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I. Issues for Decision 3 W @

The DFRC has directed a review of strategic force policy in order oA '&
to provide a basis for more refined, comprehensive, and integrated S8 BE <
Presidential guidence than is contained in NSDM-16. A series of inter- & 55 _ &
_agency studies were integrated and summarized in the Executive Summary. é’ g g 3\\

Sen <O [

The many issues that emerged ebout U.S. strategic muclear no].icy EE ~»

i obJectives » their relative priorities, and how to attain these objecgives g an
" are so interrelated that most decisions in individual issuves should be 50 mN £ '
made within a framework of basic choices regarding overall U.S. strategic & DI A E
nuclear policy. Consequently, the study group developed a set ‘of "Generall ~¥ I-E )
Strategic Alternatives” which-deal primarily with strategic offensive = QM Em
nd/control. A se _concerns strategic gi"'% 2 gm
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U.S. Strategic Objectives and
Force Posture .

Summary of Issues for Decision °

;and their interrelations.

Decision B. Strategic Defense Alternatives.
defensive posture be:

e strateg:c

1. Minimm defense to support warning and surveillance;
2. Defense against small attacks;

3. Defense of strategic retaliatory forces and the NCA;
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. Lk, Defense against‘ small attacks and hard-site defense of
land-based missiles; or

5. Defense to enforce favorable war oﬁtcomes?

-~ Specifics of U.S, SALT proposals.

-- Whether new im.tiatives in the deployment of strateg:.c
weupons are necessary at this time in response to contimued growth in
Soviet strategic forces and, if so, what these initiatives should be.
A broad policy issue (dlplomatic sufficiency) related to this question
is, however, discussed in Section II below.

II., Factors Bearing on Evaluation of Alternatives

Decisions on the zbove policy issues depend on jucig;ments regarding
many factors, Four factors seem particularly i.mportant-

-- Strategic nuclear policy objectives and thelr relative
priorities.

-- Hedging strategic force capabilities against uncertainties.

-~ Support of U.S. allies.

Office of the Secretary of Defense 5\, ,5\(\%1

-- Views in the strategic balance. Chief. RDD, ESD, WHS
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A. Strategic Muclear Policy Objectives and Their Relative
Priorities.

The basic U.S. policy regarding strategic forces "is to deny
other countries the zbility ti impose their will on the United States
and its allies under the weight of strategic military superiority.” l-/
The President hes further stated that, while he is committed to keeping
U.S. strategic forces strong, he is equally committed to seeking a
stable strategic relationship with the Soviet Union through arms
limitation negotiations.

- There i3, however, disagreement about adding the following objéétivé:

The first two of these objectives teke priority over the others.
The remaining objectives may compete or conflict. For example,
maintenance of strategic stability may conflict with measures designed
“'to limit damege to the United States and its allies if deterrence fails.
Policy judgments are required to strike a balance in the actions we take
to achieve competing objectives, .

7 "United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's," A Report by President
Richard Nixon to the Congress, February 18, 1970, page 92.

_?_./ Vhile not a matter of public policy, the study group agreed that early war

termination is an ar 3 objective. )
DECLASSIFIED IN PART
' Authority: EQ 13526

ggi:f. R & Bef!a%v. WHS



M— 4

In order to sﬁnpliﬁr matters; the ‘objectives are grouped, in
subsequent discussion of the General Strategic Alternatives, into
four categories -- deterrence, suvvort of allies, strategic stability,
and goals if deterrence fails.

Currently,: strategic sufficiency is defined by NSDM 16. But many .
areas of strategic force plenning are not addressed by NSDM 16 Moreover,
there have been serious questions of interpretation of some of the
original KSIM 16 sufficiency criteria:

-~ There is sgreement that the first criterion (second-strike
capability) is a necessary element of U.S. stretegic policy, but there

is no consensus as to what, if any, additional capabilities are essential
- for deterrence of hostile Soviet actions.

* ~= There is egreement that the second criterion (crisis stability)
is an important policy element, but there are differing v:Lews as to its

planning implications. JS 3.3(b) (3] (ﬁ)

-~ There is sgreement that, with prudent planning of strategic
offensive forces, the third criterion (deny the Soviets any significant
adventage in U/I dam2ge) would be satisfied, But, there is some guestion

. whether this criterion has any effect on planning forces. :

”&&nb S
decision leading to these positions indicate a illingness to forego

an area Ani defense if necessary to achieve an equitable SAL egreement,
Choice of one of the strategic defense alternatives discussed in this
peper would resolve this ambigunity. Y

The fourth NSDM 16 criterion, together with decisions by the
. Secretary of Defense (based on Presidential gu:\.dance) not to fund
roving missile counterforce capability, implies that

0SD 3.3(b)($" )

Decisions on the major policy issues will depend on judgments about
the priorities and feasible meens to attain our strategic objectives.

