THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301

18 JuL 1973

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

SUBJECT: Response to NSSM 169

(TS) Forwarded herewith is the Summary Report of the Inter-Agency
Working Group on NSSM 169 - - U. S. Nuclear Policy. Page 1 of the
report contains a substantive summary of the recommendations.
Pages 67-74 contain draft language for a National Security Decision
Memorandum to implement these recommendations. In my judgment
this report represents an excellent basis for further consideration by
the National Security Council.

(TS) I do not say further consideration because of any divergence from
the substance of the report. Rather, it.is because I believe U. S.
Nuclear Policy cannot be established by a document. The proposed
concepts and objectives, to be viable, must become a process of
government. For nuclear policy this means that each member of the
National Security Council must take the time and effort to assimilate
the proposals, consider the implications, and formulate his own judg-
ments. The Working Group report is well written to serve this need,
with lengthy sections that seek to lay out the issues and the inter-
relationships among the elements of nuclear policy. The Working
Group is, of course, prepared to discuss these considerations further
and I understand you have already indicated a desire to meet with them.

(TS) The draft NSDM is lengthy. This reflects a judgment by the
Working Group that all aspects of nuclear policy should be embraced
in a common policy document. The NSDM also contains implementing
instructions that are designed to infuse the concepts and objectives
into the process of government.

(U) I request that a preliminary discussion of this subject by the
National Security Council be scheduled at an early date.
Attachment

Summary Report (TS-S)
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NSSM 169 ~- US Nuclear Policy .
Summary Report

NSSM 169 directed a review of existing US nuclear policy, to
embrace all nuclear forces, and an evalustion of possible changes to
current nuclear policy. This report summarizes the analysis and
recommendations of the NSSM 169 Working Group.

The Working Group concluded that a new policy for employment of

strategic and theater nuclear forces based on'tﬁe fbllowingwggggggis is
both desirable and feasible: ) = e

-- Development of objectives and guidelines for a greater range
of nuclear attack options to provide greater flexibility to the

Netional Command AGthorities (NCA), i.e., the President and the Secretary
of Defense or their duly deputized alternstes or successors.

~~ With regard to these options, establishing control of escalation
as a means of terminating conflict while protecting U.S. vital interests
should deterrence and Qiplom&Esy TaiT™

-— Targeting in large~

e R T e

ge-scale retaliation those political, economic,
and military targets critical to the en t-war power ‘_,itégﬁiery.
This is intended to serve as a more direct coercive threat to the main
power blocs in the USSR and PRC, as a deterrent to major nuclear attacks
and, if control of escalation becomesd impossible, to be more directly

in the US interest by denying any substantive gain to an opponent through
such a retaliatory attack. P

—- Providing s relatively small, specified reserve force, even after
major US retaliation, in order to deteér post-war coercion of the United
States and its allies.

The Working Group also concluded that it is desirable to promulgate
an intggnaxeimnuglgézwgg;%gy which would enable nuclear force acquisi-
tion, deployment, and employment plans, together with arms control
efforts and declaratory statements, to mutually suppggg_pggigmps_objectives.
The effects of the proposed changes in employment policy on these other .
elements of nuclear policy asre discussed in this reports

The Working Group has put together a number of Background Papers and
they are referenced at appropriate places in the summary report as Paper
A, Paper B, etc. The repeated references to these papers is indicative
of the fact that the Working Group feels they contain some of the more
important material taken into account in this review. However, the
Working Group has made no attempt to develop agreed texts of these papers
and some may wish to dissociate themselves from particular sections. A
listing of the papers with a brief summaery description and their origin
is found at Appendix II, ’

SENSITIVE

3R o

P nr T

T

g i i el S ATV




SENSITIVE

A, Introduction

The NSSM directed evaluation of possible changes to current nuclear
pollcy on the basis of:

-- the desirability of these changes as related to basic
national policy;

-- the validity of the supporting assumptions;

. -- the impact on relations with allies (particularly NATO)
and potential adversaries;

-- the implications for SALT planning;

~= The relationship and effect on US weapons acquisition
policy; and

~- the question of declaratory statements of policy and
implementing procedures should these changes be adopted.

The NSSM 169 review was prepared by an ad hoc interagency Working
Group chaired by the Director of Defense Research and Engineering, with
representatives from OSD and JCS, ‘the Department of State, CIA and the
NSC staff.

As directed, this review takes into account the proposed employ-
ment policy and supporting analyses provided to the President by the
Secretary of Defense. The proposed changes considered in this report
are derived in large measure from that material, which in turn was

based on earlier studies, including the DPRC Strategic Objectives Study.

This report covers the following major topics; the analysis is
amplified in referenced Background Papers.

-- The elements and objectives of US nuclear policy.
—— The reasons US nuclear policy needs careful review.

-- The primary findings of the NSSM 169 Working Group on
employment policy.

—~ Other related considerations, including the relationship
to acquisition policy, SALT implications, and deeisratory policy.

-- Recommendations and implementation proposals.

-- Key issues that need to be considered in order to evaluate
the recommendations of the NSSM 169 Working Group.
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The goal of this review of US nuclear policy is to identify problems
in current policy and to propose a consistent policy structure for
approval. This must necessarily be the beginning of a long term process
of change, rather than a complete, one-time revision.

B. The Elements and Objectives of US Nuclear Policy

US nuclear policy should provide both broad and specific guidelines
for planning of strategic and theater nuclear force programs, budgets,
and operations by the Department of Defense and for the planning of re-
lated activities by other agencies of the US Government, including US
reletions with other countries and the negotiation of arms control
-agreements.

In addressing nuclear policy, it is important to recognize that
there are multiple aspects to this policy. The major elements are:

 -- Employment policy -- how the weapons available today are
targeted and would be used during nuclear conflict.

-- Deployment policy -- how we deploy nuclear forces and war-
heads, especially overseas. :

B -- Acquisition policy -- the planning criteria used to develop
and procure nuclear weapon systems for the future.

-~ Declaratory statements on policy -- how we describe our policy
to the public, allies, and adversaries.

It is also necessary to consider US arms control objectives and
ongoing arms control efforts. The primary US arms control objective is
to enhance. US security by preserving US strategic sufficiency through
negotiations rather than unconstrained competition, by reducing the like-
lihood of nuclear war, and by ‘enhancing the stability of the arms compe-
tition. Arms control efforts support US nuclear policy -- primarily
acquisition policy ~~ by seeking to limit the forces of enemies, This

does not mean that we plan US forces on the assumption that our arms con- -

trol goals will necessarily be achieved, In fact, our acquisition policy
should provide hedges against the failure of negotiations, but at the same
time should provide added incentive for our adversaries to reach agreement.
But arms control factors must be considered when framing nuclear policy.
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The elements of nuclear policy should mutually support the
broad national objectives for nuclear forces. These objectives provide
a point of departure for evaluating current policy and proposing changes
thereto. They are:_/

1. To deter, first and foremost, any use of nuclear force against
the United States.

2. To contribute to deterrence of:

a. Confliect which involves allies or other nations considered
vital to US security which are threatened by nuclear powers.

b. Conventional attacks on the United States, its allies, or
its forces overseas.

3. As a corollary, to inhibit threats of use of nuclear weapons
that might be posed by an enemy for coercion of the United States, its
allies, or other nations considered vital to US security. ’

L. If deterrence fails, to stop conflict at the lowest possible
level with minimum loss to the United States and its allies, and to deny

to an enemy the objective he seeks when vital U.S, interests are
involved.

5. To encourage nuclear postures that contribute +o stability
in two senses: -

a. By reducing incentives to use nuclear weapons, particularly
in crisis situations. ’

b. By reducing potential pressures for unproductive or counter-
productive arms competition.

1/ These objectives are stated with various degrees of explicitness in
‘the President's Foreign Policy Reports, and are equally applicable,
with appropriate minor modifications, to all military forces as
instruments of national policy.
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C. Current Muclear Policy and the Need for Change—

1. Current National Nuclear Policy Documents

Except for SALT NSDMs, NSDM 16, dated June 24, 1969, is the only
formal Presidential guidance regarding nuclear policy. It addresses
acquisition policy and states that, pending further study, US strategic
forces will be planned to meet four criteria. In brief, they are:

-- Maintain an assured retaliatory capability.
-- US forces should not encourage a Soviet first strike.

~-- The Soviets should not be able to cause significantly
greater urban/industrial damage to the United States than they themselves
would suffer.

-- Provide a light area ABM defense of the United States.

This formal guidance has been amplified in the President's
Foreign Policy Reports and in the Defense Policy and Planning Guidance
(DPPG).

The current National Strategic Targeting and Attack Pollcy
(NSTAP) provides guidance for the employment of strategic forces and
some theater nuclear forces,. 3/ This policy, established in the early
1960s, states that the US objective in general nuclear war is to defest
the Soviet Union and its allies and end the war under terms favorable
to the United States. The NSTAP emhapsizes large damage-
1limiting attacks against Soviet nuclear forces and the destruction of
the enemy war-supporting industry. - Five Single Integrated Operational
Plan (SIOP) attack options are provided; the smallest of these in recent
SIQP revisions uses 2500 warheads.

2/Paper A ("Review of U.S. Policy for the Employment of Nuclear Weapons,"
and Paper C ("U.S. Nuclear Policy," pages 9-19) expand on this discussion.

3/ TFor purposes of this paper, the term "strategic forces" meens ICEMs,
SLBMs, and intercontinental bombers. All other US nuclear forces
will be considered "theater nuclear forces".
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In addition to the SIOP, theater commanders have contingency
plans for limited use of nuclear weapons. In addition, SACEUR's General
Strike Plan (GSP) provides for employment of NATO nuclear forces. The
existing nuclear planning system has an inherent capability for generating
new limited attack options for strategic or theater forces, but there is
no national policy document providing objectives and guidelines for such
planning. '

2. The Need for Changeé/

The NSDM 16 criteria are inadequate or dated in a number of
ways. They are vague and subject to varying interpretations; the area
defense criterion is no longer meaningful in light of the ARM treaty; and
they fail to provide guidance for weapons employment and for acquisition
and deployment of theater nuclear forces.

There are other, more fundamental, reasons why current nuclear
policy needs revision.

-- In the 1950s and into the 1960s, when the United States had
a preponderance of miclear strength, the threat of large-scale retaliation
against either military or population/industrial targets could be con-
sidered a credible deterrent to Soviet nuclear or conventional attacks
anywhere in the world, but times have changed. The Soviets now have s
highly capable deterrent to strategic attack and this has been codified
by the SALT I agreements. As a consequence, the credibility of large-
scale retaliation as & deterrent to anything but a massive attack on the
United States may have become seriously eroded.

-- As a result of the changed strategic balance and other
factors, there has been a changed perception by US allies, perhaps
especially in NATO, of the strength and credibility of the US deterrent
as it applies to them. This has given rise to concerns about US security
guarantees.

-- There are diScrepancies.among the "popular" view of the
US nuclear deterrent threat, current declaratory statements, and the
actual employment policy. Current muclear policy emphasizes the threat

ﬂ/giﬁee Paper A ("Review of U.S. Policy for the Employment of Nuclear

Weapons") and Paper C ("U.S. Nuclear Policy") for a more detailed
critique of NSDM 16 and other elements of current nuclear policy.
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of large-scale retaliation to deter nuclear attacks. The popular view
continues to regard population and industry as the targets for this threat;
Administration statements do not identify the targets, and the current
employment policy results in the major weight of effort being on the
enemy's military forces.

_ -- No national policy guidance for acquisition and deploy-
ment of theater nuclear weapon systems has been promulgated.

-- Despite several Presidential statements indicating a
desire for a flexible range of nuclear employment options "to respond
at levels appropriate to the provocation"”, neither these options nor the
required planning mechanism exist in a form likely to be adequately respon-
sive to the crisis needs of the NCA. The creation of a system of plans
and procedures for limited muclear attacks is feasible, but national-
level policy for such planning has not been provided.

-- Because of the inadequacies in current US nuclear policy,
US SALT and MBFR positions ‘do not necessarily reflect coherent, consistent
policy goals. Recent arms control analyses have, however, sought to
reflect a broader range of considerations, including some of those dis-

cussed in this report.

In sum, today not all the decisions embodied in NSDM 16 can be
implemented effectively and the programs based on the NSDM 16 policy
guidance may not deter less than all-out nuclear war. No steps at the
national level have been taken to implement the declared policy of
flexible nuclear options. There are gaps (e.g., the absence of a policy
for theater muclear forces) and inconsistencies (e.g., declared versus
actual employment policy) in U.S. nuclear policy, and the world political-
military environment has changed drastically since US nuclear policy was
last subject to a comprehensive review.

D. Proposed Fmployment Policy

The NSSM 169 Working Group focused on employment policy. Other
aspects, including acquisition policy, were considered, but the most
detailed study was given to planning the use of available weapons, and
rather less analysis was devoted to how new weapons should be bought. ,
The work of necessity also touched on arms control and declaratory policyi
Acquisition policy, arms control considerations, and declaratory state-
ments of policy are discussed in Section E.
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In this section key aspects of the proposed employment policy are
examined:

-- Major changes from current policy.

—— Planning considerations.

-- Conclusions of the NSSM 169 Working Group.

1. Employment Policy Changes

Th% proposed employment policy contains the following important
prov1s1ons

-~ The guidénce applies to all theater nuclear offensive
forces, as well as strategic offensive forces.

-~ If deterrence fails, the objectives are to control
escalation and terminate the war with minimum demage, while protecting
vital US interests and preserving the capability to escalate further if
necessary.

-- To the extent that escalation cannot be controlled, the
objective is to destroy those political, economic, and military targets
critical to the enemy's post-war power and recovery.

-- Targeting and attack concepts for controlling escala-
tion are identified, including options to conduct nuclear war within
clearly defined boundar% s, deterrence of further enemy escalation,
trans-attack stability, and avoidance of the enemy's national command
and control.

-- Targeting and attack'concepts for major nuclear conflict
are identified, including destruction of enemy political controls, the
resources mcst necessary for enemy post-attack recovery, and enemy

5/ Paper B contains the proposed new employment policy forwarded to
the President by the Secretary of Defense.- Paper A contains
supporting rationale and a comparison with the current NSTAP. The
proposed employment policy does not provide guidance for planning the
employment of nuclear air defense, anti-ballistic missile and anti-
submarine warfare forces nor does it explicitly cover related and
ancillary activities such as reconnaissance and non-nuclear forces
whose coherent application would be anticipated. These matters will
be the subject of further work by the Department of Defense.

§/ Attack options most likely to be withheld for the purpose of deterring
further enemy escalation should involve forces and c3 systems with
sufficient enduring survivability that they can be withheld over an
extended period of conflict and then executed in a timely, effective

| b i SENSITIVE




military forces (especially conventional forces) which could otherwise
exercise internal control, secure external resources, and threaten the
United States and its allies.

_. There is & flexible structure of preplanned and pre-
planeble attack options embodying these concepts.

-- Relative priorities for allocating weapons to targets
in nuclear war plans are specified, with some priorities varying, depending
on whether the US attack initiates nuclear conflict or responds to the
enemy's initiation. For example, in a US second-strike, Soviet ICBMs
would have lowest priority, in a US first-strike they would have higher
priority.

—— There is to be a specified reserve force which will
be withheld from all attacks unless specifically executed by the NCA.
This force is intended for deterring post-war coercion, but could also R
be used in part to augment attacks at the discretion of the NCA.

-- There is provision for NCA review of employment plans
during peacetime and for NCA involvement during a crisis in adapting
employment options to immediate political-military requirements.

—-- The proposed guidance contained in Paper B is formulated
in two parts, broad policy guidance and more detailed planning guidance
(including objectives and guidelines for specific attack options), to
facilitate evolution of the latter.

Of these changes, three are key to the proposed employment
policy and merit more detailed discussion: the attack option structure,
control of escalation, and targeting concepts for major nuclear conflict.

a. Structure of Attack Options

There would be four types of employment options: Major
Attack Options, Selected Attack Options, Limited Nuclear Options, and
Regional Nuclear Options. This conbrasts with the NSTAP, which provides
(in the proposed nomenclature) for the Major Attack Options and a lesser
number of Selected Attack Options. The ??incipal characteristics of
these classes are displayed in Figure 1.~

Ij There is a more detailed description of the attack option structure
"in Paper B ("Revised Tentative Policy Guidance for the Employment
of Nuclear Weapons," pages 4-11). Paper B also contains objectives
and guidelines for specific Major Attack Options and Selected Attack
Options (pages 18-24). '
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The motivation for this formal structure is to obtain the
benefits of advance planning where that is possible but also to provide
for flexible, responsive planning where that is necessary. Each class
of options is designed to support the concepts of escalation control
discussed in the next section. The boundaries between the classes of
options are not -altogether distinet and no particular purpose is served
by drawing rigid distinctions.

