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Preface

President Reagan has directed an ‘‘effort to define a long-term research and develop-
ment program...to achieve our ultimate goai of eliminating the threat posed by strategic nuclear
missiles....”* The President noted that the achievement of the uitimate goal was a ‘‘formidable
technical task’’ that would probabiy take decades, and that ‘‘as we proceed we must remain
constant in preserving the nuclear deterrent...maintaining a solid capability for flexible
response...pursue real reductions in nuclear arms...(and) reduce the risk of a conventional
military conflict escalating to nuclear war by improving our nonnuclear capabilities.’’

Two studies assisted in that effort: (1) the Defensive Technologies Study (DTS) to review
the technologies relevant to defenses against ballistic missiles and recommend a specific set
of long-term programs to make the necessary technological advances, and (2) the Future Securi-
ty Strategy Study (FSSS) to assess the role of defensive systems in our future security strategy.
The implications for defense policy, strategy, and arms control were addressed by two FSSS
teams: an interagency team led by Mr. Franklin C. Miller, and a team of outside experts
led by Mr. Fred S. Hoffman. This is a report on the results of the work of the team of out-
side experts. The work was done under the auspices of the Institute for Defense Anaiyses
at the request of the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy to assist the in-
teragency team.

This report and its conciusions do not neéasarily represent the views of the Depart-
ment of Defense or the [nstitute for Defense Analyses.
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SUMMARY REPORT

A. MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Strategic Need for Defensive Systems

1. U.S. nariornal security requires vigorous development of technical opportunities
for advanced ballistic missile defense systems.

¢ Effective U.S. defensive systems can play an essential role in reducing reliance on
threats of massive destruction that are increasingly hollow and morally unacceptable.
A strategy that places increased reliance on defensive systems can offer a new basis
for managing our long-term relationship with the Soviet Union. It can open new op-
portunities for pursuing a prudent defense of Western security through both unilateral
measures and agreements. The Soviets have often used arms negotiations to pursue
competitive military advantage. The Soviet Union is likely to cooperate in pursuing
agreements that are mutually beneficial only if it concludes that it cannot accomplish
its present political goals because it faces Western firmness and ability to resist
coercion.

¢ Technologies for ballistic missile defenses, together with those for precise, effective,
and discriminate nuclear and nonnuclear offensive systems, are advancing rapidly.
They can present opportunities for resisting aggression and deterring conflict that
are safer and more humane than exclusive reliance on the threat of nuclear retaliation.

¢ A satisfactory deterrent requires a combination of more discriminating and effec-
tive offensive systems to respond to enemy attacks pius defensive systems to deny
the achievement of enemy attack objectives. Such a deterrent can counter the ero-
sion of confidence in our alliance guarantees caused by the adverse shifts in the military
balance since the 1960s.

e Readiness to deploy advanced ballistic missile defense systems is a necessary part
of a U.S. hedge against the increasingly ominous possibility of one-sided Soviet deploy-
ment of such systems. Such a Soviet deployment, superimposed on the present nuciear
balance, would have disastrous consequences for U.S. and allied security. Clearly
this possibility, especially in the ncar term, also requires precautionary measures to
enhance the ability of our offensive forces to penetrate defenses.



The Preferred Path to the President’s Gosl: Intermediate Options

2. The new technologies offer the possibility of a muitilayered defense system able to
intercept offensive missiles in each phase of their trajectories. In the iong term, such systems
might provide a nearly leakproof defense against large ballistic missile attacks. However,
their components vary substantially in technical risk, development lead time, and cost, and
in the policy issues they raise. Consequently, partial systems, or systems with more modest
technicai goals, may be feasible earlier than the full system.

3. Such “‘intermediate’’ systems may offer useful capabilities. The assessment in this
study of the utility of intermediate systems is necessarily tentative, owing to the current lack
of specificity in systems design, effectiveness and costs. Nevertheless, it indicates that, given
a reasonable degree of success in our R&D efforts, intermediate systems can strengthen deter-
rence. They will greatly complicate Soviet attack plans and reduce Soviet confidence in a
successful outcome at various levels of conflict and attack sizes, both nuclear and nonnuclear.
Even U.S. defenses of limited capability can deny Soviet planners confidence in their ability
to destroy a sufficient set of military targets to satisfy enemy attack objectives, thereby
strengthening deterrence. [ntermediate defenses can also reduce damage if conflict occurs.
The combined effects of these intermediate capabilities could help to reassure our allies about
the credibility of our guarantees.

4. A flexible research and development (R&D) program designed to offer early options
Jor the deployment of intermediate systems, while proceeding toward the President’s ultimate
goal, is preferable to one that defers the availability of components having a shorter develop-
ment lead time in order to optimize the allocation of R&D resources for development of
the ‘‘full system.’’

s [ntermediate defense systems can help to ameliorate our security problems in the
interim while full systems are being developed.

¢ The full-system approach involves higher technical risk and higher cost. On the other
hand, an approach explicitly addressing the utility of intermediate systems offers a
hedge against the possibility that nearly leakproof defenses may take a very long time,
or may prove to be unattainable in a practical sense against a Soviet effort to counter
the defense.

e The deployment of intermediate systems would also provide operationai experience
with some components of later, more comprehensive, and more advanced defense
systems, increasing the effectiveness of the development effort.

$. We have considered several possible intermediate options:

¢  Anti-Tactical Missile (ATM) Options

Deployment of an anti-tactical missile (ATM) system is an intermediate option that
might be available relatively early. The system might combine some advanced mid-
course and terminal components identified by the Defensive Technologies Study with



a terminal underlay, The advanced components, though developed initially in an ATM
mode, might later play a role in continental United States (CONUS) defense. Such
an option addresses the pressing military need to protect allied forces as weil as our
owm, in theaters of operations, from either nonnuclear or nuclear attack. It would
directly benefit our allies as well as ourselves. Inclusion of such an option in our
long-range R&D program on ballistic missile defenses should reduce allied anxieties
that our increased emphasis on defenses might indicate a weakening in our commit-
ment to the defense of Europe. We can pursue such a program option within ABM
Treaty constraints. Such a course is therefore consistent with a policy of deferring
decisions on modifying or withdrawing from the treaty.

¢ [ntermediate CONUS Options

Intermediate capabilities may also have important apptications in CONUS, initially
to defend critical installations such as C31 nodes. As the defense system is thickened,
it also will add to Soviet uncertainties in targeting, even in large-scale attacks, thereby
enhancing deterrence. Depending on rates of progress in the R&D program, a two-
phase defense of high effectiveness against moderate threats might comprise both
endoatmospheric and exoatmospheric components employing space-based sensors
and ground-based interceptors. These intermediate components would be the lower
tiers in a full muitilayered system.

¢ Limited Boost-Phase Intercept' Options

Some intermediate options may provide useful near-term leverage on Soviet plans
and programs even if they prove unable to meet fully sophisticated Soviet responses.
An eariy boost-phase intercept system with capability against large rockets similar
to those that are an important part of Soviet forces may be one example. Such an
option could impose costs on the Soviets and increase their incentive to move toward
an offensive posture that is more stabie and less threatening. A definitive assessment
of the utility of such options must specify their technological and politicai feasxblhty.
timing, and cost, and the ease with which they can be countered.

6. Pursuit of the President’s goal, especially if it is interpreted solely in terms of the
full, nearly leakproof system, will raise questions about our readiness to defend against other
threats, notabiy that of air attack by possible advanced bombers and cruise missiles. An ap-
propriate response to such questions will require an early and comprehensive review of air
defense technologies, leading to the development of useful systems concepts.

Defensive Systems and Stability of Deterrence

7. Deployment of defensive systems can increase stability, but to attain this goal we
must design our offensive and defensive forces properly; especiaily, we must not aliow them
to be vulnerable. In combination with other measures, defenses can contribute to reducing
the prelzaunch vulnerability of our offensive forces. To increase stability, defenses must
themselves avoid high vulnerability, must be robust in the face of enemy technical or tactical
countermeasures, and must compete favorably in cost with expansion of the Soviet offen-
sive force.



8. As currently assessed, some boost-phase intercept systems and other space-based com-
ponents pose serious policy problems, because of engagement time constraints. Space-based
components may also be highly vuinerable to Soviet boost-phase intercept systems, or anti-
satellite (ASAT) systems. It will be imperative to design systems which are not themselves
subject to rapid attack. Alternative approaches need to be developed in the R&D program
that permit safe arrangements for the operation of the defensive system.

Soviet Policies, Initistive, and Responses

9. The common assumption that the decision to initiate widespread deployment of ballistic
missile defense systems rests with the United States alone is compietely unjustified. Soviet
history, doctrine, and programs all indicate that the Soviets are likely (and better prepared
than we) to initiate a widespread antiballistic missile (ABM) deployment whenever they deem
it to their advantage.

10. The long-térm course of Soviet military policy plans and programs is uncertain in
detail, but unless there is a major change in their political goais, the Soviets are highly likely
to continue to aim at being able to defeat any combination of external enemies.

e The Soviets wiil almost certainly continue to maintain and upgrade their large air
defenses and to conduct programs for R&D and modernization of their ballistic missile
" defenses. These activities will increasingly create uncertainty about the ability of U.S.
missile forces to penetrate without countermeasures, and about the possibility of a
sudden (open) or gradual (clandestine) Soviet breakout from the ABM Treaty con-
straints. The importance of such uncertainty is intensified because of the substantial
Soviet investments in air defense and passive defenses of elements of the Soviet military
and government. Even without violating ABM Treaty constraints, the Soviets will
probably deploy a substantial ATM defense, exacerbating our problems in thcatcrs

of operations and making them more difficult to correct.

e On the other hand, if the Soviets believe that a Western deployment of defenses will
substantially improve the West’s capability to resist attack or coercion, they wiil try
to prevent a Western depioyment through political means or arms negotiations.

* [f the United States deploys defensive systems, the Soviets will probably seek to main-
tain their of fensive threat through a set of measures that wiil depend on their assess-
ment of the defenses and their own technological options. Depending on the defense
effectiveness and leverage, such a response may not fully restore Soviet offensive
capabilities.

s If, over time, the Soviets become convinced that the West has the resolve and ability
to block Soviet achievement of their long-term goals of destabilization and domina-
tion of other states, they may move from their present political/military policies to
become more willing to agree to reducing the nuciear threat, through a combination
of mutual restricions on offensive forces and deployment of defensive systems.



B. SUPPORTING RATIONALE

President Reagan’s directive to assess the role of defensive systems has required the FSSS
to consider the relation of these systems to our strategic objectives and 10 Soviet programs
and policy. The role of intermediate defensive systems has been a major focus of our study.

1. The Need for Defensive Systems in our Security Strategy

There is a broad consensus that reliance on nuclear retaliatory threats raises serious
political and moral problems, particularly in conungencm where the enemy use of force has
been constrained. Technologies for defensive systems and those for extremely precise and
discriminating attacks on strategic targets have been advancing very rapidly. (Many
technologies are common to both functions.) Together they offer substantial promise of a
basis for protecting our national security interests, and those of our allies, that is more humane
and more prudent than sole refiance on threats of nuclear response. The case for increasing
the emphasis on defensive programs in our national security strategy rests on several grounds,
in addition to the broad, long-term objectives mentioned by the President in his March 23
speech:

¢ The massive increase in Soviet power at all leveis of conflict is eroding confidence
in the threat of U.S. nuclear response to Soviet attacks against our allies. A con-
tinuation of this erosion could ultimately undermine our traditional alliance structure.

¢ If the Soviet Union persists in the buildup of nuclear offensive forces, for the next
decade and beyond the United States may not wish to restore, by offensive means
alone, a military balance consistent with our strategic needs. Soviet willingness and
ability to match or overmatch increases in U.S. nuclear forces suggest that while ad-
ditions to our forces are needed to maintain the continued viability of our nuciear
deterrent, such additions alone may not preserve confidence in our ailiance guarantees.

e The public in the United States and other Western countries is increasingly anxious
about the danger of nuclear war and the prospects for a supposedly unending nuciear
arms race. Those expressing this anxiety, however, frequently ignore the fact that



the U.S. nuclear stockpile has been declining, both in numbers and in megatons,
while Soviet forces have increased massively in both. A U.S. counter to the Soviet

buildup that emphasized increases in U.S. nuclear stockpiles would exacerbate pubtic
anxieties.

* Arms agreements, despite widespread Western hopes for them, have to date failed
to prevent growing instability in the balance—and the deterioration—in the Western
position relative to the East. Offensive force limitation agreements, originally
associated in the U.S. arms control strategy with the ABM Treaty, have failed to
restrain the Soviet offensive buildup; de facro reductions in the expiosive yield and
size of U.S. strategic nuclear stocks have not prevented vast increases in the size and
destructiveness of the Soviet stockpile.

¢ Rapidly advancing technologies offer new opportunities for active defense deploy-
ment against ballistic missile attack that did not exist when, over a decade ago, the
United States abandoned plans for defense deployments against nuclear attack.
Technologies for sensing and discrimination of targets, directing the means of inter-
cept, and destroying targets have created the possibility of a system of layered defenses
that would pose successive, independent barriers to penetrating missiles. There has
been improvement in some (not all) aspects of defense vuinerability. Given successfuli
outcomes to development programs and robustness in the face of Soviet
countermeasures, such defenses-would permit only a very small proportion of even
a very large attacking bailistic missile force to reach target. Such defenses might also
offer high leverage in competing with offensive responses.

2. Ballistic Missile Defenses in the Soviet Union

The Soviets maintain a high level of activity in programs relevant to defenses against
nuciear attack including:

* Active programs for modernizing deployed air and bailistic missile defense systems
which together give them the basis for a very rapid deployment of widespread ballistic
missile defenses, if they decide to ignore ABM Treaty obligations completely and
openiy.

¢ Large and diverse R&D programs in areas of technology for advanced bailistic missile
and air defense systems,

s A space launch capacity significantly greater than our own, if not as sophisticated.

A substantial Soviet lead in deployed defensive systems, superimposed on their growing
offensive threat against our nuclear offensive forces, could destroy the stability of the strategic
balance.

The decision to initiate widespread deployment of ballistic missile defenses does not rest
with the United States alone. The common assumption that it does is completely unjustified.
The Soviets give every appearance of preparing for such a deployment whenever they believe



they will derive significant strategic advantage from doing so. Their activities inciude some
that are questionable under the ABM Treaty. Unless the public is aware and kept aware of
Soviet activities in this area, the United States will probably be blamed for initiating ‘“another
round in the arms race.’”’ The state of U.S, preparedness to depioy capabie defenses will
be an important element in the Soviets’ assessment of their own options. Active U.S. R&D
programs on advanced defensive systems can assist in deterring a Soviet depioyment design-
ed to exploit an asymmetry in their favor.

3. Alternative Paths to the President’s Objective

The path to the President’s uitimate objective may be designed to go directly toward
the uitimate objective of a full, multilayered system that offers nearly leakproof defenses
against very large offensive forces. Under some conditions such a path might be an optimai
use of limited R&D resources, concentrating first on those technologies that present the greatest
difficulty and require the greatest lead times.

Alternatively, R&D programs might be designed to provide earlier options for the deploy-
ment of intermediate systems, based on technoiogies that can contribute to the ultimate ob-
jective, as such systems become technically feasible and offer useful capabilities. Such a path
toward the President’s uitimate goal might generate earlier funding demands to support deploy-
ment of intermediate systems and would require early treatment of some of the policy issues.
Also, at least one variant considered in our report, an ATM deployment for theaters of opera-
tions, could be undertaken without modification of the ABM Treaty.

The principal benefits of an R&D path providi\ng olption.s for earlier, partial deployments
are:

* Possibilities for an early contribution to improving the deteriorating military baiance.

¢ [ts explicit provision of a hedge against the risks inherent in a program where each
of a large number of demanding technotogical goals must be met in order to realize
any useful result at all.

» The likelihood that early depioyments of parts of the uitimate system may also prove
to be the most effective path to achieving such a system; early operational experience
with some system elements can contribute useful feedback to the development process.

4. Intermediate Defensive Systems, Soviet Strategy, and Deterrence

Fundamentally, the choice between the two paths depends on the utility of intermediate
' systems in meeting our national security objectives. [n the discussion of ballistic missile defenses
that preceded the U.S. proposal of the ABM Treaty, opponents of such defenses argued that
the utility of widespread defense deployments should be judged in terms of their ability to
protect population from large attacks aimed primarily at urban-industrial areas. Because of
the destructiveness of nuciear weapons, nearly leakprook defenses are required to provide
a high level of protection for population against such attacks. Moreover, opponents at that
time also divided our strategic objectives into two categories: deterrence of war and limiting



damage if deterrence failed. They relegated defenses exclusively to the second objective and
ignored the essential complementarity between the two objectives. Consequently, they assigned
defenses no role in deterrence.

We have reexamined this issue, and we conclude that defenses of intermediate levels
of capability can make critically important contributions to our national security objectives.
In particular, they can reinforce or help maintain deterrence by denying the Soviets con-
fidence in their ability to achieve the strategic objectives of their contemplated attacks as
they assess a decision to go to war. By strengthening deterrence ar various levels of conflict,
defenses can also contribute valuable reassurance to our allies.

Deterrence rests on the Soviets’ assessment of their political/military alternatives. This,
in turn, depends on their objectives and style in planning for and using military force. It
also depends on their estimates of the effectiveness of weapons and forces on both sides.
Soviet assessments on these matters may differ sharply from our own. Specifically, the past
behavior of the Soviets suggests they credit defensive systems with greater capability than
we do. If true, this will increase the contribution of defensive systems to deterrence.

Because of the long lead times, assessment of the strategic role of defenses also requires
very long-term projections about the nature of the Soviet state. While such projections can-
not be made with confidence, there is no current basis for projecting a fundamental change
in the Soviet attitude toward external relations. We consider below the possibility that ap-
propriate management by the West of its long-term relations with the Soviets might induce
a fundamental change. Desirable as this goal is, the most probable projection for the
foreseeable future is that they will continue to set a high priority on their ability to control,
subvert, or coerce other states as the basis for their foreign relations. In this case, military
power will continue to play a major role for the Soviets, and many present elements of style
in the appiication of that power can be expected to persist:

¢« Domination of the Eurasian periphery is a primary strategic objective. The Soviets’
preferred mode in exploiting their military power is to apply it to deter, influence,
coerce—in short, to control—other states, if possible without combat. But the ability
to so apply this power depends on strength in actual combat.

e The Soviet objective in combat is victory, defined as survival of the Soviet state and
military power (with as little damage as possible) and the imposition of the Soviet
will on opponents. Soviet doctrine and practice contemplate limited war, viewed in
terms of Soviet ability to impose limitations on opponents for Soviet strategic
advantage.

¢ Soviet plans unite the roles of various elements of military forces in a coherent strategic
architecture, embracing offense, defense, and combined arms in various theaters of
operations. Destruction of an enemy is subordinate to the achievement of the goal
of victory. The Soviets’ concept for use of strategic offensive and defensive capability
is, consequently, to deter artacks by U.S. intercontinental forces, to separate the United
States from its allies in the Eurasian periphery, and to limit damage in the event that
U.S. offensive forces are used against the Soviet Union.



¢ Uncertainty is a dominant factor in all combat, creating an unlimited demand for
superiority in forces. Soviet planners seek ways to control uncertainty but, faced with
uncertainty over which they cannot exercise a high degree of control, Soviet military
action may be deterred. Uncertainties are particuiarly important in technicaily com-
plex interactions between offense and defense.

Such a view of military force and its political applications may appear inconsistent with
Soviet threats of inevitable apocalyptic destruction in the event of war at any level—but such
threats are intended to play on the fears of the Western public. Whiie very great destruction
might in fact resuit from Soviet attacks, the discussion above suggests that the Soviets give
priority to military targets. In the absence of defenses, their massive offensive forces make
it possible for them to attack large numbers of targets, inciuding urban-industriai targets
as well as high-priority military targets.

Whether they would conduct such attacks from the outset or withhold attacks against
urban-industrial targets to deter U.S. retaliation must be a matter of conjecture. In any case,
intermediate levels of defense capability might deny them the ability to destroy with high
confidence all of their high-priority targets and force them to concentrate their attack on
such targets, diverting weapons that might otherwise be directed against cities. Moreover,
if defenses can deny the Soviets confidence in achievement of their military attack objec-
tives, this will strengthen deterrence of such attacks. Thus, to the extent that such attacks
are necessary to overall Soviet plans, defenses can help deter lower levels of conflict.

S. The Milltary Utility of Intermediate Defensive Systems

Defensive systems affect attack phnniné m a variety of ways, depending on the
characteristics and effectiveness of the defenses, the objectives of the attack, and the responses
of the defense and offense to the measures adopted by the other side.

Any defense system can be overcome by an attack large enough to exhaust the intercept
capability of the defense. The size of attack against which the defense is designed is therefore
one major characteristic of a defensive system. The cost of expanding the defense to deal
with a given increase in the size and cost of the offense is a measure of the leverage of the
.defense. Another characteristic is its effectiveness—its probability of destroying an offen-
sive missile.

If the defense has sufficiently high capacity, effectiveness, and leverage, it can of course
essentially preclude attacks. Such defenses may resuit from the R&D programs pursuant to
the President’s goal, but it is more likely that the results will be more modest. Even a modest
level of effectiveness—for example, a kill probability of 0.5 for each layer of a four-layer
defense—yields an overall ‘“leakage’” rate of only about 6 percent for an attack size that
- does not exceed the total intercept capacity of the various layers. Such a leakage rate is, of
course, sufficient to create catastrophic damage in an attack of, say, 5,000 reentry vehicies
(RVs) aimed at cities. it would mean 300 RVs arriving at targets—sufficient to destroy a
very large part of our urban structure and population even if distributed in a nonoptimal
fashion from the point of view of the offense.

Against an extensive military target system, however, vm.h an attack objective of destroy-
ing large fractions of specific target sets (such as critical ch facilities) with high confidence,



such a leakage rate would be totaily inadequate for the offense. The more specific the attack
objectives and the higher the confidence required by the offense, the greater the leverage
exacted by the defense. For example, in the previous four-layer case, if the defense required
a highconfidence penetration against a specific target, it would need to fire at least 30 RVs
to a single target since the defense firing doctrine is unknown to the attacker. As these are
expected-value caiculations, an attacker would have to double or triple the above values to
attain high confidence in killing a specific target. Clearly an attacking force of 5,000 RVs
that could destroy a very large military target system in the absence of defenses would be
totally inadequate to achieve high confidence of destruction of a large fraction of a defend-
ed target set amounting to hundreds of targets. Yet, this is precisely what is required to achieve
the strategic objectives of a large-scale nuclear attack.

The situation is even more dramatic in the case of limited attacks on restricted target
systems, intended to achieve a decisive strategic advantage while continuing to deter further
escalation of the level of nuclear artack. Such attacks would be precluded entirely by defenses
of the sort discussed, would deny the artacker’s confidence in the outcome, or would require
a level of force inconsistent with limiting the level of violence, while depieting the attacker’s
inventory available for other tasks.

Offense and defense have a rich menu of responses from which they can choose. These
include fractionation of payload to increase the number of warheads for a given missile force,
the use of decoys, and the use of preferential offense or defense tactics. The outcome of
the contest is likely to be uncertain to both sides so long as the defense keeps pace with addi-
tions to offensive force size by expanding its intercept capacity and upgrading its critical
subsystems. Uncertainty about the offense-defense engagement itself contributes to deter-
rence of artack by denying confidence in the attack outcome.

We have considered the effect of introducing defenses in hypothetical representative
military situations, taking account of what we know of Soviet objectives and operational
style in combat. In their doctrine, the Soviets stress operations designed to bring large-scale
conflict to a quick and decisive end, at as low a level of violence as is consistent with achieve-
ment of Soviet strategic aims. To achieve this objective in a conflict involving NATO, a major
aspect of their operations is intense initial attacks on critical NATO military targets in the
rear, particularly those relevant to NATQ’s theater nuclear capabilities and air power. Such
attacks (including those in the nonnuclear phase of combat) are intended to contribute to
Soviet goals at that level, to reduce NATO’s ability and resolve to initiate nuclear attacks
if the nonnuclear defense fails to hold, and to assist in nuclear preemption of a NATO nuclear
attack. High confidence in degrading NATO air power is also essential to support utiliza-
tion of Soviet operational maneuver groups designed to disrupt NATO rear areas.

The Soviets plan to use a wide variety of means to accomplish this task. Tactical ballistic
missiles (TBMs) are taking an increasing role in this mission during the initial stages of either
nuclear or nonnuclear combat as their accuracy increases and the sophistication of high-
explosive warheads increases. Inability to destroy critical target systems would cast doubt
on the feasibility of the entire Soviet attack plan, and so contribute to deterrence of theater
combat, nuclear or nonnuciear.

In the event of imminent or actual large-scale conflict in Europe, another high-priority
Soviet task would be to prevent quick reinforcement and resupply from the United States.
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Early and obvious success in this respect, by demonstrating the hopelessness of resistance,
might abort European resistance altogether or end a conflict in its very early stages. In the
absence of defenses, the Soviets might attempt this task by nonnuciear tactical ballistic missile
artacks on reception facilities in Europe. The Soviets could also accomplish this task with
higher confidence by means of quite limited nuclear attacks on such facilities in Europe and
on a restricted set of force projection targets in CONUS.

While the risk of provoking large-scale U.S. response to nuclear attacks on CONUS
might be unacceptable to the Soviets, they might also feel that—given the stakes, the risks
of escalation if conflict in Europe is prolonged, and the strength of their deterrent to U.S.
initiation of a large-scale nuclear exchange—the refasive risks might be acceptable if the artack
size were smail enough and their confidence of success sufficiently high. Without defenses,
very small numbers of ballistic missiles could in fact achieve high confidence in such an artack.
However, an intermediate ballistic missile defense deployment of moderate capabilities could
force the Soviets to increase their attack size radically. This would reduce or eliminate the
Soviets’ confidence that they could achieve their attack objectives while controlling the risks
of a large-scale nuclear exchange, The role of intermediate defenses in large-scale nuclear
attacks has already been discussed at the beginning of this section.

Soviet response to prospective or actual defense deployments by the United States also
will have longer-run aspects. The Soviets’ initial reaction will be to assess the nature, effects,
and likelihood of a U.S. defense deployment. Barring fundamental changes in their concep-
tion of their relations to other states and their security needs, they will seek to prevent such
a deployment through manipulation of public opinion or negotiations over arms agreements.
(We consider the possibility of a fundamentai change in Soviet political/military objectives
in the discussion of arms agreements below.)

-If the Soviets fail to prevent the deployment of defenses, they will assess their alter-
native responses in the light of the strategic architecture discussed above, the effectiveness
and leverage of the U.S. bailistic missile defenses, and other relevant U.S. offensive and defen-
sive capabilities (e.g., air defense). If the new defensive technologies offer sufficient leverage
against the offense and they cannot prevent the West from deploying defensive systems, the
_Soviets may accept a reduction in their long-range offensive threat against the West, which
. might be reflected in arms agreements. In this case, they would probably seek to compensate

by increasing their relative strength in other areas of military capability. Their current pro-
gram emphases suggest that they would be more likely to respond with a continuing buildup
in their long-range offensive forces. However, such a buildup would not necessarily be suf-
ficient to maintain their current level of confidence in the achievement of the strategic ob-
jectives of those forces.

6. Managing the Long-Term Competition with the Soviet Union

Current Soviet policy on arms agreements is dominated by the Soviet Union’s attempt
to derive unilateral advantage from arms negotiations and agreements, by accepting only
arrangements that permit continued Soviet increases in military strength while using the negotia-
tion process to inhibit Western increases in military strength. There is no evidence that Soviet
emphasis on competitive advantage over mutual benefit will change in the near future, uniess
a fundamental change occurs in the Soviet Union’s underlying foreign policy objectives. Such
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a change might be induced in the long run by a conviction among Soviet leaders that the
West was able and resolved to block the Soviet Union'’s attempts to extend its power and
influence by reliance on military strength. If such a change occurred, the possibilities for
reaching much more substantial arms agreements might increase. In that event, it might also
be possible to reach agreements restricting offensive forces so as to permit defensive systemns
to diminish the nuclear threat. Soviet belief in the seriousness of U.S. resolve to deploy such
defenses might itseif contribute to such a change.

7. Defenses and Stability

Deployment of defensive systems can increase stability, but to artain this we must design
our offensive and defensive forces properly—and, especially, we must not allow them to be
vulnerable. In combination with other measures, defenses can contribute to reducing the
preiaunch vulnerability of our offensive forces. To increase stability, defenses must themseives
avoid high vuinerability, must be robust in the face of enemy technical or tacticai
countermeasures, and must compete favorably in cost terms with expansion of the Soviet
offensive force. A defense that was highly effective for an attack below some threshold but
lost effectiveness very rapidly for larger attacks might decrease stability if superimposed on
vuinerable offensive systems. Boost-phase and midcourse layers may present problems of
both vulnerability and high sensitivity to attack size. Nevertheless, if this vulnerability can
be limited through technical and tactical measures, these layers may constitute very useful
elements of properly designed multilayered systems where their sensitivity is compensated
by the capabilities of other system components.

8. A Perspective on Costs

We do not yet have a basis for estimating the full cost of the necessary research pro-
gram nor the cost of systems development or various possible defensive deployment options.
It is clear, however, that costs and the tradeoffs they require would present important issues
for defense policy. While not insignificant, total systems costs would be spread over many
years. There is no reason at present to assume that the potential contributions of defensive

- systems to our security would not prove sufficient to warrant the costs of deploying the systems
when we are in a better situation to assess their costs and benefits.

12
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PREFACE

{(U) President Reagan has directed an "effort to define a
long~term research and development program...to achieve our
ultimate goal of eliminating the threat posed by strategic
nuclear missiles...." The President noted that the achievement
of the ultimate goal was a "formidable technical task" that
would probably take decades, and that "as we proceed we must
remain constant in preserving the nuclear deterrent...maintain-
ing a solid capability for flexible response...pursue real
reductions in nuclear arms.:.(and) reduce the risk of a conven-
tional military conflict escalating to nuclear war by improving
our nonnuclear capabilities.” o

(U) Two studies assisted in that effort: (1) the Defen-
sive Technologies Study (DTS) to review the technologies rele-
vant to defenses against ballistic missiles and recommend a
specific set of long-term programs to make the necessary tech-
nological advances, and (2} the Future Security Strategy Study
(FSSS) to assess the role of defensive systems in our future
security strategy. The implications for defense policy, strat-
egy, and arms control were addressed by two FSSS teams: an
interagency team led by Mr. Franklin C. Miller, and a team of
outside experts led by Mr. Fred S. Hoffman. This is a report
on the results of the work of the team of outside experts. The
work was done under the auspices of the Institute for Defense
' Analyses at the request of the Office of the Under Secretary of

Defense for Policy to assist the interagency team.
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SUMMARY REPORT

A. MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

THE STRATEGIC NEED FOR DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS

1. (U) U.S. national security reguires vigorous devel-

opment of technical opportunities for advanced ballistic missile

defense systems.

e Effective U.S. defensive systems can ﬁlay an essen-
tial role in reducing reliance on .threats of massive
destruction that are increasingly hollow and morally
unacceptable. A strategy that places increased reli-
ance on defensive systems canm offer a new basis for
managing our long-term relationship with the Soviet
Union. It can open new opportunities for pursuing a
prudent defense of Weatern security th;bugh both uni-
lateral measures and agreements. The Soviets use arms
negotiations to pursue competitive military advantage.
The Soviet Union is likely to cooperate in pursuing
agreements that are mutually beneficial only if it con-
cludes that it cannot accomplish its present political
goals because it faces Western firmness and ability to
resist coercion.

e Technologies for ballistic missile defenses, together
with those for precise, effective, and discriminate

nuclear and nonnuclear offensive systems, are advancing
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rapidly. They can present opportunities for resisting
aggression and deterring conflict that are safer and
more humane than exclusive reliance on the threat of
nuclear retaliation.

e A satisfactory deterrent requires a combination of more
discriminating and effective offensive systems to re-
spond to enemy attacks plus defensive systems to deny
the achievement of enemy attack objectives. Such a
deterrent can counter the erosion of confidence in our
alliance guarantees caused by the adverse shifts in the
military balance since the 1960s,

e Readiness to deploy advanced ballistic missile defense
systems is a necessary part of a U.S. hedge against the
increasingly ominous possibility of a one-sided Sovieté
deployment of such systems. Such a Sbviet depioyment,=
superimposed on the present nuclear balance, would have:
disastrous consequences for U.S. and allied security.
Clearly this. possihility, eepecially in the-near term,
also requires precautionary measures- to-enhance the
ahbility of our-offensive- forces to-penetrate defenses,

THE PREFERRED PATHE TO: THE- PRESIDENT'S- GOAL3:: - INTERMEDIATE
OPTIONS.. - - R - =

2. Cﬁ ‘m.ncrtechnol ies offer the— ouibilit of a
)§+Tefense system able to intercept offensive missiles
in each*jﬁié&éo!ﬁthtir-trajectories, In- the longr term, such
systema.ﬁibﬁtiptuntdt:a nearly leakproof defense against large
‘ballistic missile attacks. However, their components vary
.substantially in technical risk, development lead time, and
cost, and in-the policy issues they raise. Consequently, par-
tial systems; or systems with more modest technical goals, may
be feasible- earlier than the full system.-

S=2
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3. (U) Such "intermediate” systems may offer useful
capabilities. The assessment in this study of the utility of

intermediate systems is necessarily tentative, owing to the cur-
rent lack of specificity in systems design, effectiveness and
costs. Nevertheless, it indicates that, given a reasonable de-
gree of success in our research and development (R&D) efforts,
intermediate systems can strengthen deterrence. They will
greatly complicate Soviet attack plans and reduce Soviet confi-
dence in a successful outcome at various levels of conflict and
attack sizes, both nuclear and nonnuclear. Even U.S. defenses
of limited capability can deny Soviet planners confidence in
their ability to destroy a sufficient set of military targets

to satisfy enemy attack objectives, thereby strengthening deter-

rence. Intermediate defenses can also reduce damage if conflict
occurs. The combined effects of these intermediate capabilities
could help to reassure our allies about the credibility of our -
guarantees. ’ -

4. E’E] A flexible RéD’program designed to offer early
options for the deployment of intermediate systems, while pro-

ceeding toward the President's ultimate goal, is preferable to
one that defers the availability of components having a shorter
development lead time-in order to optimize the allocation of R&D
resources for development of the "full system.”

v : . T

e Intermediate defense systems can help to ameliorate our
security pnuﬁlematin the interim while full systems are

bl!hﬁ:developed.

, e
aens

® Tﬂ:%;nil-ayatem'approach involves higher technical risk
and higher cost. On the other hand, an approach expli-
citly addressing the utility of intermediate systems
offers' a hedge against the possibility that nearly leak-
proof defenses may take a very long time, or may prove
to be unattainable in a practicai sengse against a Soviet
effort to counter the defense. )
S§=-3
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e The deployment of intermediate systems would also pro-
vide operational experience with some camponents of
later, more comprehensive, and more advanced defense
systems, increasing the effectiveness of the develop-
ment effort.

5. m We have considered several possible intermediate
options:

® Anti-Tactical Missile (ATM) Options

Deployment of an anti-~tactical missile (ATM) system is

an intermediate option that might be available relatively
early. The system might comﬁine some advanced midcourse
and terminal components identified by the Defensive Tech-
nologies Study with‘a terminal underlay: that might result
from a Patriot upgrade. The advanced components, though
developed initially in an AT mode, could later play a
role in continental United States (CONUS) defense. Cur-
rent plans to upgrade Patr{ot would begin to provide- lim-
ited ATM capability before 199G. Such an option addresses
the pressing military need. to protect allied forces as
well as our own, in theaters of operations, from either
nonnuclear or nuclear attack. It would directly benefit
our allies as. well aa ourselves. Inclusion of such an
option in oux long-range R&D program on ballistic mis-
sile defenses should reduce allied anxieties that our
increased emphasis on defenses might indicate a weaken-
ing' in our commitment to the defense of Europe. We can
pursuo‘such'a program option within ABM Treaty constraints.
Such a course is therefore consistent with a policy of de-
ferring decisions on modifying or withdrawing from the
treaty.
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¢ Intermediate CONUS Options

Intermediate capabilities may also have important
applications in CONUS, initially to defend critical
installations such as C3I nodes. As the defense sys-
system is thickened, it also will add to Soviet un=-
certainties in targeting, even in large-scale attacks,
thereby enhancing deterrence. Depending on rates of
progress in the R&D program, a two-phase defense of

high effectiveness against moderate threats might com-
prise both endocatmospheric and excatmospheric components.
employing space-based sensors and ground-based intercep-
tors. --These intermediate components would be the lower
tiers in a full multilayered system.

e Limited Boost-Phase Intercept Options

Some intermediate options may provide useful near-term
leverage-on Soviet plans‘and programs even if they
prove unable to meet fully sophisticated Soviet re=-
sponses.. An early boost-phase intercept system with
capability against large rockets similar to those that
are an important part of Soviet forces may be one ex-
ample. ‘ Such an- option could impose costs on the Soviets
and increases their incentive to move towarad an offensive
posture that-.is more stable and less threatening. A de-
finitive. ansessmant of the utility of such options must
snpctfy—their technological and political feasibility,
timtnq: and cost, and the ease with which they can be
countered.. :
A
6. @‘f; Pursuit of the President's. goal, especially if
it is interpreted solely in terms of the full, nearly leak-
proof- system, will raise questions about our readiness to de-
fend against other threats, notably that of air attack by

s-5
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possible advanced bombers and cruise missiles., An appropriate
response to such questions will require an early and comprehen-
sive review of air defense technologies, leading to the develop-
ment of useful systems concepts.

DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS AND STABILITY OFP DETERRENCE

7. (U) Deployment of defensive systems can increase sta-
bility, but to attain this goal we must design our offensive
and defensive forces properly: especially, we must not allow
them to be vulnerable. In combination with other measures,
defenses can contribute to reducing the prelaunch vulnerability
" of our offensive forces. To increase stability, defenses must
themselves avoid high vulnerability,_must be robust in the face
of enemy technical or tactical countermeasures, and must compete
favorably in cost with expansion of the Soviet offensive force.

‘ 8. &‘5; As currently assessed, some boost-phase intercept
systems and other space-based camponents pose serious policy
problems. Because- of engagement time constraints, in boost-
phase intercept systems the decision to fire must, in effect,
be predelegated to a computer. This is especially serious for
Excalibur, which involves detonatiocon in space of a nuclear de-
vice, and for other weapons that might produce serious unin-
tended damage- over foreign tefritory or might deplete our in-
tércept capability in-response to false alarms. Excalibur also
requires. that- we- place- nucleaxr explosives in orbit, which could
be criticikzed as violating the treaty banning "weapcons of mass
destructi,_o“ﬁ‘!-’& in cuter space. Space-based camponents may also be

highly vulnerable to Soviet hoost-phase intercept systems, or anti-
‘'satellite (ASAT) systems. It will be imperative to design systems

thch are not themselves subject to rapid attack. Alternative
approaches need to be. developed in the R&D program that permit
safe arrangements- for the operation of the defensive system.
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SOVIET POLICIES, INITIATIVES, AND RESPONSES

9. {(U) The common assumpticn that the decision to initji-~
ate widespread deployment of ballistic missile defense systems
rests with the United States alone is completely unjustified.

Soviet history, doctrine, and programs all indicate that the
Soviets are likely (and.better prepared than we) to initiate a
widespread antiballistic missile (ABM) deployment whenever they
deem it to their advantage.

10. (U) The long-term course of Soviet military policy
plans and programs is uncertain in detail, but unless there is
a major change.in their political goals, the Soviets are highly
likely to continue to aim at being able to defeat any combina-
tion of external enemies. '

e The Soviets will almost certainly continue to maintain

. and upgrade their large air defenses and to conduct
programs for R&D and hoderpization of their ballistic
missile defenses. These activities will increasingly
create uncertainty about the ability of U.S. missile
forces to penetrate withouf'countermeasures, ahd about
the possibility of a sudden (open) or gradual (clandes-
tine) Soviet breakout from the ABM Treaty constraints.
The importance of such uncertainty is intensified
because of the substantial Soviet investments in air
defense and passive defenses of elements of the Soviet
military and government. Even without violating ABM
Treaty constraints, the Soviets will probably deploy a
substantial ATM defense, exacerbating our problems in
theaters of ocperations and making them more difficult
to correct.

@ On the other hand, if the Soviets believe that a Western
deployment of defenses will substantially improve the

S=7
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West's capability to resist attack or coercion, they
will try to prevent a Western deployment through poli-
tical means or arms negotiations.

e If the United States deploys defensive systems, the
Soviets will probably seek to maintain their offensive
threat through a set of measures that will depend on
their assessment of the defenses and their own techno-
logical options. Depending on the defense effective-
ness and leverage, such a response may not fully re-
store Soviet offensive capabilities,

e If the result of defense deployments is to reduce the
of fensive threats against the United States and the
Soviet Union, the Soviets may at some time give even
greater weight to general-purpose forces in their over-
all strategy. Such’ a situation would'ihcrease the im=-

_portance of strengthening Western capabilities,

e If, over time, the Soviets hecome convinced that the
West has the resolve and ability to block Soviet achieve-
ment of their long-term goals of destabhilization and
domination of other atates;, they may move from their
present political/military policies to become more will-
ing to agree to reducing the nuclear threat, through a
combination of mutual restrictions on offensive forces
and deployment of defensive systems.

U.S. DECCARATORY POLICY

11. E}éy U.S. declaratory policy on the President's ini-

tiative should stress:

e Soviet activities in the area of ballistic missile de-
fenses. The serious questions these activities raise

s-8
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about Soviet adherence to the ABM Treaty and Soviet
readiness to deploy widespread defenses should be
publicized as early as possible. This will anticipate
Soviet efforts to shift. to us the onus for any depar-
ture froam existing ABM Treaty constraints.

e A comprehensive statement of our long-range strategic
goals. This should embrace offensive and defensive
systems, and their relation to our general=-purpose
forces and to the long-term management of our relations
with the Soviet Union.

® The contribution of intermediate defensive systems to
deterrence and other U.S. objectives,

e The relevance of defensive systems to our allies, di-
rectly in the form of ATM options and'indirectly
through strengthening deterrence.’

e A continued U.S. desire td reach agreements to reduce
the nuclear threat, increaqe the prudence of our poten-
tial response to aggression, and provide a more suitable
long-term basis for relations with the Soviet Union
consistent with our interests and those of our allies,
We should call attention to the role of defenses in
reducing future sensitivity to certain verification
difficulties.

B. SUPPORTING RATIONALE
{U) President Reagan's directive to assess the role of

- defensive systems has required the FSSS to consider the rela-
tion of these systems to our strategic objectives and to Soviet
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programs and policy. The role of intermediate defensive gystems
has been a major focus of our study.

1. The Need for Defensive Systems in our Security Strateqgy

(U) There is a broad consensus that reliance on nuclear
retaliatory threats raises serious political and moral problems,
particularly in contingencies where the enemy use of force has
been constrained. Technologies for defensive systems and those
for extremely precise and discriminating attacks on strategic
targets have been advancing very rapidly. (Many technologies
are common to both functions.) Together they offer substantial
promise of a basis for protecting our national security inter-
ests, and those of our allies, that is more humane and more
prudent than sole reliance on threats of nuclear response. The
case for increasing the emphasis on defensive programs in our
national security strategy rests on several grounds, in addition
to thae broad, long-term objectives mentioned by the President in
his March 23 speech: N
e The massive increase in Soviet power at all levels of

conflict is eroding confidence in the threat of U.S.
nuclear response to Soviet attacks against our allies.

A continuation of this erosion could ultimately undermine
our traditional alliance structure.

e If the Soviet Union persists in the buildup of nuclear
offensive forces, for the next decade and beyond the
Uhtted States may not wish to restore, by offensive
means. alone, a military balance consistent with our
strategic needs. Soviet willingness and ability to
match or overmatch increases in U.S. nuclear forces
suggest that while additions to our forces are needed
to maintain the continued viability of our nuclear de-
terrent, such additions alone may not preserve confidence
in our alliance guarantees.

5=-10
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The public in the United States and other Western
countries is increasingly anxious about the danger of
nuclear war and the prospects for a supposedly unend-
ing nuclear arms race. Those expressing this anxiety,
however, frequently ignore the fact that the U.S. nu-
clear stockpile has been declining, both in numbers and
in megatons, while Soviet forces have increased mag- '
sively in both. A U.S. counter to the Soviet buildup
that emphasized increases in U.S. nuclear stockpiles
would exacerbate public anxieties.

Arms agreements, despite widespread Western hopes for
them, have to date failed to prevent growing instability
in the balance--and the deterioration--in the Western
position relative to the East. Offensive force limita-
tion agreements, originally associated in the U.S. arms
control strategy with the ABM Treaty,-have failed to re-
strain the Soviet offensive buildups de facto reductions
in the explosive yield and size of U.S. strategic nuclear

‘stocks have not prevented vast increases in the size and

destructiveness of the Soviet stockpile.

Rapidly advancing technologies offer new opportunities
for active defense deployment against ballistic missile
attack that did not exist when, over a decade ago, the
United States abandoned plans for defense deployments
against nuclear attack. Technologies for sensing and
discrimination of térgets, directing the means of
intercept, and destroying targets have created the
possibility of a system of layered defenses that would
pose successive, independent barriers to penetrating
missiles, There has been improvement in some (not all)
aspects of defense vulnerability. Given successful
outcomes to development programs and robustness in the
face of Soviet countermeasures, such defenses would

s-11
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permit only a very small proporticn of even a very
large attacking ballistic missile force to reach target.
Such defenses might alsc offer high leverage in compet-
ing with offensive responses.

2, Ballistic Missile Defenses in the Soviet Unicn

(U) The Soviets maintain a high level of activity in pro-
grams relevant to defenses against nuclear attack including:

e Active programs for mode;nizing deployed air and bal-
listic missile defense systems which together give them
the basis for a very rapid deployment of widespread
ballistic missile defenses, if they decide to ignore ABM
Treaty obligations ccmpletelx; and openly.

e Large and diverse R&D programs in areas. of technology
for advanced ballistic missile and air defense systems.

e A space launch capacity significantly greater than our
own, if not as sophisticated.

(U) A substantial Soviet lead in deployed defensive sys-
tems, superimposed on their growing offensive threat against our
nuclear offensive forces, could destroy the stability of the
strategic balance.

(U) The decision to initiate widespread deployment of
ballistic missile defenses does not rest with the United
States alone. The common assumption that it does is completely
unjustified. The Soviets give every appearance of preparing

for such a deployment whenever they believe they will derive

"significant strategic advantage from doing so. Their activities

include some that are questionable under the ABM Treaty. Unless

the public is aware and kept aware of Soviet activities in this

area, the United States will probably be blamed for initiating
S=-12
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"another round in the arms race.” The state of.U.S. prepared-
ness to deploy capable defenses will be an important element in
the Soviets' assessment of their own options., Active U.S. R&D
programs on advanced defensive systems can assist in deterring
a Soviet deployment designed to exploit an asymmetry in their

favor.

3. Alternative Paths to the President's Objective

E?1S The path to the President's ultimate objective may
be designed to go directly toward the ultimate objective of a
full, multilayered system that offers nearly leakproof defenses
against very large offensive forces. Under some conditions such
a path might be an optimal use of limited RaD resources, concen-
trating first on those technologies that present the greatest
difficulty and require the greatest lead times,

[slr In adaition. by deferring deployments into the indef-
inite future, advocates of such & path may hope that we can de-~
fer-difficult_iésues, such as the need for modifying or with-
drawing from existing treaties that constrain defense develop-
ment, testing, and deployments, the resource trade-offs neces-
sary to pay for the ultimate deployments, the need for air
defense, and the effects on the interests of our allies. Any
hope of deferring such issues is likely to prove delusory, how-
ever, because of the size of the R&D resource commitment neces-
sary to make credible progress toward this demanding technical
goal. Skeptics are unlikely to accept the proposition that we
will determine our positions on these matters only after spend-
ing many billions on the R&D program. And, by deferring defense
deployments, this choice defers the benefits we might derive
from intermediate defenses during the intervening and difficult

 period.



-SECRET—

Kj‘( Alternatively, R&D programs might be designed to pro-
vide earlier options for the deployment of intermediate systems,
bagsed on technologies that can contribute to the ultimate objec~
tive, as such systems become technically feasible and offer use-
ful capahilities. Such a path toward the President's ultimate
goal might generate earlier funding demands to support deployment
of intermediate systems and would require early treatment of some
of the policy issues. Also, at least one variant considered in
our report, an ATM deployment for theaters of operations, could
be undertaken without modification of the ABM Treaty.

@’6; The principal benefits of an R&D path providing options
for earlier, partial deployments are:

e Possibilities for an early contribution to improving the
deteriocrating military balance. ;

e Its explicit provision of a hedge against the risks
inherent in a program where each of a large number of
denandiﬁg technological goals must be met in order to
realize any useful result at all.

e The likelihood that early deployments of parts of the
ultimate system may also prove to be the moat effective
path to achieving such a systems early operational
experience. with some system elemants can contribute
useful feedback: to the development process.

4. Intermediate Defensive Systems, Soviet Strategy, and Deter-
rence

N

(U) PFundamentally, the choice between the two paths de-
'pends on the utility of intermediate systems in meeting our
national security objectives. In the discussion of ballistic
missile defenses that preceded the U.S. proposal of the ABM

S-14
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Treaty, opponents of such defenses argued that the utility of
widespread defense deployments should be judged in terms of
their ability to protect population from large attacks aimed
primarily at urban-industrial areas. Because of the destructive-
ness of nuclear weapons, nearly leakproof defenses are required
to provide a high levé1~of protection for population against
such attacks. Moreover, opponents at that time also divided

our strategic objectives intoc two categories: deterrence of war
and limiting damage if deterrence failed. They relegated defen-
ses exclusively to the second objective and ignored the essen-
tial complementarity between the two objectives. Consequently,
they assigned defenses no role in deterrence.

(U) We have reexamined this issue, and we conclude that
defenses of intermediate levels of capability can make critic-
ally important contributions to our national security objec-

tives. In particular, they'can reinforce or help maintain de-
terrence by denying the Soviets confidence in their ability to

achieve the strategic objectives of their contemplated attacks

as they assess a decision to go to war. By strengthening de-~

tarrence at various levels of conflict, defenses can also con-

tribute valuable reassurance to our allies,

(U) Deterrence rests on the Soviets' assessment of their
political/military alternatives. This, in turn, depends on
their objectives and style in planning for and using military
force. It also depends on their estimates of the effectiveness
of weapons and forces on both sides. Soviet assessments on
these matters may differ sharply from our own. Specifically,
the past behavior of the Soviets suggests they credit defensive
systems with greater capability than we do. If true, this will
.increase the contribution of defensive systems to deterrence.

(U} Because of the long lead times, assessment of the stra-
tegic role of defenses also requires very long-term projections

§-15
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about the nature of the Soviet state. While such projections
cannot be made with confidence, there is no current basis for
projecting a fundamental change in the Soviet attitude toward
external relations. We consider below the possibility that
appropriate management by the West of its long-term relations
with the Soviets might induce a fundamental change. Desirable
as this goal is, the most probable projection for the foresee-
able future is that they will continue to set a high priority
on their ability to control, subvert, or coerce other states
as the basis for their foreign relations. 1In this case, mili-
tary power will continue to play a major role for the Soviets,
and many present elements of style in the application of that
power can be expected to persist:

e Domination of the Eurasian §ériphery is a primary
strategic objective. The Soviets' preferred mode in
exploiting their military power is to .apply it to
deter, influence, coerce~-in short, to control--other
states, if possible without combat. But the ability
to so apply this power depends on strength in actual
combat.

e The Soviet ohjective in combat is victory, defined as
survival of the Soviet state and military power (with
as little damage ams poasible) and the imposition of
the Soviet will on opponents. Soviet doctrine and
practice contemplate limited. war, viewed in terms of
Soviet abiiity-to impose limitations on opponents for
Soviet strategic advantage.

e Soviet plans..unite the roles of various elements of
military forces in a coherent strategic architecture,

embracing offense, defense, and combined arms in var-
ious theaters of operations. Destruction of an enemy

5=-16
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is subordinate to the achievement of the goal of viec-
tory. The Soviets' concept for use of strategic offen-
sive and defensive capability is, consequently, to deter
attacks by U.S. intercontinental forces, to separate

the United States from its allies in the Eurasian perip-
hery, and to limit damage in the event that U.S. offen-
sive forces are used against the Soviet Union.

e Uncertainty is a dominant factor in all combat, creat-
ing an unlimited demand for superiority in forces.
Soviet planners seek ways to control uncertainty but,
faced with uncertainty over which they cannot exercise
a high degree of control, Soviet military action may he
deterred, Uncertainties are particularly important in
technically complex interactions between offense and
defense.

-
A

m Such a view of military force and its political appli-
cations may appear inconsistent with Soviet threats of inevit- '
able apocalyptic destruction in the event of war at any level--
but such threats are intended to play on the fears of the
Western public. While very great destruction might in fact
result from Soviet attacks, the discussion above suggests that
the Soviets give priority to military targets. In the absence
of defenses, their massive offensive forces make it possible
for them to attack large numbers of targets, including urban-
industrial targets as well as high-priority military targets.

(Iﬂ Whether they would conduct such attacks from the out~
set or withhold attacks against urban-industrial targets to
deter U.S. retaliation must bhe a matter of conjecture. In any
case, intermediate levels of defense capability might deny them
the ability to destroy with high confidence all of their high-
priority targets and force them to concentrate their attack on
such targets, diverting weapons that might otherwise be directed
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against cities. Moreover, if defenses can deny. the Soviets
confidence in achievement of their military attack objectives,
this will strengthen deterrence of such attacks. Thus, to the
extent that such attacks are necessary to overall Soviet plans,
defenses can help deter lower levels of conflict.

5. The Military Utility of Intermediate Defensive Systems

(U) Defensive systems affect attack planning in a variety
of ways, depending on the characteristics and effectiveness of
the defenses, the objectives of the attack, and the responses
of the defense and offense to the measures adopted by the other
side.

