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exible Response Options

I. The Problem

The Defense Program Review Cammittee (DFRC) has directdd a
comprehensive review of the U.S. strategic force posture and objectives
with a view towards possible revision of the NSIM 16 sufficiency criteria.
As part of this review, this paper analyzes the U.S, requirements, capa-
bilities, and potential for greater flexibility in the employment of
miclear veapons. Particular attention is giwven to the conocept of
Iimited Strstegic Operstions (180), which is defined to be the limited
use of meclear weapons in an effort to terminate a limited war or

resolve a crisis short of general war without:
-- significantly reducing U.8. or Soviet strategle forces;
-~ significantly altering the strategic mmclear balance;
~- signalling a change in the besic U.8., strategy of deterrence.

There are three factors which suggest the need for flexibility in
the employment of mclear weapons: the current state of mmerical parity
between the United States and the UBSR in strategic weapons, increased

interest among U.8. plamners in the war-engsgement capabilities of U.S.
strategic forces, and the unpredictability of the evolution of orises.

~~ Btate of Parity. At one time the United States believed
that it conld use its ¢ mclear superiority over the USSR and
mﬁ:ntoraminmh&rmnwmam:wor
hostile Boviet actions, including attacks on our allies. Regardless
of ona's views of the utility of strategic superiority, it is clear that
the current state of parity carries with it the possibility that the
Boviets might attack our allies -- and perhaps even make lass then all-
out mclear strikes on the United States -- while reserving muclear
weapons to threaten U.S. cities with the iutent of forestalling a large
U.8. mclear strike. While this course of action clearly wonld entail
large risks for the Soviet Union, its inoreased likelihood in an era
of mcledr parity has stimulated interest in flaxible U.8. mclear
" responses to proyide options cther than the very 1 strikes ocurrently
gvailable in the Bihgle Integrated Operational Flan (BIOP). 1

-- War ties. Through the Administration's
on-going review of U.B8. Drograms, there has recently been
greater sttention given to the capebilities of U.S8. forces to_engage
in a muclear war. Omnes of the effects of examining war-engagement
capabilities has been to raise guestions concerning U.S. regquirements
formitedmoharrtrmmmmwmomrarﬂuibhrupomu
for the-purpose of early war terminatiom.
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The President has clearly indicated his desire for flexibility dn
our moclear wespon employment :ocapabdilities. In defining the broader
political meaning of strategic sufficiency as the maintenance of forces
adequate to prevent coercion of the United Bbtates and its allies,.he

goes on to say:

"I must not be -- and my successors must not be --
limited to the indiscriminate mass destruction of
enemy civilians as the sole possible response to
challenges. This is especially so when that
response involves the likelihood of triggering
mclear attacks on onr own population. It would
be inoonsistent with the political meaning of
sufficiency to base our force plamning solely on
scme finite -- and theoretiocal -- cepacily to
inflict casualties presumsd to de unaccepteble

to the other side."#

The Presidexnt also states in the aame report :

"We must insure that we have the forces and
oce 8 that provide us with altermatives
appropriate to the nature and the level of the
provoocation. This means having the plans and
commend and control capabilities necessary to
enable us to select and carry out the eppropri-
ate response without necessarily baving to
resort to mass destruction,m# _

¥House Document F¥o. 92-53, "Message from the President of the United States
'J::-an:nitt:l.ng His Becond A’m:n:al Review of United States Foreign Folicy",

Pebruery 25, 1971, P-. 131. :
##Ibid., p. 133.
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Assessment of the U.8., capabllity for flexidble miclear reasponses
. , mst consider the characteriatics of our strategic weapons, cur command
* and control system, ahd our post-strike recomnaissance cepabilities,
as well as the flexibility inberent in our muclear weapons employment
plans. Nevertheless, consideration of current employment plans is a
useful starting point, since having suitable pla.ml is a mininmm
oondition for flexibld miclear responses. :

A. Curremt Nuclear Weapon Buployment Flans

A review of current employment pla.ns fo:r U.8. maclear weapons
includes . examination’'of the SIQP, - . NATO muclear
operations plans, the comtingency plans of U.S8. tnu'ber comnandersy ;
and our current capability for ad hoc plamning.of muclear strikes.