Major Attack Options provide for massive attacks on the
Soviet Union and its allies or the PRC and its allies. Attacks on the
Soviet Union and the PRC are separated totally allowing attacks on
either country or both. Attacks on some of or all allies of each
nation may be withheld.

Selected Attack Options provide for moderate scale, pre-
planned attacks on selected regions or target classes, designed for an
added measure of flexibility in attempting to control escalation. Each
Selected Attack Option is a subset of the military portion of a Major
Attack Option and is constructed so that it may be executed separately,
in conjunction with other Selected Attack Options, or as part of its
Major Attack Option.

Limited Nuclear Options are intended to meet currently
unforeseen circumstances in which the Major and Selected Attack Options
would be inappropriate for the political-military objectives that may be
desired. These options, generally of lower intensity, may be developed
during the normal planning process in anticipation of crisis situations,
during the course of crises, or during hostilities. The rapid develop-
- ment of effective Limited Nuclear Options would be facilitated by the
advanced planning for Major and Selected Attack Options, even to the
point of using some of their weapon-target combinations.

Regional Nuclear QOptions are intended for circumstances
in which the interests of the United States and its allies can best be
served by responding against an enemy attack with nuclear forces and
resources immediately available within the theag?r of operations and
clearly committed for the defense of that area. The objective for

§/' This definition is not intended to exclude the use of Poseidon RVs
committed to NATO or other "strategic" systems deployed in the
theater.
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Regional Nuclear Options is to counter, in concert with conventional

forces, the enemy military forces engaged in aggressive actions while

seeking to create a state of affairs permitting political arrangements
- to end the conflict. Because of the nature of Regional Nuclear Options,
detailed planning may only be possible shortly prior to execution and
will ordinarily be carried out by military commanders responsible for
military operations within the local conflict area. However, to insure
that the overall objectives of the United States will be taken into
account, as well as the local tactical military situation, the proposed
policy provides that general plans, covering likely contingencies, should
be prepared well ahead of time and examined for effectiveness and con-
formance to the employment policy. It also states that during hostilities
there will be a high degree of control by the NCA exercised by means of
detailed rules of engagement, review and possible modification of pro-
posed nuclear strike operations, or some combination of these.

b. The Concept of Control of Escalation

Under the current employment policy, limitation of damage
is regarded in the purely military sense of counterforce attacks on
nuclear threats and, at least against the Soviet Union, offers little

; confidence of holding damage to a low level. The political-military

) concept of limiting demage through the control of escalation, on the
other hand, appears to be a promising approach that would both provide
meaningful options to the NCA in a crisis and enhance attainment of
national objectives.g/ )

This is a major departure from current US employment policy.
It restson a key assumption and a key reservation:

-~ It assumes the participants have limits in terms of
their objectives and the losses they are willing to suffer to achieve
them. US efforts to control escalation would show restraint in using
miclear force while seeking to convince the opponent that his limits
would be exceeded if he persists. This would permit opportunities ]
for him to reconsider, -

—-- It recognizes that, to the extent the enemy either is
willing to suffer any losses or lacks the means to pause and reconsider,
such a concept may not work. Consequently, the policy affords the NCA the

Hii

9/ See Paper A ("Review of US Policy for the Employment of Nuclear
Weapons" ), for further discussion of these points.
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opportunity to attempt escalation control by setting up the requisite
mechinery, but it does not commit the NCA to this course and does not
compromise the US capability for major nuclear conflict.

The prospects for escalation control are examined in
Section G (Issue 1), as are the possible effects of these employment policy
changes on deterrence (Issue 2). The possible perceptions and reactions
of adversaries are also discussed in Issue 3 and in Paper H.

The following are considered appropriate for this part of
the employment policy:.

-- A capability to conduct discrete limited attacks on
enemy forces 1n an immediate area to deny a local objective while holding
some vital enemy targets hostage, thereby seeking to influence the enemy's
assessment of potential gains and losses while giving him time to re-
consider.

-- A structure of nuclear attack options. which permits
application of nuclear force to achieve specific objectives within clearly
defined boundaries at levels well below those of ma331ve attacks on an
opponent.

-- Withholding for possible subsequent use a capability
for massive attack on targets highly valued by the enemy leadership as
a deterrent to further escalation.

-- Withholding of attacks on the enemy's national level
command, control, communication, and surveillance systems, to allow enemy
leaders to discern the nature of US attacks, restrain their forces, and
negotiate with the United States.

Control of escalation would be introduced into employment
plans by specifying detailed objectives for preplanned and preplannable
military attacks at various levels of intensity against selected targets,
within geographic limits. There would also be provisions for modifying
these objectives and the supporting plans in response to a developing
crisis. Thus, planning for limited nuclear conflict would be shifted
from an approach which places specific targets foremost to an approach
with specific crisis-related political-military objectives established
by the NCA as paramount.
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c. Major Nuclear Conflict

If escalation cannot be controlled and the United States
becomes engaged in a major nuclear conflict, the U.S. objective in
the proposed employment policy is to secure the best possible post-
war position of power relative to other powers. In contrast the
fundamental concept of the current NSTAP is to terminate the war on
terms favorable to the United States and its allies. This has been
frequently measured in terms of the number of strategic forces remaining
to each side.

The current NSTAP concept of an ultimate threat ol ‘arge-

scale retaliation is retained, but there is a revised basis for targeting
which threatens the destruction of the following targets critical to
the enemy postwar power and recovery:

-- The enemy regime and its control apparatus.

-~ Those urban, industrial, and economic resocurces
eritical to the enemy's national and military recovery.

-- Those enemy forces (particularly conventional forces)
which could otherwise play a major role in exercising internal control
over the post-attack recovery, securing external resources for the enemy's
post-attack recovery, and continuing to threaten the United States and

its allies.

The threatened destruction of the enemy political, economic,
and military targets critical to post-attack recovery is also an important
element in controlling escalation, because large-scale attacks on these
targets would be withheld in a limited conflict to deter further escala-
tion. By logical extension, the threatened destruction of these targets
should be part of the deterrent to any nuclear conflict. Consequently,
it appears that the ultimate sanction of large-scale retaliation against
targets critical to post-war power of the enemy's regime should become a
part of US declaratory policy, in place of the more general threat of
destruction of the population and industry of an opponent.

No one is certain -- or even highly contident -- that he
understands what will deter the Soviet Union or the PRC from muclear
threats or attacks. The Working Group believes, however, that the pro-
posed policy supported by appropriate declaratory statements would have
at least as much deterrent effect as the current popular view of threatening
population and industry, or the official view of not specifying the targets.
Further, it sees the following benfits to the proposed policy:
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-- These revised criteria for targeting are coercive
in that they establish a direct threat to each of the three main power
blocs within the Soviet Union and the PRC, namely, the political regime,
the technocrats, and the military.

- -- More importantly, they emphasize the denial of any
substantive gain to an opponent from making a nuclear attack.

-~ There would be close alignment between the declared
deterrent threat and the actions which would be in the best interests
of the United States in a major nuclear conflict. This change would
establish a common theme for deterrence that would provide a consistent
framework for the declaratory and employment elements of policy. The
deterrent threat and the targeting would coincide.

The proposed change in targeting objectives is judged by
- the NSSM 169 Working Group to be preferable to the threat of indiscriminate
destruction of population or other targets, both for declaratory purposes
and to bring the deterrent threat and actual targeting into close align~
ment.

Some believe that this change will enhance deterrence of
general nuclear war and, if general nuclear war nevertheless occurs,
will improve the outcome for the United States and its allies.

However, questions have been raised as to whether such a
change would, in fact, result in any real distinctions, in terms of
results,if the Major Attack Options were executed. Because of the nature
of nuclear weapon effects and the co-location and co-mingling of Soviet
and PRC urban population with the specific political, economic, and mili-
tary targets described above, attacks on these targets will unavoidably
result in substantial fatalities. It is also not clear how the proposed
change would be perceived by others. These questions are treated in
greater detail in Issue 2 in Section G.

d.  Reserve Force

The proposed employment policy specifies a "swing force"
in the reserve in addition to forces withheld from execution and that
portion of our strategic forces which can be generated to alert status
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or reconstituted from previous missions. The purpose of the swing

force is twofold: First, to provide, in addition to any forces which

may be withheld, a reserve with high trans-attack stability (see Page 8,
especially Footnote 6) to prevent post-attack nuclear coercion, even after
major U.S. retaliastion, Second, to provide a flexible capability for use
in Limited Nuclear Options and a capability to augment Selected Attack
Options, if, in attempting to control escalation, additional weight of
effort on a Selected Attack Option is desired at the time of execution.

The swing force will be withheld unless explicitly authorized
for execution by the NCA for these purposes., In order to provide diversity
in weapon system characteristics, the swing force will be composed of some
of each of the strategic force components. Because of the requirements
that may be placed on it by the National Command Authorities, planning for
swing force employment will provide for flexible retargeting procedures
‘a8 well as prepositioned target data.

2. Planning Considerations

The NSSM 169 Working Group takes note of the DOD Judgment
that the proposed employment policy changes can be implemented to
a useful degree with the U.S. nuclear forces programmed for Fiscal
Year 1974, and finds no reason to dispute this judgment. The
actual operational planning which marries U.S. force capabilities
to objectives is a detalled process currently estimated at twenty-
four months. Refer to Paper F for a description of what is involved.
The Working Group does not take the position that the Fiscal Year
1974 forces are necessarily optimal for implementing the employment
policle/ but rather they are confident that this policy with
programmed forces will better support U.S. objectives than will
the current NSTAP with programmed forces. Some of the reasons for
this conclusion have already been discussed, but certain points of
feasibility need further elaboration:

—— Are there situations in which limited nuclear attack
options would be in the U.S. interests?

-~ How does the propoéed employment policy relate to
regional considerations, especially U.S. commitments in NATO?

—-— What changes in the nuclear planning system would be
required?

10/ Weapon acquisition implications and issues are discussed in
Section E and in Paper G ("Weapon Systems Acquisition Policy

Issues").
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a. The Utility of Limited Attack Options

While current U.S. nuclear capabilities permit the use
of nuclear weapons under meny circumstances, it is not immediately
clear that the United States would ever use these weapons in other
than large-scale retaliation for a major nuclear attack on CONUS. Can
specific purposes be identified for which a limited use would be a
credible response?

One situstion in which the United States would want to
have options for limited nuclear war is Soviet inftiation of nuclear
conflict on a limited scale. Soviet doctrine calls for theater-wide
nuclear attacks in Europe if the Soviets believe NATO is about to
launch a nuclear attack. Their doctrine is silent as to whether
attacks on CONUS would accompeny the strikes on NATO Europe. More
limited Soviet nuclear attacks within the European or Asian theaters
cannot be ruled out either, although they are disavowed in the
formal doctrine.

There may also be situations in which bold U.S. action,
including the first, limited use of nuclear weapons, may be the best
course in the face of grim alternatives,

It is proposed that the employment of nuclear weapons in
such situations would follow the concept of control of escalation set
forth in Section D.1.b. on pages 12 and 13, There is, of course, no
guarantee that escalation can be controlled. Issue 1 starting on page 42
discusses the progpects for control of escalation. These prospects
depend upon meny factors and each situation must be judged in terms of
the full military and political context. In general, however, the risks
and uncertainties associated with attempts to control escalation
appear higher if the level and scope of violence is large, if the attacks
involve targets within super power homelands, and if the attacks involve
targeting of strategic forces, ’

In devising the attack option structure and the guidelines
and objectives for attack options set forth in Paper B there was an effort
to visualize specific political-military situestions which might call for
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limited nuclear attacks, rather than to develop an undirected menu of
options. It is recognized that further analysis may result in specific
modifications of the proposed structure and guidelines.

To check the validity of the structure and guidelines
initially developed, a series of case studies was developed which examined
possible conflicts in which the use of nuclear weapons might be considered,
including first use by the United States. From this work, which is
described in Paper D, it appears that:

-- potential situations do exist where nuclear weapons
could be the most appropriate military force to use in limited conflict;

-- feasible nuclear options could be created for several
levels of potential conflict;

-- such options could and should include both strategic
and theater nuclear weapons;

—— establishment of such options could enhance the
attainment of national objectives in limited conflict without in
themselves increasing the incentives of either side for large-scale
nuclear attacks.

b. Regional Considerations

The NSSM 169 Working Group examined current policy for
theater employment of nuclear weapons and found a need to define this
policy more clearly. Theater commanders have numerous nuclear contingency
plans, but there is no overall national policy related to these plans.
Present procedures for obtaining selective release of theater nuclear
weapons are cumbersome and time-consuming, and these procedures have not
been practiced by senior officials at the NCA level. As a result, the
prospects for timely NCA spproval to utilize nuclear weapons in an
overseas theater are not good.

. An additional consideration is that the use of theater
nuclear forces must take into account the views of friendly and allied
states, especially those on whose territory such operations might be
undertaken, In NATO's Allied Commend Europe, plans for use of theater
nuclear forces are approved by SACEUR and are based on MC 1k /3 and the
agreed NATO political guidelines for such use. SACEUR's present
procedures for requesting selective release of theater nuclear weapons
by NATO forces in Europe are well defined but, under certain agreed
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circumstances, decisions on these requests involve political consulta-
tions smong the NATO nations in connection with the nuclear power(s)
decision on release requests, Senior allied officials involved in
these consultations seldom practice implementation of the procedures
prescribed by the Athens Guidelines. As a result , under some consulta-
tive circumstances, timely decisions on theater requests for use of
nuclear weaspons in NATO Europe might not be effected.

Because there is no national policy for theater nuclear
force employment, existing plans do not necessarily reflect NCA crisis
management perspectives, The concept of escalation control requires
that theater nuclear force planning have a political-military orientation.

(1) Roles for Theater Nuclear Forces in the Proposed
Employment Policy,

There are two major roles for theater nuclear forces
in the proposed employment policy. First, theater forces would be
targeted in Major Attack Options to help achieve U.S. objectives in
general nuclear war. Because of their limited range, theater forces presum-
ably would be primarily targeted against forward echelons of enemy military
forces. In NATO's Allied Command Europe, these forces are currently
targeted against enemy military forces in the forward (battlefield)
areas as well as in depth against military targets in the non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact countries-and in the western part of the USSR.

Second, theater forces would be targeted in Selected
Attack Options, Limited Nuclear Options, and Regional Nuclear Options.
It is the view of the Working Group that in these options the use
of theater weapons should signal to the enemy that US objectives
are limited, but should also be of sufficient force to check the enemy
long -enough for our political process to effect war termination. While
political measures and conventional military operations may in some
cases dissuade the enemy from exploiting his advantage, military action
by nuclear forces might be required in order to convince the enemy that
his potential losses are not worth his potential gains. However, exten-
sion of such sttacks in area, destruction, and duration beyond what is
necessary to accomplish the above could well increase the incentives of
the enemy to prolong and enlarge the conflict, if only to establish a
tolerable bagis for negotiation from his viewpoint. Thus, restraint
would be an important element if escalation is to be controlled.
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Currently the nuclear options of the NCA in such circum-
stances are basically of two types:

—- selective release of theater nuclear weapons in
response to ad hoc requests during conflict by local commanders oOF
direction from the NCAj; :

-— execution of theater-wide preplanned nuclear strikes
such as SACEUR's General Strike Plan (GSP),%E/ or execubtion of strategic
strikes using the SIOP.

Between these extremes there could be planning for nuclear
options that use theater and strategic nuclear forces as necessary to
counter enemy forces. The purpose of these options would be to make
the political process leading to termination of the conflict on terms
acceptable to both sides the only rational action open to the enemy.

It is just this sort of plenning that is called for in the proposed
employment policy. )

(2) Regional Nuclear Options

of particular-importance in this approach to theater
nuclear conflict are the Regional Nuclear Options. The proposed .
employment policy sets forth the fallowing guidelines for developing
plans in support of Regional Nuclear Options:

‘—— These plans will include attacks on deployed
forces, their local support, and fixed support bases %n the rear, -
subject to rules of engagement promulgated by the National Command

Authorities.

—— The JCS should provide a capability for rapid
development, assessment , and execution of Regional Nuclea; Options
in response to NCA requirements. This capability should include
provisions for informing the NCA of the military effécts, uncer-
tainties, and risks of proposed nuclear attacks and include provisions
for coordination with the Allies,

11/ While the GSP can in theory be executed independently of t@e SI0P,
T its effectiveness is dependent on simultaneous SIOP execution.
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-- These plans should seek to minimize collateral
damage to civilians and to allied military forces through appropriate
selection of yields, delivery vehicles, and targets.

