affairs thun we have been accustomed to. Still,
the United States will be an imponant and
influential power. and our nuclear weapons
will continuc to play u role in protecting U.S.
sceurity interests and promoting intcrnational
stability.

Military Changes

The Sovict threat to nations on its periphery
has declined markedly. but the Soviet Un.an
remains @ powerful military power. Fac.ors
comnbuting to a reduced threat include:

- Reductions in Soviet forces in Europe (and.
tramuchlesserextent. in the Fas East) and
the prospect of further reductions as a
result of arms-control ncgetiations and
unilaicral actions.

- The dcemise of the Warsa'w Pact und the
char.ges in the military geography of Cen-
tral Europe. The Soviet:. will no longer be
atlc to mount a short-w arning attack from
thie new positions to which they are with-
drawing.

- Soviet preoccupatinn with internal prob-
lems. making foreign adventures much
less likely in the wear term,

- Changes in Sovict views about nuclear
weapons.

These changes Yegan in the late 1970)s and
accclerated in the: 1980s. Sovict leaders, who
onge argucd thiat nuclear weapons would be
decisive in any future war, now appear to see
less military utility in nuclcar weapons. The
disaster at Caemnobyl has had a major impact
on Sovict thinking. casting further doubt on the
utility of nuclcar weapons and raising new
cuncems about the consecquences of a major
war. The. Sovict Icadership appears willing to
make snbstantial reductions in both straiegic
and theater nuclear forces, but there is little
cvider.ce that they are prepared to climinate
theirnuclear weapons. despite some rhetoric to
the contrary. Furthermore, Sovict miilitary
plar.ners continuc to develop and refinc plans
for fighting with nuclear weapons, and major
programs for modernizing their nucleur forces
ase proceeding.

Changes in the Sovict posture alreaa, have
incrcased warning time. Additional prospec:
tive changes resulting from the Conventional
Forces in Europe (CFE) ncgotiations will fur-
ther incrcase waming time and confidence in
waming. This will make it possible for the
West to reducc active forces and to rely more
heavily on force potential and mobilization
capabilitics. However. the West has yet to
adapt its planning or its posture to these new
rcalitics. Because defense planning today is
dominated by short-term considerations, nota-
bly budget pressures. it will be very difficult to
adjnst forces and plans to the new conditions in
u rational faslion,



The prospect of u more equal conventional
force balance in Central Europe should muke it
possible for NATO 1o rely less on nuclear
weapons. Still, there will remain arequirement
10 offset Sovict nuclear power so that there is
no temptation to use it either politically (c.g..
for cocrcion) or militarily. For the foresecable
future the United States will be the only coun-
try in the world with an ability to offsct Soviet
military power.

Prolifcration of nuclear weapons and other
advanced military systems is a growing con-
cem for two reasons. First, sophisticated and
highly lethal weapons are proliferating to na-
tions that never before had them. This raises
the prospect that future conflicts in the third
world could involve modem weapons, con-
verting what in the past might have been a
minor operation for the United States into one
with major risks. Sccond, the decline of bipo-
larity may cause nations that once sought secu-
rity in an alliance framcwork to seek their
sccurity independently. If natious such as
Germany or Japan lost confidence in U.S.
sccurity guarantecs and began to develop their
own nuclear capabilitics, this would be pro-
foundly destabilizing.

Hl. ELEMENTS OF A STRATEGY
FOR THEF. 1990s AND BEYOND

Objectives

In the circumistances described above our
sceurity sirategy should have three main objec -
tives. st it should contribute to balancing
Sovict military power and dissuading them
from reconstituting that power in the changed
threat conditions already described. Second, it
should contribute to siability in Enrope and to
reassurance ol our allies there.  Finally., it
should protect vital U.S. interests clsewhere in
the world. There should be new opportunitics
to reduce the risks of military confrontation
and to casc the burden of ans. There will also
be new sccurity problems to confront.  The
United States nceds 10 shape its strategy and
force postire to take advantage of opportuni-

ties 10 control and reduce arms, but also 1o
hedge against new threats.

Changes in NATO

Being prepared to defend against a large,
potentially nuclear war in Europe has been a
major driver of our strategy and force posture.
Such a threat has become more remote, and if
a threat does reemerge we will have consider-
able wamning. Thus, we can begin to reshape
our strategy and restructure our forces with this
in mind.

We must now assume that substantial forces
and nuiclzar weapons will be withdrawn from
Europe. 1t would not be realistic to resist these
trends if we wanted to, but there should be two
conditions. First, withdrawal should be mu-
tual. We should take advantage of apparent
Soviet desires to reduce their forces and to
negotiate a better balance in Europe, ensure
greater waming time, and cstablish a verifica-
tion regime that would provide ample and clear
waming of any violations of the new regime.
Second, we should structure our own forces
(and encourage our allies to structure theirs) so
that we can respond effectively to waming
under the new conditions. According 1o some
eslimates, the amount of waming time that we
can expect in Europe already has increased
fromtcnto fourtecndaystoat least thirty days.'
in the future, wamning times may be even
greater. To adjust the U.S. and allied force
postures to this new condition implies creating
rescrve forces that can be mobilized within the
warning time likely to be available and estab-
lishing & mobilization base that can be ex-
panded as quickly as cstimates of warming time
demand. These safeguard measurcs will not
only permit us to respond to waming, but will
alsohelptodcterreconstitution of forces by the
Soviets.

We should plan to keep forces and nuclear
weapons in Europe at reduced levels as long as
they are welcome. Our presence not only
contributes to deterrence but also provides
reassurance 1o allics and gives us a voice in the
cemerging. changed Europe. However, we must



be prepared to make changes in our force
deployments. including nuclear weapons de-
ployments. wheniitis clear that our presence is
more of o political liability than a military
asset. Clearly, President Bush considered the
new strategic and politicai conditions in Eu-
rope before the recent (July 1990) NATO summit
in London, where he proposed abandoning
carly nuclear first use and called for the cven.
tual withdrawal of nuclear antillery.

We will nced to maintain plans and capabili-
ties to return forces. including nuclear forces,
to Europe if the threat changes, but it is neither
realistic nor necessary to plan on returning a
large number of hcavy divisions rapidly (c.g..
ten divisions in ten duys). We will need to work
out ncw plans, consistent with prospective
charges in the U.S. force posiure. in conjunc-
tion with our allies.

There will be a need to maintain some ground,
air, and naval forces at a high statce of readiness
to deal with contingencics outside of Europe,
but the bulk of the forces need not be at high
levels of alert. Many can be in the reserves or
national guard. However, those forces that do
enter conflict in areas outside of Europe must
increasingly be trained and equipped t» deal
with sophisticated weaponry.

The Roles of Nuclear Forces

The nuclear forees will be affected by changed
circumstances. Two broad issues will shape
future nuclear strategy. The firstissuc hastodo
with the role of nuclear forces. There are somic
who would narrow the role of such forces to
deterring nuclear attack on the United States.
abandoning the concept of extended deter-
rence. which they belicve is no longer needed
or is no longer credible.”