There is little disagreement about what our objectives are; there
are wide differences in perception about what it takes to support them.
The complexity of these questions can be reduced by identifying issues
that could result in sighificant changes in our strategic posture:

. ~- Is some absolute level of retaliatory capadility a
sufficient deterrent of. attacks on the United States or does deterrence
require a capability for ensuring relative advantage in war outcomes?

-- If an sbsolute level of retaliatory capability is adequate,
is greater flexibility in the employment of U.S, strategic offensive forces
necessary to meet our objectives?

5 parr
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-= Should flexibility be extended to include substantial
improvements in missile counterforce capabilities to support additional
attacks options or war-fighting goals?

The General Strategic Alternatives are organized to cover these
issues. . : .

B. Hed

A dominant fector in the size, capabilities, and cost of ocur
strategic forces is hedging egeinst future tinreats to thse forces.
Mainteneance of the strategic force capabilities of any of the Generel
Strategic Alternatives in the face of future uncertainties depends
upon four hedging elements:

-= The degree of conseﬁatim used in estimating future
threats and their effects on.U.S, capabilities. . .

threat technolo;;ieg end to reduce tre 1fzdtime to deploynew c;:unter- )
meansures.

-- The size of various components of U.S, strategic forces. .

-- Appropriate diversity in the mix of strategic offensive
systems to compound Soviet first strike problems, to hedge against
unexpected degradation of weapon systems, and to hedge against unexpected
threats. These complex considerations are regularly made in the normeal
defense plamming process. :

There are a variety of alternative approaches diversifying the
offensive force mix. The costs of the General Strategic Alternatives
shown in Table 1 below are given as a function of these force mix
categories:
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-~ Ve could maintain a high level of pre-launch survival and
penetration capability in each of our current systems, ICBMs, SLBMs,
and barber (tried).

-~ We could keep three systems, but maintain high pre-lsunch

survival and penetration capability in only two components (reduced triad). '

-= We could phese out one force ccmponent, maintaining high
pre-launch and penetration capebility in the remaining two (Diad).

-- We could have three camponents, but stretch out our
modernization program by, for example, modernizing only one component
at a time (mini-triad), :

Although a decision on strategic offensive force mix policy is not
required at this time, there are widely held, but erronecus, views oa
the current policy. Some assume there is a force planning requirement
to maintain an independent retaliatory capability in each force component.
Although our forces currently have this characteristic, there is no
agency vhich takes the position that we must maintain an independent

. retaliatory cepability in each corponent against future threats. OSD 3.3(b)@)(8)

The current policy is expressed in the President's Second ARAuEL
Revievw of Foreign Policy: " ... we will ... continue to review our
forces in the light of changing threets and technology to ensure that
vwe have the best possible mix to meet the requirements of sufficiency.”

A policy issue which does need considertation now is the inter-
pretation of the second NSDM 16 criterion on crisis stability. _of
particular importance is the significance for crisis stability,

The term "crisis stability" refers to the degree to which the
United States and the Soviets would tend to avoid the use of muclear
weapons in a severe crisis or lower level military conflict. While
many factors bear on such incentives, the planning issue forcuses on the
cheracteristics of the U.S. posture that might increase or decrease
eny Soviet incentive to strike first.

33 3.3(0)6)1)

-- All agree that confidence in control of U.S. strategic
forces and acquiring information on the status of forces and damage
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' -~ All egreé that some level of flexibilit
' of fofrces contributes to stability in a crisis situzti:nfhe employment

== All agree that rapid, direct communicati
: between
govermments and ur cenons
Pactors. procedures in case of muclear accident are important

.3(b

73 3.3(b)(5)@)
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C. Support of Allies

The General Strategic Alternatives reflect the various perceptions
about the role of strategic weepons in supporting our Allies. There
are several problems underlying these issues -- the nature of our
camitments, the objectives to be supported, and maintaining the

confidence of gllies in this su'o'gort.

.

Cormitments. This study- did not attempt an reexamination of
U.S. policy on cormitments. It did conclude that existing camitments
vary widely in their gpecificity, in the likelihood of real threats
against various allies, in the degree of vital U.S. interests involved,
and in the problems of U,S. credibility. Scme deliberate ambipguity
preserves our range of options for response to a particular situation.
However, our Allies (e.g., NATO and Japan) depend heavily on the U.S.
nuclear shield for their security. Our support also reinforces U.S,
efforts to inhibit the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Objectives. How to attain our objectives for such support ---
deterring attacks on or coercion of ocur Allies, and dealing with such
. attacks if deterrence fails -- depends on the relationship of our
strategic forces to our theater nuclear forces and conventional forces:

-- All dgree that U.S. strategic forces alone cannot provide
a credible deterrent to attacks on our-allies. The Soviets have had
the capability to retaliate directly egainst the United States fcor many
years. China is expectdd to have such a capability in the future.