SEP 20 201

The SIOP .

The Natiopal Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy (NSTAP) provides
guidance for the preparation of capebilities plang for employment of
U.S. mueclear offensive forces against the Soviet Union and other
communist nations. The 8IOP is the capabilitiea plan which integrates
the employment of U.8. strategic forces and designated theater muclear
forces for preplanned attacks on targets for the purpose of accomplishing
the KSTAP objectives, of whichkr there are three:

mmngnm
Chf, Rocords & Deciess Diy s *

-~ Destruction of muclear offensive threats to the United Btates
and its amo_l, in order to limit dmnge

0s0 33(96)
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NATO theater muclear striks forces consist of Folaris and.Pershing
-missiles, Vulcan medium bombers, and tactical strike airoraft committed
to BACEUR and SACLANT. These weapcns are targeted in various preplanned
strike programs which are coordinated with the SIOP. Although these

could be executed independently of the BIOP, they would achieve
naximm effectiveness in coordinated execution with the SIOP.

There are also regional On-Call Plans which consist of preplanned lists
of potential tergets which can be struck following execution of BACEUR's
strike programs, based on availability of weapons and the course of

the battle.
B incended O desTtroy

st ot -

. Centingency Plans oru.s.-mamwm

U.8. unified and specified commanders, under the overall guidence

of the Joint Chiefs of Btaff, plan for the employment of muclear weapons

for tasks pot incorporated in the SIOP nor in NATO miclear operations

plans. These contingency plans provide for use. of muclear weapons in
fleet air defense, snti-sulmarine warfare, and tactical air and ground emgage-
ments. Although primarily using tactical air assets and defensive weapons, some
contingency plan options provide for limited use of B-52s and Pershing
missiles and for extremely limited use of SLEMs. Nome provide for use

of ICENs outside of the SIOP.

A Hoc Btrike Planning Capability

4 major revision of the BIOP in order to reflect changes in the
. status of U.8. strategic forces and in the target base requires six
months. Hence, ad bhoc strike planning would, of necessity, be Limited
to very small strikes under current procedures.

\
\
\

But
hoe

' ¥e have never exarcised our capabilities for
no systematic provisions for interface between

planning staffs for the purpose
responses in a crisis.

we do not
strategic melear strikes,
such planning, and we
the President and the
of providing ad hoc
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B. Major Issues

The foregoing description of current U.8. employment plans shows
that they primarily provide preplamned and coordinated options for the
use of large mmbers of strategic muclear and tactiocsl mclear wespons
with the intent of defeating the Soviet Union China, and other commmunist

O

miclear operation he fartha:
drawback -~ IXC point of view ‘'of flexible response options -~
that they camnot be executed without consultation with and concurrence
of the NATO nations. The congingency plans 6f U.S. theater commanders

have the potential for small flexible responses in a crisis, but these plans
are currently unsijted for this purpose ih jhat they largely inmvolve tactical
mclear weapons, there is no systematic provision for direct interaction
with the President in selecting contingency options, and they do not
provide for strikes on the Soviet Union. While we have some cepability

for ad hoc meclear strike planning, the targeting staffs are not

organigzed nor trained for this type of operation. :

. Thus, it is clear that we do not have the flexibility
‘called for by the President, Provision of this flexibility is not,
however, simply a matter of modifying targeting staffs, plans, and
procedures. We must also consider the objectives for flexible response

; the risks of having greater flexibility; and the adequacy of
current and programmed weapons, command and comtrol, and recounaissance
for the flexible employment of mclear weapons. Accordingly,

the following topics are examined in subseguent sections:

* == Flexible response concepts and o‘i:.jecb:lnt.

~- Boviet views on the limited use of nuclear weapons and
+the risks associated with greater flexibility.

~- Technical issues in plarming for greater flexibility.
- Alternative militery postures for gremter flexibility.

