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Deterrence of muclear war is a fundamental goai of the United States, for if deterrence faiis,
the existence of the nation could be in jeopardy. Deterrence has been maintained since the end of
World War [I because the nuclear powers have not, for whatever reason, felt it in their interest to
initate such hostilities. Inthe intervening years, an arms race has ensued which has produced
increasingly powerful nuclear arsenals atincreasingly greater cost. This study recounts that nuclear
armsrace, both in terms of nuclear strategy and strategic farce structure. From this beginning, the
study goes onto ate what nuclear deterrence might look fike in the year 2000. Assuming that
US strategy and force structure are derived from the perceived Soviet threat, the study presents three
different cases based upon three different future Soviet Unions. In the first two cases, animproved
US/ Soviet relationship is considered. In the third case, a more threatening Soviet Union provides
the basis for US muclear strategy and force structure. The study conciudes with some general
observations and comments concerning the three cases and where the author believes the US should
be headed in the strategic nuclear arena between the years 1990 and 2000.




The strategic nuclesr relationshipbetween the United States and the Soviet Union is
argusbly the most important relationship on our planet, forif that relationship fails, life as we know it
could cease to exist. Since no one has yet figured out a way to “uninvent" nuclesr wespoas, they are
areality that must be dealt with, and common sense dictates that they be dealt within a way that
lessens the probability that they will ever be used.

The United States has adopted s strategy of deterrence to do just that -- lessen the probalilivy
that nuclear wespons will ever be used, while at the same time maintaining US sovereignty and
status as a free and independent nation. As President Bush clearly stated in his 1990 edition of

tes, “Deterrence of nuclesr attack remainsthe cornerstone

of U.S. national security." !

This paperis an sttempt to postulate the strategic auclear relationship betweenthe United
States and the Soviet Union approximately ten years in the {uture - to examine what deterrence might
look like about the year 2000. While gazing into the future is an inhereatly risky business, this
particular exercise is especially risky because of the unusually dynamic state that exists in Soviet
internal politicstodsy. No ane knows where the political crisisin the Soviet Unionis leading. What
seems most clear isthat, given the depth of the problems, it will not be settled any time soon.

As a hedge against such uacertsinty, and for the purposes of this paper, [ am going to
postulste three possible cutcomes, three different Soviet Unions. From these three different
“thrests," [ will develop three possible U.S. nuciear strategies and force structures which are
cansonant with our overall national security priarities. The baseline case (CASE A) will assume that
the Soviet Union "muddles through" its palitical difficulties. The Cold War remsins behind us, a
Strategic Arms Reduction Tresty (START) is put into effect, and the US and USSR coatinne slow
progress toward an improved relationship in the international arepa.

From this baseline case, the first excursion (CASE B) will examine the ramifications if the
strategic nuclear threst of the USSR is significantly reduced by the year 2000. Among other




possibilities, this could occur either through the successful implementation of what hasbeen
described as Gorbachev's palitical and economic reforms, or on the other hand, by & total failure of
the refarm movement, civil war, & resultant breakup of the USSR, and a less powerful yet still
nuclear-armed Russian Republic.

The secand and final excursion (CASE C) postulates & Soviet Unian that poses a
significantly grester strategic nuclesr threst tothe US thanin the baseline case. This situstion could
arise out of afailure of the reform movement in the USSR, & crackdown by hard-line commuaists in
the wake of reform's demise, and 2 return to Cold War rhetoric and campetition between the US aad
USSR. This case will assume that the START treaty is not ratified by the US Senate and strategic
nuclesr arms competition between the two countries reignites.

While none of these scenarios may in actuality describe the USSR in the year 2000 aad the
carresponding threat it poses to the US, the three possible outcomes of “statusquo,” "better," and
“worse" should bracket the likely possibilities and in agy event, provide a plansible framewark for
this study. More importantly, they clearly point outthe enormous range of potential threatsthat face
US policy makers as they contemplate strategic auciear issues between the US and the USSR out to
the year 2000 and beyond.

Befare gazing into the future however, [ first want to review our starting point, where we
stand today in the strategic nuclesr equation and how we got here. Thisreview will bethe
groundwork for the study and hopefully provide some insight into how the US has handled the threst
\ strategy \ force-structure triangle in the strategic muclear arena since the development of
nuclear wespoas in the 1940s.




SECTION ONE - HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

“Like Adam and Eve, we have esten of the tree of knowledge and
have been cast into a world where we can never be perfectly secure. "2

The history of nuclear weapons and the strategies to employ them is a dynamic history of
moveand counter-moveinan attempt to achieve an acceptable level of national security. TheUS
dramatically concluded World War I1 by demonstrating to the worid a massively destructive new
weapon. After the war, strategists wrestied with questions of the significance of this new tool of war
and what its role should be in future warfare. While some saw atomic weapons as simply a more
destructive extension of conventional weapons, more thoughtful analysts viewed them as
fundamentally altering the very nature of warfare. One of thislatter type, Bernard Brodie, wrotein
1946, “Thus far the chief purpose of our military establishment has been to win wars. From now on
its chief purpose must be to avert them. It can have almost no other useful purpose. "3

1945-1950 THE AMERICANNUCLEAR MONOPOLY

During the immediate post-war period, thenational security establishment was dealing with
the atomic issue in practical terms. Continued testing of atomic weapoas further revealed their
destructive capacity and military planners deveioped plans for potential use of the slowly growing US
arvenal. Arthe sametime, however, President Truman began to see the atomic bomb as a wespon of
terror, *...notatraditional part of the military arsenal. "4 In 1946, he proposed placing all atomic
wesapons under international control through the “ Baruch Plsa. " Without getting into the details of
the plan which are not pertinent to the discussion & hand, suffice it to say that the Soviets rejected the
plan which would have left nuclesr technology (although not weapons) in the hands of the US and
would have, in effect, prevented other countries from acquiring such techaology.

With the US monopoly in auclear wespons, the major threat during the period was a Soviet
conventional attack in Western Europe. The Sovietthrest tothe US mainiand wasminimal to




nonexistent. The US atomic monopoly was viewed as a deterrent to any Soviet aggressionin
Enrope. Considering the scale of the US demobilization which began in 1945, atomic wespons
would probably have been essential in countering a Soviet attack on the continent.

Although no specific strategy (" declarstory strategy" ) was announced by the Trumaa
administration asto its planned use of atomic weapons, war plaas hastily developed during the Berlin
Crisisin 1948 called for a "strategic air offensive” which had as itstarget, the urban-industrial areas
of 70Soviet cities. The means to achieve that strategy resided in approximately 50 stomic bombs
held by the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) aad 30 B-29s of Strategic Air Command (SAC)
which had been specifically modified for the cumbersome weapons.®

It should be noted that this marriage had some significant limitations. The weapons
themselves took two days to prepare and were not even in the hands of the Air Force that would carry
them. Secondly, the B-29s did not have intercontinental range and would have had to deploytoa
staging base in order to strike the Soviet homeland.

Fortunately, the Soviets did not further test American resolve and the world slipped
unscathed through the first major crisis of the nuclesr age. While this earliest display of US nuclear
strategy may be viewed as a success, the Soviet test of an atomic device in the summer of 1949
forced the US to rethink both its nuclear strategy and force structure. The days of US immunity to
stomic aitack were numbered.

Inreviewing this first period of US nuclear capability, the slowly evalving astore of the
threst \ strategy \force-structure triangle isquite evident. [ntheinitial years after WWII, the US built
a small arsenal of stomic wespons without clearly defining a new strategy forits use. The oaly
delivery vehicle wasthe B-29, which [acked the range to promptly sttack the most likely threst.
Thus, inthe early auclear years, WWII strategic bombing strategy and WW1l-era forcesformed the
heart of the US retalistory threat. It took the crisisin Berlin and the shock of the first Soviet stomic
testtoreally propel Americainto “thinking about the unthinkable” inthe muclear age.




1950-1961: MASSIVE RETALIATION

The successful Soviet stomic test was the catalyst for profound changes in US nuclear
strategy. As it slowly grew, this ominous threst to the US and her new NATO allies became the
primary target for aretaliatory strike. While devastation tothe Soviet urban industrial base remained
ahigh priority, elimination of the Soviet's stomic arsenal became paramount.

National Security Council Document 68 (NSC-68) l2id out the Truman administration's
thinking on the subject in April, 1950. While the ides of a preventive war was found unacceptable, a
preemptive quclear attack was not ruled out as an optionin order to eliminate or minimize damage
from an enemy sitack that was sbout to be unleashed These thoughts were carried on by the
Eisenhower administration. [n November 1957, the President commented, "SAC must uaderstand
that the enemy must not be allowed to strike the first blow. " ©

The declaratory strategy of " massive retaliation” was aanounced by Secretary of State Dulles
in early 1954. In his statement, he suggested that the US would consider the use of nuclear weapons
in response to major o even minor aggressive behavior on the part of the Soviets, clearly an attempt
to deter at both the nuclesr and conventional levels. /

While minimizing expeaditureson conventional force structure, the Eisenhower
administration proceeded in earnest to match military capabilitytothe strategy of massi veretalistion.
Inquick succession, the B-36, B-47 and iinally the all-jet, intercontinental B-52 were denloyed. All
the services were developing nuciear capable missiles and by 1957, the US had at its disposal
spproximately 2000 nuciear and atomic warheads, up from about 200 at the beginning of the decade.

Whilethe Sovietslagged behind in deployed nuclear capability, aseries of Soviet
technological demonstrations in 1957 cansed a renewed wave of fear to spread in the US. Two new
bombers, the Bison and Bear, both sble to strike targets in the US, began to reach operational units.
Second, the USSR tested an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) at full range. Finally, the
Soviets launched the first earth-orbiting satellites, Sputniks [ and II. These events, taken together,
awakened the US o its growing vulnerability and caused the US to re-evaluate its entire deterrent




posture. The resulting increased US strategic nuclear capability would pay great dividends during the
next majoc crisis of the nuclear age which would arise in 1962.

