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PART IIT - iSSUES, ALTERNATIVES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A Leneral Characteristics of Nuclezr Forcs Pas-ure
Issue %1 - Flexibality .
Issue #2 - Zndurance
=P Targering Objecrtives znd Priorities
Issue #3 - Targeting
Issue #4 - Targeting ;
OSD 3-3(b)( 5) Issue #5 - Targering
Te s Gh e T 5
Lssue ¥6 -argeting
issue #7 - The Strategic Reserve Forces
C Limited Cptions, Escalation Control and Nuclsar Crisis
Maczgement
Issue #8 - Planniag in Support of Zscalatiop Control
Issue #9 - The rolicy Interface with NATO
Issue %10 - “auneh Under Attack .
Issue #11 - Zaplovment Policy for China . . . .
Issue #12 - Implications for the Target Data 2ase
rm—~~wwwww~«wunlssuem#lihzn4;2:31143h;acaiyes,Qf Nuclear Zmplovment Po'icy
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The purpose of this review was to avaluate auclear emplovment
cy -- that is, the policy guzdel nes and procsdures for the targeting :
iuclear weapons -- and to identiiy alternatives to current policies.
cnducting this eva*uat;on, we de“sed parulc"xarlv on the relationship
wesn our stated policy ( rih in PL-18 and NSDM-I-<2) and the
ZEILNg DL3RS :aszgzad’;c;:arv" auz =ha: pelicy. we nave ziso reviznal
2re zppropriats, the relationsi:ip Detwesn amplorment lans 2ad
caperiliziass of forces znd supporting ccmmand, IInLLol, TOMBURIT
ind izzziligence. The evzluation :hé: f:lléws 2ses as IS Iramew.TH
principa. objectives of nuciear e mplofna*t pelicy, namely: del2rvends
snC 2ssential equivalence; escaiatiom comtrol and war terminaticn; &nd
ine Icur zeneral war :argetwng Dwec*'“es described below. wa 2.50 Zave
evalszted the Secure Reserve Force (SRF) concent, launch Und2r ~ilzi:zcCk
J ; tazrgeting 2nd targeting policy for Chine.
3 Yzicr Findings

O

its a‘l es and othe* frleqdly natAons. Nuclear weapon
ole in meeting these deterrence ob} c:zves, but thev are
d to do this ask alone. pi N Iy ‘

il

e ]

ils we are not sure what deters the Soviets, there is fairly
brcad ccasensus in the US intelligence commupity and among a number of Cj)_
?cv‘e: sxperts that the Soviets serlouslv,nlaf,kp face the problems of
fighting and surviving a nuclear war should it occur, and of winning, in
“he sense of having military forces capable of dominating the post-war
worid. Their =mpbasis on planning for nuclear war and on damage limiting
me=5Lres, including civil defense and civil emergency preparedness
estifies to this overall thrust in Soviet policy. This does not mean
:' t the Soviet leadership is unaware of (or indifferent to) the destruc-

ot}

Tiv

(

consequences of a nuclear conflict. Indeed, there are many statl:zueats

Scviet leaders which attest to their desire to avoid nuclear war and
their recognitiom of its potential destruction. However, the Soviets

ppeer to have prepared themselves szltarzly and psychologically for
+g§§ﬂ0111tv that a nuclear war could occur and within the limits of

:helr esources, they have prepared placs and developed capabilities -—- -

“hich would permit them to do as well as pessible in surviving a ouclear

zonflict 2nd in defeating the military forces of their adversaries. It

is clear that they are contipuing substantial efforts to improve their

»wn strategic posture. The effect is to pose new obstacles to z2caievement
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It

is sufficiesnt for pu cses of deterrsncs if the Seviets p
P

erczive
t22T there be a reasonpable lzkelzhooé that we could {and would} escalate
¢- respond successfully; it Is not Decessary that we have a-gaes _confidence
trhat esczlation control will wo*k or, still less that we can win the
“ér. Zowever, to lend credlblllty to a U.S. threat to escal ate, we nzad <::)
:T;Ecymeﬂt cptions and supporting capabilities which the Seviets =mizht ‘
rerceive to be aGVaagwgeous to vs. Such cptions require greater flzxi-
bility and nndurancs than we now have in our nuc;ear posture.