~= Sumary of issues for decision.

%

%
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, nd particu .53 mﬁi:’;on I
to wmldo thc enw to tmlta hostile activities without clm:l.ng
him to expect thet all-out muolear war is inevitable, but also without
sacrificing vital U,8, interests. The intent would be to demonstrate
resolve in a deep crisis or in the early phases otamclenrmhngo

while also dmtrcting restraint.

There are four important aspects to the aonoeytorﬂ.u:l.bh
mclear responses:

~ specific objectives;

- circumstances under which the United States n:ld:t consider
the ]J:i'had use of mclear weapons (scenarios);

~=- the role of tactical mclear and conventional forces;

~- limited nuclear strikes against China.
A. e ecti

Two broad purposes would be served by having a capebility for

flexible mclear strike options which bridge the gap between SIOP
exscution and the -use of general purpose forces:

== To link, through the limited unse of strategic
mclear weapons, local issues of conflict with the most vital
national interests of the engaged powers.

-~ To provide eppropriate responses to less than all-out
muclear attacks on the United States.

More l:pociﬁ.cal].r, flexible response options might be uud to
accomplish the following objectives:

-~ Balt conventional or muclear attacks on U.S. allies by

am-u.ngo- ] [] es
if necesary safeguard allies.
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The limited use of miclear weapons by the United States during a
crisis or the early stages of militaery conflict eclearly involves the
risk of unwanted escalation. Hence, such options should be considered
only in circumstances in which our vital mational interests are really
at steke and in which the risk of escalstion is acceptable when compared

againat the other alternatives available to us.

Soenarios are useful in helping to create a framework for considering
flexible response options, but it is a mistake to search for "credible
ly define U.8, actions in a crisis. Most of

scenarios" that rigorous ,
history's real conflict scenarios were yuite incredible a - 0.8,
_Pearl Harbor and the Cuban missile crisis. aﬁ?ﬁuu to
prove a requirement for flexible response options or that a given option

would succeed in achieving U,8. goals. They can only be used to sensitize
decision-makers to new dimensions of strategic concerm.

Inherent in the concept of flexibility is the assumption that we
cannot predict in detall the circumstances under which we would consider
types

the limited use of mclear weapons, the mmber and of weapons
involved, and the specific targets attacked. It is possible, however,
to identify at least three circumstances which counld bring about the

type of crisis in which 180 could be an effective U.8, action:

-~ The Soviets do not understand what constitutes vital U.S,
interests and take hostile actions in the belief that we will not resort

to the use of strategic nmuclear wespons.
. -~ The Boviet correctly understand what constitutes vitdl
U.8, national interests, tut (possibly misreading ouwr resolve) seek
to coerce us by posing unacceptable choices designed to drive the
United States to capitulation on a local issue. .
~- A crisis occurs in which, through Boviet design, Boviet

miscalculstion,. or feilures in U.B8. diplomacy, the credibility of
the U,E., muclear dstarrent is called into serious questiom.

Any of the above circumstances, singly or in combinstion, conld

ve rise to the following exemplar scenarios in which the United States
Sm consider limited strikes od the SBoviet Union with strategic
miclear weapons, together with diplomatic initiatives (inclnding Hot-
1ins commmications with the Soviet govermmemt), in order to bring
bostilities to a temporary halt as a prelude to negotiations:

~= A conventional war in Europe, with NATO apparently losing.

~- A conventiocnal war in Europe, with tactical mclear
weapons being used in the battlefield, and NATO apparently losing.