-- Control of the enemy national leadership over its:
theater nuclear forces should be left intact to facilitate control of
escalation.

-- Military commanders should be prepared to use nuclear
weapons under any of the following circumstances: in response to enemy
nuclear attacks, initially after prolonged conventional conflict, or
initially during the early phases of a conventional conflict.

The effect of the foregoing would be to provide, prior
to or during hostilities, a range of options based on the above criteria

and reviewed by the NCA, New plans could be developed or preplanned
options modified by the NCA as appropriate to meet the specific needs

of the crisis. In the event of hostilities the appropriate military
commander could request the authority to apply one or a combination

of these options consistent with the political and military circumstances

applicable at that time. Alternatively, the NCA might initiate execution -

of one or several options.

(3) Special NATO and Asian Considerations

The provisions of the proposed employment policy for
theater nuclear forces apply generally worldwide, but they are particu-
larly applicable for NATO. The NATO strategy of flexible response set
forth in MC 1L4/3 and amplified in other nuclear planning documents
was a major consideration in formulating these provisions. The Working
Group believes the theater nuclear guidance and indeed the entire
employment policy are consistent with MC lh/3, although it may not be
so interpreted by some Europeans., This policy may highlight issues
which are inherent in the ambiguities of MC 14/3 -~ for example, some
Europeans may perceive too great an emphasis on nuclear forces, others
may fear the decoupling of U.S. strategic forces. These questions are
discussed in Issue 4 of Section G. :
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There are some distinet differences between the
European and Asian thesters., First, there is not the degree of joint
planning with our allies in Asia that there is in Europe. Indeed we

do not have nuclear cooperation agreements with any Asian gllies and thus

no legal authority for meaningful joint nuclear plenning., Second, for
the foreseeable future, the risks of escalation from limited nuclear
employment are far less with the PRC than they would be with the Soviet
- Union. Third, we have not developed the sort of arrengements for crisis
consultation with the PRC (e.g., the hot line) that we have with the
Soviets. Fourth, in the absence of an alliance structure in Asia it is
by no means clear that we could use nuclear weapons based in the terri-
tory of one nation to defend against an attack on another nation, or
that third parties would permit transit of nuclear weapons of delivery
systems in times of crisis if the threat of nuclear conflict were apparent
to them. Finally, while our Asian allies seek the general protection
of the U.S. nuclear umbrella, they might strongly object to the actual
use of nuclear weapons by non-Asians against. Asians, particularly if
their own territory is not directly threatened. The cumulative impact -
of these differences in Asia does not detract from the value of this
policy for Asia but serves to underscore the different strategic
problems we have in Asis compared to Europe.

While the Working Group agrees that the United States
should have available a range of options which will permit limited use
of theater forces without also using strategic forces, it notes that
there may be serious political problems vis-e-vis our NATO gllies in
having options for extensive use of theater weapons without engaging
U.S. strategic forces. Consequently, there are differing views
as to whether there should be & separate category of Regional Nuclear
Options since allied knowledge of the existence of such a category could
raise their concerns about the decoupling of U.S. strategic forces.

This question is examined in Issue 4 in Section G.
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c. Concurrent Changes in the Planning Systems

The proposed changes in exisfing employment policy guidelines,
and the resulting attack plans and procedures, would require greater
responsiveness by the nuclear war planning system to the NCA.

The JCS would require the capability for rapid development ,
assessment, and execution of Limited and Regional Nuclear Options in
response to the requests of the NCA, There should be a high degree of
interaction, both in peacetime planning and during a crisis, among the
NCA,. the JCS, and those Unified and Specified Commanders with nuclear
forces in selecting attack details. In addition, there should be adequate
political staff support for nuclear planning in crisis management and
coordination with allies. During a crisis, the JCS would have to keep
the NCA informed of pertinent details about the tactical situation
generally and the status of limited nuclear attacks in particular. This
would be necessary to ensure that the NCA can coordinate policital and
diplomatic actions with military actions, can modify rules of engagement
to suit changing circumstancés, and can direct additional military actions
when necessary.

The JCS planning system already provides the structure for
developing Major Attack Options. This capebility also provides the basis
for planning Selected Attack Options, since they are subsets of Major
Attack Options.

To be fully effective, this planning system would necessarily
have to conduct peacetime exercises, involving participation by all U.S.
elements including the NCA and their advisory staffs. These exercises
would be designed to test and evaluate the interaction among the NCA,
the supporting political staffs, the JCS, and appropriate Unified and
Specified Commanders in order to familiarize all participants with
their ckitical roles in the decision-making process. They would also
be designed to examine the validity and responsiveness of the plans,
procedures, and facilities to be used in wartime. These exercises would
provide the means in peacetime for the NCA to thoroughly understand and
be able to choose thoughtfully among the options during a crisis.

SENSITIVE

L

[ N



LSENSITIVE

2k

3. Conclusions

It is the view of the NSSM 169 Working Group that the concepts .
embodied 17 the Revised Tentative Guidance for the Employment of Nuclear
Weapons if adopted, would bring about major improvements in current
nmuiclear employment policy and in its responsiveness to the NCA. There
are, of course, other major aspects of nuclear policy which must be con-
sidered in relation to the proposed employment policy. These are addressed
in Section E.

It is not the purpose of this review to prescribe guidelines
for actual US actions inany given conflict or crisis. Rather, emphasis
has been given to deriving a realistic and feasible structure of options
that could be used by the NCA in such situations, and to defining the
machinery necessary to develop, select and execute such options. The
process of implementation is lengthy (estimated to be about twenty-four
months once the President has approved the basic concepts of the proposed
policy). Moreover, there are procedural and technical deficiencies (such i
as command and control capabilities) that must be examined in further
detail. These matters are discussed in Section F and in Paper G.

E. Major Policy Considerations Related to the Proposed Employment Policy

The NSSM 169 Working Group considers that a more integrated approsach
to the elements of nuclear policy is desirable. To this end, this section
examines possible effects of the proposed employment policy changes on
acquisition policy, SALT, and declaratory statements of policy.

The Working Group did not consider changes to nuclear force deploy-
ments that might serve to enhance the effectiveness of the proposed
changes in employment policy. However, it took note of the work being
conducted in NSSM 168 and NSSM 171 as much more keyed to the specific

questions gssociated with force denlovment,

1. Weapon Systems Acquisition Policy 15

When considering the proposed employment policy changes, the ;
question of the implications for US strategic and theater nuclear weapon 3
programs naturally arises. Would major increases in the strategic budget

Rt R

12/ Contained in Paper B.

':
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be required? Would strategic or theater nuclear force programs be re-
quired which could have a destabilizing effect on the balance of US '
and Soviet nuclear forces, adversely affect US relations with its NATO
allies, or encounter strong Congressional opposition?

As stated earlier, significant features of the proposed employ-
ment policy are feasible with FY 74 forces. By this is meant that there
are generally enough garheads, enough flexibility inherent in the nuclear
forces, and enough C° hardware capability to meke it possible to imple-
ment to a significant degree the concepts of the policy in the near term.
Thls does not mean, however, that US nuclear forces necessarily are optimal
for carrying out the proposed employment policy.

The Working Group did not examine specific weapon systems pro-
grams in light of the employment policy changes. Nor did it study acquisi-
tion policy in the same depth as the employment policy. It has, however,
considered the general relation between employment and acquisition policy
and examined some acquisition policy issues. .

a. Relation Between Fmployment and Acquisition Policies

K\ Employment policy and acquisition policy have a common T
purpose -- fBﬁsupport basic US security objectives -- but they also have

o,

and using the nuclear weapons available today. Acquisition policy pro-
vides guidance for developing and procuring weapon systems for the future.

A e R i el

important differences. Employment policy provides guidance for targeting ‘\\B
44_)/// /

Formulation of acquisition policy must take into account
the employment policy, since the capability to carry out the employment
policy in the future is determined by the forces provided by the acquisi-
tion policy. But there are broader political, arms control, and fiscal
considerations which indicate that acquisition policy cannot be formulated
5oIlely on the basis of employment policy objectives,

The major factors affecting the formulation of acquisition
policy are: '

~— The capability to fulfill the objectives of the
employment policy. :

-- The need to hedge against the uncertainties of future
threats and the future performance of US weapons.

-- The effects that weapon acquisition programs could
have upon allied perceptions of the US commitment to their defense and
the US capabilities to carry out that commitment.
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-= The interaction between weapon acquisition policy
and progrems and our objectives and negotiating positions for arms control.

-~ Stability goals with the Soviet Union (steble nuclear
arms balance, crisis stability, and trans-attack stability).

-- Economic constresints.

These factors result in conflicting pressures which must
be resolved in the formulation of acquisition policy. As & result, it
mey be decided not to provide forces for all employment policy objectives
and to accept the consequent risks in the event of nuclear conflict.
It may also be decided to provide forces for purposes other than
the objectives of employment policy.

b, Effects of the Propgged Emglozgent Policy on Acquisition Policy

For many years employment policy has had little influence
on acquisition policy. The NSTAP calls for a well-hedged attack capa-
bility, against a large target system that includes wer supporting in-
dustry (Task C), the enemy nuclear threat (Task A), and other military
targets (Task B). It includes options for a large effort against all
the military targets including the nuclear threat, or against the nuclear
threset only. The fundamental concept of the NSTAP is to. terminate the
war on terms favorable to the United States and its allies., This has

frequently been measured in terms of the number of surviving strategic
offensive forces.

The acquisitién policy has provided for well-hedged force
planning to provide an assured retaliatory capability against urban/
industrial targets, frequently measured in terms of prompt desths.
However, it has speclfled that stretegic forces should not be procured
specifically for attacks on military targets. The "well-hedged planning"
for the retallatory capability has provided forces and warheads well in
excess of those required for Task C; ‘these forces are targeted in the
SIOP against military targets.

The more integrated approach to nuclear policy proposed by
the Working Group would bring employment ard acquisition policies into
greater consistericy in two ways, while taking full cognizance of the
political, arms control, and economic factors affecting acquisition
policy.
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First, the major gap between deterrence and warfighting
objectives in nuclear planning would be eliminasted. Under the current
policy, a major shift in mental attitude is required in passing between
employment planning and acquisition planning, with one focusing on
winning an all-out nuclear war and the other on deterring all-out nuclear
war. As a result, until recently the problems of ecrisis control and
limited nuclear war have received insufficient sttention in both employ-
ment and acquisition planning for strategic forces. The proposed changes
in employment policy help eliminate this gap.

Second, if deterrence fails, the immediate objective of
the employment policy would be to deter further escalation. This requires
that acquisition policy provide forces for this purpose as well as well-
hedged forces for large scale retgliation.

A related step would be to reorient the acquisition policy
for well-hedged forces toward the objective of destroying Soviet and
PRC politicgl, economic, and military targets critical to their post-attack
recovery.lé. This would result in the following measure of continuity
between employment policy and acquisition policy. The threatened
destruction of the political, economic, and military targets critical
to post-attack recovery would be the basis of the U.S. deterrent to
nuclear war. If deterrence failed, the threatened destruction of these
targets, coupled with limited use of nuclear force, would be the basis
for controlling escalation. If escalation could not be controlled, the
actual destruction of these targets would be the means of achieving as
much postwar U.S. power as possible.

Having some common objectives between the acquisition and
employment policies and, more generally, giving explicit consideration
to employment objectives as well as to other national objectives in
formulating acquisition policy provides a more systematic framework for
the Secretary of Defense and the DPRC to evaluate specific program and
budget tradeoffs among these objectives.

c. Effects of the Proposed Employment Policy on Weapon Systems
Programs and Budgets

There are many factors which determine whether a new weapon
program is initiated, the pace of the program, the characteristics of
the weapon, and the procurement level. These factors are listed in
in Table 1 on the following page.

There are & number of major unresolved issues associate@ With acquiring
miclear forces for attacking Soviet military targets critical to post-
attack recovery. These are discussed in Paper G.

13/
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TABLE 1

Factors Affecting Strategic and Theater Nuclear
Weapon System Acgquisition Programs

Assumptions about future Soviet and PRC threats.

Confidence requirements (e.g., to hedge against unexpected

technological breakthroughs or against unexpected system-wide failures

in U.S.
3.
L,
5.
6.

- ) -Te

use the
8.

be used
9.

10.

11.
provide
12;

13.

1k,

ls-

nuclear forces).

The need to replace aging weapon systems.

The system capabilities of both new and old systems

Pl;nned basing or deployment of systems.

. Expected combat conditions in which the weapon would be used.
The type and number of targets against which 1t is planned to
weapon and its effectiveness against these targets.

Means of acquiring the targets against‘which the system will

Command and control requirements associated with the weapon.
Crisis stability and trans-atfack stability requirements.
Arms control considerations (e.g., set example of restraint,
bargaining leverage).

Political pressures to match Soviet forces.

Requirements to minimize collateral damage.

Development and procurement costs.

O&M costs, including those of systems being replaced.
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Most of these factors are not affected by the proposed changes

in employment policy. Thus, on-going major programs such as the B-1

and TRIDENT are generally consistent with both the current NSTAP. or

the proposed employment policy. The major factors affecting the initia-
tion, pace, and characteristics of these programs to date have been .
assumptions about future Soviet threats; the desire to have highly :
survivable deterrent forces, even against unexpected technological ad- \
vances by the Soviets; the desire to hedge against Soviet deployment of

a nationwide ABM defense; the feeling that politically it is necessary

to match the pace of Soviet nuclear weapons development activity; and

the desire to increase U.S. bargaining leverage in SALT.

Of course, current programs will require detailed review in
light of the proposed changes. ©Such a review 1s recommended in Section F.
One aspect of this examination should be the characteristics of US nuclear
forces and their command, control, and communications for limited nuclear
conflict. Another aspect is the adequacy of force levels and characteris-
tics for the full range of flexible attack optlons gallea—for—inthe
employment pollcy, including C&Ebbllltles “for "dttacking the post- war
recovery target structure.

There is the possibility that adoption of the proposed
employment policy will result in a major upswing in demand for increased
nuclear forces and counterforce capabilities on the grounds that Soviet
nuclear and conventional forces would play a significant role in post-
attack recovery. Some argue that this ought not to be a major concern --
it a policy and the weapon systems required to support that policy are
clearly in the national interests, then they might well be approved, €ven if
large expenditures are required.

The problem, however, is that statements of national objec-
tives are so general that a list of weapon system requirements cannot
be directly and rigorously deduced therefrom. Without specific weapon
%ggggﬁ}tlon Ppolicy.guidelines, adoptlon of the proposed employment policy
could be used by advocates of vVarious Spécial interests to lobby within
_he_DoDa“elsewhere within, the Administration, and ProbabBly within the

e =,

gggggggswfor their programs. This could create Strofig pressures sTTor
programs which are of marginal importance for national security. With-
out specific acquisition guidelines to channel the efforts of DoD plan ners,
it will be difficult to.systemabically carsy out débf%es and_an analyses in”

all US objectlves - notwaust hose f empl ent  pc in
‘maklng program and budget de01s1gns “Furthermore unless we are prec1se
aboﬁ%”Sﬁ?“ﬁcquisition policies there is a possibility that our declaratory
statements may imply acquisition policies we do not intend to pursue. In
this case the Soviets might react with new and additional acquisition
policies of their own.
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Adoption of the proposed employment policy does not
necessarily imply the need for any changes in current programs. Some
changes may., however, be desirable. These must be judged on the%ﬂ/specific
merits. The following are some issues which must be considered:==

~~ Acquisition of forces to cover military targetsiz/
critical to post-attack recovery.

-- Hard-target counterforce capabilities.

-- First strike capabilities against PRC nuclear forces.
-- Theater nuclear force posture.

~- Characteristics of U.S. nuclear forces and associated
C3 for limited and controlled attacks (e.g., enduring survival).

As noted elsewhere, revised operational plans for current
and near term forces will result in a substantial capability to meet the
objectives of the employment policy. As the degree of any shortfalls
become gpparent, programs to correct these shortfalls will have to be
dealt with on a case by case basis in terms of cost, benefits, and
implications for overall nuclear policy objectives including arms
control,

d. Considerations for Defensive Forces

This policy review has focused on offensive forces and
thus has not given extensive attention to the contribution which defensive
forces could make to U.S. security. This fact notwithstanding there
are four conslderations which bear importantly on the issue:

~- First, we do have, and under any conceivable
circumstances are likely to continue to maintain some missile and
bomber defense. These (a) would serve to provide some degree of pro-
tection against limited enemy attacks; (b) can help to police U.S.
air space; and (c) complicate enemy strategic planning and programming.