The view reflected in this report is that nu-
clear weapons still have an importam role to
play in deterning war, not just nuclear war, even
if the conventional balance is improved. A
number of factors have prevented s major war
affecting the interests of the great powers and
their allies for more than forty years. Although
the: role played by nuclear weapons is debated.

it is apparent to me and many others that
nuclear wespons have played an important role
in deterrence of war, and we should be very
cautious about ubandoning that role cven if the
threat now appears less immminent.  Nuclear
weapons have also played a role in reassuring
our allies of our coramitment to their defense;
such reassurance can help curb pressures for
proliferation.  The need for reassurance is
panticularly important when the world faces so
much uncertainty and change. Finally. nuclear
wceapons, by providing a sensc of sccurity, can
facilitate the process of developing a new secu-
rity relationship between East and West. This
isancwrole. pot yet well understood, but it will
be of growing importance.

A second issue is how tomaintaindcterrence
in new conditions. Deterrence consists of
posing penalties and risks to a prospective
aggressor so that he will judge the use of force
to be unrewarding. Nuclear forces can vast a
menacing shadow, creating doubts about the
risks that would confront an attacker. The
possibility that nuclear weapons could be in-
voked, no matter how remote, introduces incal-
culable risks and thus contributes to deterrence
of war at any level.

Itis crucial to back up the threat of escalation
with the capability 19 carry it out. For nuclear
wcapons to play their role in deterrence and war
termination, we must be able 1o present an
adversary withthe credible prospect of nuclear
escalation should U.S. territory or interests, or
those of our allics, be threatened. If the penal-
ties and risks that we pose are to be credible,
thcre must be some probability that they will be
irvoked. Thercfore. the response must be
proportional to the issues involved. If there are
no options for force ecmployment other than a
massive. general attack on cities. the threat
becomes self deterring. Thus. we should con-
tinue to have a varicty of nuclear options avail-
able to respond 1o aggression, ranging from
very limited uttacks to large-scale responses.

As long as the Soviet Union retains niclear
weapons, these weapons will remain part of the
deterrence picture. In our future thinking about
potential hostilities with the Soviet Union, we
must take account of changing Soviet views



and conditions. | have suggested above that
Soviet views of nuclear weapons are changing.
The Soviet political leadership appears to be
appropriately awed by the prospec. of nuclear
war. This does not make such a conflict
inconceivable, but it does mean that the Soviets
arc likely to approach any crisis that could lead
to a major ‘var with caution, as indeed they
have in the past.

No one can be certain what deters the Soviet
Union. Because of this uncertainty, we huve
maintained a capability to attack a variety of
targets under a variety of circumstances, and
we should continue to do so. But if nuclear
forces are sharply reduced inthe future, we will
not be able to cover as broad a range of targets;
it will be nccessary to make choices. [ suggest
in Seciion V that in these circumstances the
United States should reduce the priority given
to counter-nuclear targeting and adopt a new
emghasis on targeting projection forces.

With the emergence of a new conventional
balance in Europe, i should be possible to deter
aggression (now an even more remote possibil-
ity) with reduced reliance on nuclear weapaons.
I have noted above that the risk of a surprise
attack is reccding. The einphasis in our plan-
ning should be on a possible conflict that
follows mobilization of Sovict forces. The
objective of our strategy under this scenario is
10 convey to the Soviets the notion that pro-
ceeding with mobilization would involve risks
incommensurate with their objectives. Our
first line of defense would be our own mobili-
zation capabilitics, but if these fail to deter, o
if a purely conventional defense proves inade-
quate, nuclcar weapons should be in the biick-
ground.

As long as hostilitics remain on the conven-
tional level, we want the idea of nuclear use to
be credible but distant. Resorting to massive
retaliation over increased mobilization activity
would be unbelicvable; it would also b an
overrcaction on our part. It is important to gear
the threat we present to the situation at hand.
Conscquently. cmployment of nuclear weap-
ons should be a last resort; if they are em-
ptoycd. there should be plans and capabilities
thit would permit us to strike selectively. These

plans should focus on conventional military
forces (e.g., tactical air bases, navul bases,
troop roncentrations, and logistics centers).
Suchtargeting should also be designed to limit
civiliatrcasualties and other collateral damage.

The Nth Country Problem

In fight of the ever-growing membership in
the nuclear club, the prospect of hostilities with
smaller pawers possessing nuclear and other
advanced weapons must also be considered. In
this case the United States should be able to
present an aggressor with the risk of losing his
advanced military capability. whether it be
chemical, biological, or nuclear. fsraeli raids
against Egypt’s missile facilities during the
1967 Yom Kippur war and against Iraq’s Osirak
nuclear reactor in 1981 are examples of the
kinds of tactics that the United States may
employ. Nonnuclear nieans can be used in
these instances, as the Isracli example has
shown.

However, the U.S. nuclear posture also will
be an important factor. It will be desirable for
the United States to retain a nuclear capability
that is significantly larger and mote suphistl-
cated than that of any Nth country. Such
superiority will serve to rid the lendership of
the Nth country of the delusion that their nu-
clear capability will act as an equalizer in
dealing with the United States. Strategic de-
fenses can also be imporntant in conveying such
a mesaage. The limited numbers of missiles
that an Nth country is likely to possess will
make it extremely difficult for them to over-
whelm even limited defenses and launch a
successful strike.

This growing concern with Nth country
military arscnals could lead to a de facto floor
under superpower arms reductions. As Nth
countries develop iarger nuclear capabilities,
the superpowers will need to consider limiting
reductions in their arsenals, thereby possibly
dcfining how far cuts can go in any follow-on
to the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START)
agrecment.



1V. ANUCLEAR FORCE STRUCTURE
IN THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

What kind of force structure is required to
support the extended deterrence/reissurance/
cnablement roles described above? Many will
argue that the detuils of the nuclear posture—
what kinds of weapons, where they are de-
ployed. and how they might be employed—are
relatively unimpontant so long as some nuclear
weapons exist. | have referred to this view as
the glob theory: a more sophisticated term is
existential deterrence. If we adopt existential
deterrence, the details of the nuclear posture ane
relatively unimportant. This report proceeds
from the assumption that details are important,
that not just any glob of nuclear weapons will
mcet the goals and roles described above. A
suggested nuclear posture, which is designed
to maintain extended deterrence. is described
below. Obviously, there ure a number of
possible nuclear postures that could be consis-
tent with that goal: I postulate a specific pos-
ture here to lend concreteness to the discussion.

This posture assumes that both public atti-
tudes and arms-control negotiations are likely
to result in significant reductions in nuclear
forces in the nextdecade. We should welcome
reductisnns it they result in cquitable and stable
outcomes. As the level of nuclear forees is
reduced. the forces that reniain must meet very
high standards of survivability and safety. We
will no longer be able to rely as much an
numbwrs to ensure survivability as we have in
the past. In strategic anns-control negotiations
we should ucte y promote greater tirst-strike
stability. imcanlng more survivable postuses. 1f
we are suceessful in this goal. the result will be
an crosion of counterforce capabilitics on both
sides. This will inevitably have an imipact on
employment policy, which we discuss further
in the next section of this report. In the new
threat envisonment there can also be changes in
the readiness of nuclear forces that may permiit
substantial savings. | will discuss this further
in conncection with the postulated force pos-
ture.