(U) Any defense system can be ;vercome by an attack large
enough to exhaust the intercept capability of the defense. The
size of attack against which the defense is designed is there-
fore one major characteristic of a defensive system. The cost
of expanding the defense to deal with a given increase in the
size and cost of the offense is a measure of the- leverage of
the defense. Another characteristic-is its effectiveness~-its
probability of destroying an cffensive missile.

(U) If the defense has sufficiently high capacity, effec-
tiveness, and laverage) it can-of course essentially preclude
attacks. Such defenses may result from the R&D programs pur-
suant to tho-Preeidlné's-goal. but it is more likely that the
results will be more modest. Even a modest level of effective-
neas--fo:gixnlpiey-s kill probability of 0.5 for each layer of
a four-ld}gifdefense—-yields an overall "leakage" rate of only
.about 6 percent for an attack size that does not exceed the
"total intercept capacity of the various layers. Such a leakage
" rate is, of course, sufficient to create catastrophic damage
in an attack of, say, 5,000 reentry vehicles (RVs) aimed at
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cities. It would mean 300 RVs arriving at targets--suffi-
cient to destroy a very large part of our urban structure and
population even if distributed in a nonoptimal fashion from the
point of view of the offense,

{U) Against an extensive military target system, however,
with an attack objectivé of destroying large fractions of spe-
cific target sets (such as critical C3I facilities) with high
confidence, such a leakage rate would be totally inadequate for
the offense. The more specific the attack objectives and the
higher the confidence required by the offense, the greater the
leverage exacted by the defense. For example, in the previous
four-layer case, if the defense required a high-confidence
penetration against a specific target, it would need to fire at
least 30 RVs to a single target sincé the defense firing doc-
trine is unknown to the attacker. As these are expected-value
calculations, an attacker would have to double or triple the
above values to attain high confidence in killinb a specific
- target. Ciearly an attacking force of 5,000 RVs that could
destroy a2 very large military targét system in the absence of
defenses would be totally inadequate to achieve high confidence
of destruction of a large fraction of a defended target set
amounting to hundreds of targets. Yet, this is precisely what
is required to achieve the strategic objectives of a large-scale
nuclear attack.

(U) The situation is even more dramatic in the case of
limited attacks on restricted target systems, intended to
achieve a decisive strategic advantage while continuing to de-
ter further escalation of the level of nuclear attack. Such
attacks would be precluded entirely by defenses of the sort
discussed, would deny the attacker's confidence in the outcome,
or would require a level of force inconsistent with limiting
the level of violence, while depleting the attacker's inventory
available for other tasks.

$=-19
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(U) Offense and defense have a rich meﬁu of responses from
which they can choose. These include fractionation of payload
to increase the number of warheads for a given missile force,
the use of decoys, and the use of preferential offense or de-
fengse tactics. The outcome of the contest is likely to bhe
uncertain to both sides so long as the defense keeps pace with
additions to offensive force size by expanding its intercept
capacity and upgrading its critical subsystems. Uncertainty
about the offense-defense engagement itself contributes to de-
terrence of attack by denying confidence in the attack outcome.

Eﬁi} We have considered the effect of introducing defenses
in hypothetical representative military situations, taking ac~-
count of what we know of Soviet objectives and operational
style in combat. In their doctrine.’the Soviets stress opera-:
tions designed to bring large-scale conflict to a quick and
decisive end, at as low a level of viclence as is consistent
with achievement of Soviet strategic aims. [: '

{’.- [(ﬂ The Soviets plan to use a wide variety of means to

'"acccmplish this taak._T?actical ballistic missiles (TBMs) are
taking an increasing role in this mission during the initial
stages of either nuclear or nonnuclear combat as their accuracy
increases and the sophistication of high-explosive warheadg]
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J Inability to destroy critical target
systems would cast doubt on the feasibility of the entire Soviet
attack plan, and so contribute to deterrence of theater combat,
nuclear or nonnuclear.

@8] In the event of imminent or actual large-scale con-
flict in Europe, another high-priority Soviet task would be to
prevent quick reinforcement and resupply from.the United States.

{ o

@?3] While the risk of provoking large=-scale U.S. response
to nuclear attacks on CONUS might be unacceptable toc the Soviets,
they might also feel that--given the stakes, the risks of esca-
lation if conflict in EBurope is prolonged, and the strength of
their deterrent to U.S, initiation of a large=~scale nuclear
exchange--the relative risks might be acceptable if the attack
size were small enough and their confidence of success suffi-
ciently high. Without defenses, very small numbers of ballis-
tic missiles could in fact achieve high confidence in such an

s=-21

—SACHAL.



SHORET

attack. However, an intermediate bhallistic missile defense
deployment of moderate capabilities could force the Soviets to
increase their attack size radically. This would reduce or
eliminate the Soviets' confidence that they could achieve their
attack objectives while controlling the risks of a large-scale
nuclear exchange. The role of intermediate defenses in large-~
scale nuclear attacks has already been discussed at the beginning
of this section.

EJQ} Soviet response to prospective or actual defense de-
ployments by the United States also will have longer-run as-
pects. The Soviets' initial reaction will be to assess the
nature, effects, and likelihood of a U.S. defense deployment.
Barring fundamental changes in their conception of their rela-
tions to other states and their security needs, they will seek
to prevent such a deployment through manipulation of public
_opinion or negotiations over arms agreements.'&ﬁﬁe.consider the
possibility of a fundamental change in Soviet political/military
objectives in the discussion of arms agreements below.)

;

(U) TIf the Soviets fail to prevent the deployment of de-
fenses, they will assess their alternative responses in the
light of the strategic architecture discussed above, the effec-
tiveness and leverage of the U.S. ballistic missile defenses,
and other relevant U.S. offensive and defensive capabilities
"(e.g.s, air defense), If the new defensive technologies offer
sufficient leverage against the offense and they cannot prevent
the West from deploying defensive systems, the Sowviets may
accept a:reduction in their long-range offensive threat against
the West, which might be reflected in arms agreements. In this
case, they would probably seek to compensate by increasing
'Eheir relative strength in other areas of military capability.

. Their current program emphases suggest that they would be more
likely to respond with a continuing buildup in their long-range
of fensive forces. However, such a bdildup would not necessarily
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be sufficient to maintain their current level of confidence in
the achievement of the strategic objectives of those forces.

6. Managing the Long-Term Competition with the Soviet Union

(U} Current Soviet policy on arms agreements is dominated
by the Soviet Union's attempt to derive unilateral advantage
from arms negotiations and agreements, by accepting only ar-
rangements that permit continued Soviet increases in military
strength while using the negotiation process to inhibit Western
increases in military strength, There is no evidence that
Soviet emphasis on competitive advantage over mutual benefit
will change in-the near future, unless a fundamental change
occurs in the Soviet Union's underlying foreign policy objec-
tives. Such a change might be induced in the long run by a
conviction among Soviet leaders that the West was able and
resolved to block. the Soviet Union's attempts'tq;extend its
ﬁower and influence by reliance on military strength. If such
a change occurred, the possibilitigs for reaching much more
substantial arms agreements might increase. 1In that event, it
might also be possible to reach agreements restricting offensive
forces so as to permit defensive systems to diminish the nuclear
threat. Soviet helief in the seriousness of U.S, resolve to
deploy such defenses might itself contribute to such a change.

7; Defenses and Stabilit

[nﬁﬂ Deployment of defensive systems can increase stabil-
ity, but to attain this we must design our offensive and defen-
sive forces properly--and, especially, we must not allow them
to be vulnerable. In combination with other measures, defenses
can contribute to reducing the prelaunch vulnerability of our
-of fengive forces. To increase stability, defenses must them-
selves avoid high vulnerability, must be robust in the face of
enemy technical or tactical countermeasures, and must compete
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favorably in cost terms with expansion of the Soviet offensive
force. A defense that was highly effective for an attack below
some threshold but lost effectiveness very rapidly for larger
attacks might decrease stability if superimposed on vulnerable
offensive systems. Boost-phase and midcourse layers may present
problems of both vulnerability and high sensitivity to attack
size., Nevertheless, if this vulnerability can be limited
through technical and tactical measures, these layers may
constitute very useful elements of properly designed multi-
layered systems where their sensitivity is compensated by the
capabilities of other system components.

8. A Perspective on Costs

-

Kgﬁ We do not yet have a basis for estimating the full
cost of the necessary research program nor the cost of systems;
development or various possible defensive deployment options.
It is clear, however, that costs and the trade-offs they reo-
quire would present important issues for defense policy. While
not insignificant, total aystems costs would be spread over many
years and the peak expenditures would not occur until well in
the future. There is no reason at present to assume that the
potential contributions of defensive systems to our security
would not prove sufficient to warrant the costs of deploying
the systems when we are in a better situation to assess their

cbsts and benefits.
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I. THE PRESIDENT'S INITIATIVE--ITS STRATEGIC CONTEXT

{U) On March 23, in a nationally televised speech from
the White House, President Reagan offered the American people
a vision of a new approach to security, based not on the
threat of nuclear retaliation but on the idea of defending

against a nuclear attack.

Would it not be better to save lives than to avenge
them?...What if free people could live secure in the
knowledge that their security did not rest upon the
threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter a Soviet
attack; that we c0u;d intercept and destroy strate-
gic ballistic missiles before they reached our own
soil or that of our allies?

{U) In the speech, the President recognized that strate-
gic defenses would not dominate the strategic balance over-
night. However, this did not dissuade him from moving toward

that goal.

I know this is a formidable technical task, one that
may not be accomplished before the end of this cen-
tury. Yet current technology has attained a level
of sophistication where it is reasonable for us to

begin this effort....

(U) The President concluded his remarks on ballistic mis-

sile defense (BMD) by directing "a comprehensive and intensive

1
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effort to define a long-term research and development (R&D)
program to begin to achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating
the threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles...to search for
ways to reduce the danger of nuclear war." Nevertheless, he
clearly understood that the road to this ultimate goal would be
long and uncertain. The President reccgnized that, in the
interim, the United States would have to "remain constant 1in
preserving the nuclear deterrent and maintaining a solid capa-

n

bility for flexible response," and "reduce the risk of a con=-
ventional military conflict escalating to nuclear war by im-

proving our nonnuclear capabilities.”

(U) The -President referred to the need to pursue new
technological developments that offeF the prospect of highly
effective defenses. Rapidly developing technologies also offer
revolutionary increases in the precision and accuracy of offen-
sive systems and the prospe’ct of achieving oufustrategic goals
at greatly reduced levels of unintended damage to civilians.
Together, such developments hold 'substantial possibilities for
meeting the President's objective of "reducing the danger of
nuclear war” while securing our interests and protecting our
allies against continued Soviet efforts to destabilize, coerce,

divide, and control other countries.

(U) 'National Security Decision Directive No. 85, signed
5y the President on March 25 and released to the public, con-
firmed his policy to "decrease our reliance on the threat of
retaliation by offensive nuclear weapons and to increase the
contribution of defensive systems to our security and that of
our allies.” To consider the full range of political, military,
and technical issues associated with a United States strategy
incorporating increased emphasis on defense, the President
further ordered the initiation of several high-level studies,
including one "to be completed on a priority basis to assess
the roles that bhallistic missile defense could play in future
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security strategy of the United States and our allies." Na-
tional Security Study Directive 6-83, ocutlined below, elabor-
ated on this basic scheme and constitutes the specific directive

under which this study was undertaken.

A, THE OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY

)

—

] we have assumed a need to look at
least 20 to 30 years ahead. This charge also suggests a need
to define future security strategy. That strategy is almost
certain to chamnge over this period of time; indeed, the Presi-

dent's initiative calls for major change.

&f{} The nature of the strategic reorientation called for
in the President's speech is clear: "Increased reliance on
defensive systems and decreased reliance on offensive nuclear
systems." This suggests a need to consider not just ballistic
missile defenses, but also some combination of:

e Improved defenses against nuclear forces of all kinds:

® Reductions or limits on offensive nuclear forces:; and

e Improved nonnuclear forces.

{U) We were asked to consider "the role of defenses hoth
in deterring attack and in defending the United States and
allied territory and forces." This suggests defense can play a
role in deterrence, and assessing that role provides a major

theme of this study.

(J) Thus, the scope of this study, as we have defined it,
includes all defenses, not just BMD. It addresses political
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and budgetary consequences as well as military implications of

the strategic reorientation.
B, WHY A STRATEGIC RECRIENTATION NOW?

(U) The general public, in the United States and other

Western countries, is increasingly anxious about the danger of

nuclear war, and about the prospect of a seemingly unending

nuclear arms race. Concerns have also bheen voiced about the

heavy reliance the United States places on nuclear weapons for
its security at a time when it no longer holds a nuclear advan-
tage. The President's question--"Must we live indefinitely
under the threat of nuclear war?"-=-is being asked more and more
by people of diverse political views. Critics are concerned
with both the morality and the prudeﬁce of so heavy a reliance
on nuclear retaliation for our security.

({U) There has been an erosion of U.S. strategy. A system

of alliances has been the keystone of U.S. foreign policy since
World War II. Many factors are weakening that system. A major
factor has been the political impact of a massive and relentless
buildup of Soviet military power, unmatched by the West. This
situation has gradually undermined confidence in the ability of
the United States to protect its allies by extending deterrence
to attacks against them. In the absence of offsetting changes,
the altered military balance may be expected to further erode
the credibility of a massive U.S. nuclear response as the
Soviets exploit their political opportunities. Because of

this trend, the alliance structure which the United States has
helped to sustain for 30 years is in serious danger.

{U) The continuing Soviet efforts in defense against air
“or missile attack provide an additicnal reason for reconsidering
this role in our own posture. The Soviets currently conduct

large-scale R&D programs in advanced technologies relevant to
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BMD and are modernizing their deployments of air and missile
defenses. Soviet strategists have traditionally given greater
emphasis than their U.S. counterparts to civil, air, ballistic
missile, and other defense components, They allot a far higher
proportion of their spending to defenses than does the United
States, even as they carry out fheir massive huildup in offensive
forces. The Soviets have exploited the latitude for deployment
and R&D under the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty: indeed, it
is an open gquestion whether they have exceeded that latitude.

At the same time, the United States has declined to deploy any
ARBM system and has allowed its R&D program to languish.

(U) By upgrading and modernizing the already extensive
Soviet air defense network and the Moscow ABM complex, the
Soviets have a&quired the potential for an extremely rapicd de-
ployment of a widespread ABM system--whenever they choose to
withdraw from the ABM Treaty. The United States could not now
match such a Soviet hreakout with a deployment of its own,
Moreover, when, as we expect, the Soviets makeLé widespread
deployhent of the SA-X-12, they'will ohtain a significant anti-
tactical ballistic missile (ATBM); capability. If augmented by
acquisition data in ways that are feasible for them, this ATRM
might achieve a limited capability against submarine-launched
and intercontinental ballistic missiles (SLBMs and ICBMs). The
deployment of the SA-X-12 would not itself violate the ABM .
Treaty, but its deployment would contribute to the Soviet break-
out potential.

(U} Whether or not the United States deploys a BMD, it

appears that the Soviets will be ready and able to do so, ra-

pidly, whenever they so choose. Their long-range R&aD programs

in technologies relevant to advanced ABM capabilities are large
and active--larger than our own in some areas, although they are

probably hbehind us in the critical areas of sensing and informa-
| tion processing. Soviet space launch capability and recent

levels of launch activity are greater than our own.

* () Same as anti-tactical missile (ATM) in Summary Report.

5
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{U) In sum, the Soviets have the capacity for both signi-
ficant near-term ABM deployments and a long-term program aimed
at advanced ABM capabilities, There is every reason to believe
that, whenever they deem the capabilities of such systems suf-
ficient against the threats they expect, the Soviets will de-
ploy the systems. This would be particularly likely if they
doubt that a U.S. response to their deployment is likely to be
forthcoming. The choice between worlds with and without ABM

systems is not a choice the United States can make unilaterally.

{(U) The United States cannot restore a military balance

consistent with our strategic needs by offensive means alone.

The Soviets appear both willing and able to increase the size
and destructiveness of their forceé to match or cutpace in-
creases in U.S. offensive forces. Inclusion of defenses in the
U.S5. response to the Soviet bhuildup will make it possible to
achieve our objectives with a smaller stockpiié-of nuclear
weapons than aApolicy of relying on offense alone, which should
help in mobilizing public support: for our efforts. Changes in
our posture muét not only improve our forces but do so in ways
that erode the utility of the massive Soviet investment in
offensive forces, as well as offer inducements for responses

that are less threatening and destahilizing.

(U) Arms agreements, on which many have placed high hopes

in the past, have not prevented the Soviet nuclear buildup.

The utility of further efforts to improve our security through
arms control agreements will depend on shifts in Soviet political
objectives that appear highly unlikely within the foreseeable
future, or on changes in Western policies and defense activities
that confront the Soviets with new incentives to negotiate

genuinely stabilizing agreements.

(U) Defensive technologies appear to offer new opportuni-
ties that did not exist a decade ago. Extraordinarily rapid
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developments have occurred in areas of technology that contri-
bute to ballistic missile defense, including sensing and dis-
criminating targets, directing the means of intercept, and
destroying targets. These developments have substantially
changed the kinds of defense systems we may be able to deploy
in the future. The possibility of a system of layered defenses
that would pose successive, independent barriers to penetrating
missiles offers, in principle, the prospect of defenses that
might permit only a very small proportion of an attacking force
to reach target. Such a defense might also "compete" with the
of fense on relatively favorable terms. If the ratio of the
costs of offsetting changes in defense and offense favors the

defense, it can be said to have "leverage."

(U) The threat of indiscriminate destruction is an unsat-

isfactory basis for the future development of U.S. security

strategy. It has resulted in unwarranted peséimism about both
the utility of increasing Western military strength and the
prospects for countering Soviet pressures with proportionate
Western responses. The President recognized this when he
asked: "Would it not be better to save lives than avenge them?"
He answered in two parts., First, he called for means to render
"nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete." However, the net
effect of defenses against ballistic missiles should not be to
make the world safe for other forms of Soviet military aggres-
sion. To that end, the second part of the President's answer

was:

.+st0 take steps to reduce the risk of a conventional
military conflict escalating to a nuclear war by improving
our nonnuclear capabilities. America does possess--now=-
the technologies to attain very significant improvements
in the effectiveness of our conventional, nonnuclear for-
ces. Proceeding boldly with these new technologies, we
can significantly reduce any incentive that the Soviet
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Union may have to threaten attack against the United
States and its allies.

(U} A persistent obstacle to the formulation of strategy
within the Western alliance is the widespread delusion that the
requirements of deterrence can be divorced from those of an
effective defense of Western interests. The worsening East-West
military balance has increased the need to recognize that defense
and deterrence are directly related and that Western forces and
strategies should reflect this reality. In combining the tech-

nologies of precision and discrimination with those of defense,
the President envisioned a clear evolutionary shift in U.S.

strategy:

e Away from the use of suicidal threats and apocalyptic

bluffs to deter Soviet attacks.
L

e Toward the deterrence of war by the credible promise
to use improved U.S. forces that can limit the harm
that would be done to our own as well as adversary
societies, and to discriminate between civilians and
legitimate military targets.

{({U) President Reagan's vision continues the evolution of
past U.S. nuclear policy. At no point has it been U.S. policy
to leave the President with the choice of suicide or surrender.
The President's speech extends the search of prior administra-
tions for credible options to deter Soviet attacks on the
United States or its allies. The threat to destroy Soviet
cities is inecreasingly incredible, even in reprisal for a Soviet
nuclear attack on the United States. This President, like past
presidents, seeks the means to reduce U.S. reliance on nuclear
bluffs and increase NATO's ability to meet nonnuclear aggression
on its own terms. In like manner, defenses against ballistic
missiles can shift the burden of escalation to the attacker.
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{(U) Making our weapons more precise and discriminate not
only significantly increases their effectiveness against mili-
tary targets. It also enables them to do significantly less
collateral damage to civilians. With the technologies the
President spoke of, U.S. offensive forces would be able to meet
a dual criterion: to hit what we aim at but only what we aim
at, limiting collateral damage.

(U) Improvements in our ability to destroy what we aim at

and only what we aim at with nonnuclear weapons offer the pros-

pect both of radically increasing the effectiveness of a U.S.
nonnuclear response to Soviet nonnuclear aggression (reducing
our need to reiy on nuclear threats as a deterrent to such
aggression), and reducing the indiscriminate destructiveness of
nonnuclear conflict if it occurs. Secretary Weinberger had
this in mind when he stated in his interview with Richard
Halloran, published in the September 1983 issue of Omni, that
the  greater the accuracy and smartness of our conventional
weapons, “"the more you c¢an pinpbiﬁt vital targets and have a
much higher confidence that they can be destroyed.”

(U) The ability to respond to aggression with highly
effective attacks against enemy military capabilities, while
avoiding the high levels of collateral damage associated with
current strategic offensive forces, is critically important in
efforts to limit escalaﬁion. This, in turn, is vital to our
ability to maintain coherence in Alliance strategy in the face
of Soviet efforts to divide the Western coalition by playing on
anxieties about the fisks inherent in resisting Soviet political

and military pressures.

{U) Precise and discriminate offensive forces and defenses

against attack complement one another. Even if we have the

means, a proportionate Soviet response to a precise and discrim-
inant U.S. strike is less probable as long as our people are
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hostage to Soviet revenge. Nor can U.S. defenses against di-
rect attack fully meet U.S. strategic requirements. Offensive
forces are needed to deny the Soviets their military objectives
and raise the cost to them of going to war.

C. THE RELEVANCE OF INTERMEDIATE CAPABILITIES

l, Uncertainties in the Achievement of Our Ultimate Defense

Goals

(U) A combination of technical and strategic uncertain-
ties makes it impossible to say when or whether we can reach the
ultimate goal.. Even if it falls short of the goal, however, an
R&D program is likely to offer the option of defenses with in-
termediate levels of capability.

(U) While recent advanhces in c¢ritical areas of Eechnology
have improved the ocutlook for ballistic missile defense, the
achievement of a very highly effective, high-leverage BMD
requires major additional advances beyond the current state of
the art. The outcome of our long-range R&D efforts will deter-
mine how far and how fast we are able to move toward the Presi-
dent's ultimate goal. As with any long-range R&D program, that
outcome is highly uncertain.

(U) In addition to the technical uncertainties, the rate
and extent of progress toward the ultimate goal will depend on
strategic factors and policy choices that are also uncertain.,
Soviet policies, programs, and technical developments can be a
critical factor in the cutcome. The Soviets might pursue a
variety of alternative paths, guided by internal factors, or as
a response to our own efforts. They could compete with the de-
fense through additional and technically responsive efforts to
improve the penetrativity of offensive bhallistic missiles: they
might increase development efforts in other types of offensive

10

1IMM ACCIEIED



w=BEONET™

systems:; they might concentrate on building their own defense
(indeed, they are well ahead of the United States in currently
deployable BMD systems); they might increase the resources they
allocate to both strategic offense and defense; or they might
prefer to reallocate from strategic forces to further strengthen

their conventional force capabhility.

(U) The technical and strategic difficulties vary con-
siderably among the components of a full, multilayered, highly
effective, high-leverage BMD system. Thus it is likely that an
R&D program could yield some intermediate deployment options
earlier than the full system. As we will discuss below, some of
these intermediate options could have very important utility.
These possibilities give rise to broadly different alternative
paths for pursuing the President's initiative,

2. Alternative Paths for Pursuit of the President's ABM Defense

Initiative

. '
E}ﬁl The immediate policy issues associated with pursuit
of the objectives stated by President Reagan in his March 23
speech depend on the choice made between broadly different
paths toward his ultimate goal. Two major variants can be sum-

marized as follows: : o

Path (1l). Pursue a program designed to provide a highly
effective, essentially "leakproof" defense against
intercontinental ballistic missiles when the technical
basis for such a defense becomes feasible. Because
such a system will require dramatic advances over the
current state of the art in several technical areas,
for a considerable pericd into the future U.S.
"action" would be confined to long-range R&D activi-
ties. By the same token, the date at which such a
capability would become available, its cost, and the

11
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probability of success cannot be assessed reliably at
present. In this variant, there would be no interme-
diate programs resulting in fielded defenses until the
technology for the highly effective system was in hand.

Path (2). Pursue the capabilities sought as in Path (1),
but identify intermediate system deployments that
could nevertheless serve important national interests:
pursue opportunities for such deployments when they
become technically feasible.

E’ES Consideration of resource constraints further defines
the alternatives, Either can bhe pursued at various resource
levels. If Path (1) were chosen at a modest level of long-range
R&D funding over the next five years, one could argue that many
of the difficult political, military, and strategic issues
associated with a policy of “increased emphasis on defensive
systems could be deferred until decisions have to be made on
substantial program issues. At that time, presumably, the al-
ternatives could be better assessed, in light of information
acquired during the long-range R&D program. Such a "minimalist®
pursuit of the President's objective would be likely to raise
questions concerning the credibility of the actions taken as an
implementation of a major presidential initiative. It also
would postpone into the indefinite future any benefits from
movement toward a goal that the President has identified as
important to our security. Many, including both proponents and
opponents of the effort, will assert that modest pursuit of so
ambitious a technical objective will never achieve its result;

a majority may therefore oppose such an approach.

ZL’U To preclude such criticisms, Path (l) might also be
pursued at a much higher level of long-range R&D funding. Such
a course would raise serious trade=-off issues, In effect, given

realistic assumptiohs about overall resource constraints, it

12
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would mean foreclosing intermediate defense opportunities in
a number of areas in favor of uncertain capahilities for the
distant future.

&{ﬁ Such an allocation would probably fall hardest on de-
fense options that might of fer substantial movement toward ac-
complishing the President's goal. Moreover, while it is pos-
sible to argue in principle that we could defer considering the
many associated policy issues, pending the resolution of tech-
nical uncertainties, very high funding levels would make such a
position untenable in practice. It would not be possible to
explain and defend an expensive, highly visible program without
immediately taking positions on such issues as how we would pay
for the defensive systems, the objective and nature of offen-
sive forces when powerful defenses have been deployed, defense
of the interests and territory of our allies, the need for air
defenses of comparable capability (possibly aisoﬁof civil de-
fenses), the requirement to withdraw from or modify existing
arms agreements, and the prospects;for achieving ﬁew accords

conducive to our national security objectives.

m’n; Path (2) couples pursuit of the President's ultimate
goal with a search for intermediate deployments that provide
ballistic missile defenses if they can (a) contribute to our
security in important ways, and (b) move us closer to the
President's goal. Depending on the timing and nature of the
intermediate deployments, this alternative may pose substantial
demands on defense resources within the planning horizon, and
may precipitate a number of policy issues that will require
immediate resolution.

Efﬂ Identification and analysis of these issues, where
- possible, is a major purpose of this report. Our ability to
specify defensive system options and analyze the issues they
pose is limited by the current lack of reliable descriptions of

13
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alternative defensive systems that would be adequate as a basis
for assessing cost and effectiveness. In this report, therefore,
we discuss intermediate-type RMD alternatives in qualitative
terms, with occasional illustrative quantitative analyses. A
more precise specification of alternative deployment options
would be a necessary first step if some form of Path (2) is

chosen.

E}ﬁ] In sum, a program aimed exclusively at a deployment
to meet the ultimate goal of defenses against nuclear attack
can offer the option of deferring difficult policy issues, but
only 1f its pace is so modest as to cast doubt on the serious-
ness of the initiative. Pursuit of such a program at a suhstan-
tial level of effort will probably precipitate early confronta-
tion of the policy issues related to deployment decisions and
may foreclose options for intermediate deployments that could
otherwise help meet pressing security requirements.

El?] On the other hand, a~prp§ram to deploy strategically
relevant intermediate capabilities as they become technologi-
cally feasible can contribute to national security while moving
toward the President's ultimate goal. In fact, such an approach
may be more effective in moving toward that gocal by providing
operational experience with parts of the system. This option
would generate earlier funding demands to support deployment
and would require earlier treatment of some policy issues, but
it could he designed to defer decisions on issues related to the
ABM Treaty for at least several years, Finally, whether or not
we aim at intermediate deployment, pursuit of the President's
initiative requires that we consider the utility of less than
leakproof defenses because of the extreme uncertainty that we

will be able to attain such an objective.
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3., The Contribution of Defenses toc Deterrence

(U) Traditicnally, U.S. defense planners have thought of
defenses primarily as a means of limiting damage. This study
examines the ways in which defenses might alsc reinforce deter-
rence. We considered how varicus defenses increase the uncer-
tainties associated with nuclear attack planning, and how they
might reinforce deterrence because attack planners must deal
with defenses on the basis of conservative assumptions of their

ef fectiveness,

(U) The Soviets have traditionally assigned great impor-
tance to defenses and they respect the U.S. technological capa-
bilities; we examined the conseguences for deterrence of their
taking a U.S. defense program seriously. In particular, we fo-

cused our efforts on the following intermediate capabhilities:

e Defenses against small attacks on the continental
United States (CONUS);

o Defenses against larger attacks on U,.S. strategic tar-
gets, including forces and associated c¢ommand, control,
communications, and intelligence (c31); and

e Defenses against tactical ballistic missiles in over-

seas theaters.

(U} We analyze the utility of defenses in supporting

deterrence in terms of (a) the effectiveness of the defense,

(b} how that effectiveness is perceived by the target pianners
of potential aggressors, (c) the ways in which planners perceive
attack priorities and establish damage criteria, and (d) the
inventory of offensive forces at the aggressor's disposal. In
light of these factors, the impact of defenses on deterrence

was examined in terms of probable Soviet responses, alternative
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defensive programs, the allocation of United States defense re-
sources, arms control, stability, foreign policy issues, and
space launch requirements. The examination ends with a series

of conclusions and policy recommendations.

16

1AM ACQIEIED



II. SOVIET OBJECTIVES, POLICIES, RESPONSES

(U) Any assessment of a major reorientation in U.S.
strategy must take into account the strategic objectives and
policies of the Soviet Union and Soviet responses to our own
initiatives. This is particulafly applicable for an examina-
tion of the effectiveness of defenses in improving the stabil-
ity of deterrence. An analysis of a new emphasis on defense in
U.S. strategy must consider the impact of U.S. strategic defense
capabilities on Soviet perceptions of the strategic balance and
must anticipate plausible and likely Soviet measures to counter

our defensive actions.

(U) Below are outlined the énduring elements of Soviet
global strategy and competitive style. Next, the likely Soviet
responses to U.S. BMD programs are analyzed, Finally, the
implications for U.S. policy are discussed.

gj{ﬂ The 20- to 30-year time period regquired for the emer-
gence of effective new BMD capabilities raises serious obstacles
to forecasting the kind of Soviet Union, strategic competition,
adversary force posture, and global environment we would be
dealing with when those capabilities actually appeared. The
nature of the Soviet Union and its militaristic, hegemonial
approach to internal and external affairs are probably the most
stable elements of the equation. The structure of the East-West
competition, of force postures, and of the global environment,

especially U.S. alliances, is quite volatile by comparison.
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A. ENDURING ELEMENTS OF SOVIET STRATEGY AND COMPETITIVE STYLE

{U) As long as the Soviet party-state system remains in-
tact, it will have a highly conflictual image of international
relations. It will regard its relations with the outside world
as a form of war. The.Soviet system regards security as a
function of control over potential sources of insecurity--that
is, other actors within and without. Those not under control
are objectively hostile. The pursuit of security is the expan-
sion of control. These elements of outlook, as much as any
surviving millenial content of Marxism-Leninism, oblige the

Soviet state to pursue expansionist and hegemonial aims.

(U) In matters of power, there is either advance or
retreat, perhaps interrupted by tactical pauses. There is no
inherent stability. Among competitors, compromise, accommoda-
tion, and negotiation are a means of struggle.or of winning time
for struggle. They are not a means of attaining a fundamental
stabilization of the relationship;

(U) These attitudes would encumber Soviet consideration
of any concept for "terminally" stabilizing the strategic
competition, whether it were based on offensive or defensive
strategic capabilities. The same attitudes would‘encourage the
Soviets to seek stabilization of a part of the competition as a
temporary means of holding ground where they feared setbacks.
In their view of the dynamics of military technical competition,
the Soviets tend to expect one side or the other to acquire
meaningful military advantages. Although there may be a sense
in which the technologies of two competitors "converge" to
parity of a sort, by the time that parity emerges new factors

are offering advantage.

(U) Since its birth, the Soviet Union has been governed
by men who believed, although with fluctuating intensity and

18
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sense of urgency, that power relations between .the USSR and

its principal adversaries were moving toward some critical--
even ultimate--test, dictated by the nature of the competition,
the adversaries, history itself. OQuite apart from their alarm-
ist propaganda on the danger of war directed at the West, cur-
rent Soviet leaders exhibit real concern of this sort. They
anticipate that the remainder of the 1980s will be a period of
heightened and increasingly dangerous competition, as they
pursue historically mandated missions and the United States
seeks to turn back the tide.

(U) The style of Soviet military strategy and planning in
this environment is characterized by the unity of things that
Western thinking tends to separate: war and peace, war-fighting
and deterrence, offense and defense, elements of armed power,
theaters of action.

(U) The desired mode of using military power is to deter,
to influence, to intimidate, in-quest of Soviet control. But
always there is the real danger of war. Military planning must
be constantly preoccupied with the prospect of actual conflict.
Power for nonviolent power politics emanates from real war-

waging power.

(U) The core and essence of useful military power is
offensive. Defensive military capabilities, strategic or
tactical, are essentially an aid to the offense. The fact that
the Soviets have, since World War II, devoted far more attention
to strategic defense than has the United States should not be
regarded as evidence of a "defensive mentality.” The Soviets
believe that providing, as hest one can, for the survival of
the state and its military power against the of fensive forces
of the adversary is required of any rational strategy.

19
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{U) Offensive capabilities are also an aid to the defense
(e.g., counterforce). But ultimately the capability to achieve
security through imposing and maintaining control demands the
projection of offensive power. Presently, in the Soviets'
strategic doctrine, and reflected in their force posture, the
most important offensive capabilities are the combined-arms and
strategic bombardment forces by which they can dominate the im-
mediate periphery of Eurasia around them. Even their intercon-
tinental nuclear strike forces are, in a strategic sense,
supportive of that offensive power.

(U) 1In Soviet strategic thinking the objective of conflict
is victory. Victory is always a combination of self-defense
(survival) and imposition of one's own will, vis-3=-vis some
sensible objective, on the enemy. This may or may not require
the destruction of the enemy, which is a means, not an end.
Thus, their propaganda to the contrary, Soviet-.doctrine does
not abhor the notion of limited conflict, even limited nuclear
conflict. Conflict limitations are a function of what Soviet
strength can impose on U.S. behavior. Soviet force posture and
exercises show ever more inherent adaptability to various

scenarios of limited war.

{U) At all significant levels of military strength, cer-
tainly at the strategic level, power lies in combinations of
weapons, forces, doctrines, tactics, leadership, and morale.

Of fensive and defensive capabilities combine. Strategic power
is a function of many arms, theaters, operations. Some one ele-
ment may be decisive; all are needed to effect a final decision.

(U) From these principles, which took basic shape in the
early 1960s, the Soviets have erected a coherent strategic
architecture to govern the evolution of doctrine, force posture,
and operational plans. In geopolitical terms, the most funda-
mental aims of this strategic architecture are (a}) to dominate
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the regions around the periphery of the USSR, and (b) to
negate the credibility or utility of U.S. intercontinental
nuclear guarantees.

(U) Strategic offensive nuclear forces are a vital part
of this architecture. Strategic theater forces (e.g., SS-20)
are part of theater dominance in peace and war. Intercontinen-
tal forces serve several purposes in sequence: (a) to deter
U.S. use of its intercontinental forces in defense of allies,
(b) to help cut the United States off from Eurasia through
interdictive strikes, and (c) to limit damage from major U.S.
attacks on the Soviet homeland. Similarly, strategic defenses
contribute to bhoth the offensive and the defensive parts of the
strategic architecture, by protecting the power-projection base
and helping the Soviet national entify survive major attack.
Understanding this architecture is important because its preser-
vation will be a vital goal. of any Soviet response to U.S.

strategic defenses, or, for that matter, any oﬁﬁer U.5, mili-

. tary initiatives. ;

{U) Uncertainty dominates all conflict and war situations.
In operational terms, this means that there can never be a real
superfluity of advantage or superiority. Self-limiting ordi-
nances apply only to the extent that declining marginal returns
to ef fort in one sector of military activity méy command a shift
of resources to another to maximize capability for conflict,

(U) Military uncertainty, almost by definition, plays an
ambiguous role in determining the efficacy of deterrence in
Soviet thinking. Because of it, under pressure to act, the
Soviets may see effective ways to use force otherwise precluded
by crude or quantitative force relationshipg--for example,
through deft operations, deception, or disruptive effects. On
the other hand, in the ahsence of strong pressures to act,
military uncértainty can deter military action that might seem
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attractive on the basis of an "expected value" assessment. In
Soviet eyes, offense-defense interactions are especially fraught
with uncertainty because technical performance uncertainties

are large, and are magnified by the intervention of will and

decision,

B. SOVIET RESPONSES TO U.S. STRATEGIC DEFENSE PROGRAMS

(U) The attitudes and precepts sketched above are deeply
ingrained and institutionalized in the Soviet strategic decision
system. They would, therefore, heavily influence the way the
Soviets respond to increased U.S. efforts to develop and deploy
strategic defenses.,

(U The first and continuing response would be evaluative.
The Soviets will constantlj ask what the Unitéthtates is
really seeking to accomplish and what the likely results are.
In addition to the expected technical intelligence and projec-
tion effort, the Soviets will devote considerable attention to
estimating the strategic sense and political viability of U.S.
programs. They will watch to see whether a major program on
BMD is actually accompanied by the other elements of a true
strategic defense architecture, such as air defenses, civii
defenses, and offensive counterforce capabilities. They respect
our technical wizardry and constantly suspect us of great
subterfuges; but they also see us as given to irrational fads
and slogans making little real strategic sense to them, and

having poor staying power.

(U) The Soviet political response has already begun: a
sustained propaganda effort to discredit prospective U.S.
efforts as fueling the arms race, increasing the danger of war,
and revealing a U.S. desire to reestablish American strategic

superiority. The current line is highly tuned to current
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political conditions, particularly U.S. and European controver-
sies on nuclear systems and arms control. This tuning will no

doubt continue.

(U) Soviet arms control lines will also respond, as they
have been responding already. As cheaply as possible, the
Soviets will seek to use arms control proposals and negotiations
(e.g., prohibition on weapons in space) as a means to block U.S.

programs with minimal impact on Soviet programs.

{U) In terms of weapons and force structure development,
the Soviets will probhably go to great lengths to keep the
of fense~defense strategic architecture they have evolved over
the last two decades intact in the face of prospective new U.S.

strategic defenses.

(U) First, they will 'seek to assure that.their nuclear
strike capahility can penetrate defenses, through such means as
suppression of defense, hardening and proliferation of offensive
vehicles, saturation with decoys, evasion through underdefended

corridors, or even surreptitious attack modes,

{U) Second, they will tend to the survivability and
counterforce tasks that spring from a conviction that the U.S.
defensive capability might well be used as an adjunct to a
ﬁreenptive or first=-astrike attack.

{U) Third, they will seek to keep their own strategic
defenses as robust as they can against the demands of improving
U.S. offensive capabilities and the standards of advancing U.S.
defensive technology.

\

{(U) How the Soviets allocate their resources among these
tagsks over time will be a function of their assessment of the
technical paths the United States is following, the interactive
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effects of both sides' offense and defense capabilities, and
the promise of technical paths open to the Soviet side. We
cannot guess the exact nature of the halance the Soviets will
strike decades in advance. We can say with some confidence,

however:

° gﬂ) They will strive as hest they can for the combina-
tion of intercontinental offensive (especially counter-
force) and defensive capabilities that gives themc

:1 the

ability of the Soviet Union to survive as a nation, and
to continue fighting even if the United States launches

major attacks.

e (U) Although the Soviets see a large'sgt of strategic
military targets in the United States (and worldwide)
which their offensive forces ought to cover, they do
not have an iron notion og strategic offensive force
"sufficiency" in penetrating weapons, above which their
forces are superflucus and below which they are too
weak to be useful. This means that they could {(but not
necessarily would) adjust their strategic architecture
to 2 new combination of more comprehensive and effective
defenses along with a more limited, effective offensive
capability for countermilitary missions and intimidation.

e (U) As the Soviets look ahead at the ewvolving shape of
the strategic competition, they will be quite uncertain
at any point as to where they should concentrate their
resources., They will very likely have to spread their
resources over many sectors of offense penetration,
survivability, and defenses, constraining their ability

to advance in any subset of technologies and stressing
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the total system. This stress may oblige them to con-
sider arms control approaches that are more genuine and
mutually restraining than arms control approaches that
are unilateral and manipulative.

(U) Finally, the Soviets will ask whether and how, if at
all, the emerging cffensive-defensive equation really affects
their ability to project power on the ground near their borders.
They will adapt their general-purpose land-combat forces accord-
ingly: for example, if faced with ATBM defenses, hy trying to
make the offensive power associated with their general-purpose
forces less dependent on missile strikes.

{U) So long as the U.S. alliance/security commitment
structure remains intact, the Soviet ability to project power
throughout Eurasia is the crux of the strategic balance.

Should the United States acquire a new combination of strategic
defensive and offensive capabilities to nullify Soviet theater
force advantages on terms consistent with U.S. survival in a
major war, then the strategic dominance the Soviets have so
laboriously constructed since the early 1960s will have bheen
overturned. In Soviet eyes, as well as by strategic logic,
such a shift in the balance would require either decisive U.S.
advantages in strategic defensive technology that left the
United States effectively defended as a war-waging entity (even
if not invulnerable) and the Soviet Union highly vulnerable, or
an elaborate combination of strategic offensive, defensive, and
general-purpose force improvements on the part of the United
States and its allies.

(U) The key point is that the Soviets will probably
respond to U.S. strategic defense programs on a great variety
of fronts, not all of them related directly to the strategic
of fensive-defensive axis. At the same time, we must realize
that they will probably be acting to increase their militarf
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power on these fronts whether we deploy defensive systems or
not. The necessity to deal with the intrusion of new U.S.
defensive capabilities, or the prospect thereof, will be costly
and will possibly detract from the Soviets' efforts to achieve

their core objectives.

(U) It is possible that the Soviet Union might respond to
U.S. strategic defensive programs in the short run by sharply
stepping up its efforts to dominate the regions on its periphery
it has long sought to control, before the United States could
alter the strategic balance in the long run. The Soviets are
now pursuing a cautious, low-risk policy to that end against
the backdrop of their present strategic power. It is unlikely
that U.S5. defensive programs alone would precipitate a change
of Soviet policy toward greater aggressiveness. But a sense of
rising immediate opportunity in Europe, the Middle East, or
Asia, plus the sense that those opportunitieé might be fleeting,
plus shifts in the Soviet leadership, could produce such change.
\

C. IMPLICATIONS FOR U.S. POLICY

(U) The Soviet perspective on the military-technical and
strategic competition has implications for U.S. policy not only
in the obvious sense that we are dealing with the Soviet Union
and its peculiar characteristics. The Soviet Union has already
become powerful enough to force responsive behavior, such as
our current force modernizations, on the United States, unless
we wish to opt out of the competition or accept the consequences

of an inferior status.

(U) From a Soviet perspective, the military-technical and
strategic competitions are a continuing process, not a race to
definable or stable end points. As a competitor, the United
States must decide its policies regarding strategic defense in
ferms of a protracted and not easily predictable stream of
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political, technical, and military effects. The questicn is
not where we want to end up, but what kind of a competitor we
believe we must be, as long as the competition and the adversary

are as we believe them to be.

(U) In view of the nature of our Soviet competitor and
the extended security commitments that will, presumably, contin-
ue to be the essence of U.S. security and strategy, it is very
hard to see the kind of peacekeeping or deterrent stability
sought by the United States emerging from a parity of military
strength, because the Soviet Union and the United States do not
have symmetry of aims and geopolitical position. Rather,
stability congenial to U.S. security and interests will more
likely have to rest on military advantages, inevitably transient
and therefore necessarily renewable or supplantable in a long-
term competition, until the nature of that competition changes
on largely political grounds. Those military advantages will
have to exist in both the forward defense and the strategic= .

intercontinental dimensions of our strategy.

(U) Given genuine technical uncertainties and inevitahle
perceptual uncertainties about the effectiveness of strategic
defenses, it seems highly unlikely that strategic defenses
(certainly not BMD alone) can recreate the kind of advantages
once associated with U.S. strategic superioriﬁy——namely a
highly vulnerable Soviet Union and a virtually invulnerable
United States--even though the United States could acquire
significant advantages in strategic defense per se. Rather,
stabilizing U.S. advantages are more likely to be found in a
totality of innovations across force elements and over time:

All defenses: missile, air, and civil
Strategic defenses and offensive forces
Intercontinental and theater forces

Conventional and nuclear forces.
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(U} The challenge is not simply one of having to do
everything at once, but of designing a strategy for competition
that stresses the Soviet strategic architecture as the Sogviets
have systematically stressed curs. A multiplicity of pressures
must be applied to Soviet doctrine, force posture, decision
processes, and resource base. In peacetime competition the
Soviets must be deprived of the easy options to develop mas-
sively credible intercontinental and theater offensive capabil-
ities they have had until now. In crisis or conflict they must
be confronted with multiple action=inhibiting uncertainties

if they cannot be deterred by action-precluding certainties.

(U} The Soviet perspective reminds us of the importance
of time. The long term and its expected character are very
important. But, so is the short term. Politically and, if
possible, in concrete military ways, our initiatives must
respond to the stress placed upon our strategy of security
through protection of allies, before the stress makes that

strategy unviable. o
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III. THE ROLE OF DEFENSES IN U.S. SECURITY STRATEGY

E}ﬁ New technologies offer the possibility of a multi-
layered defense system able to intercept offensive missiles in
each phase of their trajectories. 1In the long term such systems
might provide a nearly leakproof defense against large ballistic
missile attacks. However, their components vary substantially
in technical risk, development lead time, and cost, and in the
policy issues they raise. Consequently partial systems or
systems with more modest technical goals may be feasible earler
than the full system,

(U) This study suggests that "intermediate capabilities"--
components of the full multilayered defenses deployed when they
are proven technically feasible and if they are deemed militarily
relevant--may have strategic utility for the United States. Our
assessment of the utility of intermediate capabilities is neces-
sarily tentative owing to the current lack of specificity in
systems design, effectiveness, and costs. Nevertheless, it indi-
cates that intermediate systems can strengthen deterrence. They
may greatly complicate Soviet attack plans and reduce Soviet
confidence in a successful ocutcome at various levels of conflict
and attack size, both nuclear and nonnuclear. Even defenses of

limited capability can deny Soviet planners confidence in their
ability to destroy a sufficient set of military targets to sat-
isfy their attack objectives, thereby strengthening deterrence.
Intermediate capabilities can also limit damage if conflict

occurs. The combined effects of these capabilities could help
to reassure our allies about the credibility of our glarantees;
some capabilities are directly relevant to their defense needs.
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(U) This chapter discusses the concept of a full multi-
layered defense against ballistic missiles, examines the general
role of BMD in military contingencies, analyzes the strategic
utility of intermediate capabilities deployed for CONUS and
NATO defense, and develops a set of time-phased objectives in
which relatively early deployments of intermediate capabilities

might gradually grow into a full multilayered defense.

A, BURDEN IMPOSED ON OFFENSIVE STRIKE PLANNING BY DEFENSES--
THE ROLE OF UNCERTAINTY™*

(U) A multilayer defense concept confronts an attacker
with the specter of losing most of his damage-creation capabil-
ity because (1) only a small fraction of the attack "leaks"
through the defenses, and (2) his ability to predict what will
be damaged is sharply degraded.

(U) The first point is exemplified by a fohr-layer system,
wherein each layer has the ability to destréy half the reentry
vehicles (RVs). In this situatioﬁ, of rather modest defense
performance capability, only 6 percent of the attack will get
through to the target! Thus, for a force of 5,000 RVs, only
300 would theoretically leak through. Relative to past estimates
for defended or undefended situations, this is a markedly small
return on the attacker's investment. On the second point, the
defense attrition from a multilayer defense system may provide
a near-random destruction of the attacking force, leaving the
attacker unable to ensure that even this low number of leakers
will arrive on particular targets or classes of targets. Thus,
even the impact of 300 RVs in the above example could not be

delivered with any reasonable confidence against specific

*(U) A more detailed analysis of this subject is contained in
Appendix A.

30

{INC1 ASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

military target sets. (In this case, the price of 90 percent
confidence in the delivery of one warhead on a specific target
would be the launching of 35 warheads.)

(U) Of course, against population targets the leakage of
300 RVs would be devastating. In this latter situation the
defenses would have to do much better. However, the nature of
the controlling mathematics indicates that a multilayer defense
system will always have a finite leakage as long as none of the
individual layers has a unity kill capability, in which case a
multilayer defense would not be needed.

{U) When confronted with such a defense construct, an
of fense planner needs to find a way to defeat or avoid the
above defense characteristics. An initial listing of such

possibilities would include:

An increase in the attack size

Attacking targets preferentially
Increasing the numbers of RVs per booster
Deploying light excatmospheric decoys

Negating the boost-phase layer by direct attack on the
system or by deploying boosters that complete ICBM
operation prior to being attacked.

(U) In order to discuss the above possibilities guantita-
tively, it is necessary to postulate a generic multilayer
defense system and to assign values to its critical functional
characteristics. Such a four-layer system (recognizing the
possibility of more limited systems with fewer layers) would be

composed of:

® Boost-Phase Intercept (BPI) Layer -- (U) A satellite

system is designed to negate the attacking ballistiec
missiles while the hooster is hurning. Presumably
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such a booster kill eliminates the entire hcoster pay-
load. It is assumed that the boost-phase system has

the numbers and lethal range to provide a specific
probability of kill (Py) against each booster. If there
are not enough such satellites so that some hoosters are
not attacked, then the overall Py of this layer is, on

the average, reduced.

Midcourse Layer -- {(U) Intercept weapons are carried

on long-range defense missiles toward the incoming
weapons, and intercepts occur above the atmosphere at
long ranges from CONUS, Against intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs), a four-layer defense con-
struct has two such intercept opportunities against
every threatening obhject due to the relatively long
exoatmospheric attack flight times. If the attacker
deploys decoys or other objects made to resemble RVs,
the defense must attempt to discriminate these accom-
panying objects from the RVs. If some of the objects
cannot be discriminated and thus appear to be RVs, they
must, together with the real RVs, be intercepted by the
midcourse defense missiles., Thus, against credible de-
coys the defense missiles are "wasted" and the defense
system missile inventory will be prematurely exhausted.
Both the midcourse defense missiles employ "hit-to-kill"

nonnuc lear weapons.

Terminal Defense -- (U) This final defense layer oper-

ates in the high endoatmospheric region and employs a
homing defense interceptor with a nonnuclear warhead.

It is presumed that the excatmospheric decoys that may
be used against the midcourse layers are not required

in a terminal defense intercept attempt, in part because

of the presence of the early atmosphere.
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B}{ﬂ For the case of a four-layer system with an assumed Py
for each layer of 0.8, Table 1l presents the increases in RVs
leaking through due to increasing attack sizes. The attack con-
sists of only RVs, and the defense is either fixed or allowed
to properly inventory the layers against an increasing attack
size. In the latter situation each layer is allowed to grow in
proportion to the attack so as to keep the ability to attack

every target presented to the defense layer(s).

TABLE 1. (U) RV LFAKERS

~Boerer

Defense Constraints

Attack Size

(Number of RVs) ‘ Fixed 'Responsive
Number of Kills Capability
5,000 8 8

{Design Point)

10,000 5,008 16

15,000 10,008 24

Eﬁ?ﬁ As shown, the value of increasing attack sizes is
significant if the defense cannot or does not increase in
proportion to the attacker growth. If the defense can and does
respond, the increase in leakers against this very capable
four-layer system is miniscule. These sensitivities preclude
the attacker from confidently responding with increased attack
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sizes hecause the defense can grow in response and dependence

on assumptions about the defense Py.

Eﬂﬂl additionally, the performance of both defense and
attack is highly sensitive to properly estimating the actual
Pys obtained. Taking the above 15,000-RV attack and using a
layer Py of 0.7, the number of leakers grows from the above 24
to about 122. For more limited defense deployments where per-
haps only a three~-layer system was available, then for the
5,000-RV design case the RV leakage would increase from 8 to
40, Such an increase may not be overwhelming for an attack
against a military target structure, but it would be a major
increase if population centers were to be the object of the
attack.

ﬁﬁt} Alternatively, the attacker could consider a preferen-
tial attack where his attack is centered on targets covered by
only a portion of the defense. In such a case the attacker
could expect a much.higher leakagé and thus more nearly an
attainment of his (more limited) objectiveé. The hoost-phase
and the first midcourse intercepts occur in a manner that pro-
vides a nearly uniform defense of CONIS; they are not readily
subject to preferential'leakage against some physical subset of
CONUS targets. However, both the second midcourse intercept
and the terminal defenses have limited coverage and can he

attacked separately.

E}ﬁl As an example, assume that the second midcourse
coverage was separated into eight nonoverlapping defense zones.
Leakage through this layer was assumed to fall on the small-
footprint terminal system in a uniform manner. Table 2 presents
the results of such a preferential attack, using the above
attack of 5,000 RVs against a four-layer system with a Py of
0.8 per layer.
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TABLE 2. (U) EFFECT OF PREFERFNTIAL ATTACKS

sl

Fraction of Leakage of
CONUS Attacked RVs
All (Uniform) 8
1/2 104
1 1/4 152
1/8 ’ 176

.6}6& As shown by Table 2, very large increases in leakage
are possible under a concentratec attack. However, for many
military target structures this prospect may still not be satis-
factory to the attacker. Additionally, the above estimate does
not consider fairly standard defense responses such as prefer-
ential defense, inventory increases by the defender to desénsi-
tize himself from such tactics, and techniques to prevent the
éttacker from effective counting (which is the root of prefer-
ential attacks). If the attack were also preferential against
the terminal defense layer, it would be expected that the
attacker could insure attainment of his objectives only at the
cost of severely limiting his damage objectives.