-~ Some believe that strategic forces have little direct
utility as an extended deterrent. Apart from posing uncertain risks
that an attack on U.S. allies might lead to general war, they believe
our support rests on theater capabilities, nuclear and conventional,
and that they must be planned independently of our strategic forces.
Strategic forces should then be planned on the basis of general war

scenarios.
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-- Others believe that our strategic forces have significant
ut:.llty as an extended deterrent. Strategic forces form part of a
contimura of responses to eggression., Our theater nuclear and
conventional Iorces couple and extend our strategic mclear cormitment
down to any level of aggression. With appropriate planning, our total
force capabilities can demonstrate a clear path of escalation to all-out
war, coupling loss at one level to the risk to U.S. escalation to
another, Strategic forces, coupled with theater miclear options,
create substantial uncertainties -~ risks of seriously underestimating
potential U.S. responses. With appropriate attack options the large
gaps between levels of conflict, which might tend to decouple them,
can be precluded.

These differences in perception and issues about what measures
are necessary are reflected in the General Strategic Alternatives.
They also bear on the larger questions of confidence.

Confidence. The confidence of our Allies in U.S, camitments is
a most important element of ocur diplomatic and militery posture. A
decided weakening in allied confidence could have many undesirable
effects, including the vroliferation of muclear weapons, or the seeking
of political accommodation with the USSR. Of immediate concern is the
possible erosion of allied confidence in the light of the continued

Puild Up of SOVIST STTEtogic EITEments:
.

~- Some bellieve that allied ccnfidence is already starting
to erode, and we must take action to restore confidence.

-~ Others argue that there have been problems of confidence
for many years, evidenced by the British and French nuclear forces,
multilateral force issues, and the necessity for intensive consultations
within the NPG. ZRecent erosion, if any, is & matter of readjustment to
. the meaning of the new circumstances, but include worries over U.S,
conventional withdrawals, MBFR, and uncertain affects of detente. Only
if such an erosion leads to a concrete perception that our ellies were
decoupled from the U.S. nuclear shield, would major action be necessary.
In this view, we are nowhere near that point; we still have room for
lesser confidence measures. Such confidence nmeasures are related to
issues about the strategic balance. :

D. The Strategic Balanée

One issue, common to all General Strategic Alternatives is the
relative balance of U.S. and Soviet strategic forces. Under all
alternatives it is possible that we could have mumerically inferior
forces, even if they fully met our strategic requirements. Thus, there
is an issue about the further, explicit requirement for the "diplomatic
sufficiency” of our strategic force posture. .
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v -~ Scme hold that large visible imbalances-ip U,.S.-Soviet
strategic force levels which favor the Soviets,

coul
un ne allied confidence in the U.S. will and ability to honor !
its cormitments, and cculd make the Soviets more inclined to exarcise
military coercion in theater crises. They argue that such imbalances
must either be prevented by SALT or that the United States should

deploy more strategic forces. '
0SD 3.3(b)S)®)

-- Others believe that a well hedged posture designed to
support our military objectives precludes any significant military
superiority the Soviet Union -- credible form of first strike
capability;

ince many other measures ol relative vpower can affect
percep -- %echnological quality, mumbers of warheads, megatonnage
as well as numbers of launchers; and that there is itherefore an sdequate
basis for educating our allies about our own evaluation of real

sufficiency, end of the complexities of defining the balance with simple
murerical indices.

At issue, then, apart from the Alternatives discussed 'belo'u, is

an--SBBRANAN e

imvalance in weapons inventories with tpe Sva piai, not
military requirexent. -

III. General Strategic Alternatives

The major policy elements characterizing the four General Strategic
Alternatives are discussed in this section. A more detailed discussion
of these policy elements is presented in the Executive Summary, pages 89-132.
The costs of forces to support these -General Strategic Alternatives sare
illustrated in Table 1 on page 25 below.

Alternstive 1.

78 3.3(b)(5)4
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The nunber of weapons resulting from our hedging policies would
probably also provide some limited missile capability to destroy herd
missile launchers, but programs intended to improve this counterforce

capability would not be pursued.
33 3.3(b)(\4)

Relation to Objectives

2. Supvort of Allies. This alternative would seek to deter attacks

on our alliss

3. osD 3.3(b)E (¥

This alternative is consistent with the view that crisis stability
can be achieved by avoiding postures that seem to give the United States
an effective first strike disarming or damage limiting éapability and by .
maintaining forces that ensure the Soviets could not gain significant
advantage in U/I damage . by striking first._ -
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. Goals of Deterrence Fails

Key Issues J33.3(b (5")‘(1

The following issues have been raised concerning General Strategic
Alternative 1:

1. Is a U/I reteliatory cepability a sufficient deterrent, of
nuclear attack? Scme maintain that the ability to inflict a substantial
absolute level of damege in retaliation is sufficient to deter. OtRers
argue that it is also necessary that the Soviet Union not perceive a

significant advanteze in surviving U/I =nd military assets, Still others
assert that, even given the capability to inflict high absolute levels
of damage, we need a capability to respond selectively to deter less than
all-out nuclear attacks. )

2. Would U.S. responses in a crisis be adeguate? Some argue that
the present options are surficient to ensure an adequate response, others
hold that more options are necessary.