In thinking about the future nuclear lorce
posture. there are two reasons for looking sev-

cral decades into the future.  First, nuclear
forces have long lead time: and long useful
lives. Many strategic systems being planned
today arc likely to be in the foree posture three
or even four decades from now. Sccond, while
substantial reductions in nuclear forces seem
likely, for rcasons noted above, it would be
ncither prudent nor practical to make such
reductions in a few years. If we want to ensure
that future force postures wiil be balanced and
stable, we want to negotiate the terms of reduc-
tion carefully. and such negotiations will take
time,

The projected nuclear force postures shown
in Tables A-] (strategic forces) and A-la (thea-
ter nuclear forees) in the Appendix cover the
period 1995102005 in five-year incre. nents. [t
is assumed that a START agreement will be
negotiated soon and will take effect around
1995. A further assumpion is that budgetary
constraints and public pressures are likely to
force additional reauctions in strategic forces
and that such reductions wou ld be desirable,
providing political rclations with the Soviet
Union continue to improve. [n these circum-
stances it scems rcasonable to assume that
strategic nuclear warhcads will be reduced to
about 5,000 (that is a real 5.000, not START
couniing rules)in the next decide, and perhaps
10 3.000 by the year 2008.*

The force that is left should be configured 1o
micet three criteria: maximum safety and sur-
vivability. improved capabilities to attack Soviet
general purpose forees deployed in the ficld,
and reduced collateral damage. In addition, the
force will have to be developed and maintained
atlower budget levels. The reasons for secking
lorces with improved ciipabilities gainst Soviet
rrojection forces are described in the following
section on employment policy.

Living with lower foree levels d¢mands that
a higher priority be placed on the survivability
of the remaining forces in order to preserve
lirst-strike stability. However, this force does
not have to be configured 1o withstand a “bolt
fromthe blue™ attack. Suchan attack has never
been very likelv: itis less likely now. Giventhe
changing polit.cal relationship and the chang-
ing conventional halunce discussed above. it s



reasonable to assume that we would kave ample
strategic waming. Even if Soviet policies
undergo a sharp reversal in the short run, we
will almost ce.tainly have waming of that; it
will not happen overnight. In the projected
environmer! it is more important that the forces
we have be able 0 sustain alert for some time
after receiving strategic warning, for there can
be no guarantee of tactical warning. It also is
important that the posture permit responses 1o
waming that would not further exacerbate a
crisis.

The tollowing guidelines are suggested for
the nuclear force posture and related aims-
curol strategy in the coming decade (the force
levels are summarized in Table A-I).

Submarine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs) remain our most survivable force.
Thus, in the arms-control negotiations we
should seek to protect as many SLBMs on
asmany boats as possible as we goto lower
levels. The force posture in Table A-l
contains sixteen Trident boats in 2000 with
an equal mix of C-4 and D-5 warheads. To
meet arms-control limits of 5,000 war-
heads and maintain these boats with 24
missiles each. the number of warheads per
missile will need to be rcduced to 8 in the
year 2000 and 4-5 in the 2005 projection.
Given that a surprise attack seems increas-
ingly unlikely. not as much of the force
needs to be at sea in day-to-day alert. We
should aim to keep one-third of this force
at sea. This would permit reduction of
crews to one per boat, effecting substantial
savings. However, most of the submarinc
force should be able {0 surge rapidly.
The employment policy that is de-
scribed in the next section of this report
does not demand as much hard-target
capability as now is plarined. Thus, we
suggest that one-half of the sixteen boats
be equipped with the D-5 and one-half with
the C-4. Over the longer run it would be
desirable to deploy even lower yield wai-
heads in the SLBM force, better adapted to
attacking projection forces with minimum
collateral damage. Another long-term

modification that would add to stability
would be the deployment of a number of
smaller ballistic-missile submarines, per-
haps with as few as six missiles. While
current budget pressures and the cost of
such a program does not make deployment
feasible in the near term, research and
development should be considered.*
Intercontinental hallistic missiles 1CBMs)
have proven more difficult to make surviv-
able than SLBMs, but have some unique
characteristics that we should attempt to
preserve. For example, they are more
flexible i1 limited options than SLBMs. It
is only realistic, however, to plan for a
reduced ICBM force. Such aforce should
be highly survivable for a prolonged pe-
riod after being alerted rather than immune
to a bolt from the blue attack. Both Midg-
etman and M-X could be deployed to meet
this criierion. Ideally, the single-warhead
Midgetman would be the preferred choice,
since de-MIRVing of ICBMs would en-
hance stability. As suggested above, a
much higher priority should be placed on
survivability, as compared to counterforce.
The small ICBM, however, will be an
expensive option. In the present budget
environment, cost considerations are likely
to govern, so we project the small ICBM
phasing in slowly. In 2000 we have a mix
of M-X and single-warhead missiles;
however, by the year 2005 we show the
ICBM force composed solely of small,
single-warhead missilcs.

Bombers will remain an important strate-
gic asset if we focus on targeting projection
forces because they have some inherent
capabilities against imprecisely located
targets that missiles do not have, and re-
sponse times for this target set are meas-
ured in hours, not minutes. This suggests
the need to retain a substantial, modemn
bomber force beyond the life of the B-52.
The B-1 program will be completed in a
few years, and the costs of this program are
largely sunk. We should seek to retain as
many B-Is as :iurvive peacetime attrition.
Because the B-1 has limitations as a pene-




trating bomber, the B-2 program should be
continued but, given its high cost and the
changing threat, a smaller number should
be purchased and rates of production re-
duced. A force of forty B-2 for 2000 and
2005 is postulated. If we keep a substantial
bomber force, bomber basing needs to be
improved because bombers must be able to
go on a high state of alert and sustain it for
some time if there is a crisis. As noted
above, the waming time is likely to be
hours or even days, rather than minutes;
therefore, bombers could be operated by
reserve forces with some budget savings.
Theater nuclecr forces (TNF) have tradi-
tionally been governed primarily by politi-
cal considerations. This will be true in the
future as in the past. The changing politi-
cal atmosphere in Europe, particularly in
Germany, already has left its mark on TNF
employment policy. In May 1990 the
NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG)
stated that “there is a diminishing need for
nuclear systems of the shortest range.'
Political considerations also have dictated
the point at which short-range nuclear
weapons would be used, as NATO's recent
adoptionofa**noearly firstuse™ policy and
the proposed withdrawal of nuclear artil-
lery demonstrates.