-~ A conventional or tactical muclear war in Euvgpe, with

the Pact apparently losing. The Sovdetslesunch (or threaten
to m a limited strategic muclear attack on U.8. military

installations in CONUSB.
DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
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- Protracted Boviet attacks on U.8. B85BNs at sea which
mmdindutroyinsafntl.s. 88BNs. Buch ASW actions might take
place, for exsmple, in comnection with a U,8.-8cviet confrontation in
Western Burope or in the Mediterranean area. They might also take

ce as a result of U.S, harassing efforts to keep Soviet Y-class SSENs
patrolling near our shores.
U.8. limited strategic nuclear attacks in such crises could

inclunde the following:

=~ attacks which respond in kind to small Soviet maclear
attacks, in order to demonstraté U.S. resolve to escalate a crisis
t0 whatever level of muclear warfare is necessary to protect
ocur interests, while at the same time showing U.8. restraint snd
determination to resort to large retalistory strikes only when the
enemy. leaves s no other choice. :

Targets for limited muclear strikes would have to be selected
the desired political signals wimld

........

syttto be used in the attack.
C. Role of Tactical Nuclear and Forces

The role of non-mclear forces in flexible response opticns can
be considered from two points of view:

-~ Can 180 substitute for tactical muclear and convemtional

forces?
-= Can tactical miclear forces play & role in flexible

mclear responses?
DECLASSIFIED il PART
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With regard to the first gquestion, the limited and flexibls
unormlnrvupmitormmormwmtmmm
coxrtrol of slowly escalating crises must of necessity be coupled with
negotiations to achieve U.8. goals. There is a strong likelihood that
mmmmu%mmm&amm
have to recognize limited and political gains. For
this reason, IS0 cannoct De regarded as sn effective substitute for strong
tactical ouclear and comventional forces in Burope and Asia.

Wbat role can tactical mclear wespons play in flexible response
m 4 rt - - ik ._ - i .I_I.I—hq . : " .

148, or b Ll g - e WORLMLLE »

MICLeaT Wespons would convey strong signals of U.8.
yt Undon and that us actical mclear weapons, rether than
strategic mclear wespons, %o convey these signals would reduce the risk
of escalation t6 general mmclear warfare.

mwmmmmnm.bhnwemnﬂ, .
anmﬁnttophnml_nzmm“aotmm
weapons outside of the battle area, at least in conflicts with the USSR,

--mmm-mwwm
of the USHR may not signal U.S. resolve with sufficient strength to

achieve U.8. goals in a oxriseis.

~- The United Btates and its allies might vant to avold the
risk of protragted tactical mclear exchanges, vith widespread demage
mm,nmummm:..ormc,mmm.
Thus, coe of the choices to be comsidered in a crisis would be to use
108, rathexr tlisn tactical mclear responses.

: - Moﬂdmnﬂhmuigniﬁamthlmmu‘h'or
penetrating air defenses in the USSR and successfully acocmplishing their
mission than do strategic bombers and ballistic missiles. This factor
is particularly important for limited mclear strikes, because mission
success would be essentisl to achieving the political objectives of
limited muclear strikes. ¢ :

== Tactical muiclear strikes would npt provide a response-in-
kxind to limited Boviet attacks on the United States with strategic
micleat weapons. : :

-~ The Hoviets may not perceive U.S. tactical mclear strikes

&s evidencing any more restraint thah-U.8. strategic muclear strikes
(see Section ITI.A and Annex A on Soviet views of flexible response

options).
DECLASSIFIED IN PART
Authority: EO 13526
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D. Flexible Response Options Against China

ITI. Risks Associsted With Flexible Response Options

The success of limited muclear strikes:depends critically on
conveying political signals accurately to the Soviet leadership. To
some extent the chance of Soviet misperceptions can be reduced through
direct commnications with the Soviet government via the hot line.

But Soviet views on limited muclear warfare and their capabilities for
180 -- to the extent we understand them -- must be carefully considered
in assessing the risks associated with flexible nuclear response options.

A. Soviet Views on and Capabilities for Limited Nuclear Warfare

Annex A gives [JJJj judements on Soviet views concerning limited
miclear warfare and their capabilities for engaging in limited nuclear
exchanges. The following summary of Soviet views represents a consensus
of the DPRC agencies, based on Annex A and on other intelligence sources.

-- The Soviets recognize that there is substantial uncertainty
about the initial circumstances which could lead to nmuclear war between
the United States and the USSR and seem to have made provisions for
various preemptive and retaliatory strike options 1n their war Pplans.