3. 1s the extension of the U.S. deterrent to our allies credlble
under this posture? Scme maintain that the condition of parity between

the United States and the Soviet Union causes our allies to doubt that
we would risk our own destruction to defend them. Others assert thet the
risk of escalation posed to the Soviets by a well-hedged U/I retaliatory
capability 1s a sufficient deterrent and is credible to allies.

- ' . 0SD 3.3(b)(3)®)
15 33O s

Chisf, Records & Daclass Div, WHS

Date: JUL 22 21




‘ | M ' ¥ /3
38 3.3(0)®A)

Alternetive II. Alternative I Plus a Flexible Resvonse Cavabilit
(Enphasis on Planning and Organizational Changeg

' Relationship to Strategic Objectives

1. Deterrence. A well-hedged U/I retaliatory capsbility wculd
remain the cornerstone of the U.S, deterrent, but this alternative
would reinforce that deterrent by providing responses or counter-threats
to less than all-ocut Soviet nuclear attacks on the United States. In
particular, we would seek to deter Soviet attempts to coerce the
United States with threats or attacks designed to force a U.S. choice
between mutual destruction of cities and subtmission to Soviet demends.

2. Support of Allies. Alternative II would be intended to reinforce
the credibility, to both the USSR and our allies, of the U.S. ‘extended
deterrent by increasing Soviet uncertainty regarding U.S. responses to
attacks on our allies and demonstrating the possibility of eerly intro-
duction of stretegic nuclear wezpons in a conflict involving our allies.

3. Strategic Stability. Greater stébility in the employment of

mclear weapons could contribute to stability in a crisis by reducing
the advantages the Soviets might perceive in less than all-out nuclear
attacks on the United States in less then all-out nuclear attacks on

the United States and providing more deliberate, measured procedures and
options for responding to Soviet actions and threats in a crisis.
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4, Goals of Deterrence Fails

Key Issues JS 3.3(b (g),@

The following issues have been raised concerning General Strategic
Alternative 1l:

1. Is a U/I retaliatorvy cevability a sufficient deterrent. of
nuclear attack? Scme maintain tnat the ability to inflict a substantiazl
absolute level of damaga in retalliation is sufficient to deter. OtHars
argne that it is also necessary that the Soviet Union not perceive a

significant advanteze in surviving U/I eznd militery assets. Still others
assert that, even given the capability to inflict high absolute levels
of damage, we need a capebility to respond selectively to deter less than
all-out muclear attacks.

2. Vould U.S. responses in a crisis be adeguate? Some argue that
the present options are suriicient to ensure an adequate response, others
hold that more optious are necessary.

3. 1s the extension of the U.S5. deterrent to our allies credible
under this mosture? Scme maintzin that the condition of parity between

the United States and the Soviet Union causes our allies to doubt that
we would risk our own destruction to defend them. Others assert that the
risk of escalation posed to the Soviets by a well-hedged U/I retaliatory
capability is a sufficient deterrent and is credible to allies,

- ' , 0SD 3.3(b)($)®)
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4, Geals if Deterrence Fails. Ih the event déterren'ce failed

" through Sccident or miscalculation, this alternative would provide

limited strike oplicns vhich could provide the opportunity to attempt
early war termination by demonstrating restraint combined with
resclve 4o defend our vital interests.

Key Issues

Issues arising out of an assessment of the risks associated with
a strategic nuclear flexible response capability are as follows:

-- Would this flexible response capsbility weaken the U.S.

~deterrent? Scme argue that the Soviets would interpret U.S. interest
in limited muclear strikes as a signal that we would not go to general

maclear war in order to support our allies and that this would broaden
the range of hostile actions open to the Soviets without undue risk of
general nuclear war, Others maintain that our well-hedged U/I capability,
coupled with an appropriate conventional and theater nuclear force posture
in Europe, would still pose grave risks of escalation to the Soviets and
that greater flexibility for employment of muclear weepons would reinforce
Soviet perceptions of those risks.