1L/ A detailed discussion of these issues in in Paper C ("US

- Nuclear Policy") and in Paper G ("Weapon Systems Acquisition
Policy Issues").

Coverage of a class of targets means having enough independently
targetable warheads on surviving US bombers and missiles to
penetrate enemy defenses and detonate, suitably distributed, so
as to destroy the bulk of targets of that class. See Paper B,
Part II on Targeting and Damage Criteria. ‘
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== Second, at present the ABM Treaty limits U.S. ballistic
missile defense to 200 launchers st two sites., Current policy orients the
CONUS air defense posture towards defending against a small bomber attack
and limits the forces to those needed for this objective. ,

== Third, the U.S. is continuing major programs of R&D
to provide for improved missile defense in the event added reliance on
such defense in the future is deemed in the U.S. interest.

_ == Fourth, defensive forces with nuclear capebilities
are deployed in the thester. Such forces should be taken into considera-
tion in developing limited and regional options.

For the foregoing reasons, it is proposed that the Secretary
of Defense, in reviewing the acquisition implications of the proposed
fuclear policy, present an assessment of the role, nature, and potentigl
utility of existing levels of defense as well as possible future alternae
tive levels which may be in the U.S. interest, including the fiscel and arms
control implications of such future levels,

2.

The basic objective of the proposed nuclear policy is to

' provide for a more effective and stable deterrent to war, and to meke the

outcome less catagtrophic should nuclesyr wampons, for some reason, come to
be used. As such it is supportive of U.S, arms control policy. The

‘Principal concern thet mey affect arms control is how the new policy is
perceived by the public, our allies, and the Soviet Union,

The Working Group believes there should be little direct

. effect of the employment policy on current US avms control

positions in SALT and MBFR, but that the employment policy
changes, if they result in certain changes in acquisition policy,
would have an indirect effect on these positions,

There is the risk that the new policy will be interpreted
as a sharp departure from past policies with a greater emphasis on
nuclear "war fighting” as opposed to deterrence through assured
destruction. This ceuld be seen as requiring new strategic capa=-
bilities to which the Soviet Union would have to respond, thereby
intensifying strategic arms competition and impairing the prospects
for further arms control negotiations. However, it also can be
argued that the prospect of new US strategic programs which ecould
be implied by the revised employment policy might encourage the

Soviets to negotiate more seriously in order to forestall such
programs. . Lo

Emphasis on the theme that the new policy is not a radical
departure and does not imply any large procurement or development
brograms would mitigate (but perhepe not wholly eliminate) any possible
impact on SALT., In this regard, budget requests end other actions could
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demonstrate thet the poliey will nojé increase the U,8. Defense
budget , or stimulate en srme race. 16/

&. Impect of the Propvosed Bmp .::n ; Policy on Arms Control

e x = SR

There should be no ma jor impact of the proposed employment
poliey &8 such on arms control.

It is possible in the future that the United States will

~have to consider BALT limits on the operations of nuclear forces o-
- for example, vestrictions on the operating avess of SSBNs or aireraft

carpiers, In gemeral, such proposals would have to be evalusted with
respect o oversll U, S policy, including nuclear employment policy.
Although the Bo6viets have mede such proposals, the United States hes
made none end ia fect has arguc.él that operational pmctices are not

within the purview of SALT,

. . SALT petentially could resul‘t in limits’ on the hasin; of
U.S. nuclear forceés, The Soviets have argued that. U.S. fomdu%asmg .
of SSBNs end other systems (e.g., duel=-capable tactical aircraft) should
be dealt with in SALT, Similer proposels.ere likely to arise in MBFR.
Again, such proposals should be evalusted with respect to overall U.S.

. policy, including employment policy. The United States has, however,

repestedly rejected efforts in SALT to limib: its fomrdu‘based systems

and has mede clear thet it would not conslder amr SALT limits which would . .
undermine the security of its allies or its a:bility to fulfill its NATO

e‘bliga:tions «

b o Ac q uisitlon ] Armg

U.5. arms control efforts should support overall nuclesr
policy in two ways. Fivst, the:y’ should protect the policy through
egreements which allow the- o‘bjectives of this poliey t@ be fulfilled

. end, second, they should erbsvics the policy thiough zv@duction or

stabilization of the ecurrent oy fubture threat opposing U.S. and allied
forcese

-

7. 3 asguisition policy is properly fomulateﬁ. it should
refl eet the considered Judgments of the President end the Secretary of

Defense about the essentiel objectives, roles, and characteristics of
U.S. nuclear Porces., As discussed asbove, these Judgments shouk@ consider
employment poliey requivements, but should slso consider the other factors
which beer on weapon scguisition (e.g., sbtability, budgets, end allied

wptions‘),. Thus , the Working Group believes tba:t; aymg eontrol should

interact primarily with sequisition poliey.

The ﬁ@llowing are exemples of scquisition policy issues
related to the emplbyment policy changes which could, depending on
how they ar@ E@@@lﬁ@@a effect U.8, positions in S&L’E, :
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An ineressaed emphasis in acguisition poliey on
covering military tarvgets would affect the evaluation
of proposals which reduce the totel U.S. nuclear payloed .
or which constrain U.S, offensive cag@bzlltie suech

as MIRYV.,

An emphasis in acquisition policy on high relisbility
in thosge fopees nesded for limited attecks would affect
evaluation of proposals for limlting missile flight

testbs,

Consideration ebout the vespective roles of verious
elements of the strategic offensive forces--a facet

of sequisition pollicy—~could affect U.S, SALT positions
on guelitative limite on U.S, strategic systems. We
wight , for exemple, lock to use of land-based missiles
only for certein options in a limited nuclear war and,
therefore, be less concerned sbout an abbtack on them by
herd target capeble Soviet ICEMs. Alternatively, while
meintaining TRIAD capabilities, we might want o negotiste
mutual reductions in systems perceived to reguire major
dmprovements in the face of progpective thrests or we
might choose to negotiete other measurves permitting a
"freedom to mix" withln an overall fixed force level.,

The proposed nuclear policy assumes a continuing need

to support vitel intevests outside CONUS, Objectives

in this area could be satisfied throusgh the use of bomber
aircreft to deliver conventional or aucleasr warheads.
Thus, proposels to trade U.S. strategic bowbers for
Soviet ICBMz should be considered in terms of the dusl
role of bomber aircraft.

The U.5., position ou forwepd-based sysbems in SALT and

on possible MBFR limits for theaber auclear forces could

be influenced by refinements to the currvent ecquisitions

policy for theater nuclesr forces., For example, curvent

theater nucleer acquisition policy calls for essentially
a "status quo" posture with minor moderaization.

In1t1@$1on of wajor modernization programs for these .

forces could serve as "levevage" ox eould creste
negotiating problems.

P
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Some possible changes in the ascquisition policy thet appear
to have little direct impact on arms conbrol positions are:

= Gregter @mphasls on trans-attack survivability in ¢3 and
nuclear forees, in the sgense that survivability of forces
over time is alre&dy & key considerstion in SALT, and
€3 progrems have not been the subject of negotiations
(and probebly will not be),

-= Orester emphesis on retargeting capability.

Thus, the revised euwployment policy could have some effect on
U.S. arms conﬁrol positions, primerily through acquisition pelicy implica-
tions, but at this point the effeet can be considered as minor. The wey

ployment policy is explained mey, however, have greaterceffect on the
SALT negotiatiﬁns themaelves,

3. Declaratory Statements of Policy

If the proposed employment policy changes are implemented,
) there are at least four reasons why some disclosure to our allies, poten=-
tiel enemies, and the public at large will be called for:

== The U.S., commitment to NATC for congultstion on nuclear
strategy and plans through the Nucleer Planming Group and
for coordination of certain aspects of anuclear planning:
through combined NATO militery steffs, . . o

«= The desgire to creste en environment in which the leasders
of countries with nuclesr wespons give consideration
to controlling escalgtion in a nuclear war, rether than
‘meking autometic, preplanned responses,

-= The continued publie interest in a fuller explanation
of whet is meant by Presidentisl stetements of a requirement
for flexible opbionsg,

" == The responsibility end the necessity to provide an explanztion
. for our policy to the Congress and the public st lerge as
the rationale for specific defense progrems.
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Depending upon the extent to which policy changes are made
now, rather than after further studies have been completed, it may be
possible to say relatively little sbout eny cheunges at least for a
while., This would permit fuwther inasight into acquisition policy .
questions, and enable the Administration to respond to questions from
- " the Congress and allies from & move extensive base of firm policy.
However, even if ecquisition policy decisions ave delayed, it is

necessary to get started now on & deteiled plan for declaratory statements

because of the necessity to respond to any unauthorized disclosure of the
policy changes or the ongoing studiea, and to deal with questions that
may arise from limited disclosures already made.

Any public statements about nuclear policy will have a multiple
audience: the U.8, public and Congress; allies and other friends; the
Soviet Union, the PRC and their allies. Declarstory statements of policy
must adequa.tely address all of these potential listeners.

' Reactions by all eudiences to chauges in U.S. nuclear

policy will depend bn how the new policy is presented and how they

_ perceive it affects them. There are elements of the proposed changes

) . in employment policy that could create foreisn policy issues with both
g,llles and adversaries and could cause domestiec problems. These are
discussed below and inIasues 3 and b of Section G.:L/ Cereful
presentation can minimize such possibilities, both through & plen for
phased explanstion of the main features of the new policy, thereby
gvoiding drametie statements, and by stress on the theme that changes
envisioned are procedural ana evolublonary rather then revolutionary.

. Huclear weapons are gensrelly an emotional subject, end the
reactions to any proposals thel suggest something new in the way of U.S.
nuclear policy ere not fully predictable, The Working CGroup believes,
however, thet the following will be the likely reasctions or ma,jor concerns
with respeet to proposed changes. ;

17/ - Paper E'provides an expsnded discussion of these potential problems
“end & plan for elleviating them through declaratory statements of
policy.
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a. Congress and Public

They will be primarily concerned about whether the new
policy involves increases in defense spending. They also may be cone
B cerned about reopening arms competition. In sddition, those who have
in the past heavily emphasized the "assured destruction only" theme
will probably be wocal critics of any changes which imply a policy other
than this. On the other hand, there are vocal critics of "assured
destruction only" who would be receptive to the changes,

b. Potential Adversaries

There are two different pewspectives which must be
considered:

== The new policy, with its stress on restrained use
of nuclear weapons., could be interpreted as a weakene
ing of U.S. will and, therefore, &f deterrence,
thereby increasing the risk of aggressive acts by
) adversaries.

. == The new policy, if fully revealad to potentisl

" adversaries, may be geen as & move pragmatic approach
in contending with the Soviet and PRC strategic
buildup than past policy sbtatements emphesizing
magsive retallation. If so pereceived, it could increase
respect for U.B. interests and commitwments, There is,
of course. the risk that the threal of coercive use of
nuclear weapons could ultimately iverease tensions,
stimulate arws competition and iwpair arms control
negotiations. Alternatively., it could correspond
to Soviet psrcepbions of what U.85. nuclear policy
actually has been and thus wmay have little effect.

¢, Allies snd Friends

There are distivet advantages to the proposed policy in
terns of relations with our allies. These ocught to be stressed in any
declaratory statements, - '

== The emergence of & secure Sovist vetaliatory capability
has tended to erode allisdgonfidence thab the
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United States would be prepared to use large numbers. i
of strategic nucleer forces in their defense. The
development of selected end limited options would
make use of auclear forces in defense of ocur allies
- more credible. R : :
-= The integration within the proposed policy of thester
end strategic fdrces is likely to be attractive to our
allies if it is demonstrated to them that there is,
in fact, effective linkage between theater and
strategic forces and that it will operate to couple
U.S. strategic forces more closely to the defense of
Burope rather then to decouple them.

The potential mejor concerns of our allies could be:
- (Refer.algo to Tsgue L end Paper B for emplified discussion

of these points,)

== In spite of the strategic<thester force integration,
the existence of Begionsl Nuclesr Options as a
- separate attack category could imply the possible
decoupling of U.S. strategic foreces from the defense
of Western Europe and Asis,

== Pogsible conflict of the new esgicepts with UK and
. French strategies which rely on minimum deterrence,
-Fhey mey Ve apprehensive ebout ehdnges in U.S. policy
_iAf they percelve thet s0cH chdifiges tend to denigrate
CUtuety aetevpamt, v . .

"=~ The possibility thet these policy changes would
lead to ‘a weakening of the allied role in nuclear = -
decision meking, ' ‘ o

== The possibility that the new policy implies grester
emphasis in U.S5, strategy on muclear weepons , and thus
could lead to inereesing tensions with the Soviets
end impair current prospscts for detente. |Should =~
this be the allied perception, they could dimimish
their efforts to provide conventional force ™ e

o - Iparticular, there is e potentisl risk of a divisive strategic
debate in NATO if the broposged changes in nuelear policy are pereeived as major
changes adversely affecting WATO., On the othey hend, the proposed policy offers
the opportunity for a more realistic -approsch by the United States and its NATO! .~
allies to the role of nuclear weapons in NATO defense planning, R
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d. Approach o . 36
- The Working Group has considered how to describe and explain

the proposed changes in nueclear policy to each of the gbove audiences

so as to reduce the potential risks. The recommended approach emphasizes

relations with allies, sinece the concept of control of escalation will

no doubt be the change most difficult for them to accept, as discussed

in Issue [7lin Section G and amplified in Pa,per E. This approach involves .

a time-phased, progressively more detailed exposition of the new policy,

emphasizing that it is consistent with past policy and that it will

énhance attainment of U.S. objectives and, in the case of allies, the

o'b,jectives they share with the United States,

- The proposed approach is both substant:.ve and procedural.
Substantively it would invol¥e: .

(1) Demonstra,ting that this policy is consistent with
past U.S, poliey in that its priancipal objective is deterrence and that
it threatens no adversary who is not intent on aggression.

4 (2) PEmphesizing end describing how the policy changes will
enhance deterrence st all levels of conflict (especially important for
* allies), while also showing that it enhances the coupling of all U.S,
forces to the defense of Europe and Asia.

(3) Emphasizing the more humene and moral a.spects of the policy
as compared to "assured destruction.”

‘(4) Demonstrating by budgst requests and other actions that the
policy will not increase the U.S. Befense budget, proliferate U, S nuclear
weapons, or stimulate an arms race.

: (5) Empha.sizing that the policy is a pragmatic a.pproach to
contending with potential threats in today's world. :

Procedurally, this a.pproa,ch to declaratory statements would
involve: .

(l) Describing the policy as a natural, efolutionary'change.

(2) Briefing key members of Congress in & series of frank
deta.lled discussionso

-(3) - cOnductmg axtansive consultations in NATO (primarily
in the NPG) end bila‘terally, besed on well prepared, prior positiona.

(h) Identiffi@g 4n detail the probable sources of ob.‘jection
and developing co@ent reams@s to each., e

Peper E contains a move aetaileﬁ i@scription of this approach

'to d.eclsre.tory statements. ; . . \
|




F. IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES

The Working Group believes that the integrated spproach to nuclear
policy proposed in this report will foster greaber comsistency among the
various elements of nucleay policy and will ensble nuclear force acquisition,
deployment, and employment plans together with syms eontrol efforts and :
- declaratory statements to mutually support basic U.S. objectives. In
addition 1t will serve to sharpen the analysls of meny unresolved nuclear
issues., '

The Working Group suggests that if the proposed policy changes are
accepted, the implementing process be evolutionary in nature for two
rea.sons'

-= HFirst, the actual production of the operational plans which

| marry U 8. force capabilities to objectives (e.g., revision to the
SIOP and other nuclear operational plans) is & detailed, time=-
- consuming process (eetimted at 24 months) that cannot officia.lly
'beg:in until revisions to current employment policy are approved.
A sumary description of this process and what is involved is
comtained in Paper F. As noted therein, many of the preliminery
steps of this process are underway, but full implementation of
proposed policy changes muzst be an lterative process to ensure
the existenee of vwiable operations plans throughout the proeess

of change.

-- The second is because changes, if any ., in weapon systenms a.cquisrtion
policy and programs will depena upon further analysis which will
“consider factors in addition to employment ebjewtives, ineluding
fle;al reéources. This is discussed sbove in Section E .1 and also
n Paper G.

Howevefr, based on preliminery snelysis by the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
the Working Group has concluded that the proposed employment policy can.
be implemented to a useful degree with forces programmed for Fiscal Year

1974. That is, the resulting plans will comstitute a significent .
improvement over current employment plans., These improvements are in terms

of (i) plans for lerge scale attacks more directly in the nationsl
interest should such attacks be necessery, and {1i) plams for moderate
and smell ‘scale attacks that provide greater flexibility and more cogent
options for use of nuclear wespons in lecal cenflict should that be
necessgary.

