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Reexamining Nuclear Policy in a Changing
World

Leon Sloss

L. INTRODUCTION

My purpose in writing this report is to de-
velop a rationale for a new nuckcar employment
policy and force structure adapted tothe 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 strategy, | shall examine
some broader security issues first. The ex-
tremely rapid changes that aie occurring in the
intemational environment will require a thor-
ough revisionin U.S. national security sirategy
and force posture. This will be a complex task
because there is more uncertainty about the
future than we have 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 issues and trends
that seem likely to affect nuclear employment
policy and weapons requirements.

The underlying thesis of this report is that
nuclcar weapons will he required for the forc-
sccable future, and thus we must continue to
think about how they might be employed. The
roles of nucicar weapons will change, how-
ever, and it will hbe possible to accomplish
those roles with far fewer nucicar weapons than
we have today. Both our nuclear posture and
nuclecar employsnent policy must change radi-
cally to accommodate to changing conditions,

While the predominant role of nuclcar weap-
ons will continue 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 ncw sccurity
relationship with the Soviet Union and other
nations.

| 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 repont also postulates a
future strategic force posture and illustrates
how such forces might be employed in support
of revised roles and goais. 1y ill coaclude with
some suggestions for further analysis.

1l. CHANGING INTERNATIONAL
CONDITIONS

Political Changes

The dramatic changes in Eastern Europe over
the past year have, in effect. demolished the
Warsaw Pact, and the close ties betweer. the
Soviet Union and its former satellites have
been severed. The Warsaw Pact no longer
cnists as a viable military alliance. Within the
Soviet Union itself, glasnost and perestroika
have altered Soviet priorities. The Soviet
leadership is focused on achieving economic



reform and containing nationalist separatism,
icaving little room for foreign adventures and
giving ncw cmphasis to achieving cconomices
in defensc.

German unification has profoundly altered
the political-military map of Europe. A new
economic and political power in Central Eu-
rope has been created that will overshadow its
necighbors, and this prospect i+ creating new
tensions inthe West. Furthermosc, 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 wcakening the cohesior. of
NATO, causing many to question its 'clc-
vance. In panticular, therc are growing pres-
sures on both sides of the Atlantic to sharply
reduce U.S. forces and nuclear weapons in
Europe. The declining sense of threat is also
causing Western nations to shift prioritics from
dcfense to other issues (e.g., econornic growth
and the cnvizonment).

As security concemns decline, 'J.S. military
power will inevitably become le:ss relevant in
our relations with other natioas.  Economic
issues arc assuming increasing importance, but
the United States is no longer the dominant
cconomic power 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 than we have been accustomed to. Still,
the United States will be an imponant and
influential power, and our nuclear weapons
will continue to play u role in protecting U.S.
sccurily interests and promoting intcrational
stability.

Military Changes

The Soviet threat to nations on its periphery
has declined markedly. but the Soviet Un.on
remains @ powerful military power. Fac.ors
contnthuting 1o a reduced threat include:

- Reductions in Soviet forces in Europe (and,
tramuchlesserextent, inthe Far East) and
the prospect of further reductions as a
result of arms-control ncgediations and
unilawral actions.

- The demise of the Warsaw Pact und the
char.ges in the military geography of Cen-
tral Europe. The Soviets. will no longer be
atlc 1o mount a short-w arning attack from
the new positions to which they are with-
drawing.

- Soviet preoccupation 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 1970s and
accelerated in the: 1980s. Soviet leaders, who
once argucd th:st nuclcar weapons would be
decisive in any future war, now appear to see
less military utility in nuclcar weapons. The
disaster at Caernoby! has had a major impact
on Sovict thinking, casting further doubt on the
utility of nuclear weapons and raising new
cuncemns about the consequences of a major
war. The Sovict leadership appears willing to
make substantial reductions in both straiegic
and theater nuclear forces, but there is littie
cvider.ce that they are prepared to climinate
their nuclear weapons, despite some rhetoric to
the contrary, Furthermore, Sovicel ilitary
plariners continue to develop and refine plans
for fighting with nuclear weapons, and major
programs for modemnizing their nucleur forves
arc proceeding.

Changes in the Sovict posture alreaa, have
increased waming time. Additional prospec-
tive changes resulting from the Conventional
Forces in Europe (CFE) negotiations will fur-
ther increase waming time and confidence in
waming. This will make it possible for the
West to reduce active forces and to rely more
heavily on force potential and mobilization
capabilities. However, the West has yet 1o
adapt its planning or its posturc to these new
realitics. Because defense planning today is
dominatcd by shont-tesm considerations, nota-
bly budget pressures. it will be very difficult to
adjust forces and plans tothe new conditions in
a rational fashion.



The prospect of u more equal conventional
force balance in Central Europe should make it
possible for NATO to rely less on nuclear
weapons. Still, there will semain arequirement
1o offset Sovict nuclear power so that there is
no tempiation 10 use i either politically (c.g..
for coercion) 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.