-- Would thereé be increassed pressure for use of nuclear .
weanons in a crisis? Some argme that the existence of a systerstically

plenned and institutionalized capabili; - for limited strategic muclear
strikes would meke it more "temptmg 1o use that capebility in a crisis
which might otherwise be resolved by less violert means. Others argue
that there will always be pressures for use of muclear weepons in a
crisis, that a systematically planned capability for limited rmuclear
strikes would facilitate dispassionate judgments in a crisis, and that
careful develomment of the institutional structure would reduce the

risk of creating a strong pressure group.

-~.¥Would this flexibllitg,lead {to unwanted escalation to
general nuclear war? Although this issue relates to the use of
flexible response options, it is also relevant to the qpestlon of
whether to have such options, since it bears on their utility in a
crisis. Soviet doctrine regarding the use of muclear weapons is one
critical factor in assessing this risk. The evidence is limited and
ambiguous. The Soviets have long maintained that a U.S.-USSR military .
conflict, éven if it began with conventional forces, would rapidly
escalate to general nuclear war. There is no evidence concerning the
existence of Soviet plans for limited nuclear strikes, although they
have the capabilities for such attacks. On the other hand, at SALT
the Soviet leaders have placed a high premium on being able to communicate
with U.S. leaders during a crisis (e.g., accidental launches or provocative
attack by a third country), with the putative aim of precluding general
miclear war. Some argue that achievement of parity may increase Soviet
interest in limited muclear exchange options,
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Another important factor in assessing the risk of escalation
is whether U.S, limited strategic options include plans for first
strikes, or are intended only as responses to a Soviet limited
nuclear strike. If the United States were the first to use muclear
weapons in limited strikes, there is no sound way, based on currently
available intelligence, to predict the Soviet response, which could
be to negotiate, to leunch limited nuclear strikes, or to escalate
to large nuclear attacks. On the other hand, if the Soviets first
executed a lipited nucleer strike, there would be a strong preswmption
that they were willing to limit the conflict.

= .Scme maintain thet such first use by the Soviets is unlikely,
that the risks of escalation would be too great to permit U.S. first

use of limited muclesr strikes and, therefore, that.a strategic flexibile

response capability would be of limited utility to the United States.

Others stress the possibility that the Soviets would launch
limited strikes and srgue that, to deter such strikes, we must have
appropriate responses. They also argue thet the risks of escelation
would be greater if we found it recessary to use limited miclear
strikes for resolving a crisis, but had not carefully planned them in
advance. : :

-- Would orzsnizaticn end visnning changes provide sufficient
flexibility? Some who support more f:=xibility argue that improverents
would be needed in ccrxend and control and/or missile counterforce
capebilities. Others argue that planning and organizationel changes
are sufficient. These issues are considered under Alternative III.
Still others note that a choice need not be made at this time between
Alternative IIarnd IJI, Alternative II plus further study or R on
command/control- improvements or counterforce improvements could ve
implemented in the near term. Thesé improvements could be deployed
at some future tiwe if required.

Alternative III. Alternative I Plus Flexible Resvonse Cavebility
(Including Cormand end Centrol end/or Counter-
force ILzprovements)

The following discussion highlights the additionf.l considerations
which arise if a greater degree of flexibility is desired then provided
by Alternative II. This posture would include the well-hedged U/I_
retaliatory capability of Alternative I and the planning and organiza-
tional changes of Alternstive II. In order to provide gr§ater
flexibility than Alternative II, however, there wf:ou}d be improvements
in command and control (Variant 3A), increased mss:!.le counterforce
capability (Variant 3B), or both (Variant 3c). Variants 3B and 3C
would result in force changes directed towards a nuclea:e' wvarfighting
capability over wide spectrum of conflict if large portions of tl.te.U.S.
missile force were given improved hard target counterf‘orce capability.
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Variant 3A (C3 Improvements). Improvements would be madé in the
survivability and responsiveness of strategic command and control
systems beyond the capabilities needed for a well~hedged U/I
retaliatory posture. These improvements would be made in order to
provide an enhanced flexible response throughout a series of limited,
but escalating, muclear exchanges.

Variant 3A could provide the following capabilities:

-~ Greater capability for rapid ad hoc gemeration of nuclear
strikes (including missile retargeting) than provided by the planning
and organizational changes of Alternative II.

-- Protracted crisis management and Presidential control, in
a survivable mode, of U,S. forces.

-- More survivable and near real time collection and
processing of information on the results of U,S5. and Soviet muclear
strikes, to assist in decisions about diplomatic roves and further
U.S., strikes.

Variant 3A 1nrp11es a greater emphasis on Presidervtial survivability

= ’ d-U
stresses close and contmuous contv-ol o stre.tegic forces and a
capability for detailed crisis management for a survivable mode.