[n reviewing the era of massive retaliation in terms of the methodology of this paper, a
aumber of points come into focus. First, perceived changes in the Soviet threat drove reevaluations
of US strategy and the adequacy of the deterrent force structure. This occurred in 1949 and sgain in
1957 as Soviet auclesr capabilities developed or were enhanced. Second, while massive retalistion is
generally considered tobe a “city-busting” (counter-value) strategy, there was a significant or even
predominant element of counter-force targeting involved in theactual war plaas. Finally, the repeated
emphasis on the need for preemptive strikes to limit damageto the US in the event of an imminent
Soviet attack is cause for concern, in that such planning could increase the likelihood of nuclesr war
based upon an intelligence failure or miscaiculation.

1962-1969: FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

Whean President Kennedy was briefed on the nation's first-ever usified auclesr war plan
(Single Integrated Operstional Plan[SIOP]-62), he was stunned by its scale and inflexibility. &
Moreover, due to the ever-growing Soviet nuclesr threat, the JCS could not guarantee that the US
would be spared a Soviet nuclear response, even if the US launched a preemptive strike. Inan
atemptto provide some flexibility intargeting, provide some means of escalation control and limit
damage, if possible, to US cities, Secretary of Defease McNamars directed the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) to revise the war plan.

The resulting plan, SIOP-63, made use of the growing “Triad" of US strategic muclesr
delivery vehicles (bombers, land-based ICBMs and sea-lanached ballistic missiles) and offered the
president some much-needed flexibility in executing the war plan. SIOP-63 divided thetarget listinto
three sets: quclear threst targets, other militarytargets, and urban-industrial targets. Mare
importantly, it provided the national command suthority (NCA) the ability to withhald strikes against
urban-industrial targets and specific countries covered under the war plan. If all eisefsiled, the




growing number of relatively invulnerable sea-launchedballistic missiles(SLBMs) provided an
“assured destruction” capability against Sovietcities. 9

As a result of both these strategy refinements and force structure improvements, President
Kennedy was in a good position to deal with the Cuban Missile Crisis when it occurred in October of
1962. Although only Khrushchev can say for certain why the Soviets backed down during the affair,

a cursory glance at the relative nuclearbalance between the protagonists during that period of time is

instructive,
ESTIMATED NUCLEAR BALANCE: 1963 '0
Us USSR
ICBM LAUNCHERS 229 44
SLBM LAUNCHERS 144 97
MR/IRBM LAUNCHERS 105 (2040 in Cuba)
STRATEGIC BOMBERS 1300 155

Although the US achieved its objectives as an outcome of the affair, an unintended result was
the resolve on the part of the Soviets to achieve parity with the US in the strategic nuclear sreas.
Soviet leaders were determined to avoid in the future the humiliation they had undergoae during the
crisis. When pacity was finally achieved about 1970, the US was forced to accept and adjust to the
new reality.

While the Soviets spent the remainder of the 1960s in & feverish building program, the US
strategic nuclesr forces continued to mature. By 1967, the US had built all of its B-52s and had
leveled off at 1054 ICBMs and 656 SLBMs deployed an 41 muclesr submarines. [athe mid-1960s,
Secretary McNamara, sttempting to lowerthe cost of the arms race, begaa totalk in terms of “assured
destruction, " defining that asthe ability under any circumstance to destroy 20-30% of the population
and 50-66% of the industrial capability of the USSR. !! Within the SIOP, however, counter-farce
targeting remsined paramount, with counter-value (population and industry) strikes withheid in an
attempt to negotiate protection for US cities. With paritybeing reached betweenthe twosidesin
1970, “mutual assured destruction” or “MAD" became the operative description of the nuclesr
balaace and the US ance again had to reevalusteits strategy.




ESTIMATED NUCLEAR BALANCE: (370'2

Us USSR
ICBM LAUNCHERS 1054 1300
SLBM LAUNCHERS 656 240
STRATEGIC BOMBERS 520 140
WARHEADS/BOMBS 4000 1800
TOTALMEGATONNAGE 4300 3100

When Richard Nixon assumed the presidency, he ordered, as all new presidents seem to do,
areview of US nuclear strategy and war plans. The new administration wanted to rectify three
problemsthatitfelt existed withinthe postureitinherited: the credibility of extended deterrenceto
Evurope, the still massive nature of all US nuclear response options, and the US's "assured
destruction” capability inthe face of the Soviet's rapidly growing arsenal. '3 Moreover, while the
US seemed to accept the reality of mutual assured destruction, the Soviets seemed notto be content
withit. Bytheir continued investment in counterforce capability, airand civil defense and aballistic
missile defense, the Soviets appeared to be moving beyond MAD to a warfighting or war-winning
strategy. '4

* .eresult of this comprehensive review was National Security Decision Memorandum
(NSDM) - 242 which became known as the "Schlesinger Doctrine. " This strategy had t its heart
three major ciements: escalation control, a “securereserveforce, " and atargeting philosophy that
emphasizedimpeding Sovietrecovery if deterrence failed. 15

Toachieve escalation control, limited uclear options were integrated intothe war plans
which would allow the NCA to execute small partions of US muciear capability in pre-planned
packages. These primarity counter-force strikes would offer the president more control inthe
execution of the SIOP. They were alsofeltto be a more credible linkage of US strategic muciear
capability tothe defense of Europe. 16

The secure reserve force was developed to withhald specific weap ias on specific SIOP
sorties, creating a residual assured destruction capability if deterrence failed and portions of the SIOP
hadbeen executed. This capability was designed toinfluence the bargaining process aftertheinitial




strikes of a war. '7 Tied tothis force was a shift to a counter-value targeting philosophy. If
escalation could not be controlled and these forces were also executed, their mission wasto impede
Soviet recovery capability. Specifically, planners were directed to destroy 70% of the industry the
Soviets would need to achieve economic recovery after a war. !5

Along with these changesin strategy came enhancementsto US nuclesr capabilities.
Althoughthequantity of US strategic nuclear delivery vehicies (SND Vs) actually decreased during
the 1970s, improved technological capability allowed the US to deploy more weapons on fewer
launchersthroughtheemployment of MIR Vs(multipleindependentlytargetablereentry vehicles).
Through the employment of such technology, selected US ICBMs were fitted with three warheads
and the new Poseidon SLBM, which replaced the Polaris, was deployed with as many as 10
warheads. Asaconsequence of these force enhancements, US strategic warheads grew from aleve!
of 4000 in 1970 to approximately 8500 by 1977. 19

While the US improved its offensive strategic force deployment as described above, the

Nixoa administration sought, through agreements with the Soviets, to limit strategic wespons
deployments on both sides. This othertrack, arms control, became particularly important - especially
inthe area of strategic defenses. In May 1972, this effort culminated in the signing of two arms
control agreements with the USSR. The SALT [ Interim Agreement froze for five yesrs, further
deployment of ICBM and SLBM launchers while the ABM (anti-ballisticmissile) Treaty limited the
deployment of such strategic defensive systems to two sites for each country. These treaties
represented a continustion of the effort begun after the Cuban Missile Crisis and which first reached
fruition with the Limited Test-Ban Treaty of 1963.

[n part, because of the political difficulties encountered by the Nixon Administration and the
brief duration of the Ford Administration, the elements of NSDM-242 were never completely
instituted. However, the threst / strategy / force-structure triangle can be seen clearly. Asthe Soviet
threst continued to grow, the Nixon administration sought to counter it with the two-tracked approach
of force enhancements and arms control. The SIOP grew more complex and began toreflect a
counter-value strategy, even more sothanthe policy-makersintended. 20 Pechaps the major




shortcoming of the entire US strategic auclear posture left to the Democrats in 1977 was a command
and control apparatus which lacked the resiliency needed to direct US forcesin & protracted nuclesr
conflict. Thisbecame s primary focusof the Carter Administration as it began toreview the program
ithad inherited. 2!

TOWARD A COUNTERVAILING STRATEGY

Whenthe Carter Administration beganits in-depth review of US strategic mclear policyin
the summer of 1977, it focused on targeting palicy, the secure reserve force, and US counter-force
capabilities. Amang others, this study arrived at the disturbing conclusion that Soviet leaders
considered victory in 8 nuclesr war possible. 22 Continuing Soviet strategic force improvements,
enhanced civil and air defenses and an expanding capability to protect, through a series of deep,
hardened bunkers, a significant partion of the Soviet leadership, led senior US officials toquestion
the adequacy of the US deterrent.

In June 1980, 2 new strategy based on President Carter's three and one-half year long
Nuclesr Targeting Policy Review (NTPR) was announced by Secretary of Defense Harold Brown.
Issued asPresidential Directive (PD) 59, it announced a new “countervailing strategy” which remains
st the heart of US auciesr strategy today. 25 The essence of the intent of the strategy wasto deny
Soviet leaders their specific aims ir. the event of miclear war. By doing so, it was hoped that
deterrence would bestrengthened.

The NTPR study determined that what motivated Soviet leaders most was the survival of
their personal power and the structure surrounding it. The countervailing strategy called fortargeting
changes withia the SIOP which directly threstened this power base. Three categories of targets
would nowbe emphasized: counterieadership, countermilitary, andindustrial targets.

Although allthese categaries of targets had sppesred in esrier revisions of the SIOP, their
emphasis was shifted sfter PD-59. The counterieadership targetsinciuded the growing list of
hardened bunkers from which the Soviet leadership hoped to command aad ride out & uclesr war.

10
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The countermilitary targeting emphasized the growing Soviet arsenal and the strategy calledfora
warfighting capability which was hoped would further deny Soviet war aims and add Lo deterrence.
Finaily, counter-industrial targeting withinthe SIOP was shifted from impeding a Soviet recovery
effort fallowing a muclear war to direct attacks on the economic base the Soviets would need to wage
a protracted nuclear war. 24

Withthe threst defined and an sppropriste strategy Iaid out, it fell on the Reagan
Administration, which reviewed and accepted the principles of PD-59, to fund the force acquisitions
and enhancements which were required to make the strategy wock. This was accomplished with the
acquisition of the B-1B strategic bomber, the MX (PEACEKEEPER ) ICBM, the TRIDENT D-5
SLBM, and improvements in command, contral, communications andintelligence (C3[)systems.
Although the Reagan Buildup went far beyond that envisioned by the framers of PD-59, the strategy
laid out in PD-59 has not changed significantly in over ten yesrs.

