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RECOMMEND AND TRANSFER - DOD 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

8 DEC 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WILLIAM B. STAPLES 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

SUBJECT: "Final Coordination" Draft of the FY 1988 Annual 
Defense Report 

We appreciated your responsiveness and efforts on the "For 

Comment" draft of the Secretary of Defense's Annual Report to  
the Congress and request your continued support. 

Attached for your review is the "Final Coordination" draft. 

To ensure that your agency's comments are considered for 

incorporation in the final report, request they be submitted by 
noon, Monday, 15 December 1985. Thank you for your assistance. 

(b)(6) 
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a/s 



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 203D1 

3 NOV 1986 

TRANSFERRED/RECOMMEND RELEASE 
RECOMMEND AND TRANSFER - DOD 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WILLIAM B. STAPLES 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

SUBJECT: "For Comment" Draft of the FY.  1988 Annual Defense 
Report 

Attached for your review is the "For Comment" draft of the 

Secretary of Defense's Annual Report to the Congress. In order 

that your agency's comments may be considered for incorporation 

in the final report, request they be submitted by noon, Friday, 
November 14, 1986. Please have your agency point of contact's 

name passed tor(6) (b)(6) . Thank you for your 

assistance. 
(b)(6) 

Attachment 
a/s 



TRANSFERRED/RECOMMEND RELEASE 

RECOMMEND AND TRANSFER - DOD 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUBMITTINGCOMMENTS ON 

THEE' 1988 ANNUAL DEFENSE REPORT FOR COMMENT" DRAFT 

Agency points of contact (POCs) (see attached listing) will 

be the conduits through which comments prepared within their 

organizations are submitted to the Office of the Executive 

Secretary (OSD/ES). Agency POCs are responsible for 

obtaining the concurrence of their principals in those 

comments. 

Minor corrections such as typographical errors and 

grammatical mistakes should be annotated to the "For Comment" 

draft in red ink. 

Recommended substantive changes should be prepared in the 

following format: 

Reference: page , para , line  
(PA&E) 

Comment: Add ". . ." delete ". . . " or replace ". . 

Rationale: Appropriate reason for suggested change. 

Agency POCs must consolidate their comments by lettered 

chapter, (e.g., I-A-1 Introduction: Overview), so that all 

comments pertaining to each chapter are on separate pages', 

i.e., Chapter I-A comments are on one page, Chapter I-E3 

comments on a separate page, etc. This procedure facilitates 

subsequent consolidation and distribution of pertinent 

comments to POCs and chapter authors. The sequence of 

comments should follow that of the text, and may be 

accomplished by cutting and pasting, and copying directly 

from the draft. Retyping is not required. Agency 

identification (e.g., Army, PA&E, ISP) should appear at the 

top righthand corner of each page and also as part of the 

reference line of each submission. See the attached example 

of the correct procedure. Please forward the original plus 

four copies ?MT noon, Friday, November .14. 



;050/ES) 

EXAMPLE OF "FOR COMMENT SUBMISSION" 

PART I CHAPTER A 

REFERENCE: Page I-A-4, para 4. lines 4.5 (050/ES) 

Comment: Delete, "so as not to threaten the Soviet Onion 
with a sudden disarming first strike." 

Rationale: We Must not play into the hands Of those who 
equate prompt, hard-target kill capability with 
first-strike intentions. 

Reference: Page I-A-9, para 2, entire paragraph.(0SD/ES) 

Comment: Delete and replace with: 
"The Soviets have significantly improved their 
sea-based strategic forces as well. Between 
1967 and 1980, the Soviets deployed 600 

suonsrines carrying over 90u 
new missiles." 

Rationale: Proposed paragraph avoids the choppy transition 
in the original, but retains the main thoughts. 

THIS ENDS COMMENTS ON PART I, CHAPTER A. PLEASE BEGIN A 
SEPARATE PACE FOR PART I, CHAPTER B COMMENTS. 
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B. THREATS, MILITARY BALANCES, AND NET ASSESSMENT 

Of the threats to our national security that our defense programs 

are designed to meet, that posed by the Soviet Union is the most 

serious.. Of course, the United States has Citizens, allies, friends, 

military forces, and interests abroad that can be threatened by 

nations and groups much less powerful than the Soviet Union, and our 

defense policies prepare for those threats as well. But the largest, 

and most expensive, part of our defense effort_ is driven by the power 

• and policy of the Soviet Union. 