Eﬁ;} The attacker can increase the numbers of RVs per
booster to increase the total attack and avoid the cost and
time to generate a large increase in the ICBM forces. As tech-

nolngy seems to allow increased accuracies, it is reasonable
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to expect that these smaller RVs could still endanger the mili-
tary target structure as well as the population centers, In
order to maximize the penetration probability, it is also pos-
sible that lightweight exocatmospheric decoys could be added to
the force to prematurely exhaust the midcourse defense system.
Table 3 presents such a case, where the defense inventories
against a presumed number of attacking RVs and decoys. The
attacker then fractionates his attack exactly at the defense's
chosen design point or splits his lcad out hetween RVs and

decoys in a way that maximizes leakage.

TABLE 3. (U) DEFENSE CAPARILITY AGAINST RV FRACTIONATION

Sscres

(1,000-Rooster Attack, Py per Layer = 0.8)

Defense Posture Attack _ RV Leakers

Designed for 3000 RVs Selects same split 5
and 20,000 decoys of RVs and decoys
Selects optimum 106

" attack (1864 RVs &
31,363 decoys)

" 5,000-RV attack 8

" 10,000-RV attack 6l

" 25,000=-RV attack 141
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Eﬂﬂ As would be expected, at the defense design point
there are very few leakers. Selecting his best RV/decoy mix,
the attacker gains a factor-of-20 increase in leakers, but the

ahsolute level is modest.

Bj{ﬂ An alternative approcach of more RVs per booster is
shown for three levels of fractionation. The 5,000-RV loadout
is the design point threat except that no decoys and all RVs
are loaded out. The attacker does slightly better than the
ahove design point case in this situation but still not very
well, Doubling the RVs per booster increases his leakage Dby a
factor of about eight. Furtherifractionation to 25 RVs per
booster increases the leakage attained by another factor of
abhout two. Thus this all-=RV attack produces more leakers than
the best RV/decoy mix attack without’any attendant risk of
fielding decoys that might be discriminated by the defense
with catastrophic results. ' Observe that the leakers are still
modest considering the on=-launcher attack strength of the

attacker.

[(f)] To explore the gain and loss possibilities with the
use of excatmospheric decoys, Table 4 presents an example based
on the previously discussed design point conditions of 1,000
boosters loaded out with decoys to maximize leakage. These
decoys are 10 percent of the weight of an RV and, while light,
are possibly credible to even the most sophisticated defense
sensors. Three defense design points are considered with vary-
ing defense inventories. The middle defense inventory of 5,544
missiles is the same as the above design point where the defense
assumes that the attack will consist of 3,000 RVs and 20,000
decoys on launcher. The larger number assumes the defense will
design against an attack that selects 2,000 RVs and 30,000 RVs
and increases the needed defense inventory. The last case is

where the defense inventories against an attacker decision to
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TABLE 4. (U) EFFECT OF ATTACKER'S DEPENDENCE ON
EXOATMOSPHERIC DECOYS
(ATTACKER SELECTS OPTIMUM RV/DECOY MIX)

Lsbonaad,

(Four-Layer Defenses, Py per Layer = 0.8,
Decoys = 10% RV Weight)

(1,000-Booster Attack, Maximum of 5 RVs Each)

RV Leakage

Defense

Design Decoys

Point 100%/50% Decoys All RVs

. Credible Not Credible (No Decoys)

7,696 Missiles 39/1.9 1.9 27
5,544 Missiles 106/3.0 3.0 ’ 21
3,392 Missiles 232/6.6 4,3 14

deploy 4,000 RVs and 10,000 RVs, Thus the effect of limiting
the defense deployment can be explored.

(Iii} For all the defense design cases, the attack selects
a responsive attack to maximize the number of leakers. However,
the attacker must and does decide to load out assuming that the
decoys he lbads out are credible; that is, each will draw de-
fense missile attack as well as an RV. Thus the attacker can
estimate the number of leakers being shown, assuming that the
decoys are 100 percent credible. These are the values used
previously in this discussion. However, if the defense can
attain an ability to reject every other decoy (i.e., 50 percent
credibility), then the defense can sharply reduce the leakers;
as shown in Table 4, the number of leakers would be sharply
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lower than even in an all-RV attack. Note that a reduction in
the credibility of the decoys tc 50 percent is almost the same
as the decoys' being completely discriminable--that is, totally

lacking credibility,

E,T& What is happening in the above situation is that the
noncredible decoys are not attacked and the defense can concen-
trate the intercept opportunities on the RVs, This sensitivity
is well known in the U.S. offense and defense community and is at
least consistent with the observed lack of decoys in the U.S.

offensive forces.

Eﬂf; An obvious approach to degradation of a multiple-layer
defense is the elimination of the boost-phase layer of the
defense (Table 5). This will greatly increase the sensitivity
of the other layers to numbers in the attack. To illustrate
this aspect of a multilayer defense system, the. defense is de-
signed on the assumption of full operation of the boost-phase
layer. As discussed above, assume credible decoy inventories
are depleted aéainst the attack, with the results as previously
shown. With the hoost phase eliminated and without any response
by the defense, the number of leakers jumps sharply by a factor
of about 25, from 106 leakers to 2,725 leakers. The source of
this increase is the defender's shortage of missiles to cope
with the extra attacking targets due to the loss of the hoost
phase. However, if the terminal defense layer is fully inven-
toried (leaving the midcourse defense missiles at the original
values), then the number of leakers is brought back down to
essentially the original values. Thus the effect of the loss
or limitations in the boost-phase system is largely controlled

by the degcision to respond or not to respond.
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TABLE 5. (U) DENIAL OF BOOST-PHASE LAYER

e

(P per Layer = 0.8, Decoys = 10% of RV Weight,
5,520 Midcourse Missiles)

(1,000 Boosters, Maximum of 5 RVs per Booster)

Defense Design Defense Posture Leakers (TD Missiles)

With Boost-Phase Design Point 106 {24 Missiles)
Defense Layer

With Boost~—-Phase No Response 2,725 (24 Missiles)
Layer Eliminated

" Increase Terminal 110 (2550 Missiles)
Defense Inventory

B, THE ROLE OF DEFENSES IN MILITABY CONTINGENCIES

l. Representative Military Situations as a Context for Analysis

{U) An analysis of a number of representative military
situations was undertaken in order to provide a specific analy-
tic framework within which to examine and illustrate the role
of defenses in deterrence. Four steps were involved in the
analysis. First, a set of related crises and conflict situa-
tions were defined in outline form, including alternative
escalation branches. The second step in the analysis identi-
fied and prioritized major U.S. and allied military targets
that could benefit from defense against Soviet ballistic¢ mis-
siles. The third step examined the contribution that BMD al-
ternatives could make to denial of Soviet strategic objectives
in crises or conflict, and thus, the contribution of defenses
to deterrence. Illustrative cases of BMD deployments were
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analyzed for Central Europe and CONUS. Finally, the fourth
step considered potential operational counters to U.S. BMD
deployments and the net effect on the Soviet Union's confidence

in achieving its war aims and thus on deterrence.
(U) In Sections III-C and III-D we present a summary of the
results of this analysis. In the remainder of this secticn the

contingency analysis is outlined.*

2. Soviet Strategic Objectives and War Aims in a Range of

Military Situations

w» L

[g{ﬂ In a major nonnuclear war with the United States and
its allies, the Soviet Union would have three strategic objec-
tives., First, it would seek to break up the NATO Alliance and

extend its political control to Western Europe through a combi-

nation of:

*(U) More detailed analyses are contained in Appendixes B
through E.
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FIGURE 1. (U) OUTLINE OF CONTINGENCIES
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. ﬂj{ﬂ Rapid, decisive nonnuclear air and ground opera-
tions to cause the collapse of NATO's defenses and

secure Soviet territorial objectives.

® E;ﬁ} Threats of widespread nuclear war to deter NATO
first use of nuclear weapons and coerce individual NATO
countries into neutrality or surrender.

e ﬁ{)} Concerted nonnuclear attacks on NATO's theater
nuclear forces, to destroy or neutralize NATO's in-

theater nuclear attack capability.

K‘i) A second Soviet strategic objective in nonnuclear war
would he to protect Soviet territory and the adjacent fleet
ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) operating areas (e.qg.,
Barents Sea, Sea of Okhotsk, Rering Sea, Norwegian Sea). Mili-
tary operations and coercive threats in Northéast Asia and on
NATO's northern and southern flanks would be important in this

regard, as would operations against U.S. and allied naval

forces. [:

J

[gfi) In limited nuclear war (confined to overseas theaters
or including limited attacks on superpower homelands), the
Soviet strategic objectives would not change fundamentally from
those in nonnuclear war. In general or large-scale nuclear
war, the Soviet strategic ohjectives would he to emerge from

the war as the dominant political, economic, and military power
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in the world, and to employ nuclear weapons rapidly and deci-
sively so as to significantly diminish the power of the United
States.

(U} The United States and its allies want to deter the
Soviet Union from causing or expleiting crises, from carrying
out armed aggression; and from escalating a conflict, should
one start., Ballistic missile defenses can contribute to all
of these deterrent goals in several ways. First, such defenses
can reduce the Soviets' confidence in achieving their strategic
goals rapidly and decisively at any level of conflict, non-
nuclear or nuclear. Second, deterring Soviet attacks in
overseas theaters, which this study argues is an important
purpose for ballistic missile defenses, contributes also to
deterring general nuclear war and large-scale nuclear attacks
on the United States, because of the way that both Soviet
objectives in and the escalation paths to general nuclear war
are strongly related to Soviet objectives associated with
conflict in overseas theaters.-\Finally, to the extent that.
the Soviets cannot be confident of achieving their strategic
objectives through warfare, they will be circumspect about
causing or exacerbating crises, at least those involving the

United States and its allies,

(U) Ballistic missile defenses can contribute most to
deterrence by operating on the following characteristics of

Soviet nonnuclear and nuclear military planning:

e (U) The Soviets' perceived need for high confidence in
achieving their political-military goals before commit-

ting military forces to action.

e (U) The Soviets' perceived need to achieve these goals
rapidly and decisively, in order to maintain control

over operational timelines. A Soviet inability to
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conclude a war rapidly and decisively could threaten
not only their basic strategy for war but also the very

foundations of the Soviet regime.

(U) As is discussed below, ballistic missile defenses
could also contribute to deterrence by reducing the Soviet

capability to use coercive threats against U.S. allies.

(U) The role of bhallistic missile defenses in deterrence
is, then, to deny the Soviets confidence in achieving their

strategic objectives in wartime; specifically, to:

e (U) Deny the Soviets confidence in achieving their
political-military war aims rapidly and decisively, in

hoth theater conflict and intercontinental nuclear war.

e (U) Reinforce and exacerbate Soviet fears of a long,
destructive war in which the operational and political

control of the Soviet iéﬁdership is in jeopardy.

e (U} Undercut Soviet escalation dominance, so that
neither the Soviet Union nor the United States and its
allies perceive clear, confident Soviet advantage at

any level of conflict.

ﬁ’fﬁ U.S. ballistic missile defenses cannot, over the next
two decades, assume the entire burden of deterrence, and they
may never be able to do so. BRut survivable ballistic missile
defenses, in concert with effective general-purpose forces and
survivable theater and strategic¢ nuclear offensive forces, can
significantly enhance deterrence beyond what can be achieved
with offensive forces alone. Deterrence can be fortified by
limited BMD deployments that could provide significant protec-

tion to military targets.
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(U} Ballistic missile defenses can deny the Soviets con-
fidence in their ability to rapidly and decisively achieve war
aims by increasing the survivability of U.S. and allied general-
purpose and nuclear forces and their C3I. The Soviets would
face the prospect of fighting against ccherent elements of U,S.
and allied forces for an extendecd period. Since Soviet military
strategy clearly places considerable weight on defenses, pre-
sumably the Soviets would also accord considerable weight to
U.S5. defenses when making decisions about whether to initiate

or expand a conflict.

{U) Ballistic missile defenses can deny the Soviets con-
fidence in deeisively achieving their war aims with the use of
only limited force. BMD raises the level of force the Soviets
mist assemble and commit before initiating conflict, because it
increases the number of ballistic missile warheads required for
high-confidence (i.e., offénse-conservative)-targeting and at-
tacks. Rallistic missile defenses tend to éompel the Soviets
to focus on extreme contingencies when considering the initia-
tion of war--to commit themselves to a large war or to no war,
Defenses reinforce the deterrent effect of the general specter

of a long, destructive war.

(U) Ballistic missile defenses can also undercut Soviet
ef forts to coerce U.S. allies., Such defenses can reassure
these allies of U.S. security guarantees in several ways, par-
ticularly if the defenses protect allied territory. Defenses
enhance deterrence generally, which contributes to reassurance.
If they reduce the Soviets' confidence in successfully carrying
out military operations at the highest levels of escalation,
their ability to dominate the escalation process will be de-
creased., Moreover, defenses can contribute directly to allied
reassurance. BMD may reduce the "hair-trigger” nature of U.S.
and NATO theater nuclear responses by avoiding situations in
which the West is driven to use its theater nuclear forces
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early or lose them. Defenses also provide alternatives to
nuclear responses for dealing with conventional or (potentially)
chemical bhallistic missile attacks, while the linkage with U.S.

nuclear forces and the option for first use is still maintained.

(U) Defenses need not have the near-zero leakage character
required for protection of population in order to make substan-
tial contributions to deterrence, as illustrated below.

C. INTERMEDIATE DEFENSE OPTIONS FOR CONUS

B)fﬂ The component elements required by an ultimate four-
layer CONUS defense system, highly capable against a massive
and responsive threat,* are unlikely to be all availahle hefore
the year 2000. The various defense elements are in widely vary-
ing stages of technological maturity. In essence, some layers
originally selected as part of a full multilayer system are
plausible candidates for intermediate deployment, The types of
systems discussed below are included for illustrative purposes
only; the study takes no position on specific systems.

1. Terminal Defense Deployment Option

&ﬂﬂ The necessary terminal defense elements are (l) a
mobile, high endocatmospheric homing interceptor employing a
nonnuclear warhead and (2) an aircraft-borne optical acquisi-

tion and tracking sensor. [

) . ;] Such large "terminal defense" foot-

prints are not possible with conventional terminal defense
systems, and they greatly increase the efficiency of defense.

*(#) As defined in the Defensive Technologies Study (DTS), a
"hot" ICBM with a very fast burn, very low-altitude burnout.
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[EK{S Preliminary estimates of the performance of such an
intermediate deployment for protection of military sites are
promising. The large coverage provided per defense unit and
the nature of the two key defense elements limits the size of
the deployments required; the lack of large fixed and targetahle
ground installations denies the offense the ready use of defense
suppression attacks. For specific high-value targets, the ter-
minal defense is able to use salvo launches with the above foot-
prints or employ a shoot-look=shoot firing doctrine over smaller
footprints. In both cases, the. expected leakage would be low,
forcing a major increase in attack size if the attacker's tar-
geting goals are to be obtained. In all cases, the last inter-
cept altitude .is inherently high enough to preclude major ground
damage to soft targets in case the attacker employs salvage
fuzing.

E}i} As this system would only operate within the atmo-
sphere, the canonical countermeasures of lightweight decoys are
of little significance, especially.if military targets are
being protected., Nevertheless, there are theoretical classes
of decoys (at least for ICBMsg) that might survive and retain
credibility long enough within the upper atmosphere to drive
down the defense footprint sizes or increase the consumption of

defense missiles. [

]

ﬁff} The above terminal defense elements all require rech-
nology advances, but they are in areas that c¢an be brought to
fruition relatively quickly. On the bhasis of the Defensive
Technologies Study (DTS) findings, an aggressive R&D program
could allow the necessary technology for the terminal intercep-
tors and the optical sensor airplane to be developed and demon-
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strated by 198% or 1990, thus providing options. for deployment
in the mid-1990s.

2. Terminal Plus Midcourse Defense Deployment Option

E%[] The addition of a midcourse exoatmospheric interceptor
layer to the above defense has bheen considered as a likely
intermediate deployment option. In this application, the mid-
course layer, which is also meobile and nonnuclear, would depend
on the airborne optical sensor for launch data. The aircraft
positions required for terminal defense operation may have to
be moved forward to provide more time, or the sensor range may
have to be increased to enable timely exoatmospheric intercepts
beyond the operating range of the terminal defense system, or
both. The large footprints obtained with a midcourse layer and
the reduced leakage due to employing an additional layer mar-
kedly increase the defense berformance. The midcourse layer
also provides nearly CONUS-wide coverage, not achievable with

the terminal defense layer alone.,

E;ﬁl The midcourse defense layer, by intercepting exocatmo-
spherically, must face the issue of lightweight replica decoys.
One approach is to place the discrimination sensors on board a
high=altitude aircraft. The function would be the same as that
accomplished by the discrimination satellites in the ultimate
éystem identified by the DIS. While such aircraft will increase
the cost of the midcourse layer, they may be able to defeat
early generations of midcourse decoys or other penetration
devices, even though post-boost vehicle (PRV) observation would
not be possible. This issue of discrimination (and reduced-cost
midcourse missile systems) is the central question, and uncer-
tainty from the defender's as well as the attacker's perspective
(see Chapter VI) is the central development risk of such a mid-
course layer., Due to the discrimination question, midcourse-
layer technical risk and development prospects are similar to

those discussed above under terminal defense.
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3. Possible Application of an Intermediate Defense Deployment

Eaﬁ} The above defense deployments, with suitable data
processing and command, control, and communicaticn {(C3) capabil-
ities, could provide intermediate options for defense of mili-
tary assets in CONUS such as silos, Strategic Air Command (SAC)
bases, C3 nodes, mobilization bases, and key war-supporting
installations such as sea lines of communication (SLOC) support
facilities. [:

I

4. Pogsibility of an Intermediate Boost-Phase Layer

ﬁ‘ﬁ] The DTS has concentrated on the ultimate solution,
including a boost-phase intercept layer which is capable of
operating effectively against a responsive enemy. The prime
enemy response opportunities appear to be: rapid-burn boosters
to complete booster functions prior to the earliest possible
attack by a satellite=borne bbost-phase system employing beam
weapons; or direct attack on the system's critical space assets
such as the sensor and beam weapon platforms. A new rapid-burn
booster force would essentially require the Soviets to replace
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their entire ICBM inventory with a substantially different
force. While this could indeed be accomplished, it would take
time and a major commitment of resources. A possible Soviet
antisatellite system to attack boost-phase defense satellites
will also take time and resources. The antisatellite system
may be as technically stressing as the satellite-borne boost-
phase layer itself.

[ﬁfﬁ On the basis of the above arguments and the uncertain
availability of some of the conceptual hoost-phase systems, it
is natural to ask what could be accomplished with less-than-
ultimate boost-phase defense layers employing more limited
technologies. - This is encouraged in part by the realization
that some of the boost-phase approaches employ technologies
that do not raise such policy problems as requiring the use of
nuc lear weapons. Whether there are attractive intermediate
boost-phase technologies or whether those preéently identified,
such as hypervelocity guns, are credible is unresolved.

n

E‘TX In addition to avoiding the nuclear weapons issue,
there are other advantages to a system that could be available
in time to be useful against ballistic missile forces such as
those the Soviets rely on today (e.g., the SS-18). If the
technology could support the deployment of such a layer well
before the end of the century, .it would force the Soviets to
recons ider a major segment of their planned ICBM and SLBM force

in that period.

]

This projection assumes the Soviets are unconstrained by arms

agreements and expand their forces along current trends.
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FIGURE 2. (U) PERCENTAGES OF RVs ON LIQUID VERSUS SOLID BOOSTERS\
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(U) If the technolegy is not available on this time scale,
it must then ccmpete as an alternate solution for the ultimate
DTS concept. It is a recommendation of this study that an
exploration of this intermediate boost-phase layer be conducted
to consider whether there is indeed such a technology at all
and, if there is, to assess the technical feasibility, cost-
effectiveness against Soviet countermeasures, and policy impli=-
cations of intermediate candidates. It is also necessary to
assess the implications of a comparable Soviet layer for U.S.
ballistic missiles.

5. The Utility of an Intermediate RBoost-Phase Intercept Layer

a. Current Projections of Soviet Ballistic Missile Forces.

(U) The utility of an intermediate boost-phase intercept (BPI)
layer depends in part on what the Soviets will do if we continue
to do nothing to defend ourselves against their long-range
ballistic missiles,
S

Eﬂ{} The utility of an intermediate BPI layer varies
approximately with the number of RVs on "slow®” ballistic mis-
siles. The shorter the booster and post-boost vehicle (PRV)
burnout times and altitudes, the lower the probability of inter-
cept by the defense's first layer. The Soviets' liquid~fueled
ICBMs are slower and more vulnerable than theif corresponding
solid-fueled boosters. Therefore, to a first approximation,
the utility of an intermediate BPI option is proportional to
the ratio of the number of Soviet nuclear weapons on liquid-
fueled boosters to the total number on long-range liguid and
solid boosters.

G
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FIGURE 3. (U) SOVIET BALLISTIC MISSILE PROJECTIONS ~
UNCONSTRAINED BASE CASE
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[g!il The projected proportion of liquid to total (liquid
and solid) ICBM boosters in the Soviet inventory between now
and the year 2000 may depend on the outcomes of the Strategic
Arms Reduction Talks/Intermediate Nuclear Forces (START/INF)
degotiations. subsequent Soviet choices among their ICBM mod-
ernization programs, and the Soviet response to MX and its

basing,]

1. _ - : ;]
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{{ )J The preceding assessment underestimates the utilitv
of an intermediate BPI option,[:

¥4 [L ‘8

]
L

-
‘The
crucial question is how quickly the Soviets can field a force
of 2000 fast-burn ICBM boosters and associated PBVs, if they
are pressed to counter an intermediate BPI option. Unless and
until the Soviets develop "hotter" boosters, their current and
projected generations of liquid- and solid-fueled ICBMs, SLBMs,
and intermediate-range/medium-range ballistic missiles (IR/
MRBMs) (S8S-20 class follow—-ons) may have great difficulty
getting past an intermediate BPI layer, if we have one. There-
after, the utility of an intermediate BPI option will vary with
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the proportion of RVs on slow- versus fast-burn ballistic mis-
siles.

Lﬂﬂ; If we can have an intermediate boost-phase intercept
layer by the middle to late 1990s, we may be able to obsolesce
50 percent or more of the projected additional $30-50 billion
investment by the Soviets in their current ICBM force E - J
We may also be able to drive the Soviets to ICBMs that cost
them more per nuclear weapon and that present less of a threat
to population.,

b. The Strategic Rationale for an Intermediate BPI Option.
—
(] 1t is to-the advantage of the United States that the
Soviets try to counter our intermediate BPI options, even

though we do not want them to succeed. It is in the U.S.
interest for the Soviets to have as few nuclear weapons as
possible and to make those’'they do have moreﬁbrecise and more
discriminate than they currently are and are predicted to be.
For example, in order to build a solid-fueled ICBM force that
burns out low enough to evade a BPI layer, the Soviets may be
forced to reduce the throwweight, thus decreasing the yield of
their nuclear weapons by a factor of two to five or more. 1In
order to make their new, smaller nuclear weapons at least as
militarily effective as their current larger ones, they need to
decrease their current operational circular errors probable
(CEPs) by one=third or more. Even if they succeed in substan-
tially reducing the effectiveness of our intermediate BPI, the
result is favorable to the United States. The unintended
damage that the United States would suffer from in a limited
attack directed only at military targets could be significantly
reduced as compared to the damage that would occur with current
Soviet forces. It should be noted that this estimate assumes
the worst (which is not entirely likely): the Soviets com-
pletely counter all our defenses, not just the boost-phase
intercept layer. In order to have this beneficial impact the
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TABLE 7. U) ILLUSTRATIVE PROJECTED SOVIET ICBM INVESTMENTS

(CEXRCA 2000)
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effectiveness of the U.S. defenses need only be sufficient to
induce the Soviets to change their current ICBM modernization
programs. Certain arms agreements might complement these

limited defenses and reinforce our preferred changes in Soviet

nuc lear forces.

flf;} In the past, the United States could not have the
benefit of the kind of defense systems we now foresee. For
example, the "Gilpatric Study," done for the President by
former Secretary of Defense McNamara on ways to save at least
80 percent of the U.S. population in the event of a massive
(5000 Mt or more) indiscriminate Soviet attack, did not consider
a BPI layer in a multilayer system. BPI and BMD were treated
as substitutes, rather than complements. Multilayer defenses
may not be easily penetrated even though the individual layers
are less than perfect. To do so, the Soviets would need a very
large force of ICBMs different from the kind ‘they now build.
How different depends on a detailed net assessment that remains
to be done of our defense options, Soviet ballistic missiles,
and associated modernization programs.

YZ‘i} Table B illustrates the estimates of the percentage
change in the equivalent megatonnage (EMT) per booster (EMT =
NY2/3 is a measure of the area damaged by the blast from N
nuclear weapons with yield Y) and the percentage change in the
average investment cost per RV per booster and per kilogram of
throwweight, if an intermediate RPI option forces the Soviets
to replace their current liquid-fueled (i.e., SS-18/MOD 4 and
subsequent types) and solid-fueled (i.e., SS-X-24, SS-X-25, and
subsequent types) with the fast-burn ICBM hypothesized by the
DTS Red Team.

-

Kfﬁ] An intermediate boost-phase intercept system may:
drive the Soviets to 40 percent fewer RVs per booster; impose
costs on the Soviets by raising their average investment costs
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TABLE 8. (U) ILLUSTRATIVE SOVIET ICBM CHARACTERISTICS
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per booster by 100-300 percent or more if the Soviets go to
fast~-burn mobile ICBMs: and decrease the unintended damage to
the United States by 50 percent or more.

Z}!D The additional investment in ICBMs the Soviets require
to counter our intermediate BPI options may be more than twice
as much as the amount we project them to spend if we do nothing.
And the force it buys them may still be vulnerable to more-
capable BPI systems. How the marginal costs to the Soviets to
counter our BPI intermediate options compare with the marginal

costs to the United States to respond remains to be determined.
D. ANTI-TACTICAL BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE FOR NATO EUROPE

1. The Threat

[z‘ix One possible intermediate capabilit?:examined by the
study relates to defense against ATBM. An ATBM capability
might be achieved by a numher of means, including upgrading the
Patriot systeh, using one or two elements of the BMD system
identified in an ATBM application, or some combination of
Patriot with components of the BMD system such as the optical
aircraft. None of these approaches are endnrsed, as the study
takes no position on specific systems, However, an ATBM could
improve deterrence and defense in overseas theaters, particu-
larly NATO Europe.

E@‘T> The Soviets are currently deploying a new family of
mobile, short-range tactical ballistic missiles (SRBMs) and the
well-publicized longer~-range ballistic missile, the S§8-20. The
new family replaces the Frog, Scud, and Scaleboard systems with
the SS-21, SS=-23, and SS=-22, o T
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2. Soviet ATBM

[L‘ix It is important to note that the Soviets have long
upgraded their tactical air defenses [surface-to-air missiles
(SAMs)] and air defense surveillance radars to have a suspected
capability against strategic ballistic systems and a demon-
strated capability against tactical ballistic systems. Recent
examples are the SA-10 and SA-X-12 tactical air defense SAMs
and the Pechora radars.

E}!ﬂ To the extent Soviet systems are developed for tacti-
cal applications such as homeland air defense, there is no
treaty viclation that can be readily identified. Presumably,
this would be true of similar Western defenses in NATO. An
additional factor to consider is the overall BMD capability,
which is achieved if and when a number of these tactical compo-
nents are integrated into a total system. The capability of
the whole could exceed the sum of the components. A rapid
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upgrade for "Soviet ABM Treaty breakout" could result. This
might prove difficult to verify as a violation in that the
components are at least advertised as tactical and thus arguably

immune to ABM Treaty provisions.

3. Current U.S5. ATBM Defense

11’5 Currently, the Army is pursuing a limited program to
provide the Patriot with what is described as a self-defense
capability against SRBMs. Since Patriot's air defense is
critical to halting a Soviet offensive, the self-defense up-
grade is a vital initiative. The program consists essentially
of a software revision to accommodate the kinematics of a
tactical ballistic missile intercept. t:

1

4. Possible Improved ATBM Systems

QA’)} A tactical ATBM defense could provide the United

States with a means to:

Deal with the rapidly growing SRBM threat to Europe
Defend against the S§S5-20

Initiate an intermediate program without violating the
ABM Treaty.

&}i> A second-phase Patriot upgrade has been addressed in
a limited manner by the system's prime contractor. This addi-
tional effort would make major hardware changes to the system
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and possibly upgrade the current missile or add a new missile.
A homing interceptor, such as is being considered for the ter-
minal ABM system, could provide an effective nonnuclear capa-
bility for the ATBM, and might be a candidate. [: _
:3 However, this proposal
has not been adequately evaluated by the Army, nor has it been
compared against other possible ATBM system concepts. However,
a Patriot upgrade is only one ATBM option and is perhaps less
promising than direct application of more~advanced technology
to a new system. Therefore, the study's utilization of Patriot
in this discussion is for illustrative purposes only. While
favoring a Patriot self-defense upgrade, this report does not
endorse specific ATBM systems.

{]{f> A major uncertainty is associated with achieving non-
nuclear kill against the TBH warhead spectrum--l @., nuclear,
chemical, and improved conventional. For example, a low-yield
Patriot nuclear warhead would be'effective but poses signi-
ficant political, operational, and cost problems.

:] The chemical warhead provides a particularly diffi-
cult intercept problem, currently not solved.

Efﬁ) A "tactical" airborne optical adjunct is often sug-
gested. It has been investigated by the Army, but only in an
ABM role. Such a capability to provide long-range search and
detection would allow a maximum Patriot upgrade against TBMs,
to include the SS~20 class, and to maximize the footprints.

If such a system is effective against the S5-20, it probably
will have some effectiveness against at least some of the SLBM

and ICBM systems.
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5. Results of The Campaign Analysis

Eﬁ_& Our analysis shows that at least four types of 1.S./
NATO operations are critical to deny Soviet strategic objectives
in the representative military situations=-=U.S. and allied
counterair operations, reinforcement of overseas theaters from
CONUS, countering Soviet nonnuclear or nuclear attacks on U.S.
or NATO strategic and theater nuclear forces, and countering
Soviet operations directed against U.S. and allied C3I capabil-
ities. In the case of a Soviet attack against NATO Europe,
theater ballistic missile defenses can contribute to denying
Soviet strategic objectives by defending some or all of the
NATO installations associated with these operations, as shown
in Table 9.

YQ‘IX Several ATBM "laydowns" were postulated for the
_defense of NATO's central region. Notional Soviet attacks
against these systems were calculated in order to roughly
quantify the leverage that NATO could achieve by defending key
target sets against a hallistic missile attack.

E}S] Three ATBM variants were explored for the purpose of
calculating the Soviet "entry price" in terms of conventional
and nuclear warheads against a discrete set of NATO targets.

L -

Soviet
writings usually portray airfields as prime candidates for

ballistic missile attack.
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TABLE 9. (U) SOVIET THEATER TARGETING PRIORITIES
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uf)l In the analysis all Soviet hallistic missiles were
assumed to have a 0.85 system reliability. A nuclear warhead
arriving on target was assumed to destroy that target. (:

]

[KVEE The one-tier defense system employs terminal defense
interceptors fired on the basis of targeting data provided by
an airborne optical platform. The coverage provided consists
of a large number of moderate-footprint zZones which generally
do not overlap. This design perﬁits the Soviets to preferen-
tially target among the zones and supports the selection of the
exhaustion attack assumed. A two-tiered defense adds a mid-
course defense layer to the above system. These missiles pro-
vide large-area defense with redundant coverage, allowing a
larger amount of preferential defense, which limits the value
of a preferential attack. Because of this consideration, an
attack on the two-tier defense was assumed to be a "leakage"

attack.
]@gh Based on the above, the defense inventories were
sized as follows (including provision for 0.75 reliability of

BMD interceptors}:

e One-tier:

e Two-tier (2 percent leakage):
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e Two-tier (12 percent leakage):
s

wiL

@IC
L

_ Soviet doctrine has increasingly stressed
the need to win at the lowest level of viclence. A single=tier
ATBM complicates the Soviets' achievement of their strategic
goals and increases the uncertainty they face in contemplating
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crossing not only the nuclear threshold, but also {and more

importantly) the war/no-war threshold.

TABLE 10, (U) NUMBER OF ATTACKING TBM WARHEADS

~ il e
N -7

<

/

Ekﬁ] The two-tier variants provide much greater protection

and pose major dilemmas for the Soviets.

! ' :
o ! JAS noted in Table 9, a number of
other high-priority NATO targets L jconfront
the Soviet target planner. To the extent that ballistic missile
assets are preferentially used to overcome ATBM-protected
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targetsca } jother equally important, time=-
critical targets are left unattended until refire missiles are
available for use. This would impose major uncertainties on
the Soviet theater commander in transitioning from conventional
to nuclear operations.

[Qiil To further illustrate the deterrent contributions of
ballistic missile defenses, consider the role that an ATBM
system in Europe can play in denying Soviet confidence in
utilizing the "Operational Maneuver Group" (OMG). [;

&}Ql The SOViét operationai:concept entails the employment

of Division-sized and perhaps Army-sized OMGs with the goal of
preventing NATO from.organizing a c¢oherent defense in depth.

E

f

]

G}ﬁ] The success of such a bold operational strateqgy
depends greatly on a number of important variables, the most
critical of which appears to be the Soviets' winning the counter-
air campaign at an early stage. The effective commitment of
OMGs early in a theater-wide campaign presupposes a successful
counterair operation against NATO to reduce the chance of air
attacks on OMGs prior to, during, and after insertion.
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(:(f)) The role of modern Soviet tactical ballistic missiles
(TBMs--SS-21s, SS-22s, and SS-23s) is critical to winning the
air battle, to effectively commiting OMGs, and to maintaining
a viable threat of nuclear escalation. Indeed, the advent of a
conventional single-shot kill capability with TBMs further
enhances the importance of these systems for Soviet achievement
of operational flexibility. Denying the Soviets this important
time-urgent capability, or at the very least creating substan-
tial Soviet uncertainty about TBM effectiveness through some
level of BMD deployment, would gravely affect the Soviets' plan-
ning assumptions surrounding the execution of their theater

campaign strategy.

[Q!E} To be sure, alternatives to TBMs exist. They include
cruise missiles, a greater dependence on aircraft, and special
operations forces; but none is wholly satisfactory in meeting

the time-urgent requirements associated with the counterair

operation and deep penetrations into NATO's rear areas. Each
alternative imposes serious timing constraints of sufficient
consequence to at least add uncertainty to a conservatively
oriented planning process. Indeed, it may serve NATO well to

steer the Soviet Union in the direction of slower-reacting

threats,t:

(U} In sum, the Soviets and their allies have invested
heavily in TBMs and structured their theater warfare plans
around the ballistic missile. Forcing the Soviets into non-
preferred postures and operational patterns is likely to foster
hesitancy and caution in the Pact's theater planning process.
The deterrent effect of steering the Soviets in Western-prefer-
red directions should stand as a major objective in deploying

a European-based ATBM system.
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6. Soviet Counters to ATBM Deployments

(U) The Defensive Technologies Study has addressed poten-
tial Soviet technological counters to U.S. RMD systems. There
are operational counters that should be considered as well.
Some of these potential counters are examined briefly in this
section, as are the operational or economic difficulties they

would entail for the Soviets.

(U) First, consider Soviet counters to U.S. ATBM deploy-
ments overseas--adding more TBMs, attacking a smaller set of
U.S. or allied targets, employing c¢ruise missiles or aircraft,
using unconventional warfare forces, or deploying a Soviet ATBM
system.

-

@{C) The most direct Soviet counter to alU.S. ATBM system
would be to add more tacticél ballistic missiles or TBM reentry
vehicles to the inventory. This is not, however, without
economic and operational costs.fo the Soviets. Soviet acquisi-
tion of additional TBM launchers to increase significantly the
number of missiles in the first salvo would be a major invest-
ment, reguiring additional launcher production, increased

ground force manpower, and a greater logistics tail.

!

E/S} Another alternative open to the Soviets would be to
attack a smaller target set with ballistic missiles, and use
aircraft, cruise missiles, or unconventional warfare forces

against the targets not covered by TBMs. Because of the
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reduction in high-priority targets attacked with missiles, the
Soviets would have reduced confidence in successfully carrying

cut critical operations,[:

(U) Finally, the Soviets' deployment of their own ATRM
system, which may take place independently of whether the
United States deploys an ATBM, would not significantly improve
Soviet capabilities for such operations as aif-support to the
OMG or preemption of NATO nuclear use. .

.!

(U) It should be noted that similar operational and
economic considerations apply to potential Soviet counters
against U.S5. BMD deployments that protect military targets in
CONUS, Because of the number of penetrating reentry vehicles
needed to successfully attack military targets in CONUS, in-
creasing the number of ICBM or SLBM warheads in their inventory
ehtails substantial investments for the Soviets, even against a
defense that does not have near-zero leakage. On the other
hand, greater Soviet reliance on bombers or cruise missiles to
attack high-priority military targets in CONUS also entails
significant investments, reduces the speed and decisiveness of
the attack against time-urgent targets (if the United States
deploys adequate warning systems against advanced-technolegy
cruise missiles), and reduces the Soviet capability to preempt

the U.S. use of strategic forces.
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E. TIME~PHASED ORJECTIVES

-"\ This section develops a set of time-phased ohjectives
for BMD R&D and deployments. as a means of showing how defenses
that are less than perfect might serve important political-mil-
itary purposes at an .early stage and, if technology allows it,
grow eventually into a near-zero-leakage population defense.
While the discussion is not an attempt to define the technical
components of a BMD system phased over time, it illustrates
phased objectives with advanced-technology constructs for the

BMD system.

(U) BMD objectives proceed from the less ambitious to the
more ambitious, measured in terms of .one or more of the following

system characteristics:

e Time period for implementation of measures pursuant to
achieving a specific objective.

e Cost of these implementation measures.
e Consistency of these measures with the ABM Treaty.

e Technical risk associated with achieving a specific

objective.

[?1% Four major phases are envisioned:

A, The first phase carries out R&D in the 1980s intended
to exert arms control leverage on the Soviets, hedge
against a Soviet BMD breakout, and lead to U.S. BMD
deployments in the later phases.

B. The second phase, beginning in the late 1980s or early

1990s, consists of a series of objectives associated
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with the defense of military targets in overseas
theaters against tactical ballistic missiles (TBM).

ATBM defense is consistent with the provisions of the
ABM Treaty.

C. The third phase consists of objectives related to
defense of military targets in CONUS, plus defense of

some populated areas against limited attacks.

D. The fourth phase, beginning sometime in the 2lst
century, provides for a high—confidence defense of
population and a transition to a nuclear posture less
dependent on offensive nuclear striking power.

(U) These objectives could apply equally to air defenses.
Indeed, a comprehensive program of defenses is required to meet
the stated objectives. ' '

RQ@} Phase A: Leverage and Hedges {(R&D-~1980s)

Objective 1—-@?’)}L . .
T;I The
United States would combine BMD R&D and arms control efforts

intended to deter a Soviet breakout from the ABM Treaty in which
the USSR deploys widespread defenses, to encourage negotiated
modifications of the ABM Treaty, and to provide incentives for
the Soviets to move away from ballistic missiles with large
boosters. Our BMD R&D would be directed toward achieving the
deployment objectives set forth below; R&D supporting early
U.S. ATBM and boost-phase intercept capabilities against cur=-
rent-generation threats may be especially important for achiev-
ing Objective l. It appears generally that R&D on advanced-
technology ballistic missile defenses can be performed up to
the point of engineering development without modifying the ABM
Treaty.
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[9‘{\ Phase B: Protection of Military Targets Overseas Against

Nuclear or Nonnuclear Attack (1990s)

Objective 2--&,)3 Provide at least a partial defense of

military targets overseas against tactical ballistic missile
attacks. As indicated in Sections III-C and III-D of this re-
cort, defense of U.S., and NATO tactical air bases, air defenses,
tactical C3I, and reinforcement facilities (e.g., prepositioned
overseas materiel configured in unit sets (POMCUS) stocks, air
and sea ports of debarkation] can exert important leverage for

denying the Soviets high confidence of achieving their war

aims. [:

]

[Eii] Phase C: Protection of Military Targets Plus Limited
Population Defense (1990s)

‘. \_'.

Objective 3—-[?3 Provide high=-confidence defense of crit-
ical military targets from limited attacks. An initial BMD
dep loyment in CONUS or ATBM deployment overseas might protect a
limited number of key targets[:

from "cheap

shots," accidental launches, or third-party attacks. Population
centers within the defense footprint would also be ‘afforded

some protection.

Objective 4-1@‘5} Deny the Soviets the capability to meet
their full military targeting objectives without a major expan-
sion or modernization of their forces. The systems supporting
Objective 2 would be thickened to protect. hardened or mobile

military targets against larger, more sophisticated attacks.
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The number of targets protected would be expanded, while ensur-
ing that the most critical targets are given highest priority-
for protection. These might include c31, force-projection air-
fields and ports, MX sites, and mobile intercontinental ballis-
tic missile (ICBM) deployment areas. Collocated population

centers would also be afforded some protection.

Objective S-TE?SX Expand the protection associated with
Objective 4 to a larger number of military targets (and collo-
cated population centers) in CONUS with ABM and other defensive
measures. This might be done by continued expanding and thick-
ening of a terminal defense. The lower midcourse layer could
be enhanced with an airborne optical system. Once an upper
midcourse layer was in place, utilizing a satellite system for
RV discrimination and battle management, there would be further
protection of targets, population as well as military.

~

Objective 6--@{i§ Complement and re;hforce arms control
agreements. This objective is a bridge between the later Phase
D (population defense), and Phase C (protection of military
targets in CONUS). The extent to which it more closely fits one
or the other depends upon the timing of the BMD deployments and
their effectiveness relative to the threat. Objective 6 would
seek to reduce the uncertainties associated with limits on
of fensive missile systems, reinforce these offensive limits by
providing hedges against major violations or abrogation of
agreements, and provide the Soviets with incentives to move
toward less threatening offensive missile postures (reductions,

smaller missiles, etc.). E:
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—_—
jgﬂ?} Phase D: High-Confidence Defense of Population
(2lst Century)

Objective 7--{2@ Transition to a posture less dependent
on offensive nuclear striking power. BMD deployments that move
strongly in the direction of a low-leakage population defense,
coupled with changes in the U.S., offensive nuclear force posture,
would be conéistent with this objective, Examples could include
deployment of an early boost-phase intercept system (designed to
counter the current generation of Soviet ballistic missiles)

and the upper portion of a midcourse intercept layer.

Obiective 8-1{‘] Achieve high confidence of near-zero-~-
leakage defense of population. This. is the broadest, techni-
cally most difficult objective. An advanced boost-phase inter-
cept layer would be a BMD deployment directed toward Objective
8. Evolution of the various layers of the RMD system to keep

pace with advances in the Soviet ballistic missile threat would
-also further this objective. o

8l
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IV, AIR DEFENSE

(U) Improvements to air defenses will be essential to
complement modern ballistic missile defense systems, particu-
larly in view of current Soviet bomber and cruise missile
development.

A, BACKGROUND

(U) Over the past two decades, as ballistic missiles be-
came the predominant threat against North Amefica, the United
States and Canada systematically reduced North American air
defense capabilities. Consequently, there are now critical
deficiencies in the ability to detect and defend against bomber
and cruise missile attack.

(U) The stated objectives of the current U.S.-Canadian
air defense plan are limited; i.e., to provide tactical warning
and attack characterization, to limit damage to strategic retal-
iatory forces and C3 nodes, and to control peacetime access to

continental airspace,

Z}ﬁg} The fact that our current air defense philosophy has
been centered on warning and surveillance has led to improvement
programs for these missions. Available interceptor forces and
associated C3 are sized only to maintain airspace sovereignty.
Augmentation by tactical air F-15 and other interceptor forces
during crisis, depending upon availability, would provide some
capability to defend against other than all-out attacks.

83

P -« 2



<BRORET

Ef)} Some improvements in U.S. air defenses are planned,
particularly in warning capabilities., Deployment of the over-
the-horizon backscatter radar (OTHB) will aid significantly in
detecting the advanced airhorne threat in the area of its

coverage, which is generally limited to the East and West.

L

Ground-based surveillance coverage to the South is
essentially nonexistent. Airborne Warning and Control System
(AWACS) assets are planned primarily for tactical use but, if
available, could be deployed on warning to augment the planned
CONUS surveillance system., However, due to their limited num-
bers, sustainability of an AWACS airborne surveillance deploy-

ment would be difficult.

B}fﬂ CONUS-based interceptors could be ised for air
defense., However, it must be noted that the availability of
these assets might well he limited in that there will prohably
be simultaneous competitive demands for them (e.g., NATO

reinforcement).

[E‘T} While both the Army and the Marines have surface-to-
air missile (SAM) units stationed in CONUS, there are no SAM
forces dedicated to the CONUS air defense mission. The number
df units is small and, dépending on timing, the availability is
uncertain (e.g., there is competition with other mission re-

quirements).
(U) In sum, the CONUS air defense capability is not im-

pressive. This must be more than apparent to the Soviet plan-

ners.
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B. THE THREAT

j}!ﬁ The deemphasis of CONUS air defense was predicated on
a Soviet shift in procurement from bombers (circa 1950) to the
predominant reliance on ICBMs and SLBMs in the current time
frame. In the absence of a deployed BMD, it was rationalized
that a CONUS defense against a limited air-supported threat,
other than that described earlier, was not needed.

[([ﬂ The current CONUS threat is considered to be presented
primarily by the older Soviet bombers. Bear and Bison bombers
would prbbably be committed in an attack on North America in a
force of less than the total gross inventorﬁi '

3 The employment of Backfire against CONUS targets has
been controversial. Backfire has the capability to reach all
or some of North America, depending on combinations of such
factors as staging, in-fliéht refueling, and%flight profile.

On fange (one-way) missions, with recovery in friendly terri-
‘tory, it is capable of hitting targeté anywhere in the United
States, even if not refueled. While the long-range bomber
forces, including the controversial Backfire, provide for only
approximately .]bercent of the Soviet weapon delivery
capability, they constitute possibly as much as[?‘]percent of
the total megatonnage carried by the Soviet Triad. '

E?{ﬂ Improvements to the Soviet bomber forces are predicted
to occur in the mid-to-late 1980s. A new swing-wing bomber
aircraft, the Blackjack, has been identified. It also is logi-
cal to expect the Soviets to develop and deploy improved,
longer-razf?'cruise missiles to complement or replace existing

systems.
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C. SOVIET RESPONSES

Eﬁﬁ& If the United States initiates a large-scale effort
to provide defense against ballistic missiles, it would appear
that one readily attainable Soviet counter would be to return
to a strategy based upon much greater use of aircraft and
cruise missiles., Even if long-range bhallistic missiles remain

their primary forces fqr U.S. attack, bombers and cruise mis-
| siles could be used as a force option capable-éf a precursor
attack of such proportions as to seriously degrade our capa-
bilities. This force would differ significantly in sophisti-
cation and capability from those faced by the CONUS defenses
of the 1950s.

R

L9f$> The expansion of homeland defenses continues to be a
high-priority Soviet effort. This is demonstrated, for example,
by the current SA-10 deployments and the SA-X-12 development.

It has been estimated that the Soviets have invested about $150
billion and more than 500,000 personnel in homeland defense.

Aq a result, the Soviets enjoy a significant lead in this
area--not necessarily in technology but certainly in the pos~-
session of a robust defense infrastructure.
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{G{U The Soviets currently possess the technology and
are pursuing a set of bomber and cruise missile developments
which could provide the basis for the rapid deployment of such
forces in the near term. Whether or not the Soviet leadership
believes that a truly effective ballistic missile defense could
be achievable by the United States, the threat of such a system
-~coupled with the current lack of U.S. air defenses--could
lead the Soviets to pursue the heavier deployment of bombers

and cruise missiles.
D. CONCLUSIONS

Ejfij During the technology phase leading to a defense de-
ployment decision, indications of a Soviet bhomber/cruise missile
counterinitiative must be monitored. A decision to implement
a CONUS air defense program to counter the Soviet redirected
initiatives would be a logical result if the “Soviets adopted
such’ an approach, but it would clearly -add to total costs of
strategic defense. However, the costs of a modern air defense
system may be.substantially less than those of the BMD system
and less than those historically incurred if near-~term advanced-

technology solutions are available.

[gﬁi) Other options of lesser magnitude, designed to reduce
the Soviet perception of the effectivess of their revised force
sfructure, might be possible (e.g., increase the number of
tactical forces dedicated to CONUS defense and further improve-
ment, of the warning and ground environment facilities). How-
ever, this, in turn, could create problems with our allies,
particularly in NATO. They would perceive a lessened U.S.
commitment of tactical air unless additional tactical forces

were procured.

[TU;S In sum, the Soviet perception of the U.S. air defense

must be one of an area of weakness to be exploited if needed.
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Exploitation of this weakness can be managed at the initiative
of the Soviets and, without a U.S. response, could lessen the

value of a BMD deployment.
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V. THE ROLE OF DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS IN MANAGING THE
LONG~-TERM COMPETITION WITH THE SOVIET UNION:
ARMS CONTROL ISSUES

A, THE EAST-WEST COMPETITION AND ARMS AGREEMENT

(U} We must approach our security relations with the
Soviet Union as a continuing process over the long term, a
process in which we strive to protect our interests and those

of our allies while avoiding conflict with the Soviet Union.

{U) This process invdlves some elements;of coﬁmon interest
shared by East and West. Both East and West share a desire to
avoid war, and particularly large-scale nuclear war, both seek
to reduce the potential destructiveness of war if it should
occur, and both would like to avoid needless expenditures on
military forces. But the foreseeable future will continue to
be dominated by competition for power and influence for as long
as Soviet political objectives are to destabilize, dominate, or

coerce o;her states.

(U} In the management of this competitive process, hoth
unilateral actions and negotiations over arms agreements with
the Soviet Union can, in principle, play a part. However, the
underlying competition where our interests clash with Soviet
political objectives will establish limits to the contribution
of arms agreements to U.S. national security. In particular,
the Soviets will continue to try to use arms negotiation with
the West to improve their military situation by inhibiting
Western efforts to redress the military balance.
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Ilﬂi& The competition between the United States and the
Soviet Union arises from political-military objectives that
conflict over a wide range of international affairs, as well as
from asymmetrical geopolitical situations. The United States
seeks to cooperate for mutual security with a coalition of
independent allies, many of whom do not possess nuclear weapons
and rely on the United States for support and for a guarantee
against nuclear threats and attacks, but who concurrently exert
pressure for arms control agreements even where such agreements
might be inconsistent with their desire for U.S. support. The
Soviets rule over and seek to expand a repressive empire heset
with many internal tensions and instabilities and with adversar-
ial states on many of their borders. They have regarded our
mutual security arrangements as obstacles to the spread of
their influence and ideology, and have sought to defeat them
through coercion, attempts to erode the unity_of the Western
coalition, and occasional recourse to militafy force. In order
to inhibit Western efforts to strengthen military capabilities
for response to Soviet threats and attacks, the Soviets have
played on public anxiety in Western countries over the destruc-
tiveness of nuclear war, and on the widespread Western desire

for agreements regulating nuclear weapons.

ZEUE] Under the circumstances, it is not surprising thaf
arms negotiations have failed to achieve the ends intended by
ﬁhe United States. As many have noted, the results have been
in many ways the reverse of those sought. Existing treaties -
and understandings are focused on securing the ability of each
side to inflict massive and indiscriminate damage in retaliatory
attacks. They neither reduce the destructiveness of nuclear
war if it comes nor reduce the inventories of nuclear weapons.
In many respects, they have added to the cost of achieving our
security objectives and the difficulty of maintaining stable

deterrent forces.
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.LU) Moreover, the course of military programs in the
Soviet Union has been very different from that in the West over
the period of detente and arms contrel. Far from declining in
size and destructiveness, the Soviet nuclear inventory has
increased dramatically in both respects, absolutely and in rela-
tion to Western forces. The massive Soviet investment in mili-
tary forces over this period has increased the threat to Vestern
security over the entire spectrum of conflict. In particular,
it has left a significant portion of U.S. nuclear retaliatory
forces vulnerable to Soviet attack. <Continued adherence to the
provisions of the SALT I and II agreements on offensive forces
will not reduce that vulnerabilfty: rather, these arrangements
permit the problem to intensify. Furthermore, the ABM Treaty
effectively forecloses one promising set of solutions to the
problem, based on active defense of our strategic retaliatory
forces against ballistic missile attack, while the need for
verification complicates solutions based on small, mobile
missiles.

»

(U) Neither sincerity about the desire for progress in
arms control nor greater cleverness in drafting negotiating
positions appears likely to achieve the arms control objectives
of the West, And persistence is a negotiating trait that is
much more characteristic of the Soviets than the West. The
fact is that the West has not provided, in tefminology the
Soviets understand, the "objective circumstances" that offer
incentives to the Soviet Union to conclude agreements on matters
of mutual interest rather than pursue their interests in con-

flict with those of the West.