~FOR-SECRET-
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given serious considerticn to the need for ad hoo decisions to meet
such contingencies as accidental or unsuthorirzed missile launches and
provocative attacks by third countries.

~- The Soviets have long maintained that ailitary conflict
between the United States and the UBER would rapidly escalate t6
geperal mclear war evean if it degain conventionally. Moreover,
their force application concept and command and coatrol structure »
provide for integration of what the United States would term conventiomnal,
tactical mclear, and strategic miclear forces into war plans for -each
theater of operation under the direct operational ooxtbrol of the
General Staff. -

~- Te USSR bas sensor systems

osh. 8. 1dm! thack

: -- There is no evidence in Soviet ailitary doctrine to
suggest en interest the limited use of Soviet muclear wespons to
coerce the United and its allies, although they presumadbly have
the military capability for such attacks. . .

In sumary, there is a fundemental uncertainty concerning Soviet
responaes to limited U.S. mcleer strikes on the USSR. Auy one of the *
fonodngul;pmnvoﬂdbopulnlomamglmm'qtqmuct
in advence of a crisis what the Soviet response might be. Furthermore,
there may be no high confidence way to make such a prédiction during a crisis.

-- Initiste negotistions and cease from the hostile actions
which 1led to a limited U.B. strike.

-- Respond with carefuljy comtrolled, but limited, muciear
strikes on the United States.

-:- Initiate a large, general miclear exchange in an effort

to achieve a favorable cutcome in a miclear war which the Soviets might
regard as inevitable aftar a limited U.B. strike.

TQ Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS
Data: SEP 20 2019
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B. Sumary of Risks
Abalysis shows three classes of risks sisocisted with fletible
response options: A S5

f -=- those related to. . the U.8. deterrent posture before
a crisis involving the use of muclsar wespons ;

-~ those associated with U.B8., actions during s crisis in
which we use (or considered the use of) muclear weapons for limited
stxrikes; ; .

weskening makes it essential to have strategic
miclear responses which can de used to unambiguously signal the U.8,
comitment to ibts allies.

ToR SEGREF-

assexrt that the fact of its
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Moreover, all of the evidence concerning Soviet military
doctrine argues against the view that the Soviets would
greater U.85. moclear flexibility as a veakening of our extended
deterresrt. Their doctrine holds that any military conflict between
the United States and the UBER will rapidly escalate to general
mclear war. This is not to say that the doctrine cammot change

nor thaet the political leadership is bound to follow the militery
doctrine. One camnot, however, assert that flexidle muclear response

options pose a high risk of weakening our extended deterrent and at
the same time state that such options carry high risk of unwanted

escalation.

2. Risks During a Crisis

There are four major risks sssocisted with the limited use
of strategic miclear weapons during a crisis:

-~ the availability of flexible response options wmey
increase pressures for use of muclear wespons;

-= execution of limited strikes may result in unwanted

escalation;
| -- the limited strike may not achieve its military
objective;
~= the Boviets may make a limited e to"a limited
: the crisis and posing question, "What

AN W

W Escalation. Probably the most serious risk associsted

with the use weapons during a crisis, in terms of

the potential for catastrophsé, is that it would trigger uncontrolled !

escaltion to gemsral miclsar war. As we have seen, the available
strongly

SEP 2 0 2019

evidence concerning Boviet military doctrine suggesis -= bat
not conclusively -- that such would be the case. Implied by this

is that we should consider exscution of flexible response opticms

if we are faced with a direct challenge to our vital national interests
ahd only if the of other alternatives are even less

platable than general mmolear war. Also implied is that we would take
every precauntion to reduce the risk of unwanted escaltion, inclnding
direct camunications with Soviet leadsrs via ths hot-line and the

strict evoidance of sttacks which would lessen the control of the

Te g

ﬁmmtmmm
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Soviet leaders over their muclesr forces. In the final analysis,
however, the President would have to weigh this risk along with
other factors in a crisis. But, although we may not be abls to
quantify the risk of ynwanted escalation, that risk will be lower
uumnmcmm-wmwm
planning and implementing lhﬂ:bod mclear strike capabilities.