2. “syalat1on Lontrol There are and will

inevitably always he
great "nc::ta~ntles zbout our ability to control &scalation and :~:~133:e
csofiict on terms 2cceptable to us and cur allies. Neverzheless,
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ctoolode tnal Lt or2maiang in tha U.5. interest to have plans and :apabii:-
SIBS Inat Touli limee Zamage by centrolling 2scalatiop :pé terminating a
fonflict cefrre iiocan extand to all-out ruclear war. Thus. we reaffirg
ile cesirapil:iiv of a policy of escalation control based on 2 range of
SIDP and aon-SIOF options. We find, houever that thers are serious
4 deficiencies ir cur-am: plans and capabilities o Carry our 2 strategy
29I 2sctalazion capi-s} There nas been inadequate poiitical input into
Plemning °F nuclear options, partizulariv non-SICE cptions. There
“defizienczias iz the integration of iimicad auclear sptiéns with
asuclear rlans, and an absence of political, aconomlc and psvchological
S 10 complizmznt aon-SIOP ODClOﬂS Further. the plans for limized
cf auzlszzr -eznons have aot been su-:~cien:i? e:fr::seﬁ wiih zhe
=Sipetiin ol zigh level pelizical and milizary lazdarg. L2 vulner-
23r ool Fuscs nd Jimmead. lontral. lramunicatisas :nd <aiszllizencs
4 w2 #ifaciiveaness of 3 25C2.3250n Canisol s:rs:égy
- Joveriment mav not be 3dez2ately preparad tp Zaal
b3 o ocoulid -nvoxve aucliear “garons, saould i asscur.
1tk 2 suclear crisis in the multilazeral framewors o2 NATO
gven more Zifficult.
Z2ner2. wer Plaps.  Jur general war -lans are dasignad 1o peet
'>Sg priacipal objectives. the last three orf which are to be
¢d "ii ine extant practicable:” (1% :impede recavaer: of the
“B 20t :n the short taem andk~ae Lana tarm; (23 destroy
tiorel polizical and military leadersh 2ip and command and control;
oF Sovisi puclear forcss, and (4)

aes;rov Sov1ht aon~nucl=ar

&

E3 g +
aloe o o

(Lciin <L
o Airvepelant

But, if Soviet civil defense plans are

“olzssfully mented, these levels could be signif ficantly raduced. 12;*¢abn7
 the Scviets or the US could ef ‘echzvely shelter and thersby protect a Qy,ZI ,éQQLbh
‘gnificant Lorticn of their labor force, this should have

——————————

20 important

iii Authority: E @ ?958 a
Ch ef ?9@@ !j & &8

0SD 3.3(b)(" y(5)

mencieé
ss Div, WHS



T#P SECTET

J'ze surviviang skil.ied
i12viag recovery.

0SD 3.3(5)(5)

OSD 33@(5 )

2 systems have substanqallv eruded our
ies over the past u&C3d€j

countzr- M
We have fcund ao plausibdle i /
izg policy or force structure in the course of this .

udy toat give zaay promise of restoring the relative capadilitias we /7’/
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it the 2arly i960's. This does not Tear, o
uld do nothing tc improve the preseat or pros:

Ir shoul
Iruise missilas will pur Soviet land based pissila
%8rd targets at risk again, bur this will not give us
X and TRIDENT II will, however.
~ith raspect to the Zamage 1l: mltlng obiective. todav there ars rwo
distiact views as indeed thers Lave Desn for some time. One viow nolls
-h2t since we cannot expect to limit to low ] ievels the damage resulziag
from 2 large scaie nuclear attack, that it is no longer a mezpingful E;
lority inp

cbiective and should be abandoned or at least given a low pr
¥

smplavwenat policy. A cantral concern is that con:*nua
: iaczive of U.8 policy could la:zg
30T r2sulling imprivamencs .-
mCre promising ctieciivas N
z tu do tne Dest that we 3z s nrs
o a suclz2zr war if jaterrsnce <a: ¢
ria war, and the wide range of Possidl
X -aere mizbt well be situations where rthe capability to rad
& S€I22ps tens of millions of American ;lVES would pe far fr
This vizw also stresses -he potantial effects on dera-ranc
manigsment in situations short of auclear war if U.S. soci
tacome Zar mors vulnerable than the Soviet Union.
wizth T2Spect to the cbiective of preventiag an uafav 7orsblia nost-
wer zuclzar force balance, the debate turps on whnac CONSTITUT2S 3 Szl:ince
ihe strategic

gnc oo :he~bes‘ means for achieving it. =Xecent tsanges in g
Sal:nce pose us. with a dilemma--now much of of our forcs should we use
2 an eIfort to arode the Soviet auclear threat and how much dc we icld