(U) A better management of our long-term competition with
the Soviets, one that realizes the bhenefits of cooperation
where possible, requires a combination of Western unilateral
actions designed to provide incentives for agreement on matters

of mutual interest, readiness to negotiate, and resolute and
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effective resistance to Soviet efforts when they seek to under-
mine Western interests. An increased emphasis on defensive

systems can assist in providing such incentives.
B, LONG-TERM INTERACTIONS IN FORCE PLANNING

i}q> Whatever Soviet propaganda may assert in efforts to
demoralize the West, Soviet military planning is not devoted to
slaughtering Western civilians but to the pursuit of Soviet
objectives in peacetime and crises through the coercive use of
military threats and to the survival of the Soviet system in
war with the least possible damage while achieving Soviet war
aims. (In fact, East and West alike show a common interest in
limiting damage to their respective societies, contrary to
popular perceptions found in the Western press). Soviet pursuit
of these objectives in the event of war may, depending on the
constellation of opposing forces and the strategic situation,
inflict grave damage on the West, but that is partly under the
control of the West. "

Q}?> The Soviets' response to a Western deployment of de-
fenses against strategic attack may or may not assign overriding
priority to overwhelming such forces by increaseé in their
of fensive forces. They will increase offensive capabilities if
they hbelieve such efforts are consistent with their overall
military goals, the terms of the competition between offense
and defense favor such efforts, and they represent an appropri-

ate use of the resources involved.

lZfi? At least initially, the Soviets may well respond to
U.S. deployment of ABM defense by accelerating their offensive
buildup. At any rate, they are likely to say this is their
intent, in order to discourage us from deploying defenses. The
credibility of such a declaratory policy and the question of
whether pursuit of such a policy would negate defensive efforts
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depends on the leverage of the defense. It is important to

note, however, that the Soviets themselves have.always placed
great emphasis on defenses~-a policy that would be unlikely if
they believed that those defenses were irrelevant to the advance=~
ment of Soviet security. They may well be unconvinced, there-
fore, that it is feaqible to negate defenses by adding to

offense.

if?) Whatever the United States does, the Soviets may well
opt, for their own reasons and on the basis of their technical
and strategic assessment, to increase their already substantial
emphasis on defense against strategic attack. Certainly, they
have been willing to spend very substantial resources on de-
fenses that we have viewed as marginally to moderately effec-
tive, but that have not so far faced us with a barrier that
precluded offensive strikes. They may have sought protection
against a threat from China' and may be moved to increase their
defenses for this reason if the Chinese threat increases.

_ s

L&’?ﬁ They are likely to try to put the political onus for
a reopening of the ABM Treaty on the United States, over the
long term (if they are convinced they cannot use negotiations
to stop a U.S. BMD program). Nevertheless, they may be willing
to explore with us the implications of defenses for limitations
of nuclear arms, by either implicit or explicit agreement. One
important implication is that defensive systems can increase
the stability of the strategic balance if offensive systems are
brought to much lower levels than at present. ‘They can do this
by protecting of fensive forces against attack. They can also
decrease the sensitivity of elements of the target system (that
might be subject to étrategic attack) to uncertainties related
to cheating should an agreement be negotiated.

(E‘f} This last factor is likely to assume increasing
importance in the future if both sides move in the direction of

93

«SEORET™



SECReT™

small, mobile offensive systems in order to deal with the
vulnerability--due to increasingly precise offensive threats
--of larger missiles that must be protected in fixed basing
modes. Such systems are likely to be inherently more difficult
to observe, posing substantial verification problems for any
attempt to reach arms control agreements that reduce force

levels.,

a}6}>Appropriately designed defense systems can also pro-
vide incentives for the Soviets to move away from maintaining
or increasing those strategic offensive systems that pose the
greatest threats to stability and greatly enlarge the destruc-
tive potential .of the massive Soviet nuclear forces, such as
their very large liquid-booster missile systems. Even the
initiation of U.S. development of what appear to the Soviets to
be potentially effective boost-phase intercept systems (to
which liquid ICBMs are especially vulnerable ) may cause them to
accelerate their planning to reduce reliance on such systems in
their future deployments. A

&fi) Finally, technology offers the potential for both much
more effective defenses and much more precise, effective, and
discriminating of fensive systems. The specific outcome of
these developments, taken together, cannot now be predicted, but
it appears in many respects to he preferable to the present
situation, in which both sides rely on weapons that will inevi-
tably result in massive and indiscriminate destruction if they
are used on a large scale, unopposed by effective defenses,

Such future possibilities would represent a revolution in
military technology comparable to the development of nuclear
weapons, While we cannot disinvent nuclear weapons, such
technical developments might reduce their role in military
planning, and could reduce the importance of large and indiscrim-
inately destructive nuclear weapons. The pursuit of new technol-
ogies, far from destabilizing the arms race, appears to offer a
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prospect for changing the military equation in ways conducive
both to the objectives of arms control and to the negotiability
of useful arms agreements.

K}?& To conclude, we need to distinguish between hopes and
realistic expectations. We may hope for formal arms control
agreements designed to regulate and manage the U.S.-Soviet
relationship. Based on the historical record, the prospects
are not promising. Conversely, however, it is realistic for us
to expect the Soviet Union to temper its actions if it perceives
the United States to be a serious competitor, particularly in
the military arena. An attempt to do so, of course, lies at
the heart of President Reagan's defense program. Accordingly,

a practical and serious program of relatively near-term de-
fenses against nuclear attack, coupléd with a longer-range
program designed to exploit superior U.S. technology (a matter
which the Soviets have always taken seriously}; could induce the
Soviets to moderate and shift the emphasis. on aspects of their
strategic offensive programs.

EKIS If the West can steadily maintain its resolve and
ability to resist Soviet coercion, fundamental changes could
gradually occur in the political objectives that underlie Soviet
foreign relations. Such changes could provide a basis for:
significant reductions in the nuclear threat through a combin-
aﬁion of unilateral measures and agreements, and could someday
even lead to formal agreements codifying that shift. Even in
the absence of such agreements, the shift itself would be very

much in the U.S. national interest.
C, EXISTING AGREEMENTS AND CURRENT NEGOTIATIONS
{U) Several existing treaties and current negotiations are

important to consideration of strategic defenses.

95

e



BOrTT

1, ABM Treaty

g’ﬁ} The ABM Treaty allows only research and advanced de-
velopment, short of flight testing, of mobile ABM systems and
components (missile interceptors, their launchers and radars).
Fixed, land~-based ABM systems and components can be developed,
tested, and produced. Deployments of regional defenses by
fixed systems are limited to 100 interceptors, 100 launchers,
and 6 radar complexes for a national capital defense or 20
radars for an ICBM silo field defense. These limits do not
allow flight testing of any of the layers (boost phase, mid-
course, or terminal) of a typical global ABM system in forms
close to their mobile, tactical configurations. Table 11
summarizes an analysis of potential constraints on a global,
multilayered ABM system by ABM Treaty provisions.

fT‘Y} Because ATBM, ASAT, and air defenseisystems (not
testeg in an ABM mode and presumably with limited ABM capabil-
ity) are not limited by the treaty and because fixed ABM systems
can be flight tested, most elements of a global system could be
validated through flight testing as follows:

s Boost-phase intercept:; as an ASAT (or perhaps air

defense)

® Midcourse Intercept
~~- Surveillance, discrimination, and track; as an
adjunct to a fixed land-based radar
-- Interceptor; from a fixed land-based launcher

® Terminal Intercept
-~ Surveillance, discrimination, and track; as an
adjunct to a fixed land-based radar
-~ Interceptor: from a fixed land-based launcher or as

an ATBM.
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;I{iﬁ However, if the United States chose this route to
begin development of a global ABM, the Soviet Union could he
expected to take maximum propaganda advantage while perhaps
initiating similar actions if it had not already done so.

2, Outer Space Treaty

:z¢x1 The Outer Space Treaty bans placing nuclear weapons
or other kinds of weapons of mass destruction in orbit. Thus,
[: :lsystems could not be tested or deployed in orbit
without withdrawing from this treaty. Other directed-energy
weapon systems probably would not be considered weapons of mass

destruction and would not be limited by this treaty.

3. Limited and Threshold Test Ban Treaties

EZ;B These treaties ban nuclear testing in the atmosphere,
oceans, and space and limit underground test to yields of not
more than 150 kt. Flight testing OEEL_ :rand perhaps even
underground tésting of close=-to-tactical configurations with
higher yields would be precluded without withdrawing from these
treaties.

4, Offensive Arms Interim Agreement (SALT I) and SALT II
Treaty

i}qx Neither of these agreements is formally in force.
The Interim Agreement expired October 3, 1977, and the SALT II
Treaty has not been ratified by either side, However, both
sides have continued to abide by the limits of the Interim
Agreement and both have made unilateral statements that they
would not take any actions which undercut the limits of the
SALT II Treaty. Thus, these agreements are currently constrain-
ing the offensive forces of both sides, although probably not to
the extent that either side is foregoing any significant offen-
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sive force option it finds desirable. If either or both sides
go forward with a significant ABM system, it is very question-
able whether these agreements would continue to have any con-

straining effect.

(U) At the time of the signing of the ABM Treaty and the
Interim Agreement, the United States stated that if an offensive
agreement providing for more comprehensive limitations was not
reached the United States might may find it necessary to with-
draw from the ABM Treaty.

5. START and INF Negotiations

&tTS Each of these negotiations is considering reductions
in offensive forces--intercontinental-range forces in the case
of START and intermediate-range forces in the case of INF.
These offensive forces are 'among those that a. strategic defense
would have to counter. . The context for these negotiations at
the present time includes the constraints of the ABM Treaty.

If that treat?'is changed and strategic defenses hecome a pos-
sibility, the context for the negotiations will change. This
could have positive or negative effects both on the environment
for strategic defenses and on negotiations that would depend on
the policies and actions of the United States and the Soviet
Union. For example, if both sides agreed to move toward defense
dominance, they might also agree to constrain offenses. On the
other hand, disagreement on defenses might lead to reluctance

to enter into offensive arms agreements.

D. RESPONDING TO ARMS CONTROL ISSUES THAT ARISE OUT OF STRATE-
GIC DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS

(U) If the United States begins to move forward with a
strategic defense initiative, it will be necessary to address

‘various arms control issues. In the near term only tactical
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responses (as opposed to long-term resolutions) will be needed.
However, the public responses must be carefully formulated
because support for the defense initiative will depend strongly
on the official public statements.

(U} In the following paragraphs, the issuve is stated in
the form of a question. The suggested response presents the
information needed as the basis for developing maximum support
for a proposed strategic defense initiative.

Issue: f@() What will happen to the ABM Treaty?

Response: - ﬁ’ The ABM Treaty need not be modified until
engineering development programs are begun. 1In
the meantime, research and advanced development
can go forward, and discussions with the Soviets
concerning potential modificacions to the
treaty can be initiated. If the United States
decides to develop strategic defenses and the
Soviets will not agree to modify the treaty,
the United States will be forced to withdraw,

Issue: [g?iB Will a U.S. Ra&aD program violate the.spirit if
not the letter of the ABM Treaty?

~Response: Zaffs An agreement where one party honors the
*spirit® while the other party honors the
letter of the agreement is not an equitable
agreement. The Soviets abide at most by the
letter of an agreement and take advantage of any
ambiguities. The United States must precisely
consider the letter of any agreement with the
Soviets and closely monitor compliance. Other-
wise, we will give the Soviets an unfair advan-

tage.
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Issue: fiﬂﬁj Will a strategic defense initiative rule out

any possibility of a START agreement?

Response: (ﬁ?E) No. BRoth sides have large numbers of of-
fensive forces., Even if it should be decided
to deploy strategic defenses, offenses could
still perform their deterrence function even at
reduced levels. Reduced and bhalanced offensive
forces would support limited deployments of

defensive forces.

e
Issue: Q?GB Should weapons be kept out of space? Will
this lead to a space arms race? Should ASAT be

banned?

Response: [1¢T> The Soviets have already developed and
deployed an:ASAT. It is not obvious that man-
. kind will be better off by confining potential
warfare to the surface of the earth. And even
if warfare in space is not banned, space arms,
like other forces, can be controlled by agree-

ment.

Issue: [(¢)) Will a strategic defense initiative lead to
abrogation of the Limited Test Ban and Threshold

Test Ban Treaties?

Response: &ZB Probably not. There is a chance that
directed-energy weapons driven by nuclear ex-
plosives may prove to be desirable, and some
modifications to one or the other of the
treaties may be desirahle. However, this has
not yet been determined. There are alterna-
tive directed-energy weapons if it is decided
that these treaties should not be changed.
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Issue: I&f{) Will a strategic defense initiative inevi-

tably exacerbate the arms race?

Response: ékﬁ No. It could lead to a slowdown in the
arms race by giving incentives to both sides to
control both offensive and defensive arms.
Defenses can make certain offenses less desir-
able, and after defenses reach desired levels
of effectiveness they need not be improved
further if offenses are constrained.

Issue: izﬂis Will the Soviets react very negatively to a
strategic defense initiative, perhaps jeopardizing

all arms cantrol negotiations?

Response: G[)} The Soviets can be expected to respond neg-

atively in their public declarations, as they

do to all U.S. military initiatives, in hopes

of influencing the United States to unilater-
ally abandon such initiatives, However, their
ultimate response could be positive if they
conclude that a move toward more dependence on
strategic defenses is also in their interest.
Traditional Soviet interest in homeland defense

would support such a positive response.

E. INCENTIVES FOR FUTURE ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS AND AGREE-
MENTS

ﬁ’ﬁﬁ>A U.S. strategic defense initiative could provide
the Soviets one of several incentives for arms control negotia-
tions and agreements. If the Soviets saw a serious 0.S. initi-
ative as one that would be difficult or expensive for them to
counter (e.g., through offensive improvements) or as one that

would be difficult or expensive for them to match (through
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deployment of a similar system), they would be likely to try to
use arms control to constrain the United States. Thus, they
would have an incentive to limit strategic defenses either by
reaching additional agreements on unlimited strategic arms
(e.g., ASAT), or by attempting to induce the United States to
continue to abide by or tighten the ABM Treaty, or both. In
areas of strategic défense where they currently have a lead
(e.g., air defense and ASAT), they could be expected to attempt
to freeze-in their lead. It seems unlikely, however, that they
would believe that the United States could catch and pass them
in major aspects of strategic defense in a short period of time.

Eﬂﬁl Another response the Soviets might make to what they
perceived as an undesirable U.S. strategic defense initiative
could be to accept limits on certain offensive systems in
exchange for limits on the defensive system that counters them.
For example, MIRVed ICBMs and perhaps SLBMs might be reduced to
low levels in exchange for a ban on boost-phase intercept
defenses. Similarly, air defense reductions might be matched
against bomber and cruise missile reductions.

[gf;> If the Soviets decided that a move toward strategic
defense dominance and away from strategic offense dominance was
in their interest, they might accept limits on offenses with
relatively higher, but still constrained, levels of strategic
offenses. In this case they might eventually agree to large
reductions in offensive forces, a relaxation in the limits of
the ABM Treaty, and high but equal limits on air defenses,
ASAT, and perhaps even civil defense and certain antisubmarine
warfare (ASW) (e.g., within an agreed distance of a side's
coast). However, they can be expected to attempt to charge the
United States the maximum price to reach such agreements even
if they plan to eventually agree.
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VI. STRATEGIC STABILITY AND STRATEGIC DEFENSE*

A, U.S.-SOVIET COMPETITION AND STRATEGIC STABILITY

(U) Strategic stability, as defined by Western strategists,
has two aspects. Crisis stability is a condition in which
neither side sees an advantage in striking first to avoid losing
the ability to retaliate. Arms race stability is a condition

in which the pace and scope of research and development and the
process of modernizing each side's strategic arsenal does not
threaten to give one side a decisive advantage.

(U) sStrategic stability must be considered in light of the
diametrically opposed positions and interests of the United
States and the Soviet Union. The United States, while amenable
to peaceful change, is fundamentally prepared to accept the
existing world order. It is essentially a defensive or status
guo power. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, seeks to
radically alter the present international order by coercion,
support of reveolution, and aggression when necessary. While
both superpowers desire to avoid nuclear conflict, past behavior
of the Soviets indicates that they see violence and military
force to be legitimate means of achieving their political
objectives. "They do not seek stability as we define it, and
their willingness to use force, when they deem it appropriate,
increases the risk of war. Between the two superpowers, then,

*(U) An analysis of this subject, undertaken in support of the
study, is contained in Appendix F.
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strategic stability is not now and probably can never be a
static condition. The Soviet Union seeks military advantage as
the principal means of pursuing its basic policy: if strategic
stability is to be maintained, it will require U.S. counterac-
tion. Thus, strategic stability is a dynamic condition.

B. THE CURRENT SOVIET THREAT TO STRATEGIC STABILITY

(U) The Soviet Union, by its substantial military effort,
has already begun to undermine strategic stability. The scaope
and pace of its strategic offensive force programs increasingly
threaten the U.S. ability to retaliate, undermining our deter-
rent, and jeopardizing both crisis and arms race stability.

The equally worrisome BMD effort of the Soviets raises uncer-
tainties about their willingness to adhere to the restrictions
of the ABM Treaty. This has the potential to seriously desta-
bilize the current strategic situation if left unchecked by
U.S.. action. To allow the Soviets to obtain and capitalize

upon a substantial advantage inYBMD might eventually destroy
strategic stability. At this.stage, a vigorous U.,S., BMD program
designed to counter the effect of Soviet BMD efforts should be
seen in part as a means of deterring a Soviet breakout from the

Treaty.

(U) Strategic stability is being undermined by the Soviet
Union's offensive buildup as well as its BMD program. Indeed,
the former is presently the more serious problem. . As a result
of the Soviets' unrelenting increase in strategic offensive
forces, the credibility of the U.S. deterrent has become less
and less viable. In particular, the "extended deterrent”--the
U.S. threat to employ strategic nuclear forces in defense of
our allies--is increasingly called into question. One reason
we are now examining the potential deterrent role of strategic
defense in general, and BMD in particular, is our concern that

continued reliance on strategic offensive forces alone is

106

UNCLASSIFIED



PN

unlikely to enhance stability or prevent the further erosion of
extended deterrence.

C. STRATEGIC STABILITY AND STRATEGIC DEFENSE--GENERAL

(U) As is explained in greater detail elsewhere in this
report, strategic defenses and BMD can contribute to deterrence
by fostering uncertainty on the part of potential attack planners
that a nuclear strike against the United States could achieve
its required military objectives. Such defenses could improve
crisis stability by creating substantial disincentives to the
initiation of nuclear attacks. It must be noted, however, that
such defenses tould also furnish a new stimulus for competition
between defense and offense, Given the fact that the Soviet
Union is already vigorously pursuing BMD, this new competition
will occur, to some degree, irrespective of U.S, action.
Moreover, it is not clear that this competition is necessarily
destabilizing, since reliable, decisive advantages in penetra-
tivity or RV destruction will not be easy to obtain as defenses
are deployed, offensive fofces improve, and the relevant tech-

nclogies mature.

D. INTERMEDIATE DEPLOYMENTS, EVOLVING BMD, AND STRATEGIC
STABILITY

E-z} In the near term, BMD deployments could present poten-
tial problems for strategic stability. For example, if the
Soviets deploy a space-based BPI with a self-defense capability
before the United States, they may seek to prevent the United
States from deploying a similar system by threats to shoot it
down or by actually doing so. If the Soviets were able to
achieve a substantial edge in deployment, we might be hard
pressed to counter such action. Even if the Soviet deployment
were not capable of countering a large-scale U.S. attack, such
a U.S. threat might become even less credible than it is today.
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The net effect in this case might be to seriously undermine
deterrence and strategic stability, at least as perceived by
the United States.

1 [3 Conversely, if the United States were able to deploy
a self-defended space-based BMD capable of dealing with a
limited missile attack, it could improve our deterrent. Soviet
attack planning would be complicated and the outcome of their
nuclear strikes more uncertain. If, however, we also decided
to shoot down a Soviet BMD capability as it is deployed, this
action would probably precipitate a severe crisis. Presumably
they would perceive our system to be only the first step toward
a much more capable BMD, which would negate the effectiveness
of the Soviet offensive force. At the same time, our refusal
to allow them a comparable BMD would'leave the Soviet Union
open to attack. It is unlikely that the Soviets would allow
the substantial strategic ddvantages they nowﬁenjoy-to be
decreased so radically if they could prevent it.

(U) On the other hand, as both sides deploy space-based
BMD and other strategic defenses of increasing capability,
strategic stability could be strengthened. In a multilayered
system an attack on any one layer would not so radically alter
the strategic balance as to drastically improve the prospects
that a missile attack would achieve its military objectives.
fndeed, each layer is likely to be designed and inventoried so
as to hedge against the prospect of some failure of the other
layers. Successful attack on a layered defense would be diffi-
cult, Surviving elements could still severely impair the
effectiveness of a missile attack. This greatly complicates
attack planning. Crisis stability would therefore be enhanced.

[g£t> Another aspect of an intermediate BMD capability must
be considered. If such systems are not coupled with other
actions designed to improve the survivability of strategic
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forces, crisis stability could be diminished. Intermediate de-
fense would clearly be more effective in dealing with a "ragged"
retaliatory response than with a first strike. If the limited
BMD is not itself highly survivable, and if it is not accompanied
by other methods of reducing vulnerability--for example, mobile
missiles--an attacker might concentrate an attack on those vul-
nerable forces, overwhelm the limited defense, and destroy a
proportion of the vulnerable forces sufficient to substantially
increase the effectiveness of the initial attacker's defense
against the ragged retaliation.

E}ﬁ There is some question of having a "surge" capability
for reconstitution of a battle-damaged force. This possibility
seems to imply the start of a battle in space. With the rate
at which speed-of-light weapons could destroy each 6ther, a
surge capability might have to be incredibly large to be useful.
This might not be the case against kinetic-enérgy threats,
however. Presently, the uncertainties appear to be so great as
to preclude predicting how many systems might be stockpiled for
replenishment--especially in the face of the very high cost of
the systems. The concept is worth further study, however, as
it might make a space-based BMD more robust, and less vulnerable
(or "brittle") to certain kinds of responsive threats., It would
also contribute to strengthening arms race and crisis stabiiity.

| [3}6} Strategic defense will not change the nature of deter-
rence for many years. The process will be gradual. For some
time the uncertainties associated with the deployment of a
limited BMD, for example, will not be sufficient to completely
negate the threat of retaliation that now constitutes the core
of our deterrent. However, with or without BMD, the credibility
of a deterrent based on the threat of massive retaliation will
continue to decrease. Strategic defenses, including BMD, can
improve the credibility of deterrence as improvements in the ef-
fectiveness of defenses steadily increase, adding uncertainties
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to the calculations of offensive planners and disincentives to
the initiation of nuclear attacks.

fg{ﬁ> Arms race stability could become less of a problem as
progressively improved BMD capabilities are deployed over time.
Admittedly, the initial offense~defense competition might offer
temporary breakthroughs in penetration or RV destruction. But,
as the tactical problems become better understood and the
relevant technologies mature, the arms competition should become
more stable, if the United States maintains programs at least

as vigorous as the Soviet Union's.
E. STRATEGIC ‘STABILITY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN SPACE™*

() Some proposed BPI defenses use nuclear ekplosive
energy-~but as a power source, not for destruction. However,
the Atomic¢c Energy Act of 1954 and the Outer §bace Treaty, as
well as common judgments about the reactions of the public, the
Congress, our alliés, and potédiial Soviet propaganda, indicate
that such systems will be regarded as nuclear weapons in space.

11;6> One way around the problem with the Treaty on Outer
Space that has been suggested is the "pop-up," or rapid launch,
of such a system only when and if international tensions indi-
cate the need (at which time the United States might be prepared
Eo abrogate the treaty). In many ways attractive, this option
nevertheless appears to have an impact on strategic stability.

L ¢

P

*(U) A more detailed analysis of this subject is contained in
Appendix I.
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[1‘6} Moreover, such a "pop-up” system would require a large
missile launch force. While the satellites might be carried by
a small mobile missile, would it be based for rapid launch? If
not, it might not be deployed rapidly enough, On the other
hand, a concentrated set of missiles with prompt launch poten-
tial would make a tempting Soviet first-strike objective. In
crisis, it would present its own threat stability.

[g‘?) Finally, since these nuclear-powered BPI options are
likely to be considered nuclear weapons in space, they will
have to be recovered when they are obsclete or considered no
longer reliable, in, say, 10 or 20 years. Other systems might
be left there or commanded to self-destruct {perhaps by deorbit-
ting in a burn-up mode)--this would not be possible with the
nuclear-powered satellites. With the aging of the nuclear-
powered systems, accidents might occur that could cause a
crisis, such as the reentry of such a satellite onto Soviet

territory.

[; For treaty and political reasons, nuclear BPI systems
are likely to be considered "nuclear weapons in space."™ The
option of only deploying such a system in a rapid surge during
‘tension presents problems for crisis stability. However, the
great risks and possible instabilities, as well as practical
launch difficulties, make this option problematic and subject

to further study.
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VII. FOREIGN POLICY ISSUES*

A. INTRODUCTION

“
[(f@) There is a well-established set of assumptions about
how various other nations are likely to respond to a major new
U.S. BMD initiative. For the purpose of discussion, we will
call this the "conventional wisdom."”. It is held by many in the
political and opinion-making c¢ommunities and is based on known
views in other nations regarding strategy and arms control and
on reactions to past U.S. BMD programs, such ‘as Safequard and
Sentinel. We believe that the "conventional wisdom" reflects
 the most likely, if not the most logical, response of foreign
nations to a U.S. BMD program. That response will generally be
negative unless the U.S, Government takes action to shépe

reactions in more favorable ways.

Z(i)) The current environment of public opinion abroad,
particularly in Europe and Japan, is increasingly antinuclear,
and the negative attitudes evinced tend to focus on the United
States. Any new U.,S. BMD initiative will have to contend with
intense and widespread foreign expressions of discomfort and
opposition to such a program. Further, these sentiments will
be whipped up and influenced by the Soviet Union's active prop-
aganda apparatus. This environment will not be easily altered--
even by the best efforts of the U.S. Government. Foreign

*(U) Analyses of this subject, undertaken in support of the
study, are contained in Appendixes_G and H.
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resistance to U.S. BMD will be strong, at least initially, and
is likely to continue. The effect of the "conventiocnal wisdom”
on foreign attitudes may persist well after these views are
“proved" wrong to the satisfaction of the U.S. Government or

even of national security policymakers abroad.

CQ([; Much has changed since the late 1960s, however, when
the last major debate about ABM occurred. The "conventional
wisdom" is based on a set of underlying assumptions that may no
longer be valid. An appealing case can be made today for
placing greater emphasis on strategic defense, including BMD.
To make that case requires directly addressing key assertions
of the "converrtional wisdom." This section points out the most
important of these assertions and suggests some responses that
can be used and actions that the U.S. Government could take to
support a new emphasis on defense in U.S. strategy. 1In addi-
tion, the alliance problemé of technology trahsfer and the need
for consultations associated with-a U.S. strategy emphasizing
defense are noted and discussed:.

‘B. THE CONVENTIONAL WISDOM: ASSERTIONS AND RESPONSES

Assertion:

1. E}(ﬁ) "There is a fear in many countries that BMD will
provoke an accelerated arms race. The Soviet Union will exploit
this fear and seek to place the onus on the United States for

accelerating the 'arms race'.

Response:

[Eﬁ?) Soviet BMD-related programs are now proceeding at a
rapid pace and are ahead of the United States in many signifi-
cant areas. The Soviets have pushed up to, and many would
argue beyond, the limits of the ABM Treaty in these programs.
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In particular, they have created a production base that would
permit rapid deployment of a widespread ABM system if they so
chose. At the same time, the United States declined to take
full advantage of its rights under the treaty:; indeed, our BMD
R&D has languished. [:

]

[}tﬁ) The Soviets will almost certainly exploit the wide-
spread fear that BMD will provoke an accelerated arms race by
focusing on U.S. programs and even on U.S. discussion of BMD
options, Simultaneously, ghey will continue and perhaps even
accelerate their own efforts. It is essential that the United
States inform the public here ggq in other countries about the
full scope of Soviet BMD-related programs, to put this wide-
spread fear of an accelerated arms race into perspective and to
focus public concern on the Soviet Union's current programs,
rather than the prospective BMD efforts of the United States.
If a U.S. BMD program is needed, it can then be more readily
justified to the public in terms of a real Soviet threat of

superiority in BMD.
Assertion:

2. Ez_) "Concerns have been expressed that if both the

United S€ates and the Soviet Union are well defended, this
would result in the decoupling of U.S. strategic forces from

defense of Europe.”
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Resgonse:

E&(i) Defenses deployed over the near to middle term will
not be effective enough to completely negate the threat of U.S.
offensive nuclear force employment in support of West European
defense. Therefore, for some years, even with U.S. and Soviet
BMD, U.S. strategic forces will continue to support deterrence.
To the extent that the United States deploys a BMD of even
limited effectiveness, however, the credibility of U.S. willing-
ness to employ strategic forces should be enhanced. While this
point should not be overemphasized in the near term, defenses
in CONUS should play a rcle in bolstering extended deterrence.
Moreover, while a Soviet BMD system will impose uncertainty on
U.S. attack planners and complicate the targeting of our stra-
tegic forces, it will not immediately negate the threat those
forces pose to the Soviet Union.

Eﬁiﬁ Defenses, particularly an ATBM, may also strengthen
deterrence in Europe by their -ability to disrupt the Soviet
conventional offensive. Missile attacks are an important aspect
of this attack plan; to the extent that an ATBM can deal with
the missile attack, it can deprive Soviet attack planners of
high confidence that a conventional offensive will succeed in
achieving its military objectives. In this way, the uncertain-
ties generated by an ATBM would clearly contribute to the

deterrence of aggression in Europe.
Assertion:

3. Tﬁﬁ] "The British and French will be particularly
concernedhzhat Soviet 'responses' to a U.S. ABM 'initiative'
will invalidate their deterrent forces or make it far more
complex and costly to maintain them. China will have similar

concerns."
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E}ql British and French nuclear planners are presumably
well aware of current and projected Soviet BMD programs, and
are already contemplating countermeasures. [;_

A

:] These actions are taking
place now, in response to the evolving Soviet threat, fully
aside from U.S. BMD efforts. As the Soviet BMD program is well
under way, it seems that the problems of maintaining adequate
French, British, and Chinese deterrent forces will continue to
increase in complexity and cost, regardless of U.S. BMD programs.

{Iﬁ?} Indirectly, a U.S. BMD improves the survivability and
efficacy of these states' nuclear forces., Because the U.S. BMD
would require the Soviets to cbﬁcentrate more nuclear warheads
on the United States to assure penetration and required damage
expectancies, the other nuclear powers may see a decrease in
the Soviet nuclear threat to them.

Assertion:

4. @}5} "Other nuclear-armed states will be relatively
unaffected as their concerns are regional; they are not a threat

to the major powers."

Response:

6}6} This is not entirely true. Admittedly, even a limited
U.S. BMD would probably be capable of dealing with the smaller
nuclear arsenals of those countries., However, U.S. boost-phase
intercept (as well as an ATBM) might be capable of defending
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foreign countries against missile attacks as well. This could
lessen the value of such weapons to potential proliferators,
thereby reducing the threat of proliferation overall. If
regional nuclear concerns are affected by BMD, it is likely to
have a positive, stabilizing effect.

Assertion:

5. [\ "There will be widespread concern about any threat
to the ABM Treaty regime, seen as the most successful example
of arms control to date. In addition, many states will be
concerned about any threat to the outer-space treaty and the
test ban regime. In the case of the latter, it will be argued
that failure to progress with a Limited Test Ban Treaty could
increase pressure for nuclear proliferation on the grounds that
the major powers are not making progress in controlling vertical

proliferation.”

Response:

il

E}ﬁj It has been pointed out above in this report, and
throughout the course of the FSS Study, that the principal
threat to the viability of the ABM Treaty today is the Soviet
BMD program. Indeed, a vigorous U.S. BMD program may be the
best method of preserving that treaty's viability, for it may
.be the only way to hedge against a Soviet treaty breakout and
thereby dissuade the Soviets from that course. Thus far, the
record of Soviet BMD efforts severely diminishes the credibility
of arguments that the treaty is a successful example of arms
control. It is important that the public be informed of these
facts, to correct the false impression of the treaty as a model

of success in the achievement of arms control.

&}Q} Many states will be concerned about the threat BMD
systems may present to the outer-space and limited test ban
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treaties. Here again, however, it is Soviet efforts that pose
the threat today, by forcing the United States to seriously
consider BMD responses.

@33 Arguments that BMD will undermine the nonproliferation
regime are largely specious, Decisions to "go nuclear” are
generally far more a question of regional security than a
response to great-power nuclear weapons programs. Moreover, as
pointed out above, certain BMD systems (especially BPI and lo-
cally deployed ATBM) may increase regional security by protect-
ing potential victims of local nuclear aggression from missile
attack, thereby negating possible advantages that nuclear forces
would otherwisé give to potential proliferators.

C. CONSULTATIONS

[iff& Consultations with U.S. allies on Bﬁb must be handled
with the utmost care to successfully alleviate the problems and
counter the perceptions noted above. The U.S. Government must
be thoroughly aware of allied anxieties, based largely on the
"conventional wisdom" outlined above, and able to deal with
these issues with a straightforward but carefully considered
approach. In addition, we must be prepared to accept the idea
that strategic defense will be treated with some skepticism,
and perhaps even rejected, by some of our allies. Certainly
the allies should be consulted before official announcements
(and one hopes before any leaks) regarding major shifts in our
BMD policy that might raise questions about the ABM Treaty. In
particular, decisions regarding ATBM should be preceded by
close consultations with those allies that would potentially be
affected by such a program. To minimize the prospects of
premature speculation about U.S. Government policies on the
part of either group, it would be prudent to conduct these
consultations in parallel with, or immediately fcllowing the
initiation of, similar consultations with the Congress.
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D. TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

‘B?6> In considering an ATBM for the defense of our allies,
the United States must be concerned with the problem of technology
leakage to the Soviet bhloc. This is particularly relevant for
an ATBM utilizing the most advanced and sensitive technologies--
for example, a "top-down" approach incorporating technologies
developed for a BMD program, such as airborne optical sensors.

A major breach in.the technical security of a joint ATRM program
based on this technology could have a serious impact on the
overall effectiveness of our strategic BMD. Consequently, any
technology-sharing arrangements with our allies to develop an
ATBM must incorporate the strictest security.
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VIII. THE COST OF GOING INTO ORBIT*

Most BPI BMD concepts involve putting large masses

into orbit in the early 2lst century. Current technology, and

available systems, for launching these orbiters are

(u)

Inadequate in lift capability for any system now pro-
posed, except possibly Excalibur

Very expensive--51500/1b and up, orbited (to low earth
orbit, due east; inclinations and higher altitudes of
orbits decrease capacity and thus increase the cost per

pound).

Current technology offers two choices:

The Space Shuttle, which offers the economies of
reusability if demand can make adequate use of Shuttle
turnaround times and lifetimes. In fact. the Shuttle
has not yet reached an economical launch rate. More-
over, the 3:1 orbiter-to-payload weight ratio is
justified only if the experimental man-in-space aspects
are charged not to individual missions but to national

overhead.

*(U) A more detailed analysis of this subject is contained in
Appendix I. )
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2. Expendable launch vehicles (ELVs), which trade off
potential savings from reuse for great flexibility in

launch planning and demand response,
A, FUTURE RESPONSES

&ﬁ€> Continued projections of possible demand (other than
for BMD) have led to projections of two generations of concep-
tual launch vehicles (LVs}), with alternative solutions to capac-
ity and cost problems, and recoverable/expendable trade~coffs.

In general, these fall in three categories:

l. Shuttle derivatives (SDLVs)

2, Larger ELVs

3. Heavy-lift launch ‘'vehicles (HLLVs)} that could be
recoverable (not by manned flight, but they could carry
manned capsules) if the BPI system should prove to

require manned functions in space.

(U) These "paper" LVs show, from several sources, certain

general characteristics:

SDLVs and ELVs

e 19908, $600-1000/1b
e 2-3 x present 65,000-1b lift
e circa $10 billion R&D

HLLVs
e 2000s (very large ones), $100-200/1b
4-7 x present lift

$25-30 billion R&D.
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[gﬁﬁ The HLLV depends for its full realization on certain
technological advances. It has been recommended that certain
technology programs be funded in FY85-89 to hedge against lead
time to match that of beam weapons, assuming a decision in the
early 1990s for an initial operational capability (IOC) of
[j i} The key elements are improved thermal protection
systems (TPS) and high-energy fuels. The total cost of this
S-year technology program is estimated at $1=-2 billion,

1. BPI Requirements

ﬁjfﬂ The lift required for Excalibur (the smallest payload)
would be only the present or a somewhat improved Shuttle capac-
ity; nonnuclear systems would require large HLLVs.

ﬁ/)] As for the numbers reguired, present estimates are
y— - .
for{ )satellites in orbit. This will vary with the
threat, obhsclescence and replacement requiremeﬁts, and, of

course, technology and concept evolution.
§

[Zij Launch choices will also be affected by launch rates
(costs of rapid launch versus risks of delay, stability argu-

ments, etc.).

2. Total Costs

Q‘B Using the above data and allowing for L .
:1and other system components,

we find:

) For[i
d
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e For nonnuclear systems, with an HLLV, $75-100 billion,

or up to 20 percent of total other costs.

B. NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN SPACE

(U) The nuclear explosive energy in Excalibur is used as
a power source, not for destruction. However, the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 as well as common judgments about the reac-
tions of the public, the Congress, our allies, and potential
Soviet propaganda, indicate that Excalibur will be regarded as
a nuclear weapon in space.

(}}ﬂj)Since we have postulated that Fxcalibur payloads
will--must--be considered nuclear weapons in space, it follows
that they will have to be recovered when they are obsolete or
considered no longer reliable, in, say, 10 or 20 years. Other
systems might be left there (littering space is a separate
issue), or commanded to self-destruct (perhaps by deorbiting in
a burn=up modg). but surely this would not he salable for
Excalibur.

J Moreover,

the value of the nuclear material recovered might pay for the
cost of recovery, though that is certainly not a controlling
consideration.t:
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C. RATE OF LAUNCH

[?Uﬂ How rapidly a system should be deployed is not neces=
sarily a simple question. One criterion might be to launch as
the devices come off the production line and are certified for
deployment. But rate of production is controllable within a
wide range, so this may beg the question.

(U) ©On the one hand, since we must assume we may be in a
race with the Soviets, and we may not in the next century have
high confidence in our intelligence on an item to which the
Soviets may give a2 high cover-and-deception priority, we may
want to deploy- as rapidly as possible, lest the Soviets deny us
the capability. Rapid deployment may add to costs--in multiple
launch pads, in facilities for rapid production of both satel-
lites and launch vehicles, and (conceivably) in stockpiling
satellites and boosters until we are ready (if we believe we
can wait).

(U) On fhe other hand, we might wish to go more slowly.
The period might appear to be one of relative political stabil-
ity, and we might not wish to disturb that stability by an
apparently precipitous act. We could argue that we could
afford to save money! We might opt for a more "normal"” deploy-
ment time (initial to full operational capability), say, three
or four years, a plausible production time.

D. CONCLUSIONS

° Kﬁj ' Costs of launch can in 20 years or so be reduced
to 20 percent of the other costs of a BPI BMD,

) ((fﬂ The HLLV appears to he the system of choice if a
heavy beam weapon is chosen, or if enocugh smaller
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satellites can be packed in and launched inteo satisfac-

tory (coplanar) orbits from cone booster.

ZZ}H} HLLV lead times appear to be consistent with an
early-1990s decision to deploy a BPI system beginning
in 2005-2010.

[Z{b The FY85-89 costs of technology hedges to protect
an HLLV initial operational capability of 2005 appear
to be modest (4-8 percent) of the cost of expleoratory
R&D on PBI {and layered) BMD systems. These hedges
should be funded if the.BPI R&D is.

4&3ﬁ> An HLLV or alternative launch system might come

into heing in 20 years or so for other space missions,

but this possibility should not enter into BMD planning.
L !\""‘

ﬁt\\ : " "

(#)¢ Excalibur "warheads" would eventually have to be

recovered, perhaps in detachable modules. Nuclear

materials reuse might cover the capsule recovery costs,

Eﬁi; The trade-offs between rapid launch of BPI satel-
lites, in order to precede the Soviets rathér than
possibly be stopped by them, and launching more slowly
in order to economize and possibly to be less politi-
cally destabilizing, will require further study. The
choice may also be affected by the political envirconment
at the time.
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IX. RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS

A. SOVIET AND AMERICAN INVESTMENT IN STRATEGIC DEFENSE

f?ﬁil In the past, the case against any limited defense of
the United States in the event of a Soviet ballistic missile
attack has rested on the contention that if the Soviets always
do their best in responding to a U.S. program, limited U.S.
defenses will not work--even if we aéd to them. Defenses can
always be overwhelmed in theory and were, therefore, essen-
tially irrelevant to deterrence. By this line of reasoning,
the only hope to deter attacks on our cities, it was argued,
was our power to destroy theirs. Therefore, it is held that
U.S. security-required an arms control accord strictly limiting
ABMs in order to keep the respective populations of our coun-
tries hostage to each other's nuclear weapons.E]

(U) In adhering to a policy of assured destruction, we
expected the amount of money spent on strategic defense against
missiles and bombers to be small relative to the total spent on
strategic forces or the defense budget as a whole. Our past
strategic spending reflects this trend, but Soviet spending
does not (Fig. 6).

—

(SECRET/NOFORN),
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FIGURE 6. (U) U.S. AND SOVIET STRATEGIC SPENDING IN
BILLIONS OF 1984 DOLLARS

(U.S. FY 1984 TOA Dollars, Sovist CY 1984 Estimatsd Outlays)
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(U) During the 1970s, the United States spent less tHan 2
percent of its total defense budget and less than 10 percent of
its total strategic budget on strategic defense. The Soviet
Union, in contrast, spent more on strategic defense than the
United States did on strategic offense and defense combined.
Cumulative Soviet spending on strategic defense was almost six
times that of the United States; cumulative Soviet spending on
of fense and defense was more than half a trillion dollars and
more than three times that of the United States; and the cumu-
lative Soviet total defense budget exceeded that of the United
States by more than half a trillion dollars. If the Soviets
continue at this pace, they will outspend the United States
on strategic defense at the rate of more than the total U.S,
defense budget every 10 years, and the trends are projected to
get worse (Figs. 7, 8).

(U) These comparisons are not meant to'éuggest that the
United States ought to compete with the Soviet Union by out-
spending it. On the contrary, we need not and should not.
What this diséussion and the appended charts are meant to show
is that if the defense budget is an accurate reflection of
Soviet strategic policy, the Soviets clearly do not adhere to
mutual assured destruction (MAD). Should the United States
then be undefended against nuclear attack? Spending trends
indicate that the Soviets believe in the utility of strategic
defenses and suggest that the United States must reconsider
their viability as well. The cost of doing so is not exorbitant.

B. THE COST OF U.S. STRATEGIC DEFENSES

'If& A multitier, low-leakage BMD system will cost some
billién;'of dollars per year. However, future costs are very
uncertain because much of the required technology is well
beyond the current state of the art and because the types and
quantities of elements that would make up such a system are
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very speculative at this time. However, based upon some alter-
native BMD systems that have been postulated, the acquisition
cost of a multitier, low-leakage BMD system would probably be
several hundred billions of dollars (today's dollars)}. "Ball-
park" estimates indicate an acgquisition cost of $200-600 hil-

lion, distributed over at least 12 years,

ﬂ’@} These estimates are very uncertain. The lower end of
the range is optimistic and would probably require a technolo-
gical "breakthrough." Some of the factors that greatly affect
cost are the types of defensive systems employed, the threats
assumed, targets defended, leakage accepted, and self-defense
capabilities of space segments. Operation and support costs are
also very uncertain and are driven lgrgely by the system's

orbital life.

szil Although the cost of a BMD system would be unpre-
cedented, the total costs would be spread over a number of
years and would probably not consume an indefensible share of
the defense budget in any one year. To illustrate this point,
Fig. 9 compares possible funding profiles for $400 hillion and
$600 billion acquisition programs (R&D and Investment exclusive
of a "Technology Program") with the total defense budget pro-
jected at a 3 percent annual growth rate. The peak funding in
FY 2000 is 9-18 percent of the total defense budget in FY 2000,
depending on whether the cost is $400 or $600 billion and on

which 3 percent growth curve is assumed.

E?ﬁ> Even if the strategic programs other than BMD were
continued at the average $27 billion per year projected for the
next five years, the total strategic program, including BMD in
FY 2000, would be 15~24 percent of the total defense budget.
While this is a higher percentage of the defense budget than
the 8-10 percent projected for the next five years, it is less
than the spending for the strategic program for the years from
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FY 1957 to FY 1961, which was 25-27 percent of the defense
budget.
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X. CONCLUSICNS

A. THE RCOLE OF DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS IN NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

l., (U) U.S. national security regquires active pursuit of

technological cpportunities for advanced ballistic missile

defense systems. If continued advances in technology offer the

future option of highly effective defenses against ballistic
missiles, a prudent national securitf posture requires that the
United States be prepared to deploy them. Such defenses could:
.
‘e Continue movement toward a safer and more humane deter-
rent strategy than one based solely on the threat of
massive and indiscriminate destruction in retaliation

for aggression.

e Counter the erosion, over time, of the existing, purely
of fensively oriented policy of deterrence as a basis
for our mutual security strategy, in the face of the
changes that have occurred in the strategic balance
since the 1960s. '

e Serve as a hedge against the possibility of Soviet de=-
ployment of highly effective BMD systems in the future.

2. (ggj It is essential to understand the relevance and
utility of intermediate defense systems. The achievement of
President Reagan's ultimate objective of a defense that could
intercept and destroy all ballistic missiles lies in the distant
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future, and it depends on the resolution of technical and

strategic uncertainties. Intermediate defenses:

e May be the result of partial success in meeting the
technological objectives of our long-range R&D program
or a consequence of powerful Soviet responses. With-
out an appreciation of the utility of defenses of inter-~
mediate capability, the long-range R&D program will
appear to be a very expensive and highly risky gamble.

e Can be technically available earlier than the ultimate
defense. Since we have urgent needs to strengthen ocur
posture and stabilize the strategic balance bhefore the
end of the century, possible contributions from inter-

mediate systems can be important.

@ Would provide an additional element of response to
possible Soviet withdrawal from the ARM Treaty and
deployment of a widespread ABM system; such a capa-
bility can thereby reduce Soviet incentives to engage
in such an act.

3. QUE} Our analysis suggests that intermediate defense

systems can make important contributions to several national

security obijectives.

e They can strengthen the stability of deterrence by
denying the achievement of Soviet military objectives
at various levels of conflict. Even relatively modest
levels of defense capability, as compared to those
required for high levels of population protection, can
be highly effective in denying a Soviet planner confi-
dence in the achievement of his attack goals. If those
goals require the destruction of hundreds or thousands
of military targets, then defenses that cannot be
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easily suppressed can exert great leverage in terms of
offensive forces required to achieve military targeting
objectives with high confidence.

® During crisis or conflict, defenses can reduce the
attractiveness of strategically decisive, limited attacks
on relatively small sets of critically important targets
(e.g., C31 or force projection facilities) by raising

the force requirements or denying confidence of success.

e By limiting damage to the West in the event of con-
flict, defenses can decrease the Soviets' confidence in
their ability to control the level of conflict in order
to deter us from responding to attacks limited in

geography or size.

e Intermediate defende systems can haveﬁ;he effect of
adding to the credibility of U.S. threats to use offen-
sive nuclear capabilities in defense of allies. Thus,
they could contribute to the endurance of our Alliance

commitments.
 In the event that deterrence fails, intermediate de-
fenses can significantly improve the outcome for the

West.

Cﬁ‘[} The prospective utility of intermediate defenses is

sufficient to warrant provision in our long-range R&D program

for efforts to provide for such options while moving toward the

ultimate obiective.

4. (U) The Soviet force structure response to U,S.

defense deployments is uncertain and will depend on the Soviets'

assessment of their options with regard to a number of choices.
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In the absence of a major change in the Soviets' politi-
cal objectives and their military strategy, they will
continue to set a high priority on the maintenance of a
substantial offensive threat against the United States
and our allies, as well as on heavy strategic defenses.
Whether they will further seek to completely offset the
effects of U.S. ballistic missile defense deployments
and whether they will do this by increasing their
ballistic missile forces, by resorting to technical or
tactical countermeasures or by reorienting their forces
to emphasize other offensive threats, will depend on the
effectiveness and leverage of the U.S. defenses and the
cost and effectiveness of the various Soviet options.

Ef fective long-term competition in terms of military
strength is a necessary condition for a basic change in
underlying Soviet bolitical and militéry objectives.
Such a change is unlikely within the foreseeable future.
In the absence of such a change, the Soviets are likely
to set higher priority on achieving'competitive advan-
tage over the West than on the goal of mutual reduction

in nuclear threats.

If Soviet pursuit of unilateral advantage is effec-
tively blocked by Western competition for the foresee-
able future, the Soviets might become more willing to
reach accommodation for mutual benefits such as reducing
the nuclear threat, and they might be more willing to
accept a situation in which offensive forces on both
sides were restricted and defenses were offered substan-
tial protection from nuclear attack.
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A. DEVELQOPMENT STRATEGY FOR DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS

1. izﬂﬁ\ Our development strategy should be designed to

nrovide flexible options for deployment of useful intermediate

systems as a hedge against technological uncertainties of the

full multilayered system and strategic uncertainties during

the period before the full capability will be feasible, In

many cases such capabilities appear toc be useful elements in an
eventual full system: what is required is somewhat earlier
development funding than would be warranted by a development
strategy optimized to achieve no deployment before the availa=-
bility of the full system. In many cases, moreover, early
deployments of -elements of a full system could provide opera-
tional experience that would result in earlier and perhaps

lower-cost development and deployment of the full system.

2. G‘ﬁ} An ATBM system suitable for depioyment in theaters

of operation is an intermediate deployment option of particular

interest. Elements of technologies that are candidates for an
ultimate full-ABM system appear to offer, in combination with a
Patriot system upgrade, highly capable defenses against the
family of tactical ballistic missiles currently being deployed
by the Soviet Union. Such missiles are a growing and currently
unanswered element of the Soviet threat in nonnuclear and
theater nuclear conflict. The development and deployment could

be conducted within the constraints of the current ABM Treaty

and could provide a means for developing subsystems also
applicable to BMD. Parallel development of an ATBM along with
an advanced BMD R&D program could help allay concerns that
allies were being left vulnerable while the superpowers acquired

defenses.

3. CTI_)S Consideration should be given to a bhoost-phase
intercept system that offers capability at least against Soviet

solid- and liguid-fueled ICBMS and expected similar follow=-on
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systems, if it can be available early and is not excessively
vulnerable to attack by the Soviets. Such a system could have
merit even if it did not ocffer high potential effectiveness
against responsive Soviet threats such as fast-burn solid-
propellant missiles. Proposed systems should be evaluated in
terms of the costs they would impose on the Soviets by acceler-
ating the obsolescence of systems that are a major part of their
present and projected missile forces, and in terms of the in-
centives they offer the Soviets to move away from particularly
dangerous and destabilizing elements of their forces.

4, [Lﬂ?) Future deployment of highly effective RMD systems
cr the increased prospect of such a deployment will probably
increase the already substantial Soviet emphasis on the devel-
opment and deployment of various forms of air-breathing offen-

sive systems, including advanced cruise missiles. Our develop-

ment programs should assure that the technolcgies to provide

warning and effective defense against such air-breathing threats

are being pursued at a pace commensurate with the development

of the threat and of our ABM program, The design and costing
of air defenses to deter or deny this Soviet option require
early definition to support ABM planning and decisions. A
policy that gives a major new emphasis to defense also will
have to consider passive defense, antisatellite defenses, and
ASW.,

C. POLICY ISSUES RELATED TO DEFENSIVE SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

1. Hﬁﬁj Crisis stability is a major concern in the design

of our present and future strategic posture. On balanée, we

have found no reason to believe that defenses that are not

themselves vulnerable to attack will necessarily increase

crisis instability. It has been argued that heavy, or low-

leakage, defenses might be taken as preparation for a first
strike. If such defenses are deployed only by the United
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States, they might appear to create dominance and obviate the
pressures for such a strike. A unilateral Soviet defensive
advantage, however, might create severe instabilities. Neither
case appears the most likely over the long term. It is more
likely that both powers would deploy strategic defenses. If
such defenses are two-sided, the uncertainties they introduce
for each side should help to deter first strikes. However,
crisis instability can arise from the vulnerability of offensive
forces. 1If area defenses are established without substantially
reducing the vulnerability of offensive forces, they might
increase crisis instability, particularly if the defenses are
"brittle" against large attacks. Since boost-phase intercept
and early midcourse layers may have this characteristic, this
issue should be an element in the criteria for assessing the
design of multilayer defensive systems. If, however, reduction
in offensive system vulnerability is also a criterion of the
defense deployment, there appear to be substantial opportunities
for complementarity between defensive systems and other measures
to decrease vulnerability and improve crisis stahility. by the
addition of défenses.

r,-
2. Qﬂi} The vulnerability of space-based elements of de=-
fensive systems, particularly those in low earth orbits, appears

to be a maior problem in the design of advanced, multilaver

defenses. Since attacks on such elements would produce no
collateral damage on earth and might confer great strategic
advantage in a crisis, they might constitute tempting targets.
Space-based platforms for boost-phase or early midcourse inter-
cepts would also each be capable of destroying many other space
platforms, essentially instantaneously if they employed directed-
energy weapons, Without an ability to protect space-based
platforms or to retaliate in a suitable fashion, a defense
system heavily dependent on them would be highly unstable in a
crisis, and probably unsuitable for deployment. Without detrac-
ting from the seriousness of this problem, it is worth noting
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that assessments of future weapons systems almost always over-
simplify the operational problems of using them. If the past

is a guide, the problem may be less stark than we now conceive
it.

[?t] Vulnerability might also present problems during the
deployment of such systems. If the Soviets believed such a
U.S. deployment would give the United States a substantial
strategic advantage, they might attack such systems with an
ASAT, or, if they had also begun to deploy, they might attack
our systems preemptively during deployment with their space-
based intercept systems. The problem of vulnerability is not
confined to space-based intercept systems: our other satel-
lites would also be vulnerable to Saoviet space-based intercept
systems as well as earth-hased ASATs. It is essential,
therefore, to keep pace with Soviet technology both for
attacklng and protecting space systems.