Proliferation 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 thut ncver before had them. This mises
the prospect that future conflicts in the third
world couid involve modam wcapons, con-
verting what in the past might have been a
minor operation for the United States into one
with major risks. Second, the decline of bipo-
larity may cause nations that once sought secu-
rity in an alliance framework to seek their
sccurity independently. If nations such as
Germany or Japan lost confidence in U.S.
security guarantees and began to develap their
own nuclear capabilitics, this would be pro-
foundly destabilizing.

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

Objectives

In the circumstances described above our
security strategy should have three main objec -
tives. Farst, it should contribute 1o balancing
Sovict military power and dissuading them
from reconstituting that power in the changed
threat conditions already described. Second, it
should contribute 1o s1ability in Europe 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 anms. There will also
be new security problems to confront. The
United States nceds to shape its strategy and
force posture to take advantage of opportuni-

ties to control and reduce arms, but also 10
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 waming. Thus, we can begin to reshape
our strategy and restructure our forces with this
in mind.

We must now assume that substantial forces
and nuclzar weapons will be withdrawn from
Europe. It 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
eslimatcs, the amount of waming time that we
can expect in Europe already has increased
fromtento 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
reserve 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 estimates of wamning time
demand. These safeguard measures will not
only permit us to respond to waming, but will
also helptodeter reconstitution 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 to allics and gives us a voice in the
emerging. changed Europe. However, we must



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

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 heavy divisions rapidly (c.g.,
ten divisions in ten days). We will need 1o work
out new plans, consistent with prospective
charges in the U.S. force posture. in conjunc-
tion with our allies.

There will be a need to maintain some ground,
air, and naval forces at a high state of readiness
to deal with contingencies outside of Europe,
but the bulk of the forces need not be at high
levels of alent. 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 to 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 some
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 believe is no longer necded
or is no longer credible.’

The view reflected in this report is that nu-
clear weapons still have an important role to
play in deterning war, not just nuclear war, even
if the conventional balance is improved. A
number of factors have prevenied a 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 weapons have played an impontant role
in deterrence of war, and we should be very
cautious about abandoning that role even if the
threat now appears less imminent.  Nuclear
weapaons have also played a role in reassuring
our allies of our cormmitment to their defense;
such reassurance can help curb pressures for
proliferation.  The need for reassurance is
particularly impostant when the world faces so
muchuncertainty and change. Finally, nuclear
weapons, by providing a sense of security, can
facilitate the process of developing a new secu-
rity relationship between East and West. This
isancw role, not yet well understood, but it will
be of growing importance.

A second issue is how to maintain deterrence
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 1o carry it out. For nuclear
weapons to play their role in deterrence and war
termination, we must be able to present an
adversary with the credible prospect of nuclear
escalation should U.S. territory or interests, or
those of our allies, be threatencd. If the penal-
ties and risks that we pose are to be credible,
thcre must be some probability that they will be
irvoked. Therefore, the response must be
proportional to the issues involved. If there are
no options for force employment other than a
massive, general attack on cities, the threat
becomes self deterring. Thus, we should con-
tinuc to have a varicty of nuclear options avail-
able to respond to aggression, ranging from
very limited attacks 1o large-scale responses.,

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



and conditions. 1 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 have
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 necessary to make choices. I suggest
in Seciion V that in these circumstances the
United States should reduce the priority given
to counter-nuclear targeting and adopt a new
emphasis on largeting projection forces.

With the emergence of a new conventional
balance in Europe, it should be possible to deter
aggression (now an even more remote possibil-
ity) withreduced reliance on nuclear weapons.
I have noted above that the risk of a surprise
attack is receding. The emphasis in our plan-
ning should be on a possible conflict thai
follows mobilization of Sovict forces. The
objective of our strategy under this scenario is
1o convey to the Soviets the notion that pro-
ceeding with mobilization would involve risks
incommensurate with their objectives. Our
first lire 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 bick-
ground.

As long as hostilities remain on the conven-
tional level, we want the idea of nuclear use 1o
be credible but distant. Resorting to massive
retaliation over increased mobilization activity
would be unbelievable; it would also b an
overreaction on our part. Itis important to gear
the threat we present to the situation at hand.
Conscquently. employment of nuclear weap-
ons should be a last resort; if they are em-
ployed, there should be plans and capabilities
that would permit us to sirike selectively. These