7esezve Lo secure a post-war balance? 4 substantial porzion of the
o8P 33 0)(7),

-0B =ven tlough relatively low damage expectancies are antic: vatad
catirg additional weapons with current capabilities woull not be
uctive. Indeed a considerable aumber of the weapons now used are
Ms which have low DEs against hard Soviat QSD 3. 3(b)(L{)
e silos. Furthermore, as ICBMs, w 1ca aave a tetter hard target
1lity, become more vulnerable to attack ~1thhold1ng them for use
r n~551ons may only result in their los Some argue zhat we
dilocate only weapons with the bdest “atd varget capability to the
threat and not allocate SLBM weapocs with low DEs to harg targets.
argue that the prasent scheme of cross- targeting is a hedge
agzinst Zailure of one leg of :he TRIAD, and that given uncertzintiss as

to what acutally would kill a sile (or lnterfere with reicad znd force
<i10,08D 3.3(0)(5)

rec:nstitut*on) we should continue to allocate to =ach
(even if some :ave low DFs against the silo itself) at least as lang as
~ ve tave sufficient weapons. el L -
zczuse a substantial portion of the Soviet nuclear h:ea;“§s x4,
issue is how much and what kind of capability is requiieq

=
2 :.*a:ar
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fiz n3is terzetin 1s 2n are2 in which programmed
TzErnges~-inl oacgu *sz*zaa aet*sznns~ and employment policy are clos
lizzed. Ior example, the. iarge ALCYM force that will be ava 1labie z
?22-830"s will have the accuracy for a considerable counter-silo poran:
if ALIM penstrabilty is high. The US also faces basic decisions abcis:
ihe characteristics of future ICBM and SLBM forces in which the reguirsment
for Quick Reactlen Hard *arge* ”asaollzty {GRHTC) is a driving facicr.
Irom toe suaadnoznt of *arze:z 12 1t seems clear that we cught to
reizin a substapti ai bard target czpability. Such a- cnpac;15;y is
reguirad not nlv te be ablﬁ Lo attack Sovist3I»B% siios effectively,
Byt alisc Ifsr - i Taréenﬁé'i facilities and somg other
nerdzpad ins (T would enabi2 us to realloczis
wEED0RS Wil rgets o sther missions. Whein:r a
sursisgnial R z caparilicy
o Fol T S A argé:%: 4
reoulrement oL L '8 VEry <] , ; For ).
sxemp.e, iF 5ov1zt forces are a*ert'when; tie US launc & Countar i
3ttack Lie sro bablllu? of their presmption or 1annch undcer attack
hzgz. znl tae éi,*aréace in response time betwean a few hours zad
WLoules na¥ De inconsequential. JOp the other hand, given :he manyv
upcertainties noted above, a guick hard target: canabz 1:" mizht well
WuEDrove the cutcome of a nuclaar exchange frsm our standpoint or oIvpli-
tate Soviet calculations of the ourcome and th 2byv help to strang:iien
de<errence,

: th' curreat piaps,
at;eﬁr m1l::arv Aor.ss are lizelv to.be in ,
‘-ne cirreat’ set of Targets attacked in the other milivary

N1

B

it
i
gl
3
B

targ gory, includes only fixed ipstallations. Cur nnc”’acge of
Soviet 4Z=ﬂs suggests that with glauS%b amounts of warnizg, bcth
k- forces and stocks would be dispersed rapidly 2vay from these fixed
{QT installa 1:35; Thus much of this attack,. unless the US achieves zs-2i
b surprise. is likely to go on empty or cartially v empty kaserces and stizr
9 bases, and 'be Savzets would be left with sa“stautial'militaryfpau&: 1o
- coerce otier natioms, to seize valuable industrial resources in wWes-era
} Europe a2nd the Middle Zast and to assist them ign post-war bargaining
s with the United States. On the other hand, there are clearly a ousher
B o2 Iixed military imstallations that will remain valuable :in suppo:t;t
E toe Sovier war effort, rsgzrdless of warning. For example, secondsirv
: aZ:-fields, transportation cnﬁters, etc. Current plaun‘ng does. not gi?e
! these targets hzgh priority in relation to facilities that are lixa.v to
; Te =vacuaizé with warning. We believe future planning should take -5z
isto accouat. For the longer rum, priority should be given to cegshzli-
ties to attack dzspefsed military forces. Trans-attack recornaissisce
- and -essponsive .arge ing are needed to do this.