Strategic offeasive force improvement was not the only meansemployed by the Reagan
Administration to enhance the US strategic auclear deterrent. On March23, 1983, the President
announced a new and revolutionary effort, now well knowa asthe Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI),which held the promise of protecting the US against an ICBM attack. This program, together
with US offensive strategic nuclear force enhancements, helped bring the Soviets tothe bargaining
table. These discussionsare on the verge of producing significant negotisted reductionsin muclesr
arms.

Asthis paper is being written, the final detsils are being worked out for a Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (START) between the US and the USSR. If carried through to fruition, this
agreement would be thefirst Iarge-scale, negotisted reduction inthe history of the muclear armsrace
between the US and the Soviet Union. Unfortunstely, internal political turmoil within the USSR and
possible Soviet cheating inimplementing the Conventional Forcesin Europe (CFE) agreement are
currently jeopardizing the START sgreement. Withconfidencethat a START agreement will
ultimately be cancluded, the current nuclesr balance and START provide the jumping-off paint for the

next part of this paper.




us USSR
ICBM LAUNCHERS 1000 1398
SLBM LAUNCHERS 624 N4
STRATEGIC BOMBERS 306 185
TOTAL WARHEADS 13398 11641

Thetable above presentsan extremely simplified picture of the strategic nuclear balance
between the US and the USSR today. Based onthe numbers alone, a state of “rough equivalence”
could be said to exist. Having said that, however, a more detailed analysis is needed to accurately
assess the threst presented by the USSR. Regardless of stated Soviet intentions and rhetoric, the
only safe foundation upon which to rest the security of the United Statesis to base our defense upon
an ability to counter Soviet capability, not perceived intentions. AsSecretary Cheney stated in his
preface to the 1990 edition of Soviet MilitaryPower,

The Soviet threat is changing but it is not going away. ...Soviet military power

still presents s threatening face. This is nowhere more obvious than in strategic
muclear forces.... The intentions of that regime are changing. Butintentions are not
enough to support deamatic changes in our own level of R i
remmnsat alevel that will permit considerable Soviet force modernization. ...thefacts
lead onlyto the conclusion that the Soviet Union remains an enormous military

superpower. 26

Given that deterrence of suclear attack upon the United Statesis a fundamental, perhaps tfe
fundamental US national security goal, what isit about Soviet nuclear capabilitythat ismost
threstening? First and most obvious is its sheer mass. A laydown of only a portion of the Soviet
Union's 11000+ warheads on the United States would wreak unimaginable death and destruction,
notwithstanding the eavironmental consequences postulated by “muclear winter" theorists.




Second, the Soviets have deployed a large mumber (308) of “heavy" ICBMs. With 10
warheadseach, thisforce alane represents a capability which, by itself, theoretically could destroy the
entire US [CBM fleet through a preemptive strike. With all 1000 US ICBMs in vulnerable, fixed
silos, they represent a lucrative first-strike target. Possessing 308 SS-18s and their associsted 3080
warheads, the Soviets could theoretically target three SS-18 warheads against each US ICBM siloia
such an attack. In this scenario, a US President would be forced to launch the ICBM fleet on
warning, (assuming the President had the supreme confidence in US warning systems to do s0),
lauach under attack (with unknown consequences to the outgaing missiles), or ride out the attack and
rely primarily on the US SLBM and bomber fleet to provide aay retalistion .

Third, the Soviets are deploying their newest ICBMs in either a rail or road mobile
configuration. These SS-24 and SS-25 missiles would be in & good position to avoid a US
retalistory strikein the scenario postulsted above, and leave the Soviets in a strong position after the
initial exchange tothrestenthe US population and influence the political outcome of the war. The
Soviet mobile ICBMs present a difficult challenge for US retalistory assets. We have only to point to
the difficulty the allied forces had in finding and destroying all of Iraq's mobile Scud missiles during
therecent Gulf war to appreciste the monumental task that would berequired tolocate, target and
destroy Soviet mobile ICBMs during & auclear conflict. Finally, the capabilities discussed above
coupled with a modernized aad more secure SSBN fleet and a growing number of strategic bombers
deployed with cruise missiles, round out a very impressive and resilient strategic affensive capability.

Onthe other hand, the Soviets have not neglected their strategic defensive capability and have
developed what is clearly the world's most sophisticated sir and space defense system. Inaddition,
they have extensive civil defense plans for the protection of their population and have built a series of
deep underground, hardened buakers for the security of as many as 175,000 Soviet leaders and key
government persoane!. 27

Compared tothe Soviets, the US has essentially no defensive capability, relying oa the threat
of an assured and an uasacceptable level of retalistionto deterthe Soviets from initisting a nuclear
strike. The US long ago abandoned plaas for civil defense and maintains only a minimum aumber of




hardened shelters for key leaders and its command and contral systems. Ovur strategic air defense
system was essentislly abandoned in the face of a small Soviet bomber threst and the cost of
maintaining the one anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system that was permitted underthe 1972 ABM
Treaty. It wasinthe light of the realization of our extreme vulnerability to a Soviet first strike that the
SDI program was conceived. Although there were many factors involved, it was probably SDI and
the US technalogy that it represeats coupled with ecanomic distress in the USSR that led to the
START talks.

It was at the 1986 and 1987 summit meetings in Reykjavik and Washington between
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachevthat the basic outline of a START treaty emerged.
As originally envisioned, thereductions that were to be agreed to would reduce the offeasive
deployments of strategic nuclear warheads by approximately 50%. Under the provisions of the
treaty, each side would be allowed to deplay 6000 warheads on 1600 strategic auclesr delivery
vehicles. Of the 6000 warheads, no more than 4900 could be deplayed on ballistic missiles.

In addition, a separate ceiling of 1540 warheads on 154 heavy ICBMs was agreed to, as well asa
50% reduction in Soviet ballistic missile throw-weight. 28

Since the framework of the agreement wasestablished, major issues which remained have
been resolved. These issues involved mobile land based missiles, counting rules for air launched
cruise missiles (ALCM), restrictionson sea launched cruise missiles(SLCM), and linkage between
strategic offensive reductions and limitations on strategic defenses. It hasbeen agreed that under
START there will be a limitation of 1100 warheads on mobile missiles, nolinkage between START
and the deployment of strategic defeases and that SLCMs will be limited separately, outside of the
START agreement, to 830 on each side. On the issue of counting rules for ALCM carrying bombers,
esach US bomber capable of carrying ALCMs is counted as one SNDV and 10 warheads within the
6000 limit. Similar Soviet sircraft are counted as one SNDV and eight warheads. 29 With
resolution of these major issues, a START treaty appeared to be almost ready for signing in early
1991.




Althoughthe START agreement, as now constructed, basthe potential to reduce the overall
level of strategic nuclear arms, it falls far short of its promise of S0% reductions. A discount inthe
counting rules for non-ALCM carrying bombers permits such abomber to count as one warhead
regardless of the mumber of warheads it is actually capable of carrying. In one sense thisis good,
becamse bombers are not seen to be as destabilizing 2 wespon as a missile, especially a land-based,
fixed-silo, MIRVed ICBM. If a START agreement pushesthe US and USSR toward penetrating
(non-ALCM carrying) bambers and away from fixed-silo, MIR Ved ICBMs, most observers agree
that it would be an improvement in the crisis stability index. However, becsuse of this and other
loopholes, instesd of a warhead count after START of 6000, as many as 8000- 11000 warheads could
legally be deployed, - not much of an improvement over pre-START levels.

This brings us to the heart of this paper. Where do we go from her2? There are so many
questions and so many unknowns. When this paper was conceived in the fall of 1990 it still
sppeared that the Soviet Union was oa its way to reform, that a START treaty would surely be
ratified, and that the US and USSR were replacing confrontation with cooperation in approaching
world problems. But the evphoriaisgone. Political turmoail within the Soviet Union hasresulted in 2
returnto hard-line rhetoric withinthe Kremlin. The Soviet military, the communist party and the
KGB haveregained influencein cresting and directing government policy. The Soviets are even
waffling on theimplementation of the CFE agreement they signed just last fall.

All that being said, and although ['m not as optimistic as I was just & few months ago about
the futore relstionship between the US and the USSR, the basic format of this paper should still be
adequate for its purpose. [n fact, recent events only demoanstrate more clearly the requirement for
those who are dealing at the strategic level to consider a broad range of possibilities in dealing with
the future. Clesrly, alternative futures which vary grestly from one another are possible. With these
thoughtsin mind, [ will now shift gears from the present and begin to loak at those aiternate futures
and consider the future strategic muclear relationship between the world'stwo auclear superpowers.




The first scenario [ will consider - the baseline case, assumesthat the Soviet Union “muddles
through" its palitical difficulties. The Cold War remains behind us, the START Treatyisratified and
put into effect, and the US and USSR continue slow progress towards a more cooperative
relationship. Inthis scenario asin each of the others I will consider, the first question to be dealt with
is what is the nature of the strategic nuclear threat posed by the Soviet Union.

[n answer to that question, Secretary Cheney has provided the official, unclassified answer
in the 1990 edition of Soviet MilitaryPower.

Bythe end of this decade, particularly after aSTART Treatyisimplemented,

the composition of Soviet strategic farces will change significantly. The

propartion of mobile [CBM snnchers likely will increase to about two-thirds

thetotal ICBM force, giving the Soviets a more survivable farce. Heavy ICBMs
will continue to carry about half the warheads. ... Thisforce structure, together
withongdnﬁtjnpvvememswtheSS-l&wiuembletheSoviaswmn' acredible
hard-target-kill capability against US Minuteman andPeacekeepersilos. ...bythe
end of the decade they will be left with the SS-18, SS-24 Mods 1 and 2, the SS-25,
and their follow-ons. The size of the SSBN force will decline by nearly one-third,
and the mumber of SLBM warheads will decrease siigitty. The operstional bomber
force will not grow substantially, but will be modernized as more sir-launched cruise-

missile (ALCM)-carrying bombers entertheforce. 30
Applying Secretary Cheney's predictionsto START treaty limitations, the year 2000 Soviet strategic
offensive force would look something like the following:




CASEA
SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES (START CONSTRAINED) - YEAR 2000

DEL.VEH. NO.DEPLOYED WHDS./VEH. TQTALWHDS
ICBM

SS-18 154 10 1540

SS-24 60 10 600

SS-25 500 1 500
SLBM

SS-N-20 (ON 6 TYPHOONS) 120 10 1200

SS-N-23 (ON 11 DELTA IVs) 176 4 704

STRATEGICBOMBERS

BEAR H (ALCM) 100 8 800

BLACKJACK (ALCM) 75 8 600

BEAR (NON-ALCM) 56 1 56

NOTE {: Theabove ion deploys 6000 warheads (the START maximum) on 1241 SNDVs

(well underthe 1600 START M) and complies with the requirement to deploy no more

than 154 heavy ICBMs and no more than 1100 wacheads on mobile [CBMs. The actual Soviet
warhead deployment would increase substantially, to over 8500, by counting the total mumber of
warheads capable of being carried on the non-ALCM bombers and the warheads allowed but not held
under the limit that would be deployed on three SSBN's assumed to be in overhaul. Inaddition, &
mnm of 880 SLCMs can also be deployed under a separate agreement established outside of

NOTE?2: Figures derived from The MilitaryBalance 1990-1991, International Institutefor Strategic
Studies, London, 1990.