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

The Nth Country Problem

In light of the ever-growing membership in
the nuclear club, the prospect of hostilities with
smaller powers 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 more suphisti-
cated than that of any Nth country, Such
superiority will serve to rid the lendership of
the N'th country of the delusion that their nu-
clear capability will act as an equalizer in
dealing with the United States, Strategic de-
fenaes can also be imporntant in conveying such
a message. 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 farger nuclear capabilities,
the superpowers will need to consider limiting
reductions in their arsenals, thereby possibly
defining how far cuts can go in any follow-on
to the Stratcgic 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/reassurance/
enablement roles described above? Many will
argue that the details of the nuclear posture—
what kinds of weapons, where they are de-
ployed. and how they might be employed—are
relatively unimportant 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 are
relatively unimportant.  This report proceeds
from the assumption that details are impontant,
that not just any glob of nuclear weapons will
meet the goals and roles described above. A
suggested nuclear posture, which is designed
to maintain extended deterrence, is described
below. Obviously, there are a number of
possible nuclear postures that could be consis-
tent with that goal: 1 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 next decade. We should welcome
reductions it they result in equitable and stable
outcomes. As the level of nuclear forces is
reduced. the forces that remain must meet very
high standards of survivability and safety. We
will no longer be able to rely ns much on
numbers to ensure survivability as we have in
the past. Instrategic anms-control negotiations
we should uctive ]y promote greater tirst-strike
stability, meaning more survivable postures. If
we are successful in this goal, the result will be
an crosion of counterforce capabilities on both
sides. This will incevitably have an impact on
cemployment 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 permit
substantial savings. 1 will discuss this further
in connection with the postulated force pos-
ture.

In thinking about the future nuclear force
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 force posture three
oreven four decades from now. Second, while
substantial reductions in nuclear forces seem
likely, for rcasons noted above, it would be
neither prudent nor practical to make such
reductions in a few years, If we want to ensure
that future force postures wiill 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-I (strategic forces) and A-la (thea-
ter nuclear forces) in the Appendix cover the
period 1995 10 2005 in five-y¢ar incre. nents. It
is assumed that a START agreement will be
negotiated soon and will take effect around
1995. A further assumption is that budgetary
constraints and public pressures are likely to
force additional reauctions in strategic forces
and that such reductions would be desirable,
providing political relations with the Soviet
Union continue to improve. [n these circum-
stances it seems reasonable to assume that
strategic nuclear warheads will be reduced to
about 5,000 (that is a real 5,000, not START
counting rules) in the next decade, and perhaps
to 3,000 by the year 2005."

Thw force that is feft should be configured 10
meet three criteria; maximum safety and sur-
vivability, improved capabilities to attack Soviet
general purpose forees deployed in the field,
und reduced collateral dumage. In addition, the
force will have to be developed and maintained
attowerbudget levels. The reasons for seeking
forces with imoroved capabilities against Soviet
rrojection forces are described in the following
section on employment policy.

Living with lower force levels demands that
a higher priority be placed on the survivability
of the remaining forces in order to preserve
first-strike stability. However, this force does
not have to he configured to withstand a “bolt
from the blue™ attack. Such an attack has never
been very likely: itis less likely now. Giventhe
changing polit.cal relationship and the chang-
ing conventional balance discussed above, it 1s



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
environmenrt it is more important that the forces
we have be able to sustain alert for some time
after receiving strategic waming, 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 following guidelines are suggested for
the nuclear force posture and related asms-
control 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
as many 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 reduced 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 10 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 submarine
force should be able to 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 planned. 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 (ICBMs)
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 i limited options than SLBMs. It
is only realistic, however, to plan for a
reduced ICBM force. Such a force 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 missiles.

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, modern
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-1s as :urvive 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 »/ith some budget savings.
Theater nuclear forces (TNF) have tradi-
tionally been governed primaril;’ 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 diminishirg 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
adoptionof a*‘noearly first use” policy and
the proposed withdrawal of auclear 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 Evuropean security system is most
unclear at this juncture. Unit:d Kingdom
»11d 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 becaus¢ 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 wil contiaue to
require ... an appropriate mix of ... conven-
tional and nuclear forces.™®

The most likely candidate for rztention
is an air-delivered mussile 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 peihaps ~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
anms-control limitations. However, ways
must be found to make this system more
responsive to 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 2. Strategic defense deploy-
ments seer very unlikely to obtain politi-
cal support in the current cavironment,
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 deter new Soviel
strategic programs. We would continue a
substantial R&D program and protect the
option to conduct necessary testing. This
may require modifications to the Antibal-
listic Missile treaty. We also would press
for developmert 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 Soviet nonnuclear 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 years the first two classes of
targets have received the highest priority, based
on the assumption that threats to destroy cn-
emy nuclear forces and national leadership
have a high deterrent value. These priorities
influence weapon system requirements (e g

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

Sccond, some targets have become increas-
ingly difficult to destroy. Because nuclear
forces and leadership are assets thatthe Soviets
value highly, they have taken very effective
measures 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-25, are becoming increas-
ingly survivable. Our capacity to find these
targets is declining and, thus, the threat to
severely damage them is becoming less cred-
ible as a deterrent. While the United States is
attempting to compensate for the defensive
measures that the Soviets have undertaken—
for cxample, 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 expensive, and in a period
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 have little value 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-
cause the Soviets have maintained large re-
serve stocks of equipment in dispersed and
protected facilities, attacks on war-supporting
industries will have little military effect on the
outcome of a short war.