g2rd to the stratagic reserve force we fznd that Lh

with reg
end 1ts supzorting command, control, Communicaticns and iatellizence
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re. would bg subs anti | larar
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aet. be seen '
‘1”"at*3ﬂ§, : ,
Tre Fresident shoalé ‘not be“orced to make a "use or lose"” uhb‘C“ xf »
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ilere are other options available. Reliance on LUA increases lhe

of an acczdental war and thus would increase 1nsuab111tv in a Sov-et [
,:**s*s. ”owever, ,eydo'helxeve that ;argat*ng p;ans should include a
iU option for ICB% for»es only that is Iﬂss esca&atorv than curreat

Dlans. e e ¢ e .

The current SiOP ta*get*ag pollcv for China is out of dats. It wes
bzsed on a period when China was seen 2s a threat ccmparable to -hc
Sevist Union. We believe tkat our China tayagt,ng‘gc-‘cy should be -y
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more i;zo line

China poses no st-z
have a minimal Ccapabdi
present, US'ChluESE

menacing to our adwve
could change, but we

case, while it 15 not cle

a
€ens uniixkelv that a primarily agrarian socs

t
*
01
R ]
o
ko)
f

tetY with a small ipduszo-al .
“ill Ye decarrad irom regiopal aggression 2gainst i-g 22.ghbers oy
lirezat of massive attacks on industry, ‘We not ORiY do not unsersrarg
EE STOC=2ss as 1T relates to China, but we ars Quite arbiirzos
tdose Tarzets we seiace The - y
~=2200 0D 2R 1nsusirial Taoslg--

y 10w to phrase
an arms control proposal,

of choicas that could be made. N
,fy znd assess Droad policy as a 7r»

imewerk Ior making more
1sions.  And such decisions should, irf pessible, be
e set of overall ob,ectlves in mind.

Te several factors that are likely to deminate

a
ives. Most important are 2ssessments of Soviet
lves with respect to the role of nuclear wes bees; and in ligh: o7
viet views and objectives, Jjudzments as to *uat actions we
g2k to deter with nuclear fore €s, and how best o do so. Xifo}
o}

the choice o7
views and

Nnection we z1so need to uOPSLde¢. {a) whazt flex*bi7‘°v in cur
sosture (i.e ., how brcad a range of opticns) is desired and w-:¢
:5le znd how much we should spend op it; (b) how puch endursnce

~-7r¢es require and hew much is pessible; (c)
limIiting cspabi “1ity is considered necessary and hew much is pc<51u e;

2nd (d) the costs of achizving these capabilities. Ope alternative, of
cou*se, 1s to contisue current policy as described zbove. we offer
Telcw fiur broad alternatives to current policy.

how wpuch dapaz ge

AIT of he following opticns will

Teet the currsnt sbjectivas of

zucl=zar zolicy to scme degree, “okEver they differ in the:ir relatize
emphisis op Tlaxibility, eqcuAaace aad ccun’n:‘ork-, and is 2 result
couid have sudstantially dicferent cost implications. twever,
conisins at 3 Ainimum,

an assured deerUgt’on capab111:v
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= ce of Ionroes ani LrELr