1. The Nature of the Soviet Union 

Scholars continue to debate the question of.Soviet motives and 

objectives. There is controversy about whether the Soviet rulers are 

truly ideologically determined to spread communism; or pretend to be 

so to justify their own authority; or wish to extend their own power 

or that of the Russian state; or merely have an exaggerated sense of 

insecurity, so that the accumulation of military hardware and the 

projection of military power to neighboring and distant countries is 

intended as insurance (however unnecessary) against external threats. 

Even actions as bold and ruthless as the massive invasion of 
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afehanistan do not settle the debate. Hoped about, the Soviet anion 

fostered by the smiles of a summit and the soothing words of a Soviet 

"peace offensive" are Lnevitably chastened by egregious violations of 

human rights. 

A prudent American defense policy cannot rest on theories of 

Soviet motivation, but must respond to the facts of Soviet policy and 

military capability. The most salient facts are these: 

The Soviet leaders have built an enormous military 

Udp=kularLy LUL L,;.) 1.[IV OU -CL.n. 

 ground force divisions, intercontinental ballistic 

missiles,  tanks tactical aircraft -- far more than 

any other nation on earth, far more than could possibly be 

needed for self-defense. They maintain elaborate plans and 

preparations .for large-scale invasions beyond their borders. 

If we knew nothing else about the Soviet Union, these facts 

alone would require that we take prudent measures to offset 

Soviet military capabilities. 

• The avowed Soviet policy is to promote Communist revoLution 

throughout the world. Lenin described the goal as a 

"single, worldwide Soviet Republic." Current Soviet 

pronouncements support so-called "national liberation" 
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movements, i.e., efforts by armed minorities to achieve 

absolute power to remake their society without the consent 

of the governed. In addition to promoting such movements, 

Soviet military assistance and advisors, and Soviet and 

Cuban troops have been deployed to preserve them in power. 

Some observers see in this activity something less ambitious 

than a methodical quest for world domination, as reflecting 

only a Soviet "opportunism" that seeks to expand Soviet 

power where opportunities present themselves. But that view 

only means that Soviet expanisionism is inhibited when other 

nations' resolve denies them opportunities to practice it. 

The Soviets have shown their willingness to use military 

force to invade and coerce other countries. The same 

reasoning that justifies the intimidation of Poland and the 

invasion of Afghanistan can be applied elsewhere as well 

except when the balance of military forces makes such 

policies impractical. 

Certain internal characteristics of the Soviet state pose 

enduring challenges to other countries: its secrecy, which 

makes possible sudden policy reversals and surprises ; its 

totalitarian character, which means its policies need not 

serve the interests or reflect the wisnes of the Soviet 



people and its •abilLtv to concentrate enoni,ious ressu ses 

on military purposes. 

These facts mandate that our military forces be sufficient to 

deter Soviet aggression and resist Soviet coercion against ourselves, 

our allies, and our friends. 

2. Military Balance Assessment 

Assessment of the military bslanne is far frnm an PYPflt qflipnna . 

It requires considering a very large number of factors, for which 

units of measurement are often Crude or nonexistent. Comparing 

numbers of units, weapons, or soldiers is a start; but qualitative 

differences among those categories must be taken into account, as 

Well as their peacetime deployments, mobility, operational planning, 

and command, control, communications, and intelligence capabilities. 

The quaLity of leadership and training, the state of morale, and the 

ability to achieve surprise are also important factors. Indeed, in a 

number of historical cases they have proven decisive. 

Thus, the key question is not necessarily whose military programs 

are bigger or even whose are better. What we need to know Ls whether 

the military balance is consistent WiLh U.S. security objectives. 



The following sections briefly describe tne miLitary balance in each 

major region of potential U.S./Soviet conflict, and for the strategic 

nuclear forces and maritime forces that bear upon all of those 

regions.. 

3. The Strategic Balance 

U.S. strategic nuclear forces are designed to deter nuclear 

attack and to help deter conventional attack on ourselves and our 

allies. Deterrence depends on the Soviet leadership's assessment of 

our forces and policies, not on our own assessment. The Soviet 

leadership must be convinced that our response to their aggression 

would deny them any benefit and inflict an unacceptable cost. The 

sheer destructiveness of nuclear forces does not by itself guarantee 

deterrence. Our forces must be survivable (so that an enemy nuclear 

strike cannot disarm us of our ability to respond), capable (so as to 

attack the military and command assets we believe the Soviet 

leadership value most highly), and flexible and discriminate (so they 

can respond in a manner appropriate to the particular attack). 

