THE SECRETARY OF OEFENSE
WASrINGTON O C 2030t

January 28, 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Implications of Major Reductions In Strategic Nuclear Forces

The attached paper responds to your request for an early, quick
analysis of the implications of mutual US a.d Soviet reductions in
the number of strategic nuclear delivery venicles to 200-250.

This paper was prepared In conjunction with the Joint Staff and
analysts in ISA, but has not been discussed with other elements in

Dol.

A number of concerns, some but not all of which have been Included
in the paper, have been voiced during its drafting. Because It Is
Important to underscore that some believe [t is unproductive to give
serious attention to such levels, even as goals, | mention these con-
cerns as follows:

-« Such a level would require a fundamental change in US policy.
Some regard It as so unrcallstic as to be counter-productlve to achieving
the practical, and yet far-reaching, measures which may not be possible

in SALT.

-~ Such a level would require aimost total rellance on retaliaticn
against population and industry to deter attack.

-~ At such levels, there would be great potentlal payoffs to
violating limits, covertly deploying ABMs (or upgrading air defensc
missiles), enhancing civil defense, or concentrating defenses on the
limited numbers of offensive vehicles permitted.

| want to emphasize that the paper is not a discussion of 2 potential
SALT positicn and has not besn prepared through DoD SALT processes.
(Analysis of rcduc:cons poscibilities for SALT is procecding as part
of the PEM-NSC-2 s:tudy.) PRather, it is an effort == sharply constrained
by ths very short deadline -- to examine the implications of a hypothetical

situation.
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DPLICATIONS OF MaJoRr REDUCTIONS 1IN STRATICIC NCCLTAR FOACLS

This paper briefly discussaes the {ssues rafced by a hypothrcical US-Soviec 5
decisivn to achieve deep reductions 1a the stratestic offensive forces on

both sfdes. Time has not Peruilted & thorou=h analysia of euch A reduction

Prograz; racthoer, there has been 4n atrespt to higtlishe sore of tha cajor

issues that viuld ba 4s30ci3ced vith such &4 nove. In developing the issues,

0 effort has becan made either to elvocate ¢r to refute the underlyinz

cationale. Houe:hclcao, 1€ L8 clear that fgrcecent on deep reductrions would

have vasc toplicacions far political telationships thedughout the world.#

Before o cressing the eifectrs of deep redictions on the vorld-wide balance
of powver, ic 1is ReCeREaTyY o asssesa its inpact on the central US-Soviet
strazegic : :latioaship 1ocluding the icplicacions for decerrence cnd stebilicy.

Deterrence
Pt bbbl

A 1taf.ed scratezic force 13 often referred to as 1 “ninisz deterrent force ™
o soicy chac the oppoeite s:de 13 deterred from using guclcar weapons by the
piobabilicy chat 1t would suffer unacceptable danaze in any strategic exchangze
43 contrasted to a core stringent force-sizing criterica of “assured descruc-
tfoa.” The lacter doctrine requires that US forces be able co vithstand a full
Soviet first serile and scill respond vith enough pover o destroy the Sovies
Caion as a society. Tlds certaiaty of tocal destruccive capabilicy {s f{ntended
to provide focreased coanfidence that no Soviet political leades could ever sce
a4n advantage in beginning a scratczic exchange.

Deterrence depernds not only on force capadbilities: the Soviet lecders cust alse
erpece that the capability w{ll be exescised. Tnis 1y whac iz refer-ed to as
the "crediblllty“ of the U.S. deterrent posturec. “any belleve Lt requises ad-
dittonal v.s. carabllities, 4300z thea 3 capabilicy for atazzing niltcar:s
targets {n the Sovict Uafon while holding a city-busting capabilicy 1in reserve.

* For purposes of tids. paper, ldeep refuctions are assumcs to be down to abou:z
203 liunchers on Seth si{des. Wa 29 not dizcuss the aeznciadbilicy of such
H=ftations -~ ohi=y ~anay btelicve to Se cffcetively ail, Though ve unlaroza

that the Trexi{ders referred to (3ad possiSiy nrefers) a sirasozic ruclear wTrse
conzizting enly ef sheus 2097250 sievs, wo ere conzidertinr~ (n our - x
OLRCT {28 iidle ~ine: of forec: 34 well., Ve further acsni-cyg chag
beorer=teried, and e g basl: ehjecttve (= to zafneaia Celrrren e vith the

Mnl-vm nvsee o, taclear veanaas,
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A truly "zinimum deterrent mipht undermine some of this confidence. But a
force of 200 launchers, aven restricted to today's technology. 13 not a
“sintmuz" force. This is particularly true if MIRVing is ass .:cd, a3y is
coasistent with sctability for an SLBM (though not for fixed land~based)

force. . .