It seems clear that U.S. theater nuclear
forces in Europe will be reduced signifi-
cantly during the coming decade. If ground-
based systems are withdrawn, the prospect
of retaining any TNF in Europe will dim
further. Public antinuclear sentiments are
likely to grow now that East and West
Germany are unified and Soviet forces will
be leaving Eastern Europe and the CFE
agreement will bring conventional forces
into “parity.” However, the shape of the
future European security system is most
unclear at this juncture. Unitzd Kingdom
»1d French nuclear forces may well play a
larger role, but they caanot substitute for
U.S. nuclear forces in deterring the Sovi-
ets. It remains highly desirable, therefore,
to retain a reduced U.S. theater nuclear
posture in Europe as long as that is politi-
cally feasible because TNF continues to

provide an important link in the deterrent
chain. This fact seems to be recognized, at
least by NATO defense ministers. A re-
cent communique of the NPG emphasized
this assumption: “For the foreseeable fu-
ture, deterrence of war wili contiaue to
require ... an appropriate mix of ... conven-
tional and nuclear forces."

The most likely candidate for r=tention
is an air-delivered missile with a stand-off
capability. If Germany ultimately dec.des
to eliminate nuclear weapons from its ter-
ritory (and this is by no .neans certain).
these systems could be based in the United
Kingdom and peirhaps ~Isewhere. If pres-
sures increase to remove all nuclear weap-
ons from Europe, about 1,000 uir-deliv-
ered weapons should be retained in U.S.
inventories for redeployment for use with
dual-capable aircraft.
Submarine-launched cruise missiles could
be very useful against projection forces
and in maintaining the linkage between
longer range forces and the European thea-
ter as TNF deployed in Europe are reduced.
For this reason, and because of the great
difficulty in verifying the distinction be-
tween nuclear and conventional cruise
missiles, they should be protected from
anns-control limitations. However, ways
must be found to make this system more
responsive 1o the needs of the theater
commander if it is to play an important role
in theater deterrence.

Strategic defense deployments should be
deferred, but a vigorous research and
development (R&D) program continued.
A limited defense against ballistic missiles
now appears to be feasible, and such a
defense could limit damage from small
attacks by the Soviet Union and Nth coun-
tries. Such a defense would be costly.
Furthermore, there is a fundamental con-
flict between extended deterrence at lower
force levels and strategic defenses. On the
one hand, strategic defenses can be far
more effective if strategic offensive forces
are reduced. On the other hand. compa-
rable Soviet defenses will work well against
our limited options and thus complicate



the problem of making extended deter-
reace crediv & Strategic defense deploy-
ments seem very unlikely to obtain politi-
cal support in the current cnvironment:
therefore. on balance we would defer de-
ployment of active missile defenses. Fur-
ther R&D could remove many uncertain-
ties about cost and effectiveness that still
persist. and could help to detes new Soviet
strotegic programs. We would continue a
substuntial R&D program and protect the
option to conduct necessary testing. This
may require modifications to the Aatibal-
listic Missile treaty. We also would press
for duvelopmert of deployable theater
defenses that could deal with Nth country
threats, and would support deployment of
such defenses if they prove cost-effective.

Y. TRENDS IN NUCLEAR
EMPLOYMENT POLICY

Over the next several years it will be both
necessary and desirable to reshape nuclear tar-
geting policy. Much greater emphasis should
be given 1o targeting Sovict nonnuclcar mili-
tary forces, particularly those forces that the
Soviet Union employs to project power abroad.
Changes will be necessary for several reasons.

First, the overall U.S. strategic stockpile is
likely to decline substantially as a result of
public attitudes towards nuclear weapons,
budget pressures, and arms-control negotia-
tions. The target set to be covered will not
decline as rapidly. and this will force a recon-
sideration of targeting prioritics. For many
years strategic forces have been targeted against
four broad classes of targets: counterforce (i.e.,
counter-nuclear). leadership (this includes
command centers and related communications),
so-called other military targets (i.e.. nonnu-
clear forces). and urban-industrial targets. Over
the ycars privrities for targeting have changed,
but in recent vears the first two classes of
targets have received the highest priority, based
on the assumption that threats to destroy en-
emy nuclear forces and national leadership
have a high deterrent value. These prioritics
influcnce weapon system requircinents (e g,

increased demands for accuracy/yicld combi-
nations that can desiroy hardtargets). Inrecent
years they have also been an impontant driver
of command, control. communications. and in-
telligence (C'l) requirements (c.g., for rapid
target acquisition and retargeting). As our
stockpile of weapons declines, it will not be
possible tocover all of these target classes with
the same priority that we do today.

Sccond, some targets have hecome increas.
ingly difficult to destroy. Because nuclear
forces and leadership are assets that the Soviets
value highly, they have taken very effective
mcasures to protect their forces and command
and control. Their national command author-
ity can deploy rapidly to protected undeiground
shelters or mobile facilities. Their strategic
forces, most notably the rail-mobile $S-24 and
the road-mobile $S-285. are becoming increas-
ingly survivable. Our capacity to find these
targets is declining and, thus, the threat to
severcly damage them is becoming less cred-
ible as a deterrent. While the United States is
attempting to compensate for the defensive
mecasures that the Sovicts have undertaken—
for example, by improving the yield and accu-
racy of our weapons and the capacity to acquire
targets and retarget rapidly—the measures
required will be very cxpensive, and in aperiod
of increasing budget stringency, it looks like a
losing battle.

Third, some targets that we have tradition-
ally covered are declining in importance. The
Soviets have extensive plans to disperse their
forces prior to war initiation. Thus, many
military bases that were traditionally targeted
in our plans would havc little valuc once a war
began because the facilities will have been
vacated. (On the other hand, there will be many
targets with continuing military value, and
these are the ones we should focus on.) Be-
causc the Sovicts have maintained large re-
serve stocks of equipment in dispersed and
protected facilities, attacks on war-supporting
industries will have little military effect onthe
outconic of a short war.

Fourth, the theater nuclear forces, which
have been used traditionally to cover Sovict
projection forces, will decline both in numbers
and capability. The inodenmzation ol the ground-
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bascd theater nuclear stxkpile in Europe no
tonger 1v realistic becanse recent poalitical de-
velopments in the Soviet Uimon and Eastern
Europe have radically reduced Western per-
septions of the theeat. Furthermase, itis appar:
ent that theater nuclear force. based on the
continent of Europe and 1t wca will he furthes
rokaccd mver the neat several years. Taus if we
are (o mamtain a crediber nuclear threal to
Sovict proxechion fosces. more of this misson
will have to be accomplished with strategic
forges

Escn if e above factors did not compel a
change in targeting prlcy. these are reaums
why we shoukl want 0 place more emphasic on
projexsion fogces,

First. ningable tathreaten Soviet prayect-on
forces s dherctly relevant 1o the goal of deter-
nny war. rof juet nuclearwar The ohpeshve of
having a nuclear cagability to threaten Soret
projes tien fogces 1y oot primanly a tactical one
(1.0.. e wan a hattle). but rather a political one
(1c . to persunke the aggressof to change his
cafOrdations aud either net to atiack 10 the first
planc . toucase and desist 1f e haor  Iaeter-
rennc depends on being able to hold at nish,
asscts that the potential aggressor values and
dong thatcredibly. Covenibe trends dewcribed
above. threats to niclear forces and leadership
are becoming lessciedible A threat to proge
bon forees. whch the Senacts als value highly,
can sl be guite credible 1f s«cen in the appro
priate centet  In the fisst instance. deterring
convenfional attack 1< 2 task for our own con-
ventumal forces. and this tash shoulkd hecnme
casict wmith prinpective changes inthe conven:
tienal balance  Thus, we should not hase to
rely on pixbkeas fovces for deterreme of conven
bonat attack as mach as we have in the pass
But arma canirol will et remv.ec al symme -
tics. and past hintory suggests thas conven
tional deterrenac alone 1s nof rchiable Nawlear
weapan s prne 113k s that have far mote political
impact than consenhinnal deterrence standing
e