Soviet force development reflects a set of objectives for 

strategic and related forces that is more ambitious than our own. 

The Soviets attempt not simply to deter any attack against 

themselves, out to erode tne deterrent character of U.S. nuclear 
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forces. By modernizing their offensive forces, and engaeios 

ariety of defensive preparations, tne Soviets are attempting to made= 

strategic offensive forces less secure against attack and less 

ctive in response. 

Sov'it offensive forces modernization includes continued 

deplovmen the road-mobile SS-25 ICBM and preparation for 

deployment o a rail-based multiple-warhead SS-X-24. Three new 

Soviet ICBMs a 0  being developed: a new silo-based follow-on to the 

SS-1B heavy ICBM, an improved version of the SS-X-24, and a new, 

possibly MIRVed, veesion of the SS-25. The Soviet ballistic missile 

SUhMArine (SSRM) rinofis hpinv nnhannoei HIT  Hnni n,rmon‘ „r " 0  

range and more accurate SS-N-20 and SS-N-23 sea-launched ballistic 

missiles (SLBM), as well aS the more advanced, quieter Delta IV and 

Typhoon-class submarines. The Soviets are near deployment of the 

long-range SS-NX-21 sea-launched cruise missile (SLUM) and are 

testing another new long-range cririse missile, the SS-NX-24. The 

Soviets are developing replacements for the SS-N-20 and SS-N-23 SLBMs 

for their next round of mobilization. ,m 

The Soviets continue to deploy the new Bear te bomber, armed with 

m 
modern, long-range, air-launched cruise missiles (401.CMs), and are 

developing another intercontinental bomber, the 21acank. These 

systems will complicate the taszs of U.S. air defense fdes and add 

the flexibility of manned bomber systems to Soviet offensiv\e. 

capabilities. 
\\\ 
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effective in response. 

Soviet offensive forces modernization includes contino=ii 

deployment of the road-mobile 35-25 ICBM =ht preparation fo
r 

deployment of a rail-based multiple-warhead SS-X-2u. Three nes. 

Soviet ICBMs are being developed: a new silo—based Sallow-on to the 

SS-1B heavy 2CSM, an improved version of the SS-X-24
, and a new. 

possibly MIPVed, version of the 35-25. The Sov
iet ballistic missile 

submarine (SSSN) fleet is being enhanced by depioyment of the longer 

range and more accurate SS-N-20 and SS-N-23 sea-launched ballistic 

missiles (SLBNA.), as well as the more advanced, db ,ete
r Delia IV ant 

Typhoon-class submarines. The Soviets are near fe.ployment of the 

Song-range SS-NX-21 sea-launched cruise missile
 (SOCM) and are 

testing another new long-range cruse missile. :he SS-NX-2L
, The 

Soviets are developing replacements for the SS-N-2: and SS-N-2: (4( 2hs 

for their next round of --• 
M p t  

Art 

The Soviets continue to deploy the new Bear-/
 bomber. =rm.-,  with 

modern. long-range, air-launched cruise missfles (ALC
Ms), arc' are 

developing another intercontinental bomber, th
e Blackjack. These 

systems will complicate the tasks of U.S. air defens
e forces an,' add 

. the flexibility of 
manned bomber systems to Soviet offons.,ve . 

capabilities. 
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REQUIRED 

Fiscal Year 
'Exclucle• RDTErE 

In addition, the Soviets continue to bursue vigorously both 

passive and active strategic defense programs_ Measured by their 

dollar cost, .Soviet strategic force procurement programs as a whoibe 

are considerably larger than ours, with an even greater disparity in 

strategic defense procurement programs (see Charts I.B.1 and I.8.2). 

These estimates exclude wartime mobilization and civil defense 

programs, which are far more extensive on the Soviet side. 