Founth, the theater nuclear forces, which
have been used traditionally to cover Soviet
projection forces, will decline both in numbers
and capability. The madermization of the ground-



bascd theater nuclear stxkpile in Europe no
longer v realistic because recent palitical de-
sclopments in the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe have radically reduced Western per-
septions of the theeat. Funthzimarse. it s appar -
cnt that theater nuclear force . based on the
continent of Europe and 1t wca will be further
rovkaccd mver the neat several years. Taus if we
are (o mamtain a credibir nclear threat to
Sovict proxection forces, more of this missun
will have o be accomplished with strategie
forees

Evcen of e above factors did not compel a
change 1n targeting pelicy. there are reasons
why we shouks want o place more emphasis on
projexaion forges,

First, 2ing able tothreaten Soviet propect on
forees is dhenctly relevant 1o the goad of deter-
noyg war rofjuctnuclearwar The obpestive nf
having a nulear capability to theecaten Soret
projestion fogies iv not primanly a lactical ime
(1.c.. towin a hattle). bus rather a puhitical one
(1c . o perwunke the aggressof to change his
calcndations anvd either not to attach in the firse
planc o toucase and desint of e haor xcter-
tenvc depends on being able o hold at 114d,
asscis that the potential aggressor values and
domngthatcredidly. Givenibe tremds dewribed
ahove. threats to niclear forces and leadership
are becoming lessciedible - A threat to progen -
Lon forees, whch the Senvacte alsr value highly,
can sl he quite credible 1f «cen in the appro
priate content I the fisst instance, deterring
conventional attack 1« a task for our own con-
ventumal fotces. and (his tash should hecnme
casict with prinpestive changesinthe comven.
tomal balance  Thus, we should not hase (o
rely om nunbear forces for sketerrene of conven
tonal attack as much as we have in the past
But arma cantrol will net remv.ec ali seymme
19ics. aned past hintoy suggtiests that conven
tional deterrenac alone ss nat rchable Nuclear
weapons prone fisk s that have far more political
impact than conventienal deterrence standing
abne

Yeuond, ancw emphavis em targeling proges -
hon fotees 1s convatent with a changing fitve
paradigm an which the dominant threat is e
conditistion of mlitary capabilitics War will
Poovane Lev o Dikely and supeie atta b a1

plausible a« forces are reduced and withdrawn
from forward deployment. These conditions
are hecoming reahity ata quicker e than we
had envissoned even a few maontns 2go. But
wat has not becomne impassible, nof st hikely
to become w for a3 fagr 33 we <an sec in the
future.  While 1n the recent past we were
concerned with the pessithilits of shont-wam-
ing attacks for himited ohgectives, the more
likely future vasc 1e @ larger-scale attack thas
follow s weeks, if not months, of mobihization.
Specifically, we hedseve that if the Sovet Uinen
icontemplating reme Mhization 1o attack tnithe
future. 1t should face the pronpest that of
ks, N kear weapms contkd corme inte play .
But to make such a deterrent threat credidle,
mulear weapons planning nceds to he reshaped
and restnctuted (o deter war, nof just nuclear
attack. There should be options {or sery him-
ed use of nunicar weagans against bases and
logisthic Tacilitics that would suppornt aggres-
sion heyond Sovaet borders, specifically tats
calair and ras al huses, major roopoonentra-
fons, and logite facihities  In developing
ach plans we muit take inte: account the
perssitirlity that 1 may be poliically unacceps:
abc to target Soviet forves in 1 astern Eurogpe
with auclcdr weapons, even in an invavon, if
the Soviets have not used mclear weapons
themsclves  Thue, we must have optums that
ine lude 1nitial use on Sovics termitory

Thitd, avosding attachs on Sovaet strategn
forces provides for greater stability.  In the
future nixclear regime, stability should becom.:
an cven mete impetant critenion foe forge
devign thar 1n the past  Among other things
this unplies very high sucsovabilin, for the
nuclear forees aud their supporting infrasine -
tire We want our own forces 0 e highly
wirvivahle 1n.a o situation amd if we really
value slabiiity. we want the other weke ' force 1o
be highly wurvivabic ton We o not want him
o b iempted to launch a precmplive sinhe in
asftashecanschecom lide sthatthis s abetier
optien than waiting 1 Higat stnke statility 1 to
e a mapyr steategie ohxective, these must be
highsurvis ability fog the nuc lear fogees of both
sdes ltmeans that deliberate nuglear disann
INg Mlac ks become implavsible. s not e

bl



Fourth, an cmphasis on targeting projection
forces provides for a more moral posture. The
reopercd policy ultimately enviaons me-h
lower force levels. and thus the prospect of
eventvally reaching levels that could preciuk
Armageddon.  Mceanvhile. if neither <ide’s
awlcat forces are thicatened. incentives for a
first strihe will P lowered. The suggested
policy alw would place mwiwre emphasis on
targehing  cimbatants rather than civillans,
Andif weapons were specifically sk vgned and
tasgcted for the parposc of selectively desting -
ing comha® forces. there 1s the potential for
reduced collateral damage