Yeroned, ancw emphanivon targehing proges -
hon fotees s consstent with a changing fone
paradigrn in which the »Jormnant threal 1s re
cunitistion of imhitary capabilitics War will
Por vane Lo Tekeby aned senipoee ot b fae 1

plausible as forges are reduced and withdrawn
from forward deployment. The<e conditions
arc becoming reality at o gincher prce than we
had envivioned even a few monins 2o Bul
war has not becnne impaxssible. nor 1411 hhely
to become o for as (az a3 we van e in the
future.  While 1n the recent past we were
concerned with the pesaibshits of shont-wam-
ing attacks for himited ohgectives, the more
hhely future vase 14 a larger-scale attach that
fallows weeks, 1f not months, of mobilization.
Specifically. we belseve 1t if the Sovact Unen
tscontemplat.ng remeMlization to attack inthe
future. 1t should face the pronpest that of it
Mk, Nk kear weapems conkd come into play .
But te make «uch a detersent threat credidle.,
muclear weapons planning nceds to he reshaped
and resiructhired to deter war, not gust nicleas
attack. There should be options fof sery him-
ned use of nucicar weagans against hases and
logistic Tacilitics that would suppeornt aggres.
son heyond Soviet botders, specifically tact
calair and ras al hases, major troop conkentra-
hons, and foiste facibties  In developing
such plans we mun take Ini: acount the
perssitality that tmay be pohitcally unacceps:
ab.c to target Soviet forces in 1 astern Eurnge
with naclcdr weapons, even in an invason, if
the Soviets have not used nuclcar weapons
themselses  Thus. we must have options 1that
ing hide 1nitial ase on Soviet ternitory

Thind. avouding attackhs on Soviet strategi
figces provides for greater stability.  In the
future nixclear regame. stability should becom.:
an even maote important critenion fir forge
thesign thar in the past  Among other things
this arnplies very high suesovabilin, for the
nus lcar forees and their supporting infrastria -
t:re We want our pwn forces o e highly
sirvivable inacn s siation and, 1f we really
vahee slabiiiny. we want the other sk’ Torce (o
e highly sarvivable o We o not want him
to b tempted to laune b a precmpive strihe 1n
asfivshecatuse e com liude s thatthaasabetier
optionthanwaiting 1 Nirat atoke stability 14t
e a mapyr sirategic ohechise, there mnst be
highsurvivability forihe nik lear Togges of et
swdes  [tmeans that dehiberale nulear disarn
INg atae ks become implausible. s not e

vl



Fouth. an cmphasis on targeting projection
forces provades Mg a more moral postiere. The
reopercd pohicy ultimately cnvisions mue-h
lower force Ievels. amd thus the primpect of
eventually reaching levels that coulid preclud
Armageddon.  Mcanwhile. if neither ade’s
awlear forees are threatened. incentives for a
first strike will P lowered. The suggested
policy alsr would place more emphasis on
targeting  wembatants rather than civilsans.
Andif weapons were specifically ik agned and
tasgcted for the parpose of selectively destpy -
ing comhat Torces. there 1s the potential for
redixed collateral damage

Fath. the propimed poixy provades @ dess
demanding technological challenge than the
presentpolicy. We have noted that the presernt
policy requires Mtacking hardencd command
cenicrs amd mobile missiles. The technnlog -
cal demands 1o achieve these obgectives with
confidenue arc very great amd will likely prove
o b unachicyable under prorpective budget
comtraints  Finding and attacking projection
frgces in the fickd presents ity own techncat
challenges. but these are not as demanding
Fix crampic. 11 58 not pecessary to find and
atiach all thecateming units of to destroy the
entire urid in onder 1o achxeye meanmyful military
reults  dmitial strikes shomld fimus on one or
twn of the ment threatening salients and the
Mascs sapperting thene thrusts  In akhition,
planning shoak) lahe 100 s ount the iImpat af
both conventional and ninlcar weapons on
pragection forces  In this 1oapect there 1y a
difference from measunng the impact of ny-
clear weapon s on other 1ypes of Largets that are
Aot whpedt to penna beas atta h  Finally, given
the prychological impaet of nuclear weapons,
very few weapons may suffice 1o achicve the
devured pohitical obective o cause the ag-
gress 10 fesondes the conte amd risks of
aggression  faier in this repot there 1+ an
cvample af how such limited attachs might he
dcagned

Finally. the fovus on pragection forces pro
viddes a devirable couplmg hetween auchear and
sk deas Torees  The threat of mlear use
Agdmat general pnet ose figees 14 intemded 1o
wipplement the role of conventional fisees

TE e b i e, e e Brae bee and

alone. as dones the misaion of destroying nu-
clear forees and leadership And if we are able
10 mantain adegiate nonnuclear forces. in-
cluding the capability to mohslize these forces
rapidly. the Linited States will become less
dependent on naclear forees in the futuie,

Vi, AN ILLUSTRATIVE NUCLEAR
TARGETING ANALYSIS

Inthe Appendin. | descnibe three illustrative
jargeting policies (casest, which are based o
the assumption that there will be substantial
reductions af stralrgic mctcar forces by the
year 200K, and further reductions hy 2008,
Pemtulated strategic foree levels under this
assumption are described in Table A-] of the
Appendin. A similar propection for theater
nuclear fiwsesivin Tabke A-la. These projec-
tons aye offered as plausible ifevelopments in
the political -military conte st described above,
not as a presliction or as a preferred outcome.
O cpurse, there could be many variar.s in the
size and mie of forces,

The three illustrative targeting plans are s
played in Tables A1 A-111. and A-IV. They
arc not recommendations but postulates de-
signed te stimulaie thinking and analyas. The
targe! lisis are notional and differ with ca:h
case, depemhing on the underlying strategy of
the targeting plan and the number of weapons
availible Whike these are net “real” target Insts,
§ helicve that the figures used are reatonahly
clime toreabty. However, §dud not use classi
ficd data i nrder (o permit casicr handling and
wider distnbution nf this ccport. The plans are
decribed 1n greater detanl 1n the Appendis.
They are smnmanscil here.

‘The Niestcase 1sdesigneatoillusirate how we
nnght alter existing cployment policy if we
were forced tocarry it with $ 000D weapons
The prionitecs remain as they are today with the
fovus im nuciear fosces amd leadership targets.
The pintulated force s S.000 weapons with 10
perent s reserve While the bulk of the
wrapims are targeted on nucleas forces. Fhave
thed in all of these cases to aviud creating a
carratire 10 which all weapons are alkwated to
asinplecatrpors Thiscaee asdoes ihe othrrs



has twao scenarom; one 18 i Niest-ise sendnio
with forces intact, amd the second i o retab.
Ao seenario with pattally damaged forees.