ChartL/3.1 
A Comparison of U.S. Strategic Force Expenditures 
with the Estimated Dollar Cost of Soviet Forces 
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UPDATE 

REQUIRED 

Chart 1.8.2 
A Comparison of U.S. Strategic Defense Procurement Expenditures 

with the Estimated Dollar Cost of Soviet Strategic Defense 

Fiscal Year 

Soviet passive defense measures include- the hardening of ICBM 

silos and launch facilities (far above the strength of our Minuteman 

silos), the proliferation of a vast network of hardened leadership 

and command, control', and communications (C3) bunkers, and an 

extensive civil defense effort. Soviet advantages in active 

strategic defense are substantial and increasing. While we maintain 

only limited homeland defenses. the Soviets boast a vast force of 

interceptors .and 
surface-to-air missiles (SAMs). The Soviet Union 

has the world's only operational antisatellite (ASAT) weapon capable 



of destroying satei - es in low-oar n orbit. It has also deployed 

the world's only operational antiballistic missile (ABM; system 

around Moscow, and its 1DO launchers allowed by the 1972 ABM treaty 

are being modernized. Other advances include construction of a new 

large phased-array radar network, including a radar at Krasnoyarsk, 

Siberia that is in clear violation of the ABM treaty. These Soviet 

defensive measures have no U.S. counterpart, which means that what 

appear to be "equivalent" offensive forces are not equivalent in 

their actsal capabilities. 

The U.S. strategic modernization program is replacing and 

augmenting our older systems, the majority of which have served For 

well over two decades. The B-18 bomber is now operational, providing 

an enhanced capability to penetrate steadily improving Soviet air 

defenses. Together with the air-launched cruise missiles deployed on 

selected 8-'52 bombers, the air-breathing leg of the Triad provides us 

with an effective and reliable deterrent capability, to be further 

augmented in the future with the introduction of the Advanced Cruise 

Missile (ACM) and the Advanced Technology Bomber (ATB). 

We are continuing to build one Trident SSBN a year. The 

development of the improved Trident II SLBM, the 0-5, is on schedule. 

The quietness, and other advanced features, of the Trident submarine 

increases the already very high survivability potential of our SSBN 

platforms. With the introduction of the more accurate Trident 



our SEBN forces 4iii acquLre new caoabiiites that will_ discourage 

the Soviets from contemplating an atteck against our land-based 

forces. We are also continuing to deploy sea-launched cruise 

missiles aboard ,selected surface ships and suomarines to make it
 

difficult, perhaps impossible, for the Soviets to design an attack 

that effectively compromises our retaliatory capability. 

The deployment of the Peacekeeper :CB will reduce the current 

disturbing asymmetry in U.S.-Soviet prompt, hard-target kill 

capability. The 100 Peacekeepers planned are not sufficient to hold 

at risk the Soviet ICBM force but will dissuade the Soviets from
 

kli clr ;nrr 4-h,! fhm4r Lin‘rm m ”gmhlo MiliFmny Mtlunni - mrs in t-h;e mrma 

ks more survivable basing modes for the Peacekeeper are developed, 

our fixed ICBMs will complement our mobile, Small ICBMs by 

frustrating Soviet efforts to concentrate their attacks on only one 

type of land-based missile force. 

A less heralded but equally important strand of our strategic 

Modernization program addresses our command, control, communications, 

and intelligence (031) systems. Any temptation that the Soviet 

Union may have had to think that a nuclear attack could destroy our 

capacity to command and control an effective response has now, we 

believe, been effectively discouraged. 



For the immediate future, our alarmed offensive force 

modern cation appears sufficient to maintain a robust deterrent to a 

Soviet nuclear attack on the United States. While the Soviets appear 

to seek a capability to combine offensive strikes and defensive 

preparations to severely limit the damage a U.S. retaliation could 

do, they do not have that capability, and are unlikely to believe 

that they do. In deterring other forms of attack -- in particular, 

more limited nuclear attacks overseas, or a conventional attack on 

NATO -- we believe our deterrent remains adequate. The enormous risk 

of escalation that such Soviet attacks would confront is one reason 

Moscow has sought to obstruct NATO theater nuclear force 

modernization, and to obtain a wartime capability to destroy opposing 

nuclear forces in the theater. Continuing U.S. and allied efforts 

are directed toward preventing those results. 

By the late 1993s, more advanced defenses may substantially. 

change the basis of deterrence and the nature of the strategic 

balance. The relative status of U.S. and Soviet defensive 

innovations may become much more crucial. Our Strategic Defense 

Initiative (SDI) has made substantial progress in developing 

technologies to make •defense against ballistic missiles feasible. If 

these efforts come to fruition, we could move away from an almost 

exclusive reliance on and attention to offensive strategic forces. 

To the extent that defenses render offensive forces ineffective, any 

temptation the Soviet rulers might feel to use their offensive forces 

would be overcome, not simply ey calculations about the prospect and 
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effects or retaliation. but by an asoessmeot that their attack would 

be unsbccesobul to begin wibh. 