Thus, adoption of the proposed smployment policy does not require
- changes in programmed fovces et this time. However, the pmposed policy

does sharpen the uéed for eliminating deficiences in euwei;llenwni%
end C3 thet are known ' today.
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The recommended course of action is to direct implementation of the
proposed revisions to U.8. nuclear p@i"cy and then proceed, with & clear
understanding that policy revisions way be necessary in specific areas.

" as probléms are identified.

)

The W’orking Group believes that the broad policy guidelines which have
‘been formulated in this effort are needed to clarify existing policy,

It also believes that steps can be initlated to revise employment policy
without prejudging acquisition decisions, which must be subjected to
further study before o satisfactory basls can be established for a Presi-
dential decision. It, therefore, recommends the following approach to
implementation of the recommendations contained in this report A8/

1.. Approval of the overall nuclear policy objectives and supporting
fremework developed in this report. These objectives would be subject to
further review and possible revision after additional effor'ts outlined
below.

2. "Approval of the proposed changes in nuclear weapons employment
policy as the basis for evolutionery revision in U.S. nuclear policy.
This would be accomplished by directing the Secratary of Defense to issue
policy guidance for the employment of nu‘ﬁ?az' vegpons as the basis
for nuclear weapons employment plenning.

Pursuant to this guidance9 the planning system of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff would then: (a) devej,op operational plans, assess them in
terms of the objectives and guidelines set forth in the guidance, and
at significant phase points advise the NCA ss to their findings; (b)
establish procedures for crisls menagement to respoad to further g‘uidance_
from the NCA as to which situstions snd toward which objectives plams
for locsl eonflict should be developed; snd (¢) prepere for and :
conduct peacetime’ exercises to test and evaluate the interaction between

the NCA and its edvisory steffs, the NMCC, supporbing militery and political _

staffs in Weshington, the JSTPS, and a‘ppmpmate unified and specified
commande, _ The previously dmcussw& need for iterstion in this planning

process ma,y necessitate fuxther @ﬁgugtment to the guida;ace,

The employmen"c guidance places special em@haSJ,s on mu'tuaily supporting
military end political messuves thet seek to. control esgealabtion . JAccordingly.

to support the flexibility inhervent in the optiong under this pol:l.cy
guidance, the need for rapid response and the Amportence to the NCA
and 'their m‘medla.te policy advisors of having political end m:i.lite,r;y'

18/ This spproach has been incorpovated in & proposed NSDM conteined in
Appendix I.

19/ That is, the dreft lenguese in Paper B would be eppropriagtely modified T

to reflect Presidential deecisions,
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advice in relgtion to possible nuclear usege, a senior staff level mechanism
for providing such rapid reaction advice is necessary. The staff involwved
must be colocated, must have full access to all relevant information,

and must have full cepabity to communicete to their respective superiors.
The current emergency operations procedures of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
and the current program to expand the NMCC should be reviewed and modified
as appropriate to meet this requirement. _

3. Direction by the Department of State of further development of
a detailed plen of declaratory policy, based on the initial plan presented
in Paper E, for communicating the policy changes, including appropriate
statements for use with U.S. ellies, and for explana,tion (either public
or private) to potential adversaries., The plan would teke into account
the existing channels within the NATO military structure as well as the
normal diplometic channels, In support of this effort, the Central
Intelligence Agency should prepare a speclal assessment of likely Soviet

and PRC-reactions to the new policies, based on the initisl work in
Paper H, and how these reactions might be influenced by U.S. statements
and actions. Detailed planning of the aspects of declaratory policy

" could serve to alleviate possible problems noted earlier.

4. Direction of an overall analysis by the Department of State
of the impact that pursual of the basic objectives will have on current
U.S, positions with respect to MBFR. end SALT II. The report of
this review should recommend changes in the current negotiating approach
in support of the basic objectives and also should recommend .
any necessary chenges t6 the objectives to support arms control positions.
The Working Group is fully cognizant that acquisition decisions can
influence arms control negotiations, but did not examine the current
considerations in SALT II. ' As a consequence the planning objectives for
acquisition do not contain any explicit provisions for the sole purpose
of facilitating arms control.

5. Continuing review by the Department of Defenge of the implications for

the development, acquisition, and deployment: of .nuclear forces ‘(both
strategic and theater) appropria:tg to support the changes proposed
herein. The initial results of this review would be reported to the
President prior to final decisions on the. Fiscel Year 1975 budget. This
review must consider a range of policies and programs in terms:of fiscal
resources, arms control considerations, end the degree to which they would
meet the deterrent, employment, and planning objectives previously set
forth. This effort has been di'rected already by the Secretary of Defense,
with work to commence after review and decisions on the policy changes
discussed in this report. This work should be done within the framework
suggested in Paper G. o : ‘ ' ‘
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G. Key Issues

Among those issues considered by the Working Group, Ehére are five

of sufficient importance to be reviewed by higher authority, along
with the recommendstions of the Working Group.

-- Prospects for control of escalation.

-- Effect of the proposed policy changes on deterrence.

-- Possible Soviet and PRC reactions to the proposed policy
thenges,

-- Allied perceptlons of the proposed policy changes.

- Feasibility of the proposed pollcy.

1. Issue: What are the prdspééts‘fbf the control of escalation?

The ability of the United States to control the escalation
of a nuclear war will depend upon several factors which sre unpre-
dictdble in advance of a conflict and which may not be clear to the
NCA at the time of a conflict. Yet, in those situations in which
the United States may find it necessary to use nuclear weapons,
efforts to control escelation are a promising means to limit damage
to the United States and its allies. Since the introduction of
escalation control concepts into employment policy is a major de-
parture from current policy, the Working Group believes that care-
ful consideration must be given to the prospects and risks through
a discussion of: :

- == the current environment conditioning use of nuclear
weapons ;

-- key variables affecting control of escalation;

-- possible disadvantages of theléscalation control concepts.

a. Current Environment °

In a major nuclear conflict with the Soviet Union,
counterforce strikes cannot provide high confidence of significantly
reducing the urban damage the United States end its allies would
suffer. This is because:

-- The Soviets now have a secure second-strike
force. S

3
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-~ The United States has agreed not to deploy ABM
defenses beyond the constraints of the ABM Treaty and thus cannot look
to technological advances in ABM systems for limiting damage to U. S
cities. .

-- There is the possibility that the Soviets might
launch their ICBMs and IR/MRBMs on tactical warning of an attack.

This conclusion indicates that US nuclear weapons' employ-
ment plans should provide options for limiting the level and extent
of a nuclear war as & primary means of limiting demage to the United
States and its allies.

b. Key Varisbles Affecting Control of Escalation

(1) Perceptions of Objectives and Risks. Our ability
to control escalation will depend strongly on the real objectives of
the enemy, the risks and losses that the enemy is prepared to teke,
and the ability of the enemy leadership to discern U.S. objectives,
commitments, capsbilities and willingness to- limit the conflict.
The following discussion highlights some of the eritical uncertainties
about such matters which mey affect judgments as to the utility of
the proposed policy.

For any given objective or set of objectives, presumably
an enemy will have associated limits on the risks and losses he is willing
to accept. To the extent this is true, then in principle control of
escaliétion can be used to aghieve U.S. objectives by capitalizing on those
limits. However, in the event that the enemy has virtually no limits on
risk or loss, then the conflict can only be stopped by (a) acquiescing
to the enemy achieving his objectives, or (b) destroying his capability
to achieve his objectives.

Our understending of enemy objectives and propensity for
rlSkS depends on whether the United States is faced with a decision (i) to
respond to a limited nuclear attack or (ii) to initiate a U.S. limited
nuclear attack.. In the first case, the nature of the enemy attack will

provide us with some -relevant 1nfbrmation. In the second case, there
is much more uncertalnty. _ e S

Our willingness to accept the risks of the policy
will depend upon: (i) Our confidence at the moment of decision that
the U.S, objective to limit the conflict is matched by a similar objective
on the part of the enemy; (ii) our willingness to accept the risk of a
limited nuclear strike on the U.S. or Allied territory and forces;
(iii) the extent to which the enemy threatens to deny our objectives or
to exceed our perception of acceptable loss.

Any military escalation, ineluding U.S, first use of
nuclear wespons, may alter the enemy's perceptlon of his risks sufficiently
that he will cease his hostile actions and negotiate. On tThe other hand,
U.S. escalation mey also change the enemy's perception of his objectives
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in such a way that he is willing to accept higher risks and will
continue or even further escalate the conflict. For example, he may
perceive his vital interests to be threatened or may feel that national
honor precludes backing down.

The limited use of nuclear weaﬁons would not change these
dynamics of escalation, but could either:

-~ pose an increased threat of major'nuclear,war,
thus improving prospects for a negotiated solution;

-- or cause the adversary to believe his vital national
interests are at steske, reducing the prospects for control over further
escalation,

(2) Escalation Boundarles. From the perspective of the
United States and the Soviet Unlon, there is a natural hierarchy of
escalation boundaries on nuclear conflict:

~- battlefield or subtheater conflict;

- theater-w1de confllct not 1nvolv1ng attacks on US
or Soviet territory;

-~ limited attacks on general purpose military targets
in the United States or the Soviet Unionj

-~ limited attacks on US or Soviet strategic forces;
-- major attacks on US or Soviet territory.

At progressively higher levels on this scale, the vital
interests of the superpowers are increasingly threatened. Conse-
quently, the Working Group is more optimistic about prospects for
control of escalation at the lower levels (e.g., battlefield or sub-
theater nuclear conflict) than at the higher levels.

(3) Soviet Doctrine and Capebilities. SOV1et military doctrine has
traditionally rejected the notion of the limited use of nuclear weapons
Soviet commentaries on past proposals by Western writers for the demon-
strative use of nuclear weapons have charsacterized sueh use ag adven-
turistic and dangerous, with significant danger of escalation. Soviet
declarations stress that acceptance of a policy of limited nuclear
options in Europe would make nuclear war more likely. The theme that
deterrence of nuclear war would be weakened, if rules and limitations
were established beforehand, has been evident over the past decade
in Soviet commentary on U.S. discussions of "limited War" and NATO's
strategy of flexible response. . Further, there is nothing in available
Soviet strategic writings reflecting military planning which antici-
pates limited or multistage nuclear attacks oh the United States. There
is virtually no indication that the Soviets accept the notion that
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limited strategic war is feasible or that nuclear weapons could be used
. in some escalatory menner to create circumstances for negotiations or .
bargaining; the Soviets apparently reject the possibility that the US:
and the USSR could exercise restraint, once nuclear weapons had been
employed against their respectlve homelands.

b5

On the other hand, there are situations in which it
would be in the best interests of the Soviet Union to kegp a .nuclear.
war limited, their military doctrine notwithstendin g This,.
together w1th the past propensrty of the Soviet leadership to avoid
unnecessary risks in crisis situations, suggests that the Soviets may
elect to keep & nuclear conflict 1limited.

The nuclear forces currently ava.llable to the Warsaw
‘Pact provide a limited ca.pa.bili‘cy to wasé ‘Auelear war on a scale
short of the theater level. Moreover, Soviet policy with regard
to nuclear warfare in Europe appears to be moving away from
, the earlier position that any war directly engaging the United
States and USSR would inevitably escalate. to-general nuclear war.
‘The récognition’ of the. mss:.bil:.tx of. fight:.ng s limited war
in Europe has been evident in recent Pact. exercises and pla.nn:.ng
documents., The nuclear forces and.commend and control systems
available to the Soviets have a degree of flexibility and
redundancy that could’ support a strategy of controlled nuclear
attacks. Procedures have been tested and developed through
frequent command, communications, and. comb:.ned force exercises
which raise the possibility that a limited—use contingency
strategy does exist -- or could be included -- in Soviet target-
ing and attack planning, A

c. What is Lcst by Trying?

The above dlscussmn 1nd1cates that, while there are
substantial uncertainties ‘about the prospects for _conbrolling escala-

tion and risks ettendant to any actusl uge of nuclear weapons, there are
also -substantial benefits that could result.. Thus, it appears that
employment planning ghould provide the NCA with the means to attempt
escalation control, Before coming to.this conclusion, however, it is
necessary to examine the possible disadvantages of making such provisions

in employment planning. .
(1) Militarx‘Consideré,fions.‘ Options for limited nuclear

strikes which involve incremental execution of forces ageinst Soviet

territory can reduce the effectiveness of US nuclear forces for sub=-

sequent major. a.tta.c_];:_s through:

20/ See, for example, Pa.per D ("Employment of Nuclea.r Wea.pons in
Iocel Confiict") ' : I ———
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-= inefficient force gpplication in limited attacks
due to MIRV or bomber footprint constraints;

-- inebility to take adventage of mitually supporting
nuclear forces for penetreting defenses in limited attacks}

-~ withholding of attacks on enemy defenses and ¢3
which could reduce attack effectiveness on the one hand and facilitate
enenmy retallation on the other.

-- destruction of withheld US forces and their
command, control, snd communlcations;

To minimize these problems, the Department of Defense, -
vhen formulating the proposed "Revised Teéntative Policy Guidance for
the Employment of Nuclear Weapons" (Paper B) specified objectives for
limited attack options in some detail. These options, in the judge-
ment -of. the Department of Defense, represent a reasonable balance
between efforts to control escalation and military reqnirements if -
these efforts are not successful, It is recognized, however, that
‘an evolutionsry process of implementing the employment policy, probably
with modification, addition, or deletion of specific attack option
objectives, will be needed before there can be assurance that the best
balance has in fact been achieved.

- (2) Effects on Deterrence. The possible adverse effects
of an announced doctrine for limited nuclear conflict on deterrence
are discussed in Issue 2 below.

(3) Effects on Allied Perceptions of the US Commitment
to Their Defense. The possible adverse effects vis-a-vis US allies
of a US doctrine for limited nuclear conflict are discussed below
in Issue L.

(h) ‘Uncertainties as to whether a Soviet respomse to a
limited US nuclear retallation on Soviet territory would be massive and
uncertalnty as to whether the net outcome would be substantially worse
for the US.

d. Conclusions

After considering the above uncertainties and considera-
tions, the Working Group concluded that, within the current strategic
environment, the most promising means of reducing damage to the United
States and its allies in e nuclear conflict, while also protecting US
interests, would be to seek to control escalation and induce an early
termination to the war. Accordingly, objectives for attack options
for this purpose were provided in the proposed employment policy.
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2. Issue: Would the proposed chenges in employment policy,

either taken together or in part, enhance, weaken,
- or have little effect on deterrence of nuclear
wartrare?

In essence, the proposed employment pollcy makes two changesf
it explicitly provides for options to conduct limited nuclear opera-
tions at levels below a major nuclear conflict and it provides & -~
revised basis for targeting in the event of a major nuclear conflict.

a. Limited Nuclear QOperations

Wlth regard to the first proposed change in employment
policy, there are two: views: © - -

(1) The threat of massive retaliation is sufficient to
deter any enemy action against vital US interests, and in fact the expec-
tation thet the US would not-resort to massive retaliation would encourage
aggress1on not involving. an attack on the US: itself.

(2) The threat of massive retallatlon E s the threat of
limited use of nuclear weapons to deny successful 1ocal aggression will
deter s wider renge of actions than the threat of massive retaliation
alone. Those holding this view believe the threat to make limited use -
of nuclear wespons in local conflict is an essential element of deter-
rence, since the possession of a secure second strike capability by the
Soviets (and perhaps one day the PRC) makes less viable a massive US strike
except in retaliation for a magor attack on ‘the United States 1tself

The first view given above holds that the Sov1et.Unlon*1s
deterred from nuclear attack or coercion only by the threat’ of prompt,
massive, and assured retalistion by the United States. Proponentsibelieve
that an announced Us pollcy fbr conductlng llmlted nyclear warfare would
not deter local aggression and could increase its likelihood, because
of the implication that the United States will not employ 1ts centrsl
strategic systems in a major attack in response to local aggression.
This view also implies that the Soviet Union would not be interested
in, or not have capabllities for, limiting nuclear confllct An empli-
fied discussion of this point is contalned in PaperlH

The second view assumes theb: enemies will undeystend the
purpose of an announced US policy.of reBtralnt in the event of nuclear
conflict, that they may come to share this’ purpose, and that théwe
political leadership of the adversary will be able to control their
forces and thereby limit such & confllct Proponents hold that the
Soviet Union is concerned about nuclear confllct occurring from other
than a- large-scale attack, (There is some support for this view derived
from Soviet comments in SALT regarding eccidental or uneuthorized attacks.)
They believe that articulation of & policy of restraint and control of
escalation could move the Soviets further4in this directlon.
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There is general agreement thet, if efforts to control
escalation are to be suécessful, it is essential to be able to communi-
cate our intentions to the adversary during & crisis. An issue arises,
however, as to the degree and means of communlcatlng such intentions
during peacetime, This issue is discussed in Section G.3 (Issue 3).
Pgper E discusses possible means of communlcatlng US intentions to
potential enemies during peacetlme.