The sccond case takes the same number of
weapons bul shifis the targeting to Sosiet pro.
rection forces. which | have divaded into tour
categornics tactical air bases. naval bases, troop
comeenirations. and hines »f communicatic n
1LOCH A troup concentration is an identified
target that might require one weapon (c.g.. .l
few tanks of an ariltery haiteryy  An L.OC
targ= 1s o facihity of transportation nade that
would reguire a single weapon. Inthiscase the
number of weapons allovated to g secure re-
senve foree 1v invicased to 219 percent of the
inmal insentory.

The third case deals with a LiND-weapon
inventory  Tazgeting rs dhstnbuted over all
clavees of targets, but fewer targets can bhe
covered thon in the ire two vases because of
the smaller initial inventory  In this case 18
prrcent of the weapems are held in fesense in the
first-use seenane and 1) percent in the retah-
AN s oNAfin

I draw swveral tentative conclusions from
this analysis

- Atalevelof SINEweapons it will become
novessary o redine signifisantly cither
latgetcovetage o, the nasmber of targets
soveredior targeling reslundancy (e the
nuniber of weapone pertargety This will
fivce o reconsideration of Largeling prof -
tics  Nevertheles  wt a level of 000
weapons we can whequately mect the goals
and roles for miklcar weapons tat arc
postudated in Section 11 assuning that
Nesvacl lores are af ighly the «ame level
S ouf own

O the other haml. this prelimnnary analy -
siv anpgests that a level of 1300 weapons
wonlil not be safficient te support an e
tended deterrens e sieategs - Abdis leselt
v nceesaary torely pennanly on counter
value targehing fog delerreme
pesiual above, 3 lelicve Bos s not conas
tent wath an edended deterrena e strategy
Atthe 3 000 weagem bovel we cannet do
vty pemnd e ol Comntertoroe Gageting

As Ay

t: we are e able G e that sery well

today Therelore, Lconclude that. as forves
arc reduced. there should be ahigher prios-
ity gaven to Sovict projection forces and a
seducesl prionty tocounter-nuclear Girget-
ing  The reasons for 1his concluvion are
claborated on in Sectin V'

- With lower furee levels the multiplics ef -
fect of goad C'] becornes cven more im-
portant. For cxaniple. i1 18 casicr to accep
less targeting icdundancy 1f we can follow
inchivicdual weapons and cnsure thal they
have arnived at their targets.

« As foree Tevels dechne, the survivability
of indis kdual missiles and aircraft besomes
cven mote important 1o stability.

Vil. ADDITIONAL WORK NEEDED

The force propections  andd the targeting
analysisthat I have usedare very crmnde Jtwas
donc toillustrate what a START H force could
look ike and how it might be targeted  Many
orher vanants can and should be run Further-
more. thisanaly as finuscil ontargetcoverage.
I did not have the resources to do damage
analyus. 1 hope this will be done by others,
usng thss work as a starting pannt.

One 1ght o look at several pinable START
I outcomes. There also should he more atien-
ton desoted to defenses than | coulit do bese.
I winid like 1o clabarate further on how the
threstof nuclearuse couldaffedt reconstituntion
of farces, and jast what shombd he targeted of
Eadern Eunspe isoff-hinnts Farthermore. the
targeting should be redone uung fa¢ inore
sophisheated meadels and techmigues than | had
avatlablc tome. We alsonzed tsconsider how
tma b crons tarpeting i reguired 1o hedge againd
fahires 1in one sy s

NSOTES ANSD REFERESCES
P Sensine Som N, dromm LS Senate flowr

speech, 29 March 1000

2 b l.'\.!lll;'lc see the famiongs el J- by,
Nobert St Sonaa
Coceape heaan and Cegatd S, S

M Corrye Mol



chear Weapons amd the Atlaniie Alliance,”
Foreign Affarrs (Spring 19821

The figure of 1,000 i heing used increas-
ingly by delfense analysts as an ultnnate
target for START - luctions [t has hintle
analytic. { support. aithough a Brod ings
Institntion ssudy 1n VORK did examine 1this
lev'l  Sec Michacl M. May. Geosge F.
Bing. and John D. Steinbruninet Serdts
Armis Reshctions (Washington. D C.: The
Hrookwags Institution. 198%).

For example. foimer Ambaciades Ralph
Earle has suggosted such a program, point

ing out that a successful attack on an M-X
misate would chminate 1en warheads,
whercas a successfid attach on a Trident
buat could clinunate almoat 20 times that
many. Kalph Earle. "START Should Not
Bc the End.” Defenie New s 129 Febuary
198X

Froon NATO Nukar Plann.ng Group come
muniguc, spuoted mthe New York Times (3
Tuly "990).

4. Quoted in the Warhington Posr 113 May

(990 p. AT,



APPENDIX

A DESCRIPTION OF THE VARGETING-PLANS

The projected nuclear foree postures uscd in

the analyees are ssmmisrized in Fables A-l
Al ik snonale Tor these postulated torves
i e todth in Secton 1Y

The analvsis covers Ihree cases, with s\
wenarios incachease T Wine L ase avwairne
an inventon oF L0 weapons amd wnphasize:
targeting < Mveet nuchear tomeni Tabie A-11)
Ten percent of the inventany is allated o s
sweure fo oy fodee. The second case atao
QSN an L entony ot S.000 weapony. hit
the cmphasis in targeting s prages hon forces
and tiw secuie Teserve fone 20 peieent oof the
il tarce Clable N WL In the third case the
mvenirs inoily VOO weapons . andtherer
secure resenyeal 18 pereent. whi hdectines to
Inpercemtidlowing a Seceenfirstsuike fToble
A-{Vy

& cah of the three cisses there o twin
weddnion The finvi seenarivasuer U8 firg
uw 1l nuclear weapon The size M the tinst
srke and the tangers difer in eah vase. &
PCRAINE o thedargetmg s iives  The we-
wid wedarie s retaliaey vase inwhich same
U8 fosces have been lost to a Soviet fira
sy e ragets for retaliation vary in cach
vawe depending on the objectives of the plan.

Hecause in all cases the inventory of U,
weapons is far lower than it is today. the
number of targets covered has had to be re-
duced. Some of the reductinns in the target fist
result from the comparable START reductions
in Sovict strategic forces. Inothes ciases | have
misde my own rough judgments as to baw ta
redduce the turget list.

In adl ciases more than one weapon is allo-
cated for cach target, and this is specifically
indicated in the tahics as a weapon allocation
ratn. Thisallocation is to take uccouns of three
factors: the hardness of certuin nuckcar und
leadership tusgets that sequires more than one
weapon per target, the relishility of the weap-
onssystenis (generally 8O pescent). and air andd

missil: defepses. The amounl of this Cross
targeting is less than s peacticed in cument
steale gic planming, but this 1s one of the penal-
Ve Of reduced force levels, particularly pro-
auun cdinciase 3. The impact of reduced cross
targcting can be minimized by using weapons
with high single-hot kill probabilitses and by
improved ('l that could trach weapons (o
targets and permit replacing only those weap-
ons which we know faif to reach their targets.