en(Ce., .282r Sufa @ Poiify. :in

i3l Targets of value to the Soviz:t

terrence, ang would recsive =gpnasis
Hewever, zoal of

ng ratorT pe
z SRS farrzs 3nad
T =C on 5% LngusLov
i s megE . 1z and IIzIls
P Tz iy £ zmerg nerzad =sTH rizs 1o U3 an
Sitd] T Jar 1izie cou.d o2& =xplsoizad by tne Soviet Unzon o
co e us or our a2l.:2s Zollowiszg a nuclear 3TTack; or whizh, if der-
teived zs a2z advantage DY the Scviats, could affecr crisis Darzaining
sitcrt o nuclear war., This pell ould 218 rezzin 3on-SICF sptisns,
2ut strengtlen the procedurses Lo 212 non-5IiCP nuclear sptions wiin
cther military and pol:tizal mezsuss This policy would iavelve al:ie-
gzitn of current targeting pl:aps 2nd Zeclzrzatory pelicy iz arcer to
e I212 actount wpar ~e xnow of Scvier visws of npuclear stratagy, in
zariiculsr thelr sensiziviiles To losiag control over their scoiziv. :ind
tie detsrrapt eifsct that “& pight achisve D¥ plznmaing to zizamprt o
= tne Scvizr Uniom a war winming czpzbility. Scme delisve such
& es o turrent policT represent <is miaipum nes arvy to strangtihen
S rznce In 1ight of whal we zacw of 3oviet objectives and their
2 g miiitary power. QJthers belleve that changas to current policy
are ot cecessary to strengihen dsterrance and would be provocative and
< v.

'e: Jevarture from turrest policy would be to focus doth

- -
e gy viat

5
eclaratory policy more tesvily on deaving the Soviels agv

hieving a faverab.e war outcome. A nigh priority eifort

put on Jeveloping zzr endurance and cn Improved OSD 33(b)(5)
New capzbilitias
particularly more

.) focus on .

ired to support such a ta
b §a

% <y,
Countervalue tar;: {

=2

——

rces wou e des:zae (S
e =

argetizg of both Scviet nuclear and ¢:aventiopal Zcor
Princizally to esssure that they could zot 2xpect o schisve a favcrzbl
zuclear or military balance followizg a counterforce exchange. cha < 5 0049
%\} L W LV
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11g 1o the zxtent feasible would also be rezainsd 2s ac
ccuaterforce targeting. XNon-SIOP option nla i
11 a. above. Declaratory pelicy would stress :ia
ective of our nuclear DOILC? is to deny to zhe Sovi
utcome from a nuclaar war. :ome argue that *h»s elicy ¢
viace taa Sovie n
$~ as some wa-nta-n'the Sovzets do) and tpus, wau?d be
ive sirategy in sxtending deterresnce and przveniing <
would give the U.S. more reasonable war objectives :
Cthers argua that by reducing emphasis on the pros

f*t’ﬂ‘na*

lation 315 by -mvl" ing that the L.S. was more 3or
: we Jave :een 1n the past, we would weaken
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St :rom current pelicy would sdd a
cenly  limit Camage. This would zagquire
salay Soviet nucliear forces thap iz Ipzi
Syt 2 T /in'iefe:ses. Under this
o - of the sarlis ; E;
, 0SD 3.3(b)(5)
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: : e ) is the sine cqa non of

gquiv a'encn-and a necassary requirzment to make a sirztegy of

~control credible. Without the 2bility to darer asscalation at
‘count on conaroll:ng ascaiation at

r'levels the U.S. could not
ls. Cthers argue th 1»he achievement of such a damage limiting

aould be ‘highly desgaoia;zl’g and would hardiy de ‘easible
Soviet capablllty to respond to whatever measures the Unpiied
hr take. It sezems clear that this option would be more costly
at policy or ezther of the two prior optzons.
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‘pally, -he u.s. might chocse to move to the othe:

0SD 3.3(b)(5)
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ent policy and relv nore heavilv on 2ssured descrucci jeling
Lerms of This would avcid =%
raps quz*e costly, to improve current deficiesncies in flexibility .
snce. Moving ip this dirsctiom would iamply a juclgment thzr the
nuclear force bal:nce is aot a meaningful measure of "victory"
the prospect of massive destruction is a credible deter-ent for
le attacks including those aimed at nuclear forces. 4 cont: icued
¥ to execute a wide range of limjted attacks would be pessibie. -

e 'or»es provided by this apprcach, but, in zemeral, the sappreach
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that :ny ouclear exc&ange is likely to esscaiate very rapidly to
tountervalue exchanges. Indeed, it depends on that prcsuect for
rrent effect. The argument agaiast this 2ppreach is that it
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woulz nar'nwa*he scope of ,btexrﬂnne In particular, such a
~ou_d zave an adverse impact. oo .xtend-d dererrence and thus
sugg»st opportunities in the future
nucl aag_ierges,for coercion of the U