Fath. the propined poiy provades @ dess
demanding technoiogical challenge than the
present policy. We have noted that the presernt
pulicy requires attacking hardened command
centers and mobile misalkes. The technologs.
<al demands 1o achieve these ohpechives with
sonfifene are very great amd will hikely prose
to b unachics able under prnpective budget
comtraints  Finding and attacking projection
frwces 1n the fickd presents ite own techmcal
challenges. but these are not as demanding
Fow crampic, 11 53 not neacssary 1o find and
attack all ihrcatening units of (o destrny the
entire urid in onder to achieye meanmygful military
reaults  Tnitial stnkes shonld fous 1n one or
twn of the ment thicatening salients and the
Masce suppoting thone thrusts  In adkdition,
planning shomak) 1ahe 1nto s nnt the impas of
both conventional and mixlcar weapons on
progection forces I thas teapect there v
difference from measunng the impact of ny-
clear weapons on omthee 1ypes of targets that are
ot subgeet b penna beas atta h  Finally, given
the prychological impaat of nuclear weapons,
very few weapons may suffice to achicve the
desired political obective o cause Ihe ag-
geresan o3 fesomndes the comte amd nske of
aggression  faicr in this repont there 1v an
cvample of how such limited attachs might he
devgned

Finally. the foxus on progection forces pro
viedes a ddesirable coupling hetween nuchear and
monnaicar Timees  The threal of nixlear use
against genctal putt osc figies 1 ntended 1o
wupplement the tole of conventunal fissues
TE e lear o doe a0t fgee e aned

alone, as doxs the mission of destroying nu-
clear forces and leadership - And if we are able
10 mamntamn adequate nonnucicar forces, in-
cluding the capability to mobslize these forces
tapudly. the linited States will become less
dependent on nuclear forees in the future.

Vi. AN ILLUSTRATIVE NUCLEAR
TARGETING ANALYSIS

Inthe Appendir, | descnibe three illusirative
jatgeting polkics (cases), which are based on
the assumption that there wall e substantial
reductions of siralrgic ncicas forces by the
year 200K, and further reductions hy 2008,
Pentulated strategic force levels under this
assumption are desaribed in Table A-J of the
Appendin. A similar propection for theater
ruclear forses is in Tabke A-la. These progec-
tons aic offered as plausible developments in
the pohitical-military conte st described above,
ol as a prediction of as a preferred outcome.
O course, there could be many variar.s in the
wse and mie of forges,

The three illustrative targeting plans are dis-
played in Tables A, AL and A-IV. They
ate not recommendations but postulates de-
signed e stinulate thinking and analyss. The
targes hisis are notional and differ with cah
case, depending on the underlying strategy of
the targeting plan and the number nf weapons
avatlable Whike these are et “real” target Ints,
§ helicve that the figures used are reatonahly
clome toreality. However, § did not use classi-
ficd data i order (o poemit caricr handling and
wider distrbution of this ccport. The plans are
dewcnbed 1n greater detail in the Appendis.
They ate suinmarnized hete.

‘The firstcase s devignea toillusirate how we
might alter cxisting cmployment policy if we
wete forced tocanry itout with S N0D weapons
The priositecs remann as they are texday with the
fovus im nucicar fosces amd leadership targets.
The pontulated foree i S 000 weapons with 10
peivent i resetve While the bulk of the
weapumns are tatgeted on nuclcar forces, Fhave
ticd 1n all of these cases to avond creating a
carrature 10 which all weapens are alkw ated 10
asmnplecatepors Thiscaee asdoes the othres



has two seenarios; one 18 a Tirst-use skenatie
with forces intact. and the second 1s a retad.
ation seenario with partially damaged forces.

The sccond case Lakes the same number of
weapons but shifts the targeting to Saviet pro-
rection forces. which | have divided into four
categones tachicalairbases, navalbases. troop
vomenirations. and hnes of communicalic n
(LOC) A roop concentration 1« an identificd
tazget that might require onc weapon (c.g.. a
few tanks or an amillery hattery)  An LOC
tazg~s v o (acihity of transportation node that
would require a single weapon. Inthiscas the
number of weapons alliovated 1o g secure fc
senve {oree 1v invecased to 20 percent of the
nsal inventory.