The Soviets also have a research program pursuing advanced 

defenses, investigating many cf the technologies being examined in 

our SDI. Their effort Ls both larger than our own and has a longer 

history; some parts of it have been under way more than two decades. 

The Soviets new have prototype ground-based lasers that could 

interfere with U.S. satellites. Prototype space-based antisatellite 

laser weapons and ground-based lasers for defense against ballistic 

missiles are possible by the end of the 1980s. The Soviets are also 

frequency, and kinetic energy weapons, and could field selected 

prototypes of these weapons by the mid- to late-1990s. 

Nonetheless, the importance for advanced defenses of precision 

manufacturing, microelectronics, and other advanced technologies make 

this an area where the United States can draw an fundamental 

advantages. While the objective of the SDI is a strategic situation 

that will serve both our interests, we must vigorously exploit its 

technological advantages if that mutually advantageous result is to 

come about. 
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4. The NATO-Warsaw Pact Balance 

The conventional forces balance in Europe has historically 

favored the Warsaw Pact. The Soviet Onion has traditionally devoted 

more of its resources to the European theater than to other theaters. 

Thus, for over three decades, the Warsaw Pact has maintained 

substantial quantitative advantages over NATO in ground and tactical 

air forces. 

For example, in terms of forces within the NATO guidelines area, 

the Pact has maintained an advantage of over 2-to-1 in main battle 

tanks and around 2-to-1 in combat aircraft for the past twenty years. 

Over the same period they have increased their advantage in artillery 

from less than 2-to-1 to over 3-to-1. Since 1965, NATO has lost Its 

advantage in surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) and combat helicopters. 

The Pact currently holds an advantage in both of those categories of 

around 2-to-1. The Pact has consistently deployed infantry fighting 

vehicles faster than NATO. Today they hold roughly a 3-to-1 

advantage in those types of systems. 

These increases in Pact in-place ground forces have largely 

resulted from their weapons production rates, which have exceeded 
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those of NATO : at least the last ten years (see Chart i.3.3(. 

These rates h .e allowed the Pact to simultaneously expand and 

modernize the maneuver elements of their ground forces, 

Chart I.B.3 

Production of Selected Weapons for NATO and Warsaw Pact Forces 

(1976-7986) 

unnATE 

REQUIRED 

Non-Soviet 

Wsniew Plitt 

Soviet Union 

Non-U.S. NATO 

MO1111111111 United Steles 

Those modernization efforts, in conjunction with the Pact's 

quantitative advantages, have resulted in a continuation of the 

adverse trends in ground force combat power. By one measure, which 

accounts for both quantity and quality of forces, the Pact's 
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advantage in in-place ground force combat power has increased from 

around 1.5-go-1 in 1965 to more than 2.2-to-1 today. 

While we have done substantially better in terms of keeping the 

Pact from improving their tactical air power advantage, we have not 

been able to reduce that advantage. By one measure of tactical air 

power, which again incorporates both qualitative and quantitative 

aspects of the air balance, the Pact in-place air force advantage in 

their Western TVD has gone from slightly less than 2-to-1 in 1965 to 

slightly more than 2-to-1 today. This situation is of additional 

concern since it complicates our effort to use tactical air forces to 

compensate for insufficient in-place ground forces. Moreover, the 

increasing capability of Pact air defenses and their highly accurate, 

longer range, conventionally armed surface-to-surface missiles may 

find NATO aircraft more vulnerable to a Pact combined arms air 

operation, thus making the air balance even more disadvantageous for 

NATO. 

Despite these adverse conditions and trends in ground and air 

force combat power, we view it as unlikely that the Soviets would 

judge their force advantages sufficient to achieve their 

political-military objectives in the time they require. Moreover, 

while the Soviets desire a capability to prevent NATO from employing 

nuclear weapons, we believe they have not attained that capability 

and must remain concerned with the risks of escalation. Since 
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deterhenhe rests an Soviet views of 
the military balance, our 

assessment is that deterrence in Europe is presently
 adequate. 

Nonetheless, NATC recognizes that it must make greater effor
ts to 

enhance its conventional capabilities if it is to co
ntinue to deter 

the Soviets from calculating that they can fight and win a war in 

Europe. The Conventional Defense Initiative (CDI) within NATO is 

intended to identify emerging technologies that will enable us to 

improve the conventional balance. The CDI is an example of our 

focusing our efforts, when possible, on Soviet weaknesses an
d 

enduring Western strengths. CDI enables us to apply our 

technological strengths to gain the most benefit from them. 
This is 

the essence of the competitive strategy approach I have initiated 

within the Department of Defense. It has additional 'applicability 

within the framework of the NATO alliance. I intend to continue 

discussions with our NATO allies on this subject. 