3. [ﬂ!i} Boost-phase inteféept systems present other
serious policy problems as well. Any boost~phase intercept

system will require near-instantanecus response to be effec-

tive. Predelegation of authority to employ the system=--in
effect to a computer-—-involves a radical change in U.S.
policy. This raises a particularly sensitive issue if the.
BPI involves a nuclear device like Excalibur that orbits over
the Soviet Union and could be fired over Soviet territory as
a result of a false alarm. In a climate of opinion like the
present one, it is doubtful that the United States would
deploy such a system. The defense development program should
carefully assess alternatives that do not depend on boost-
phase systems. If such assessments reveal that defense

ef fectiveness depends critically and uniquely on boost-phase
systems and on X-ray lasers in particular, consideration
should be given to development without deployment, but with
preparation for a relatively fast deployment in the event of
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a significant deterioration in the climate of international
relations to keep pace with Soviet readiness to deploy a simi-
lar system. 1If the use of such systems for early midcourse
intercept offers significant capability while relaxing the
requirements for predelegation, for peacetime orbiting of
nuclear explosives, and for firing over the Soviet Union, con-
sideration should be given to avoiding boost-phase intercept
in favor of such a system.

el &)
4. g{b: Arms race stability is also a major concern in
the design of our present and future strategic posture. It

is not apparent that a U.S. BMD program will undermine arms

race stability: indeed, a stronger U.S. program may well be

the hest means of returning to a more stable situation.

Currently, Soviet BMD-related efforts threaten the viability

of the ABM Treaty; a vigorous U.S. BMD program could deter the
Soviets from abrogating it. It is partially Ehe current Soviet
programs in BMD and the Soviet offensive buildup that are lead-
ing the United States to consider the viability of strategic
defense. To restore arms race stability, it is necessary for
the United States to substantially increase the priority and
funding of BMD research and development.

D. OTHER POLICY ISSUES RELATED TO IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
PRESIDENT'S INITIATIVE

l. [&£Y> No significant BMD capability can be deploved
without major modification to or withdrawal from the ABM Treaty.

{As already indicated, an ATBM program can be deployed within
treaty constraints.,) It may be possible to proceed with BMD
research and development programs over the next several years
within the legal constraints of the treaty. Nevertheless, a
large, expensive, and visible development program to pursue the
President's initiative is likely to raise questions about U.S.

intent concerning the treaty. Preparation to respond to such
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questions should indicate that a range of alternatives is under
consideration for future action--possible modifications or
withdrawal--and should make the point that such alternatives
will not have to be acted upon until the technology programs
have advanced considerably and more is known about the future
strategic situation. Some possible systems components (e.g.,
Excalibur) would raise issues related to the Treaty on Outer
Space and the Threshold Test Ban Treaty. R&D planning should
clearly identify the point at which treaty issues will arise
(e.g., large-yield tests).

E}ﬁ} Recent Soviet proposals to reopen negotiations on
antisatellite.arms contrcl also have a bearing on BMD, The
United States needs to consider such negotiations cautiously
‘and with the following points in mind: (a) a ban on ASAT
weapons could preclude boost-phase defense components, as many
of the boost~-phase intercept concepts being considered have an
intrinsic ASAT capability; (b) a U.S. ASAT can be an important
deterrent to Soviet deployment of BMD components in space, or
a means to counter such deployment (or deployment of space-
based BMD defenders).

2. ﬂﬁizl Domestic and foreign suppert for a new U.S. ini-
tiative emphasizing defense will be importantly influenced by

perceptions of whether the United States or the Soviet Union

is initiating a new round of arms competition. Unless the

United States is prepared to publicize Soviet RMD-related
activities since the ABM Treaty has been in effect, the onus
for threatening the treaty regimes is likely to fall on the
United States. If we wait until a new ABM initiative is
announced to begin to reveal the extent of Soviet ABM programs,
such an effort will appear to be self-serving. If possible,
the United States should not be seen as attacking the treaty
but defending it. Thus a major thrust of the effort should

be to persuade the public that the Soviet Union, not the United
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States, has endangered the treaty. In addition, the full
extent and intensity of Soviet strategic defense programs

must be explained.

- -
3. i&?l) While the financial costs of a full, multi-
layered defense system will be high, the ocutlays will be

spread over vears, and the major costs will not commence soon.

The major outlays will come at a time when the total defense
budget, even at modest rates of growth, will be substantially
higher than today. If intermediate deployments are to be
made, they will occur sooner but are likely to involve sub-
stantially lower costs than the full system, Nevertheless,

if such opticns are to be exercised, they will impose the need
to consider trade-offs within the defense budget, particularly
in the next several years. This will force tough policy
choices, e.g., strategic offense versus strategic defense,
strategic forces versus general-purpose forces. As we note
above, there also is an important trade-off in the short cerm
between the resources devoted to long-range R&D on systems
that might be deployed after the year 2000 and intermediate
capabilities that might be deployed sooner.

E. ISSUES FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS TO SUPPORT THE PRESIDENT'S
INITIATIVE

1. [y{ﬁ Net Assessment. A net assessment should be under-
taken of U.S. and Soviet BMD technologies to include the more
conventional types of ABM that could be deployed in the relative

near term, as well as more advanced systems. Part of this study
should assess those technologies in the context of various

military contingencies.

2. EUﬁ Cost-Exchange Ratios. An assessment needs tc be

undert aken of the relative costs at the margin of various U.S.

BMD deployments and Soviet offensive responses. This should

-~
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take into account likely Soviet-style responses. One element
of such a study should be to explore U.S. "cost-imposing"

strategies.

~ ‘ )
3. ud@ Air Defenses. There is an urgent need for a

study of the requirements and costs of air defenses that might
be required to accompany a BMD program so as to forestall Soviet
use of bombers and cruise missiles to offset a U.S. BMD. De=~
fenses against advanced bombers and cruise missiles (including
SLCMs) should be covered. Urgency stems from the need to
respond to questions about an attack and defense at the time an

ABM program is announced.

4. EE%} Early Boost-Phase. Further study is required of
the potential for an early boost-phase missile defense capabil-

ity that could be effective against current Soviet ICBMs and
SLBMS in the 1990s. Such a study should examine the pros and
cons of basing in space versus basing on land with the option
for subsequent space deployment ' if political-military conditions
were to change.

S. E’Tl ASAT and Satellite Vulnerability. There is a
need for more detailed technical and policy assessment of the

interaction between BMD systems employing boost-phase and
midcourse defenses and various ASAT concepts, including a
technical assessment of the possiblilities for denying such a
deployment and for countering such denial capabilities, the
implications for stability, and the impact of various arms
control arrangements that might affect those capabilities.

6. E‘j& Arms Control Measures. Many of the systems being
congsidered for defense against ballistic missiles involve

deployment of weapons in space (which the Soviets have proposed
banning), at least one of the systems (the Excalibur concept)
is contrary to the treaty banning nuclear weapons in space, and
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all of the systems except ATBM are contrary to the existing ABM
Treaty. Therefore, even the discussion of these measures will
raise questions concerning our intentions about the current
structure of arms control agreements. In order to reply to
these questions in an aggressive way, and toc avoid conceding
the arms control initiative and the political advantages accru-
ing to the Soviets from that, we should undertake a serious
study of a system of arms control accords which would meet the

following criteria:
e Benefit us in the strategic balance
e Make war less likely
e BRe consistent with greater emphasis on defense {(and
thus reduce the destructiveness of war if it should
occur) .
@ Be verifiable
e Avoid potential for breakout
@ Provide incentives for the Soviets to agree.
[C?{S The relation between our desired arms control struc-
rure and our posture decisions should be worked out in such a

way that the Soviets will be worse off if they do not agree

than if they agree. The anticipation of an arms control agree-

ment should never be an excuse for "going slow" on a program,
for that tactic concedes the benefits of an agreement to the

Soviets without our obtaining any concessions in return.
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PREFACE

{({U) President Reagan has directed an "effort to define a
long~-term research and development program...to achieve our
ultimate goal of eliminating the threat posed by strategic
nuclear missiles....” The President noted that the achievement
of the ultimate goal was a “formidable technical task" that
would probably take decades, and that "as we proceed we must
remain constant in preserving the nuclear deterrent...maintain-
ing a solid capability for flexible response...pursue real
reductions in nuclear arms...{and) reduce the risk of a conven-
tional military conflict escalating to nuclear war by improving
our nonnuclear capabilities." .

(U) Two studies assisted in that effort: (1) the Defen-
sive Technologies Study (DTS) to review the technologies rele-
vant to defenses against ballistic missiles and recommend a
specific set of long-term programs to make the necessary tech-
nological advances, and (2) the Future Security Strategy Study
(FSSS) to assess the role of defensive systems in our future
security strategy. The implications for defense policy, strat-
egy, and arms control were addressed by two FSSS teams: an
interagency team led by Mr. Franklin C. Miller, and a team of
outside experts led by Mr. Fred S. Hoffman. This is a report
on the results of the work of the team of outside experts. The
work was done under the auspices of the Institute for Defense
Analyses at the request of the Office of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy to assist the interagency team.
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APPENDIX A

MULTIPLE-LAYER DEFENSES
Craig Hartsell

A, INTRODUCTION

(U) A multiple-layer defense is one in which an attacking
vehicle must pass sequentially through a number of layers of
defense intercept attempts, one at a time. The desirable
characteristic of such a defense is in terms of the progressive
reduction in the penetration probability due to attrition from
each layer and the ability to force the attacking vehicle to
run a gauntlet of defense layers with different characteristics
that stress the attacker in different ways. Additionally, the
attacker may fina that this "defense in depth" precludes many
or most of the normal countermeasure options and tactics that
might be used to degrade individual defense layers if they were
to operate in a stand—-alone manner. It is the purpose of this
appendix to highlight how such a defense might operate and the
nature of its sensitivities to different potential failure
modes, both from the points of view of the defender and of the
attacker.

B. A BASIC LEAKTHROUGH MODEL OF A LAYERED DEFENSE

(U) The probability that an attacker can survive an attempt

to penetrate a layered defense is as follows:

No. of Leakers = No, of attackers x (l-Pk)NO' of Layers,
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where Py is the probability that an attacker will be destroyed
or killed while attempting to penetrate a layer. Note that in
this formulation all the layers are presumed to have the same
Py. The term (1-Pyx) is the probability that an attacker will
survive a defense layer.

(U) As the number of layers is the exponent and (1-Py) is
expected to be much less than one, the number of leakers would
be expected to be a2 small fraction of the number of attackers.
If, for example, the Py for each layer is 0.8, the following
table presents the effect of increasing the number of defense
layers:

Number of

Number of Leakers

Defense per

Layers Attacker

1 20.0%

2 65.0%

3 0.8%

4 0.16%

(U) As expected, increasing the number of layers reduces
the leakage rate to very small values. For defense of military
targets, this severe drop in leakage might deny the attackers
goals, as in many cases the number of targets that must bhe

A-4
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destroyed is large and the targets are normally fungible, so
that to leave a few surviving is not to accomplish the job.

This is distinct from population centers in which destruction

of a small number of targets accomplishes a high fraction of

the objective and the centers are normally not considered to be
fungible. Thus, while a layered defense can theoretically limit
the leakers to a very small fraction, which is perhaps satisfac-
tory for military targets, it has not traditionally been con-

sidered satisfactory in the defense of population centers.

(U) It should be observed that for the above egquation to
be correct, the intercept events--that is, the repeated attempts
to kill an incoming target--~must be statistically independent.
That is, the operation at any layer cannot be dependent on the
preceding layer or intercept attempts. This is actually very
difficult to insure for any layered defense, especially when
common sensor systems are used for more than one layer. Addi-
tionally, the above equation assumes that each layer has enough
kill capability or missiles to attack each incoming weapon. If
this is not true, there will be a number of attackers that
cannot be intercépted in a layer, creating an increased leakage
rate. The assumption for this part of the analysis is that the

defense is operating fully inventoried for the attack.

(U) A more thorough parametric presentation of the argu-
ment shown in the above table is given in Fig. A-1l. It is seen
that the largest reductions in leakage with increasing numhers
of layers occur at modest levels of Py per layer. In the
region of interest where Py is above 0.7, the gains per addi-
tional layer are modest. Remember, however, that the goal of
this layered defense is to drive the leakage down as close to
zero as possible. 1In this context, more is better. To explore
this effect further, Fig. A-2 presents the reduction in leakage
relative to a single-layer defense. Here, as discussed ahove,

there is little difference between a three- or four-layered
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defense when the Py, per layer is above 0.8 or so, That is, it
is the very high Py that is controlling the answer--not the
numher of layers. The larger number of layers is desired to
assist when the individual Py per layer cannot be adequately
increased, where such increases are fragile, or where there are
limitations on the number of interceptors.

(U) Setting a goal of percentage leakthrough values,
Fig. A-3 presents the layer Py required. For the lower leakages
values, large increases in the number of layers have only a
modest effect in reducing the required layer Py. For cases
where relatively high leakage rates can be accepted, increasing
the numbers of layers results in sharply lowered requirements
of Py per layer.

(U) Converting to leakage expressed in absolute values,
the above sensitivities can be expressed in terms of the at-
tackers' viewpoint. At a leakage of 100 reentry vehicles
(RVs), a very satisfactory result for most military target
structures, Fig. A-4 indicates the very great attack size
increases needed to cope with modest uncertainties in defense
performance. In this instance, for a four-layer defense an
attacker with 5,000 RVs, wishing to shield the results from a
10 percent uncertainty in layer Py, would need to increase his
force to over 10,000 RVs. Alternatively, if, by depending on
attacks on the defense, a layer could bhe negated, then with the
original attack of 5,000 RVs he could shield the results from
such an error by increasing the attack to over 12,000 RVs, If
the defense is designed to allow these small numbers of leakers,
increases in the attack size are an almost futile response to
the defense. Elimination of a single lajer (going from 4 to 3)
would modestly increase the number of leakers. The insensitiv-
ity of defenses of this caliber to loss of a single layer or to

attack size increases is reflected in the above figures and
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is a natural result of a multilayer defense where relatively

high single-layer Pys are presumed.
C. EFFECT ON THE NUMBER OF DEFENSE MISSILES REQUIRED

({U) The multilayer defense systems discussed above have
been presumed to have, at all times, the correct number of
defense missiles deployed for each layer (except the boost-phase
layer, which does not employ missiles). As an example, a four-
layer defense system wherein all layers have the same Pk is
shown in Fig. A-5., The defense missiles required, for each layer
and cumulatively, are shown. For any situation, the first mid-
course defense. layer (MCl) has the largest number of missiles
required, and each succeeding layer requires smaller and smaller
numbers of defense missiles, As the figure is in terms of
defense missiles per threat RV, it can be seen that cumulatively
fewer defense missiles are required per attacker as the layer
Pk is increased. For Pys above about 0.8, only about a
guarter as many defense missiles are required as RVs., This is
obviously the result of the boost-phase layer where missiles
are attacked rather than RVs. Finally, in this circumstance,
the number of second midcourse (MC2) and terminal defense (TD)
missiles is vanishingly small. All of these effects are, of

course, exceedingly favorable for the defense.

{U) For the ahove case, hut where the boost-phase defense
layer does not exist or does not attrite the attackers, the
demand for defense missiles is guite different, as shown in Fig.
A-6, Now, one MCl missile is required for every attacking RV,
and the following layers also require increased numbhers of
missiles. The reduirement of one MCl mi§sile per RV does not
change with Py variations. However, the requirement for the
other missiles (MC2 and TD) still falls sharply as layer Pys
are increased. In the region where Pys are above 0.8, the

number of MC2 plus TD missiles is quite small, and the main
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burden falls on the first midcourse defenses. Thus, the loss
of the boost-phase layer loads the first midcourse layer, both
in terms of missiles consumed and, as will be discussed later,

in terms of discrimination problems.

(U) As discussed above, the missile requirements are sen-
sitive to the performance of the boost-phase layer. With the
three lower layers at a Py of 0.8, Fig. A-7 presents the sensi-
tivity to the boost-phase layer Py. Only a low boost-phase Py
performance (a Py of less than 0.3) is required to hold the
cumulative number of defense missiles fired per RV to less than
one. For a boost-phase Py of the same as the other layers

(0.8) brings down the number of missiles per RV to almost 0.2,
D. EFFECT OF EXCHANGING RVs FOR DECOYS

(U) The classical argument against all forms of exoatmo-
spheric intercept systems, such as the MCl and MC2 layers, is
that the attacker will load out his boosters with large numbers
of lightweight but credible objects that must be intercepted.
The defenée will be unable to inventory so as to be able to
attack each object, and unacceptable numbers of RVs will thus
be allowed to get through and vitiate the defense effectiveness.
The defenders usually argue that they will be able to discrimi-
nate and prevent this occurrence. The factual elements of
decoys and discrimination tend to get lost somewhere between
the underlying physical laws, the difficulty of the offense in
building and deploying decoys that are provably perfect, and
the defense requirements as a function of the mission; i.,e.,

defense of military targets versus defense of population centers.

(U) The present defense construct is sufficiently differ-
ent from that discussed in the past that a sensitivity analysis
will be used to indicate the hasic nature of the debate and

what some of the offense and defense difficulties might be. It
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is presumed that addition of defense missiles is possible and
practical so that the defense is not faced with fixed forces
and an infinite attack. The issue of affordability of defense
missiles is indeed a central issue, especially for the MCl
missiles as shown previously, and efforts are under way to lower
the incremental cost of deploying such missiles. The reality
of defining the lightest fully credible exocatmospheric decoy
will be avoided, and a decoy will be described in terms of a
percentage of the RV weight. Additionally, the effect of such
a numerical selection will be varied around a judgment call
that a 10 percent decoy might he fully credible and demand an
intercept attempt by MCl and or MC2. On the other hand, it is
assumed that a direct hit will remove the ohject from attack by
a succeeding léyer. Finally, the terminal defense operating
within the atmosphere is not required to intercept any of the
exoatmospheric decoys, only the RVs. This, in effect, says
that there are no credibhle endoatmospheric decoys in the exocat-
mosphere decoy threat that gef through the outer layers, and
the defense has a perfect "trash" filter for all but RVs.

(U) For a selected attack size (1,000 boosters), the at-
tacking boosters can carry up to 5 RVs each or 5000 RVs total.
The attacker is allowed to replace the RVs with decoys. The
attack could then vary from 1 RV plus decoys up to 5 RVs and no
decoys per booster. The defense in the face of this offense
flexibility will have to decide on where to inventory the sys-
tem. Both parties correctly determine that the decoys selected
will indeed draw a defense missile. For the initial calculation,
the defense presumes that on the average there will be 3 RVs
per hooster and that 2 RVs will be replaced with 10 percent de-
coys. Additionally, the defense and the offense both assume

that a four-layer Py = 0.8 system will be fielded.

{(U) The effect of changes in the attack lcadout is shown
in Fig. A-8, which presents the attained leakage versus the
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number of RVs loaded out. For the situation where the offense
loads out exactly where the defense is designed (3 RVs), there
are slightly less than 5 leakers.,. While this is a significant
number for attacks against population targets, the number is
very small against almost all military target classes. How-
ever, if the offense loads out more RVs than three (and thus
the defense has a surplus of defense missiles), the chart shows
the increase in leakers to about 20 due to the defense doctrine
of only firing one missile against each credible object. 1In
this situation, the defense is unable to gain value from being
overinventoried or is unable to establish that the attack has
fewer objects and more RVs in time to take advantage of the

information.

(U) In the case where the attacker loads out more decoys
and fewer RVs, there is an increase in the number of leakers to
about 100, as the defense is underinventoried and some RVs and
objects are not attacked. If this offloading is pushed below
about 2 RVs per booster, the number of leaking RVs drops, as
even though the defense is not intercepting many of the objects,
the object clouds contain fewer and fewer RVs., It could be
argued that a defense that cannot enforce fewer than about 100
leaking RVs (2 percent out of 5000) is not all that effective
against attacks on military target sets, Certainly, for attacks
against silos, this performance for an antiballistic missile
(ABM) system is almost unheard of. For the layer Py of 0.8,
the defense missile requirements at the design point are 4600,
920, and 24 for MCl, MC2, and TD elements, respectively. The
design point of 3 RVs and 20 decoys demands, as pointed out
earlier, very large numbers of MCl defense missiles. In a simi-
lar vein, the TD defense missile inventories are almost nonex-
istent. Of course, to cover the entire continental United
States (CONUS) with either MC2 or TD missiles, enough missiles

will be needed to handle the leakers, The attack inherent 1in
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the above analysis is a uniform attack where the defense inven-
tory is assumed to be properly placed so as to intercept the

leakers. Thus, the numbers of MC2 and TD missiles actually de-
ployed would depend on their footprints relative to the spatial
distribution of the targets to be defended--an analysis that is

beyond the present scope.

(U) The above discussion on Fig. A-8 presumes that the
exoatmospheric decoys are perfectly credible, and thus every
one must, if possible, be shot at by MCl and MC2 defense mis-
siles. However, note that the attacker presumes that the
decoys are credible and they are not; even if they are only 30
percent credible, the result is that the RV leakage falls from
about 100 to about 5, a catastrophic reduction. This issue of

of fense /defense confidence.will be covered in more detail later.

(U) The above analysis .centered around a defender's deci-
sion to deploy missiles--assuming that the attacker would
place, on the average, 3 RVs on each booster. Figure A-9 pre-
sents design point selections of 2, 3, and 4 RVs, By designing
against fewer RVs and thus more decoys in the attack, the num-
ber of leakers is greatly reduced at the cost of much higher
inventories of defense missiles. Designing against a 2-RV (and
30-decoy) attack instead of a 3-RV (and 20-decoy) attack in-
creases the defense missile inventory requirements by a factor
of about 1.39. However, most of this increase is in MCl defense
missiles. The other point worth noting is the very small
demand for TD defense missiles. While this small inventory is
caused by the previous highly effective layers, it is also not
possible to deploy such limited numbers of missiles because of
the relatively small-coverage footprints available, as Adiscussed

previously.

(U} Figqure A-10 presents the effect of changes in the
layer Pys for the defense deployment, fixed presuming a Py of
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FIGURE A-10. (U) EFFECT OF Px PER LAYER ON LEAKAGE (FOUR-LAYER DEFENSE)
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0.8, The underinventorying of the defense leads to a high-
leakage defense, Thus, it will be necessary to increase the
design point inventory to desensitize the system to error in

estimating layer Pg.

(U} Returning to the base design case of 3 RVs (and 20
decoys), the effect of credible ligHter-weight decoys that need
to be intercepted is shown in Fig. A-1l. Decreasing the decoy
weights from 10 percent to 5 percent almost triples the maximum
number of leakers. This extreme sensitivity can be countered
by larger design point missile deployment. Without some defense
response, this performance sensitivity to the exact offense

decoy capability might be unsustainable.

(U) As previously pointed out, the design point require-
ments for TD missiles is very small but subject to a significant
increase merely to stockpile the various individual defense
sites due to the small footprlnts available. For instance, if
there were 200 TD sites nationally and two missiles per site, a
minimum deployment might be on the order of 400 missiles, a far
cry from the two=digit number that came from the leakage analy-

sis.

(U} Figure A-12 presents the effect of increasing the num-
ber of terminal defense missiles on RV leakage, with all other
missiles fixed at the design point values., Increases in the TD
missiles sharply decrease the leakage until there is one TD
missile for every RV leaking through the midcourse defense
layers. As the exoatmospheric decoys do not persist as credible
targets once the upper atmosphere is encountered, the terminal
defense inventory is only driven by the RVs that have survived
the exoatmospheric defenses, As before, if the defense is
limited to shooting only against each RV, the leakage bottoms
out as shown (the solid "shoot 1 per RV" lines). However,

because of the small numbers that need to be engaged, the
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FIGURE A-12. (U) EFFECT OF ADDITIONAL TERMINAL DEFENSE MISSILES
TO REDUCE RV LEAKAGE
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terminal defense inventory could be increased to allow a firing
doctrine of shooting twice against each leaker, as shown by the
dashed lines. The particular curve assumes that the "shoot two"
doctrine only begins when each leaker has been engaged by a
"shoot one" firing doctrine. This may not be enforceable in a
real engagement, where the defense may have to decide on the
numbers of defense missiles to deploy long before the engagement
begins {neglecting considerations of preferential defense),
However, assuming this switch to a "shoot two" firing doctrine,
the leakage rates are reduced to very small values with modest
levels of defense missiles. Finally and most importantly, the
effect of reduced-weight decoys, previously shown to sharply
increase leakage, is offset with reasonable increases in the
terminal defense missile stockpile for either firing doctrine,.
Numerically, about 200 extra missiles bring the 5 percent

decoys down to below the leakage value originally attained with
10 percent decoys.

(U) The other aspect of decoyed attacks that is necessary
to consider is the attacker's perspective of the gain/loss and
risk/reward aspeéts of decoyed attacks. All of the ahove
results assume that decoys deployed by the attacker, whatever
their assumed weight, are credible and that each would be cred-
ible to the defender. That is, the defense will shoot at each
object, be it an RV or a decoy, with equal likelihood. If
there are more objects than defense missiles, only a pro rata
share of the RVs will be attrited, Figure A-13 presents the
leakage from an optimum decoyed attack as a function of the
defense design point. That is, once the defense deploys, the
attacker responds with an RV/decoy mix to maximize the number
of leakers. The results are exiremely seﬁsitive to the defense
assumption. As the defense design point moves toward an all-RV
attack (which minimizes the defense requirements for missiles),
the attacker can swamp the defense with decoys as shown pre-

viously, if, of course, they are credible decoys. If, however,
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FIGURE A-13. (U) EFFECT OF IMPERFECT DECOYS
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the decoys are not in fact perfect, the attacker's removal of
RVs in order to deploy decoys has a negative effect on the
leakage. In order to show the sensitivity, a specific case
where the decoys, while deployed assuming perfect credibility,
turn out to be only 50 percent credible. That is, half of the
decoys are discriminated and thus not shot at by the defense.
The result of this level of imperfection is catastrophic to the
attacker, and indeed the attacker does less well than if he had

gone to an all-RV attack in the first place.

E. EFFECT OF LOSS OF BOOST-PHASE .LAYER

(U) Most-of the preceding assumes that a four-layer de-
fense system is operating with an equal Py per layer for all
four layers. In this section the capability of the boost-phase
layer will be varied, the capability of the other layers being
fixed as before. Going back to the design point analysis, Fig.
A-14 presents the sensitivity of leakage to reduced values of
boost-phase performance. With the number of defense missiles
fixed, there is a large increase in leakage as the boost-phase
layer Py declines from the design value. At the attacker's
optimum loadout of decoys and RVs, a change of boost-phase layer
Py from 0.8 to 0.7 increases the leakage by a factor of about
three. At the design point itself the ratio is above 60! At
the very least, the boost-phase layer P, would always be rela-
tively uncertain, and such sensitivities, if uncompensated,
would deny the attainment of any confidence in the defense
performance. The defender can come at these sensitivities from
the point of view of attacker uncertainty in the use of decoys
and then convert the problem to an all-RV attack. Alterna-
tively, the defender can attempt to inventory against the loss
of the boost-phase layer, as shown in Fig. A-15, For the
situation shown, increasing the inventory against an optimum
decoyed attack is effective in decreasing the leakage. If

single-shot-per-RV terminal defenses are employed, ihcreasing
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FIGURE A-14. (U) EFFECT OF DEGRADED BOOST-PHASE LAYER PERFORMANCE
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the terminal missiles from about 24 {(the design reguirement) to
about 400, the minimum reasonable deployment based on spatial
needs must be increased to about 2700 missiles where the bhoost-
phase layer was totally negated. This would bring the leakers
down from about 2700 to about 500. Further increases in termi-
nal defense missiles to about 5500, allowing two defense missile
shots per RV, would reduce the leakage down about 100 RVs.

F. EFFECT OF ATTACKS WITH INCREASED NUMBER OF RVs

(U) Instead of depending on decoys with their attendant
uncertainties, the attacker could move to increased RV fraction-
ation. Figure A-16 shows the effect of such fractionation and
the effect of increasing the number of terminal defense missiles
in compensation. Increasing the number of terminal defense
missiles from 24 to about 200 suppresses the increased leakage
due to fractionation from 5 RVs per hooster to about 23 RVs per
booster. Note that the leakage has increased also, but this
change is controlled to a relatively modest increase from under
10 to about 40 in the face of a 4.6-fold increase in RVs. °If
this were\unsatiéfactory. it would bhe necessary to move to
shooting two terminal defense missiles against each RV, with an
attendant increase in missiles regquired by the defense. Beyond
a fractionation of 23 RVs per booster, it would be necessary to

increase the number of defense missiles further.

(U) An alternative approach would be to increase the num-
ber of bhoosters, with fewer RVs per booster. As long as the
layers continue to operate as assumed, Fig. A-17 indicates that
only the shift in the RV mix is possible as the number of

leakers is unchanged.
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FIGURE A-17. (U) EFFECT OF INCREASING BOOSTERS ON LEAKAGE
(CONSTANT TOTAL RVs)
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G. EFFECT OF PREFERENTIAL ATTACKS

(U} The preceding discussion has presumed a uniform attack
and a uniform defense of CONUS. For the type of defense being
considered, it is possible to construct a preferential attack
inasmuch as the MC2 and TD defense sites have limited, i.e.,
non-CONUS-wide, coverage. For purposes of exposition, divide
CONUS into eight distinct and separate MC2 coverage zones and
place 50 TD coverage zones within each MC2 zone. In this
situation, the zones are presuméd not to have any overlap, and
the attacker could, in principle, select any MC2 zone or zones
to concentrate his attack capabiiity. For this estimate the TD
zones within any MC2 zone are considered to be uniformly at-
 tacked. Figure A-18 presents the leakage attained by the
attacker as a function of the concentration of the attack.
Depending on the inventory of TD missiles assumed, the gain from
going preferential varies. 1In the case where the TD is reason-~
ably inven;oried at two per TD 2zone, there is a factor-of-five
gain in concentrating on one out of eight MC2 zones. While
the possibility is not addressed herein, the defense could, of
course, attempt to enforce preferential defense to reduce the
above advantage. Assuming that previous analysis of preferen-
tial offense and defense applies, it might be estimated that
there is a factor of two between uniform/uniform and preferen-
tial/preferential attacks and defense.

H. A PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF THE NEED FOR A BOOST-PHASE LAYER
IN A FOUR-LAYER DEFENSE CONSTRUCT

(U) Assuming that the defense was adeguately inventoried
with defense missiles and the attacker adbpted an all=-RV attack
bosture, then Fig. A-19 presents defense missile requirements
as a function of the attack size, depending on whether a hoost-
phase layer is available. Without a boost-phase layer, it takes-

1.24 defense missiles for every threat RV. With a boost-phase
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FIGURE A-18. (U) EFFECT OF PREFERENTIAL ATTACK AND UNIFORM DEFENSE
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FIGURE A-19. {(U) EFFECT OF LARGE ATTACK SIZES ON A MULTILAYER SYSTEM
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layer, the ratio is 0.25; e.g., it takes one defense missile
for every attacking RV, The ratio of without to with boost
phase is 5, or 1/(1-Pkx). Viewing the situation in a different
way, a system without a boost-phase layer must compete against
the attacker by deploying l.24 defense missiles for every RV
deployed., A system with a boost-phase layer is only required
to deploy about 1/4 defense missile for every RV deployed.

(U) From the point of view of leakage, a system without
a boost-phase layer allows about 0.8 percent leakage and a sys-
tem with a hoost-phase layer allows about 0.16 percent. Both
are exceedingly low values for any target set except for popﬁ-
tion defenses. 'On an absolute-number basis of 50 leakers, a
system without a boost-phase layer could handle up to about
6000 RVs, and a system with a boost-phase layer could handle up
to about 31,000 RVs. The former value is roughly the entire
Soviet capability today, and the latter value is a typical
projection of an unconstrained Soviet growth by the turn of the
century.

(U) lFigure'A-ZO presents the previous missile/RV balance
except for showing the influence of increasing the layer Py
from 0.8 to 0.9. On the basis of defense missiles required,
the reduction in missiles required is modest in the case where
there is no boost-phase layer. This is due to the previously
analyzed requirement for a first-layer missile for every RV
when there is no boost-phase layer ahead of the missile-type
defense systems, On the other hand, there is a large reduction
in leakage due to the compounding effect of high Pys. Taking
the above example of 50 leakers, the leakage is 0.8 percent
when the Pk is 0.8 and 0.1 percent when the Py is 0.9. Thus,
the reality of such an estimate is an overwhelming problem to
an attacker if he should decide to inventory against such a

system,
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APPENDIX B

MILITARY CONTINGENCIES TO SUPPORT BMD ANALYSIS
J.J. Martin

A, INTRODUCTION

(U) This appendix develops representative military situa-
tions to support analysis of ballistic missile defense (BMD)
issues. In general, the contingency analysis uses a target-

oriented approach, consisting-of the following steps:

e Definition in outline form of a baseline conflict
situatioq and variants, covering theater and inter-
continental warfare cases that are important for pur-
poses of analyzing BMD issues,

e Development of strategic context, military objectives,
Blue/Red campaign concepts, and an image of key opera-
tions at a modest level of detail, sufficient to estabh-

lish credibility and military realism.

e Identification of key U.S. and allied forces and instal-

lations for potential BMD protection.

e Performance of first-order effectiveness analysis of
alternative BMD configurations, geographic coverages,
and protection levels to establish operational implica-

tions and sensitivity to Soviet counters.
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(U) This appendix deals with the first two points, defi-
nition and development of the baseline and wvariant contingencies.
In carrying out this process, the level of detail has been
guided by two considerations. First, the purpose of the con-
tingencies is to aid in identifying important U.S. and allied
forces and installations for possible BMD protection, and to
support analysis of the operational benefits of such protection,
Thus, many important aspects of prewar mobilization and wartime
operations are treated only cursorily or not at all if they do
not contribute to the purpose of the analysis in a fundamental
way. Second, for those contingency aspects that are treated,
the amount of detail has been kept relatively sparse, in keeping
with the time gvailable for analysis and the level of detail of

other elements of the analysis.

(U} The baseline contingency described helow consists of a
crisis in Europe that results in nonnuclear war between the
United States and the Soviet Union in a number of overseas
theaters, escalates to theater nuclear war and limited strategic
operations, continues to escalate to large-scale intercontinen-
tal exchaﬁges, and concludes with a period of post-SIOP opera-
tions. The military situation in each major geographic region
is described below in terms of:

e Initial military conditions when conflict starts in the
region,

e OQOperational concepts for each side,

e Brief description of the major operations during non-
nuclear conflict. '

e Brief description of the major operations during

nuclear conflict.
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B. OVERVIEW OF BASELINE CONTINGENCY AND VARIANTS

(U) Figure B-1 provides an overview of the baseline con-
tingency and some variants. The baseline contingency starts
with a crisis in Europe that results in a Warsaw Pact nonnuclear
attack on NATO's central region and northern and southern
flanks., China remains neutral in this war, but the Soviets and
their North Korean allies initiate nonnuclear operations against
the United States and its allies in Northeast Asia. The non-
nuclear war also involves heavy fighting at sea worldwide, and
U.S. and Soviet operations against each other's space-based
assets.

(U) On D+7, NATO decides to make first use of nuclear
weapons in Europe, but is preempted by a Soviet theater-wide
nuclear attack against military targets in Europe. At the same
time, the Soviets initiate nuclear use in Northeast Asia and
against U.S. and allied forces at sea. A period of combined
nonnuclear and nuclear operations in overseas theaters ensues,
On D+9, due to loss of much of its theater nuclear force, the
United States makes limited use of strategic forces (bombers,

some ICBMs) to support theater operations.

{(U) The theater war expands to U.S. limited nuclear at-
tacks against bomber bases and SS-20 deployment areas in the
Soviet Union. The USSR responds on D+12 with a large-scale
intercontinental attack against targets in the United States,
and the United States executes a Single Integrated Operations
Plan (SIOP)[major attack option (MAOJ] against military targets.
A period of post-SIOP general-purpose and nuclear operations
follows in selected overseas theaters, with continued nuclear

operations against U.S. and Soviet territory.

(U) The following is a summary of key events in the bhase-
line contingency:
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Soviet /WP full mobilization begins.

U.S./NATO full mobilization begins.

Soviet /WP forces initiate nonnuclear operations in
Europe and at sea; North Korean and Soviet nonnu-=
clear operations begin in Asia, focused largely on
Northeast Asia.

NATO decides to make first use of nuclear weapons
but is preempted by Soviet/WP nuclear attack in
Europe; Soviets initiate nuclear use in Asia and
at sea.

United States initiates limited strategic opera-
tions.

S{OPZ&ISOE}exchaﬁge occurs, followed by period

of post-SIOP operations

The next section contains a more detailed description

of the baseline contingency, followed by a section describing

some variants from the baseline contingency, including:

e Crisis and conflict begin in the Persian Gulf region,

with sup@orting U.S. and allied operations from Turkey.

Crisis and conflict begin in Northeast Asia, then
escalate to worldwide war (an unlikely development, -
but one that poses serious strategic maldeployment
problems for the United States).

Variant on U.S. strategy for intercontinental war. The
baseline contingency assumes that U.S, use of force in
the post-SIOP period would be directed toward selected
overseas theaters as well as the Soviet homeland; the

variant considers a U.S. strategy for post-SIOP opera-
tions that provides minimal to no support for overseas

operations.
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{({U) The baseline contingency and its variants are neces-
sarily notional in many respects, since they must cover the
early 1990s fnr anti-tactical ballistic missile (ATBM) deploy-
ments using current technology, as well as cover the 1995-2010
time frame for advanced-technology bhallistic missile defenses.
It is assumed in the contingency énalysis that many aspects of
future conflict will be invariant over time, notably the basic
Soviet approach to warfare, the general size and location of
U.S. and allied forces and installations that might be accorded
BMD protection, and the fundamentals of U.,S., and NATO military
strategy (except for ballistic missile defenses).

C. BASELINE CONTINGENCY

l, Crisis In Europe

(U) A prolonged period of economic hardship in the Soviet
Union and East Europe, combined with continued Soviet measures
to suppress popular movements for greater independence, results
in unrest and revolt in East Europe in the 1990s. These popular
movements in East Europe are aided and abetted by the West,
especially by the Federal Republic of Germany. As a result,
the crisis deepens. The NATO nations and the Soviet Union put
their naval forces on a wartime, forward-deployed footing as
the crisis develops, but each side avoids full-scale mobiliza-
tion, for different reasons. The United States and other NATO
countries are concerned not to exacerbate the crisis further:
the Soviet Union concludes that war is inevitable and puts into
effect its strategic deception and short-warning mobilization
plans.

{(U) As a result, U.S./allied and Soviet/allied naval
forces have had three weeks of mobilization before D-Day. In
Europe, Warsaw Pact (WP) ground and air forces start full mobi-

lizaton on D-4; NATO ground and air forces begin mobilization
B-10
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on D=2, 48 hours hefore the WP attack. In Asia, similar mobi-
lization timelines occur, the Soviet Union encouraging a North
Korean attack on the Republic of Korea simultaneously with the
WP attack in Europe. The United States and NATO begin dispers-~-
ing nuclear weapons in Europe and Asia to field locations on
D-2.

2. Nonnuclear War

a, General. (U) On D-Day, WP forces attack NATO forces
in Europe, North Korea attacks Sputh Korea, the Soviets initiate
hostilities against U.S. and allied naval forces worldwide, and
the Soviets execute air raids and special-forces operations

' against U.S. bases in the Pacific.

(U) Countries are aligned generally in accordance with
peacetime alliances. All NATO nations, including France, honor
their commitments to NATO; Japan, South Korea, the Philippines,
Australia, and New Zealand fight on the side of the United
States, China is neutral, but tilted toward the West. The WP
nations fight on the side of the USSR, although the Soviets
must devote substantial forces to rear-area security in East

Europe; North Korea and Vietnam fight with the Soviet Union.

(U) The force allocations for Blue and Red are in accord-
ance with current capabilities and allocation priorities for
worldwide conflict, in which both sides give priority to Europe.
The order of bhattle for each side is in accordance with current
programs and projections, except that each side's ballistic
missile defenses vary according to the alternatives to be

examined in this study.

(U) PRecause the crisis originated in Europe, and the

worldwide conflict imposes heavy demands on both Blue and Red
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forces, there are no major military operations in Southwest
Asia in the baseline contingency.

(U) At the start of the war, in-place ground forces are
generally in wartime positions, ﬁaval forces are deployed
forward, but reinforcements have not yet arrived in the areas
of conflict.

{U) More specifically, in Europe, NATO in-theater ground
forces are deployed forward to their general defense positions,
tactical aircraft are dispersed to available dispersal bhases,
and naval forces are in their general war positions. Warsaw
Pact ground and air forces are forward-deployed in accordance
- with intelligence estimates, consistent with full-scale mobili-
zation starting at D=4, Soviet and other WP naval forces are
at sea in their general war positions, seeking maximum D=-Day
strike effectiveness against U.S. and allied aircraft carrier
battle groups (CVBGs). ..

(U) In Asia, U.S. and South Korean ground and air forces
are deployed forward and dispersed\in accordance with general
war plans. North Korean ground forces are massed on the Repub-
lic of Korea (ROK) border, and tactical air forces are at ad-
vanced readiness. Soviet ground and air forces are in general-
war, dispersed positions: Soviet forces on the Sino=Soviet
border are maintained in those positions. U.S. P-3 aircraft
squadrons are dispersed, and the Aleutians have been reinforced
by the U.S5. Marine Corps.

(U) Three U.S. CVBGs are operating in mutual support in
Northeast Asia: two more are in the Eastern Pacific {(EASTPAC),
enroute to the Western Pacific (WESTPAC). U.S. nuclear-powered
attack submarines (SSNs) are dispersed to wartime operating
locations. Soviet surface ships and some submarines are de-

ployed to protect nuclear-powered fleet ballistic missile
B-12
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submarine (SSBN) operating areas in the Sea of Okhotsk and the
Bering Sea; other Soviet submarines and some surface ships are

seeking positions for ND-Day strikes on U.S5. CVBGs.

b. Europe-=Central Region. (U) The Warsaw Pact objec-

tives are: to disrupt NATO mobilization and delay U.S. rein-
forcements; to seize and occupy Central Europe in 15-20 days;
to defeat the principal NATO forces east of the Rhine before
they can be reinforced; and to protect the Soviet homeland from
U.5. and NATO attacks. Key elements of WP strategy to achieve
these objectives include: strategic deception operations;
early intense nonnuclear air and missile strikes in Europe:;
high~speed combined arms operations: coercion of individual
NATO countries with nuclear threats; and preemption of NATO
efforts to initiate nuclear war. For the Warsaw Pact forces
this of fensive strategy translates into the following opera-
tional concepts:

L
@ Intense nonnuclear air and missile strikes to destroy
or neutralize NATO nuclear. forces, tactical air, and
command, control, communications, and intelligence

(c3ny.

® Echeloned ground-force operations to open and exploit

avenues for high-~speed advances.
e Use of operational maneuver groups to neutralize NATO
nuclear forces and seize other key objectives in

NATO's rear.

e Use of special-operations forces égainst NATO nuclear

forces, C3I, and other priority targets,

{(U) NATO's objectives are: to use whatever force is nec-

essary to cause the Warsaw Pact to cease its aggression and
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withdraw; and to limit damage to the NATO countries through a
combination of air and ballistic missile defenses, offensive
strike and ground operations, and control of escalation. Major
elements of NATO strategy include: forward defense in the
eastern part of the Federal Republic of Germany; control of the
airspace over West Europe and as deep into East Europe as fea-
sible; early reinforcement with air and ground forces from the
United States; and first use of nuclear weapons if necessary to
achieve NATO's objectives. Operational concepts underlying this
strategy include the following:

e Early, intense counterair campaign involving nonnuclear
strikes on WP air bases and air defense operations

intended to extract heavy attrition from WP air raids.

e Nonnuclear interdiction of WP rear echelons and choke
points.,

L
e Use of high-technology weapons to inflict heavy attri--
tion on WP ground forces in the close-in battle.
. Y
e Counteroffensive operations to cut WP lines of communi-

cation (LOCs) and-make flanking attacks on rear echelons.

e Airlift of Reforger units to marry up with prepositioned
materiel (POMCUS) stocks in Europe; early tactical air
reinforcement from CONUS.

(U) Several military operations will, in combinétion, have
decisive impact on the outcome of the nonnuclear conflict in
Central Europe. The air battle duriﬁg the first few days of
the war is particularly important in this regard. A necessary
but not sufficient condition for NATO to prevail is that NATO
dominate the air battle from the outset. Conversely, if the

Warsaw Pact is to achieve early seizure of Central Europe, it
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must dominate the air hattle from the outset., Failure of the
Pact to achieve early superiority in the air does not, however,
imply WP defeat; it probably means an extended nonnuclear con-
flict, with increasing difficulties for the Pact but still
reasonable prospects for victory.

(U) 1In addition to dominating the air battle, NATO must
also: defeat first-echelon WP forces in the close-in battle
without giving much ground; defeat or neutralize WP operational
maneuver groups (OMGs) seeking to penetrate to NATO's rear; and
keep the pressure off forward ground forces by successfully
delaying and attriting WP rear echelons with the air interdic-
tion campaign. To achieve these objectives, and to prevail in
"the initial air battle, NATO must also successfully carry out
the planned reinforcement of tactical air and ground-force
units.

{U) In the event the conflict escalates to%puclear war,
another critical operation will be the substantial WP efforts
to destroy or neutralize NATO theater nuclear weapons, delivery
systems, and C3I:during nonnuclear‘conflict, using air and
missile attacks,[épetsnaz (Soviet special-purpose forcesi}
agents, special-operations forces, and operational maneuver
groups.

c. Europe--Northern Flank. (U} Warsaw Pact objectives

on NATO's northern flank are directed primarily toward securing
Soviet SSBN operating areas in the Barents Sea and protecting
the Kola Peninsula from sea-based or land-based strikes. A
secondary objective is to support central front operations by
making flanking attacks through Denmark, ‘The WP strategy is to
prevent NATO reinforcement of Norway, deny NATO use of air
bases and ports in Norway, gain positive control over Norwegian
air bases and ports through ground, air, and special forces

operations, and seize Denmark through amphibious operations.
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(U) Key operational concepts supporting this strategy in-
clude early air strikes and special-forces operatibns against
Norwegian and Danish air bases and ports, intended to disrupt
reinforcement and deny NATO their use for support of Norwegian
Sea operations. The WP could try to seize major P-3 tactical
air bases in Norway with airlifted forces and amphibious opera-
tions, seeking to.hold them until Soviet ground forces could
link up. In any event, Soviet ground forces would initiate
operations on D-Day in northern Norway through Finnmark and,
most likely, through northern Finland and Sweden. There would
also be amphibious operations against Denmark (and possibly
Southern Sweden) using WP forces from the Baltic Sea area.

(U) NATO's objectives are to restore the territorial in-
tegrity of the Scandanavian countries, to maintain antisubmarine
warfare (ASW) and other sea-control operations from Norwegian
bases, and to protect the flank of Central Eurcpe. To achieve
these objectives, NATO strategy calls for: rapid mobilization
of Norwegian and Danish air and ground-force resérves; rein-
forcement of Norway and Denmark with ground and tactical air
units of the Allied Command Europé (ACE) Mobile Force and
selected units from Britain, Canada, the United States (U.S.
Marine Corps), and Germany (in Denmark); and defense of Norway
in the northern provinces. Supporting operational concepts
include ground operations at the heavily fortified Troms de-
fense line (about 500 km from the Soviet border), marrying
overseas reinforcements with POMCUS stocks in Norway, air
defense of bases in'Nnrway and Denmark, and air-ground opera-

tions to defeat amphibious attacks.
(U) To prevail on the northern flank in nonnuclear opera-

tions, the Warsaw Pact must successfully carry out two critical

operations:
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1. The early special-forces and air-strike campaign to
disrupt the NATO reinforcement process and seize

temporary control of key bases in Norway.
2. The Soviet ground campaign to link up with airlifted
forces and consolidate control over key bases in

Norway.

d. Europe--Socuthern Flank. (U) Warsaw Pact objectives

in NATO'S southern region are to protect the southern USSR from
NATO strikes and to destroy or neutralize U,S. and NATO naval
forces in the Mediterranean Sea. To achieve these objectives,
WP strateqgy calls for: early air and missile strikes on key
bases in Turkey and Greece; strikes on CVBGs: early operations
to secure the Black Sea exits (the Dardanelles, the Sea of
Marmora, and the Bosporus); and ground-force operations to
consolidate gains around the Black Sea exits, to secure other
parts of Turkey and Greece, and eventually to force Italy to
surrender. The important WP operational concepts are:
e Use of special-operations forces, airborne units, and
air and missile strikes to neutralize major air bases,
air defenses, and C3I facilities in Greece and Turkey,

in order to deny NATO air superiority in the region.

e Coordinated air, surface=ship, and submarine attacks on
CVBGs in the Mediterranean.

@ Special-operations forces, amphibious landings, and
airborne operations to secure the Dardanelles and the

Bosporus,

e Echeloned Bulgarian and Soviet ground-force operations

in northwest Turkey and Greece to consolidate the WP
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hold on the Black Sea exits; Soviet ground-force opera-
tions in eastern Turkey; subsequent ground-force opera-

tions in Greece and Italy.

(U) NATO's objectives on the southern flank are to pre-
serve or restore the territorial integrity of the NATO nations,
protect U.S. and NATO naval forces in the Mediterranean, and
maintain a base of operations in eastern Turkey to support
operations in Southwest Asia if necessary to protect NATO's
strategic interests in that region. The NATO strategy is: to
conduct counterair operations to maintain air superiority over
Greece and Turkey:; to position CVBGs initially in the western
Mediterranean and move them eastward as air superiority is
- gained over Turkey, Greece, and the eastern Mediterranean: and
to carry out defensive ground operations in mountain regions of
Greece and Turkey.

(U} NATO's operational concepts are as follows:

e Early reinforcement of tactical air with units from the
|

United Kingdom,

e Use of AWACS, air defenses and strikes on Soviet/WP air
bases to achieve air superiority over Greece and Turkey
and to provide land-based early warning and air defense
support of fleet operations.

e Initial fleet operations in the western Meditgrranean,
fighting forward to the eastern Mediterranean with ASW,
surface operations, and fleet air defense. Upon reach-
ing suitable operating areas in the eastern Mediter-
ranean, provide carrier-based air support to operations

in Greece and Turkey.
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e Mohilization of Greek and Turkish ground forces to
defend forward areas in northern Greece, northwestern
Turkey, and eastern Turkey, where the terrain

favors the defense.

(U) There are two critical operations on the southern
flank-=-the air superiority battle over Greece and Turkey and
the naval campaign for sea control of the eastern Mediterranean.
NATO achievement of air superiority over land is a necessary
but not sufficient condition for sea control of the eastern
Mediterranean. WP operations against the Dardanelles and
Bosporus can succeed only if the Warsaw Pact denies air superi-
ority to NATO, achieves at least local air superiority over the
Black Sea exits, and reinforces this region with ground forces
from Bulgaria in a timely way.

e. Northeast Asia. (U). The Soviet objectives in North-

east Asia are: to protect the Soviet homeland from attack; to
protect. SSRBN operating areas; to isolate Japan from the West
and force its neutrality or surrender; and to keep China neutral
if not tilted toward the Soviet Union. Key elements of Soviet
strategy in the Asia-Pacific region in nonnuclear war include
early and repeated air attacks and special operations against
major U.S. and Japanese bases and forces ashore; destruction or
neutralization of U.,S. CVBGs; air defense of Soviet territory:
air and ASW operations to control Soviet SSBN operating areas;
prevention of U.S. reinforcement and logistics support to
Northwest Asia; support to North Korean operations; maintenance
of a coercive force posture against China; and readiness to
preempt upon indications that the United States is preparing to
use nuclear weapons against Soviet forces-or territory.

(U) Supporting this strategy are a number of important
Soviet operational concepts. Critical to successful Soviet

operations is an early campaign to destroy or neutralize U.S.
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and allied land-based tactical air capabilities, nuclear weap-
ons, surveillance and C3I nodes, airlift termini, and P-3
bases, This involves air strikes, complemented by special-
operations forces and submarine-launched cruise missiles,
against forces and bases in Japan, Korea, the Philipines, Guam,
the Aleutians, and other islands west of Hawaii. North Korean
ranger~-commando forces would support these operations in Korea.
Equally critical for the Soviets are coordinated air, surface,
and submarine attacks on U.S, CVBGs. Another key operational
concept for the Soviets is disposition of air, surface, and
submarine units to exercise sea control in the Sea of Japan,
the Sea of Okhotsk, and the Bering Sea, to protect both the
approaches to ;he Soviet Union and SSBN operating areas. A
related concept is amphibious and airborne landings to control
Hokkaido, an operation for which the Soviets may have a growing
capability. If the war becomes protracted, Soviet interdiction
of military sea lines of communication (SLOCs) to Northeast

Asia would grow in importance.

(U) U.S. objectives in Northeast Asia are: to defend the
approaches to CONUS, Alaska, Hawafi, Guam, and the U.S. Pacific
territories; to defend Japan and Korea; and to secure the asso-
ciated lines of communications (LOCs). The strategy is to
reinforce U.S. forward-deployed air, ground, and naval forces,
conducting defensive operations until a sufficient number of
CVBGs are assembled to operate in high-threat environments.

The strategy then shifts to offensive naval and air operations
to control the Sea of Japan and its airspace, and then to air
and cruise-missile strikes to destroy or neutralize Soviet
threats to Japan and Korea. On the Korean peninsula, the
United States will support South Korean forces, seeking to
stabilize the battle (preferably forward to Seoul), and then to
restore the territorial integrity of South Korea.

(U) The following operational concepts support this strat-

egy:
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e Prior to hostilities, movement of Marine Corps units
and air defenses to provide additional protection of
the Aleutians (surveillance and P-3 base) and other key
islands (e.g., Guam).