Strategists over tine have differed widely in their judgmentza as to what
constitutes deterrence. Scme have argued that tha capability to deatroy

3 single major city - such 13 Moscow or New York - would be sufficicnt to
deter a rational leader. Others argue that a cnpability for assurcd destruce
tion of BO percent or more of the economic and incustrial targets of adversarties
is nec:ssary and critical. The amount of potential destruction available in
levels as leow az the 200 launcher forces of both sides is clearly an important
factor inasmuch as it provides some basis for deciding whether nuch potencial
would constitute 2 basis for assured deterrence ~- and whether at such levels
the horror of nuclear war is significantly reduced. MIRVing permits large
aunbers of warheads ~- un to 2000 with Poseidon technology. [2

Yields and loadings

are on the conservative side:

200 SLBM tubes can eas{
MIRVIing is peruitted.

be equated to 2000 warheads {f

200 atreraft could carry

At least 1200 bozbs, !

——

200 ICB!! launchers could carry at lcast 600 warhcads with
MIRVing.

Clearly suzh levels of destruction are great {f attainable under realistic r
conditions (i.e., {f the assumptions are valtd, and that {f all US forces
curvive Thew would not =ee: requirements for assured destruction|

D covertte of larne nembers of milizary targes—,
weaneni could be used for arttacks on militars tasgets, but
asatrlol ellicotivencas would declins as a resul:,

—.
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t should also be noted that the casualties projected are very large — even
these reductions wvould not make nuclear war a very sorvivable experience.
Eouszver, the reduced nunbers of veasoans might reduce longz term radioactivizy
effecis — especially {f throu-weight linits vere izcluded’

Bul sicce perceptions af!c:: de:errence to a cogsiderable extent, such
calculaticns are not the ‘only considerationa, If cajor reductiocus were
acccpanied by reduced tension in the relations of the potential adversaries,
deterrcnce night be effected with fever weapons. Smiller numbers of weapons
could decrease the expectatioa that they would be used, although the opposite
could also be the case.. Further, reducrioes mizht desmchasize stratesic
forces (their nuabers or technical characteriscics) as indicators of nationpal
streageh, thereby decreasing the likelihood that either side would attezpt
to use nuclear pover for coercicn. The probabilicy of political miscalcu-
lacion acd nuclear war might also decrease.

Difffculties have always existed in determining how to affcct the perception
of costs and gains on the other side. . A number of uncertainties permeate
the deterrent relationship. At issue is.vhar umcertainties would be asso~
ciated with cajor reductiocs in strategic forees on both sides asd whether
the dererrent relationsﬁip would be more or less stable,

.

Crisis Stabilitv

(1) Survivability. With the reduced redundancy izplied by a s=aller
force, more e—phasis on survivability of the {rdividual svstezs would be
requircd. The Opponen: could concentrate rescurces on counterinz limited
tumbers, making a forece mix advisable even ar low torals, However, with

fewer launchers to protect, cach iandividual launcher cocid be nade core likely
to survive at less total expense. One migh: have $SENs with only 6-3 cissiles
inctead of the prese=g 16-24, thus havizg a greater cumber of beoats oo staticn

at acy tize, and zaking the fndividual beazs s=aller and less deteczable.

The SLTMs could also have a substantially greaser rasss thaa the curre-c
cystezs, increasing the ocean arca that would have to be scarched., There are
potential ways to defend land-based missfles azainst attack, irncludins super-
hardefng and other passive and active silo-defense cechanis=s {zot, Ao-~v*:
includinn {zterceptor-based defenses vaizh could have a population defense
capabllizy), and the siting of the IC3Ms o raxmisizaethe "frasricide” cffect.

elf could ~— and o be vealistie zhould -- contain provisions
e the survivadbilicy of the strazegic forces.
ASW sanctuearics coul C estaz-

1lehet (ASY sanctuaries atce repions vhere asy would be doclared illegal ard
the doploiment of ASY systems would be considered an act of war). The explo-
sive wield or throw-vaipght of che m=i{s={les could be licited, and the tvpes

of pollimzes morhani-~3 uscd thereon couid te rossricicd (terminal senszing
coull he hanned, and the balltstie corfflclent of tveeatry vehicles coulld Se
lizited, although this latter limitatlon would lnercace the facertive to
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vislate the ARl zzree=esnt). Finally, the testing of ICB!s and SLI:is could

be resericted to a very low level which would reduce the confidenze that
militar: plannera would have that they had the hizh zelfability and accuracy
required for .. effective firat atrike and the secozs scrike. A limit on the
number of warheads to be slaced n each nissile coulZ also enhance surviva-
bility, but as we will note below, MIRV suitiplicity {s important to reduce the
sncentive clandostinely to develop ADM systemns, lManr of those linmlta present
co=plex problems of varification and/or fnterface with tactical or conventional
forces,