Additionally, we and our allies are undertaking efforts to 

increase the level of arms production cooperation to get more from 

our collective defense dollar. While there are limits to how far and 

fast we can go in this area, we have made considerable progress, and 

I intend to continue emphasizing this approach during the remainder 

of my tenure as defense secretary. 
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.n sum, although the trends in the military balance in Europe are 

adverse, we assess deterrence as currently being adequate. 

Furthermore, we see opportunities for reversing these trends if we 

focus our efforts on key areas and maintain a consensus within the 

alliance on improving our conventional defense capabilities. 

5. The East Asian Balance 

The Soviets continue expanding and modernizing their forces in 

East Asia. They are upgrading the equipment of over 5C divisions 

deployed in the Far East. The more than 40 tactical air regiments 

are receiving newer aircraft and the latest generation of interceptor 

aircraft are also entering the regional inventory. Fencer and 

Backfire aircraft continue to augment the older inventories of 

Badgers, and the Soviets are deploying modified Bear aircraft in 

areas frdm which they can support Far East operations. The Soviet 

Pacific Ocean fleet is the largest in the Soviet navy. It contains 

two of the Soviet Union's three vertical/short-takoff and landing 

(V/STOL) aircraft carriers, over BD principal surface combatants, and 

more than 110 submarines. These conventional forces are supplemented 

by a substantial number of nonstrategic nuclear forces, including 

significant numbers of the land-mobile SS-20. 
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Outside the Northeast Pacific. the Soviet naval and alp presence 

in the South China Sea now comprise approximately 30 ships and 

submarines and 40 aircraft. Operating from Cam Ranh, Vietnam, these 

and other support forces pose a significant threat to Southeast Asian 

sea lines of communications, and highlight close and continuing 

Soviet support for the Vietnamese regime in its aggressive action in 

Cambodia (Kampuchea). 

The Sino-Soviet military balance continues to favor the Soviet 

Union. It will continue to do so probably through the end of this 

century due to Chinese long-term modernization programs emphasizing 

economic growth at the expense of immediate defense improvements. 

Although China continues to make incremental improvements in 

reorganizing and streamlining the army, Beijing still relies on its 

large population and resource base, and geographical configuration as 

the heart of its conventional deterrence. 

Even though the Soviets maintain an enormous strategic nuclear 

superiority over the Chinese, China's extensive use of camouflage, 

concealment, and mobility is likely to preclude a disarming Soviet 

first strike against their relatively small nuclear force. Slow 

growth is likely in the next five years with the only changes being 

the eventual advent of a small number of sea-launched ballistic 
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missiles. The effectiveness of China's strategic forces will be 

reduced by ongoing Soviet upgrades to its missile defense systems
. 

The second significant regional balance, between No
rth and South 

Korea, is a key area of interest and concern to the
 United States. 

The military preparedness of the Republic of. Korea (ROK), 
coupled 

with North Korea's 'perception of America's resolve,
 have been 

instrumental in keeping the peace for nearly 34 years. North Korea 

persists in its efforts to shift the military balance, des
pite the 

devastating effects on their notoriously weak economy. Current 

estimates indicate that North Korea carries a defense burdenH 

exceeding 20 percent of the gross national product (GNP). 
North 

Korean modernization programs include the reorganization 
and forward 

deployment of its army, and development of the second largest sp
ecial 

operations forces in the world. These forces are postured to attack 

in ways that maximize the opportunity of surprise. 

The ROK, with U.S. assistance, has also been modernizing its 

forces, balancing these efforts within a strong, growing economy that 

is roughly four times the size of North Korea's. This economic 

asymmetry makes the long-term prospect for the Korean balance 

favorable. In the face of Northern persistence, and in view of the 

potential for intervention that would quickly upset the balance, Our 

current efforts to redress Specific problem areas must continue, 



Southeast Asia is tne locus of the third significant regional 

baLance. Vietnam fields the world's third largest army, and with 

direct financing from the Soviets, it continues the occupation of 

Cambodia (Kampuchea), threatens Thailand, and deploys some 700,000 

troops opposite China. In exchange for base rights, the Soviets i 

provide military equipment and continue to support the railed 

Vietnamese economy. Containing this threat requires our continued 

attention. 