What is most threatening about this hypothetical Soviet force that could face the USin the
year 20007 First, it is still a massive force. Even sfter START it is cbvious that the muciear arsenals
of both sides will remain incredibly destructive. No pun intended, it is clear that START is just that -
only & sowr st reducing the strategic forces of the nuclear superpowers. Beyond sheer mass, this
Soviet force presents other dangers and complexities for US planners.

The ICBM fleet is much mare capable than the one currently deployed. The Soviets still
retain half of their most threstening, heavy ICBMs. With a circular error probable (CEP) of 250
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meters and ten 750 kiloton (KT) warheads, the SS-18 fleet remains a potent first-strike wespan.
Perhaps even more dangerous, the SS-18s are deployed in fixed silos and would be in & position to
be either used or lost to a first strike, thus decreasing stability in & crisis.

The major change in the Soviet [CBM fleet of the year 2000 is the increased deployment of
mobile [CBMs. Having currently deployed both the SS-24 rail-mobile aad the SS-25 road-mobile
ICBMs, it is expected that the Soviets would continue to deploy these systems oc improved variants
upto the limits permitted under the START accord. The SS-24 carries ten 100 KT warheads and has
8 CEP of 200 meters. The SS-25 carries a single reentry vehicle (RV) with a 7S0KT warhead and a
CEP like the SS-25 of 200 meters. These systems are therefore much more capable than the missiles
that the Soviets would have to scrap under START. Even more important, they are both mobile and
thus present an extremely difficult challenge for the US to destroy in s retalistory strike.

Turning our attention to Soviet SLBMs, START will have a significant effect. [n orderto
remain within the 4900 limit for ballistic missile warheads, the Soviets will beforced to drastically
reduce their fleet of SSBNs. From the 63 deployedin 1989, a START- compliant fleet will probably
aumber in the low 20s. However, those deployed in the year 2000 will be, as in the case of the
ICBMs, much mare capable than the alder bosts lost under START. While the SS-N-20 and the SS-
N-23 missiles do not have the accuracy or hard target kill potential of their US counterparts, they
remain fully capable of holding US soft military targets, citiesand industry st risk.

Asdid the SLBM force, the post-START Soviet bomber fleet will look different.
Usnfortunstely, it will provide new and increasingly demanding challenges for US air defenders. In
the post-START environment, the Soviets areexpected tofurther developtheir ALCM-carrying
bamber fleet aad may be encouraged, because of the heavy discounting of penetrating bomber
wespoas in START couanting rules, to deploy a new penetrating bomber to take advantage of both
START rules and limited US air defenses. Both of these developments would force the US to
respond by diverting dollars to air defense, atactic the US has employed against the Sovietsfor

years.
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Given that the Soviet threat is something close to that described above, our next stepisto
review strategy options that match the threat and would be effectivein countering it. Since military
strategy is derived directly from and must be in cansonance with astional interests and policy, [ want
to review the appropriate current guidance and then make the assumption that it will not have changed
significantly over thenext decade.

In presenting US interests and objectives for the 1990s, President Bush gave the broad
guidance tobegin the planning process. While reiterating the obviousthat “...the survival of the
United States as a free and independent nation, with its fundamental values intact and its institutions
and people secure," is our mumber one, enduring national goal, the President goes on to say that the
US seeks to "deter any aggression that could thresten its security and, should deterrence fail, repel or
defest militery attack and end the conflict ontermsfavorable tothe United States...." lnamplifying
the theme, hefurther states that the US seeksto “improve strategic stability by pursuing equitable and
verifiable armscontral agreements, modernizing our strategic deterrent, (and) developing our
strategic defense while fostering restraint in Soviet military speading...." 3!

With these broad guidelinesin mind, Secretary of Defense Cheney presented the fundamental
objectives of US strategic nuclesr policy in Soviet Military Power 1990. These were to:

Madarnia effectyve deterreace. An effective strategic deterrent ensures that there are
no circumstances that could arise that would lead the Soviet leadership to conclode
that it could successfully lauach an sttack against the United States orits allies.

Faster strategic stabdlity. Strategic tability isa condition whereby neither the United
States nor the Soviet Union is pressured to use nuclear weapons preemptively.
Maiataia the capability, (f deterrence fails, o respoad flexxbly to a Soviet first strike.
US leaders and military pianners believe that a range of choices - with respect to both
the timing and scale of a muclear exchange with the Soviet Union - allows US decision-
makers to respond credibly to various Soviet attack scenarios, and thereby sttempt to
reestablish deterrence atthe lowest level of violeace. 32

Given the above policy guidance and objectives, and the scenario presented as Case A, what should
US nuclesr strategy be? The next section of this paper will attempt to present an answer.
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Dr.Donald Saow, in hus book National Secyrity, presentsthree different approaches to
strategic nuclearpolicy. 33 The first is a radical approach which views nuclear weapons as so lethal
and dangerous that they should be abandoned along with the strategy of deterrence. lamy view, this
approach fails to face the reality that nuclear weapons cannot be “wished away" just because they are
lethal and dangerous and thus [ dismiss it as impractical and utopian. This approach also failsto
conform to the guidelines set forth by President Bush aad Secretary Cheney.

Dr. Snow's second approach is founded specifically upon the premise, lacking in the first,
that quciesr weapons cannot be wished away. It sees deterrence in some form as the only way to
avoid nuclear war. Advocates of this view fall within a broad range, from those who propose &
warfighting posture to those who are content with deterrence based on assured destruction (a
minimum deterrent which would target cities and the Soviet popalation). Asamilitary prafessional
who has dealt with deterrence all of his professional life, my intellect is satisfied with some form of
this second approach. However, my professionalism is tempered by my humanism which tells me
that this approach does not go far enough.

Fortunately, Dr. Snow offers a third spproach to the question of nuclesr deterrence. The
primary premise of this approach is that both the US and USSR must view avoidance of muclear war
astheir number one fareign policy priority. With both nations accepting the fundamental notion that
neither standsto gainfrom anuclear exchange, and that initiating a preemptive attack is nolonger (as
if it ever was) a rational policy option, other issues such as the prevention of accidental quclear war
and management of crises canbe dealt with mare tharoughly.

While this approach recognizesthat nuclear wespons are here of stay and maintsins the
nuciear balance of terror, it fosters much lower levels of wespons. [nthat sense it is both practical
andrealistic. Most importantly, it eacouragesthe muclear superpowersto cooperste through
agreements, iaspections and similar exchanges, and caa only help promote a safer and more
productive relationship.

Ia my heart, [ feel thisis the right approach in managing the most destructive force on the
face of the earth. The question becomes one of the right farce level, one which will allow both
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countries tofeel secure, and atargeting strategy which would be appropriate to the forces svailable.
These must take into account both nuclear proliferation, and the possibility that the deterrent
arrangement could fail. Whatever that force level is, it should be one of the primary goals of the
nuclear arms control process.

Having said all this, having laid my proverbial nuclear philosophy cards out on the table, [
will turn back tothe task at hand. But befare I do, [ must make one further observation which will
affect the arguments and suggestions that will follow. Proceeding with Dr. Snow's third approach
requires a level of understanding and trust between the US and the USSR which does not yet exist.
Getting to that poiat is an evolutionary process which will require some history of successful
sgreementsand time for the development of an acceptable level of mutual trust. The successful
implementation and execution of the CFE and START agreements will provide a great foundation for
such trust to be built. But we are not there yet, and the proposals [ intend to make in the rest of this
paper will reflect that fact.

Returning now to Secretary Cheney's fundamental objectives of US nuclear palicy, it is clesr
that hisguidance calisfor the countervailing or flexible response strategy that hasbeen characteristic
of US nuclear declaratory strategy since PD-59. These objectives call for a force which is aot
deployed in a use or lose mode, one which can endure a Soviet first-strike and still retaliate with
unacceptable levels of destruction upon the Soviet Union, and one which offers the president various
response options from small strikes against hard targetsto large attacks agsainst Soviet cities and
industry.

Givean the nature of the postulated Soviet threst in Case A, 2 START- constrained, US
offensive strategic auclesr force appropriste to the threat inthe year 2000 might look something like
the following:
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ICBM
MMII 150 3 450
MMIV 350 1 350
PEACEKEEPER (MX) 50 10 500
MIDGETMAN(SICBM) 300 1 300
SLEM
D-5 (ON 17 TRIDENTS) 408 8 3264
STRATEGICBOMBERS
B-52H (ACM) 90 10 900
B-1B (NON-ALCM) 90 1 90

NOTE |: The above configuration deploys 5854 warheads (under the START maximum of 6000) on
1510SNDVs (START maximum is 1600) and complies with the requirement to deploy no more thaa
4900 warheads on ballistic missiles (actual 4364) and no more than 1100 on mobile ICBMs (actual
300). The actual warhead count would increase by 2790 for discounted bomber weapons and by
1224 for three Trident submarines assumed in overhaul status and not counted. In addition, a
maximum of 880 SLCMscan also be deployed under a separate agreement established outside of
START. Therefore, actual US weapons deployed would be 10748, down spproximately 3000 from
the 1990 ]evels.