The third case deals with o LiNK-weapon
insentory. Targeting 18 distnbuted over all
cdasses of targets, but fower targels can be
covered than in the fire two cases because of
the smaller imtial inventory  In this case 18
prrcent of the weapems are held 1n fesenve in the
first-use seenane and 1 percent in the retah-
Al1n s cnafin

I draw swveral tentative concdusions from
this analy sis

+ Atalevel of SO0 weapons 1t will become
nocessary o redine sigmifiantly cither
tasget coverage t1 o, the number of taggets
soveredior targehing resdundancy e the
number of weapone per targety This will
fivcc areconsideration of largeting pitofs
tics  Nevertheles  at a fevel of $,.000
weapons we can whequately mect the gisals
and roles for niklear weagens that are
postulated 1n Section 3L assuming (hat
Nosvact lorees are At tighly the same level
% I own

- O the other ham), this prelininaty analy -
sivsupgests that a fevel of L300 weapons
would nof he sufficecnt to support an e
tended detetrenee sitategy At dhis leselnt
s Acueaary tirrely praimanty on counter
valuc targeting foe deterremy
pestad above, | tehieve this oy not cons
tent with an eddended deterrena e strategy
Atthe $O00 weapon fovel we cannet doa
vty yemnd Job ol Counterforee Lirgeting

Ae ayy

hat we are not able tor de that very well

tenday Therelore, fconclude that.as forves
are reduced. there shoula be ahigher prios-
ity giver to Sovict progection forces and a
seduced prionity tocounter-nuclear target-
ing  The reasons for this conclusion arce
claborated on in Section V.

- With lower furee levels the multiphier ef -
fext of god C'1 becornes cven more im-
portant. For cxample, 1118 casicr to accep
less targeting redundancy 1f we can follow
individual weapons and ensure that they
have arnivcd as theis targets.

« Asforee lesels dechine. the survivahility
of 1ndis wdual massiles and arcraft bevomes
cven mote important 1o stabihiy.

VI ADDITIONAL WORK NEEDED

The firee propections  and the targehing
analysisthat Fhave usedare very crude Ttwas
done toillustrate what a START 1 force could
look hike and how it maght be targeted  Many
ottt sanants can and should be run - Further -
meorc. this analysis finuscd on farget coverage.
I did nok have the resources to do damage
analysis. § hope this will be done by others,
uang this work as a starting pount.

One sught to look at woveral poable START
I ontcomes. There also should be more atien-
hon devated 1o defenses than | eould do here.
I would hike o claborate fusther on how the
threstof nuclearuse could affedt reconstitution
of forces, and Just what shoulid he targeted of
Eastern Eurspe s of fimits fusthermaore, the
targehing should be redone uang I more
sophisticated madels and technigues than § bad
availablc tome. We alwonzed tivconsider how
b crens tarpeting i regusred to hedge agamst
falures 10 one sysicm
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APPENDIX

A DESCRIPTION OF THE VARGETING-PLANS

The projected nuclear force postures used 1n

the analyarsare simmarized in Fables A1 and
Ao Ik ratonale Tor these postulated Torves
v et forth in Section 1V

The analvais covers hree cases. with "\
wenatios incachoase The Wit L ave avwine
an inventors of LG wvapons amd snphasize:
targeting < Moveet auclear lonen Table A-1D
Ten percent of the inventony s allicated v a
sweure ooty taree. The second case alo
SN 4N Lo entony ot S.000 weapony. hat
ihe emphasis in targeling s proxshion forces
Al i weure Teserve fore W 20 pereentof the
wikal torce CTable N WA In the third case the
mvendns inoitly VOO weapons andthese s o
secure revenye ol 18 percent. whi hdeclines to
10 percemtdlowing s Souret tirstsinke (Table
A-{Vy

& cah of the three vaws there are twn
wemdnn The fintwenaroasurn, JUS firsg
uw vl nuclear weapon The size of thy st
srtke and the tangets diter in e h vase. &
POANNg o the argetmg s bives e we-
wd wedans oy retalamey vase inwhich some
U S fosees havy been lost to a Soviet firs
ly The aigets for retaliation vary in cach
vawe depending on the objectives of the plan.

Hecause in all cases the inventory of US.
weapons s far lower than it is today, the
number of targets covered has had to be re-
duced. Some of the reductions in the target fist
result from the comparable START reductions
in Sovict Mrategic fosces. Inother ciases Hhave
mitde my own rough judgments as to bow to
redduce the target hisl.

In adl cases more than one weapon is allo-
cated tor cach target, and this is specifically
indicated in the tabies av 4 weapon allocation
ratin. Thisallocation is to take sccount of three
factors: the hurdness of certmin nuclear and
leadership tusgets that requires more than one
weapon per tasget, the relishility of the weap-
ons systems (generally 80 pescent), and air iand

missit: detenses.  Tiv amount of thie cross
tarpcting is less than o peacticed in curtent
stiale gic planning, but this s one ol the penal-
Ve Of reduced force levels. particulasly pro-
aoun cdncase 3. The impact of reduced cross
targcting can be minimized by using weapons
with high single-shot kill probabilitses and by
improved 'l that could trach weapons o
targets and permit replacing only those weap-
ons which we know {aif to reach their targets.

Itisassumcedthat all ground-based TNF have
been remaoved from Europe by the year 2(00).
Aui-delivered weapons remain in 2000, bul arc
chnunated by 2008, Even if some air-deliv-
ered nuclear capability remained in the theates,
it would not be prudent tocount on the surviva-
bility of many of the bases and the aircraft from
winch these weapons would he 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 3 there is provision for a capability
lor selective cmployment in the strategic forces
a0 that thev can, in cffect, exccute sclective
cinployment plans.