Despite aspects of the regional balances that favor the Soviets, 

there are important theater-wide considerations that must merit their 

concern. Japan plays a significant role in bolstering Western 

defenses in the region. By virtue of its key location, improving 

capabilities, modernizing self-defense forces, and assumption of new 

missions, Japan provides for its own self-defense and offers 

essential infrastructure support to U.S. forward-deployed forces. 

The Soviet deployment of SSBNs in bastions close to the Soviet Union 

magnifies the strategic importance of islands that dominate the 

entrances to the Sea of Japan and the Sea of Okhotsk. The inclusion 

of Japan in this Soviet "sea-control" area makes manifest the Soviet 

threat to Japan. 
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The rapid economic development of japan and the newly 

industrialized countries of the East Asian rim, together with the 

growth of the Chinese economy, continue to broaden the basis for 

developing the self-defense capabilities of friendly regional 

countries. The United States is pursuing economic and security 

policies that tie our countries more closely together, while assuring 

that technology transfer does not redound to the West's disadvantage. 

In view of these positive economic trends in East Asia, with the 

notable exception of Soviet allies or clients, the long-term regional 

trends must appear unfavorable from the Soviet perspective. 

6. The Middle East/Southwest Asia Balance 

The Middle East/Southwest Asia region's critical geostrategic 

location, its considerable petroleum resources, and its proximity to 

the Soviet Union combine to make it an inviting target for Soviet 

expansionism. The Soviets maintain significant ground and tactical 

air forces in their military districts contiguous to the region and 

have been active in developing support bases for Soviet navy presence 

in the Indian Ocean. Since 1979, the Soviets have been using 

military force in their attempt to subjugate the Afghan people. 
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The immediate Soviet threat to the region in a global conflict 

consists of 30 ground divisions, including some 5,500 tanks, over 

1,700 fixed and rotary wing tactical aircraft, and numerous mobile 

missile launchers. Long-range bombers from air and naval units 

stationed outside the Southern Theater of Military Operations could 

also be directed to interrupt our projection of forces to the region. 

Soviet proximity to the region provides them with a significant 

advantage in the balance, but the determination of the regional 

states to maintain their independence and the extremely difficult 

terrain partially offset these advantages. Furthermore, we estimate 

that the long lines of communications the Soviet would have to 

maintain to control the region's oil-producing facilities would be 

vulnerable to both air and unconventional ground interdiction, and 

would require a substantial investment in personnel to ensure local 

security-

 

As with other regions, our objectives in toe Middle 

East/Southwest Asia is to deter Soviet military aggression. Since 

1981, we have made substantial progress in our efforts to improve our 

capability for projecting military forces to the region. We have 

built our potential force allocation to more than five ground 

divisions and over 600 tactical aircraft, and we now have the 

capability to deploy rapidly an additional force of about four 

divisions (largely through the acquisition of U.S.-based fast 

sealift, maritime propositioning in the Indian Ocean. and 

prepcsitioning of certain bulk supplies in the region). To test 
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thoso forces and concepts, we have conducted a number of successful 

exercises with friendly regional states. One of our continuing 

objectives to assist regional states defend more effectively against 

Soviet aggression is to deploy forward, in peacetime, certain Central 

Command forces. To date, political problems and access limitations 

have restricted our efforts. Regional states awareness of the range 

of threats to their security, however, has made them receptive to 

our military assistance programs, foreign military sales, and 

military exercises.. 

On balance, our improved capability to project significant forces 

quickly into the region serves to deter Soviet attack. Should 

deterrence fail, we can successfully .defend the region with 

substantially fewer ground forces than the Soviets would need to 

seize and occupy it, provided our forces are heavily supported by 

tactical air. We expect to be joined against a common foe by our 

friends and allies in the region and to came.  to rapid accord with 

them regarding access and host nation support for our defensive 

military operations. 

7. The Maritime Balance 

The Navy's capability to protect our sea lines of communications 

(SLOG) and to project power remains crucial to Western security. 

Almost any type and level of conflict inecfloing U.S. interests will 
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require movement of forces by sea. Although tne Soviets seem intent 

upon extending their forces and capabilities seaward, our substantial 

shipbuilding program and use of effective strategies to exploit 

Soviet operational concepts result in an overall maritime balance 

favoraole to the United States. 