Our present force structure insures against a "techrcrlogical surprise,' and
ceoplicates Soviet attaczk plans, by having three syz:ems with different
technical characteriscics -- launchers, land-based missiles, and SLBis., A
satell{tc-based subsarine preciglon location capablli:y seems impossible
today, but may not in 20 years. Bombers and ICB8Ms also provide. as Hedges
the possibility of cperagional alterations to deal wizh the sppearance of
such new capabilfcfea. {7

The technological sursrise would not appear
{nstantaneously, Zvstenms enbodying it first have to e developed and tested).
For these reasons 1t cay be deairable to maintain eir:er land-based oissiles
or bonabers, or both, in the post-agreement force. (Tafortunately, fever
bozbers would have difficuley penetrating Soviet airspace with or without
cruise nissi{les, unlcss there were lizitacions on air defensas.)

(2) TForce Controllabllity -~ another criteria fc= crisi{s stab{l{ty (s
that the .crce be controllable -~ to support war terr=narion nezotiations
and to prevent a “spaem response.™

Trease Seanvtlity: Poseibilitiag and Cenicqnencns of Cheatinn

Aastlore requlre-snt for a stable treaty regime 4s thar the f{nrcentives to
violate the treacs rot be ircormreasurate with cur ves izatton capabilisy,
AL D lewels of etrate;ts forces, the nilitary pavef{f for checatinz may
not Le - #2am at lew levels. Uncertalntics an! imstamiilities
follew 2ore oo mhore the possibiliti{ce of clande it
! A fow rore weapont rfshit he Shft=lpey
H to nlle the deplorment of a fuw o=

ine doplosreonts are high --
fcant -~ an! titere czre

e e a
e lavnchers, e.g.,
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Y retemobave Seen redected {nothe 7ast bozarse ther wore vlerwed
ToostiTctive, net cost-ifactive, or destabilizing to the overall

= 2 ren i 13 iy T A SR

e P S N R,



At 1ssus {3 what eff22t active and passive defenses wnuld have on the

strategic rciationship at very lo: levels of stratesic launchers. If the
cagnitude of the central requirenent of deterrence —- to be canable of (n-
flicting unacceptable cazage -~ {8 unchanged at lower levels, then deployment
of activo and passive dufenses for the protection of population would be poten-
tlally destad{lizingz. Thus, the ABM Treaty would need to be continued with

the pernitted nunber of ABM launchers reduced.
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However, at low levels of strategic launchers, strategi{sts would nead to
1 reconsider the questidn of vhether it would be better to seek an e{fancivye

defense azainst attack rather than the eaintenance of deterrence, Such a
defense might be achievable although all the uncertainties associated with
defensive systems wvould rewain. )

Strategic Tazuegs

Major reductions in strategic launchers raise a number of additional issues
vhich are prescnted (n capsule form. The list is not all-icclusive.

(1) What effect would low levels of strazegic launchers have
on the deterrenc relaticnship between the U3 and the Soviet Union?
The questions cf warfightinr capability, perceptions, and deterrence
would require total re-evaluation. For example, civil defense beconmes
a far more critical factor, as does equivalency measureaent criteria,
What esy-——etrics can bLe permitted? If a mix of launchers {3 allow-
able, suzh mazters as greater Soviet 10T throv-weight and the nusber of
MIRVed warhe2ds bSezcze sigaiflcant. The elements that are n=cessary to
create the perception required to achieve deterrence vay differ con-
sider=bly frod the present,

(2) “hat =ffect would low levels of strategic launchers have en
other Soviet

’- " cn2 U3 ruclear and conveariornal forces?
he A
. = O3 B o
- Tue Baci! -1.1 bothers, and cther "srey-arca' and "Iorwara
e N * L]
e { bacad” syaters, which hzvs boen tharay questions in the S$°.1T resotfations
. Slresdy, <ould tare oa greatly increawad siznificamce in a context wihere
‘ ? they cenld be ar—e! with 3 sudstantial fraction of the ni=ber cf weapons
E carris? L the ceoniral stratesic forces.
~
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And though {t can be argued that the FBS Lissue has

been ar least as wuch political as military in the pasc,
it vill certainly and justiffably assuoe an overriding
importance under conditions of a low strategic force
ceiling. In fact, {t would be highly improbable that
either side could seriously constder the acceptance

of a lov 8. ‘ategic ceiling without extensive and
parvasive limitations on nuclear armed forward-based
systems, tactical nuclears, snd grey-arca systems that
night be armed with nuclear warheads. This problen could
be expected to be the most serious bilateral ocbsatacle

to achievezent of a lovw strategic ceiling touching as {¢
does at the hearc of the global-and regional military

. balances.