Some advocate a rather extensive effort to communicate
the concepts of escalation control to the Soviet Union and to- -develop
communication mechenisms to permit rapid exchanges of views in the event
of a crisis or conflict. Others believe that such preconditioning might
be useful, but that it is not essential for implemention of the proposed
employment policy.

~

Given the current strategic balance, the Working Group
concluded that we should seek some pnaﬁtive means of convincing. enemies
that they cannot hope to gein from muclear adveiyturism or military
coercion at the loeal level and, therefbre, Tavors attempts to limit
conflict through control of escalation. It is important that ways be’
found to permit both sides flexlbility well before an initial failure
of deterrence became total catastrophe. Since there cen never be a
guarantee that deterrence will not fall == through miscalculation ox
otherwise -~ the provision of opportunitles to reestablish deterrence
through control of escalation is éssential.

b. Revised Basis for Targeting in the Event of a Major Nuclear
Conflict

: Some members of the Working Group believe the revised
targeting criteria will enhance deterrence, but they are not categorical
on this point. Others believe these rev181ons will have little or no
effect on deterrence.

Conceptually, there appear to be advantages in basing
deterrence of major nuclear attacks on the threatened destruction of
those political, military and economic resources. necessary for the
opponents post-war power and influence, rather than on some level of
deaths presumed to be unacceptable to him. The ability to deny the
enemy his post-war objectives should be a better déterrent than en
imperfect assessmmhb: of what the enemy considers an unacceptable cost
to achleve those objectives. .

Some believe, however, that the practical effects of the
revised targeting criteria on deterrence would be smell or nonexistent.
They do not argue against the proposed chenges in the employment policy,
but do assert that the threat to Soviet post-attack recovery should not
become a major theme in U.S. statements sbout deterrence.

Those holding this view note that it has not been determined
whether in practice, at the highest levels of attack, the revised targeting
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criteria will result in major differences in damage from the current .-
declared threat of major retaliation against population.

-- National leadership is not in general targetable
w1thout also dameging large population centers.

-- Economic¢ resources critical to post-attack recovery
may be quite similar to the current "war-supporting industry", and are
likely to be co-located with large population centers.

-- Much of the Red Army may be in Western Europe by

the time a major attack is authorized and these targets may be
impossible to attack without major collateral damage to allies,

Consequently, it is argued, this aspect of the new policy may
appear to many to be little different than "assured destruction". Indeed, it

may be seen as a cynical attempt to rationalize what we would actually
do in a massive attack, or simply not taken very seriously. Thus, 1t
is argued, the Soviet Union may continue to be deterred more by what
we do (i.e., our acquisition policy. for nuclear weapons) and what they
think we would do, rather than by what we say.

Others believe that the revised targeting criteria can
enhance deterrence of major nuclear attacks for the’ following reasons:

-- These revised criteria for targeting are coercive
in that they establish a direct threat to each of the three main power
blocs within the Soviet Union and the PRC, namely, the political regime,
the technocrats, and the military.

-- More importantly, they emphasize the denlal of any
/substantive gain to an opponent from making a nuclear sattack.

-- There would be close alignment between the declared
deterrent threat and the actions which would be in the best interests
of the United States in a major nuclear conflict. This change would
establish a common theme for deterrence that would provide a consistent
framework for the declaratory and employment elements of policy. The
deterrent threat and the targeting would coincide.

c.  Conclusions

The Working Group cannot guarantee that the proposed
changes in employment poliecy will enhance deterrence of nuclear attacks.

It does believe, however, that the increased flexibility to attack targets

directly related to an aggressor's post-war objectives, while not neces-

sarily resorting to massive use of nuclear weapons, will extend deterrence

to a wider range of contingencies. There is disagreement about whether
the revised targeting criteria will also enhance deterrence of major
nuclear attacks, but all are agreed that this revision will not decrease
deterrence of such attacks.
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Beyond the foregoing the Soviet reaction is likely to reflect a
dilemma for them. Insofar as the new policy appears to openvup new
opportunities to the President for confronting and frustrating possible
Soviet pressures they are hardly likely to welcome the new policy.

The targeting priorities in the new policy are quite similar to those
the Soviets have discussed in the past which should, at least in logic,
inhibit their reacting negatively to this aspect of the new policy.

On balance we would expect some negetive reaction in public channels
emphasizing the "aggressive" aspects and suggesting to our allies that
the new policy implies a decoupling of US strategic forces from their
defense. At the same time we expect that they would not want to
Jeopardize thelr detente policy vis a vis the United States by strenuous
official reaction.

e kK

In the area of their defense policy planning. however, the Soviets
would probably be more receptive to the importance of an announced
change in US policy. They would, at a minimum, snalyze carefully the
-implications of the new policy for their own contingencypplens. The
Soviets could seriously consider developing further the physical
capabilities of their own nuclear forces and command and control systems
to acquire the range of options becoming available to the US.

T TIEY
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,> This then leads to the question of to what degree and in what
manner we convey the nature of our new policy to the USSR.

Ay

Conveying the New Policy to the Soviets

P!

There are two issues regarding declarstory policy. One has to do
with whether we make any specific and direct effort, beyond the general
statements in the President's Foreign Policy Report to communicate our
concepts to the Soviets. The other has to.do with how we communicate.
We also need to differentiate between the two major elements in the new
policy (a) the concept of escalation control, and (b) the concept of
targeting to impede post-attack recovery.

On the one hand it can be argued that we should make no special effort
to communicate our ideas to the Soviets, This is based on the assumption that
ambiguity enhances deterrence, and that if the Soviets do not have ]
flexibility and we dosthis will improve our chances of controlling
escalation to our advantage. ) : .
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On the other hand it can be argued that if the new targeting objectives
and flexibility are intended to enhance deterrence_they must be known to
the Soviets and thus we niust make them explicit. Furthermore, unless
the Soviets can respond flexibly the prospects for escalation control
will be poor, and the risks of a massive Soviet response to & limited
use by the US unacceptable. Even those who advocate & more explicit
explanation of the new policies differ as +to whether the approach should
be direct or indirect. Some favor an indirect approach through more
explicit public statements in major messages o¥ Congressional testimony.
Others favor & direct approach which would promote an exchange of views
and reduce the risk of ambiguity. )

The Working Group agrees that we should not volunteer-anything by
way of direct comment to the Soviets. However, if the Soviets query
us in private chamnnels (e.g. SALT) we should heve no hesitancy in meking
clear the purpose of our new policy. A1l agree that some form of
‘communication (political messeges) will be required during a crisis,
expecially if nuclear weapons are used.  Indeed it will be mandatory
that such messages accompany the use of nuclear weapons, if there is an
expectation that escalation can be controlled and the conflict terminated.
Such messages will need to emphasize both determination and restraint:
sufficient determination to deter further escalation; sufficient
restraint to convey a willingness to terminate hostilities.

PRC Reac‘biqn to and the US Response to the New Policy
Will They React?

The degree of sophistication with which Peking views the nature and
problems of nuclear strategy cannot be accurately gsuged. In the decade
since Chinese nuclear testing began Peking's nuclesr thinking hag had &
chance to meture both as China's capabilities have increased and as more
information on the subject has become avallable, particularly from open
sources in the west. Nevertheless, given the magnitude and sophistication
of the threat from both the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and China's limited
nuclear cepsbility, it is unlikely that Peking's nuclesr strategy need be
very complex. It seems fair to assume that they see their nuclear force
as two dimensionsl: (1) as a countervalue deterrent threat against attack,
particularly nuclear attack, on China and (2) as a politicel symbol of major
power status.
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In any event, assuming that Chinese leaders understand the nature
of the Soviet-American interaction and strategic balance, they might
logically conclude that the new strategy was directed principally
against the Soviet Union, not themselves, since their own vulnersebil-
ities to a U.S. first (demage limiting) or second strike would be the
same under the new policy as under the old, e.g., the United States
did not need a new nuclear policy to deal with the PRC because nothing
has changed in that strategic relationship. If for whatever reason
the PRC concluded the new strategy was directed against the Soviet
Union, then it would be even more unlikely they would react or react
negatively. )

The Nature of the Reaction

If the Chinese do react publicly they are likely to do so in
very general terms. They could give some stress to traditional
propaganda such as: the aggressive intent of the United States and
its willingness to use nuclear weapons in a conflict (thus rationaliz-
ing their own program). They could also hint at the vulnerability of
America's Asian allies to the PRC nuclear capability if they allow
the United States to use their soil for attacks on the PRC. They
might also denigrate the SALT agreements as nothing more than a facade
to legitimize America's aggressive policies. In addition, they might
choose to see the new policy as directed against the Soviet Union and
80 sgy publicly hoping to sow some doubt and dissension among the PRC's
two enemies. In a more subtle way, the PRC might see this policy as
the U.S, response to the present objective reality of the Soviet-
American nuclear balance. In the event of a crisis or the failure of
deterrence they would see this policy as a means of dealing with the
Soviets but also as keeping the Soviet Union relatively intact as a
buffer and counterweight to growing Chinese power.

Lastly, they might view the policy as & loss of America's
will or reluctance to use its retaliastory force. On the other hand,
they could view the policy as a pragmatic means for the United States
to assist them in dealing with Soviet coercion or attack.
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The U.S. Counterresponse:

- As in the case of the Soviet Union, it would be in the best
U.S. interest not to volunteer any information to the PRC concern-
ing the new policy. Should the Chinese raise questions in diplomatic
settings, however, it would seem appropriste to respond that the
.new policy applies to eny situdtion in which the United States might
have to consider the use of nuclear weapons. In Asia, the nuclear
weapons of boththe Soviet Union and the PRC are of concern to the
United States. The point should be made thet thePresident of
the United States must have flexibility to deal with crises in Asia
as well as in Europe and that the United States has certain oblige-
tions to its allies in Asia which it intends to respect. The basic
objective of the new policy is to enhance international stability.

Conclusion

The Working Group concludes that it is difficult to predict
the nature of the Soviet and/or PRC response, if any, to the new
policy. There is agreement, however, that particularly in the
case of the Soviet Union there is a risk of misinterpretation and
that a special effort may be needed to clarify our intentions.

In the case of the PRC, the Working Group believes that under

the present US-PRC nuclear relationship there is little opportunity
for and no benefit to be gained by a direct discussion of these -
issues now, The new U.S, policy is Judged not to have grest sub-
stantive meaning for the PRC, at least for the present .and the
near-term future. :
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3. Issue: How are the Soviets and the PﬁC Likely to React to the

New Nuclear Policy, and How Should We Communicate it to
Them?

How the Soviets react will be dependent primerily on two factors:
(a) how the new policy is portrayed not only in official statements
but also in press, congressional and public reactions to and interpreta-
tions of official statements of the policy, and (b) by what they deem
to be its substantive impasct on our strategic force characteristies.
In reaction, the declarations mey not coincide with actual changes in
Soviet defense planning caused by new US initiatives.

It is assumed that the official US position will emphasize: (a)
the evolutionsry nature of the policy, (b) the increased choices for
Presidential action in the event of crisis, (c) that it can be accom-
plished. without major chenges in programmed forces, (d) that it is
consistent with further arms control agreements, and (e) the more
humane aspects of this policy as compared to deliberate targeting of
‘population and cities under an assured destruction policy. However,
large parts of the US press and public may well describe the policy in
other terms. They can be expected to highlight its "war fighting"
emphasis, the motive power it will provide for increased weapons
acquisition and the consequent negative incentives for future arms
control agreements, particularly those involving reductions. The
Soviets can be expected to examine not only the official US policy
statements but these public reactions as well.

The Soviet declaratory response would probably emphasize several
maejor themes present in recent years in Soviet writings on US nuclear
policy. One such theme would probably be that US efforts should be
directed toward categorically prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons,
instead of trying to find new ways to use them. A US declaration of
flexible response options using intercontinental weapons as well as
theater weepons would probably be construed publicly as yet another
effort by the US to find some means to support a policy of coercive
diplomacy. The Soviets would probably also stress that. a policy of
limited nuclear options would maeke nuclear war more likely. The charge
that war becomes more likely if rules end limitations concerning its
conduct are established beforehand has been a standard Soviet line since
the Sixties. The Soviets have tried to project & public imsge of the
USSR striving to prevent a global nuclear war, promote world peace and
disarmament, and deter the US and its allies from aggression, In
contrast, the US is portrayed as seeking to find new ways to employ its
nuclear weapons, directly or indirectly, to achieve its political goals
without damage to the US.
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4, Issue: Would the existence of a planned structure of
, flexible .options, in addition to the option for

massive response, enhance or weaken the percep=-
tions of our allies that the United States would
come to their aid in the event of military

aggression?

Most allies are ambivalent on nuclear wegpons, They want the
protection of the U.S. nuclear shield, but they do not want nuclear
weapons used in their territories nor do they want a policy that places
greater emphasis on the threat of using nuclear weapons, They take
comfort in the deterrent value of "massive response™ but worry sbout
its credibility. They seek effective nuclear arms control, but worry
about bilateral agreements degrading their security.

Further, most allies are naturally sensitive to any changes
to U.S. policy which may affect their security. Many are convinced
thet the Nixon Doctrine implies some erosion in U.S. support for them,
and’ are more interested in U.S. actions (e.g., U.S. force deployments)
then verbal assurances; they are worried about U.S.-Soviet or U.S.~PRC
"collusion" or bilateral efforts to negotiate political and economic
spheres of influence at the expense of alliances. . '

a. Reactions of Asian Allies

It is important to address segparately the guestion of
reactions of our Asian allies. As previously noted the depth of under-
standing of nuclear strategy is significantly less in Asis than it is
in Europe. With the exception of the Japanese (and perhaps the PRC)
very few Asian Governments (or publics) have much interest in or detailed
knowledge of nuclear strategy since for most of them it is irrelevant
to their security problems. Therefore, except for these two countries,
the new condepts are unlikely to have much impact. Reactions in Japan
are uncertain, However, it appears those few in and outside the Govern-
ment who understand the issues would probably find merit in the development
of broader range of options in thet it would appeer to them to meke
deterrence more credible, Japanese experts have expressed concern in
the past that U.S. interests in Asia were less firm and clear-cut than
those in Europe; thus the U.S. commitment to Asian allies would diminish
as the U.S. became vulnerable even to limited nuclear attacks from Chins.
Moreover, the Japanese see the Soviets as e greater threat than the
Chinese., The development of options specifically directed toward the
Soviet threat should have some appeal to Japanese strategists., Never-
theless, it should be stressed that opinion with respect to nuclear
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strategy in Japan is characterized not only by its diversity but to
some degree by its unsophistication and ignorance. There will be-

some Japsnese analysts like those in Europe who will be concerned

that these strategic changes will make for a negative effect on arms
control. The net reaction to the new concepts in the government

and on the public, therefore, is not fully predictable, It can

only be predicted that there will be an official expression of interest
and a wish to be briefed on our views in as great detail as we brief
our European allies, '

b. Reactions of NATO Allies

Basically, our allies in Europe have been reluctant to
face up to the prospect of fighting any major war in Europe, conven-
tional or nuclear. They accordingly have devoted their attention to
the maintenance of a credible deterrent and have generally equated
their goal of absolute deterrence with what in their view is the gbso-
lute deterrent -- prompt use of U.S. strategic forces as a massive
threat to the Soviet Union. The Europeans want to maintain a role in
nuclear weapons planning, but recognize that their role is necessarily
limited. NATO Europe is concerned about pressures for troop cuts,
and might view the proposed changes in nuclear policy as designed to
either compensate for, or else pave the way for a reduced U.S. presence
in Western Europe. For these reasons, both the timing of the proposed
changes and their existence could serve to weaken allied confidence
in the U.S. commitment.

¢. Basis for NATO Acceptance

Most of the political .and military leaders of these nations
are realists. While they are not privy to U.S. nuclear contingency
plans, they know that such plans exist. Most European allies have been
exposed to the Nuclear Plenning Group (NPG) work, and have endorsed in
principle (both in basic NATO strategy and in NPG deliberations) the

need for limited use of nuclear weapons, They have not, however, endorsed

the desirability of extensive use of nuclear weapons on their territory.