® Mining and SSN barrier operations to control the exits:
from the Sea of Japan.

e Air defense and tactical air/cruise-missile strikes to
establish air superiority over Korea and Japan.

e Sea control operations in EASTPAC and WESTPAC, espe-
cially along SLOCs and in CVBG operating areas.

e Counter-c3 operations to destroy or neutralize Soviet
capabilities to locate CVBGs.

e Joint USAF/USN strike operations, supported by special~-
forces operations, to destroy or neutralize Soviet air
power (especially long-range air), naval support facili=-
ties, €3I, and air defenses in the USSR {(principally in
the Vladivostok and Petropavlovsk regions) and in
Vietnam. ’

e High~firepower ground and air counteroffensive in Korea
to stop North Korean forces during the first few days
of the war, permitting redeployment of some tactical
aircraft to Japan.

e If conditions permit later in the war, joint Japanese/
U.S5. amphibious operations against Sakhalin.,

(U) The outcome of nonnuclear conflict in Northeast Asia
depends critically upon several operations. The first is the

battle for air superiority over Japan; prevailing in this battle
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[
is a necessary condition for the United States to preserve

strike assets, C3I, and logistics support, and probably to en-
sure Japan's continued participation in the war. A second
necessary condition for a favorable outcome is that the United
States prevail in what might be termed the "long-range air
battle" in East Asia. This consists of Soviet air, cruise-
missile, and nonnuclear ballistic missile attacks on U.S. air
bases throughout the Western Pacific; U.S. strikes on Soviet
air bases with land-based tactical air, carrier-hased tactical
air, B=52s carrying nonnuclear munitions, and cruise missiles;
and the attrition imposed by each side's defenses. Closely
related to this long-range air battle is the outcome of the
Soviet air and submarine campaign to destroy or neutralize U.S.
CVBGs and of the U,S. ASW campaign (using P-3s and SSNs) to
destroy or neutralize the Soviet submarine threat to. CVRGs.

(U} In general war, the air-ground battle on the Korean
peninsula is not likely to have decisive influence on the
theater~wide outcome, but preservation of Korea as a U.S5. oper-
ating base is important because it.is the primary forward base
for U.S. nuclear strike forces. Méreover, denying Soviet use
of the Korean peninsula is important for U.S. and Japanese
efforts to control the Sea of Japan.

f. Naval Operations. {(U) The foregoing paragraphs

addressed naval operations in the Mediterranean Sea and the
Pacific Ocean. North Atlantic operations are discussed in this
section.

(U) Soviet objectives in the North Atlantic are to pro-
tect the Soviet homeland from attack, to brotect the SSBN
operating areas in the Norwegian and Barents Seas, and to delay
or neutralize U.S. reinforcements and logistics supplies to

Europe. The Soviet strategy to accomplish these ohjectives 1is
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to establish an outer defense perimeter at the G;eenland-Iceland-
United Kingdom (G-I-UK) gap for defense in depth of Soviet
territory and SSBN havens, to secure the land flanks of the
Norwegian Sea by denying Norway and Iceland as effective bases

of operations for NATO, to destroy or neutralize U.S. CVRGs,

and to interdict the North Atlantic SLOCs once these other

operations have heen successful.

(U) Key operational concepts for the Soviets in the North
Atlantic include:

e Submarine barrier operations in the G-I-UK gap.

e Coordinated air and submarine attacks on CVBGs approach-
ing the G-I-UK gap or operating in the Norwegian Sea.

e Air strikes, special operations, airborne/amphibious
operations, and (in Norway) ground~force-:invasion to
deny bases in Iceland and Norway to the United States.

e Air, surface, and subsurface naval operations to defend
SSBNs in the northern Norwegian Sea and the Barents

Sea..
® Air defense of the Kola Peninsula.

(U) U.S. objectives in the North Atlantic are to protect
the approaches to the United States, to protect military SLOCs
to Europe, and to support NATO operations on the northern
flank. The strateqgy is to achieve U.S. control of the G-I-UK
gap with an ASW campaign, to marshal a sufficient number of
CVBGs to fight their way into the Norwegian Sea ([supported by
cruise-missile and land-based air strikes on Soviet naval
aviation (SNA) bases], and to reinforce the defenses of Iceland

and Norway.
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(U) U.S. operational concepts underlying this strategy

include:

e SSN and P-3 operations to control the G-I-UK gap, both
to facilitate CVBG and SSN operations north of the gap,
and to attrit Soviet submarines seeking to interdict
North Atlantic SLOCs.

e Counter-C3I operations to deny the Soviets targeting

information on CVBGs and other naval forces,

e A combination of fleet air defense and nonnuclear
strikes on SNA bases to counter the air threat to
CVBGs. During the early stage of the war, strikes on
SNA bases would be carried out by submarine-launched
cruise missiles, land-based tactical aircraft in Europe,
and possibly B-52s with nonnuclear munitions.

Rl

e Convoy operations to protect the SLOCs.

(U) Critical operations in éhe North Atlantic include the
submarine/antisubmarine battle to control the G-I-UK gap, and
the CVBG efforts to operate north of the gap in support of
NATO's northern flank and in support of SLOC protection opera-
tions.

g. Space Operations. (U) Soviet objectives in space in

a war occurring in the 1990s or later would be to destroy or
neutralize U.S. space-hased RBMD components, to destroy or neu-
tralize U,S. surveillance, intelligence, and communications
satellites, and to protect Soviet military satellites. The
Soviet strategy would be to initiate operations against space-
based systems at the onset of war, as part of a coordinated
campaign to degrade U.S. and allied defenses and c31. Opera-

tional concepts underlying this strategy include:
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® Antisatellite (ASAT) operations against low earth-
orbiting satellites and, as Soviet capabilities permit,
against satellites in synchronous orbit.

e Ground-based attacks on or interference with U.,S,
satellites, using jamming or {(as capabilities permit)
more advanced means, such as lasers or particle beams.

e Direct nonnuclear attacks on satellite ground stations
(sabotage, special-operations forces, air and missile
attacks in overseas theaters).

e Cover and deception to degrade the capabilities of
" surviving U.S. surveillance and intelligence satellites.

(U) Uu.s. objectives are similar to those of the Soviets:
to destroy or neutralize Soviet surveillance, intelligence and
communications satellites, to destroy or neutralize Soviet
space-based BMD componénts (if they exist), and to protect U.S.
military satellites. The U.S. strategy probably would be to
withhold space déerations initially in an effort to persuade
the Soviets to leave space in sanctuary; if the Soviets initi-
ated space operations, the United States would'respond with the
means available to it. Operational concepts in nonnuclear war
include ASAT operations, ground-based interference or attacks
on Soviet satellites, and cover and deception operations. The
United States would probably place high priority on destroying

or neutralizing Soviet ocean surveillance satellites.

3. Nuclear War

a. General. (U) Soviet objectives in nuclear war include
protection of Soviet territory from attack, execution of deci-
sive nuclear attacks in support of Soviet military operations

worldwide, and emergence of the Soviet Union as the dominant
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l, economic, and military power after the war. Soviet
for achieving these objectives in nuclear war includes

owing major elements:

Preemption of nuclear use by Soviet enemies~-that is to
say, launch of Soviet nuclear strikes upon indications
that the United States or other enemies are preparing

to initiate the use of nuclear weapons.

Large—-scale use of nuclear force, to have high confi-

dence of achieving the desired mission objectives.

Integrated conventional-chemical-nuclear operations in
major theaters (including ocean theaters), aimed at
securing Soviet general-purpose political and military
obijectives in these theaters.

Intercontinental nuclear strikes aimed at the elimina-
tion of the United States as a major political-economic-

1

military power. S

Of fensive nuclear strikes, combined with active and
passive defense of the Soviet Union. Passive defenses
include: hardening of military facilities, c31 instal-
lations, and selected industrial facilities; dispersal
of political and military leaders; and civil defense

measures.

A number of important operational concepts underwrite

this Soviet strategy, including the following:

The Soviets do not make the distinction between strate-
gic and theater nuclear weapons that is made in the
West, The Soviets will use homeland-based nuclear

forces (including systems with an intercontinental

B-26

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

capability) against theater targets. They will also
regard as "strategic" any nuclear attack on Soviet
territory, regardless of the basing of the attacking
weapons. Whether limited attacks on Soviet territory
with theater nuclear forces would result in Soviet
escalation to nuclear attacks on CONUS is problematic -
and depends on many factors. It is clear, however,

that the Soviets have made provision for theater nuclear
operations of their own, without simultaneously carrying

out intercontinental nuclear attacks.

Priority targets for Soviet nuclear attacks in overseas
theaters and CONUS are generally as follows:

-- Nuclear-capable forces and weapons

-- c31

-=- Major groupings of general-purpose forces
-- Ballistic-missile and air defenses

-- Political-administrative centers

~- War=-supporting indust:?es.

Population per se is not targeted by the Soviets, but
targets in or near cities would be attacked, and the
Soviets probably would not take measures to reduce
collateral damage if these measures interfered with

the accomplishment of military missions.
While the Soviets prefer to conclude nuclear war guickly
and decisively, they also make preparations for fighting

a protracted nuclear war.

The Soviets make provisions for a substantial reserve

of theater nuclear and intercontinental forces.
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U.S. objectives in nuclear war are to control escala-

tion while achieving required missions, to limit damage to the

United States and its allies, and to emerge from the war with

greater political, economic, and military power than the Soviet

Union.

(U)

Major elements of U.S. strategy for nuclear war include:

Provision of a range of nuclear options that vary in

size, geographic coverage, and type of target.

First use of nuclear weapons in overseas theaters if
required to achieve U,S5. and allied political=-military
objectives, ' '

Heavy dependence on offensive nuclear striking power to
achieve U,S., objectives in nuclear war (possibly shift-
ing in the future to include greater reliance on defen-
sive systems).
Ml

Use of intercontinental nuclear forces primarily to
achieve U.S. homeland-to-homeland objectives, with U.S,.
tﬁeater'éommanders supportéd largely by theater nuclear

forces under their operational control.

Important U.S. operational concepts for nuclear war

are as follows:

Provision of a range of nuclear options that observe
various escalation boundaries; limited support to

theater operations by intercontinental forces.
Population per se is not targeted} although many targets
are in or near heavily populated areas., The United

States makes efforts to control collateral damage,

particularly in limited nuclear strikes and in cases
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where nuclear weapons might be used on friendly

territory.

e Priority targets for U.S., theater nuclear and intercon-

tinental nuclear forces include:

-- Nuclear strike forces and weapons
-—- Ballistic~missile and air defenses
-- €31 facilities

-— Soviet leadership targets

-- War=-supporting industry

-— Other military targets.

e The U.S. operational concept envisions that, if a gen-
eral war involved use of nuclear weapons, there would
he a period of nonnuclear conflict, followed by a
period of theater nuclear operations, perhaps including
limited use of intercontinental nuclear forces. 1If
efforts to control escalation failed, the war could
escalate to large-scale SfOP[}ISOé]intercontinental
nuclear exchanges, perhaps followed by a period of post-

SIOP operations.
® Provision of a nuclear reserve force.

b, Limited Nuclear War. (U) Limited nuclear war can

occur in two forms--nuclear conflict limited to overseas the-
aters, including the oceans (i.e., no nuclear attacks on U.S.
or Soviet homelands) or limited nuclear attacks on U.S. and
Soviet terrftory. The Soviets clearly have made preparations
for nuclear war limited to overseas theaters, although such a
theater nuclear war could be unlimited from a theater perspec-
tive (many hundreds of weapons, no limits on classes of targets
or countries attacked}. The Soviets probably would not engage

in limited strategic operations or tolerate limited U.S. nuclear
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attacks on Soviet territory for very long hefore making large-

scale nuclear attacks on the United States. Actual Soviet

behavior could, however, be affected by many factors, and it

is possible that, faced with grim alternatives, the Soviets

might engage in limited nuclear attacks on the United States,

especially if they could gain sgbstantial military benefits.

Such a case should, therefore, be considered in the contingency

analysis.

(u)

In a nuclear war limited to overseas theaters, the

following would be critical operations:

Nonnuclear and nuclear attacks on each side's theater
nuclear forces and weapons in Europe and Asia, includ-
ing attacks conducted during the nonnuclear phase of
conflict. These operations will determine the theater
nuclear assets available for use in nuclear war.

NATO use of selective employment plans (SEPs) against
Warsaw Pact air bases, ground forces, and c31. Note
that, if Soviet territory is not attacked, the Pacific
Command (PACOM) has few critical targets for theater

nuclear operations.

Soviet and WP execution of large-scale nuclear attacks
throughout the European and Asia-Pacific theaters. The
Soviets will make every effort to execute these attacks

preemptively,.

Nuclear operations at sea, especially Soviet air and

submarine nuclear attacks on CVBGs.

Continued general-purpose air, ground, and naval opera-

tions in a nuclear environment, to achieve the U.S. and
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Soviet theater objectives described in the foregoing

section on nonnuclear war.

(U) As noted above, the Soviets would use long-range bomb-
ers, intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs), and perhaps
ICBMs based in the Soviet Union to support a nuclear war limited
to overseas theaters; they would also use older submarine-
launched hallistic missiles (SLBMs) {i.e., those on Yankee
SSBNs) for this purpose. The United States could alsc use some
long-range bombers and possibly some SLBMs or ICBMs to support
theater nuclear operations. In the case of nuclear conflict
limited to overseas theaters, these homeland-based systems
would not attack targets in the other side's homeland {(this is
simply a matter of how we have defined the cases, not a judgment

about constraints each side would observe in nuclear conflict).

(U) A second case of interest in connection with limited
nuclear war is one in which one or both sides make limited
attacks. on targets in the other side's homeland, using theater
nuclear or intercontinental nuclear forces. Limits in this
case would be by attack size, type of target attacked, and,
perhaps, type of nuclear delivery systems used or their basing.
In this second case, nuclear operations would in all likelihood

also be carried out against targets in overseas theaters.

(U} The following are examples of limited nuclear attacks
on homeland targets. Although the attacks would be small, they
could have important impact on conflict outcomes, especially in

overseas theaters,
e Targets in CONUS:
-~ The National Command Authorities (NCA) and other
leadership targets (e.g., the Joint Chiefs of Staff

in the Pentagon command post).
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-~ Airfields and and ports that are major embarkation
points for overseas reinforcement.

-= U.S. military satellite launch and ground-control
facilities.

-- Communication nodes on the ground.
e Targets in the USSR:

== Antisatellite (ASAT) launch and ground control
facilities.

-= Ground components of the Soviet ocean surveillance
system. '

-=- Other military satellite launch and ground control
facilities. _

-= Soviet naval aviation (SNA) main operating bases
in critical regions (e.g., the Kola Peninsula
or Northeast Asia). '

Ce SIOPVRISOE}Exchanges. (U) If the war escalates to

large=scale homeland-to-homeland nuclear attacks involving

execution of SIOP[EAOs]and corresponding Soviet nuclear attacks,
the following are operations or situations that would have
critical impact on postexchange conditions in the United States

and the Soviet Union:

e Survival or reconstitution of nuclear reserves and
other remaining nuclear forces, to provide an ability

to conduct further attacks:

== ICBMs (including reloads and silo refurbishment
capabilities).

-~ SSBNs and SLBMs surviving ASW operations.

-- Long=-range bombers that survive, recover, and

reconstitute.
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-- Theater nuclear forces, including tactical aircraft,

CVBGs, and cruise-missile ships and submarines.

e Survival or reconstitution of a coherent C31I system to
provide an ability to direct homeland recovery efforts,
further military operations, and war termination
negotiations:

~- National Command Authorities.

-- {Communications.

== Surveillance, intelligence and warning systems,
including overseas ground-based, airborne, or sea-

based systems.

e Survival or reconstitution of the ability to withstand

further homeland attacks:

-- Ballistic-missile and air defenses
-=- Passive defenses (dispersal, evacuation, expedient

hardening of critical assets}.

e Political and social conditions in the United States
and the USSR affecting the will to fight and the balance
between inward-directed recovery activities and outward-

directed political-military activities.,

d. Post-SIOP Operations. (U) Whether a nuclear war

would continue beyond SIOP[&ISOé)exchanges is, of course, highly
uncertain. But the Soviets devote some planning and apparently
some resources to capabilities for continued military operations
in the post-exchange period, and the United States has recently
begqun to make preparations for post-SIOP operations. Critical
military operations in the post-SIOP period, if there is one,

include the following:
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General-purpose and nuclear operations to control vital
political-economic regions overseas, notably Western

Europe, Japan, and the oil regions of Southwest Asia.

General-purpose and nuclear operations to control or
deny access to overseas recovery resources, including
SLCCs and the land LOCs to Europe and Southwest Asia.

Nuclear operations against critical targets in CONUS
and the USSR, especially nuclear force reserves and
c31,

Military operations related to China are a possibility,
if China has been brought intc the war by this time--
Soviet operaticons against Chinese nuclear forces,
leadership targets, and general-purpose forces; U.S.

operations to support China.

D. VARIANTS FROM THE BASELINE CONTINGENCY

(U)

This section discusses briefly three variants from

the baseline contingency that may pose some additional consider-

ations for BMD analysis:

1.

General war starts in Southwest Asia and Turkey.
General war starts in Northeast Asia.

U.S. strategy in the post-SIOP period uses all avail-
able military assets for defense of CONUS and opera-

tions against the Soviet homeland, with little or no

continued support to overseas theaters.
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1. Southwest Asia/Turkey Variant

(U) In the crisis period, civil anarchy in Iran results
in a request by the Iranian Government for Soviet military
assistance. The Soviets send forces into northern Iran. The
United States responds by deploying Central Command (CENTCOM)
forces to the Persian Gulf region, including southern Iran, and
by reinforcing in Turkey. The initial U.S. entry into Iran is
unopposed, but the crisis escalates to fighting between U.S.
and Soviet forces in the Persian Gulf region. Unrest and
revolt in Eastern Europe is aided by the Federal Republic of
Germany, further exacerbating the crisis and leading to a major
WP invasion of.Western Europe. At this point the variant con-

tingency begins to merge with the haseline contingency.

(U) At the start of the conflict in Socuthwest Asia, coun-
tries are aligned as follows: Iran is split,.with rival fac-
tions favoring the United States or the Soviet Union: Afghanis-
tan, Ethiopia, and the Peoples Democratic Republic of Yemen
side with the Soviet Union; Turkey, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and
Oman permit U.S. use of bases in their countries; other NATO
nations support the U.S. actions but initially are not belliger-

ents; China 1s neutral.

(U) The crisis builds up long enough that the Soviets
mobilize on D-35, and the United States mobilizes on D-30,
This results in the following D-Day disposition of forces in

Southwest Asia and Turkey:

e For the United States--Air Force units deployed to
Turkey; Air Force tactical air, Airborne Warning and
Control System, Strategic Air Command projection force,
and CVBGs deployed to Southwest Asia; U.S5. Marine Corps
units ashore in Iran at Bandar Abbhas and Chah Bahar:
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Army airborne units ashore in Iran at Abadan; other
Army units enroute.

e For the Soviet Union~--Surface action groups and subma-
rines in Arabian Sea, Indian Ocean, and ‘Mediterranean
Sea; Soviet naval aviaton reinforced on the periphery
of Southwest Asia and Black Sea; theater aviation rein-
forced in Transcaucasus and Turkestan military districts;
ground forces from Transcaucasus and Turkestan military

districts in northern Iran and massed on Iranian border.
(U) The Soviet objective is to achieve political control
of Iran and its oil by installing a puppet regime. The strategy
is to conduct high-speed military operations to reach the
Persian Gulf before U.S. ground forces can be fully reinforced.
Operational concepts underlying this Soviet strategy in nonnu-

clear war include the following:

e Carry out a ground invasion of Iran along multiple

axes. K

e Conduct counterair and ground-support air operations to

support the high-speed advance of Soviet troops.

e Destroy or neutralize U.S. CVBGs and theater land attack
missile (TLAM) ships and submarines.

e Interdict air and sea LOCs that support U.S. forces.
e Engage and defeat U.S. ground forces.

e Be prepared to preempt U.S. efforts to use nuclear

weapons.
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(U) The U,S. objectives are to deter further Soviet ad-~
vances into Iran, to counter these advances if they occur, and
to maintain Western control over Persian Gulf oil. The U.S.
strategy is to threaten to impose costs on the Soviets that
exceed the benefits the Soviets perceive in controlling Iran.

The following operational concepts underly U.S. strategy:

e Interdiction of Soviet axes of advance and LOCs in

northern Iran.

¢ Engagement of Soviet ground forces approaching

southern Iran.
® Control of SLOCs to the Persian Gulf.

(U) The following operations will have critical impact on
the ocutcome of the Southwest-Asia campaign:
e Soviet counterair campaign against air bases in Turkey
and the Middle East/Persian Gulf region that support

U.S. operations.

e The Soviet air, surface, and submarine campaign against
U.5. CVRGs.

e The U.S. air interdiction campaign in northern Iran.
e Ground-force engagements in southern Iran.

{U) As war became imminent in Eurcope, the United States
would be forced to disengage air, ground, and naval forces in
Southwest Asia and redeploy them to Europe (some naval forces
would redeploy to Northeast Asia), The Soviets, too, would
probably choose to slow the pace of operations in Southwest
Asia, redeploy some forces to the European theater, and use the
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remainder of their Southwest Asia forces for holding actions.
The Soviets would also be seeking opportunities to interfere
with the U.S, process of redeploying forces to Europe and
Northeast Asia. Thus, as the conflict expanded to general war,
operations associated with disengaging in Southwest Asia would

become critical.

2. Northeast Asia Variant

(U) A war between the United States and the Repuhlic of
Korea, on the one hand, and the Democratic Peoples Republic of
Korea, on the other, is unlikely to escalate to conflict hetween
the United States and Soviet Union, let alone to worldwide war,
Nevertheless, should such an escalation occur after the United
States had substantially completed its planned mobilization of
forces for a limited Korean contingency, there would be a sig-
nificant strategic maldeployment of U.S. forcés. How, if at
all, U.S. ballistic missile defenses can support U.S. operations
during the periocd of redeployment for a major war in Europe
must be considered. This potential problem arises because U.S.
tactical aircraft (e.g., F=1llls), ground forces, and CVBGs
earmarked for Europe are scheduled to deploy to Korea in the
event of a limited Northeast Asia contingency when Eurocpe is

apparently quiet,

3. U.S. Strategy Variant in Intercontinental War

(U) The baseline contingency indicates that important U.S.
nuclear and general-purpose operations in support of overseas
theaters would be carried out during execution of SIOP Major
Attack Options and as part of post-SIOP operations. A variant
U.S. strategy is one in which minimal support with nuclear weap-
ons would be provided to overseas theaters, once the war esca-
lated to intercontinental exchanges. Such a strategy would,
for example, provide no strategic-force support to theater
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operations and might keep all theater land attack missiles/
nuclear (TLAM/N) and platforms as part of the Nuclear Reserve
Force. The implications for BMD issues of such a shift in U.S.

strategy as a general war moved to intercontinental exchanges
should be considered.
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APPENDIX C

THE IMPACT OF AN ADVANCED U.S. BMD SYSTEM ON THE SOVIET
BASELINE OFFENSIVE THREAT TO CONUS,
AND POTENTIAL USSR COUNTERMEASURES

John Baker

(U) The deployment of an advanced, multilayered ballistic
missile defense (BMD) system capable of protecting the conti-
nental United States (CONUS) with little or no "leakage™ would
confront the USSR with a major strategic problem. Such ballis=-
tic missile defenses would present a severe ohstacle to the
Soviet strategic missile force's ability to perform its assigned
wartime missions. |

(U) The USSR might consider four different options using
its offensive forces to counter a sophisticated U.S. BMD system.
They are:

1. Negate the BMD system's effectiveness

2. Pay the "buy=-in" price required to reach their CONUS
targets

3. Circumvent the BMD system by using air-breathing stra-
tegic strike systems

4., Make the BMD system irrelevant by achieving victory in

the theaters by using only nonnuclear means.

The technical countermeasures to a BMD system that are associ-

ated with the first option are outside the purview of this
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appendix. Instead, this paper will analyze how.a U.S. RMD sys-
tem would impact on the projected baseline Soviet strategic
offensive threat, and what types of indirect countermeasures

the Soviets could adopt to offset an effective U.S. BMD system.
A, THE SOVIET BASELINE THREAT AGAINST CONUS RMD

(U} Existing projections of Soviet strategic force trends
indicate that through the 1980s a growing proportion of the
total number of deliverable nuclear weapons against CONUS tar-
gets will be ballistic missile reentry vehicles. This results
from the current and projected Soviet MIRVed missile programs.
By 1990 less than 10 percent of Soviet nuclear weapons poten-
tially targeted against CONUS will be bomber-delivered, despite
the expected Soviet deployment of the Blackjack bomber and an
air-launched cruise missile (ALCM) during this decade. To a
large degree this situation teflects the primécy historically
accorded to long-range ballistic missiles by the Soviets,
Consequently, a highly effective RMD system defending CONUS
would directly threaten the military utility of almost the

entire strategic offensive force projected for the USSR,

(U) . Estimates of how the USSR would employ its current
force structure against a highly effective U.S. RMD defense are
very sensitive to the degree of "leakage" assumed for the de-
fense system. If an essentially leakproof RMD system is postu-
lated, the USSR would have little to gain by launching a missile
strike against CONUS. Nonetheless, a missile launch might
occur anyway as a result of differing Soviet perceptions con-
cerning the actual effectiveness of the U.S. BMD system. The
USSR might consider retargeting a substantial propdrtion of its
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICRM) and submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM)} force against various elements of the
U.S. BMD system seeking to find an unrevealed vulnerability

that would negate or degrade its effectiveness.
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(U) The other alternative available to the Soviets would
be to pay the "buy-in" price that the U.S. BMD system might
exact. By increasing their level of effort in terms of pro-
jected ballistic missile reentry vehicles (RVs) the Soviets
could hope to overwhelm the entire defense system. Given the
assumed effectiveness of the CONUS defenses, it probably would
not be an easy or economical task for the USSR. 1In addition,
resources devoted to this uncertain objective would compete
with programs aimed at developing threat systems that might
circumvent the defenses. Alternatively, in light of such
defenses, the USSR could simply attempt to maximize the limited
effectiveness of its strategic missile forces by concentrating
on a limited number of the CONUS target set,

(U) An essentially leakproof BMD system based on a multi-
layered intercept capability will not be attained overnight.
Therefore, it is prudent to consider how Soviet targeting and
force-structure plans could be affected by an initial U.S. BMD
" that was not léakproof. For purposes of analysis, the impacts
of three levels of warhead leakage are considered: 10, 50, and
100 RVs arriving on separate targets. It is assumed also that
by relying on preferential targeting the Soviets are able to
choose which CONUS targets their RVs have a high probability of
penetrating to and destroying. |

{U) In the absence of a BMD system covering CONUS, Soviet

targeting priorities were previously postulated to be:
® Nuclgar-capable forces and weapons
e Command, control, communications, and intelligence (c31)
e Major groupings of general-purpose forces

-® Ballistic-missile and air defense
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<@ Political-administrative centers
-® War-supporting industries.

Deployment of a BMD system defending CONUS would affect Soviet
targeting priorities, depending on the number of missile reentry
vehicles that Soviet planners believe will reach their targets.
Assuming that only 10 RVs will penetrate with high confidence
compels Soviet planners to direct them against the most critical
targets in the CONUS target structure,

(U) Under such severe constraints, targeting these few
weapons against U,S. strategic offensive force targets would
have little real effect. Instead, strategic command and control
targets in CONUS would be the most important targets because
destruction of even single targets could seriously disrupt U,S.
strategic force operations. The specific value of destroying
these targets would depend on whether they could survive long
enough during the attack to perform their primary mission, and
whether more survivable alternatives existed. In addition,
eliminating selected elements of the strategic communications
network and intelligence support system could also have great
effect, at least temporarily, if early in a conflict. Few
other CONUS targets would be of such individual criticality to
be included in such a limited strike. The one exception would
be the destruction of in-port nuclear-powered fleet hallistic
missile submarines (SSBNs) in the event of a Soviet surprise

attack.

(U) Assuming that a much higher level of Soviet RVs can
penetrate to their CONUS targets significantly expands the
range of target types the USSR might want to attack, although
the need to concentrate on critical targets is not eliminated.
With 50 weapons arriving on target, Soviet planners can con-
sider targets other than selected c31 assets. The main addition
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would be selected elements of the U.S. strategic offensive
forces., Lacking the capability to destroy large numbers of
individual targets, the Soviets might target thei: :1aunch
contrcl centers contreolling the projected deployment of 100
Peacekeeper ICRMs, Destruction of strategic hombers, even if
dispersed in relatively small numbers, would offer relatively
high-payoff targets as compared to individual ICRM launchers.
Once again, if the U.S. strategic force is not generated, then
the USSR would find even more attractive targets in terms of
SSBN bases and bomber main operating bases.

(U) Knowing that up to 100 weapons will reach their des-
tinations with-high confidence, Soviet planners could further
expand the target list to be attacked. Launch control centers
for MIRVed Minuteman III ICBMs would become more attractive
targets. Dispersed strategic bomber bases also would increase
in value as targets. Selected elements of neﬁ target sets,
including nuclear storage/production facilities and major
general-purpose force targets, might be worth consideration.
Their destruction could support the theater-level conflicts and
serve to hedge against a protracted world war. Nonetheless,
even with 100 weapons, the capability of the Soviet baseline
strategic forces to fulfill their wartime objectives would be
undercut dramatically by highly effective missile defenses for
CONUS,

B. INDIRECT SOVIET COUNTERMEASURES AGAINST CONUS RMD

(U) Faced with an effective defense against its strategic
missile forces, the USSR has few alternative means for striking
CONUS-based targets, Outside of exotic threat possibilities
such as nuclear "suitcase" bombs, the sole option available to
it for circumventing a CONUS BMD system is to place greater
emphasis on air-breathing strategic strike systems. These

would include mainly:
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-® Strategic bombers armed with air-launched ballistic and
cruise missiles

® Sea-launched cruise missiles ahoard submarines

@ The use of Cuba as a launch platform for medium bombers,

tactical aircraft, or ground-launched cruise missiles.

Two major problems exist in terms of the USSR's placing greater
reliance on air-breathing systems to meet its strategic target-
ing needs. First is the problem of implementing such a major
change in the Soviet strategic force structure. As noted
earlier, strategic bombers comprise less than 10 percent of the
projected Soviet intercontinental fo;ce inventory. Although
there are indicators that the USSR is interested in rejuvenating
its intercontinental-range bomber force, a major shift to bomber

forces would be a difficult, costly, and time-consuming task.

{U) Soviet production of large numbers of  air- or sea-
launched cruise missiles (ALCMs or SLCMs) also will require
some time. Basing large numbers of cruise missiles at sea can
be facilitated by the conversion of many existing Soviet subma-
rines into cruise-missile launch platforms. This would still bhe
a time-consuming process and could carry a substantial opportu-
nity cost in terms of lost strategic or sea control capabilities.
Finally, deployment of various nuclear systems in Cuba would
present difficult political problems for the USSR, although
covert stockpiling or rapid forward deployment might be possible.

(U) The second major problem for the Soviets is whether
air-breathing systems offer sufficient military utility as
substitutes for Soviet ballistic missile forces. On balance,
the air-breathing systems exhibit significant shortcomings
compared to ballistic missile systems in terms of many Soviet

military requirements. These requirements include:
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~@ Military effectiveness, Soviet bombers and cruise

missiles probably would have comparable effectiveness
in destroying enemy targets, but their lengthy flight-
time reduces their usefulness against time-critical
targets.

e Survivahility. Soviet homber forces presently are not

maintained on ground-alert status. Soviet cruise mis-
sile submarines would be exposed to U.S. open-ocean
antisubmarine warfare capabilities while patrolling off
American coasts.

e Costs.: Stationing large numbers of cruise missile
submarines off U.S. coasts is an expensive operation.
Bomber force training and support similarly is costly
compared to ICBMs,

Other difficulties can be noted, including those associated with
reliable command and control and the fact that such a large-
scale shift is contrary to long-standing Soviet institutional
interests and traditions.

(U) The major military shortcoming of relying on air-
breathing systems is the lengthy amount of time-to-target '
required, even for forward-deployed systems. Soviet ICBMs and
SLBMS threaten to destroy CONUS targets within 8 to 25 minutes,
while the air-breathing systems' flight times are measured in
hours. Even if launched from close-in locations, Soviet SLCM
strikes will reqguire about an hour to reach coastal targets,
and 2 to 3 hours for Strategic Air Command missile and bomber
bases located in central CONUS., Launch from normal SSBN patrol
areas would add another hour of flight time. By comparison,
strategic bombers launched from the USSR would require about 8
to 10 hours to reach CONUS, and it would take about a week for
cruise-missile submarines to make the trip from Soviet home
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ports., If they could be employed from forward bases, the tran-~

sit time for Soviet systems would be reduced substantially.

({U) The main shortcoming of Soviet reliance on air-breath-
ing systems as substitutes would be their inability to effec-
tively counter time=critical targets such as strategic c31
assets and generated strategic nuclear forces, Cruise missiles
and bombers could effectively strike other important CONUS
targets such as military bases, sealift ports, and various
nonmilitary targets. Air-breathing systems also threaten the
U.S. ability to conduct protracted nuclear operations, since
they can destroy withheld missile launchers, some surviving c3r

targets, and bases necessary for strategic reconstitution.

(U) The currently planned U,S., strategic air defense force
would be fairly inadequate against any significant upgrade in
the Soviet air-breathing threat to CONUS. American air defenses
are primarily oriented toward peacetime control of CONUS air-
space and the provision of wartime warning rather than an
effective wartime defense. The ground-based radar and command,
control, and communications facilities are vulnerable to early
destruction in a conflict. Only limited numbers of Airborne
Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft and F-15 intercep-
tors are presently planned for CONUS air defense. An effective
CONUS BMD system, however, would improve the survivability of
mﬁch of the air defense system. This might create an incentive
for the Soviets to use some of the few penetrating RVs or ini-
tial SLCM strikes to destroy important links in the North
American Air Defense (NORAD) system, such as the over-the-hori-
zon backscatter (OTHB) radars, to enhance the penetrability of
follow-on air-breathing attacks.

(U) Given the absence of effective air defenses, the
United States would need to be concerned with certain contingen-

cies such as a precursor nuclear strike on important strategic
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Cc3I and air defense targets by Soviet air-breathing systems. A
Soviet surprise attack using SLCMs would need to be launched
from the submarines' regular patrol stations to avoid giving
any early warning. Defending against such contingencies would
require a large U.S. investment in strategic defensive forces
to complement any CONUS BMD system. The United States might
turn to space-based sensors for warning against SLCM attacks,
or rely on preferential allocation of air defense assets to
ensure the survivability of selected high-value CONUS targets.

(U) To summarize, the deployment of an effective CONUS
BMD system will fundamentally undermine the military utility of
the Soviet strategic missile forces. A major shift to air-~
breathing systems will be difficult for the Soviets and will
not provide an effective substitute for the existing Soviet
strategic capability based on ballistic missiles. At the same
time any significant increasé in the Soviet strategic air-
breathing,threat, such as new cruise=-missile submarines, will
require major U.S. investments in strategic air defenses in
order to deny the USSR any means for circumventing the CONUS
BMD system.,
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&ﬁﬁx The Soviet SRBMs have possessed for some time the
capability to deliver a severe nuclear and chemical first
strike. However, accuracies have been generally inadequate for

the effective use of conventional munitions.

J

ilﬁix The SRBMs are organic to the Soviet divisions, com=-

bined-arms armies, and fronts.

‘ Their primary employment wili.probably be in
support of military operations; i.e., to attacg‘military tar=-
gets. However, in that many of these targets are collocated
with, or in the vicinity of, popuiation and economic centers,
a corollary damage threat to NATO will exist,

&ﬂﬁ The SS5-20 IRBM presents, in terms of hoth defensive
system design and policy implications, a unique and difficult

threat.
r

|
|

:l It is

being produced in quantity to provide a relcad capability. ‘It
can be assumed that the SS-20 force would be used to attack
targets of strategic importance within NATO or the theater of

D-4
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operations. Such targets might include: the political and
military command, contreol, and communications (c3) and leader-
ship; strategic systems of the United Xingdom, France, and
China; nuclear forces and facilities; war-support industry; and
others, i.e., a NATO target set similar in nature to those com-
monly associated with an ICBM attack on the continental United
States (CONUS),

B, EVOLUTIONARY ATBM BASE

gﬂﬂx Currently the Army is pursuing a limited program to
provide the Patriot with what is described as a self-defense
capability against the SRBMs. The program consists essentially
of a revision of software to accommodate the kinematics of a
tactical ballistic missile intercept. [:

3
L

C e .. - :!

B}Q] A second-phase Patriot anti-tactical ballistic missile
(ATBM) upgrade has been addressed in a cursory manner by the
contractor. This additional effort would make major hardware
changes to the system and would upgrade the current missile or

1

conceivably add a new missile. [;
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[: :] This second-phase proposal has not
been adequately evaluated by the Army, nor has it been compared
against other possible longer-term ATBM system concepts. Given
funding and time, it is possible to provide hardware changes to
Patriot to improve its ATBM capability within an existing set

of technical and cost uncertainties.

[{fﬂ A major uncertainty is assoclated with achieving
nonnuclear kill (NNK) against the tactical ballistic missile
{TAM)} warhead spectrum; i.e., nuclear, chemical, and improved
conventional. A low=-yield Patriot nuclear warhead would bhe
effective but poses significant political, operational, and

cost problems.-

_ :] The chemical warhead
of the nuclear-armed TBM provides a particularly difficult NNK
problem, currently not solved. _

Bﬂ@) An appealing upgrade of the Patriot ATBM capability
would be one that could be developed as a tactical adjunct,

mobile for ready deployment, and one of sufficient capability

C

E}fa An airborne optical adjunet {AOA) or system (AOS)
is often suggested; however, normally in conjunction with the
broader ballistic missile defense (RMD) problem and as a BMD

system component. L

:l The SS-20 is in one sense the saddle point, or capa-
bility seam, between tactical system upgrades or BMD downgrades
for the ATBM role. If a system is effective against the S5-20,

D-6
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it possibly will have some effectiveness against at least some
of the submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) and ICBM

systems, [;

C. POLICY IMPLICATIONS

&ﬂi} The Soviets have long upgraded their tactical air
defenses (surface-to=-air missiles (SAMs)] and air defense
surveillance radaré to have a suspected capability against
strategic hallistic systems and a demonstrated capability

against tactical ballistic systems, [:

]

E?ix In that such systems are developed ﬁor tactical
applications such as homeland air defense, there is no treaty
violation that can be readily verified. An additional factor
is the capability achieved if and when a number of these tacti-
cal components are integrated into a total system. The capabil-
ity of the whole could exceed that of the components. A rapid
upgrade or "BMD breakout" could result. Again, this would he
difficult to verify in that the components are at least adver-

tised as tactical and treaty immune.

Lg!{j A tactical ATBM defense could provide the United

States with a means to:

e Deal with the rapidly growing short-range bhallistic

missile threat to Europe.
e Defend against the §S-20.

e Initiate an intermediate program without violating the

ABM Treaty.
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[i{;) The tactical need for such an upgrade is obvious.
The current U.S. counter to the S55-20 is to deter by introduc-
ing an improved theater nuclear force into NATO, specifically

the ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM) and the Pershing II.

:] Furthermore, achieving NATO
acceptance of the GLCM and Pershing II deployments has been and
remains difficult.

Eﬁﬁ) Our NATO allies have long been concerned that the
United States and the USSR would deploy national ballistic
missile defenses--leaving them exposed. The advent of the
S5-20 system in growing numbers and well-tailored for European
attack, and probably viewed as their major ballistic missile
threat, rathef than the ICBM, undoubtedly has reinforced this
concern. Deployment of some NATO defensive cqpability against
the S5-20 is considered critical if the United States is to
pursue a space-hased ICBM defense program, to provide assurance
that we remain committed to the Alliance. A tactical ATBM
evolution could provide such a capability as an orderly, paced
program. A neaf-term effort, although limited, is under way in

the Patriot program and could serve as the basis for evolution.

Eﬁqs Current U.S. Army plans provide for Patriot forward
defenses as well as rear-area defenses in the Federal Republic
of Germany. It is hoped that the forward defenses will be part
of a NATO-wide forward defense helt. The rear-area defenses
will include air bases, nuclear storage, c3, etc. 1In that
these are priority Warsaw Pact (WP) targets, the Patriot de-
fenses add to the overall ballistic attack deterrence and
promote stability.‘ Other Patriot systems in the CONUS force
structure could he deployed to areas other than NATO to accom-

plish the same objectives during crisis periods.
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ﬁkﬁ} As the ATBM system evolves via either Patriot Phase
Il or some other alternative to the AOS addition phase, other
NATO critical targets could be provided varying degrees of
defense against the longer-range ballistic systems such as the
§S-20. These could include the critical C3 nodes of Supreme
Headquarters, Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) and some of the NATO
naticonal leadership that is near the SHAPE nodes. Many of the
WP critical targets are located in the vicinity, or in populated

areas, which would receive some corollary defense,
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APPENDIX E

EMPLOYMENT OF SOVIET BASELINE THREAT CAPABILITIES AND INDIRECT
COUNTERMEASURES AGAINST THEATER TARGETS DEFENDED BY BMD

{(U) A ballistic missile defense (BMD) system covering
Blue theater targets will probably have the effect of forcing
the Soviets to adopt one or more of the response options exam-
ined bhelow. Each of these choices involves operational penal-
ties and resource tradeoffs. The policy implications and the
direction in which Soviet military technology- is pushed by the
"forcing function" of theater BMD should be ma jor considerations
in_judging the potential utility of such a system.

(U) ‘The following.discussio& of Soviet responses is not
intended as an exhaustive listing of possible Soviet counters.
to theater BMD. It is illustrative of both the range of options
open to the USSR, and the related penalties associated with
each basic approach., The Soviet countermeasufes examined are
more in the operational than the technical realm, although each
one tends to emphasize certain types of weapon technology.

When the discussion specifies neither conventional nor nuclear
conflict it should be considered applicable to both types of

warfare.
A, BRUTE FORCE

{(U) The most direct Soviet response to theater RMD would

be to overwhelm Rlue defenses with more reentry vehicles (RVs)
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than they can handle., This approach could very well appeal to
Soviet notions of military expediency, and it seems to be the
kKind of effort for which the Soviet military-industrial complex
is best suited. The operational and resource costs of this

option, however, would be substantial.

(U) Assuming an effective theater BMD, the Soviets might
have to deploy several times the numher of warheads in their
surface-to-surface missile (SSM) force at any given time. The
quickest and cheapest way to do this would be by increasing the
number of refires allocated to each launcher. This approach,
however, would require salvo aitacks, during which time-urgent
targets could .disperse or complete their missions before the
defense were overcome. A major expansion of SSM refires also
entails procuring a resupply vehicle for each refire as well as
augmenting the large missile and nuclear logistic system, which
is both manpower intensive and dependent upon-specialized equip-
ment., Without such auxiliary expenditures, reloads could not
be readied and brought to the launchers fast enough to generate
the warhead densities required to, overwhelm theater BMD,

(U) The tactics associated with saturating theater BMD
with SSM salvos are also nontrivial. Most, if not all, Soviet
SSM launchers in an army or front will have to launch repeatedly
against a static target set. The attack will require a compli-
cated shoot-move-reload=-shoot-move sequence in order to minimize
the vulnerability of the launchers due to their firing signa-
tures. The frequent launches required to overcome a theater
BMD would allow at least target localization, and heighten the
threat of area barrage by Blue offensive systems. Elaborate
and costly automated command and control systems would he re-
quired in order to achieve the coordination necessary to com-
press the time of the attack to an acceptable level. These
tactical difficulties would also apply, albeit probably to a
lesser extent, to Soviet operational=~strategic systems,

E-4

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

(U) Should the Soviets attempt to deploy enough launchers
to attack Western anti-tactical ballistic missile (ATBM) systems
in a single wave, massive force structure outlays would be re-
gquired. Not only wouid firing unit infrastructure, manpower,
and equipment levels expand dramatically, but the logistic tail
for the firing units (which is as large as or larger than the
units themselves) would also have to increase proporticnately.
If historical Soviet practices regarding SSMs are any guide,

assimilating this force~structure expansion could take years.

(U) With respect to nuclear conflict, dramatically in-
creasing the number of warheads deployed in Eastern Europe
would create major security problems for the USSR, The Soviet
Union has always displayed a penchant for positive command and
control of nuclear weapons, especially in the forward areas
where Soviet nuclear stockpiles are shrouded in ambiguity and
deception. Increasing such holdings by the amounts needed to
overwhelm a Blue BMD system in a single volley or several
volleys would héighten the visibility and thus the vulnerabil-

ity of Soviet nuclear weapons in Eastern Europe.

(U) Finally, a major increase in the number of tactical,
operational-tactical, and operational-strategic launchers, in
conjunction with the firing tactics required to defeat a the-
ater RMD system, will add significantly to Western warning of
hostile intent. In order to set up a massive SSM strike and
retain some level of poststrike survivability, Soviet launch
and support units must leave their garrisons and move to hide
positions in the field early in the prehostilities phase of a
conflict--simply because the projected force is so large, and
preparation for a coordinated attack is a rather time-consuning

process.
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B, SELECTIVE "RUY-IN"

(U) 1In the absence of a major SSM force expansion, a BMD
system covering Blue theater targets forces the Soviets to act
as if they were conducting operations with a much smaller force
of SSMs than they actually have. The Soviets must be much more
discriminate in choosing candidate Blue targets for SSM attack,
if they want any significant level of certainty of destruction
or disruption from such attacks. Since the Soviet "buy~-in"
price in terms of warheads will be significantly higher per
target when facing a Blue BMD system, SSM strike planning and
execution will be dominated by two major considerations:

1. The Soviets will probably attempt to use their SSMs
against targets which threaten the SSMs themselves
and other means of conventional and nuclear delivery

(i.e., aircraft and cruise missiles).

2, The Soviets will also probably hushand SSMs for nuclear
delivery roles in some proportion to the effectiveness
of Rlue's BMD, their notion of the likelihood or immi-
nence of escalation, and the success of other means of
conventional delivery.

(1) In terms of target priorities, Soviet SSMs in an ATBM
environment will probably be employed against a deck prioritized
like the one listed bhelow.

1. ATBM components (if they can be acquired)

2. Air defense components

3. Command and control nodes

4, Stationary or semimobile nuclear-related targets.
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To the extent that Blue does not attend to auxiliary defensive
measures in conjunction with BMD, the Soviets will exploit such
weakness by targeting their ground-based components with SSMs,
thus using SSMs to enhance the effectiveness of other delivery

systems,

(U) There are several important implications involved in
the Soviets' adopting a "lower profile" for their SSMs. The
Soviets must adjust to a significantly diminished role for SSMs
in their ground-force operations. The direction and pace of
their tactical SSM programs, toward conventional strike and
terminal guidance, will be challenged by theater BMD, and SSMs
may, depending upon the effectiveness of the defenses, revert
(or remain) in an almost exclusively.nuclear role. This situa-
tion will impact upon both Soviet conventional and nuclear
operations.,

(U) Presumably the Soviets will remain interested in
winning a war at the lowest possible level of violence, whether
faced with theater RMD or not. Cértainly conventional campaigns
are possible with a reduced role for SSMs, but they will be
increasingly difficult to plan and execute along the lines
currently envisioned by the Soviet military. For example, the
insertion and maintenance of operational maneuver groups (OMGs)
behind enemy lines requires dedicated air support. 1In a theater
BMD environment Soviet aircraft will be forced to do most of
their own defense suppression, which will remove aircraft from
critical OMG support missions.

(U) On the nuclear level, decreased reliance on SSMs
makes it much more difficult to preempt enemy use of nuclear
weapons. SSMs currently have the highest probability to pene-
trate of all Soviet ground and air force delivery systems. By
dampening this capability, theater BMD will inject major uncer-
tainties into Soviet nuclear planning. Finally, Soviet nuclear
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strike tactics, using SSMs to cut corridors for ingressing
nuclear strike aircraft in enemy air defenses, will have to be

substantially revised.

(U) These probhlems would not be substantially alleviated
by using cruise missiles and submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles (SLRMs) as substitutes for ballistic SSMs., Soviet cruise
missiles are many years away from achieving accuracies suffi-
cient for conventional missions. Since they are vulnerable to
advanced air defense, cruise missiles must be employed in large
numbers and thus lack the flexibility of ballistic missiles.
The slow time-to-target of cruise missiles prevents their use
in a preemptive role against time-urgent targets.* Finally,
SLBMs are inaccurate compared to ballistic missiles and vulner-
able to theater RMD,

C. THE INDIRECT APPROACH

(U) The Soviets could decide to conduct preliminary anti-
BMD operations early in a conflict by using Spetsnaz (Soviet
special-purpose forces) units, helicopter assault units, sabo-
teurs, or in-place agents as an indirect means of restoring the
utility of their S$SMs. The difficulty here is really one of
imponderables. The Soviets must weigh the advantages such an

approach has against the fundamental uncertainties it creates.

(U) The advantages lie in the porous nature of Western
societies, which allows the emplacement of agents and sabotage
teams in peacetime and during prehostilities., The chaos in the

rear areas during the initial hours and days of a war will also

*(U) Soviet acquisition of stealth technology would alleviate
this difficulty and make preemptive strikes with cruise mis-
siles more feasibhle,
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aid in the insertion of Spetsnaz and other units borne by heli-
copters and fixed-wing aircraft to search for and destroy land-
based BMD components. With Spetsnaz teams performing the
target—-acquisition mission, aircraft using standoff weapons or
cruise missiles could attack BMD system components.

(U) On the other hand, Blue theater BMD could be protected
by a combination of dedicated security teams and mobility.
Vital components could be made air or sea mobile. While these
efforts would not thwart all Soviet indirect attacks, what
level of confidence can the Soviets assign to such operations?
At what point can a Soviet front commander expect his SSMs to
be able to penetrate to their targets? How will he know the
level of degradation suffered by Blue's defenses at any given
time? Special-purpose units are obviously a difficult threat
to counter completely, but they are also a difficult problem
for planners to assimilate into strike timetables.

Ar s

D. EMULATION

(U) Deplo?ment by the Soviets of their own theater-
oriented BMD system is another possible response to Blue the-
ater BMD., For the USSR, however, emulation only solves half of
its problems. An effective Soviet ATBM capability would signif-
icantly increase the prelaunch survivability.of Soviet SSMs bhut
would not solve the problem of their postlaunch survivability
created by Blue BMD.

(U) In an environment characterized by theater BMD de-~-
ployed by both sides, the advantages appear to flow to the
defense. In an attempt to conquer Central Europe, for example,
the Warsaw Pact would need to move its BMD envelope forward
with advancing maneuver units, Displacing RMD components and
moving them forward degrades the capability of the defensive
screen and makes the individual components more vulnerable to
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attack. NATO, on the other hand, should he ahle to position
most of its BMD components for a defensive effort so that
limited mobility to insure survivahility is the only reason for
displacement.

(U} None of the foregoing is meant to argue that the
Soviets would not deploy theater BMD if faced with Blue acqui-
sition of such a system. It is highly likely that the USSR
would field a similar system as soon as possible. However,
given current Soviet operational planning for theater war,
theater BMD is a necessary but hardly sufficient condition for
conducting offensive operations against an enemy force protected
by BMD,

E. SUMMARY

(U) There are numerous. Soviet countermeasures for a the-
ater BMD deployment. The fact that the Soviets have multiple
response options vis-3-vis Blue BMD, however, does not mean
that the system has little utility. Any approach to countering
theater BMD carries with it operational penalties and resource
trade-offs for the USSR. The effects of pushing the Soviets in
one direction or another, with respect to operational concepts
and military technology, must be assessed in order to determine
the utility of theater BMD. 1If, as it appears from this pre-
Iiminary analysis, effective theater BMD would slow Soviet
option enhancement, inject major uncertainties into planning
for theater war, and significaritly degrade the effectiveness of
the USSR's premier instrument of preemption, the cost of the

effort (in policy and material terms) may be worth paying.
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APPENDIX F

STRATEGIC DEFENSE AND STRATEGIC STARILITY
Marc Dean Millot

A, INTRODUCTION

(U) Strategic stability, as defined by Western strate-
gists, consists of two aspects: ‘"crisis" stability and "arms
race” stability.

(U) Crisis stability is a condition in which neither side
perceives an advantage in striking first in order to avoid los-
ing the ability to retaliate, Arms race stability is a condi-
tion in which Ehe pace and scope of research and development
and the process of modernizing each side's strategic arsenal
does not threaten to give one side a decisive advantage. Over-
all, strategic stability is a state of affairs in which the
nuclear postures and programs of neither superpower create
Ahxieties on the part of either side's national decision-makers

about the viability of their nuclear position.

(U) Strategic stability must be considered in light of
the basic national interests of the two superpowers and the
nature of technological advancement as it relates to strategic
weaponry. Because of their fundamental difference in political
outlook and intentions, strategic stability between the United
States and the Soviet Union is not a static condition. The
United States is essentially a status quo oriented, defensive
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power satisfied with the basic configuration of the interna-
tional system. The Soviet Union is vitally interested in
changing the status quo, by force if necessary and when appro-
priate, and has proven itself to be a basically aggressive
power. Between the two superpowers, then, strategic stahility
is not now, and probably cannot be, a static condition. The
Soviet Union seeks military advantage as the principal means of
pursuing its basic policy; if strategic stability is to be main-
tained, it will require U.S. counteraction. Thus, strategic

stability is a dynamic condition.
B. ARMS RACE STABILITY AND TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATION

(U) The inevitable impact of technological innovation on
the process of replacing and modernizing strategic forces also
causes the concept of strategic stability to be necessarily
dynamic. While technology may, in theory, he amenable to some
form of control, the reality of the U.S.-Soviet:rivalry would
seem to indicate that the prospects for such control are lim-
ited. Moreover, arms race stability is closely linked to
crisis stability. Improvements of one side's strategic forces
not adequately countered by the other can lead the latter side
to doubt its own ability to retaliate and lead it to consider

preemptive action more seriously.

(U) Arms race stahility depends on the actions of both
involved parties. It is possible to maintain stability at a
low level of "arms race" competition--if both sides do not
engage in potentially destabilizing deployments or research and
development (R&D) programs. If either party does engage in
these activities, however, the other must respond. In this
case, stability can be maintained, but it is fragile. But if
one party engages in these activities and the other refuses to

respond adequately, strategic instability is the sure result.
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{U) Because of the competitive nature of U.S.-Soviet
relations, the first kind of equilibrium is probably impossible.
And considering the pace and nature of technolegical innovation,
and cyclical requirements to replace and modernize strategic |
systems, the second type of stability will be fragile. But
instability is the inevitable product of the third case--where
one power proceeds with new programs and the other declines to
follow suit.