If the U.S. strategic posture is to place greater emphasis on
flexible responses (i.e., either Alternative II or IIIO then the key.
_issue connected with Variant 3A is vhether the utility of the cammand
and control improvements is commensurate with their costs (at least
$1-2 billion in FY T73-TT over the costs of Alternative I or II, and
quite possibly more). If there were an endorsement of -- or at least
interest in -~ the policy inherent in Variant 3A, then a detailed study
of the costs and benefits of specific command and control improvements
for support of strategic flexible response should be carried out in- '
order to produce refined cost estimates and further issues for decision.

Variant 3B (Counterforce Inmrovenents) Improvements would be’
made to the hard«target counterforce capability of some or all U.S.
ballistic missiles in order to broaden the range of flexible response
options availeble to the President. Tne counterforce improvements
would not be so extensive as to be capable of significantly limiting
damege from large miclear attacks or to ensure a reletive U.S, advanta
in surviving military capebilities after a large nuclear conflict.

0sD 3.3(b)( )
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y for deterrence
or early war te ovements in missile counterforce
capability could be desta’b:llizing in a crisis, and that offsetting
Soviet weapon deployments could be stimilated. They -emphasize the
possibility that the Soviets could not distinguish between limited
counterforce improvements for flexible responses and improvements
which were an initial step towards a disarming strike capability.

Others who argue for counterforce improvements maintain that
we may otheérvise not be able to deal effectively with ell of the

) S wh we might face -
They maintain that, given the slize an versity o
Soviet strategic forces, limited U.S. counterforce improvements would

not be destabilizing either in a crisis or in the long-term.
0SB 3.3(b)(¥) 8)

Variant 3C §C3 and Counterforce Imrbvements[. This variant
would provide improvements iIn both cormind and ¢3ntrol end missile
counterforce capability. If the countertorce improvements were
limited to a small portion of the missile‘force then this cambination |
would not produ.-e additional issues beyond thos identified abov?

Some hold that if a large portion of the U.S5., missile force were
given a hard target kill capsbility to support a war-fighting
capability over a wide spectrum of conflict, this would provide an
additional measure of deterxence. Others believe it may upset the
strategic balance or affect the kind of SALT limits the Soviets
might otherwise agree to accept.

Alternative IV. Reletive Advantage ! to the United States in any
’ - Stretegic Wer

Policy. This altermative would provide a nuclear warfighting i
capabillty designed to attain for the United States .a position of
reletive advantage after any level of strategic miclear warfare with
the Soviet Union.

The concept of relative advantage in war outccme is not well-
defired; the definition itself constitutes an areea of interagency
disagreement. Relative edvantage in war outcome should include
measures of surviving population, industrial resources, and military ’
(nuclear and conventional) capability. But, in a general nuclear war,
deaths and industrial damage are likely to be very high on both sides,
leaving residual military capablhty as the major detemnant of |
relative advantage.
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U,S. strategic forces would be planned to provide a favorable
balance of surviving population, industry and military capability.
As a by-product, these forces would have a well-hedged U/I retaliatory
capability. Extensive improvements in missile hard target counter-
force capability and protracted nuclear warfighting capebility would
characterize this posture. Command and control systems would be
designed to have greater survivability, demage assessment capebility
and responsiveness for battle management throughcut a spectrum of
large and small muclear exchanges than in the other alternatives,
Balanced strategic defenses and vigorous R&D effort on damage limiting
systems would be necessary characteristics of the posture. 0SD 3.3(b)( 5 )

Relationship to Objectives 0503-3('b)(~5) (®

1. Deterrence. This alternative is consistent with the view
that our &bility to inflict a high &bsolute level of demage in
retaliation is importent, but is not a suffizient deterrent. On this
view, a credible deterrent also requires a clear capebility to ensure
that any nuclear war would result in a relative outcome favorable to
the United Stetes. ' , ’

2. Support of Allies., This alternative is consistent with the
view that strategic muclear forces that provide for relative U,S.
adventage in war outcomes are the most certain deterrent to Soviet
initiation of attecks on U.S. allies. )

3. Stretegic Ralence, This alternetive is consistent with the view
that in a crisis the Soviets would have no incentive to strike first,
if a preemptive strike against the United States would clearly leave
them in an unfavorable relative military position.

This elternative is consistent with the views that (a) the long~
term stability of the strategic balence is of lesser importance than
the other security objectives of the United States (b) that the Soviets
do not make decisions on their force deployments primarily as a reaction
to U.S. muclear U.S. nuclear weapon deployments.
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4, Goals if Deterrence Fails. This alternative is consistent
with the views that, if deterrence fails, the United States must be

Under this view, U.S, war termination efforts would be effective
only if we were in a position of relative advantage after any level
of maclear exchange. Otherwise, the USSR would be in a position to
dictate terms of termination or to threaten escalation.

Key Issues JS 3-3(b)(3)(q)

.2, Could this alternative be consistent with SALT? If SALT
constrains offensive forces to current levels and limits ‘ABM defenses
to low levels, it is doubtful that a posture ensuring a favorable
relative balance can be achieved. .