i§ with a very parrow range of

“cnsz4er&d a tzzn

rrigeity reouis :ment a .ha foours. :lahn;qg_g¢ .S Icreasy Stopagnd zol
camunications. and. 1n;ex1‘acncs assens. ~L0e 2bITiTw L
strzlegic muclear forres not only to survi » initial atzacks Tut to
remain ap effective mz-;-ary force for a prolonged period aftsrwards-~-is
& key zlement in ‘apy strategy that 5ays atteation to Dcs»~‘§c:arge“ ‘
balances and/cr the posszbwlz*v~o"a drawn-out series of excha DEEs )

g £ ; ,'Aancs measures igvolve acguisitionm
pclicy, and thus are bevand the scope of this study. anever, w2 can
say that to carry out current &mﬁlovment policy effectively, much lass

the more demanding alte*natxv-s outl*nﬁd above, the endurance of :::zand,

control, communications and intel llgence assets need to be improvs

substzptially so as to make it possible to support the concept of a
Secure Xeserve Force and withhold attacks (e.g., om Soviet o 13
industry) s so long as substantial US urban/industrial assets
“dawdg‘é It is impertant that modifications in amployment polic_
piacs that rely on greater asndurance groceed in phase with g
in our force pesture and supporting C I hhat are nec»ssary
{See Issue #2) g
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'r*aL;res tnat we De abiz o ic

scliiv. It also reg i iz reserve furces
ccmparaile ic reserved Soviet forces, So 2s TC Srevent pasTewar Sieriin
anc izus rrzzzct cthese for ces and their related J7I. Wnils we lacs e
abi ity o l:mit damage to the US socisty meanizgfully in a large scale
Seviet sitack, we are reluctant wholly to eliminate this as an sbieciive
2 of US policy, particularly because to do so explicitly would zppear :o
' conf:rm i major asvmmetry betwen US and Soviet policy and would izncre
important uncertainties about the effectiveness of 2 Lamage iimiting
s::étegy; fowever, if we focus ‘on avold*ng asymmeirias in puclear rower :
in developing targeting plams, we arz also likely to ¢ as well as we

lin expect to do in 'l,miylng damage.,j»

0SD 3.3(b)(h)
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improve

nd»‘ear forces: This will £ '{”‘,,‘V,”",', "5 “*';‘ .
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We recommend that the US continue current policy with respect

to the targeting of oopulatiom, In which population, as such, is
pot 21 objective target.

Unless Soviet civil Czf:snse
far more effective than presently estimated, thers will be )
zntial population at risk in any such large scale attack, as is the //u7’
zse tow. We find no reason to believe that targeting populztion per

32, would be a more effective deterrent or a more wseful obisciive ‘a3 ™
r2l war than targeting the specific econcmic obiectives suzges:zd
e aisng with the comtrol apparatus and military pewer which tte
ets zppear to comsider of high value. Furthermore, targeting ropu
¢ require substantial additional allocation of we:zons if we secum

@
the Soviet civil defsnse is implemented and effec“"égé@g%?g;ﬁé’eggﬁ 2 5 2009
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1 -
uch estimates should cont
o)

continucus examination ti .
er targeting cbjectives of adi
atzack some deliped port:on of
t2¢ and/or sheliered. Anather
Zor use in such a fase remains )

o we sneouid conriau as
TérT of Tne gsirztselc ressr SR
22 IS 288urE 1nal ressrvs nEzLE ..
DT TNET IImIlIIT wGuid -e
SePEE
e o

IoncEpL,
to achiszve
1MD0rtant T

13g tie period when we Lack
i3

n snduriag intall

sngure ZCwEvVer, Su 3
ané refargsting czpability. the Secure Reserve Force should cortooue to
Save lentative targets likely to have high continuiag value avan after
2L Initial eztiack, e.g., bomber bases. This would permit, usder worst
circumstances, follow-up strikes to be axecuted "ip the biind" zgawrst
2 likely to tave continuing value to the Soviet Union (See Issue
& ir addition to develcpipg more Jiscrete SICP cptiors. the
t £rofese for the Sianning and use of non-5ICP optlicns shoULE Be isrroved.
£ T3e only way to levelop realistic political military tontingency plzns
f is through a coptisuiag interactive process betwen the plannar aand the
5 polily/ decisior meker. It is in the narture of limited nuclear sprions
ts2t tiere wiil be a high political iaput ipto any consideration of :the
use of such sptions. And, if they are *o achieve their stated cbieciives,
the other zssociated military and political measures must be clossly
integrataed with the use of limited and regionpal puclear options. he,
TTETEIOYE, recompend THAU TSE CUTTEAr PIETAIng proc€§3‘1ﬁrﬂmﬁifiéd“75"“"“‘""Tﬁ%
i:clade regelar interaction hetween the JCS znd 08D, including sz2leciive
Tipresgntatives irom the State Department, the NSC staff and -he Ihlalili-
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Plannizg should iaclude periodic exercises t
<v of Iimplementing the plan and o 2xpcse po