%ﬁ%‘ i1ttazy objectives

the limi mnay ts military objectives
mmmmmmm-ceapntunmmm

a-mhwm the crisis, This might possibly

1sad to increased Boviet tary actions, s lessening of

allied confidence ix ian.B. mlmm umum-

of resolve in the United States. At the we would probebly

dce of moderating our nds in the crisis or

through
strikes, or to escalate to larger mmclear attacks. The last two choices
would enteil further erosion of the reserve of strategic wespons with-
h.ldforslormmmmthccmtthamlh escalated to general
miclear war,

hﬂm.priorto a crisis cammnot resolve this dilemma. U.S.,
actions in the event of an indeterminate Soviei response to IS0 mmst
be occnsidered by the FPresident in weighing the risks and bepnefits of
using nuclear wespons in a orisis. But this again argues for systematic
prior planning in the event flexible response options are nseded.
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3. Risks After a Crisis

in assessment of risks associsted with flexible response
options must also econsider the effect on the U.5. deterremt posture
subsequent o a crisis. Buppose that the United States had exscubed

&

> mmmumm hi into abttitudes and doctrines
. to & erisis which involved the ted use of miclear weapous.
These would be strongly affected by the issues at stake,
tunmorm,mmrunmummmm
mgn and this 1s an essemtial factor to be considered during
a criels, if the use of miclear weapons is under considerstion.

b Sumary

In sumary, there are mahy risks associsted with the aviila-
bility and use of systematically planned options and procedures for
flexible muclear responses. Most of these risks would also be incurred
4rf we used limited meclear strikes derived from curremt employment plans
. and procedures, but would be if there had been no prior efforts
to’ provide plans, procedures, » and data displays for flexible
response purposes. Pasi crisis situation have demonstrated that among
mmu-ormmwmmumm.wm-uu
be the use of mclear weapons. Thms, the principal judgment that must
Mm&ilmmwormtmﬂcwmnsm
flexible mclear responses will reinforce our extended deterrent or
reduce it. An essential part of this judgment involves an assessment
of the viability of our extended detérrent now and in the future without
systematic plauning for flexibls muclesr responses. b

SEOREF DECLASSIFIED IN FULL
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tﬂ.mnbﬁ:imtopdﬂ:;mmmmwhmﬂm
and procedures employment strategic mclear wespons, decisions
are needed on the following specific issues (scme, : of ’
these @scisions oould be made by DOD and reviewed by the DPRC):

~- Should improvements be made in the survivability of omr
commend, commmnications, and surveillance control system?

: == Should improvements be made in the survivability and
responsiveness of our post-strike reou_nnﬂum om‘biu.m

-=- ghould the aémacy of our missiles be improved?

Bl -~ Bhould we have pre-planned strike packsges for flexible
responses or depend primerily on ad hoc strike planming?
- What should be the relstion of flexibls response opticns
%o tha BIOPY .
-~ What should be the U.S. declaratory policy with regard
to flexible respomse opticns?

in comfection with flexible response options: #

-- Warning of atbtacks on the United States.
-~ Assesmmenrt of attacks on the United States.

--a_nammmmmmmm.-m,nth
staffs, displays, and camputer capability adequate to permit the
President to select wppwopriate optiocns.

. == Commmications between the President and the military forces
which provide for implememtation of his orders and for monitoring the
status of U.5. forces. Two-way commnications are very desirable o
ensure positive comtrol of forces in a crisis. :

-- Systems to assess the results of U.S, strikes and provide .
this information to the President. PFPost-strike assesment is
discussed in Section IV.B and in Amnex B (limited distribution).