NOTE2: Thisforce structure assumes a deployment of 300 small ICBMs and a conversion of 350
Minuteman [IIstoa single-warhead Minuteman [V configurstion. In addition, it assumesdeployment
of the stealthy Advanced Cruise Missile (ACM) on the B-52H while retaining the B-1Bina
penetration role.

NOTE3: Figures derived from The Military Balance 1990-1991  International Institutefor Strategic
Studies, London, 1990.

The next question that must be addressed is whether this force is capable of executing the
strategy laid out by the Secretary of Defense. [ think itis. First, it is & very robust force. With
almost 11000 warheads available to strategic pianners, most of the target base covered todsy could be

covered by this force, especially considering the increased accuracy afforded by the new wespon
systems deployed.




Second, this force retains all three legs of the Triad, aithough at a significantly reduced level
of strategic bombers. However, when one looks at the number of warheads carried by each leg, over
35% of deliverable warheads would be allocated to the bomber force. The importaat pointisthat the
redundaat, synergistic effect of the three delivery methods, which not only complicates enemy
defensive planning butimproves US force survivability, ismaintsined.

Third, the Case A force moves inthe direction of increasing strategic stability. [treducesthe
number of US MIR Ved ICBMs by replacing 350 Minuteman IIIs with 350 sing'e-RV Minuteman
IVs. Further, it begins the process of adding mobility to the [CBM fleet, the only sure way of
increasing both ICBM survivability and crisis stability.

Fourth, this farce continues strategic offensive systems modernization at an affordsble cost.
Although the B-2 hasbeen cancelled, it isretained asatechnalogy test-bed. Stealth technalogy,
however, hasbeen deployed onthe advanced cruise missile (ACM), carried into battle by the still
effective force of B-52Hs. Cruise missile technology has certainly been proven ia the war over
Kuwait, and sdding stealth to the equation alang with nuclear warheads should make for an
unbestable combination. Moreover, a fleet of pure Trident submarines, each carrying 24 D-5
missiles with 8 MIRVed warheads with a CEP of 120 meters and a yield ranging from 300-475 KT,
represents an incredible cspability, both interms of survivability and hard-target kill potential.

In summary, this hypothetical Case A force should meet the requirements needed of it in the
year 2000, given the threst and the constraints. Looking at the retalistory threat thisforce represents,
10 sane Soviet leader should conclude that it could be defested. Conversely, inthe event of war, &
US president would have the capability to respond, in & measured way, to any level of Soviet
aggression.

That being said, however, all is not roses: problems remain and there is room for criticism.
For starters, START does not go far enough in reducing crisis stability. The 154 Soviet SS-18s aad
the 200 US Peacekeepers and Minuteman [IIs represent danger both in terms of lucrative targets for a
first-strike and as potential first-strike (use or lose) weapons. These fixed-silo, MIR Ved ICBMs
remain the most prominent targets for further armsreductions.
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Criticism could be directed at a number of areas of the Case A proposed forces. For
example, some critics are calling for a freeze on all new weapon systems pending negotiation of a
new START Treaty. 54 [ would disagree for a number of reasons. First, it takes years to negotiate
such treaties. Since we are 30 close to signing one now, it would be a waste of years of effort to
beginanew. Second, further arms reductions should be significant and based on & growing mutual
trust between the US and the Soviet Union. We need time and the trust-building activities invalved in
executing CFE and START tocreate that increased level of trust. Finally, asahedge against a
renewed arms race and in recogaition of the enduring reality of nuclear wespans, continued but
thoughtful force modernizationis necessary and prudent for continued deterrence and US national
security.

Other critics have focused on the growing vulnerability of the air-breathing leg of the triad.
Michael E. Brown, in a particularly thorough and well constructed article, pointstothe growing
Soviet SLBMthrest, evenina START-constrained eavironment, as aserious challenge tothe pre-
Isunch survivability (PLS) of SAC's bombers. 35 For this reason amang others, most noteworthy -
cost, he recommends canceling the B-2 and converting the B-1B to a cruise missile carrier. Onthe
other hand, | have elected toretain the B-1B in a penetrating role while converting the entire B-52H
fleet to the stand-off (cruise missile carrier) rale. While this does not salve a potential PLS problem
for SAC, it does retain a more robust leg of bombers in the triad and takes advantage of the
discounting rules for penetrators. Under most circumstances, exciuding the most severe "bolt out of
the blue" scenario, I believe SAC can handle the PLS problem for its bombers.

Finally, a sumber of critics would sy that the level of weapons retained in the Case A force
is much higher than required for deterrence. To some extent, [ would agree. However, deterrenceis
in the mind of the behalder, and in the interim, I would rather err on the side of too maay thas to find
out the hard way ['ve erred on the side of too few. As mutual trust grows betweea the US and the
Soviet Union, force [evels can be negotisted down tothe point where they are adequate for their
deterrent task, affordsble, and affer each nuclesr superpower an increased sease of security, (as
much as one can have inthe nuclesr age). Thisis in essence the situstion that I postulate for Case B.
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CASE B : THE THREAT RECEDES

The secand case I will consider assumes that START aad CFE have been successfully
implemented and contined reduction of US - Soviet tensions has occurred. At this point, itis
difficult to sxy what path the Soviets will take, but it is entirely possible, either through a break-up of
the Soviet empire or through further democratization and reform, that the Russians will pose a
significantly reduced strategic nuclear threat inthe year 2000.

Itis clearthat START has not lived up to the goal established for it of 50 % reductionsin
strategic nuclear warheads. Because of the large sumber of unaccountable warheads permitted by the
treaty, the actual reductions after START will bein the 30% range. If we assume that the START
process continues after successful implementationaof "START I, " itis not unlikely that negotiations
would quickly begintowards a “START II" which would achieve st least the S0% level of reductions
sought afterin START [, along with other reductions in certain categories of wespons that are
particularty threstening and destabilizing.

[ would propose 2 START Il which would encompass limitations on all auclear warheads,
leaving none unaccountsble. Second, such an agreement should baa the eatire class of heavy ICBMs
and strictly limit both the number of and warhesds deployed on fixed-silo, MIRVed ICBMs. The
agreement could permit the deployment of 6500 warheads oa as many as 3000 SNDVs. Such limits
should afford a comfort level an both sides, provide effective deterrence for all contingencies,
including the growing third-world auclearthrest, and reducethose high-value, vulnerableforces
which increase incentives to strike first in a crisis.

With such an sgreement implemented in the second half of the 1990s, the yesr 2000 Soviet
threat could look something like the following:
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CASEB
SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES (START II - CONSTRAINED) - YEAR 2000

DEL. VEH. NQ,DEPLOYED WHDS./VEH. TOTALWHDS.
ICBM

SS-24 200 3 600

SS-25 800 1 800
SLBM

SS-N-20 (ON 6 TYPHOONS) 120 10 1200

SS-N-23 (ON 11 DELTA IVs) 176 4 704
SLCM

SS-N-21 500 1 500

SS-N-24 500 1 500

STRATEGIC BOMBERS

BEAR H (ALCM) 100 8 800

BLACKJACK (ALCM) 75 8 600

BLACKJACK (NON-ALCM) 75 10 750

NOTE {: The above ion deploys 6454 warheads (under the START I maximum of 6500)

3?65;3:{2)\13 (START lI maximum - 3000) and eliminates the entire class of heavy ICBMs (the

et

NOTE2: This force structure assumes the Soviets would continve to rely on a strong ICBM fleet,

but that START [ permits a maximum of three warheads on any ICBM. Therefore, the SS-24 fleet

is downloaded from 10 warheads in Case A tothree warheads. Upto 10 MIR Ved warheads are

m«i on SLBMsbecause they are not viewed as destabilizing asland-based, MIR Ved ICBMs.
SLCMs are now limited at 1000 and fall within the 6500 START Il limitation.

NOTE4: Non-ALCM bomber warheads a fixed by sircraft type and limited under the total warhead

count. (Uncounted bomber warheads are limited/eliminsted under START II).

NOTES: Figures derived from The Military Balance 1990-1991 , International Institutefor Strategic
Studies, Londoa, 1990.

Thethreat posed by this iypothetical Soviet strategic offensive force varies significaatly from
that of Case A. First and foremost, the total warhead count is much smaller. Yet, from a military
planner's perspective, it is more modern and aruch more secure from a poteatial US first strike.

Looking first at the ICBMs, a major change isthe elimination of all SS-18s, the Soviet heavy
ICBM that carried 10 warheads and was such a significant threat to the silo-based US ICBM fleet. In
its place the Saviets have deployed mare of their mobile ICBMs, the SS-24 and SS-25. Of aote is
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the START Il warhead limitation placed on MIR Ved ICBMs. While in Case A, oaly 60 SS-24s with
10 warheads each carried 600 warheads, the Soviets have had to deploy 200 SS-24s to achieve the
same warhead level. While this may involve significant cost, MIRV downloading should increase
crisis stability by providing less incentive for first dse in a preemptive sttack and less of an iaviting
target for a would-be attacker. Withthis ICBM farce, the Soviets still maintain a significant ICBM
puach, but one which is more survivable.

On the surface, the Soviet SLBM posture for Case B isidentical tothat of Case A. It
maintainsthe SSBNlevel at 17, but by eliminating the three bosts that were consideredin “overhaul
status, " almost 500 vacouated warheads are removed from possible use. Getting down below this
level will be difficult. Givea maintenance requirements and alert rates, I doubt that either side would
feel secure with their SSBN fleets much smaller.

While the SLBM force remainsrelatively static in Case B, 2 majorimprovement under
START Il is the inclusion of SLCMs within the provisions and limitations of the treaty. Witha
limitation of 1000 placed onthese highly accurste missiles, theirinclusion under the treaty places firm
cantrols on SLCM deploymentsby both sides while keeping total nuciesr warhesd levels
"reasonsble”. According tothe International Institute for Strategic Studies, the Soviet SS-N-21 hasa
range of 3000 km compared to the 2500 km range of the US Tomahawk. 36 More importantly, it is
judged to be extremely accurate. With a CEP of 150 meters and its single 200KT warhead, the SS-
N-21is an extremely effective weapon. The SS-N-24 is currently under development and no
statistics sreavailsble. One can suppose that its capebilities will equal or exceed those of the highly
capable SS-N-21.