A key advantage that the new policy should have in enhancing

its acceptability to our NATO allies is that it provides for employment
against a greater number of targets which might be a direct military
threat to them. They have always paid explicit attention to the degree
to which the U.S. SIOP and SACEUR's General Strike Plan (GSP) covered
military threats to NATO. This target coverage with strategic forces

is improving as our MIRVs come on line and would improve even more
under the priorities for wespon allocation under the proposed employment
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policy. The proposed . employment policy prov:.des for comb:.ned nuclear

and conventional defense in limited nuclear conflicts. The policy

places Soviet conventional forces high in its tergeting priorities, )

. and contains an explicit objective of mmimiz:.ng the ability of Soviet

’ ) forces to seize Western Europs, even after ‘s major exchange between
the United States and the Soviet Union, Such provisions would be
seen as a distinet advantage even if it would not prevent extensive
damage to their territory.

Another advantage is the improved credibility of the =
nuclear deterrent crested through the possibility that more limited
nuclear employment might actuslly be underteken. Establishmerit of
rationale for these plans, consultation within the NATO Nuclear Plan-
ning Group, communicetion of salient segments to other allies, and
explanation of our deterrent and employment objectives could a.ll
enhance the NATO allies confidence that the nuclear shield of the
Nixon Doctrine was backed up by actual plans and capab:.l:Lt:.es and
thus serve to enhance the credibility of the U.S, déterrent. So -
long as we do not imply that this leads logically to extensive theater
use or decoupling of U,S. strategic weapons, the problem of gaining
allied support for the proposed policy should be manageable, We

) would warn, however, that we cannot give complete assurance that -
allied suspicions will not result in grave political concern on their -
part. ) . . s

Since the NATO stretegy of flexible response promulgeted
in MC 14/3, wes largely "mede in U.S.A." and adopted at our behest, .
any proposals to change MC 14/3 must be considered with great care. n
However, the Working Group has concluded that there is no fundamental
inconsistency between the strategy of flexible response in MC 14/3 and
the proposed employment policy. If anything, the proposed policy should
be viewed as enhancing that strategy, due to the. increased flexibility
it will provide. Furthermore, it is not anticipated that extensive
major revisions to. the GSP will be requirdd -- st least revisions of i
a nature which should cause serious political problems within the -
Alliance. Accordingly, the Working Group believes that the proposed
employment policy can be introduced. as U S. implementa.tion of Alliance
strategy. : , :

Of course, there are risks that the allies may not view
these changes as improvements to present strategy, but rather a new
strategy designed for the United States to increasingly "go it alone"

in the future.*‘ Although this possibility cannct be elimma:bed it
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‘undoubtedly can bev minimized by a caréfﬁl -explanation of rationale and
details on a gradual basis. A proposed approach to accomplish this
objective is presented in Paper E,

d. Potential Problems

-~

_ To the extent there are politicel problems which result
from the proposed employment policy, they are likely to arise at a
more detailed level.

(1) Escalation Boundaries

. The first potential problem stems from the explicit
use of the term "escalation boundaries," and the possible interpretation
by the Europeans of a U.S. preference to confine the battleground to
Europe or portions thereof. Although the NATO concept in MC 14/3 of
"direct defense" implicitly subscribes to-a rather limited escalation
boundary, many Europeans would have difficulties accepting a more
explicit statement, L . ‘

(2) Decoupling

A second potential problem aree is the existence of
objectives for Selected Attack Options (see Chart, page 10, and Paper B,
pages 20-21) in which the targets would be limited to military threats to
NATO Europe and which use only theater based forces. This could imply
"decoupling" of U.S. strategic forces from the defense of NATO. Those
attack options that involve the use of CONUS based strategic forces or
which involve attacks on the Soviet Union would be more acceptable than
the Selected Attack Option which calls for the use of non-CONUS based
forces. This latter Selected Attack Option is, of course, just the pro-
vision for the General Strike plan currently prepared by SACEUR and '
approved by the Alliaence. The problem is that NATO strategy has never
endorsed the suggestion that the General Strike Plan should be executed
separately from a major attack on the Soviet Union with U.S. strategic
forces, , ’

(3) Regional Nuclear Options

The third ppoblem relates to the two types of
implementing options for local conflict, Limited and Regionael, as
described in Section D.l.a., above. Limited Nuclear. Options are pre-
planned or preplannable, and involve use of hoth strategic and theater
nuclear forces. Forces for Reglonal Nuclear Options are keyed to local
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conflict only. In NATO they would involve U.S. strategic forces only

to the extent they were committed to SACEUR's operational control.gi/
Regional Nuclear Options describe, in essence, today's nuclear contin-
gency plans prepared by theater commanders (today Washington participation
in development, review, or approval of such plans is normally performed
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff).

One view holds that provision for Regional Nuclear Options is a
logical outgrowth of the current situation (where such options do in
fact exist even if not so named), and that it is both necessary and
desirable to establish both the existence of, and policy guidance for
such options. The policy guidance should be sufficiently broad to cover
any region where nuclear weapons could be employed, and it is in the
best interest of the United States to have plans (and NCA involvement
in such plans) for use of only theater nuclear weapons.

A second view holds that while Regional Options may be desirable
in general, the nature of the nuclear arrangements in NATO requires
special provisions. The problem has two roots:

-~ Given the high degree of allied participation in NATO
nuclear planning, the basic concepts and structure of
approved U.S. employment policy documents would be
known to our NATO allies,

—- The concept of "escalation boundaries" and the provision
of Regional Nuclear Options using "forces immediately
available within a theater of operation and clearly
committed for the defense of that area." 22/

Thus, in this view, the language of Paper B would unnecessarily raise

NATO concern that the United States -seeks in some degree to decouple its
strategic forces from NATO's defense. Those holding this view find the
risks of allied misunderstanding of Regional Nuclear Options as outweighing
the proposed advantages. Some advocates of this view would amend the language
in Paper B to incorporate Limited and Regional Options into one set of
limited options which permitted use of either theater or strategic U.S.
forces (or both), and such allied forces as were available and allocated

to common targeting (e.g., UK nuclear forces). They point out that such

a plan would be consistent with current NATO military policy (MC 14/3),
that no decision or a prior commitment to a course of action in the event
of conflict would be necessary, and that "fuzzing the line" between

theater and strategic forces will mitigate allied concerns about flexible
options. The essential point is that under this alternative the

21/ Today, 150 POSEIDON warheads are so committed. The priorities
for targeting and the objectives of attack options under the proposed U.S.
employment policy would support a larger commitment should that be useful.

22/ Paper B, pages 3 and 9 respectively,
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U,S, would have the option for using only theater forces without
relying on U.S. strategic forces but we would not be advertising this

option to our allies; an option they would not buy and which we msy
never have a requirement for sctually employing.

A third view also holds that the NATO problem requires
revision of the language in Paper B but prefers to keep the Regional
Nuclear Option category. To deal with the NATO problem advocsates of
this view would add language to sccomplish the following:

== Expliecitly acknowledge the specisal allied involvement
in nuclear planning and operations in NATO.

-— Explicitly interpret the definition of forces available
for Regional Nuclear Options in NATO to include allied
forces and U.S. SLBM warheads committed to SACEUR.

~= Explicitly recognize that the prompt use of U.S,.
strategic forces may well be necessary should Regional
Nuclear Options fail to control escalation,

Advocates of this view believe that this course would better
" meet allied concerns by offering positive assurences. At the seme
time it would provide a common structure for U.S. plaenning in all
theaters of operation,

e. Conclusion

In poihf of fact the prOposed changes in nuclear policy are
driven to a large degree by the following factors:

-- Qur percelved need to preserve and strengthen means
to underwrite our commitment to our allies, particularly
NATO and Jspan, in light of the emerging Soviet and PRC
strategic postures. )

- Our‘growing opportunities to devote a larger number of
"strategic! warheads in defense of our allies in light
of our MIRV programs and the ABM Treaty, and

-- A clear need to obtain greater political and military
utility from our existing theater nuclear capdbilities.

Because of these factors, the Working Group believes there is a solid
basis from which to mitigate allied concerns (although not necessarily
eliminate them) through a carefully developed and phased plan of
communicating the nsture and purpose of these changes to our friends
and allies. L -
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5. Issue: Is the 'p_romsed employment policy feasible and
: gan it be imgementea successfullx ,

The pmposed employment policy would if a.pproved establish
national guidance for developing a "capablllt:.es plan" -- that is,
doing the best with whatever U.S, ‘and allied forces are available in
terms of stated objectives, guidelines, and priorities, Strictly

. speaeking, therefore, any employment policy is definitionally feasible,
In this regard, the real question then is the degree to which such
capabilities plans would achieve these stated objectives with current
end near-term nuclear force postures, and if there were shortfalls,
would they be of such a degree so as to vitigte important aspects of
the policy.

A corollary but related feasibility concern with regard to
the concept of control of escelation involves forces of other nations.
For example,

-~ British and French forces might be employed under
national pla.ns in a way that would undermine controlled
use by the United States or the Alliasnce as a whole.
For example, U.K. or French SLBMs might attack Soviet
territory when attacks on Soviet terr:.tory were being
avoided by other NATO forces.

-= Certain allied delivery vehicles might not be made
aveilable to implement the desired attack option., This
might be aggravated by the geographical division of
areas of operetional responsibility within the NATO
Thesgter.

a. U.S., Force Cepabilities and Planning Procedures

A discussion of procedural matters associated with develop-
ment of actual operastions plans to implement the proposed policy is
contained in Raper F. As noted therein, & lengthy iterative process is
involved, which the Joint Chiefs of Staff estimaete will take twenty-four
months after receipt of formal direction to proceed with revisions. They
further point out that shortfalls, ambiguities, and inconsistencies may
be uncovered in this process, and that they will recommend alternatives
to ensure that the best military options practicable are available.

There are several factors vhich impact on the degree to
which capa.'bilities pemit atta:.nment of the object:.ves of the employment

policy:

- The revised planning procedures and organizational
relationships that must be established.




62 .

-~ Numbers and types of Wa.rheads availsable.

- Footprint constraints in targeting mult:.ple weapons
delivered by & common ca,rrier.

-- Target acquisition ca.pabilities.
- AColla.tera.l damage considerations,
-= Execution and release procedures.,

(1) Planning Proéedures , ‘ L

Since the revised employment policy reta;ns all of the
basic attack objectives and withholds in the current NSTAP (and the
derived SIOP), each of the factors above can be considered moot with
respect to this portion of capabilities plans, In short, to the extent
that the capsbility exists today to carry out the attack options in the
SIOP, the corresponding attack options could be carried out in essentially
- the same fashion under theé revised policy. However, with respect to -
capabilities to execute options in control of escaletion, there is no
such direct carryover. This is so primarily because national objectives
have not previously been specified by the NCA in these areas, and there
) has thus been no appropriate point of reference for the assessment of
capabilities,  Therefore, attack opt:.ons for control of escalation may
(and undoubtedly will) diverge considersbly from current nuclear
contingency plans, As a consequence, considerable iterative effort must
be undertaken (and has been started) to address each of the gbove factors =
in relation to current and near term cepebilities to fulfill these
segments of the employment .policy. .

—— e~

(2) Aveilability of Warheads

. The principal concern is over the increased emphasis placed
in the proposed policy on targeting selected elements of enemy conventional
forces -- by both theater and strategic forces. Theater force warhead
levels have been essentially static for some years and concern over their
adequacy has centered primerily on questions of survivability and modern~
ization programs to reduce collateral deamege. The growing number of
stretegic nuclear warheads and the reduced need for these warheads to
overcome potential enemy ABM defenses, leads to a substantisl increase in
current and near term ebility to cover a wide array of targets. We do s
not, however, have & clear understanding of the particular conventional e
force targets that would be most critical to post-attack recovery, nor s -
quantitative assessment of the effectiveness of the numbers of currently
available warheeds against such targets. Effort is underway to address 5
this issue,

AR Dk 210

fih

I




63

(3) Target Acquisition

We have an adequate cape'b:.lity to locate and identify fixed
targets. For mobile, surfdace targets we have fairly limited capsbility
at night and in adverse weather, even to suppor‘t conventional operations,
Further, our good westher, daylight capebility is keyed to the firepower
a.va:.la.ble from conventlona.l forces, Thus, in meny circumstances we would '
not be able to fully exploit the increa.sed firepower associated with
nuclear weapons. It should be noted that we currently have sufficient
‘target acquisition capebilities to support the nuclear operet:.ons
described in the exempla.ry case studies of Paper D.

(4) Execution Procedures and C3

No general sta:bemen'b regarding adequacy is appropriate.
The execution procedures needed for the Major, Selected, and Limited
options can probably be handled by procedures similar to those currently
used in the SIOP. There is concern even in these cases today with regard
to Surv:we.blli'by of the communlca.tlon lJ.nks under direct atta.cks.

~‘In the 'bheaters the problems of execution, command and
control and information flow are obviously more. acute w:.th respect to
the execution of flexible attack options. Our current capsbilities
differ from region to region, However, there are provisions in the
. proposed_employment policy that a:t.tempt to minimize this additional strain
on the C> system by providing for the meximum emount of military preplanning,
encouraging an improved NCA familierity with the resultant plans, and thus
relying more heavily on NCA initiative in directing nuclear operatlons than
is the case today.

. Nevertheless, no assurance can be given that current 3 can

mget NCA needs in all cases, More study is being conducted in the entire

issue, but especially as it relates.to its adequacy for conducting the
more d:.scrimme'l:e types of at.tacks proposed by this policy.

(5) Colla:bere.l Da.mege

o st
CRAN

I‘b should. 'be recosnized tha:b plans implementing the proposed
policy, especially at the higher levels'of escalstion, would, if executed,
produce substantisl amounts of collateral damage. On the other hand, the
policy- provides specific guidel:lnes 3hat explici'bly congtrain the military
effectiveness of limited attacks in fa.vor of reduced-eocllateral damage.

In particular, the more limited the option the more constraint is called for.

(6) Summery Sta'/téemen‘bi on U.S. Force Capsbilities and Procedures
In 'summer‘j," it is the vilew of the Working Group that:

~= Those Ma,jor a.nd Selected Attack Options of the revised
employment ‘poliey corresponding to the current sttack
options of the SIOP should be at least as feasible in
the near term as they are today.
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-- The establishment of objectives for other attack

" options-and revised criteria for all-out attack will
-provide & basis for measuring capabilities, for these
purposes, While no agssurance can be given that
appropriste attack options can be implemented in all
cases, the iterative implementing process of messure-
ment , modification, and adaptation can and should go
forward to provide a distinct improvement over today's
situation., As the Joint Chiefs of Staff noted in
their comments on the proposed employment policy,
they "...are confident that the problems associated
with implementation and execution of the proposed
employment policy that remain to be defined and
resolved can be overcome, and they will continue to
press for solutions in the coming months,"

b. Problems with Other National Forces

It must be clearly recognized that two of our allies -~

the UK.and France == h&ve indigenous nuclear forces which are adequate

to provide.s moderste retaliation against Warsaw Pact targets and a national

employment policy, Although British forces are currently targeted within
SACEUR's General Strike Plan and are coordinated with the U.S. SIOP, they
presumebly are responsive to national plans as well.: The French have
been quite explicit in that their forces are responsive to French
nationel policies and are targeted by plans, primarily in an "assured
destruction" mode. There is little chance todey that.the French will
choose to re-integrate their nuclear plenning into NATO's.

There are no immediate solutions to this problem. We
can and are working with the UK and French to engender some belief that
we support their forces and wish to continue a dialogue on strategic
objectives. Beyond this we can:

- Use the existence of their independent force as a virtue
in the sense of noting that this clearly places limits
on how far we could or. would try to keep nuclear wars
limited to Europe, o

-- Strongly resist efforts to limit US support for UK and
French forces by SALT agreements (i.e., non-trensfer
proposals) . . .