(U) The second form of arms competition can promote a
stable strategic situation if neither side seems to be near a
revolutionary breakthrough in military capability which would
give it a decisive advantage in either defense or offense. But
it is the nature of innovation that such breakthroughs are
always a potential outcome. Deliberate national decisions to
completely seal off such possibilities and instead concentrate
exclusively on marginal imprdvements are largély impossible.
Military research programs are, after all, established for the
explicit purpose of pushing forward the state of the art. An-
attempt to hamstring the scientific-technical community would
be likely to stifle the innovation process itself and could
threaten stability as the side with self-imposed unilateral
constraints fell behind in military R&D. Moreover, while a
decision to incorporate the new technologies does not neces-
sarily follow from the process of innovation, it would be un-
characteristic for military establishments not to press for
them. There are strong and natural pressures to incorporate
both "breakthroughs® and substantial improvements on existing
technologies into the strategic forces of both sides.

(U) R&D is a natural component of the strategic balance
and of strategic stability because of the requirement to replace
systems, but its pace and direction are pushed by concerns that
a potential adversary might otherwise gain some decisive advan-
tage. Unless arms control can halt the innovation process, it
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can never entirely solve this problem. By closing off certain
technical approaches to acquiring particular strategic capabil-
ities, arms control may mitigate the risk of destabilizing
breakthroughs. At some point, however, other technical ap-
proaches to acquiring the same strategic capabilities, which
have not been closed off, will become feasible. The process of
technological innovation, then, is an inevitable aspect of the

arms competition.

(U) If both sides maintain vigorous R&D programs bhut
refrain from incorporating the resulting potential capabilities
into their strategic forces until they are convinced that the
other is about: to (or has begun to) incorporate a similar
capability, this will clearly enhance arms race stability.
However, in assessing the other's developing capabilities and
R&D programs, each side will still feel compelled to keep apace
of the other. Moreover, because it takes at ieast a decade to
bring major wéapons systems into the strategic arsenal, deci-
sions about what capabilities to incorporate into the strategic
forces cannot be deferred to some .indefinite "last minute" when
the other side is about to do so. This further complicates
each side's assessment of the other's intent and impels conser-
vative planners to assume that national decisions to deploy
emerging capabilities will be taken well before they become

wholly apparent to outsiders.

(U) The above discussion would seem to indicate that each
party's RaD program is essentially a response to the other's,
and that mutual concerns that the other will gain a decisive
advantage in the area of technology under scrutiny drive the
programs of each. This is not true, of course, as political
objectives also influence this process. If both parties' inter-
national political objectives were essentially defensive or
status quo oriented, some agreement to stem this technological
“race” would be logical and probably fairly stable. Whatever
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military technological competition did persist would bhe likely
to remain at a fairly low level of intensity and might be
largely the indirect result of basic research or innovation in
nonmilitary areas. Military research establishments might

well be much reduced in size, expertise, and technical capacity.

(U) If either power is essentially aggressive and intent
on altering the status quo, however, there is little hope for
this type of arms control agreement--to restrain technological
innovations or to forego the incorporation of improved capa-
bilities into the strategic forces. An aggressive power is
unlikely either to willingly deprive itself of the technological
infrastructure-required to develop new capabilities, or to
decline opportunities to improve the vital instruments of its
aggression. As noted above, if it is allowed to pursue these
avenues of research and development alone, it would be unchar-
acteristic of the aggressive ‘power not to incdrporate into its
. military arsenal capabilities which offer the promise of a
decisive strategic advantage. To the extent that it does enter
into agreements aimed at mitigating the technology race, the
aggressive powef's motivation is not likely to be altruistic.
Rather, its intent would be to limit the adversary's R&D program
in the area of technology proscribed by the agreement and to
foster a more henign assessment on the part of that power
regarding the aggressive power's intentions. This has largely
been the Soviet Union's approach, particularly with regard to
ballistic missile defense (BMD) and the Antiballistic Missile
(ABM)} Treaty.

{U) To maintain strategic stability in this case, the de-
fensive power must maintain a strong R&D program and develop
credible potential responses to the aggressive power's possible
introduction of new capabilities. Arms control to close off
certain technical approaches to particular aspects of the stra-
tegic balance may be useful adjuncts to the defensive power's
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pursuit of stability, but only if they are accompanied by a
credible ability to adequately counter an abrogation of the
treaty. Such an ability may be the only means to deter a
breakout. Moreover, while an agreement may close off one area
of strategic weaponry, others will open up. The defensive
power must turn its R&D to those areas so as to deprive the
aggressive power of decisive advantages in those areas. Stra-
tegic stability can be maintained in this case, but the defen-
sive power must attend to it constantly in order to protect
the fragile balance. In many ways, the United States has failed
to incorporate these concepts into its policies toward BMD and
the ABM Treaty.

C. STRATEGIC DEFENSE AND THE STRATEGY OF MUTUAL ASSURED
DESTRUCTION

(U} Until recently, the mainstream of official declaratory
U.S. strategic policy has held that strategic defense, and
particularly BMD, undermines strategic stability. Crisis
stability, in this way of thinking, was equated with possession
of a secure retéliatory strategic nuclear force, a force capable
of wreaking unacceptable damage on the Soviet Union (defined in
terms of very high levels of urban-industrial damage) even
after a determined Soviet first strike against those forces.
In the U.S. view, so long as the United States could retain the
secure retaliatory force, the Soviets would see no advantage in
initiating a nuclear attack on the United States. More impor-
tantly, it was seen as destabilizing for either side -to have the
capability to deny the other’s "second-strike" capacity. An
ability, for example, to deny the Soviets their second-strike
capability, it was felt, would increase the prospects that they
would strike first in a crisis, because Soviet forces could
inflict the most damage on the United States before they were
seriously diminished by a U.S. attack.
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(U) To maintain stability, as defined by this concept of
mutual assured destruction, the United States for long limited
its own possession of highly accurate warheads (capable of
destroying Soviet missiles in their silos) to numbers far below
those necessary to deny the Soviets a second-strike capacity.
Similarly, the United States largely denied itself adequate
strategic defenses of all types (air, civil, and missile) ex-
cept antisubmarine warfare, as these were seen to reduce the
potential damage of the Soviet second-strike force. Efforts
to obtain these forces were largely characterized in the United
States as leading the Soviets to believe that we were pursuing
a "first-strike" capability--a combination of offensive and
defensive means to deny the Soviets an ability to retaliate.

To enhance crisis stability under the concept of mutual assured
destruction, the United States obtained neither thé highly
accurate warheads in sufficient numbers to threaten the overall
survivability of the Soviet missile force nor the strategic
defenses required to mitigate the consequences of a Soviet
striké. To bolster arms race stability, the United States did
not engage in highly active R&D bfograms to further improve or
seek such capabilities.

D. SOVIET STRATEGIC PROGRAMS AND THEIR IMPACT ON STABILITY

(U} The Soviets' efforts to improve their strategic offen-
éive and defensive forces were not similarly restrained, an
indication that they did not follow the above U.S. approach.
They actively pursued (and have largely obtained) both a tech-
nical capability to destroy most U.S. strategic missiles in
their silos and the capacity to somewhat limit the conseguences
of a U.,S. attack against themselves with a variety of strategic
defenses. However, so long as Soviet capabilities were deemed
to fall short of denying the United States the ability to wreak
unacceptable damage, we did not respond with vigorous offensive
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or defensive programs along the same lines as the Soviets--

largely for fear of exacerbating an arms race.

(U) Today, Soviet strategic offensive and defensive
efforts have served to severely undermine the credibility of
the U.S. deterrent force based on assured destruction. While
the threat of unacceptable damage may remain a viable response
to nuclear aggression against the United States, it is increas-
ingly incredible as a means of underwriting U.S. security
commitments overseas. The extended nuclear deterrent is gques-
tioned here by our Allies, and most importantly, possibly by
the Soviets themselves. The U.S. failure to adeguately counter
Soviet strategic offensive and defensive force improvements,
out of a laudable reluctance to provoke a crisis or an arms
race (based on the assumption of mutual assured destruction),
may nevertheless be leading to a situation of strategic insta=-
bility. In critical areas of the strategic balance, the Soviets
have or are gaining important and, they may believe, potentially
decisive advantages.

".

(U) Therefore, considerations of the role of strategic
defenses in strategic stability must take into account our
assessment of the current state of that stability. In many
respects the strategic situation today is unstable. With regard
to arms race stability, the Soviet Union appears to he attempt-
fng to achieve superiority in certain potentially decisive
areas; crisis stability has alsc been affected, as the Soviets
now have capabilities superior to our own in several key aspects

of the strategic balance.

(U} By its substantial efforts, undertaken at a high cost
to domestic consumption and capital investment, the Soviet
Union has already seriously undermined strategic stability.

The scope and pace of Soviet programs in strategic offensive
forces increasingly threaten the U.S. land-based missile force
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and the U.S, ability to retaliate for a Soviet first strike,
dilute the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent, and jeop-
ardize crisis stability. The equally worrisome Soviet BMD
effort, including the questionable Soviet willingness to adhere
to ABM Treaty restrictions, has adversely affected arms race
stability and has the potential to seriously impact on crisis
stability if left unchecked by U.S. action.

E. THE STRATEGIC DEFENSE BALANCE

(U) The current state of the U.S.-Soviet balance in stra-
tegic defense in general, and BMD in particular, is a prime
example of how the strategic situation can become unstable if
one side pushes ahead in some potentially critical area while
the other deliberately lags behind. In contrast tc the almost
total lack of air defense in the United States, the Soviets
currently have an extensive, formidable, and improving air de-
‘fense network of radars, surface-to—-air missiles (SAMs), and
interceptors. The Soviet civil defense program is far more
advanced than our own, particularly in its protection of the
political, military, and control infrastructure. The Soviets
have taken full advantage of their deployment and R&D rights
under the ABM Treaty (some would argue they have clearly gone
beyond the treaty's bounds), while the United States has de=-
clined to exercise its deployment rights and allowed its BMD
program to languish.

(U) It is important to recognize that current Soviet de-
ployments and R&D efforts in strategic defense may have already
undermined strategic stability, or threaten to quite soon. At
the very least, the Soviets do appear to be pursuing the devel-
opment of strategic defensive capabilities (including BMD) that
would severely constrain the effectiveness of U.S. strategic
forces and substantially diminish our confidence that those
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forces could continue to be able to achieve their objectives if

employed against either military or urban industrial targets.

F. THE NEED TO RESTORE STRATEGIC STABILITY

(U) The most important policy guestion facing national
leaders with regard to a U.S. BMD program is probably not "Do
strategic defenses undermine strategic stability?" That ques-
tion 1s largely irrelevant, given the Soviet effort. At this
point, current and prospective Soviet BMD capabilities are a
real threat to strategic stability:; indeed, the Soviets now
have a deployable capacity to break out of the ABM Treaty
constraints significantly superior to our own. The most vital
guestion is how, when the Soviet Union is already actively pur-
suing such defenses, the United States can make the situation
more stable. The answers seems to be, in part, that U.S. pur-
suit of a strategic defensivé program might bé our most effec-
tive contribution to strategic stability.

(U) To bring strategic stability back into balance, it is
necessary to reéstablish some eguilibrium in strategic defense.
The United States must have a BMD program, and an increased
potential to deploy a BMD system comparable to the Soviet
Union's. If the United States 1is prepared to deploy a BMD
system in response to a Soviet ABM Treaty breakout, we may be
able to deter such a Soviet action. This would have a positive
effect on arms race stability for the present, although it
would not address the other important threats to strategic
stability presented by the overall Soviet strategic buildup.

(U} It has heen pointed out elsewhere in this study that
the current dominance of offensive nuclear forces in U.S. de-
terrent thinking is reaching the end of its utility as a deter-
rent. A "defense emphasis" may address the current and evolving

U.S. security problem in a far more productive manner. The loss

F-14

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

of U.S5. strategic offensive superiority and the low prohability
of reattaining it suggest that any U.S. attempt to regain the
international position enjoyed from the end of World War II to
the late 1960s by a buildup in strategic offensive forces alone
is probably a dead-end approach. The Soviets can at least
match, and probably surpass, the U.S. expansion in this area,
given the central direction of Soviet politics and resource al-
location. Further, the history of U.S.~Soviet arms negotiations
does not suggest that arms control can substantially reduce the
Soviet offensive threat. Moreover, the current U.S. reliance
on offensive nuclear forces to effect deterrence has forced us
into a policy where we admit the likely prospect of national
destruction to- defend vital national interests. The offensive
nuclear threat is increasingly incredible to ourselves, our
allies, and potentially our adversaries as well. It is least
credible as a threat to deter aggression against our allies, a
key U.S. responsibility since the late 19405.l
. Ny
G. THE IMPACT OF STRATEGIC DEFENSES ON STRATEGIC STABILITY

(U} If it is agreed that our reliance on strategic offen-
sive forces and the threat of retaliation has reached a point
of increaéingly marginal returns in terms of enhancing deter-
rence (indeed, it may now be delivering negative returns, in
that our continued reliance on offensive forces is becoming
fncredible), the United States should consider the potential
impact on deterrence of emphasizing defensive strategic systé&s.

Can these defenses enhance strategic stability?

(U) As is discussed elsewhere in this study in great de-
tail, the principal effect of strategic defenses, and of BMD in
particular, is to replace deterrence by the threat of retalia-
tion with deterrence by denial of objectives. The basic role
of strategic defenses in this method of effecting deterrence--

"strategic denial"--is to maximize an enemy attack planner's

F-15

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

uncertainty and pessimism regarding the probability of a mili-
tarily successful attack. In the strategy of denial, the ob~-
jectives of a BMD system are: first, to impose the most conser-
vative possible attack assumptions on enemy target planning by
increasing the uncertainty that particular targets or target
sets can be destroyed with the allocation of a given number of
warheads to those targets or sets; and second, to thereby force
an allocation of warheads so high that the attack is deemed

not to be cost-effective, thus creating a sense of extreme
pessimism in the mind of a potential aggressor that such an

attack could be justified militarily.

(U) Such-a system could contribute to strategic stability.
By diminishing a potential attacker’'s confidence that his
initial nuclear strike would achieve its military objectives,
and by vastly increasing the allocation of nuclear forces re-
quired to obtain a reasonablé chance of achieQing those goals,
the prospects that such an attack would ever océur are substan-
tially decreased. Put another way, for the defender, the pos-
session of a BMD system provides increased assurance that
strategic forces are survivable, decreasing pressures to strike
preemptively. Moreover, this capacity to enhance crisis sta-
bility is not limited to a near-perfect or leakproof BMD. A
system of less effectiveness should still present sufficieht

uncertainties to discourage a conservative attack planner.

(U) Ballistic missile defenses improve the survivability
of a retaliatory capability and thus decrease an aggressor's
incentive to strike first. In so doing they may enhance crisis
stability. However, in theory at least, .BMD could undermine
stability if only one side possessed such a system. A BMD, in
particular one of limited effectiveness, would have increased
capabilities against a second strike, which would probably be
diminished in numbers and less coordinated in its execution
than a first strike. If the possessor of the BMD system had or
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was perceived to have "first-strike" intentions, the side not

possessing the BMD might feel pressured to strike first instead
in a crisis.

{(U) The situation confronting the United States is similar
to the one outlined above. The Soviet Union is currently cap-
able of deploying a BMD, while the United States cannot. Soviet
strategic doctrine has always stressed the value of preemptive
(first-strike) attacks. 1If the Soviets alone were to deploy a

BMD, crisis stability would be severely threatened.

(U) For these reasons, it must be recognized that, while
in the near-term a U.S. BMD R&D program may have the effect of
deterring a Soviet breakout of the ABM Treaty, in the long run
either or both superpowers may see this technology as a means
of influencing the current overall U.S.-Soviet strategic balance.
The eventuality of BMD deployments is a likelf prospect. It
‘must be recognized that a competition in defensive armaments
and between offensive and defensive systems may arise and be
with us for some period of time. - '

(U) Strategic defenses and RMD can contribute to deter-
rence by fostering uncertainty on the part of potential attack
planners that a nuclear strike against the United States could
achieve its required military objectives. Such defenses could
improve crisis stability by creating substantial disincentives
to the initiation of nuclear attacks. It must be noted, how-
ever, that such defenses also could furnish a new stimulus for
competition between defensive and offensive technologies.
Given the fact that the Soviet Union is already vigorously
pursuing BMD, this new competition will occur to some degree,
irrespective of U.S. action. However, it is not obvious that
this competition is inevitably destabilizing, since decisive

and reliable advantages in penetrativity or reentry vehicle

F=17

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

destruction will not be easy to obtain as defenses are deployed
and the relevant technologies mature,

H. THE PROCESS OF DEPLOYING STRATEGIC DEFENSES

(U) The process of deploying strategic defenses (particu-
larly certain types of space-bhased BMD) and their effect on
strategic stability requires further examination. An oft-voiced
concern is that the first in space with a BMD will immediately
obtain a decisive strategic advantage. It is feared that an
assessment by one side that it is about to lose the "race for
space," and that its opponent is about to deploy a space-based
BMD, will precipitate a crisis. 1In the worst variant of this
scenario, the losing side, having decided that the utility of
its strategic deterrent is about to vanish, will be pressured
to strike preemptively at least against the eﬁemy BMD launch
facilities. If the attacker perceives that sﬁch a "limited"
strike is likely to result in nuclear retaliation, the attacker
may widen the scope of his first strike to include a much
broader target array. The result is a highly destructive,

massive central nuclear exchange.

(U) For example, if the Soviets deploy a space-based BPI
with a self-defense (or antisatellite) capability before the
United States, they may seek to prevent the United States from
deploying a2 similar system by threatening to shoot it down, or
by actually doing so. If the Soviets were able to achieve a
substantial edge in their defensive deployment, we might be
hard-pressed to counter such action. Even if the Soviet deploy-
ment were not capable of countering a large-scale U.S. attack,
such a U,S., threat might become even less credible than it is
today. The net effect in this case might be to seriously
undermine deterrence and crisis stability, at least as per-
ceived by the United States, because presumably the Soviets

would be more willing to engage in coercive activities.
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ben Conversely, if the United States were able to deploy
a self-defended space-based BMD capable of dealing with a lim-
ited missile attack, that could improve our deterrent. Soviet
attack planning would be complicated and the outcome of Soviet
nuclear strikes more uncertain. If, however, we also decided
to shoot down a Soviet BMD capability as it was being deployed,
this action would probably precipitate a severe crisis. Pre-
sumably, the Soviets could perceive our system to be only the
first step toward a much more capable BMD that would eventually
negate completely the effectiveness of their offensive force.
At the same time, our refusal to allow them a comparable BMD
would leave the Soviet Union open to attack. It is unlikely
that the Soviets would allow the subhstantial strategic advan-
tages they now enjoy to be decreased so radically if thevy could
prevent it.

|

(U) Despite the above "worst-case" scenarios, the pres-
sures to strike preemptively would depend largely on an assess-
ment by the United States or the Soviet Union that the other's
new BMD would bé effective enough to entirely, or very largely,
negate the threat of a missile attack. However, it is unlikely
that initial defensive deployments will present such a threat,
The initial deployment of BMD is more likely to result in
moderate defensive capabilities. These moderate deployments
would seem more likely to provoke improvements in the penetra-
tivity of offensive forces and the development of countermeas-
ures that exploit the inevitable vulnerabilities of these early
BMD systems than to provoke an apocalyptic first strike., More-
over, the initial BRMD deployment of one side will most assuredly
initiate, or more likely redouble, the other's efforts to fol-

low suit.



I. INTERMEDIATE BMD DEPLOYMENTS AND STRATEGIC STABILITY

(U) Strategic defense will not immediately change the
current nature of offense-oriented deterrence, based on a
threat of retaliation (countervalue or counterforce). The
process will be gradual. For some time the uncertainties
associated with the deployment of a limited BMD, for example,
will not be sufficient to completely negate the threat of
retaliation, which now constitutes the core of our deterrent.
Initial BMD deployments will not necessarily create conditions
of crisis instability. However, with or without BMD, the
credibility of a deterrent based on the threat of massive
retaliation--assured destruction--will continue to decrease.
Strategic defenses, including BMD, can improve the credibility
of deterfence as improvements in their effectiveness steadily
increase, adding uncertainties to the calculations of offensive
planners and disincentives to initiate nuclear attacks.

A x,

E’ﬁl Another aspect of an intermediate BMD capability must
be considered. If such systems are not coupled with other
actions designed to improve the survivability of strategic
forces, crisis stability could be diminished., Intermediate
defenses would clearly be more effective against a "ragged"
retaliatory response than a first strike, If the limited U.S.
BMD is not itself highly survivable and if it is not accompanied
b} other methods of reducing vulnerability (for example, mobile
missiles), an attacker might c¢oncentrate an attack on those
vulnerable forces, overwhelm the limited defense, and destroy a
proportion of the vulnerable force sufficient to substantially
increase the effectiveness of the initial attacker's defense
against the ragged retaliation, Just as strategic defense im-
plies attention to civil and air defense, and to antisubmarine
warfare, so defense emphasis should incorporate passive defenses
of strategic forces and their associate command, control,

communications, and intelligence (C3I).
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Eﬂj Nuclear explosive-powered boost-phase intercept (RPI)
defenses, such as the proposed Excalibur, pose special problems
for strategic stability. Any systems incorporating nuclear
explosives as a power source are likely to be viewed as "weapons.
of mass destruction" and in contradiction with the Outer Space
Treaty. This problem is discussed in the main body of the
report. Excalibur-type systems might also jeopardize crisis
stability. For example, the system can only defend itself by
detonating its nuclear device and thus destroying itself. A
BPI layer made up of Excalibur-type satellites might be vulner-
able to some kind of attack that forces the defense to activate
and hence self-destruct. Following an attack on the BPI layer,
the enemy ICBM attack on the continental United States would

commence. L

:1 Furthermore,
any BPI would require extensive predelegation of.-authority to
fire at "threats.,"” The use of nuclear explosive-powered satel-
lites plus such predelegation requires further study to deter-
mine its impact-on strategic stability. ’

E}ﬁl There is some question of having a "surge" capability
for reconstitution of a battle-damaged force. This possibility
seems to imply the start of a battle in space. With the rate
ét which speed~of-light weapons could destroy each other, a
surge capability might have to be incredibly large to be useful.
This might not be the case against kinetic-energy threats, how-
ever. At present, various uncertainties preclude predicting
how many systems might be stockpiled for replenishment. The
concept is worth further study, however, as it might make a
space-based BMD more rohust and less vulnerable or "brittle”
to certain types of responsive threats., It would also contrib-

ute to strengthening arms race and crisis stability.
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J. LONG-TERM COMPETITION IN STRATEGIC DEFENSES--THE IMPACT ON
STRATEGIC STABILITY

[12& For some time, a competition between the United States.
and the Soviet Union in their strategic defenses and between
their strategic offensive and defensive forces will operate.
Each will attempt to develop and deploy more and more "leak-
proof" defenses, Each will similarly attempt to improve the
penetrativity of its offensive forces against the other's de-
fense. So long as a high degree of uncertainty regarding the
success of a potential attack can be maintained, crisis stabil-
ity will be enhanced. Arms competition, however, will not
~ become stable until the problems of technology and tactics of
offense~defense interaction are well understood by both sides,
and each becomes convinced that no revolutionary breakthrough
in offensive penetrativity appears highly likely. 1If one side
obtains a revolutionary offensive capability at this stage of
otherwise fairly capable defenses, or a similar-capability in
defense before both sides' defenses are fairly capable, a
severe crisis could ensue. But, with the passage of time, this
prospect will become less likely-=-if both sides pursue fairly
substantial R&D programs. If one side declines to vigorously
pursue its R&D, however, the risk of destabilization will be
prolonged. With time, this risk will alsoc increase as the
effect of a potential breakthrough becomes more serious for the
side declining to retain a serious R&D effort.

(U) The deployment by both sides of space-based directed-
energy weapons for BMD is also sometimes presented as seriously
undermining crisis stability. 1If these were deployed so as to
be capahle of both destroying the opposing space-based RMD and
dealing with a subsequent missile attack, a "hair trigger"”
situation might be presented. The side that struck first could

simultaneously strip away its adversary's defense and obtain a
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decisive superiority in self-defense. In this scenario pres-
sures to strike first would be at the absolute limit of acute-

ness.

(U) This case, however, seems highly implausible. First,
neither side would be likely to deploy such space-based systems,
to the exclusion of all other RMD., The attack against one
layer would not negate the whole system. Each layer is likely
to be designed with a "cushion" of excess capacity to provide
insurance against exactly this kind of "catastrophic failure.”
Furthermore, although directed-energy weapons strike with the
speed of light (which minimizes the prospect that an individual
target can successfully evade destruction), technical and opera-~
tional countermeasures to reduce vulnerability to directed-
energy weapons (DEW) are likely to be conceived and would very
likely be incorporated into space-based BMD in the above-men-
tioned environment. Finally; to destroy a poftion of the space-
based defense significant enough to undermine the capability of
the entire layer is likely to be difficult. A less-=than~-perfect
attack against an enemy DEW space-based BMD would almost cer-
tainly invite instantaneocus retaliation by the surviving DEW
systems against the attacking systems. To attack an enemy's
space-based BMD with your own BMD may be to somewhat disarm
your own capability to defend against missile attack as well.
Given the above discussion, it would seem that a case can bhe
ﬁade that a potential attacker could not have high confidence
that his attack on the enemy BMD would meet its objectives,
Deﬁerrence by uncertainty would extend to these areas as well.

K. STRATEGIC DEFENSE AND EXTENDED DETERRENCE

(U) BMD systems are unlikely to be obtained by only one
side. It is more plausible to expect that both the United States
and the Soviet Union will eventually deploy such defenses, and

that these will at least be perceived by both sides to be of
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approximately equal effectiveness. Eventually, this could have
an important impact on extended deterrence. For some time,
though, the threat of retaliation, as it is conceived by U,S.
allies, will continue to support deterrence. The first limited
defenses will not immediately enhance uncertainties to the
point where the threat of offensive nuclear strikes becomes
irrelevant. Nevertheless, over time, the gradual improvement
in defensive systems capabilities relative to the offense would
substantially negate the offensive threat. In this perspective,
even moderately effective BMD systems would fundamentally alter
the nature of extended deterrence as it exists today.

(U) Today, the "linkage" of U.S. strategic forces to West
European defense is basically the threat of a massive U,S.
strategic nuclear attack against the Soviet Union. Without
going into an extended discussion, this threat is deemed incred-
ible because the Soviets today can retaliate with equal devas-
‘tation. To paraphrase Paul Nitze, our strategic deterrent has
been deterred. But from the West European perspective, this is
not entirely true (although West Europeans too feel great anxi-
ety about the credibility of our current strategic deterrent),
To them there is another operative aspect to the deterrent:
because Europe cannot now be defended at the conventional or
theater nuclear level, if West Europe is to be defended, ulti-
m;tely NATO relies on U.S. strategic nuclear weapons. Their
use would mean a holocaust for both the United States and the
Soviet Union. A potential aggressor simply cannot risk their
use., To the West Europeans, this risk should deter a conserva-
tive potential aggressor--as the Soviets are seen to be.

(U) The possession of BMD on both the U.S. and Soviet
sides changes this situation rather fundamentally, from the per-
spective of the West Europeans. In their way of thinking about
deterrence, if both sides have BMD, a potential aggressor is
more likely to feel that the risks that. a war in Europe will
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escalate to the strategic nuclear level have been substantially
decreased, This is particularly true as the strategic defensive
systems increase in effectiveness and so long as both sides
emphasize countermilitary targeting. The United States could
not be certain that its military objectives would be achieved

by a strategic nuclear attack on the Scoviet Union, particularly
a strategic attack option limited to affect the European the-
ater, and would very likely be deterred from such action, More-
over, an all-out U.S. countervalue attack against a Soviet BMD
could still be countered by a similar Soviet strike against the
United States and would also have very little military strategic
value. Even though the United States might be more willing to
employ strategic forces on behalf of Western Europe with a BMD
than without, the deployment of a (more or less) equally capable
Soviet BMD would tend to cancel out that willingness. Moreover,
the risk of holocaust {(because ultimately, if.the United States
is to defend Europe, it depends on strategic nqg}ear weaponry)
is largely negated by the BMD (because a strategic nuclear
attack will fail to achieve its objectives). ‘To the potential
attack planner, the risk of such a U.S. use of strategic offen-
sive forces has substantially decreased. To the conservative
attack planner, the effect of this uncertainty is far less
seriocous than before. To our European allies, the U.S. strategic
deterrent is effectively decoupled from the defense of Western
Europe, and a war in Europe is seen to become more likely.

Ezﬁ} With both sides having BMD, the conventional balance
in Europe once again comes to the fore. However, if BMD and
anti-tactical ballistic missile (ATBM) defense can limit the
effectiveness of the Soviet missile attack against NATO prior
to, during, and after the insertion of operational maneuver
groups {OMGs), and to the extent that such-missile operations
are seen by Soviet planners to be critical to the success of
their offensive in Europe, BMD/ATBM can contribute to a strat-

egy of denying enemy objectives by increasing enemy uncertainty
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even at the conventional level. This effect is the logical
replacement for the old deterrent (based on the threat of
strategic nuclear retaliation) to Soviet aggression in Euraope,
BMD can contribute to extended deterrence, not because it will
make us less unwilling to use strategic forces in European
defense (if the Soviets have BMD it probably will not, although
it may cause the Soviets to feel less sure that we will not
employ strategic forces), but because it can extend the uncer-
tainties that a potential attack will meet its military objec~
tives from the strategic realm to the European theater.

{U) The role of conventional forces for deterrence and
defense in Western Europe will have to be reexamined in light
of strategic defenses, but the above.point is more important
for the purposes of this study.

L. DETERRENCE AND ASSURED DESTRUCTION

(U) Another long-term issue sometimes raised is whether
equally capable U.S. and Soviet BMD systems would faver the
Soviet Union because a U.S. threat to target Soviet cities
would be even less credible than it is today, while the Soviets
could continue to threaten a smaller but still substantial
portion of the U.,S., population. 1In this way of thinking, the
Soviet Union would be favored because its threat to our popu-
létion (while less than before BMD) would remain credible to
our leadership, while our threat to their population (which was
never as credible to them) would evaporate.

(U) Since the Soviets have never agreed to the concept of
mutual assured destruction, and their targeting reflects a bias
toward military targets, it is not apparent that egually capable
BMD systems would favor them--that we would be more deterred
than they. If a U.S. BMD can substantially increase Soviet
uncertainty about achieving the military objectives of their
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attack and deter them from undertaking such attacks, and if the
United States is essentially a defensive power uninterested in

changing the status quo by force, it would seem that the United
States would have the net advantage.

M. CONCLUSION

(U) In the long run, strategic stability can be improved
by strategic defenses, especially BMD, but its maintenance will
continue to require appropriate U.S. actions to counter Soviet

efforts to gain meaningful strategic advantages. Strategic
stability will continue to be a dynamic condition.
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APPENDIX G

POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF WEST EURCPEAN REACTIONS TO
THE MARCH 1983 U.S. PROPOSALS FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE

David S. Yost
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

{U) The proposals for ballistic missile defense (BMD) that
President Reagan announced in March 1983 evoked primarily nega-

tive reactions in Western Europe.

(U) Eleven principal negative reactions stand out: (1)
the U.S. failure to consult or even advise its allies prior to
the President's speech was deplored; {(2) the United States
appeared to be initiating an arms race in BMD and space warfare;
(3) the U.S. proposals seemed to threaten arms control, includ-
ing the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) and intermediate
nuclear forces (INF) negotiations and the Antiballistic Missile
(ABM) Treaty, without suggesting a convincing alternative arms
control concept; (4) the U.S. proposals were perceived as
technically infeasible and financially wasteful or prohibitively
costly; (S5) Soviet countermeasures, both offensive and defen-
sive, were judged capable of negating the proposed new U.5. BMD
systems; (6) the U.S. proposals were seen as likely to promote
destabhilization, mutual U.S.-Soviet fears of preemptive attack,
énd ultimately war; (7) Western Europe was viewed as potentially
subject to the United States in a superpower condominium; (8)
the construction of U.S.-Soviet BMD was interpreted as likely
to reinstate the significance of conventional force balances;
(9) it was feared that the United States might adopt a "Fortress
America" posture and abandon Western Europe to Soviet domination
or war limited to Europe: (10) appeals to American and Soviet
critics of the U.S. proposals were made; and (1l1) it was noted
that the U.S. proposals condemned punitive deterrence as immoral

but offered no practical and timely alternative.
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(U) Positive reactions consisted partly of unenthusiastic
denials of some of the negative reactions. In addition, the
moral superiority of defensive strategies and the special and
potentially benign character of competition in defensive systems
were noted., Positive reactions appear to have been muted be-
cause of long-standing West European antipathies to BMD and
because of such circumstantial factors as the U.,S. failure to
consult, the United States' assuming a role susceptible to being
perceived as initiating a new round of the arms race, the
President's condemnation of existing NATO strategy as immoral,
the President's statement that defensive systems c¢ould be per-
ceived as "fostering an aggressive policy," and the President's
having focused international attention on propcsals perceived
as being of uncertain technical feas;bility and undetermined

strategic and political implications.

(U) Policy implications in six areas stand out:
. A
1. - The low level of West European awareness of Soviet BMD
activities and West European vulnerability to Soviet
ballistic missile attack both suit Soviet political-
military strategies for victory through intimidation
in Europe.

2. The justifications for negative West European reactions
to various types of U.S. BMD programs differ, but the
key issues concern the requirements for extended
deterrence and strategic stability.

3. Damage=-limiting requirements in Western Europé go be-
yond.U.S. space-based BMD proposals to include anti-

tactical missiles (ATM), air defenses, and civil de-

fenses.
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Key ATM issues remain technological credibility,

military rationales, and alliance cohesion.

Despite some fragmentary evidence of West European
interest in defensive and damage-~limiting strategies,
prospects for Western Europe's accepting U.S. proposals
for a defensive reorientation of Western strategy de-
pend on seven preconditions, which amount to convincing
Western Europe of the following points: {a) the United
States favors real consultations and partnership, mak-
ing active defenses for Western Europe a priority
approximating defense of the United States; (b) compe-
titioh in defensive measures would be a better basis
for security than mutual vulnerability: {(c) active
defenses such as BMD and ATM are technically feasible:
(d) active defenses are worth their high cost: (e)
active defenses do not necessarily imply "war-fighting:"
(£) active defenses need not ruin all hopes for arms
control; (g) active defenses need not preclude peaceful
developments in East-West: relations, which the United

States favors.

The possibility that Rritish and French nuclear forces
would be rendered less effective raises four princi-

pally intra=alliance issues.
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APPENDIX G
POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF WEST EUROPEAN REACTIONS TO
THE MARCH 1983 U.S. PROPOSALS FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE
A, SOURCES AND CAVEATS
{U) This paper is based on published and interview
sources. The published sources are primarily newspaper and
newsmagazine articles, principally from Britain, France, and
the Federal Republic of Germany, plus selected parliamentary
documents and books and joufnal articles puhlished in those
countries. The newspaper clipping files and ligéary indexes of
the following research institutions were théroughly examined:
the Internationél Institute for Strategic Studies (London), the
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik (Ebenhausen, near Munich),
and the Deutsche Gesellschaft fuer Auswaertige Politik (Bonn).
In addition, all the relevant translations from the Joint
Publications Research Service (JPRS) and the Foreign Broadcast
Information Service (FBIS) were consulted, as well as all the

West European comments and reactions reported in the U,S. press

and reproduced in the Department of Defense's daily Current News

in March and April 1983,

(U) The interview sources are naturally less comprehensive,
and must appear less reliable, since the conventions of conduct-
ing candid interviews preclude direct attribution. This is
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particularly true of government officials: but even privately
employed scholars and specialists prefer not to be cited by
name regarding topics that are potentially controversial. I
have, however, repeatedly interviewed West European scholars
and officials regarding BMD and air defense issues since 1980,
A high proportion of the interviewees have been officials in
planning departments or in other policy-oriented offices (e.g.,
air defense or arms control) of the defense and foreign minis-
tries of Britain, France, and Wést Germany, and at NATO head-
quarters in Brussels. The nongovernmental interviewees include
some of Western Europe's most highly. regarded strategic commen-
tators.

(U) This research furnished the bhasis for an article
published in fall 1982, "Ballistic Missile Defénse and the
Atlantic Alliance,” in International Security. This article is

referred to from time to time in this paper, since it provides

background information regarding established views in Western
Europe regarding BMD. In addition, this paper may be seen as a
follow=up to the fall 1982 article in that several West European
interviewees expressed second thoughts about the long-term
political prospects for BMD and other damage-limiting measures
after reading the final draft of the article in the summer of
1982 or the published version in the fall.

(U) This paper therefore draws on interviews conducted in
June-September 1982 regarding BMD and air defense issues as
well as interviews in April 1983 and July-August 1983 subsequent

to the March 1983 proposals, It is important to stress how
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small the sample of BMD and air defense interviewees has been
{a major topic in only about 25 interviews). Interview sources
constitute the main source of evidence for some positive judg-
ments as to prospects for Western Europe's eventually endorsing
a reorientation of alliance strategy in the direction of a
greater emphasis on defensive and damage-limitng capabilities
and usable, nonsuicidal offensive options. The interview
sources favoring such a reorientation of alliance strategy are
a minority. The possibility that they amount to an unrepresen-
tative sample -should be kept in mind to counterbalance the
fairly extensive attention given to their views in Section E of
this paper, Policy Implications. The essentially descriptive
analysis in Sections C and D, Negative and Positive Reactions,
is naturally on a firmer empirical foundation than Section E's

exploration of policy implications.

B. THE MARCH 1983 U.S. BMD PROPOSALS

(U) President Reagan outlined the proposals in general
terms in a speech on March 23, 1983. Key passages follow,lwith
the references to allies underscored:

...l have become more and more deeply convinced that the
human spirit must he capable of rising above dealing
with other nations and human beings by threatening their
existence...

If the Soviet Union will join with us in our effort
to achieve major arms reduction we will have succeeded
in stabilizing the nuclear balance. Nevertheless it
will still be necessary to rely on the specter of
retaliation--on mutual threat, and that is a sad
commentary on the human condition.

Would it not be better to save lives than to avenge
them? Are we not capable of demonstrating our peaceful
intentions by applying all our abilities and our ingenuity

G~1l1
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to achieving a truly lasting stability? . I think we are--
indeed, we must!

..s.Let me share with you a vision of the future which

of fers hope. It is that we embark on a program to
counter the awesome Soviet missile threat with measures
that are defensive. Let us turn to the very strengths

in technology that spawned our great industrial base and
that have given us the quality of life that we enjoy
today.

Up until now we have increasingly based our strategy
of deterrence upon the threat of retaliation. But what
if free people could live secure in the knowledge that
their security did not rest upon the threat of instant
U.S. retaliation to deter a Soviet attack:; that we could
intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before
they reached our own soil or that of our allies?

I know this is a formidable technical task, one that
may not be accomplished before the end of this century.
Yet, current technology has attained a level of
sophistication where it is reasonable for us to begin
this effort..,.

In the meantime, we will continue to pursue real
reductions in nuclear arms, negotiating from a position
of strength that can be insured only by modernizing our
strategic forces. At the same time, we must take steps
to reduce the risk of a conventional military conflict
escalating to nuclear war by improving our nonnuclear
capabilities. America does possess--now=--the technol-
ogies to attain very significant improvements in the
ef fectiveness of our conventional, nonnuclear forces.
Proceeding boldly with these new technologies, we can
significantly reduce any incentive that the Soviet Union
may have to threaten attack against the United States or
its allies.

As we pursue our goal of defensive technologies, .we
recognize that our allies rely upon our strategic offen-
sive power to deter attacks against them. Their vital
interests and ours are inextricably linked--their safety
and ours are one. And no change in technology can or
will alter that reality. We must and shall continue to
honor our commitments. .

I clearly recognize that defensive systems have
limitations and raise certain problems and ambiguities,
If paired with offensive systems, they can be viewed as
fostering an aggressive policy and no one wants that.

But with these considerations firmly in mind, I call
upon the scientific community who gave us nuclear weapons
to turn their great talents to the cause of mankind and
world peace: to give us the means of rendering these
nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete.

Tonight, consistent with our obligations under the
ABM Treaty and recognizing the need for close consulta-
tion with our allies, I am taking an important first
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step. I am directing a comprehensive and intensive
effort to define a long-term research and development
program to begin to achieve our ultimate goal of elimi-
nating the threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles,
This could pave the way for arms control measures to
eliminate the weapons themselves. We seek neither
military superiority nor political advantage. Our only
purpose~-one all people share--is to search for ways to
reduce the danger of nuclear war. (New York Times,
March 24, 1983)

(U)Y Although the President provided no details as to spe-
cific technical systems, senior Administration officials the
same evening said, "the program might involve such technologies
as lasers, microwave devices, particle beams and projectile
beams" which "in theory could be directed from satellites,
airplanes or land~based installations to shoot down missiles in

the air."” (New York Times, March 24, 1983). - On March 25, the

President's science adviser, George A. Keyworth,.said that such
defenses are fmore likely to emerge in the form of land-based
laser systems™ than satellite-baéé& lasers or, implicitly, the
other technical possibilities that had been mentioned. (Wash-
ington Post, March 26, 1983)

{U) On March 27, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger
responded to criticisms based on the President's not having
mentioned defenses against bombers and cruise missiles: "The
defensive systems the President is talking about are‘not de-
signed to be partial. What we want to try to get is a system
‘which will develop a defense that is thoroughly reliable and

total."” (Baltimore Sun, March 28, 1983)

(U) ©On March 28, the White House made public the text of

National Security Decision Directive no. 85, signed March 23,
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1983, Key portions follow, with passages of particular interest

to Western Europe underscored:

It is my policy to take every opportunity to reduce
world tensions and enhance stability. Our efforts to
achieve significant reductions in strategic offensive
forces and to eliminate LRINF land based missiles are
one approach to that aim. However, it is my long range
goal to go beyond this. I would like to decrease our
reliance on the threat of retaliation by offensive
nuclear weapons and to increase the contribution of
defensive systems to our security and that of our allies.
To begin to move us toward that goal, I have concluded
that we should explore the possibility of using defensive
capabilities to counter the threat posed by nuclear
ballistic missiles.

I direct the development of an intensive effort to
define-a long term research and development program
aimed at an ultimate goal of eliminating the threat
posed by nuclear ballistic missiles. These actions will
be carried out in a manner consistent with our obligations
under the ABM Treaty and recognizing the need for close
consultations with our allies. ,

In order to provide the necessary basis for this
effort, I further direct a study be completed on a
priority basis to assess the roles that ballistic missile
defense could play in future security strategy of the
United States and our allies. (Defense Daily, March 29,
1983)

C. NEGATIVE REACTIQONS

(U) Negative reactions overwhelmed positive ones in guan-
;ity and in intensity of emotion. The principal negative
feactions can be summarized as follows:

l, Preoccupied with domestic concerns and insensitive to
the international implications, the United States
failed to consult or even advise its allies before
making these proposals.

2. The United States unilaterally initiated another round

in the "arms race," a step consistent with a pattern
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of dangerous and erratic rhetoric and behavior under
President Reagan.

The U.S. proposals reveal an attitude harmful to
general prospects for arms control and to specific
negotiations such as START and INF, threaten arms
control accomplishments such as the ABM Treaty, and
offer no realistic hope for a new basis for arms
control.

The U.S. proposals are ﬁechnically infeasible, incapa-
ble of alleviating Western Europe's vulnerability, and
excessively costly and wastefui.

The inevitable Soviet reactions to the U.S., propocsals
will produce a more dangerous situation for the U.S.
and its allies. v

The more dangerous situat}on could lead to a complete
destabilization of the existing deterrence system and
thus war, with both superpowers tempted to preempt as
the United States develops a possible "first-strike"
option.

Even if nuclear war could be avoided, Western Europe
might be subordinated to the United States in a recon-
firmed and strengthened superpower condominium.

A mutual negation of nuclear deterrence may lead to a
reinstatement of conventional forces, with a disequi-

librium unfavorable to Western Europe and likely to

lead to war.
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9. The proposals could well lead to the United States'
adopting a "Fortress America" posture and decoupling
U.S. security interests from Western Europe, leaving
.all of Europe vulnerable to Soviet domination, or to
war limited to Europe.

10. The American and Soviet critics of the U.S. proposals
are essentially correct, and West European governments
should dissociate themselves from the Reagan adminis-
tration's BMD proposals.

11, The U.S. proposals condemn the existing system of
deterrence as immoral, but offer no practical alterna-
tive in the near or medium term,

(U) Although these eleven pcints have been isoclated in the
interests of specificity, they are obviously cfosely inter-
related. Most newspaper editorials and other critical commenta-
tors combined several in expressiﬁg doubts, misgivings, regrets,
and alarm at the proposals. Each of the eleven points merits

further discussion.

l. The United States Failed to Consult or Advise

| {U) While the irritations arising from the U.S. failure to
consult or advise the West Europeans may be a transitory problem
unrelated to the substance of the proposals, it undoubtgdly
influenced initial West European reactions and will probably
continue to mark their views. Several interviewees said their

government had not been consulted, and that the proposals were

a total surprise. "Reagan consulted no one here, and apparently
virtually no one in the U.S. government either." (West German})
G-16
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"I was at the Nuclear Planning Group meeting at Villamoura,
Portugal, on March 23. Caspar Weinberger showed up late, and
apologized for his delay with the excuse that he had been seeing
the President about the speech planned for that night. Joseph
Luns, the Secretary-General, asked Weinberger to tell us about
the speech. Weinberger said some things, but failed to say
anything about the Star Wars BMD plan.” (West German)

(U} As the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung editorial noted,

"The allies are telling themselves that it is even almost harder
now than in Carter's time ﬁo anticipate what will come next."
(FAZ, March 28, 1983, in FBIS, March 28, 1983, p. J1) Perhaps
the strongest statement deploring the U.S. failure to consult

and take the preoccupations'of its allies int§ account, despite
the repeated references to close alliance consJEfations in the
U.S. proposals themselves, came from the French Foreign Minister,
Claude Cheysson}

...l think that it is not good that the United States
makes its conclusions known without taking the preoccu-
pations of the allies sufficiently into account,

.+sAllow me to choose two provocative examples which
both concern American positions in the strategic area.
The first example, the declaration made in 198l=--and

then denied--on the possibility of a nuclear conflict
'limited to Europe.' That is a grave perspective for
Europeans because it separates, divides the defense of
Europe and that of the United States; to speak of a
nuclear conflict limited to Europe is to put Western
Europe in a position of disequilibrium in relation to
the powerful military apparatus in Eastern Europe. The
second example is the recent speech in which the President
of the United States announced that it would be possible,
be tween now and the year 2000, to intercept all the
missiles of the opposing camp thanks to new technologies.
There again, do you think that it consisted of remarks
suited to the circumstances? The perspective is distant,
and it becomes harder to explain to Belgians, Germans,
Dutch, and Italians that they should place in their
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gardens the counter to the S$S-20 since, at the same
time, you tell them that soon the $S5-20s will be easily
and assuredly intercepted.

{Cheysson, "Diplomatie: l'empreinte frangaise," Politique
Internationale, nc. 20, Summer 1983, pp. 13-14)

(U) Closely related to the annoyance that the United

States failed to consult regarding proposals of fundamental

strategic significance was a feeling that the President's

motives were geared to domestic political purposes, with no

sensitivity to the international implications.

Within just a few days President Reagan has sent the
Soviets highly contradictory signals. This can be
explained in part by domestic policy reasons. Since
Kissinger, however, nobody in Washington has apparently
been thinking about foreign aspects.

{Carl Weiss on Hamburg ARD television, March 30, 1983,
in FBIS, March 31, 1983, pp. J13-=J14)

(U) Several interviewees and published commentaries attrib-

uted the President's .proposals to his difficulties with the

Congress over defense spending and to the need to counter the

1

"freeze" movement and the Roman Catholic bishops with a more

moral strategy. (Examples include the Guardian editorial of

March 25, 1983, the FAZ editorial of March 28, 1983, and the

Economist of March 26, 1983.,) As Dr, Hans Ruehle, Director of

the Planning Staff in West Germany's Ministry of Defense, put

it,

.. «Ronald Reagan took the bull by the horns as he
attempted to contain his current difficulties with a
growing nuclear freeze movement and the heavy criticism
of his large defense budget by offering a vision attrac-
tive enough to make all the objections to his policy
appear as petty griping and, in view of the dimension of
the challenge, ultimately as "un-American."

(Ruehle article in Christ und Welt, Rheinischer Merkur,
april 1, 1983)

G-18"

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

2. The United States Is Initiating Another Arms Race

(U) Even newspaper articles that were essentially descrip-
tive were given headlines that implied U.S. initiative in
"starting an arms race" or stimulating East-West confrontation:
e.g., "U.S.-Soviet relations hit by weapons call" (Financial
Times, March 28, 1983); and "'Impudent lies' of Reagan denounced

by Andropov" (Daily Telegraph, March 28, 1983),

(U) This is not entirely surprising, since most West
Europeans assume that U.S. mastery of the relevant technologies
excels that of. the USSR and that the United States has taken the
“first step" in previous "rounds" of-the "arms race"--e.g.,
multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles {(MIRVs).
Moreover, President Reagan placed the United States in the
position of being the initiating actor by making his speech
and calling attention to his plans for the United States, with
no discussion of past and current‘Soviet activities in this
domain in his speech.

(U) Newspaper editorials were therefore unrestrained in
placing the blame on the United States for starting a new and
ﬁﬁnecessary arms race in space-~-based defensive systems:

...the Americans are now exploiting technology not
because it is needed but simply because it is there.
(Guardian editorial, March 31, 1983)

People are calling for the arms race to be halted, not
for it to be diverted into new directions=-=which is

what would assuredly be the result of such a move.
{(London Times editorial, March 25, 1983)

It will be hard to explain to mankind, which is becoming
increasingly fearful of nuclear weapons, that the plans
{of President Reagan] promise hope, as the President
maintains; the suspicion will much rather immediately
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arise that the United States is beginning another round
of the arms race that will be even more expensive than
all previous ones, that will create even more terrible
horrors and that in the end will spoil all attempts by
politicians to halt the arms spiral.

(Sueddeutsche Zeitung editorial entitled "Ronald Reagan's
Horrgg Vision," March 25, 1983, in FBIS, March 25, 1983,
p. J

Similar sentiments--the United States accused of precipitating
a new round in the "arms race"--were expressed by Professor

David Holloway of the University of Edinburgh (Washington Post,

April 3, 1983), in Der Spiegel (April 4, 1983), and in the

Rhein-Zeitung of Koblenz {March 25, 1983).

(U) A number of media sources saw the BMD proposals as
consistent with a pattern of dangeroﬁsly unpredictable rhetoric
and behavior on the part of_the Reagan administration.

It is now becoming lamentably clear that the Reagan
administration remains as alarming as ever.’

For a few months after Mr. George Shultz joined the
team as Secretary of State. last summer, the volume
control on the right-wing rhetoric started to be turned
down, and it looked as though a larger measure of calm
rationality would be applied to some of the most
contentious issues facing American policy-makers.

But in the past few weeks the right-wing rhetoric has
been wrenched right up again, culminating in President
Reagan's defence speech on Wednesday night, So far from
retracting any of his Manichean views about Russia being
the focus of evil in the modern world, he seems incapable
of tempering these views in the cause of better relations
with Congress and with America's allies.

(Emphasis added; Ian Davidson in Financial Times, March
28, 1983)

Ronald Reagan frightens ordinary people. Some grow
fearful when the President unleashes his rag-bag of
adjectives upon 'the evil Soviet empire.' Some grow
fearful when the incoherence of Washington policymaking
hints at simple human inadequacy in the Oval Office,
where the buttons of life or global extinction reside.
There is a widespread perception that, whether by gro-
tesque misdesign or by hapless accident, this American
Administration is likelier than any of its predecessors
to stumble over the threshold of nuclear war. And now,
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almost randomly, towards the end of yet another televi-
sion session, Mr. Reagan prepared the world for a future
of lasers, microwave systems and particle beams in outer
space. 'Star Wars,' says Senator Edward Kennedy.
'Terrifying,' says Senator Mark Hatfield. What can the
old man in the White House be thinking of?

(Emphasis added; Guardian editorial, March 25, 1983)

(U) In the same vein, although U.S. officials made it
clear that Lt. Gen. Daniel O. Graham's High Frontier project is
"a concept to look at but not the basis for the President's

objectives" (Defense Daily, March 25, 1983), several West

European sources described the High Frontier project as the key
foundation for. the President's BMD proposals and portrayed Gen.
Graham as an isolated right-wing strategist, taken seriously by
few observers. "No one in the strategic elite on either side
of the Atlantic gave even a tinker's dam for 'Danny' and his
ideas--until that memorable 23rd of March 1983."' (Hans Ruehle

article in Christ und Welt, Rheinischer Merkur, April 1, 1983)

(See also Der Spiegel, April 4, 1583.)

(U) Other European publications described Edward Teller
as the source of the President's BMD proposals, employing such
adjectives as "bizarre," "ludicrous," "obsessed," and "mono-

maniac.” (Peter Pringle in The Observer, March 27, 1983) The

general impression conveyed by such coverage was captured in
the following sentence: "Foreign Office officials have tact-
fully declined to regard what he {President Reagan] had to say

as amounting to proposals." (Daily Teleqraph, March 30, 1983)

3. The U.S. Proposals Threaten Arms Control

Several British and West German editorials and commenta-

tors deplored the BMD proposals as revelatory of an attitude
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unfavorable to negotiation and hostile to arms control agree-
ments with the USSR, Christoph Bertram, a former Director of
the International Institute for Strategic Studies and now a
senior political editor at Die Zeit, wrote that

While Reagan's announcement does not have any immediate
military consequences and does not mean a turning away
from the current doctrine of deterrence for a long time
to come, there are already political conseguences which
endanger prospects for successful arms control agreements
between the East and West.

Reagan's initiative is bound to increase doubts in
Moscow about whether the Soviet Union should engage in
serious negotiations with the current administration.

The 'Star Wars' initiative came only a few days after a
speech in which Reagan had implored American church
leaders not to overlook 'the aggressive instincts of an
evil power' in the nuclear debate and to unequivocally
side with the good. Thus, in his response in Pravda,

the Soviet party boss rightly said that one must guestion
what Re agan's concept of international.relations actually
is...