Although the Soviet strategic bomber posture in Case B looks similarto that in Case A, there
are differences both in terms of quality and quantity. First, the Soviets have retired all of their older,
noa-ALCM Bear bombers aad have replaced them with 75 Blackjacks in the penetrating role. This
will keep US air defenses "honest” by providing a penetrating bomber threst. Onthe other hand,
START Il has eliminated the “free” bomber wespons of START |, so the total deliversble warhead

countremains atthe START [l maximum.
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The Soviet threat presented in the above paragraphs for Case B is not the only Soviet
response that could be postulsted assuming the parameters [ have created fora START Il Treaty.
Giventhe Soviet's historical emphasis on land-based missiles, they might peefer to deploy mare
ICBMs in lieu of SLBMs, SLCMs, or bombers. However, if a secure, second-strike force is their
goal, abalanced triad of forces, as presented in Case B, is probably in their best interest.

How would the US respond to both the Soviet threst presented in Case B and the START II
limitations? That isthe focus of the next section of this paper.

CASEB
US STRATEGIC FORCES (START II - CONSTRAINED) - YEAR 2000

DEL.VEH. =~ NODEPLOYED =~ WHDS/VEH. = TOTALWHDS.

[CBM
MM.1V 150 1 150
PEACEKEEPER 50 3 150
MIDGETMAN 250 1 250
SLBM
D-5 (ON 13 TRIDENTS) 312 8 249
D-6 (ON4 TRIDENTS) 96 6 576
SLCM
BGM-109A(TOMAHAWK) 750 f 750
STRATEGIC BOMBERS
B-52H (ACM) 90 10 900
B-1B (NON-ALCM) 90 10 900
NOTE{: Thesbave ion deploys 6372 warheads (under the START Il maximum of 6500)

on 1988 SNDVs (START II maximum - 3000).

NOTE2: To comply with the START Il maximum of three warheads per ICBM, Peacekeeper has
been downloaded from 10 warheads per missite to 3 warheads per missile.

NOTE3: 96 D-5s have been downloaded from 8 warheads per missile to 6 warheads per missile to
comply withthe 6500 START IItotal warhead limitation. The downloaded missiles have been

D-6.
m.ucu bomber warheads are fixed by aircraft type and limited underthe total warhead
count. (Uncounted bomber warheads are limited / elimi vader START II).
NOTES: Figures derived from The Military Balagce 1990-1991, International Institutefor Strategic
Studies, Loadon, 1990.
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With adiminishing Soviet threat and continued improvementin US -Soviet relations, it is
safe to assume that there would be increased pressure to reduce US strategic offensive forces as much
as possible. [tis not clear that the US would deploy systems to the upper limits of a START II
Treaty, but for purposes of this paper, | have made the assumption that deployed US warheads
would be close to the limit. [ dobelieve, however, that along with some reduced level of strategic
modernization, force structure cuts would be unsvoidable.

In looking at the proposed Case B US ICBM fleet, it is clearly a reduced force from that of
Case A. The remaining Minuteman IIIs have beenretired as a cost-saving messure. In compliance
with treaty requirements, the Peacekeepers have been downloaded from 10 warheadsto three
warheads per missile. Onthe deployment side, the fielding of Midgetman has beentapered back to
250 missiles. This providesthe US with an ICBM fleet that carries 750 warheads, or approximately
12% of the US total.

In a less constrained fiscal environment, a much better posture would have all US ICBMs
based in amore survivable, mobile mode. However, given the paistical constraints and a reduced
threat,  doubt that Congress would approve the considerable funding levels that would be required to
give mobility to the eatire [CBM fleet. Under this scenario, the Soviets will probably be ina much
better position than the US with respect to [CBMs by the year 2000. With their historic reliance on
land-based missiles and their active modernization program, thisis not an unexpected outcome.

Without a reordering of current US priorities, Case [ finds the majority of US strategic
nuclear warheads at sea. Assuming 17 Tridents are built , almost S0% of US strategic auclear
offensive power would reside within them. Given the state of the world in Case B, this couldbe a
tolerable situation. However, placing that muchrelisnce on ane leg of a sharply reduced triad would
engender some additionai risk. Such emphasis on the sea leg of the triad would require the continued
relative invulnerability of US SSBNs and perhaps additional agreements, such as exclusion zones,
whnch might afford both sides' ballistic missile submarines additional security.

The addition of SLCMs within the limitstions of a START Il Treaty would cause some
problems and complications for the US and her war planners. First, SLCM inclusion would limit the
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deployment of traditional wespons carried on ICBMs, SLBMs, and strategic bombers. Second,
verification would be a difficult issue to resalve. It would require either a great deal of trust or very
sringent inspectian procedures (or both) to ensure that the limits on the gucjear-tipped SLCMs were
being observed.

For US war planners, including SLCMs in the SIOP would be problematic, given the large
number of ships that would be potential carriers. SLCM inclusion within the SIOP might require
warships other than ballistic missile submarines be dedicated to the SIOP role, a prospect to which
the US Navy would no doubt object. If not inciuded within the SIOP, auclear SLCMs would be
relegsted toathester nuclesrrale. If that wereto be the case, their deployment could be capped &t
levels much lowerthan 750, allowing more strategic warheads to be fielded within the START
limitstions. One other option might be viable. Theater SLCMs on survivable SSNs, for example,
could be incorporated into the secure reserve force to provide an additional efement of auclear
reserve. Whatever their final disposition, auclear SLCMs will add 2 measure of complexityto both
START and the war-planning process.

Turning now to the bombers, their deployment in Case B isidentical to that of Case A.
However, under START 11, counting rules for bomber weapons have tightened to eliminste the “free”
wesponsthat were allowed underthe original START Treaty. Assuming that agreements have beea
madetolimit the weapons-carrying capacity of theircraft and that verification procedures canbe
instituted to ensure the modifications, the foophole which permitted thousands of uacounted
warheads to exist under START [ will have been closed. The superpower environment which crested
START [l should be capsble of cresting such an agreement with integral, on-site inspections.

Aswith Case A, SAC's strategic bomber fleet remains st 180 aircraft. It is still composed of
cruise missile carrying bambers and penetrstors, which both camplicates enemy defensive planning
and affers the potentig] to sttack relocatable targets. Evenwith START Il warhead limitations, the
strategic bomber fleet carries as many as 1800 wespons, nearly 30% of the nation's total.

In analyzing a strategic offensive force atthe 6500 level, some cautions appesr that are not as
critical st the higher force levels we have grown accustomed to having. Firston the lististhe
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credibility of deterrence under the worst case scenario. Although the probability of a "bolt out of the
blue” attack should be extremely low, it must be considered, particulariy with respectto surviving
weapons and their ability to execute the missions assigned to them.

A "bolt out of the blue" attack, with US muclear forcesin a day-to-day alert posture, would in
all probability catch all of the non-alert bombers, maay of the silo-based [CBMs and all of the SSBNs
not at sea. [f the Soviets were able to use depressed trajectories oa their SLBMs, the results would
be even warse for the US. A ban on testing this type of missile flight profile should be made part of
aSTART I Treaty that significantly lowers force levels. The point is simply that at lower force
levels, the result of an attack could leave the recipient with such a "feeble” retalistory response asto
pose an acceptable risk to the attacker. Under such conditions, deterrence could fail. It would seem,
therefore, that the lower the force level, the mare secure from a preemptive attack that force mustbe
toremain a credibledeterrent. This may sppesr elementary, but it could become extremely expensive
if we are unprepared to spend an expected “peace dividend" on strategic auclear modernization.

Another casualty of lower force levels could bethe targeting strategy. Atsome point, the
forces that remain for retaliation after an attack may notbe sufficient to hold at risk both counter force
and counter value targets. The countervailing strategy may haveto be abandoned for a targeting
strategy based on the assured destruction of & percentage of an sttacker's cities and population.

[nany event, significant strategic offensive force reductions could have unintended second
and third order effects that need to be carefully thought through before sgreements are signed. It
could be that significant force modernization of the smallerfarce would be required to maintaina
credible deterrent posture.

To this point in this paper, we have reviewed two possible Soviet force structures, both
derived from & Soviet Union that is less threstening to the US thaa in the Cold War days of
Khrushchev and Brezhnev. Both sceasrios seemed possible, even probable, just a few shart manths
ago. However, with the Soviet Union appearing to regress back towards the ofd hard-line
communist chetoric and the CFE and START tresties in serious jeopardy, it is necessarytolook st a
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more threatening Soviet Union and to examine the strategic nuclear threst that sucha Soviet Union
could pose to the US in the year 2000, and what response would be appropriate for the US in return.

CASE C: THE COLD WAR RETURNS
CASEC
SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES (UNCONSTRAINED) - YEAR 2000

D 0 WHDS w
[CBM

SS-17 75 4 300

SS-18 308 10 3080

SS-19 320 6 1920

SS-24 100 10 1000

SS-25 500 1 500
SLBM

SS-N-17 (ON 1 YANKEEIl) 12 1 12

SS-N-18 (ON 14 DELTA Ills) 224 (varies) 672

SS-N-20 (ON 15 TYPHOONSs) 300 10 3000

SS-N-23 (ON 15DELTA IVs) 240 4 960
SLCM

SS-N-21 500 1 500

SS-N-24 1000 1 1000

STRATEGICBOMBERS

BEAR H (ALCM) 100 1000

BLACKJACK (ALCM) 75 12 (AS-15ALCM) 900

BLACKJACK (NON-ALCM) 75 24 (AS-16 SRAM) 1800

NOTE {: The above canfiguration deploys 16644 warheads and assumes Soviet retention of selected

sysiems deployed not earlier than 1977.

NOTE2: The selected ICBM fleet deploys approximately current levels of ICBMs. Systems
deployed priorto 1982 are assumed to be retired, while a moderate (by Soviet standards) deployment
of mobile ICBMs has been pursued the 1990s.