Conventional forces would likewise assume2 greater importance,
snd the credibility of relying oo nuclear weapons to
compensate for inadequacies in conventional forces would
further diminish. The US strategic deterrent nmight well

be perceived ss completely decoupled from NATO defense. The
question would arise as to wvhether we would want to continue
current negotiations in MBRF for limitations on conventional
forces or instead move tovard increases in conventional
forces in Furope. However, to move odditional US forces to
Lurope would leave the US with po contingency flexibilicy
unlesz a large increase in GP forces vere approved. To

fail to move forces and increase their numbers might provide
& conventional sttack temgtation the Soviets would seize,
unless a large increase in effectiveness were achievad.

A corollary to the above issue is the cost. If the

cost of strategic forces went down the US pight have
to increase spending on-conventional forces, thereby
negating the potential for defense budget reductions.

(3) What effect would low levels of strategic nuclear
forces have on Soviect and US reiations with other nuclear
powers? There might be a general dee=rhasis of nuciear paver
as & ceasure of national “greacness.'” China, France,

CGreat Britain and others could maich the US and USSR inm
nuclear power az a much earlier point in tize. World

pover relationshizs would be significantly altered.

Thus, {t almest poes without saying that other ruclear
states would have to be brought 1n:;u a deecp reduction
agreemcnt at s=orme point {f it were to b wmilitarily

viable and politically acceptatle. Tt {s beyond the

scope of thia paper to ecti=atc how other nurleoar states
might respeoad. Suffice {¢ to say that persvasive argumencs
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could be marshalled in behalf of positive and negativae
reactions. At any rate, one of the political conse~
quances of general adherence to & nuclear ceiling pro-
posal would be a further and extraordinary erosion of
bipolarity and a major impetus to the growth of other
pover ceonters and internaricnal actors. It 1is difficulc
o estimate whother the reduction would help or hinder

US non-proliferacion -strategy. It is possible that
parallel reductions in conventional forces might be ~
necessary. ‘the polirical linkage would be-complex.

Whather or not this would lead to greater, or lesser
international stability 45 a highly compiicated issue,
and again, impossible to say without further analysis. '

{3) The Soviets probably would expeet some concession
in allowable nucbers of weapons relative co the US mainly
because of the number of nuclear povers arrayed against
them. .

(6) ABM technolcgzy would become paf&énuntyin ia;nttaﬁcc -—
“cheating' here, as i{n total numbers of weapons, could become
inviting.

(7) The process of the US and the Soviet Union moving
to low numbers of strategic forces -e.g. the timing and
details of "getting there from here"” - would create a
variety of problers and inscab{li{t{es.

(8) The irpact on US relations with LATO .
vould be f{=mportant, particularly their perception of thu
credibility of the "nuclear usbrella."”

(9) Verification amd the construction of corollary
constraints covering a low strategic ceiling —ould be
enoromous and prastically {mposrsible to {zpiemens with
high levels of confidence with or withous cn-sice inspecticn.
The possib{lities for cheazing (or breakinz cu:z) would be
vagt, and even wirh an aray of inspectors, it rizht be
possible to evade compliance, particularly since the process
of reaching low levels of stratejic weapons would presuradbly
take place over time, and inwvolve destruction and dis-
mancling of existing weapons and zhe concrruction of
new oncs. Tepending on the razure of the retained forces,
vodest alditions to a low-level force could comcoivadbly
have greater strategis sigaificance tnan s=11l addizions
to the high level forzrs nreaently deploved on both sides,
thus creazing the {nceasive to cheat
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SUMMARY :

In sum, such reductions, {f they wera to be agreed to by
the US and the USSR and were to be acceptable to other
nations, would decrease destruction {f s nuclear war
cccurred and would reduce the cost of nuclear force.
Whether the uncertainties sssociated with the current )
deterrenc relationship would be altered is not clear. ’ . 1
" However in terms of casualties, the resulr might still

be catastrophic. ~ The overall Defense budget might go up
or down depending on whether new, more technologically
advanced strategic veapons were procured and vhether more
expensive conventional forces wvere required to replace
nuclesr wesgons. Agreement wveuld slvest certainly be
required on other fundamental arms control measures,
especially strategic defenses, and theater suclear wveapons
but alsc possibly conventional forces as wall.

In conclusion, there are at this stage more questions rsised
by & proposal to achieve major reductions in nuclear forces
on both s{des than there are anewvers. A number of problens
have already been {dentified. Noteworthy among them are:

- Insuring that the reduced force contains all of “he 1
elements recessary to create the perceptions
required 1y the concept of deterrence.

. 1
= Accoumodating ourselves to the vast changes that may
be nececssary in our political relationships with allies
48 vell as adversaries, regional as well as bilateral,

if scable balance of power is to be maintained. L

- Developing feasible weans of verification.