In all cases 200-250 leadership targets are
covered. Even though it is very difficult to
target the national lcadership with high confi-
dence of success und even though we probably
shouk! not attach those tasgels while there is @
chance to negotiate, § believe they should be
covered because the threat to destroy cader-
ship has a very high deterrent value. In light of
recent changes in the Soviet political system
we need 1o reconsider what leadeeship tusgets
should receive priosity (i.c., party or adminis-
trative lcadership).

In all cascs SON-600 urban-industrial targets
are covered, The threat to urhan-industrial
lrgels represents the ultimate  deterrent.
However, employing this threat would almost
certainly bring comparable retaliation on the
United States.  For this reason 1 treat the
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cvecation of this aption as a last resort in all
wenmatios. withholding execution even in the
retalitinn cenarios.

Case )

The assumptions on whichcise |isbhased are
given below,

1. A START H agreement has reduced the
strategic forces on both <ides to S0 actual
warheads. The LS. force is weighted to sca-
basing (see Tuble A-h. The Sovies force s
weighted towards mobile land-based missiles.
While the forces differ, both are mghly surviv-
able.

2. There are iwo scenarios. In both scenas-
108, 10 percent of the inventory is assigned o a
secure reserve forge. That foree is not specifs-
cally targeted. The first scenario assumcs
initial usc by the United States. The attack of
about 3,200 weapons concentrates on Soviel
strategic forces and lcadership, but some gen-
cral purpose forces also ase targeted.  About
1,300 weapons are witheld for retaliatory
strikes, primarily against urban-industrial tar-
gets, general purposc forees, und mobile stra-
tegic Sorces that cannot be identificd ond tar-
geted in o first strike.

1. Inthe retaliation scenario the focus still is
on targeting Sovict nuclcar forces, but fewer
forces can he targeied because the United States
has fewer weapons surviving, Furthermore, it
is assumed that the Sovicts will have luunched
their most vulnerable forces in the first strike,
leaving fewer counter-nuclcar targets. in the
initial retaliation there is a withhold on urhan-
industrial turgets and national leudership, und
on some air defenses associated with these
targets,  Also, there is o withhold on some
general purpose foree targets that are not di-
rectly mvolved in the current operation.

4. Weapons are allocated so that the sirategic
force targels receive priority. However, there
is less crons targeting than there would be today
because of the limited inventary. For the same
rcason, fewer targets are covered, but it
also is assumced that the number of Soviet
strategic forces has been reduced in accord

with a START Il agreement. and thus there are
fower turgets in this catcgory than there are
todday.

Case 2

1. The approach in case 2 is yuite diffcrent
from that in case 1. We begin with an initial
inventory of S,000 weapons, but in this case 20
pereent is allocated {0 a secure reserve force.
We assume that the many uncertaintics in the
strutegic situation, including the presence of
many mobilc targets and the cxistence of a
number of small nuclcar powers, dictates a
larger reserve force. Furthermore, the target-
ing prioritics arc changed to place much gres, er
cmphasis on projection forces. This is acerm-
plished by allocating weapons 1o a larger nur nber
of conventional force tasgets and reducing the
number of nuclear force targets. Still, several
hundred nuclear force targets are covered, but
fur fewer than in case 1.

2. In the first scenario the United States
initiates limited strikes against Soviet gencral
purpose forces. Initial strikes are intended to
resiore deterrence by changing the calculations
of the attacker, not 1o acleat the attack 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 sirategy. At the same time
we want todemonstraie resiraint in these initial
attacks und 1o leave a great deal still at risk.
Thus, initial strikes are limited to the most
threatening ground, air, and naval forces.

3. The initial atack is directed at a limited
number of tactical air tases, naval bases, ground
force targets, and logistics bases and choke
points that support the most threatening thrust
or thrusts. The precise forces o be attacked and
the sculde of the attack would depend on the
scenario. A key gquestion is whether 1o plan to
attack ground forces in the ficld thay are diffi-
cult to targel and thus are not included in
today’s plans. 1 belicve an cffort should be
made to develop capabilities to target mancu-
ver units in the ficld, but cven if this proves
impossible there are a number of fixed targets



that can be attucked with the objective of
severcly impeding the objectives of Soviet
proje.tion forces.

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

5. There are provisions for afc \low-on sirike
in this scenanio that could include both restrikes
on :nitial targets or strikes on new fargets.
Substanti:d forces are withhelo for intrawar
detcrrence. These should be th~ most surviv-
able forces, namely the submarines. Thus,
boribers s nd ICBMs are used in Cie initial and
follow-or. strikes. -

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

nuclear forces, which leaves us with 31,650
stratcyic 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 1o the current scenario.