NOTE3: The SLBM fleet retains all SSBNs {aunched sfter 1977 and assumes a modest two boat per

ent rate throughthe 1990s.
mm"mgedwwkm or grester are included in warhead totals and are assumed
to be carried on & wide array of surface combatants and sttack submarines.
NOTES: The strategic bomber deployment assumes a procurement of 15-20 aircraft per year out to
the year 2000, adding 25 sircraft tothe Bear H fleet and 135 sircraft tothe Blackjack fleet.
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NOTEG: Figures derived from The Military Balance 1990-1991 , International Institutefar Strategic
Studies, London, 1990.

The Case C Soviet strategic force structure isimpeessive indeed. [t is also realistic, simply
an extension of trends we are seeing today without the massive force structure retirements that a
START treaty would demaad of the Soviets. This configuration deploys over 16500 strategic nuclesr
warheads, over 4000 warheads more than currently fielded by the US. Moreover, by the year 2000,
this force would be younger than the US strategic offensive nuclear force is today.

The Case C Soviet ICBM fleet is totally composed of forces deployed during 1982 or later,
soit is a young force. Considering changes from their posture in 1990, the older Soviet ICBMs - the
SS-11s, SS-13s and SS-17s have all been retired, even though by US standards they could
conceivably still be a vital part of the active force structure. [n place of the older systems, the Soviets
have continued deployment of their mobile SS-24s and SS-25s, up 40 and 275 missiles respectively
from 1990 levels. Therefore, to achieve the Case Clevel of ICBMs by the year 2000, the Soviets
have only to deploy 315 of their newest mobile systems, a rather modest effort by Soviet standards.

Developments in the Soviet SLBM fleet over the decade also reflect modest effort. For Case
C, all submarines deployed prior to 1977 have beea retired, while the bulk of the missiles (SS-N-20s
and SS-N-23s) are in newer TYPHOON and DELTA IV SSBNs. Compared with earlier levels, a
fleet of 45 SSBNs s low, down 18 boats from 1989. Yet the rumber of werheads is substantially
higher, due to the large sumber of SS-N-20s with 10 warheads each deployed on the 15 TYPHOON
SSBNs. The 45 sumber should be achieved maintsining “normal” Soviet production rates. [n this
case, only one TYPHOON and one DELTA IV need be produced per yearto reach the depicted level
by the year 2000.

Turning tothe other sea leg of the strategic nnclesrequation, the Soviets have deployed a
significant but constrained mumber of SLCMs in Case C. At relatively low cost, these weapons can
be deplayed on any mumber of surface combatants and attack submarines and can be used in both the
theater and strstegic rale. Given the dramaticresults the US TLAM-C (Tomahawk cruise missile)
achieved using conventional munitions during the recent war with Iraq, itis likely that the Soviets
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will heed this lesson and deploy a large number of relatively inexpensive cruise missiles in both their
conventional and nuclesr forms.

As with the sea leg of the Soviet triad, Case Cfinds the Soviet strategic bomber fleet able to
carry a significantly greater number of warheads with a modest deployment effort on-going during
the 1990s. With a decision to continue production of the Tu-160 (Blackjack) bomber at the rate of
just over one aircraft per month, the Soviets will be able to deliver 3700 auclear warheads with their
bomberfleet, greatly surpassing the approximately 1000 warheads theirbomber fleet could carryin
1990. Such a deployment will give the Soviet triad great balaace, complicate US defensive efforts
and perhaps most importantly, help ofiset a US SDI effort against Soviet ballistic missiles. If for no
other reason than the last one, [ think it a safe bet to assume a significant Soviet strategic bomber
effort barring a treaty limiting or eliminating SDI.

lnsummary, a continuation of the strategic nuclear arms race, unchecked by a START
Treaty, will probably resultin a significant increasein Soviet strategic nuclesr capability. Itis
possible that economic factors within the Soviet Union, given current Soviet economictrends, could
put a damper on Soviet strategic nuclear force deployments. However, even in the face of their recent
econamic problems, the Soviets have continued their strategic force modernization, and this has
remained so0in spite of the best relations the Soviets have had with the US since the end of World
Warll.

With these figuresin mind, it is clear that the US will have to aggressively pursue itsown
strategic modernization program if it hopes to “stay in the ballpark” with the Soviets. If Case Cis
any indication of where the Soviets will be in the year 2000 without START, the US had better do
everything possible to conclude 2 START Tresaty or be prepared for either massive spending on
strategic nuclesr armsor significantly increased risk. Assuming that the latter course is deemed
unacceptable by the US leadership, I will now address the issue of the former. How should the US
respand to the provocative Soviet arms buildup presented in Case C?
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CASEC
US STRATEGIC FORCES (UNCONSTRAINED) - YEAR 2000

DEL.VEH. NO.DEPLOYED WHDS./ VEH. TOTALWHDS.
ICBM

MM III 500 3 1500

PEACEKEEPER (RAIL) 100 10 1000

MIDGETMAN(SICBM) 500 { 500
SLBM

C4 (ON 12 FRANKLINs) 192 8 1536

D-5 (ON21 TRIDENTS) 504 8 4032
SLCM

BGM-109A(TOMAHAWK) 1500 1 1500

STRATEGICBOMBERS

B-52H (ACM) ) 20 1800

B-1B (ACM) 90 22 1980

B-2 132 16 (8 SRAM/8 GRAY) 2112

NOTE 1: The above configuration deplcys 15960 warheads and assumes selective retention of the

most modern US strategic systems exysting in 1990.

NOTE2: The ICBM fleet is 20% larger (in terms of warheads) compared to 1990 but has 50% of the

fleet based in a mobile mode. Peacekeeperis assumed to be based in rail garrison mode.

NQTE 3: The SLBM fleet assumes retention of all 12 Benjamin Franklin (SSBN-640) class

submarines with Trideat C-4 missiles.

NOTE 4: Tomahawk SLCMs are deployed on a wide array of surface combatants and attack

submarines.

NOTES: The strategicbomber complement assumesthe B-52H and B-1B aircraft are deplayed in

the stand-off mode with stealthy advaaced cruise missiles (ACM). The B-2 isdeployed asa
bomber with short range attack missiles (SRAM II) and gravity bambs.

E&[E_é igures derived from The Military Bajagce [990-1991 , [nternational Institutefor Strategic

Studies. London 1990.

In postulating a US response to an unconstrained Soviet strategic muclear buildup,
suempted to integrate the most modern, currently-fielded US systems with new systems in the
pipeline. There wasnointent on my part to match US and Soviet warhead counts identically,
although I do believethat the US would attempt to maintain a posture roughly equivalent tothat of the
Soviets. My only intent here was to portray afogical US deployment given the assumed Soviet
threat.
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Responding “in kind" to a Soviet strategic buildup through the 1990s would be an expensive
affair forthe United States. Because the Soviets have maintsined an on-going modernization effort
within their strategic programs, their force is much younger thaa its US counterpart and
consequently, in a much stronger position to sustain a force buildup without having to undergo
retirements due to age.

The years 1987-1989 are instructive in assessing this Soviet modernization effort. While
enjoying the greatest relaxation of tensions with the United States since the close of World War II, the
Soviets still maintained a relentless strategic modernization program. Over that three year period,
they produced 130 bombers, 415 ICBMs, 300 SLBMs and 5 ballistic missile submarines compared
to 74 bombers, 45 ICBMs, 21 SLBMs and 2 ballistic missile submarines procured by the US. 37

Moreover, particularly with their land based ICBMs, they have placed their new systemsin
survivable basing modes which afford them an enhanced sbility to avoid a US retaliatory strike and
control events following an initial nuclear exchange. Neither of these trends bodes well for the US
ability to hold Soviet forces at risk orits intent to control the situation in the unlikely event of actual
hostilities. The US response to the Soviet Case C force attempts to address these deficiencies.

Looking first at the ICBM leg of the Triad, two mobile systems have been deployed in order
to lessen the Soviet first-strike capahility against US ICBMs. Without going mobile, the US's fixed-
silo ICBMs are greatly threatened by the 3080 SS- 18 warheads the Soviets have retained without
START. While the US has anguished for almost 15 years over 2 land-mobile deployment scheme for
her ICBMs, the Soviets have deployed two mobile systems which are strikingly similar to curreat US
planning concepts. If the effectiveness of land mobile systems was ever inquestion, one has only to
point tothe difficulty the US had, even with essentially unlimited sir assets, in locating, targeting and
destroying lraqi Scud missiles during the recently concluded war inthe Persian Gulf. If the US plaas
to maintain an effective triad of strategic weapons, it must move away from fixed-silo [(CBMs and go
mobile. [naddition, maintaining ICBMs in vulnersble silos defeats the US aim of enhancing stability
during & crisis by inviting a preemptive attack against such a lucrative target.
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While the Case C deployment of US ICBMs will be expensive ($35-40 billion by some
estimates38 ), such expenditures would be required to maintain a survivable [CBM leg for the Triad.
Unfortunately, US iavestment in this leg of the Triad would not end there. Shortly after the yesr
2000, the venerable Minuteman III will reach the end of its service life and require replacement. Such
replacement could camein the form of more small, single warhead ICBMs or inthe larger MIR Ved
variety. Either way, further modernization efforts withinthe ICBM leg of the Triad would be
necessary.

The situation is not much better with respect to the US strategic nuciear force at sea. [n order
to maintgin the current level of SSBNs out to the year 2000, the US Case C force has deployed 21
Trident SSBNs, up from the 1990 level of 10. This is three more than current US planning calls for,
as announced in Secretary Cheney's 1991 report to the Congress. 39 In addition, the US has
retained in the operational inventory 12 pre-Ohio Class SSBNS, the 12 Benjamin Franklin (SSBN-
640) Class submarines that were retrofitted to carry the Trident I (C-4) missile.

Here again, age raises its costly head. Although the Franklin Class SSBNs have relatively
new missiles, the hulls are old. All 12 boats are of the original 41 Lafayette Class SSBNsthat were
commissioned priorto 1968. 40 4! Ttrus we find agsin the lack of strategic modernization during the
1970s and 1980s impacting the US ability to msintain a robust strategic offensive force without
massive expenditures throughout the 1990s aad beyond.

The bright spot at ses isthe relatively inexpensive deployment of the Tomahawk SLCM in
the nuclear (TLAM - N) mode. Although all the drawbacks | mentioned regarding SLCMs while
discussing Case B exist in Case C, the larger sumber of total warheads the US possesses in Case C
would give planners greater latitude in the use of the SLCM. Infact, they could be used strictly ina
thester or strategic reserve role. However, launched from strategically placed sttack submarines,
SLCMs could be particularly effective in creating ingress corridarsfor the penetrating bombers which
have been fielded by the US in the Case C scenario.