-— Try, over time, to gain a greater meeting of the minds
. on coordinated NATO strategy end on targeting of Us, X
and French forces. ‘

An additional problem is that many nuclear weapons within
NATO are US-owned but intended for delivery by forces of other nations
under formel programs of cooperation, These delivery vehicles might not
be made available to SACEUR by the respectiv ations.
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It should be noted that there is no necessery inconsis-
tency between the proposed U.S. employment policy and the currently
approved NATO nuclear strategy, but this is true because the latter
is 1nten'blona.lly ambiguous so as to accommodate certain differences of
opinion withihhthe Alliance with respect to nuclear weapons, Imple-
mentation of the proposed employment policy does imply. a substantial
increase in detailed planning in peacetime for nuclear operations in
order to provide high assurance that nuclear weapons could be, in fact,
used in a manner fully responsive to U.S. and Alliance polltlcal-
military objectives in wartime, '

Although the Working Group feels that such additional
preparations would enhance the deterrent effectiveness of nuclear
weapons in NATO, the actual development of plans and procedures in
support of the proposed employment policy could force members of the
Alliance to face squarely issues that they have heretofore preferred
to leave ambiguous and thus could perhaps generate both feasibility
problems (in terms of cooperation in plan development) and politlce.l
problems. A basis for resolving potential political problems was
outlined in Issue 4 above. The fact remains, however , that the United
States could never be certain that a policy of escala:bion would not
be undercut by unilateral allied sctions. However, what can be done
is to make shconcerted effort, through combined poliecy planning, to
convince NATO allies of the beneflts to them of the proposed employment
policy and to seek understanding and acceptance of the principles
embodied therein as a better overall deterrent to conflict.
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PROPOSED NSDM ON BROAD NATIONAL S'I'RATEGIC
AND THEATER NUCLEAR POLICY-
(Intended t6 Replace NSDM 16)

1. General

a. The President has approved the concepts and objectives set forth
in Sections 2, 3, and 4 as a basis for changes in nuclear employment
policy and for furt'.her implementing studies specif:.ed in Sectlon 5 of
this NSDM..

b. The Secretary of Defense is authorlzed to issue policy guidance
for the employment of nucleer weapons consistent with Sections 2 and 3
to serve as the basis for the evolutionary revision of operational plans
and procedures for- current and near tem forces by the planning system
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

¢. To support the flexibility inherent in the options under this
policy guidance, the need for rapid response and the importance to the
Ngtional Commend Authorities and their immediate policy advisors of having
political and military advice in relatlion to possible nuclear usage, &
senior staff level mechanism fox:providing such rapid resction- advice :.s
necessary., The staffs involved must be- colocated, ‘Bust have rull access

to all relevant informa‘bion and mue'b have full capacity to comunica.te
to their respective superiors. The current emergency operstions pro-
cedures of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the current program to expand
the National Militery Command Center should be reviewed and modified as
appropriste to meet this requirement.

d. Teking into account this policy guidance, the Secretary of State,
the Secretary of Defense, and the Director of Central Intelligence, in
coordination, shall refine their respective crisis menagement procedures
to provide timely political-milita.ry assessments and recommendations to
the National Command Authorities for both militery and diplomastic actions
to support potential nuclee.r employment deeisions.

e, Additional implementing act.ions shall be undertaken as specified
in Section 5:and will be subject to further Presidential review. Based on
the resu.lts of these. ections further policy changes may be recommended.

-
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£, The U.S. nuclear policy shall be based on two fundamental,
inter-related roles for U.S, nuclear forces: . for deterrence of aggres-
sion at all levels and, if necessary, for appropriaste employment if
conflict ocecurs involving the vital interests of the United States.

2. Speecific O'b,je'ctives for Deterrence

a. In their deterrent role, strategic and theater nuclear: forces
shall support the follom.ng objectives:

(1) To deter nuclear attacks against the Unlted States, its
forces and its bases overseas.

(ii) In conjunction with other U.S. and allied forces, to
help deter estdacks -~ conventional and nuclear -- by
nuclear powers against U.S. allies and those other
nations whose security is deemed important to U.S.
interests.

(iii) To inhibit coercion of the United States by nuclear

' \ powers, and in conjunction with other U.S. and allied
/ foreces help inhibit coercion of U.S, allies by such
poweps.,

b. It is the policy of the United States to rely primerily on

U.S. and sllied conventional forces to deter conventional aggression

by both nuclear and non-nuclear powers; it is recognized thet nuclear

forces that deter nuclear powers will also serve to deter non-nuclear

powers., ) ’ 3
i c. These deterrent objectives require, to the extent practical,
the maintenance of & nuclear posture by the United States which in the
aggregate has the following basic characteristies:

S

(i) High survivability and »penetration.capébility,

(ii) Sufficient warning, surveillance and attack assessment
caepability to support survivebility of aircraft forces
and the National Command Authorities.and to support
decision-making by the National Command Authorities
during and after nuclear attacks.

1

i

REE




s (ii1) Adequate commsnd, control, and communications to
F ensure responsiveness of nuclear forces to the
National Commend Authorities,’
(

iv) A clear capebility to execute an extensive range of
attacks in response to potential threats or actions
by an enem.v.

(v) Conformance with the provn.s:n.ons of arms control
agreements,

P—

3 (vi) No significent imbalence in overall nuclear strength
T— favoring any potential opponent.

Planning for a nuclear force posture with these basic characteristics

will be guided by the specific plenning objectives set forth in

Section h below,

3. p_eciﬁc Ob,jectives for Ekngloment of Nuclear Forces

In support of these deterrent objectives, and to permit appropriate
employment of nuclear forces if necessary, operational plans for U.S.
strategic and theater nuclear forces shall be developed to achieve the
following employment o'bjectives

a. In the event of conflict, tne objective is to seek early war
termination on terms acceptable to the United States and its allies
at the lowest level of conflict feasible. This objective is to be

accomplished through mutually supporting political and military measures
that seek to control escalation: )

(i) By communicating to the enemy both a determination to
resist aggression anq. a desire to exercise restraint.

(i1) By conducting selected nuclesr operations, in concert,
with conventional forces, to protect vital U.S. interests
and to limit enemy opportunities for further aggression.

(iii) By setting limits to the level, scope, and duration of
violence and connnum.ca:bi_ng these limits to the enemy,

(iv) By holding some vital enemy targets hostage and threatening
. their subseguent destruction.
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(v) By being prepared to provide the enemy opportun:.ties :
: to reconsider.

These measures shall be undertaken in:a concerted effort to convince
the enemy to change his mind because: he will be unsuccessful 1in
achiev:l.ng his objective; the price to him of continued aggression

is too high;- and negotiating a war termination is in his interests.
All of these measures imply the need for plans that permit flexible

employment of nuclear weapons under the control of the National
Command Authorities. . :

b. ,To the extent that escalation cannot be controlled, then the
objective for employment of nuclear forces in a major nucleer exchenge
is to obtain the best possible -outcome for the United States and its
allies, This obJective is to be accomplished through the following
mea.sures-

(i) Bestruc‘bion of those ‘enemy politica.l economic and
‘military resources eritical to the enemy's post-wa.r
power and influence, and critical to the enemy's national
and military recovery in the post-wa.r period.

(i1) Seeking to limit damage to those political, economic,
- and military rescurces critical to the continued power
and influence of the United States and its allies, to
the degree practicable with availeble forces,

(iii) Maintenance of a strategic force in reserve for protection
;a.nd_ coercion during and after me..jor nuclear conflict.

L. _pecifié” Oblectives for Planning the Nucleer Force Posture

In. pla.nning nucleer forces with the basic characteristics noted

-earlier, the specific planning objectives - get. forth in this section

will be puraued to the extent practical. In pursuing these obJjectives,
we should seek to promote nuclear stability by reducing incentives to

use nuclee.r weapons, particularly in & crisis situation, and ’by reducing
potential pressures -for unproductive or counterproductive erms competition.
In particular, we should deny an opponent a significant military adventage
which. could result from a preemptive or "first strike" nuclear attack;
maintain the clear capability to courterbalence, with appropriate measures,
pbtential force increases.or improvements by adversaries that could altier

‘the military balance;’ and structure United States forces so that they

cannot reasonably be interpreted by the Sov:l.et Union ‘a8 ‘threatening a
disa.rmins attack, : . :

‘
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( a. To ensure a well-hedged offensive capability with strategic
+ 'end theater nuclesr forces sufficient to achieve a decisive reduction
of the enemy's power and influence end to prolong markedly the duration
of the enemy's post-attack recovery. There should be & capebility to
destroy, under all circumstances of conflict, those political, economic,
“and militery targets which subsequent analysis shows to be critical to -
-} the enemy's post-sttack power, influence, and recovery. This criterion
~ | should apply to both the Soviet Union and the PRC. However, with regard
‘o providing for a capsbility to attack the PRC after & large nuclear
exchange with the Soviet Union, it will be assumed, for planning purposes,
that U.S. forces would be on generated alert prior to the Soviet attack. -

b, To provide, under likely assumptions about threat ,-conditions
of use,. and U.S. operational capabilities, appropriate strategic and
theater nuclear forces: - »
- (i) -To permit carrying out a range of attack options con-
- .sistent with the employment objectives for control of
escalation set forth sbove. - -

. (i) To permit sttacks on other military targets importent
- . .° . for, but not criticel to the enemy's post-attack power,
influence, and recovery capability.

" -

: (iii) - To "retain:'a survivable reserve force after a large nuclear b
: exchange with the Soviet Union.

¢.. Theater nucleasr forces should be plannied, in conjunction with
other forces, to fulfill their deterrent objectives set forth in Section 2
sbove and to contribute to the planning objectives in Sections he and
4b above. In particulaer, these forces will be ammajor source of options
for defending vital U.S, and allied interests while seeking to control
escalation in limited nuclear war. They should be planned for this
objective (i.e., Section 3a) while recognizing that the range of options
for use of theater nuclear forces musjc teke into account the views of
friendly or allied states, especially those on whose territory such
operations might be underteken. The following additional guidance applies
to NATO and Asia respectively:¥
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* The final wording of this section should be zﬁade'consistent ﬁth
decisions resulting from NSSM 168 (U.S. NATO Policies and Progrems)
and NSSM 171 (U.S. Strategy for Asia).
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(i) Theater nuclear force posture planning for NATO should
support the NATO poliey of flexible response, but this
" planning should not ettempt to force allied acceptance
of concepts that involve extensive use of theater based -
weapons without the employment of strategic forces.

(ii) Thedter nuclear force posture planning for Asia should
provide for a combined nuclear and conventional defense
against nuclear powers as a hedge in the event that a
U.S. end allied initial conventionel defense proves
inadequate and should take into. account the priority
of the U.S., conventional commitment to NATO in the event
of a simultaneous aggression in Europe and Asia.

d. Strategic defense force planning shell conform with the ABM
Treaty. This plannipg should provide for an ABM deployment in defense
.of retalistory forces, continued ABM research and development, and plan-
ning for the application of the latest ABM technology for the defense of
the National Capital. CIn addition, a CONUS air defense posture should
be meintained that provides for a defense of the United States against
a small-bcmber attack given strategic warning, peacetime surveillance and
identification functions, and, as a minimum, & surface-to-air missile "
defense of the National Cap:@tal; . :

e. To ensure that nuclear forces are responsive to and under the
control of the National Command Authorities, planning for commsnd, control,
and communications systems should support decision-meking and force execu-
tion consistent with the planning objectives and the survivability of the
forces themselves, This planning should teke cognizance of the degree
of employment flexibility appropriate to the overall politico-military
gituation, the degree of strategic warning and the possibility of direct
attacks on the command, control, and communications systems, At a mini-
mum, this planning should provide for:

(i) Essential support to decision-meking end execution of
reteliatory strikes in the event of large attacks on the
United States.

(ii) Adequate support for decision-meking and Flexible use of
nuclear forces in attempts to control excalation in local
conflict, assuming that the national level ¢3 systems and
associated sensors supporting the National Commend Authori-
ties are not subject to direect attack.
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5. Additional Implementing Actions -

Tn sddition to the actions directed in Section 1 above to incor-
porate the objectives into revisions to U.S. nuclear policy, the
following studies are prescribed:

a. The Secretary of State shall direct the preparation of a plan
for informing other nations, including the Soviet Union and the PRC,
of changes in U.S. nuclear policy. In general, the changes should be
described as evolubionary and modest in scope. In support of this
effort, the Director of Central Intelligence should prepare a special
assessment of likely Soviet and PRC reactions to the new policies, and
how these might be influenced by U.S. statements and actions. The
resylts of these efforts should be submitted within two months.

b. The Joint Chiefs of Staff shall prepare, in conjunction with
their evolutionary revision of operational plans and procedures directed
in Section 1.b, above,.an"evaluation of the.capebilities, limitations, and
risks associated with the resultant operational plans and procedures.
Results of this evaliuation shall be reported as significent phase points
_dn the process of revision are reached. Actions taken to refine nuclear
planning procedures to serve the National Command Authorities' needs in
crisis manegement shall receive special emphasis. In any event, a sum-
mary of findings and actions should be presented semiannually to the
Secretary of Defense.

¢. The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs,
in consultation with the Secretaries of State and Defense and the
Director of Central Intelligence, shell conduct a continuing evaluation
of national level crisis management procedures teking into account
Sections l.c. and 1.d. gbove. An initial report, to include special
emphasis on the adequacy of present inter-agency organizational arrange-
ments, shall be made within six months, Future periodic reports ‘shall
contain evaluations of appropriate tests and exercises of these procedures.

d. The Secretary of Defense shall undertake a continuing review of
the implications of the decisions promulgated herein for the development
acquisition, and deployment of nuclear forces and associated systems.
This review shall evaluste a range of policies end progrsms in terms of
fiscal resources, arms control considerstions, and the degree to which
they would meet the deterrent, employment’, and planning objectives set
forth in Sections 2, 3, and 4 above. A&n initisl report, highlighting
proposed changes from prese'nt' policies and progrems, should be presented
to the President prior to final decisions on the Fiscal Year 1975 budget.
This initial report will include special enalyses of the political,
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economic., and military. target structure. eritical to enemy post-attack
recovery, alternative programs for &ctive defense of the United States,
and alternative programs to improve commend, control, end communications
systems., Thereafter, an annuel report will be prepared snd submitted
for review and decision as part of the normal Planning, Programming,
and Budget System. : . o '

e. The Secretary 6f State shall direct an ovérall analysis of the
jmpact that pursual of the objectives set forth in Sections 2, 3, and
L sbove will have on current U.S. positions with respect to MBFR and
SALT II. The report of this review should recommend appropriate changes
to the current U.S. negotiating approach in order to support these
objectives, and in addition, should recommend appropriate changes to
the objectives and concepts outlined herein in order to support arms
control positions. The results of this'analysis will be a regular
input timed to decision points for guidance on these negotiations,

RN

i

il

AR




APPENDIX II

RIS Tl

i
i
| |




TOP SECH

Appendix IT

. Throughout the summary report there are numerous references to

Background Papers. This Appendix is intended to provide a brief

summary description and the origin of each of these papers. The
repeated references to the Background Papers are indicative of the
" fact that the Working Group:feels these papers contain some of the more
important material taken into account in this review, Two of the papers,
Paper B and Paper C, have been previously forwarded to the President

by the Secretary of Defense, . :

Background Papers

A. Review of U.S. Policy for the Employment of Nuclear Weapons

This paper was originally written by DOD in May of 1972 and
has been revised in the current 26 April 1973 version. The
subject material covers the environment conditioning employment
of nuclear weapons, the current NSTAP, and & discussion of the
underlying issues in the proposed employment policy. In
addition thére is a tabular comparison of the current NSTAP
and the proposed employment policy. '

B. R#vised Tentative Policy Guidance for the FEmployment of -
Nuclear Weapons [

This peper was written by DOD in October 1972 and is essentially

the heart of the proposed employment policy. It consists of E‘«
two parts - Policy Guidance which relastes objectives. for employ-

ment to overall national objectives and Planning Guidance which

provides guidelines. for the itemized options,

C. U.S. Nuclear Policy

This paper was written by DOD in October of 1972. It contains -1
a broad review of structure and elements of overall nuclear )
~ policy. Paper C has been stripped of its original appendices :
and Annex I as they are now covered in other Papers and . !
Appendix I of the Summary Report. -

D. Employment of Nuclear Weapons _in Local Conflict

These case studies were prepared by an 0SD study group in ;
January of 1973. The complete package conteins one introductory _
section in three parts and four separate studies, In March 1973 !
en additional case study, "North Korean/Soviet Invasion Into E
South Korea," was added. J

SENSITIVE

)




PN

Impsct on Relstions with Allies end Adversaries

(With Declarastory Statements) ‘

This paper is an expended and revised version of the Department .
of State submission to NSSM 169. It discusses the impact of the

proposed policy on relations with allies and adversaries, and
includes a suggested outline of declaratory policy.

Action to Develop Operational Plans to Implement the Employment

———

Policy

This 5-psge peper of 5 April 1973 is e DOD submission to NSSM
169 and discusses implementing actions in proposed steps.

. Weapon System Acquisition Policy Issues

This peper is a DOD submission to NSSM 169 and was last

revised on 5 June 1973. An earlier OSD paper titled "Counterforce
Cepebilities of U.S. Nuclear Forces, Weapon Systems Acquisition
Policy Issues" becomes Tab A of this paper.

Perceptions and Reactions of Adversaries

This peper is a CIA submission to NSSM 169 and discusses the
perceptions end possible reactions of adversaries to the pro-
posed policy. The classification of this paper requires handling
through separate administrative channels,
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