Itisassumedthat all ground-based TNF have
been removed from Europe by the year 2000,
Aui-delivered weapons remain in 2000, but arc
chonnated by 2008, Even if some air-deliv-
ered nuclear capability remained in the theater,
it would not be prudent tocount on the surviva-
bility of many of the bases and the aircraft (rom
winch these weapons would be delivered.
Submasinc-launched cruise missiles alvo re-
main, but we have assumed that their role
would be in the secure reserve force. Thus. in
ciases 2 and Y there is provision for a capability
tor selective cnployment in the strategic forces
a0 that thev can, in effect. exccute sclective
ciployment plans.

in all cases 200-250 Icadership targets are
covered. Even though it is very difficult 10
targe the national leadership with high confi-
dence of success und even though we probably
shouk! not attach those targets while there is @
chance to negotiate, § believe they should be
covered because the threat to destroy leader-
shiphis a very high deterrent value. In light of
recent changes in the Soviet political system
we need to reconsider what Icadership targets
should reccive priogity (i.c., party or adminis-
trative leadership).

In all cases S00-600 urban-industrial targets
are covered. ‘The threat to urhan-industrial
turgets represents  the  ultimate  detcrrent.
However, employing this threat would almost
certainly bring comparable retaliation an the
United States.  For this reason 1 trcat the



cvecation of this option as a last resort in all
wemarios. withholding execution even in the
retaliatinn wcenarios.

Case )

‘The assumptionson whichcise | isbased are
given helow,

1. A START Il agreement hias reduced the
strategic forces on both wdes to S.(00 actul
withcads. The LS. force is weighted ta sea-
basing tsee Tuble Al The Sovies force is
weiglted towards mobile land- based missiles.
While the forees differ, both are highly surviv-
ablc.

2. There are two scenarios. In both scenar-
ios, 10 percent of the inventory is assigned to a
seeure reserve fore. That foree is not specift
cally targeted.  The first scenaria assunics
initial use by the United States. The attack of
about 3.200 weapons concentrutes on Spviet
strategic forces and Icadership, but same gen-
crial purpose forees also are targeted. About
1,300 weapons are witheld for retaliatory
strikes. primarily against urban-industrial tar-
geis. general purpose forees, and mobilce stra-
tegic forces that cannot be identificd ond tar-
geted in a first strike.

1. Inthe retaliation scenario the focus still is
on targeting Soviet nuclear forces, but fewer
forces can he targeted because the United States
has fewer weapons surviving. Furthermore, it
is assumed that the Soviets will lave launched
their most vulnerable forces in the first strike,
lcaving fewer counter-nuclear targets. in the
initial retaliation there is a withhold on urban.
industrial targets and national lcadership, and
on somie air defenses associated with these
targets.  Also, there is a withhold on some
gencral purpase foree targets that are not di-
rectly involved in the current operation.

4. Weapons are allocated sa that the strategic
force targets receive priority. However, there
is less crons targeting than there would be today
because of the limited inventary. For the same
reason, fewer targets are covered, but it
alvo is asstimed that the number of Soviet
strstegic forces hias been reduced in accard

witha START Il agrcement. and thus there arc
fewer targets in this category than there are
tday.

Case 2

1. The approuch in case 2 is yuite diffcrent
from that in case 1. We begin with an initial
inventory of 000 weapons, butin this case 20
pereent is allocated 1o a secure reserve force.
We assume that the many uncentaintics in the
strategic situation, including the presence of
many mobilc targets and the cxistence of a
number of small nuclear pawers, dictates a
larger rescrve force. Furthermore, the targot-
ing prioritics arc changed to place much gres, er
cmphusis on projection forces. This is ace m-
plished by allocating weapons to a larger nur nber
of conventional foree targets and reducing the
number of nuclear force targets. Still, several
hundred nuclcar force targets are covered. but
fur fewer than in case 1.

2. In the first scenario the United States
initiates limited strikes against Soviet general
purposc forces. Initial strikes are intended to
resiore deterrence by changing the calculations
of the attacker, not to acfeat the altack as such.
However, this requires that the attacks have a
dramatic military impact, thus demonstrating
both a capability and resolve to severely dis-
rupt the attackes’s strategy. At the same time
wc want todemonstrate resiraint in these initial
attacks and 10 leave a great deal still at risk.
Thus, initial strikes are limited to the most
threatening ground, air, and naval forces.

1. The initial attack is dirccted at a limited
number of tactical ais bases. naval bases, ground
force targets, and logistics bases und choke
points that support the most threatening thrust
or thrusts. The precise forces 1o be attacked and
the scule of the attack would depend on the
scenitria. A key question is whether to plan to
attack ground forces in the ficld that arc diffi-
cult to target and thus are not included in
today‘s plans. 1 believe an effort should be
madec to develop capabilities to target maneu-
ver units in the ficld, but cven if this proves
impossible there are u number of fixed targets



that can be attucked with the objective of
severcly impeding the objectives of Sovicet
proje.tion torces.

4. Another issuc is whether initial strikes
would be in the Soviet Union or in the arca
where Soviet forces are attacking. We cannot
be surc what would be required by a given
scenario.  Thus, we should have plans with
sufficient fle ibility to permit cither withholds
or use on friendly territory and on Soviet
tcrritory.

S. Therc are provisions for afctlow-on strike
in this scenanio that could incliude both restrikes
on :nitial rargets or strikes on new targets.
Substanti:d forces are withhelo for intrawar
deterrence. These should be th~ most surviv-
able forces, namely the submarines. Thus,
boribers s nd ICBMs are used in tiie initial and
follow-or. strikes. .

6. The iccond scenario is a retaliation case.
In this ca «c we assume that the Sovicts launch
a counter‘orce strike against our land-based

nuclear forces. which leaves us with 3,650
strategic weepons. In retaliation we attack a
broad range of targets, but withhold against
urban-industrial targets. national command
and control. and some general purpose forces
that are not relevant to the current scenario.