Some assert that certain actions (e.g., improve missile hard target
counterforce capebilities and our strategic ASW capabilities) could be
taken to improve our relative position that would be permitted under
the SAL sgreement, '

Others argue that a SAL agreement which limits ‘ABM defenses to
low levels vould effectively preclude achievement of a relative
advantage posture for the United States.

Costs

Table 1 shows the cost of past and current U.S. strategic progrsams
(as represented by the FYDP) and the FY 73-77 costs of the General
Strategic Alternatives. These latter are displayed as a function of
the strategic offensive force mix,
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Table 1

Cost of Past and Current U.S. Straiezic Programé
(Stirategic Offensive Forces, C3, Support, and RDTSE
TOA in Billions of Constant FY 72 Dollars)

18 3.30)HA)

Illustrative FY 73-77 Costs of Alternatyg

trategic Orffensive Postures and llixes

(Strategic Offensive Forces, c3,
Support, and RDTZE TOA in Bill:.ons
of Constant FY 72 Dollars)

General Strategic Alternative
Offensive Force Mix 1/2 3A 3B 3C .

Y

i ——————

a/ A brief desci‘iption of the methodology behind this table is in Annex E

of the DPRC Executive Summary.
b/ Includes deployment of hard-site defense for Minuteman.

_c_/ General Strategic Alternative 4 is not consistent with offensive
force mixes other than a full triad.
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v, Strategic Defense Policy Alternatives

Except in the case of General Strategic Alternative IV (Favorable
Relative War Outcames), the choice of a defense policy alternative
depends primarily on factors distinct from the choice of General

Strategic Alternative. These factors i hedging policies,
SALT outcomes, and our posture General Strategic
Alternative IV would require strond defenses el E below).

, . OSD 3.3(b)( § )
Five alternative defense levels, including ABM defense, air ‘

defense, strategic ASW, and civil defense, are summarized below.

Table 2 shows their costs. Table 3 relates the defense levels to the
General Strategic Alternatives

There is some ambiguity in the current U.S, strategic defense
policy. There are Presidential statements of record supporting an
area defense system to protect the population against light attacks.
There are also the Presidential decisions in SALT indicating a willing-
ness to have little or no AR{ defenses as part of an.ejuitable SAL
agreement. Choice of one of the following five defense alternatives
would clarify the strategic defense policy to be followed in the future.

Defense levels C, D and E all include hard-site defense of Minuteman;

Levels B, C, D and £ also imply active,iefense of bomber bases. IF
~one of these alternatives is chosen, the decision is tentamount to a
hedging policy aimed at maintaining an indevendent retaliatory cagpa-
bility in those strategic force components protected by active defense.

Level A. Minimum Defense to Suvport Warning and Surveillance

. ~ This level would provide defensive forces sufficient for surveillance
and warning of attacks on the U.S. It could include the following
elements: ) .

~-- Two Safeguard ABM sites and associated radars to provide
a protected surveillance system for warning and attack assessment
against ballistic missiles. These sites would also protect some
Minuteman leunchers and bomber bases against small missile attacks.
(This defense level is also compatible with a zero level ABM since
we have other means of supporting these warning and surveillence functions).

-- Air defenses sufficient to provide air space surveillance
and restriction of unsuthorized overflight of U.S, air space.

-~ Use of general se ASW forces (including SOSUS) to
maintain survelllance of Soviet submarine deployments.,

-~ Civil defense emphasizing population warning.

0sD 3.3(b)(s)(e)
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Ievel B. Defense Against Smell Attacks

Level B would provide balanced defenses designed to limit damage
to U.S, cities and military forces from small (deliberate or unauthorzed)
attacks. Against large attecks it also would secure additional time
over that provided by Level A for safe escape of alért bombers and
tankers and for relocation of the NCA to a survivable commend center.
The following forces could be included:

-- Twelve Safeguard ABM sites, including a light area
defense.,

: -- Air defensss to provide protection against small bomber
attacks by the USSR or third countries.

35 3.3(9)(DA)

-~ Civil defense as in Level A or perhaps incres esed to
provide more fallout protection and evacuation plans for use *n a
crisis,

bevel-C+—Pefense—ofStrategic-ReteiintoryForces I —tihe NCA
[ 4

Level C would provide balanced defenses of strategic retaliatory
forces and the NCA, including a hard-site ARM defense of Minuteman
and perhaps active defense of bomber bases., There would be no effort
to defend U.S, cities, except insofar as they receive protection from
defenses of the strategic retaliatory forces and the NCA.