~- Commmications between the President and the Soviet
by the Washington-Moscow direct commmications

1ink (thet‘ho‘b-lﬂ.m'). .
lilkm e t
mm‘&u WHE
sep 20 20
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A vigorcus and concerted
. : approaches to improving ccmnng
control survivability would provide high confidence insurance agains
é.l;-!?.nele attacks and continuity in camend and control over a range of’
Soviet attacks short of an all-out attack. This program would, how::ar-,
cost at least twice as much as the current program and there would

substantial technical risk that it could not achieve all of its objectives. .
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B. Post-Strike Asse

Rapid gathering and processing of intelligemce information in
connection with limited muclear strikes is essential to
the objectives of flexible response optioms. Presidential decisions
which must be made during a confrontation involving the limited use
of mgclear wespohs -- & "shoot-lock-shoot" war ~- demand the timely

sty e 7 i i s L
: o
m.m,ummmmmum

mnmnmﬂmmm

- wmmlntmcmmm
undind:.roct cations of success or failure of limited muclear
strikes within minutes of the planned strike times. But direct end more
accurate assessment of demage can only be provided within one %o two
days of the strike. Programmed systems could reduce this time to less
than a day under favorsble conditions. JFurther improvements in damage
assessment time could not be provided until late in the 1970s and would




0S0 az(b)(a)(axsX?)

Bate.
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predicted madrmce neqmn to mmumm
ments during a orisis emtalls performing the normal intelligence
functions of target ‘selection, intelligence system teasking, collectiom
-and exploitation of data, all-source correlation and evaluation, and
dissemination of intelligence, but on a drastically accelerated time
scale. We currently do not have a single organization responsible for
all of these activities. Consideration should be given to establisiment
of an all-acurce Analysis Center which could task intelligence resources
md coxrelate, exploit, evaluate, displv, and disseminate :lntoll:lgance
. _ dur:lng a er:ls:ls.

nent in the accuracy of U,8., ballistic missiles may

> provi ions
eded to pronde a mfﬁciently wide rauge of nmuclear strike opt
:rmﬂez:tble responses. It is argued tha}, when all the factors bearing
on target selection for limited nmuclear strikes are considered, including
the type of target nscesury to convey the desired signals, Boviet de-
reguirements fo damage um-mt, and the ty;pe
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A 67 SEBREF i
flexible response cptions with the SIOP. Detetmination of the upper bound

on the size of flexible respomse options and of the precise relation of
these opticns to the SIOP involves consideration of NSTAP cbjectives and
detalls vhich are beyond the scope of this psper, but would *

SIOP planning
be & necessary stsp in implementation of a flexidble response capsbility.

g 2. Abback Options Terger than 150

should be cons rminatiox

. termination is a variapt o

that seeks to limit widespread destruction "

devastation ocours. As the term is used here, it &
objectives which seek to enforcé these results dy actual capa~ -
bilites; a war-termination strategy depends on mitual 5, together

with the will and means to stop.

. 0% 33(W9)
IS5 33(9

Wer terminaticn options should have the following characteristios: -
-= Securs capabllity to ; op. Not omly must attack
f Yy o ol g m Lt 53 '.r 'ﬁlﬂlﬂl!l'ﬁ’:l, ﬁl!

zmlmmuun.'Mnhnpmmamum,
'survivable command end control systems, at least under tlie range of
1imited exchanges. This is necessary not only to make contirming NCA -
_control feasible, but to provide confidence at all echeloms in such
ocontrol. Otherwise, there wonld be legitimate pressures to pass comtrol
downward -- predelegating the release of subsequent strikes. Murthermore,
sttacks must be structured in time, with a clear end-point; straggling
detonations could ¢ Weapons released
=]

for sbtack, bub Bot capable of detonating in ‘the time period allowed --
nres, or delays required to bring weapons

i.e. delays to chanical £
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on line for attack -- must be withheld.

mmummw arises because {war termination
wmmuuh-mmmw. Bacalation is
always present as the alternative and it is not self-limiting, at
least not until 41l weapons have been expended. We have no way of

vhether the SBoviets have such options or objectives. However,
the value of such should be compared with the situstion where
they might have were not available. We might learn scmething
or ewen emcouragé the Soviets in this direction through some form of
strategic dialogue. ;