[
f—t
)b

(£}
i
w
4

g
—{
| PP

: -y

‘\5

ot o e e e e i R o



unlier

Ira theme

ga:;:e 17

T
-~

-

om of nLc¢aar'§' and NATC ‘ i

y > :.E
neing stafls snou;d be upderzz %en.;‘;n7pa

plane i  TUa 2 ZUR znd
CINCIANT should be . ﬂCOL 'gea to cevelon additional US emplovme a; options
iz support of SEP Y ‘planmniz : Us
NATO pl: as
A g3 TES 1D L. =
-é‘ £zl 1o
Sp el , ¥§ I3n oTe
) A4T0, tonese should te
e Sasis , aegis of ihe NPG
‘e opport involv , ies in & wors w2zninglul
wa¥ i1z the dev lovmenz ot a'-z‘ace sugiear emplioyment polily Improvaments
12 tie vulnerzble and ocutdatzd NATS O svystem ciearly are nesé:i. zlong
with Tezier means tor rapid processing of :ntalligence. 'we ne2f to -
ste at hat oath NATC Selective Iapl J3EFs ) and
£al uc1ear uncrat ons Pla a r »wn: that
i he ing 0
22 ha 3

: 4 °r
h Sat will be dicsczed at a r=n°9 of military 3nd Jsl=nse
E uc::on avg ts but will result ip mimimum collateral lamage consistent
vith,ach:ev&menu of its :arg £<ng objective. This lsunch under attack
package should be - eady for use beginning. in the 1981-82 period znd
should include a brsad set of nuclear and nom-nuclear targets and corzand
and control. It should also. include such targets as the Soviet 25aT
aunck facilities znd. SQVIEt ASW bases which might support attacks which
‘could reduce US endurance. The attack should be das izred so as o
n:aimike collataral amag» to poou*atlcn copsistent with achizvemant of
1ze attack objective. We do not see LUA as a solution to the oroblam of
I3 vu-:e:aoz;zty, but believe such an gpiion should, zeverthal:zss, Se

‘"allaa-u to the YCA. (Sek Issue #10)

11. Zmal¢yment policy for China should not resuire the zXt2nsive
ipg process which is devored to the Soviet unicn. we s-ould, of

Dlznnd
tourse, recognize that China does pose a thresat to scme US intarests in
the Far Iast and that the FRC might attempt to coerce US frieuds or gain
_ 25sets of interest to us, gartzcularly in the aftermath of a US-5oviet
sxchange. e would a2ssume that if China's posTiré &ubstantiaily chirsgad,
w& would be sensitive to this and could accomodate medificatisns in our
targetizg policy accordingly. Isplicit in this reccenendaticn is the
belief that U.S. znd Allied convestional and U.S. theater nuclear forces
{usizg 20n-SICP options) are sufficient to deter the likely range of
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~:nzse ihreats in peacetime and that the SRF. availiapie for protelz:ion
snc tuvercion worldwide could be used to deter China in 2 irans- ané
sesi-atiack envircnment. (See Issue #11)

iz The data base for tarpeting needs to be revised and 2xpanded.

} .

I+ is evident irom past experiznce that the desizn and maiitanance oI a
responsive target intelligence data base 1s very complex an€ aay cizoge
.= policy portends 51gn111»anu modifications in data. For these

-2 recommend JCS evaluation of the impact that ilie targeting DoOl:
contzined in this report will bave on the ability to proauce 2anc ma:

an adequate, comprehepsive, rasponsive target :intelligence data

The JCS5 should provide a plzm. with appropriatz mil=2stones aps ras
reguiremsnis, 1o Droviie @ fLexible dala tise. -

R S
I-nIEsss 2 ui S Gl
L.=snngrs.  rreseantly, b is no mecaanism or acrapg=mant that ooeld
2esure that our molovment policv is developed on this basis. The
Sezcrezzry of Defanse should crezate within OSD s wmechanism to conanct toe
nzzzssarvy io-low-on work and a2ssure IIs ConiiDuLily
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