However, if this happened, the foundation for the arms
control business would have developed cracks as far as
the Soviets are concerned, and their readiness for com-
promise in Geneva would decllne even more. After all,

why should they be the ones to pay the price for y1eld-
ing if the American armament forces are not checked?
(Emphasis added:; Die Zeit, April 1, 1983)

(Similar criticisms of U.S. "dishonesty" regarding arms control,
owing to a benighted quest for military supremacy, were made by

Ian Davidson, Financial Times, March 28, 1983; by Theo Sommer

in Die Zeit, April 8, 1983; and in Guardian editorials, March

25 and 31, 1983,)

(U) Other arms-control-based criticisms deplored the tim-
ing of President Reagan's BMD proposals,.given the already
uncertain prospects of the ongoing START and INF negotiations
and the sensitive political situation regarding possible INF

deployments. Labour Party leader Michael Foot said the BMD
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‘proposals "could have a sudden, immediate and tragic impact on
the arms control discussions now taking place in Geneva."
(Speech on March 28, 1983, in FBIS, March 28, 1983, pp. 0l-02)
(Similar views--lamenting the potential effects on START and
INF~--were expressed in a London Times editorial, March 25, 1983;

by Ian Davidson in the Financial Times, March 28, 1983: by

Christoph Bertram in Die Zeit, April 1, 1983; and by Carl Weiss
on Hamburg ARD television, March 30, 1983, FBIS, March 31, 1981,
p. J14,) One Labour Member of Parliament (M.P.) argued that

the harm the BMD proposals would do to the cause of arms control
would ultimately outweigh any START and INF agreements concluded,

If that [INF and START agreements in Geneva) were to be
achieved, the significance would be far outweighed by
President Reagan's intentions, which were clearly sig-
nalled in his 'Star Wars' speech last March, to escalate
the nuclear arms race in a new and dangerously destabi-
lising manner by the militarisation of space. The
development of microwave,. particle beams, and lasers as
ABM systems opens a new dimension of nuclear warfare.
Can that be consistent with a genuine intention to seek
nuclear disarmament?

(Michael Meacher, Labour M.P., in House of Commons Offi-
cial Report, Parliamentary Debates (Hansard), vol. 46,
no. 25, Wednesday, July 20, 1983, p. 424)

(U) U.S. Government officials supplemented President
Reagan's statement that his proposals would be "consistent with
our obligations under the ABM Treaty" with an explanation that
the treaty specified that an "ABM system" is "defined as the
kind of interceptor missile under development in the late 1960s.
and the radars and launchers associated with such technology."

(Los Angeles Times, March 25, 1983) In addition, as British

Prime Minister Thatcher noted, "The anti-ballistic missile
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agreement does not affect research." (Cited in Guardian, Mareh
30, 1983.)

(U} Nonetheless, several sources described the BRMD propo-
sals in themselves as clear violations of the ABM Treaty's
prohibition of space-based systems (e.g., David Adamson in the

Daily Telegraph, March 30, 1983). More restrained observers

stated that fulfillment of the President's proposals would
"represent the overthrow of the foundation of existing arms

contrcl agreements." (Ian Davidson in Financial Times, April

18, 1983) (Similar views were expressed in a Financial Times

editorial, March 31, 1983; in a London Times editorial, March

25, 1983; and by Michel Faure in Libération, March 25, 1983,)

Christoph Bertram accused the President of deiiberately initiat~-
" ing a process likely to overthrow a keystone sf-past arms

control efforts:
This treaty is the most important and most comprehensive
arms control agreement ever concluded between the two
world powers. Though Reagan denies that he wants to
abrogate it, he is deliberately starting something that
is bound to result in its abrogation.
(Bertram in Die 2eit, April 1, 1983)

{U) French newspapers such as Le Matin (associated with

the Socialist Party) and L'Humanité (the Communist Party organ)

on March 25 deplored what they perceived as a U.S. intention to
violate the 1967 Quter Space Treaty as well as the ABM Treaty.
French Defense Minister Charles Hernu also referred to both
treaties in expressing concern that the U.S. BMD proposals
could lead to

...a new arms race, adding to that which already exists,
and could result in dismantling the 1967 treaty on the

G-24

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

demilitarization of space and the 1972 treaty on the
limitation of anti-missile weapons.

(Hernu cited in Luc Tinseau, Rapport fait au nom de la
Commission de la Défense Nationale et des Forces Armées
sur le projet de loi (no. 1452) portant approbation de
la programmation militaire pour les années 1984-1988,
no. 1485 (Paris: Assemblée Nationale, May 1983), p. 95)

(U) Finally, it should be noted that West European critics
also rejected the arms control design that President Reagan
included in his BMD proposals. As noted in Section B, on March
23 the President said that "to achieve our ultimate goal of
eliminating the threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles ...
could pave the way for arms contrcl measures to eliminate the

weapons themselves." (New York Times, March 24, 1983) On

March 25, the President added that

I'm quite sure that whatever time it would take, and
whatever President would be in the White House when
maybe 20 years down the road somebody does come up with
an answer, I think that that would then bring to the
fore the problem of, 'all right, why not now dispose of
all these weapons, since we've proven that they can bhe
rendered obsolete?'

(Press conference transcript in New York Times, March
26, 1983)

(U} Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, elaborating
on the President's proposals, suggested that BMD "could enhance
éhe chances for a deep reduction in offensive afms, by eliminat-
ing the threat that would be posed by weapons maintgnance in
violation of an arms reduction agreement." (Weinherger article

in Baltimore Sun, April S5, 1983) Undersecretary of Defense for

‘Policy Fred Ikl€ offered a similar reflection: "If nuclear
weapons must remain férever invincible, then.arms control could
never lead to low levels of nuclear offensive arms since, in a
world without defenses, a few hidden weapons could mean a
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decisive military advantage."” (Iklé article in Washington

Post, March 27, 1983)

(U) West European critics dismissed the idea that RMD
could lead to restraint or actual reductions in U.S.-Soviet
competition in offensive arms, and asserted that maintenance,
improvement, and expansion of offensive arsenals in order to
overcome defenses would be far more likely, David Fairhall of
the Guardian characterized the U.S. design for fewer offensive
forces through BMD as

a nice fairy tale, but little more... will the prospect
of both superpowers being let loose in a race to perfect
missile defences somehow persuade them that their present
fears about the other side's offensive missiles are,
after all, misplaced?

{Guardian, March 25, 1983)

Ian Davidson of the Financial Times contended that President
. N

Reagan's vision is "not likely to lead to a world without nu-
clear weapons" but is "tailor-made to lead to the pairing of
defensive and offensive systems, which he {the President]

admits is destabilizing." (March 28, 1983) (The Frankfurter

Rundschau of March 25 also called attention to the President's
statement that defensive and offensive systems together "can be
viewed as fostering an aggressive policy.”)

(U) In short, the arms control design included in the U.S.
BMD proposals was rejected as dangerously naive and ridiculously
circuitous by West European critics. David Fairhall of the
Guardian asked, "...why not cancel out both sides' offensive
forces by the same factor of 60 or B0 percent through the much

simpler, cheaper process of mutual reductions?" (March 25,
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1983; a similar view was articulated in the Guardian editorial
of the same date.)

4. The U.S. Proposals are Technically Infeasible and Finan-
cially Wasteful

(U) The theme of technical infeasibility came up more fre-
quently in interviews than in published sources, with several
interviewees using the same 10 percent figure cited in the New

York Times of March 26: "A senior British official said no

matter how successful it was, it would be useless if even 10
percent of Soviet missiles got through.” In other words, the
United States and Western Europe in particular will remain
vulnerable. "Four nuclear weapons would always get through and
destroy half of the Federal Republic." (West. German) "You
would have instability unless you had a watertight system. If
ydu have leakage, you‘re back in the deterrence through retalia-
tion picture again. Four warheads could destroy a large city."
(West German) On the other hand, a London Times editorial
{critical of the U.S. proposals on other grounds) judged that
the United States could probably meet the technical challenges
by the end of the century:
Such [technical] obstacles are presumably not insuperable.
Few scientists doubt that given time, money and effort,
they can be overcome. President Reagan is talking in
terms of the turn of the century and the Americans have
already declared that the space shuttle will be used on
some of its military launches to test the complicated
aiming and tracking equipment necessary. The engineering
problems do not therefore in themselves diminish President
Reagan's confidence.
(March 25, 1983)
(U) As far as specific systems were concerned, the highest-

level government official who appears to have published an
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opinion is Dr. Hans Ruehle, the head of the Planning Staff in
Ronn's Defense Ministry. Ruehle noted that the U.S. BMD propo-
sals went beyond more typical designs of BMD systems such as
terminal defense with low-yield nuclear warheads and excatmo-
spheric nonnuclear kill mechanisms:

The option preferred by Reagan entails a procedure in
which the enemy offensive missiles are destroyed already
in their boost phase. Missiles are actually most
vulnerable during this phase of their flight. However,
this procedure can no longer be carried out with anti-
missile missiles, but only with space-based beam weapons,
in particular with laser weapons. There does exist an
extensive literature on the possibilities of developing
such weapons, but it can be taken as certain that
producing them in the 20th Century still is highly
unlikely. If we try not to let ourselves be overwhelmed
by the science fiction quality of many of the designs,
then what remains for the present is only the possibility
of guiding land-based laser beams via a space reflector
against incoming missiles.,

(Ruehle article in Christ und Welt, Rheinischer Merkur,
April 1, 1983) )

Interviewees stated that space-baFed antisatellite systems
would be easier to devise than space-based BMD, and that the
survivability of any space-based system was doubtful. Inter-
viewees generally felt the U.S. BMD proposals were technically
premature. |

| (U) The financial objections were partly based on an as-
sumption that expenditures for BMD would contribute to a futile
action-reaction competition in offense and defense systems.
"The laser billions, in this miserable world, could be better
:spent.“ {Guardian editorial, March 25, 1983) 1In addition, it
was argued that the United States could "not only be bewitched
into spending large sums on a brand new arsenal of weapons of
unproven value, but could also be lulled into a false sense of
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security by devices that would have to operate perfectly at the

time of an enemy attack." (Peter Pringle in The Observer,

March 27, 1983)

(U} Christoph Bertram argued that the United States simply
could not afford to implement the BMD proposals: the cost would
be prohibitive, even if the technology were available.

No money is there. If this new technology is to be
properly tested and developed, much greater expenditures
than the $1 billion envisaged for it in the new U.S.
defense budget would be necessary. However, where are
these funds to come from? Reagan will have had a hard
fight to save the military budget from cuts by the U.S.
Congress in any event. The day he delivered his televi-
sion speech, the House of Representatives made cuts of
$9 billion which now have tc be approved by the Senate.
Even if the concept were realistic, there is no money to
implement it.

(Bertram article in Die Zeit, April 1,.1383)

5. Soviet Reactions Will Negate U.S. BMD

(U) Several closely related criticisms of the U.S. BMD
propecsals focused on Soviet reactions that, it was presumed,
would inevitably be provoked, and thus create a more dangerous
situation for the United States and its allies.

(U) Some observers started from the premise that Soviet
motives in accepting the 1972 ABM Treaty were similar to those
of the United States--i.e., seeking stability through mutual
vulnerability:

In time Washington convinced Moscow that defensive
systems really are dangerous and in 1972 the two nations
signed the ABM treaty outlawing large-scale defensive
systems... the Soviet leaders ... seem to have accepted
the relationship of mutual vulnerability to retaliatory
strikes as an objective condition that they must live
with.

(University of Edinburgh Professcor David Holloway in
Washington Post, April 3, 1983)
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There is no doubt the Soviet Government is alarmed by
the reopening of what was thought to be one of the few
settled problems in the superpowers' strategic relation-
ship. Andropov's arguments reflect the once common
Soviet~American belief that ABM systems, if perfected by
one side, could destroy the balance of terror.

(Mark Frankland in The Observer, March 27, 1983)

(U} From this premise of U.S.-Soviet concord on the un-
desirability of defenses, it is a simple step to asserting that
the United States is initiating a new round in the "arms race"
and forcing the USSR to follow with inevitable emulation:
"...if the U.S. goes down this road, the Soviet Union will

also." (lan Davidson, Financial Times, March 28, 1983}

By spending much, much more, by building and building
again, we can at last make the world safe for mankind.
No more knife-edge deterrence. Simple defence.

It will not, alas, -be like that. The solemn, sadden-

ing logic of the nuclear arms race over thirty years is

" that anything one superpower can do, the‘other superpower
can do later. Thus the uncanny balance of weapon types
on both sides. If lasers and particle beams, three or
four decades on, should provide America with an ABM
screen at a cost beyond imagining, then Russia too will
construct its own screens and both sides will throw more
billions into finding ways through them.
(Emphasis added; Guardian editorial, March 25, 1983)

(U) Comparable interpretations acknowledged that the
Soviets are already quite active in BMD research and develop-
ment, but contended that the U.S. BMD proposals will provoke
intensified Soviet efforts, accelerate an arms race in BMD the
USSR might win, and promote the development of relatively
inexpensive countermeasures: -

Or perhaps last week's presidential speech was merely
a soothing cover for a more cynical but realistic calcu-
lation, that the Russians are bent on developing more

advanced ABM systems anyway. Pentagon analysts have
often suggested as much in pointing to Soviet research
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in phased-array radars, high-energy lasers and charged-
particle beams.

We can rest assured that whatever the Russians were
doing, they will now match the U.S. effort with massive
resources of their own.

(Emphasis in original; David Fairhall in The Guardian,
March 25, 1983)

In the Soviet Union as well as the United States, work
has been underway for years on interceptor or killer
satellites, laser beams and other means with which the
enemy's space vehicles and ballistic missiles could be
destroyed in the event of hostilities. Reagan's appeal
is new only in that it would expand the project and
newly formulate a nuclear strategy and the dimension of
the challenge to the Soviet Union., Since the President
now must count on increased activities by the other
superpower, we wonder what prompted him to make this
dramatic appeal to America‘'s scientists and technicians.
(Emphasis added; Augsburger Allgemeine, March 25, 1983,
in FBIS, March 25, 1983, p. Jb)

President Reagan has proclaimed the arms race in space...
in view of the consistent US underestimate of Soviet
military-scientific achievement over the last 40 years,
why does he think the US can win a space arms race?

{Lord Wayland Kennet, letter to the .London Times, March
25, 1983)

(U) Several interviewees asked why the United States would
seek to encourage Soviet BMD efforts, and expressed doubt as to
whether the United States could sustain BMD research and devel-
opment as consistently as the USSR, given probable cyclical
changes in the U.S. political decision-making structure.

Robert O'Neill, an Australian who is currently Director of the
International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, sug-
gested that the USSR will be "even more disposed than now to

.countering each American move with one of its own."” (0O'Neill

cited by Peter Osnos in Washington Post, March 30, 1983)

Christoph Bertram suggested that

...even if the necessary technology were available and
could reliably operate in the midst of exploding nuclear
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weapons, the Soviets would presumably develop cheaper

and more reliable counterweapons even before the American
defense system was operational.

{Bertram article in Die Zeit, April 1, 1983)

(For a similar view as to cheap and inevitable Soviet counter-
measures, see the London Times editorial of March 25, 1983.)

(U) The comparable reaction of national delegations at
NATO headquarters in Brussels was summed up as follows:

One initial reaction at NATO to President Reagan's 23
March speech on future 'defensive technologies' was that
every new technical weapon-—-offensive or defensive=-
tends rather soon to breed an effective counter-weapon.
Therefore it is asked how the US, whatever new anti-
missile techniques it is able to develop, can long keep
the USSR from developing similar counter-techniques,
which could then rapidly negate the whole US effort and
enormous investment that would probably be required.

Two obvious Soviet skills prompted such a remark in NATO
this week: one is the Soviet technical capacity demon-
strated by its space program; the other is Moscow's
adeptness so far in stealing technical secrets from the
Western side. : )

{Emphasis in original; report in the Brussels-based
publication, The Western World, a newsletter on Western
Security and NATO, vol. 3,'no. 11, March 25, 1983, p. 2)

6. Destabilization and Mutual Fears of Preemptive Attack
Could Cause War

{U) This argument carries the preceding criticism a step
further. Some West European observers simply stated rather
vaguely that the BMD proposals contained "destabilizing elements”
[German Social Democratic Party (SPD) disarmament specialist
Egon Bahr in FBIS, March 24, 1983, P. Jl) or that their in-
fluence "would be destabilizing, contributing to uncertainty
and suspicion." (London Times editorial, March 25, 1983)

French Defense Minister Charles Hernu offered a similarly

imprecise judgment as to the risk of instability:
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The imbalance which this new weapon would create would
be likely to create tensions... The real guestion which
must be asked is in fact the following: Is the system of
future ABM missiles desirable? The world's top experts
doubt that the deployment of this new defense system
would make it possible to produce a more stable world
situation than the one now guaranteed by the nuclear
balance., That is why I tend to think that President
Reagan is taking a risk by proposing this system,
(Emphasis added; Hernu interview in Paris-Match, April
22, 1983, p. 55)

(U) Most sources, published as well as interviews, were
more specific in describing a situation of mutual fear of
preemptive attack in which either the United States or the
Soviet Union could execute a "first strike® or provoke the
other side into preemptive attack in:order to forestall per-
ceived "first-strike" temptations.

The reason why defensive ABM systems can be destabi-
lising as President Reagan admitted, is that 'if they
are paired with offensive systems, they can be viewed as
fostering an aggressive policy.' 1f one superpower gets
an effective defensive system before the other, it might
believe it could launch an ‘attack with impunity: the
very attempt to acquire such a capability on a large
scale looks like an aggressive policy, raising the
spectre of pre—-emptive attack by the other side.

(Ian Davidson, Financial Times, March 28, 1983)

In any case, in the short term, the prospects outlined
in Mr. Reagan's speech are even more destabilizing:
would not the side which was first to find the ‘defense
ray' be tempted tc use its nuclear weapons, being sure
of impunity? That was certainly why the two superpowers
agreed in 1972 to ban the extension--and for the United
States the installation--of a missile-based anti-
missile defense. Will directional energy weapons take
over?

{Le Monde editorial, March 25, 1983)

(U) Similar views--equating superpower propensity to
first-strike temptations and preemption--appeared in the Guard-
ian editorial of March 25, 1983, and in an article by Hans-

Joachim Nimtz, Frankfurter Neue Presse, April 9, 1983, The
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interview sources who articulated this view drew little or no
distinction between the intentions and policies of the United
States and the Soviet Union. "It would be a new arms race.
Each side would have to make a worst case assessment of its own
BMD's effectiveness} rating it low, and a worst case assessment
of the other's, rating it high. Each side would attribute the
other side high effectiveness, and tensions would increase.
Each side could feel forced to preempt before it's too late,
because of this problem of timing." (West German)

(U) Edwinha Moreton, a member of the editorial staff of
the Economist in London, published a-similarly impartial and
apolitical assessment just before the President made his speech

of March 23:
-

A successfully developed satellite-based laser weapon
could conceivably be used defensively to shoot down
incoming enemy missiles, - But if such a weapon were ever
deployed it would also shoot the legs out from under the
principle of stability through deterrence. Unlike an
ABM system constructed for hard=-site missile defence, a
space-~based ABM would by its nature be able to protect
not only missiles, but also cities from enemy attack.
Any state with the ability to protect its own weapons
and population centres from attack could launch a first
strike at enemy targets with impunity.
(Moreton, "Untying the Nuclear Knot," in Gerald Segal,
Edwina Moreton, Lawrence Freedman, and John Baylis,
Nuclear War and Nuclear Peace, London: Macmillan, 1983,
p. 72) '

(U) Only a minority of the critical sources identified
the USSR as the superpower more likely to strike first in a
'situation of uncertainty and instability presumed to arise
during a process of competitive BMD deployments by both the
United States and the USSR. As David Watt, Director of the

Royal Institute of International Affairs in London, put it,
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The trouble is that we cannot be certain that the Rus-
sians would display similar sgueamishness...if they
managed to solve the problem of shooting down American
rockets with certainty before the Americans solved the
problem of shooting down Soviet ones. In conventional
situations when there has been no external constraint,
such as Afghanistan or Eastern Europe, Soviet behaviour
has been brutal,..

the perfect ABM would be extremely destabilising. If
one superpower possessed it and the other did not (a
situation which in any case could not last more than a
year or two)} then one superpower would have the whiphand
--which is all right if it's us, not so good if it's
them,
(Emphasis added; Watt article in the London Times,
April 8, 1983)

The conservative newspaper Die Welt editorialized that, "To

forestall American superiority in the future, they [the Soviets]

could be tempted to use their current [offensivel] superiority

that has been gained during detente." (FBIS, March 23, 1983,

p. J6)

kS

(U) Serge Maffert of the Paris newspaper Le Figaro was

apparently alone in speculating that the U.S., BMD proposals

were intended to promote an economic destabilization of the

USSR:

For a certain number of the President's close advisers,
the Soviet Union is about to experience an economic
collapse that could bring down the regime itself... the
United States might use economic weapons to give a sup-
plementary and sufficiently strong push to bring about
destabilization... To force the USSR into a star wars-
style arms race would, they think, have a catastrophic
effect on its economy.

(Le Figaro, March 25, 1983)

7. Western Europe May Be Subordinated to the United States in

a Superpower Condominium

(U) This criticism was a rather secondary theme, but it

should not be slighted. The feeling that Europe has lost

control over its own destiny has come to the fore periodically
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in the past, with a sense of resentment regarding dependence on
tﬁe United States. BMD systems devised and controlled by the
United States could be perceived as underlining once ageain
Western Europe's technical and military dependence on the
United States, with counterproductive political effects. As
might be expected, French sources were the most explicit in
deploring the risk of Western Europe's being subordinated to
the United States in a strengthened superpower condominium
over the two halves of Europe:

In placing the responsibility for defense on advanced
space-based technologies, Washington is excluding medium
powers from the future, for they will be incapable.of
participating in this new type of arms race. This means
that, if the new project were pursued, one of its first
consequences would be to dangerously reinforce the policy
of blocs., If in fact the way Ronald Reagan has indicated
were followed, the abandonment of deterrence policy and

" the extreme sophistication of defense arms ‘in the future
would leave the two superpowers alone in facing each
other, with the other countries, for lack of means, in
the role of protectorates of one camp or the other.
This is something Europeans cannot be happy about.
({Philippe Marcovivi in Le Quotidien de Paris, March 25,
1983)

If, by way of precaution, the two powers maintained
their vast panoply of missiles and bombers, would there
not be two arms races, the current cne and that which
would result from the space rivalry? ... This unilateral
mastery-—even bilateral, whether competitive or comple-
mentary--of space would lead to a form of hegemony which
the rest of the world can scarcely accept, even if its
purpose is imposing non-war between the two superpowers.
(General Pierre-Marie Gallois, "Scoutisme et KGB:
Refl&xions sur la candeur des Occidentaux,"” Politigue
Internationale, no. 20, Summer 1983, pp. 234-5)

The Swiss Neue Zuercher Zeitung, in its summary of West German

reactions to the U.,S, BMD proposals, also noted concern regard-

ing Europe's potential dependence and subordination:
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The press commentaries [in West Germany] often talk
about how Reagan's idea for the future is indeed attrac-
tive at first glance, but on the whole sceptical tones
tend to predominate. The fear is expressed that the
costly development of the desired laser technology will
ring in a new round in the arms race and, besides that,
definitely militarize outer space. A number of commen-
taries raise the gquestion of Europe's fate in terms of
Reagan's new vision of strategy. Does his design ulti-
mately mean the total dependence of defense policy on
American technology, or even an American departure from
Europe?

(Emphasis added: Neue Zuercher Zeitung, March 27, 1983)

8, Conventional Imbalances Would Threaten Western Europe

(U) One West German interviewee expressed this argument as
follows: "Western Europe will lose its U,S. ICBM protection
when the USSR develops RMD, and conventional war will then
become more attractive for the Soviets.” Probably the highest-
level European official to articulate this assessment publicly
was French Defense Minister Charles Hernu:

Sanctuarizing still more the two superpowers, it would
accentuate the effects in Europe of the disequilibrium
in conventional forces. )

(Hernu cited in Luc Tinseau, Rapport fait au nom de la
Commission de la D&fense Nationale et des Forces Armées
sur le projet de loi (no. 1452) portant approbation de
la programmation militaire pour les années 1984-1988,
no. 1485 (Paris: Assemblée Nationale, May 1983), p. 95)

(U) Some sources described the prospect as a return to the
situation of the 1930s, with war in Europe made more probable
by the neutralization of offensive nuclear weapons. For example,

David Watt, the Director of the Royal Institute of International

Affairs in London, argued that

if both superpowers lose the capacity to destroy each
other we are back to the 1930s and an era in which
regional conflict forever threatens to escalate into
conventional war on global levels... In 40 years fear
of nuclear weapons has done more to undermine war as an
instrument of policy than anything else in the history
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of mankind. Remove that fear and we are back where we
started.

(David Watt article in the London Times, April 8, 1983)
(U) Ten months before President Reagan made his BMD pro-
posals, in May 1982, a French analysis of BMD implications
advanced a comparable conclusion, with nuclear conflict at low
levels nonetheless still seen as possible:

If each of the two superpowers obtained such a system,
one would be led to a simple reciprocal neutralization
of strategic arms... One would return to the situation
of 1939, and the balance of conventional forces would
regain all its meaning... In its current state of
atfairs, the result would be the disappearance of deter-
rence from the fact of the West's weakness in conven=-
tional materiel, and war would again be possible, if not
probable, on the European continent. It would probably
be nuclear on the battlefield and its environment,
(Georges Outrey, "Missiles et anti-missiles,"” Défense
Nationale, May 1982, pp. 28-29)

(U} The thrust of several commentaries was captured in
Der Spiegel's declaration that "Such a development-—-Eurcpe as
ersatz conventional battleground of the great powers-~could
not be tolerated hy the West Eurcopean allies of the U.S." (April
4, 1983) (Similar views were expressed in editorials in Le

Monde and the Koblenz Rhein-Zeitung, both on March 25, and by

General Pierre-Marie Gallois in Paris-Match, April 8, 1983.)

{U) It should be noted that this criticism assumes that
the BMD proposals are technically feasible, or that £heir
implementation would at least bhe perceiyed as sufficiently
technically credible by both superpowers, whatever the opera-
tional uncertainties in practice, This criticism therefore
directly contradicts the fourth in this paper's list, which

contended, among other things, that the proposals were either
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technically infeasible or financially prohibitive. If the
proposals are in fact technically infeasible or too costly to
realize, neither neutralization of offensive strategic forces
by BMD nor any consequent reinstatement of meaningful conven-
tional force imbalances need be feared.

9. The United States Could Adopt a "Fortress America" Posture

and Abandon Western Europe to Soviet Domination or War
Limited to Europe

(U) Interview sources elaborated on a theme Peter Osnos

reported in the Washington Post: "'If you have this protection

for yourselves,' a senior British diplomat observed, 'defending
Europe becomes harder to justify.™ (March 30, 1983) Inter-
viewees confirmed that the BMD proposals were seen as a possible
unintended signal for long-term trends tending to isolate U.S,
security from that of Western Europe. "The 'stér wars' speech
was interpreted as maybe an intenpion to reduce risks to the
U.S5. and withdfaw the guarantee, Why should the U.S. continue
to run the risks of getting involved in a strategic nuclear war
if it's no longer necessary to have U.S. troops on the front
line in West Germany to help protect the U.S.? 1If the U.S.
guarantee no longer existed, Western Europe would have to
accommodate to the USSR," (West German)

(U) A few interviewees added that they were all the more
inclined to favor this interpretation of U.S. motives because
they associated the BMD proposals with American conservatives
reputed to favor U.S. troop withdrawals and other reductions in
U.S. commitments to European security. Specious as the linkage

may be, some interviewees connected U.S, discussions of troop
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withdrawals to the BMD proposals., Incidentally, Edward Teller
has been quoted as holding that "We need to be in a situation
where we are not subject to nuclear blackmail, where no matter
how other conflicts come out we can at least be safe at home,
without allies." (Time, April 4, 1983, p. 1l1)

(U) The basic concept noted by all interviewees, though
not all endorsed it as a probable outcome, was one of "super-
power bilateralism leading to a withdrawal of the U.S. guarantee
to Europe.” (French) In other words, the BMD proposals were
seen as promoting capabilities that would break the unity and
equality of risk-sharing hetween Western Europe and North
America believed to reside in universal vulnerability to ballis-
tic missile attack., If the'United States could protect North
"America without running risks in Europe, the Americans could
eventually be tempted to withdraw from Western Furope, with all
of Europe then’falling under Soviét domination. Alternatively,
withdrawal of the U.S. strategic nuclear guarantee without
withdrawal of U.S. forces could lead to war limited to Europe,
with the United States able to prevent any exfension of war to
ﬁhe intercontinental level:

...President Reagan's vision of an infallible antiballis-
tic missile system is an appalling one., It separates

the United States from her allies, of course, because it
raises the possibility of a war in Europe from which the
Americans could stand aloof.

(David Watt article in London IiEEE' April 8, 1983)

Even conservative circles in Europe fear a separate
'‘Euro-strategic balance.' This would represent a poten-
tial temptation to the USA to in fact play with the idea

of a limited nuclear war, which would not touch 'For-
tress America.' Reagan's latest plans to develop an
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effective anti-missile defensive belt move in this
direction.

(Pierre Simonitsch article in Frankfurter Rundschau,
March 31, 1983)

The opponents of [INF] counterarmament might ask: Doesn't
this prove that America, which will be secure behind its
defensive wall, actually wants to confine nuclear war to
Europe? 1In so doing, they certainly will pass off
Reagan's concept as reality, as Oskar Lafontaine~--with
the quickness of someone already convinced of it=--did
early this week at the Young Socialists National Congress.
The Soviets will eagerly add grist to the mills.
Washington, Andropov said in Pravda, wanted to turn the
European countries into 'nuclear hostages.'

(Christoph Bertram article in Die Zeit, April 1, 1983)
'I fear this will be an issue that could become extremely
divisive between the Europeans and the U.S. because it
is tending toward Fortress America,' said British Colonel
Jonathan Alford of the International Institute for
Strategic Studies in London. 'The proposal intends to
put a bubble over the U.S. and that would be followed by
a bubble over the Soviet Union. If we can't threaten to
strike the Soviet Union, we Europeans are going to be
out in the cold.,' ,

(Time, April 4, 1983, p. 13)

10, American and Soviet Critics. of the U:S. Proposals are
Correct ‘

(U) This may appear to be a minor point, and not a sub-
stantive criticism of the U.S. proposals in its own right, but
one of the negative reactions was to appeal to American or
Soviet criticisms as accurate. West European critics felt
their arguments reinforced if they could cite American or
Soviet authorities with similar views.

(U) A bit of anecdotal evidence as to the standing in
European eyes of these American and Soviet authorities regarding
BMD prior to the March 1983 proposals may be inferred from a
collogquium the Institut Frangais des Relations Internationales

sponsored in 1981, The theme of the colloguium was "Science
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and Disarmament."” Four of the U.S., contributors--Wolfgang
Panofsky, Jack Ruina, Kosta Tsipis, and Paul Doty--referred

to the ABM Treaty as a major accomplishment of arms control to
be preserved, as did the sole Soviet participant, General
Mikhail Milstein. No participant of any nationality recommended
revisions or abrogation of the ABM Treaty. (For details, see

Pierre Lellouche, ed., La science et le désarmement, Paris:

Institut Frangais des Relations Internationales, 198l.)
{(U) Several U.S. critics of the March 1983 proposals were -

cited by name--e.g., Sidney Drell in Der Spiegel (April 4,

1983) and Jeremy Stone in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung

(March 26, 1983). The article by Anthony Lewis in the New York
Times (which cited Jerome Wiesner and concluded that "it's really
a declaration of a new cycle in the arms race“i“was reproduced

in the London Times (March 30, 19?3).

(U) Intefview sources referred in particular to the re-
ported skepticism of Dr. James P. Wade, Principal Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering. (Wade's
Congressional testimony in 198l and 1982 was recalled in such

U.S. publications as Air Force, May 1983, and National Journal,

April 9, 1983.) Richard Garwin was also mentioned by inter-
viewees: "There are so many arguments against BMD. One can
only hope that U.S. interest in it will fade away. Garwin
destroyed Teller on the subject on German television.," (West
German)

(U) Labour party leader Michael Foot emphasized the Amer-
ican critics of the BMD proposals to justify his own disapproval,
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Don't let anyone accuse me of being anti-American hecause
I criticise the President's latest contribution to the
space—age arms race. To expose the true nature of the
horrific fantasies behind his words may be the most pro-
American stance we can take. And I am glad to say that
many sober, imaginative warnings have already been let
loose on the other side of the Atlantic,

(Emphasis added; Foot speech on March 28, 1983, in

FBIS, March 28, 1983, p. 0l)

(U) When the President's Commission on Strategic Forces
released its report in April, European observers contrasted its
recommendations with the BMD proposals made in March:

This general approach contrasts starkly with Presi-
dent Reagan's penchant for either instant solutions to
U.S5. perceived military weakness, as in his demands for
massive increases in defence spending, or end-of-the-~
rainbow recipes, as in his recent Star Wars speech,

Almost in passing the Scowcroft commission dismisses
the idea that safety lies in the urgent pursuit of anti-
ballistic missile defences. On the contrary, far from
being able to look forward to a brave new world without
nuclear weapons, the U.S., must keep its arsenal in trim
in case the Russians step up their anti-bhallistic missile

- defences.,
(Emphasis added; Ian Davidson in Financial Times, April
18, 1983) E

(U} A few European sources concluded that the Soviet accu-
sations against President Reagan--i.e., that he would like to
achieve first-strike capability against the USSR--were correct.
Christoph Bertram, for example, wrote that

Theoretically, a situation would be conceivable in
which a missile defense system would not affect the
strategic stability between the two superpowers--if both
countries were in a position to implement such a system
in the same way and at the same time, However, the
Soviets are afraid that the Americans would finish
first--long before them--and that they then would no
longer be deterred by Soviet nuclear weapons. For this
reason, Andropov also accused Reagan of striving for a
first=-strike capability against the Soviet Union. For
him, Reagan's dream 1s further confirmation that the
United States is aiming at superiority. As far as the
president himself is concerned, this is not actually

wrong.
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He would like to have superiority, and he in fact
regards technology as the triumph of the West. He re-
cently again claimed that America's nuclear superiority
20 years ago led to the peaceful settlement of the Cuban

crisis.
iEmghasis added; Bertram article in Die Zeit, April 1,
983)

{U) The last sentence of Bertram's statement should per-
haps be explained. The West Europeans who believe that nuclear
superiority is unattainable or meaningless reject interpreta-
tions of the 1962 Cuban crisis that attribute its resolution to
U.S. nuclear superiority at the time; they prefer interpreta-
tions that explain the outcome as owing to U.S. conventional
force superiority in the Caribbean or Soviet restraint. Endors-
ing the political and operational utility of nuclear superiority
could have unwelcome consequences for the arms control and
strategic stability theories generally favored in Western
Europe, so perceived signs of U.S. interest in superiority .are
often deplored'as destabilizing.

(U) The logical conclusion of the association with the
U.S. and Soviet critics of the President's BMD proposals is that
West European governments and publics must dissociate themselves
from the U.S, administration in this respect. Depriving the
BMD proposals of legitimacy will implicitly oblige the United
States to reconsider.

What are the consequences for the Europeans? It is not
enough to throw up one's hands and again deplore the er-
ratic U.S., presidents., Success at the Geneva negotiations
as well as compensating for the unbearable Soviet nuclear
advantage if these negotiations fail are in the interests
of the European allies. They--but above all the former
and new federal ([German] governments--have managed to en-
sure that a negotiable proposal is on the table in Geneva.

They cannot afford to see political opportunities cpenly
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gambled away through the thoughtless words of a presi-
dent. Counterarmament will still confront them with
painful decisions. 1In this respect, they require a
clear and plausible concept of how deterrence and arms
control in West Europe are to be credibly tied together.
If America stutters, the Europeans must formulate this
concept.

The new proposals in Geneva have actually not ended
the political controversy over counterarmament--as the
Easter marches during the next few days will show. By
talking big, Ronald Reagan has given new impetus to the
nuclear fears in Eurcpe. It would be a step toward a
clear-cut European position if we were to dissociate
ourselves in a measured bhut firm manner.

(Emphasis added: Christoph Bertram article in Die Zeit,
April 1, 1983)

More than ever the truth is underlined--the superpowers
have not got super brains. The remedy must come from
some cf the smaller countries which can speak out more
wisely and imaginatively. The Labour Party undertakes
that responsibility all the more so because our own
government shows no sign of discharging its duty on this
greatest-of-all guestion. .

(Emphasis added: Michael Foot speech on March 28, 1983,
in FBIS, March 28, 1983, p. Q2) ,

ll., The U.S. Proposals Condemn Punitive Deterrence as Immoral
But Offer No Practical and Timely Alternative

(U) This criticism was expressed more frequently in inter-
views than in published sources. Hans Ruehle, the head of the
Planning Staff in West Germany's Defense Ministry, probably
came closer than anyone'else to publicly articulating this
objection to the U.S. BMD proposals:

...there might be less positive consequences from the
fact that the American President combined his proposal
with explicit criticism of the basic assumptions and
means of the existing security system. That alters
nothing of the fact that he deems it necessary to main-
tain the present means of deterrence for a transitional
period of at least twenty years. By his attesting a
general offensive character to atomic missiles and
therefore depicting them as dangerous and destabilizing,
Reagan has in this respect adopted in essential points
the critigue of the opponents of [INF] modernization in
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Europe and has thus hampered the political implementation
of this program.

(Emphasis added; Ruehle article in Christ und Welt,
Rheinischer Merkur, April 1, 1983)

(U) The criticism was implicit as well in certain state-
ments by West German Defense Minister Manfred Woerner and
Bavarian Minister-President Franz-Josef Strauss, who strongly
emphasized the necessity to rely for the next 10 or 15 years or
sO on existing policies for deterrence and arms control:

Woerner feels Reagan's strategy 'attempts to orient more
strongly toward defense considerations while employing
the technical possibilities available in the next cen-
tury.'® The U.S. President's ideas would not become
effective in military practice until the end of this
century at the earliest, 'even if research work is
carried out as intensively as possible.' 'They represent
no solution for the security problems that Europe and
the Western World have today and will have tomorrow.
'We will therefore probably have to continue living
during the next l0-15 years with the current strate egy of
~deterrence based on a broad spectrum of conventional and
nuclear weapons.' Woerner feels 'that we can also pre-
vent a war in Europe during the decades up to the end of
the century.' However, this presupposes that the West
will not weaken in its defense efforts, Reagan's strate-
gic considerations 'must not weaken our efforts to
achieve disarmament agreements--palanced disarmament
agreements in all weapons sectors,' emphasized Woerner.
(Emphasis added; Woerner in Deutsche Presse-Agentur
({DPA) interview on March 24, 1983, in FBIS, March 25,
1983, p. J1)

...it is necessary to prevent dangerous propaganda from
implying that this would render superfluous the implemen-
tation of the dual decision which, after all, is supposed
to be completely carried out by 1985, [sic] This is so
because from 1985 Europeans will be vulnerable to strate-
gic blackmail and the decline in the credibility of U.S,
deterrence will begin. Considering the unpredictability
of technical development and its positive and negative
possibilities, no one can tell at this time whether by
the year 2000 th1ngs will have turned out to be as fore-
cast by Reagan's visionary utterances. It's not as if
one can fold one's hands on one's lap and lock the topic
of security away in a drawer.

(Emphasis added: interview with Strauss in Die Welt,
March 27, 1983, in FBIS, March 29, 1983, p. Jll)
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(U) Interview sources were more emphatic. "It makes no
sense to label the current strategy as immoral; but the Presi-
dent condemned it as immoral, even though we have to live with
it for 20 or 30 years more, and maybe much longér.“ (West
German) "It was and will be devastating in Western Furope. If
you say offensive weapons are immoral, you support the peace
movement and the bishops. But deterrence by threat of offen-
sive retaliation has been part of the human condition ever
since primitive societies, and we have no other choice but to
stick with it." (West German) "It is dangerous to imply that
defensive capabilities are at hand. . It raises false expecta-
tions concerning the present and future value of the deterrence
system. We have stability mow through mutual vulnerability."

~{West German)

D. POSITIVE REACTIONS

{U) The published evidence and interview sources suggest
that most of the positive reactions to the U.,S., BMD proposals
were fairly cautious and unenthusiastic denials of some key
propositions of the critics of the BMD proposals. Only two
truly positive arguments in favor of the proposals were advanced,
and these by only a relatively small number of commentators.
These two interrelated positive arguments stress (a) the moral
superiority of a defensively oriented stfategy and (b) the idea
that defensive competition is more praiseworthy than offensively

oriented arms racing. Why positive reactions were so muted
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appears partly attributable to the circumstances of the March

1983 BMD proposals.

l, Unenthusiastic Denials of Critical Arguments

{({U) British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher endorsed the
idea of research on BMD, denied that there was any intent to
violate the ABM Treaty, and in a single statement gualified the
accusation that the United States had failed to consult:

On consultations, none. We were informed it [President
Reagan's speech] was going to be made. There is a
fantastic amount of research to be done... I think it
is very justifiable to continue to make that research...
The ant-i-ballistic missile agreement does not affect
research.
(Cited in the Guardian, March- 30, 1983,)
Incidentally, this statement is the only one that refers to
U.S. notification in advance of the BMD propoéals. Interview
sources speculated that Mrs. Thatcher might have been alone or
part of a very small handful of West Europeans to have received
;
prior notice of the BMD proposals; and she rather pointedly
noted that this notice did not consist of consultations.

(U} Another example of somewhat unenthusiastié endorsement
of the BMD proposals was the conviction that the technical
challenges of devising effective BMD would prevent any destabi-
lization of the existing deterrence system. "I doubt if a BMD
competition would necessarily be destabilizing. There are so
many nuclear weapons, and I doubt if really watertight defenses
Ncan be built." (West German) "BMD won't change the situation,
There are plenty of redundant nuclear weapons to overwhelm
defenses and penetrate., Stabhility will probably still pe

secure."” (British)
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(U) Similarly, a French analysis published in May 1982
concluded that space-based BMD would be of such uncertain
effectiveness and so vulnerable to countermeasures that it
"would not fundamentally modify the strategy of nuclear deter-
rence between the superpowers." (Georges Outrey, "Missiles et

anti-missiles," D&fense Naticnale, May 1982, p. 29)

(U} The closest any published statement came to describ-
ing the BMD proposals as essentially deterrence-as-usual rather
than implying potentially fundamental change was the Rritish
government announcement that it welcomed the President's pro-
posals as an "indication of American, determination to remain
wholly effective." (Cited in the Guardian, March 26, 1983.)

(U) Other critical arguments were also disputed--e.g.,
those focusing on the risk of the United States™ placing its own
security in a special category through BMD and thus (a) decoupl-

4

ing from Western Europe and (b) increasing prospects for conven-
tional or nuclear war limited to Europe. The Economist noted
that U.S, officials "were careful to reassure such European
allies as were bothered by the president's rather distant
proposal that it was not a step towards the abandonment of the
defence of Europe." (March 26, 1983) West German officials
made the most emphatic denials.

The Federal Government [of Germany] regards it as 'self-

evident' that President Reagan's ideas 'must also take

into account Europe's legitimate defense interests,’

Sudhoff said that the U.S. plans were ‘dreams for the

future,' and that for the next 10 to 15 years there

would be no change in the present strategy. He said

that as far as these considerations, which extend to the

end of the present century, are concerned, 'I believe we
will have to leave that to developments.' He indicated
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that it was not to be expected that Reagan's ideas would
influence the Geneva disarmament negotiations on medium-
range weapons.

(Emphasis added; Hamburg DPA dispatch, March 25, 1983,
in FBIS, March 25, 1983, p. J5)

For the intermediate powers this will mean that it will
be necessary to retain a mixed system of conventional
armament and nuclear means of delivery. It will mean
that European security will be just as great as that of
the United States because of U,S, invulnerability, with
the proviso that the alliance is fully capable of func-
tioning. This must not mean, however, that small and
medium wars in Europe will be considered wageable again.
{Emphasis added; interview with Bavarian Minister-
President Franz-Josef Strauss in Die Welt, March 27,
1983, in FBIS, March 29, 1983, p. J1ll)

2. The Moral Superiority of Defensive Strategies

(UJ) West German observers stressed the possible moral ad-
vantages of a defensive strategy over a retaliatory, punitive,
and threat-oriented strateg§. Dr. Hans Ruehlé, head of the West
iGerman Defense Ministry's Planning Staff, elabé?ated on this
theme at unusual length:

There should be no doubt that Reagan's conceptions of
a nonnuclear defense option are capable of greatly weaken-
ing the public's growing criticism on the ethical-moral
aspects of mutual threats with nuclear weapons of mass
destruction. The superior moral quality of a position
which refuses to meet one threat with a counterthreat--
by the motto: to give measure for measure--is indisput-
able as far as that goes. The consolidating effect of
such an option on the discussion of security policy in
Western societies is accordingly to be valued highly.
In this way, the antagonism that has developed between,
on the one hand, the security policy of governments,
and, on the other, the fears of the population that
this policy endangers both peace and Western security
could be mitigated at least to a substantial degree.

Reagan's proposal assumes political weight through
the linking of the moral vision with the prospect of
its technical feasibility in conjunction with the con-
crete research programs in the current defense budget.
No one in the Alliance will be able to resist the sugges-
tive effect of a strategy with purely defensive means.
The awareness of standing together for the better cause
now too with the strategy of higher moral value could
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further strengthen the cohesion in the Alliance.
(Emphasis added; Ruehle article in Christ und Welt,
Rheinischer Merkur, April 1, 1983)

{U) Other references to the moral superiority of defensive
weapons over offensive ones were briefer, but included observers
as prominent as West German Defense Minister Manfred Woerner.

«.++8uch a technology would naturally be a considerable
moral improvement in the position because it would
demonstrate our role as defenders. Threat wouldn't be
set against threat any more because the threat of the
adversary would simply become ineffective.

{(Woerner on Mainz ZDF television, March 24, 1983, in
FBIS, March 25, 1983, p. J4)

Reagan's vision of developing a strategic defensive
force to guard against the competing world power, the
Soviet Union, and its first-strike capabilities meets
today's deeply rooted need of mankind to eliminate
threat as a means for securing one's own security.
{Ruediger Moniac in Die Welt, March 25, 1983)

(In Rome] The Christian Democratic Party, daily ([Il]
Popolo spoke of technology for peace in Reagan's defen-
'sive plans. and said his speech constituted a first
formal and public American commitment to mobilize tech-
nological leadership to free the world from a strategy
of "guaranteed reciprocal destruction."

(FBIS, March 28, 1983, p. Ll1)

3. The Special Benign Character of Defensive Arms Competition

(U) Whether this point constitutes an argument truly dis-
tinct from the idea of the moral éuperiority of defensive
strategies is debatable. The point was nonetheless set forth
as a separate argument in favor of the U.S. BMD proposals:

That the better space-based system of strategic defense
could lead to a new arms race cannot be dismissed out of
hand. But a competition for the best defensive concep-
tion should be appraised differently from the previous
arms race. Wwho would have dared to dream a few days ago
that the two superpowers could be ocuthidding each other
financially and organizationally to develop the most

ef fective strategic defense concept?

{(Emphasis added:; Hans Ruehle article in Christ und

Welt, Rheinischer Merkur, April 1, 1983)
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We would be doing Reagan an injustice if we implied that
he was just outlining a science fiction novel to avoid
making unpleasant decisions on topical problems. It is
known that this month Washington will make concrete
proposals for the Geneva negotiations. Actually, we can
only welcome the fact that the same President who is
accused not only by the East of having an almost insati-
able appetite for increasingly effective l(offensive]
weapons, is trying to break away from the devilish arms
spiral in the East and West.

(Emphasis added:; Duesseldorf Rheinische Post,

March 25, 1983, in FBIS, March 25, 1983, p. J5)

On the question of whether the arms race will not be
further intensified as a result of the development of
new radiation technology and the possible military
exploitation of space, [West German Defense Minister
Manfred) Woerner replied, 'I cannot exclude this.' A
decisive point would be, however, that the arms race
would then take place in a purely defensive sector, that
is to say, there would be a 'race to see who could pro-
duce the best defensive weapons.' That could not be
harmful.

(Emphasis added; DPA dispatch, March 24, 1983, in

FBIS, March 25, 1983, p. Jl)

(U) . Woerner also stated that "The Soviets cannot feel
threaténed by the West's defensivg weapons because they are
only ready for use to defend against Soviet missiles," and that
"a world based exclusively on defensive weapons would be more
secure." (DPA dispatch, March 24, 1983, in FBIS, March 25,
1983, p. J1). Although the latter proposition is theoretically
quite defensible, most West European critics doubted that a
world without offensive weapons would in fact follow from a
competition in defensive weapons and judged a mix of offensive
and defensive systems more probable. Woerner himself is re-
ported to have expressed a somewhat different view later in the
same day: "...you could try to create security withoué nuc lear
missiles, although within limits." (Woerner on Mainz ZDF

television, March 24, 1983, in FBIS, March 25, 1983, p. J4)
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Woerner's statement that the "Soviets cannot feel threatened by
the West's defensive weapons" was, as noted in Section C, vul-
nerable to President Reagan's observation that defensive systems -
can--if "paired with offensive systems"--"be viewed as fostering
an aggressive policy."

(U) It might be noted that virtually all these positive
reactions, including the unenthusiastic denials of the negative
reactions, derive from conservative sources--Mrs. Thatcher,
spokesmen of the CDU/CSU-led government in West Germany, Italian
Christian Democrats, or conservative newspapers such as Die Welt.

4. Circumstantial Factors

(U) The relatively unenthusiastic character of even the
positive West European reactions to the U.S. BMD proposals may
be partially explained by the circumstances and  manner in which
they were presented. The U.S. fajlure to consult, even while

)
proclaiming U.S. interest in close consultations and concern
for allied interests, unsettled and annoyed even conservative
and essentially sympathetic Europeans. Reactions probably
would not have been substantively dif ferent if brior consulta-
tions had taken place, but the abruptness of the surprise was
not conducive to the preparation of supportive arguments.

(U) If consultations had taken place, West Europeans might
well havé recommended that at least four -features of the propo-
sals be altered to improve prospects for a less negative public
reaction:

1., The President should not have cast the United States

in a role susceptible to béing per;eived as initiating
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a new round of the arms race. This perception--the
root of many of the negative reactions--could have

been diluted, if not avoided, by calling public atten-
tion to the magnitude of Soviet BMD research and
development efforts since the ABM Treaty was signed in
1372, including various possible violations of that
agreement. No allusion to this or to related Soviet
space warfare activities was featured in the President's
speech, unfortunately. This facilitated a perception
of U,S. initiatives in BMD and space warfare forcing
the USSR to react, at a time when the converse is the
truth.

The President should not have condemﬁed the existing
strategy of deterrence as immoral, wﬁén the West has

no choice but to continqe to uphold it for at least

two decades, if not longer. It would have been more
suitable to describe the existing strategy as necessary
and moral, but only temporary, in that a better and
even more moral strategy is foreseeable in the future,.
The condemnation of the existing strategy as immoral
was perceived by several interviewees as a gratuitous
stimulus to the antinuclear protest movements, and of
no benefit to those Europeans trying to defend NATO

and its strategy of "flexible response."

The President should not have included the paragraph

in his speech about defensive systems possibly "foster-
ing an aggressive policy"” in conjunction with offensive
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systems., Rather than serving to disarm critics, it
provided them with a weapon they used repeatedly and
effectively. While the critics would undoubtedly have
made the same argument if the paragraph had been
omitted, it would have lacked.Presidential authority.
It would have been better to focus the stress more
thoroughly on reducing offensive arms and building
defensive ones.

The President should not have made such a dramatic
surprise statement about technological options that
may be some 17 years distant and that are_associated
with people perceived to be (however unfairly) advo-
cates of implausible schemes. This made the concepts
of BMD, damage-limiting, and active- defenses seem less
responsible and serious to a large number of people--an
effect precisely contrary to what the President presum-
ably intended. If no solution is likely to be avail-
able until the year 2000, why make a media event of
the initiation of research--casting the United States
in the role‘of the engine of the arms race with propo-
sals of uncertain technical feasibility and undeter-
mined strategic and political implications?

These circumstantial factors helped to make reactions

.to President Reagan's BMD proposals less positive--and even

more negative--than they might have been. While European

reactions to U.S. BMD initiatives would have been predominantly

negative even if these factors were changed as suggested here,
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one understands why a sympathetic French interviewee judged

that "Reagan's speech harmed the cause of BMD, both here in
Europe and in the United States." These factors help to explain
why Dr. Hans Ruehle, head of the Planning Staff in Bonn's De-

fense Ministry, concluded his article on the U.S. proposals as

follows:

All in all, even well-wishing European ohservers are
left with mixed feeling about Reagan's proposal. People
knew that a concept of strategic defense was sensible,
necessary and to be expected. Yet now that it is here,
there are difficulties in coming out for it with verve.
(Ruehle article in Christ und Welt, Rheinischer Merkur,
April 1, 1983)

E, POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND ISSUES
(U) Sections C and D provided an analytical description
of West European reactions to the U.S. BMD propggals of March
1983. The ﬁrincipal policy implications and issues in European-
American security relations thatAHay well arise from these
reactions and proposals may be grouped under six headings:
1. Soviet BMD activities and their potential role in
overall Soviet political-military strategies toward
Western Europe and the United States
2. Possible types of U.S. BMD programs and implications
for extended deterrence
3. The breadth of the requirements of a damage-limiting
strategy in Western Europe, and some of the unanswered
questions raised by the U.S. BMD proposals
4. Specific issues associated with anti-tactical missiles

(ATM)
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5. The political prospects of Western Europe's accepting
possible U.S. proposals for a reorientation of Western
strategy in the direction of greater emphasis on de-
fensive and damage~-limiting measures and on nonsuicidal
and discriminate offensive options

6. The political and military implications of British and
French strategic nuclear forces possibly being rendered
less effective,

(U) This list is obviously not definitively comprehen