Although avoided inthe first two, START- constrained scenarios, an unconstrained arms
race through the 1990s would probably require the deployment of a penetrating bomber by the US.
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A penetrating bomber would help keep the US Triad strong and balanced, while forcing the Soviets
to expend resources to defend against it. Second, a penetrator would provide the best hope of
antacking the large number of relocatable targetsthatthe Soviets havefielded. Finally, a penetrating
bomber, in conjunction with cruise missile carrying sircraft, could provide a credible deterrentinits
ownright as a hedge against an extensive Soviet deployment of an ABM (anti-ballistic missile)
system. To complement the penetrating B-2, the Case C US strategic bomber focce includes both B-
52Hs and B-1Bs in the standoff role carrying stealthy ACMs.

Such aforce would be similar in size to the strategic bomber force the US maintsined in the
late 1980s, befare the ALCM-carrying B-52Gs began to retire. [t would also place the US in a much
stranger position to absorb the withdrawal of the B-52Hs from the SIOP after the turn of the century.
By the year 2000, the H models will be between 35 aad 40 years old and are programmed to be
converted to a dedicated conventional role until they are forced toretire dueto age. Withoutthe B-2
deployment throughout the 1990s, the US would be left with only 90 B-1Bs comprising its entire
strategic bomber fleet, a rather weak leg forthe Triad given the threat. Withthe B-2, however, the
bomber leg of the Triad would remain strong and not require further modernization for a number of
yesars. It would also remain strong enough to provide a hedge against a Soviet SDI.

The cost of deploying and maintaining the force structure postulated for the US in Case Cis
large. In addition to the $35-40 billion required to deploy the ICBMs, another $73 billion would be
needed for the Trident submarines and approximately $80 billion for the B-2. 42 If we assume that
25% of the total has already been spent for research and development and initial procurement of these
systems, about $15 billion per yesr would have to be budgeted through the end of the ceatury to
complete the deployment. While this is not grossly out of line with past spending patterns for
strategic programs, it grestly exceeds the amount of money the couatry is planning to invest in such
systems under current programming. Moreover, from my perspective, it would represent &
significant move in the wrong direction, although totally justified given the magnitude of the Soviet
threst.
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SECTION THREE - ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS
BEYOND THENUMBERS

Ia reviewing the three cases | have presented, it is clearto me that the successful conclusion
of theSTART Treaty is of paramount importancein arresting a spiraling strategic nuclear arms race
that fails to increase security as it increases weapons. We do not appesr to be any more secure at the
16000 warhead level than we were at the 13000 warhead level. Infact, we might be less secure. But
without START, we could easily be at that level with nothing gained for the effort, and much wasted
in the process. |

In sxying this, however, | am not suggesting that the US should pursue an arms agreement
simply for the sake of the agreement itself, - far from it. What I am suggesting is that an agreement
that providesfor real reductions, onethat maintains “essential equivalence” or whatever term we care
to use todescribe parity between the two sides, and one thatis verifiable, - eitherby national technical
means or intrusive inspections or both, is clearly in the interest of both the United States and the
Soviet Unian.

Both countries have more problems than they have resources to solve those problems, soit
seems to be only common sense to eliminate wasting dollars and rubles to achieve force levels that do
not offer more security, and apply those dollars and rubles to more productive endeavors. This
sounds great, but it is certainly not the first time someane has uttered such words. The trickisto
make it happen, and it seems to me that START is the beginaing of the process.

If we can achieve a START agreement which leavesus at the force levels described in Case
A, we should immediately begin to formulste s negotiating position for eatry intotalks for START
II. The goal of such talks should be to achieve the S50% nuclesar farce reduction originally sought
afterin START I, approximately the 6000 warhead level. This is generally the level of wespons |
have presentedin Case B. Such an agreement would grestly minimize expenditures on unneeded
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weapons for both sides while at the same time, provide a good example of restraint for those nstions
which are attempting to join the auclear “club.”

While [ think it utopianto believe that we can, intheforeseeable future, completely eliminate
nuclear weapoasfrom the face of this planet, it might be possible that levels could be negotiated
loweryet, to perhaps the three to four thousand range, while still maintsining deterrence and stability.
The best description of such a scenario that [ have seen was published [ast summer by Mr. Walter B.
Slocombe. 43

While applanding the recent progress made in relaxing tensions betweenthe US and the
Soviet Union, Mr. Solcombe views strategic deterrence as a fong-term proposition. He points out
that the future of the Soviet Union is uncertain and that nuclear weapons function to deter not oaly
auclear, but also conventional threatsto Western interests and that nuclear weapons are the “uitimate
deterrent agsinst large-scaleaggression. " 44 [nreviewing the prospect of a deeply-reduced, strategic
deterrent force structure, Mr. Slocombe focuses on maintaining stability inthree separate areass: first-

With regard tofirst-strike stability, he ssysthat the minimum condition must be that Western
deterrent forces must not be vulnerable to destruction by a Soviet first strike. With the survivability
of a smaller force so critical, application of such sttributes as mobility, low RV to launcher ratios and
stealthtechnalogy, along with a healthy research and development program to ensure survivability in
thefuture, will be vital.

Such measures will help maintain Mr. Slocombe's secand area of concera, crisis stability.
Herightly assertsthat “...no preemptive strike should be able to reduce one's forces to the point
where there remain no viable options other than surrender or all-out attacks on cities.” 45 He goes
on tosuggest that confidence-building measuresin peacetime and improved means of communication
for use during crises could improve long-term cooperation.

Asto aforce mix to achieve such goals, he suggests SLBMs which remain relatively
invulnersble, single-RV ICBMs and sirborne wespons with good pre-launch survivability and good
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penetration capability. He alsorecommendstheretention of tight controls on ballistic missile
defensesto help ensure both sides maintain & secure second-strike retaliatory capability.

Addressing hisfinal area, arms-race stability, Mr. Slocombe's concerns rest primarily with
the potential impact of technological breakthroughs o clandestine build-ups on small deterrent forces.
He suggests that while rigorous attention must be paid to hedging agaiast such an eventuality, greater
openness among the parties, more effective verification procedures, and low susceptibilityto
technological leverage could provide a hedge against cheating or abreakout from treaty limits.

Some observers are extremely wary of a drastic reduction in auclear forces such as proposed
by Mr. Slocombe, seeing such deep cuts as a dangerous source of instability. One such critic cites
two potential pitfalls with trying to cut too deep. First, the strategic redundancy offered by the
multiple delivery modes of larger force structures could be jeopardized. Second, at some level of
forces, the nuclear capabilities of third party nations become a factor, creating a whole new set of
calculations and complexities. 4© The end resuit could be & grester likelihood of nuclesr war, as
opposed to the goal of decreased risk. Thus, the issueis not as simple &s it might seem, or as clear
cut as we might likeit tobe.

If atempted, such deep reductions would have to be tharoughly thought through. The
mode(s) of deployment for such a radically reduced force would have to be extremely survivable,
with arelatively large mumber of delivery vehicles. Thereduction or elimination of MIR Vs would be
essential in the effort to ensure both survivability and crisis stability. Because of these factors, the
"peace dividead" might not be as grest as the reduction in forces would suggest, but the goal is noble
and worthy of serious considerstion and effort.
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CONCLUDING COMMENTS

In this paper, | have attempted tolook intothe future to postulate the strategic nuclesr
relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union in the year 2000. In the process, [ have
presented three cases representing three different Soviet threats, the firsttworeflecting improved
US - Soviet relations, the third, a deteriorating relationship. From this presentation, a number of
general conclusions can be drawn which have applicability to US long-range auclear planning. While
none of these may be new or startling, they need to be kept in mind when discussing future US
nuclear strategy and forces.

First, since US planning and programming begins with the threat, there will be a great deal
of uncertainty in determining US nuclesrforce requirements forthe future. The differing possible
outcomes of current Sovietinternal conflict create a vast range of potential Soviet nuclear threatsand a
complex problem for US planning. Planners looking at a threst range of from 6000 to 16000
strategic nuclear warheads will have to build a generous amouat of flexibilityinto aay US plan.
While hoping for the best, given that the threat is at this time uaknowable, they must plan for the
worst. While such flexibility need not translate directly into additional wespons in the inventory, it
must at the very least transiate into activeresearch and developmeant programs and anintelligence
capability that can determine, with agreat deal of certainty, what the Soviets are doing.

The second general conclusion concernsthe direction in which we would like the muclear
armsrace to go. It seems obvious that more is not necessarily better when we talk about nuclear
wespans. If nuclear wespons are really too terrible to use (to be used only in the direst of
circumstances), then our aim should be arms race stability at the lowest possible level congruent with
our nationalgoals. Nuclear deterrence should beretained as our primary national security goal but
with added emphasis placed on deterrence at the lowestforce level. While negotiations withthe
Soviets may be extremely difficult inthese tumultuous times, the potential gainsin enhanced nstional
security and the reduced risk of catastrophic nuclesr war clearly makethe effort worthwhile.




Third, while deterrence at lower force levels should bethe goal, maintaining a credible
nuclear deterrent, even at lowerforce levels, will require continuous modernization. Inaddition,
smaller az<!2arforces may begat larger and moce expensive conventional forces, especially if
instability in the warld continues toincrease. Takentogether, these factors may reduce any potential
savingsto a level much below that which might be expected. Evenso, the continued survivability of
the deterrent force is of paramount importanceif avoidance of nuclear waristobe achieved.

Finally, there is no end in sight for the muclear arms race or the balance of terror which the
nuclesr age has presented us asits gift. We can oaly seek to reduce nuciear wespons deploymentsto
the lowest possible levels and pursue agreements which will minimize the likelihood that ruclear
weapans will ever be used, either accidentally or on purpose. For asone observer writes, “...there
will be, so long as nuclear wespons remain in the hands of other nations and so long as the future of
the USSR is uncertain, a need for the US to continue to maintsin survivable, modern, flexible and

effectivenuclearforces. " 47
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