Case 3

Incase 3 the inatial inventary is 3.(00 weap-
ons of which 15 percent is placed in a strategic
reserve, The focus in targeting is on projection
forces and leadership, but the list covered is
substantially less than in the first two cases
because the inventory of available weapons is
reduced. In the retaliatory case we are forced to
reduce the secure reserve force to 10 percent to
obtain even minimal tasget covenige, and a
high percentage of the surviving weapons are
allocated to countervalue targets,
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Table A-l. Projected Nuclear Force Postures: 1995-2005

Strategic Forces
1995 2000 2008
Launchers Warheads Launchers Warheads Launchets Warheads

Minuteman Il .- . . . - .
Minuteman lit 400 1200 200 200
Peacekaepel (M-X) 50 500 50 500 - .
Midgetman . . 100 100 300 300

Subtotai 450 1700 350 800 300 300
Poseidon C/C4 96 768 . - . .
Trident C4 192 1538 192 1344 192 960
Trident 05 120 960 182 1536 192 768

Subtotal 408 3264 384 2880 384 1728
Total Missiles 858 4964 724 3880 684 2028
B-52 G/H (Non-ALCM)
B-52G (ALCM) - -
B-52H (ALCM) 93 1860 -
B-18 67 1940 90 800 60 600
B-2 10 100 40 400 40 400

Subtotal, bombers 200 3900 130 1300 100 1000

TOTAL - Strategic Forces 1058 8864 864 4980 764 3028




Table A-la. Projected Nuclear Force Postures: 1995-2005

Theater Nuclear Forces
1995 2000
Launchers Warheads Launchers Warheads Launchars Wiarheads
Europe
INF Misslies 0 0
Lance/Foliow-On o Lance 0 0
Antitlery 500 0 -
AircrattGravity Bombs 1000 500 0
Shon-Range Attack
Missiles/Tactical 0 0 0
Maritime Aircraft/Weapons 1000 200 200
Tomahawk Land Attack
Missiles/Nuclear 400 400 400
Subtotai 2900 1100 600
Other Than Europe
Lance 35 0 0
Atillery 750 500 0
AicratyGravity Bombs 1000 750 5NN
Short-Range Attack
Missiies/Tacticat 0 0 0
Maritime Aircratt/Weapons 1500 500 200
Tomahawk Land Attack
Missiles/Nuclear 350 350 350
Subtotai 3835 2100 1050
TOTAL Theater Nuclear Forces 8535 3200 1650
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Table A-ll. Case 1 - Targeting 5,000 Strategic Warheads - Counteiforce Emphasis

Initia! Use
Reserve Force ol 10% = 500
Balance to target: 4,500

_ Weapons Employed

Target: Totai Weapon Total Eollow-On Strikes
Targe: Allocation Weapons initial New
Set Ratio Allocated Strike Restrike Targets Withhold

Tactical Air Bases 110 1.2 132 110 Not Applicable 22
Naval Bases 15 1.2 18 15 3
Ground Force Targets 250 1.2 300 250 50
Lines ot Communication 250 1.2 300 250 50
Strategic Misslles 750 20 1500 1250 250
Strategic Bomber Bases 350 1.2 420 400 20
Strategic Command-Control 200 1.2 240 225 1§
Nuclear Suppon 350 1.2 420 400 20
Leadership 250 1.5 375 250 10
Air and Missile Defense 85 1.2 78 60 13
Industry 800 1.2 720 0 720

Total 3190 4503 3210 1203
Retaliation:
Surviving Weapons 3,650
Reserve Force of 10% = 385

Baiance to Target: 3,285
Total Weapon Total
Target Allocalion Weapons Retallatory
Set Ratio Allocaied Strike Withhoid

Tactical Air Bases 100 1.2 120 90 30
Naval Bases 15 1.2 18 15 3
Ground Force Targets 125 1.2 150 120 30
Lines of Communication 125 1.2 150 120 30
Strategic Missiles 450 20 900 900 0
Strategic Bomber Bases 300 1.2 360 360 0
Strategic Command:Control 200 1.2 240 240 0
Nuclear Support 250 1.2 300 300 0
Leadership 250 1.5 375 250 125
Air and Missile Defense 60 1.2 72 60 12
Industry 500 1.2 600 0 600

Total 2375 3285 2455 830
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Table A-ll. Care 2 - Targeting 5,000 Strategic Warheads - Emphasis on Projection Forces

Initial Use
Reserve Force of 20% = 1,000
Balance to Target: 4,000

Weapons Empioyed
Eallow-On Strikes

Target: Totai Weapon Totai
Target Allocation Weapons Initial New
Set Ratio  Allocated Strike Resirke Targels  Withhold

Tactical Air Bases 250 1.2 300 12 12 12 264
Navai Bases 25 1.2 35 2 2 2 29
Ground Force Targets 550 1.2 650 12 12 24 612
Lines ot Communication 550 1.2 660 12 12 24 612
Strategic Missiles 100 20 200 - - - 200
Strategic Bomber Bases 200 1.2 240 - - - 240
Strategic Command-Control 150 1.2 160 - - - 160
Nuclear Support 350 1.2 420 - .- - 420
Leadership 250 20 500 - - - 500
Air and Missile Defense 65 1.2 85 10 10 10 55
Industry 600 1.2 720 - .- - 720

Total 3090 4000 48 48 72 3832
Retaliation:
Surviving Weapons 3,650
Reserve Force of 20% = 730

Balance to Target: 2,920
Total Weapon Tetal
Target Ailocation Weapons Reta .dory
Set  Ratio Aliocated  Siriey Withhold

Tacticat Air Bases 150 1.2 160 9% 50
Navai Bases 16 1.2 20 5 5
Ground Force Targets 350 1.2 420 360 60
Lines ol Communication 350 1.2 420 3€0 60
Strategic Missiles 100 1.5 150 150 0
Strategic Bomber I3ases 200 1.2 240 24) 0
Strategic Command-Control 100 1.2 120 129 0
Nuclear Support 300 1.2 360 A 0
Leadership 250 14 350 250 100
Air and Missile Lefense 50 1.2 60 60 0
Industry 500 1.2 600 0 600

Totat 2366 2920 2045 875
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Table A-IV. Case 3 - Targeting 3,000 Strategic Warheads

Initial Use
Reserve Force of 15% = 450
Balarce to Target: 2,500

w ng Empl
Target: Totai Weapon Total Follow-On Strikes
Target Allocation Weapons initial New
Set Ratio Allocated Strike Restrike Targets Withhold

Tacticai Air Bases 150 1.2 180 12 12 12 144
Naval Bases 15 1.2 16 2 2 2 10
Ground Force Targets 400 1.2 480 12 12 24 432
Lines of Communication 400 1.2 480 12 12 24 432
Strategic Missiies 0 1.2 0 - - - 0
Strategic Bomber Bases 0 1.2 0 - - - 0
Strategic Command-Control 50 1.2 60 - - - 60
Nuclear Suppont 200 1.2 240 . - - 240
Leadership 250 1.2 300 - - - 300
Air and Missile Defense 60 1.2 72 10 10 10 42
Industry 600 1.2 720 - - - 720

Total 2125 .. 2548 48 48 72 2380

Retaiiatory Strike:
Surviving Weapons 2,250
Reserve Force of 10% = 225
Balance to Target: 2,025
Total Weapon Total
Target Ailocation Weapons Retaliatory
Set Ratio  Ailocated  Strike Withhold

Tacticai Air Bases 150 1.2 160 165 15
Navai Bases 15 1.2 18 15 3
Ground Force Targets 300 1.2 360 340 20
Lines of Communication 300 1.2 360 340 20
Strategic Missiles 0 - 0 - 0
Strategic Bomber Bases 0 - 0 - 0
Strategic Command-Controi 24 1.2 28 28 0
Nuclear Support 160 1.2 192 192 0
Leadership 200 1.2 240 180 60
Air and Misslle Defense 40 1.2 48 40 8
Industry 500 1.2 600 0 600

Totai 1689 2026 1300 726