Mm -

Boviet capabilities for launch on warning raise substantial
difficulties. ummmammmm.
be very uncertain sbout the nsture of their respomse -- it
oonubed.‘l.out ‘even in response 4o a very selective U.8. first
str Buch iderations present a real asymmetry bDetween flexible

MMWMummM
reducs or ) ﬁl&!hnhoodormohum! In judging this,

‘& balance betweén three

of muclear war by the threat that all
to, total warj

stéerrence of lesser forms of attack which might
> U.8. MH&N“Ms and

--mmgm d.adtca.tod.foreeowldbe
specially trained in flexible response plans and procedures, redncing
the risk of missitn failure, accidextal or premature lsunch, or
employment on mehmotWoﬂuﬂ.

-thoptionl oouldbemmi:lq-
eoordin:todﬂﬂ;ﬁnﬁﬁd?ifﬁ.nwtohwmm
options were designated in advance. Conversely, the dedicated
dould also be targeted in the BIOP, mms:orumbom '
axpeniditure of the dedicated force.
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F. Declar Pold

Itﬁeﬂ:ﬂod“dqhurﬂiqyormmwm
wu-wuﬁomm,mmmm
dart of the U.8. declaretory poliay?

mmm-mmmuuu;meaponqor
greater flexibili ,mtﬁatmmmwmmm
only be revealed ‘such becomes necessary in & crisis. Reasons -for
mtmmm:ﬂaﬁ.‘bhmponqmu follows: _

-~ The U.8. bargaining position in & crisis would be
if the munmammmw‘qrmmmmomnuu.

the minds of the Soviet
wespons under ciroumstances short of all-cut undermining
ﬁm:’&s&ocmum. N
-~ The changes in the U.§. e posture which would

result from ai a Iresponse. are
Sl e P gl Seiert

4 posts, » anfl and systems); hence
it not be to responses vwhile not
mmmmtv

n'-m'mucmoam:poﬁq, -;mm“w
mmmuw'-mmpuqsum~
cited earlier in this paper. . :

-- A public asbate, should 1t cocur, wold provide a furu
for ed@itors oo].uuiniltl,aniw : F
adoptim‘bfnﬂnﬂbhmpuqmﬁﬂn-

reasons which 1led to _
could enhance the U.8. extended deterrent.

'-- An undeclared flexible response policy which Yeaked to
the press would be less desireble than a declared yolicy which was

openly debeted.
' . DECLASSIFED 8 FoL
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—Ammdmmmum.muum
unless we declared our flexible response policy.

V. A ve Flexible &
This study @1d not develop specific programs to v.8.
flexible response cepabilities. m;hmw‘mfm.m
ummmw,ummmbh
response postures: : By ;
- -_ro'_rhuranmm. tl-'ahw" '
matu.mmmmrm.um
vould emphasised, there would 2 00 mAjor improvements in eccuracy
-- Fosture II: mwmmm

: -~ Posture ITI: Modest improvements increass capabili-
ties for post-strike damage assessment. p:hu. .

. accuracy.

Illnstrative elements for each posture, with their costs and
leadtimes, are shown 4in Table 5. : :

xﬂm sets of issues requiring decisiocns: issues of
palicy echnical issues related to implementation of a flexible
response policy. .

A. Policy Issues
i == Bhokld we change the plans and procedures for employment
wr&uiaagpkhpmm'&hhmmw
miclear responses on a smaller scale than the SIOP sttack optioms?

| = If wé decide to make subh chihgws, should our flexible
policy be publically declared? : i

 B. Techoical Issues :

If we adopt & policy of grester flexibility in the use of stravegie
mlmm.tbofo;;oyiundﬂiﬂmﬂhlmm:
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and E sspcnsivensss of post-strike demage assessment systems for

-- Bhould the wwotuummuuﬂuﬁ
inmproved for use in flexible responses? If so, which missiles?

~- fhould changes in targeting procedures for flexidle
m _#ﬁifemwwmaumm

| force be :’:ﬂ 135 OF Sepen Kyibe Sl
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