Case 3

In case 3 the ivatial inventory is 3,000 weap-
ons of which 15 percent is placed in a strategic
reserve. The focus intargeting 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 cven minimal tasget covenige, and a
high percentage of the surviving weapons are
allocated to countervalue targets.



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

Strategic Forces
1995 2000 2008
Launchers Warheads Launchers Warheads Launchets Warheads

Minuteman !l -- - . . -- .
Minuteman il 400 1200 200 200
Peacekaeper (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 05 120 960 192 1536 192 768

Subtotal 408 3264 384 2880 384 1728
Total Missiles 858 4964 74 3880 684 2028
B-52 G/H (Non-ALCM) . . . . .
8-52G (ALCM) . . . . -
B-52H (ALCM) 93 1860 . . -
B-1B 67 1040 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
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Table A-la. Projected Nuclear Force Postures: 1995-2005

Theater Nuclear Forces
1995 2000
Launchers Warheads Launchers Warheads Launchars Wiarheads
Europe
INF Missiles 0 0
Lance/Follow-On o Lance 0 0 .-
Antillery 500 0 -
AircratvGravity Bombs 1000 500 0
Short-Range Attack
Missiles/Tactical 0 0 0
Maritime AircraltWeapons 1000 200 200
Tomahawk Land Attack
Missiles/Nuclear 400 400 400
Subtotal 2900 1100 600
Other Than Europe
Lance 35 0 0
Artillery 750 500 0
Aircrat/Gravity Bombs 1000 750 5NN
Shon-Range Attack
Missiles/Tactical 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 16850
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Table A-ll. Case 1 - Targeting 5,000 Strategic Warheads - Counteiforce Emphasis

Initial Use
Reserve Force of 10% = 500
Balance to target: 4,500

_Weapons Employed

Target: Total Weapon Total Eollow-On Strikes
Target Allocation Weapons Initial New
Set Ratio Allocated Strike Restrike Targets Withhoid

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 of Communication 250 1.2 300 250 50
Strategic Missiles 750 20 1500 1250 250
Strategic Bomber Bases 350 1.2 420 400 20
Strategic Command-Control 200 1.2 240 225 15
Nuclear Suppon 350 1.2 420 400 20
Leaderstip 250 1.5 375 250 10
Alr and Missile Defense 65 1.2 78 60 13
Industry 800 1.2 720 0 720

Total 3199 4503 3210 1203
Retaliation:
Surviving Weapons 3,650
Reserve Force of 10% = 365

Balance to Targetl: 3,285
Total Weapon Total
Target Allocation Weapons Retallatory
Sel Ratio  Allocated  Strike Withhold

Tactical Air Bagses 100 1.2 120 90 30
Naval Bases 15 1.2 18 15 3
Ground Force Targets 125 1.2 160 120 30
Lines of Communication 125 1.2 150 120 30
Strategic Misslles 450 20 900 900 0
Strategic Bomber Bases 300 1.2 360 360 0
Strategic Command-Contro! 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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Tabls A-ll. Care 2 - Targeting 5,000 Strategic Warheads - Emphasis on Projection Forces

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

Weapons Empioyed
Eoliow-On Strikes

Target: Total Weapon Total
Target Allocation Weagons Initial New
Set Ratio  Allocated Strike Reslrike TYargets  Withhold

Tactical Air Bases 250 1.2 300 12 12 12 264
Naval Bases 25 1.2 35 2 2 2 29
Ground Force Targets 550 1.2 650 12 12 24 612
Lines of Communication 550 1.2 660 12 12 24 612
Strategic Misslles 100 20 200 - 2 - 200
Strategic Bomber Bases 200 1.2 240 - - - 240
Strategic Command-Control 150 1.2 180 - - - 180
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 Tctal
Target Allocation Weapons Reta! .01y
Set  Ratio Aliocuted  Stri«g Withhold

Tactical Air Bases 150 1.2 180 9% 50
Naval Bases 16 1.2 20 5 5
Ground Force Targets 350 1.2 420 360 60
Lines of Communication 350 1.2 420 3€0 60
Strategic Missiles 100 1.5 150 150 0
Strategic Bomber [3ases 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 1.4 350 250 100
Air and Missglie Lelfense 50 1.2 60 60 0
Industry 500 1.2 600 0 600

Total 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
Balarice 10 Target: 2,500

W, ng Empl
Target: Total Weapon Total Follow-On Strikes
Target Allocation Weapons Initial New
Set Ralio Allocated Strike Restrike Targets  Withhold

Tactical 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 Missiles 0 1.2 o - - - 0
Strategic Bomber Bases 0 1.2 0 - - - 0
Strategic Command-Contro! 50 1.2 60 - - - 60
Nuclear Support 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

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

Tactical Air Bases 150 1.2 180 165 15
Naval 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-Control 24 1.2 28 28 0
Nuclear Support 160 1.2 192 182 0
Leadership 200 1.2 240 180 60
Air and Missile Defense 40 1.2 48 40 8
Industry 500 1.2 600 0 600

Total 1689 2026 1300 726