There is an issue concerning the effect of hard-site defense
deployrent of the long-term strategic balance. Some believe extensive
deployment of hard-site defense would raise Scoviet fears that this
defense would be a basis for ARM defense of U.S. cities, would cause -
further proliferation of Soviet stretegic weapons, end would in turn
result in deployment of more U,S. hard-site defense. Others note that
deployment of hard-site defense would not protect U.S. cities and
would indicate only an effort to preserve the U.S. land-based missile
deterrent; they argue that such deployment need not stimulate-proliferation
of Soviet weapons if the USSR is sincere about leveling off strategic
armaments.

Level D. Defense Against Small Attacks Plus Hard-Site Defense of
Minuteman

Level D would add to the defenses of Level B a hard-site AEBM
defense of Minuteman in order to provide defense of population against
small attacks and defense of retaliatory forces against la.rge and
small attacks.
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Ievel E., Defenses to Ensure Favorable War Qutcomes

In order to ensure that the United States has a favorable balance
. of surviving military resources after any level of muclear war with
the Soviet Union, extensive defenses of both sirategic and general,
purpose forces would be needed. Moreover, even though defenses

could not limit U/I damage from large attacks to a low level, they
could, in conjunction with U,S. strategic offensive forces, contnbute
to achieving a favorable balance of surviving population and mdustry
as well as military assets.

The size and cost of strategic defenses to enforce favorable
- war outcomes are difficult to project since they would. depend on

the future Soviet threat (including any measures the Soviets might
teke to offset a buildup in U.S. strategic defenses), as well as on
the precise interpretation of the term "favorable outcomes”. Defense
Level E could, for example, include the defensive forces set forth
in the JSOP Pequired Force: 16 ABM sites using Safeguard-type
camponents, hard-site ARM defense of Minuteman, sea-based ARMs for
mid-course intercept, and eugmentation of the current air defenses
with irproved mamned interceptors, OTH-B, SAM-D and AWACS.
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FY 73-77 TOA for Illustrative Strategic Defense Levels
(Strategic Defense Forces, Civil Defense, RDTLE,

and Support TOA in Billions of Constant FY 72 Dollars) a/

Current . .
Program Level A Ievel B lLevel C Level D Ievel E
ABM Defense
Safeguard-type .
 ABM (sites) 9.0(12) 2.1(2) 9.0(12) 5.3(5): 9.0(12) 10.2(15)
Hard-site, . '
modules v/ 0.6° 9_.;52/ 0.65/ £.8(18) 4.8(18) L.,8(18)
9.6 . 2.7 9.6 10.1 1378 15.0
~ Continental Air
Defense 7 .3 5 5 .. 5 8
Strategic ASW <_).1 0.1 1 ‘L 1 1
— Civil Defense 2.5 Q.3 Q.3 Q3 0.5 o2
Totals 17 6 16 17 20 25

' 3/ The forces costed in each illustrative level are given in the Executive

Sumary of the DPRC Study of U.S. Strategic Objectives and Force Posture,
. 132-137. .

b/ gﬁe cost of hard-site defense ($5 billion in FY 73-77) is also included
in Table 1 (Illustrative FY 73-77 Costs of Alternative Strategic Offensive
Postures and Mixes).

¢/ Prototype demonstration program only.
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. Table 3

Relation Among Strategic|Defense Policy

Alternatives and Other U.S. $trotegic Policies

Strategic
Defense Level

R¢letion With

General Strategic
Alternatives (GSA)

_Policles

lledge Current U.S. '_/

Too low for GSA
L, Consistent with
GsA 1-3.

A (Warning and Surveillancg)

B (Defense Against Small

Too low for GSA U;
Attacks)

consistent with
GSA l" 3 .

C (Hard Site Defense plus
' Defense Against Small
Attacks)

Too low for GSA bL;
it may or may not

be consistent with
GSA 1-3 (issue about
effect of hard site
defense on strategic
stability).

Consistent with GSA
4; not implied by
GSA 1-3.

D (Enforge Favorable
War Outcomes)

a/ Cite.references (i.e., dates on NSDMs) for "current” U.

now under raview preparative for SALT VI.

SALT Programs &f .-

Contributes to "Consistent.
stratdgic
‘warn

Contributes

to bopber
surviyal;
limited contri-
bution to MM .
surviyal.

Not consistent.

Majgr contrir Not consistent.
bution to MM

surviyal; con-

tribures to

bomber survival.

Major|contri-
to MM

Not consistent.

tributes to .
bomber survival.

0sD 3.3(0)E)&)
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I3 3.3(0)(5)(4)

~-= Would the above missile counterforce rovements si

ficantly affect the U,S.-Soviet relationshin?
0SD 3.3(b)€)(®)

(]
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Still others assert that Soviet proliferation of weapons
and diplomatic positions are determined by factors other than the
cepabilities of U,S. weapons and that the possible impact on the

. U328 should not be a consideration in evaluating
on a decision regardin
These include (1) the

against using
benefits of eve

0sD 3.3()(R0)
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