The Soviet navy concentrates on protecting their SSBN forces and 

destroying opposition SSBN forces. This focus is likely to expand to 

include operations against U.S. SLCM-equipped submarines and surface 

ships. The Soviet capability to find and attack B.S. and Western 

SSBNs and SLCM-platforms is most likely declining, as Western 

platforms are becoming more numerous, capable, and dispersed. 

The Soviets continue to expand their modern SSBN force and to 

-upgrade the quality of their attack and ballistic missile submarines. 

By the mid-1990s, these improved submarines and the more capable 

surface combatants now being built will represent a larger percentage 

of the Soviet navy. The Land-based contingent of Soviet naval 

aviation continues to receive new Backfire missile-carrying aircraft, 

and older Bear aircraft continue to be reconfigured to expand their 

ad-sea strike capability. It is likely that Fencer and follow-on 

tactical ground attack aircraft will augment antiship forces in ar,as 

closer to land. The sea-based leg of naval aviation'continues to 

pursue V/STOL aircraft development, both with Kiev-class carriers 

operational now, and with a follow-on carrier that may be operational 
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by 1989 or 1990. The new carrier may eventually support the 

introduction cf conventional take-off and landing aircraft into the 

Soviet navy. The continuing development of high-performance antiship 

cruise missiles on submarines, surface ships, and aircraft will 

stress oue fleet defenses, but similar Western systems will severely 

complicate Soviet defensive problems as well. 

U.S.. programs enhance our maritime capabilities in several key 

areas. The 600-ship Navy program as currently structured will 

provide 15 deployable aircraft carriers; the addition of substantial 

numbers of Aegis air-defense cruisers and destroyers; more, and more 

capable, Los Angeles-class submarines, with the Seawolf-class in the 

early 1990s; more amphibious lift in newer and more capable ships; 

new mine warfare ships; and new ocean surveillance platforms. The 

modernization of land-based and sea-based naval aircraft continues, 

as does the effort to enhance cooperation between Services to improve 

effectiveness of maritime operations, notably by providing tanking or 

surveillance support. The addition of these carefully balanced 

forces will greatly improve our ability to deal with the evolving 

Soviet threat. 

Maritime superiority is of critical importance to the United 

States, in view of our requirement to deploy and support forces by 

sea in almost any cont ngency. It is at least as critical for the 

Western alliance as a result of the rote of reinforcement from the 
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United States in the NATO plans The Soviet navy's major roles and 

missions are to assure that Soviet SSBN forces will be able to launch 

their missiles, and to deny the West access to Bea areas from which 

forces can be projected into the periphery of the Soviet Union. 

These "sea-denial areas' have been expanding as the Soviet navy has 

grown, and now include the Norwegian Sea, Sea of Okhotsk, and Sea of 

Japan. The force-projection missions of the United States and its 

allies, and the sea-denial missions of the Soviets and Warsaw Fact 

are therefore quite asymmetrical, and the apparent force structure 

differences more readily explained. 

6 .1.66Li61  

one result of this mission asymmetry. It will continue as such, 

though the size of the submarine force will decline slightly. The 

new platforms and support forces will actually improve overall 

capabilities of the submarine force at the same time the Soviets are 

enhancing surface, and air/mission forces. 

Though the balance is favorable today thanks to our naval 

expansion and the significant maritime contributions of our NATO 

allies, it is becoming more complex. The antisubmarine warfare 

picture will be complicated by the improved platforms on both sides, 

and fleet defenses will similarly be tested by improved antiship 

missiles entering both inventories. The United States, however, will 

retain significant advantages. The SoYiet emphasis on the mission of 
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3SBN protection limits forces ava lable for other casks, as does the 

geography that forces the Soviets to operate four widely separated 

fleets with very limited potential for mutual support. Despite 

improvements in the Soviet submarine force, the United States still 

retains a significant ASW advantage- The U.S. Navy will continue to 

hold considerable advantages in sustainability at sea and in its 

ability to operate the new and more complicated ships entering the 

inventory. Continued pursuit of these competitive advantages and 

attention to changes in Soviet naval forces and strategy are 

necessary to preserve a favorable maritime balance in the future. 

8. The Power Projection Balance 

Deterring war across the conflict spectrum, assuring war outcomes 

that do not comprothise our interests and improving, or at least 

maintaining, alliance cohesion are all goals that depend upon our 

ability to project force. With respect to areas outside the 

periphery of the Soviet homeland, the U.S. capability to project 

forces remains superior to the Soviet capability. The Soviets' 

continental location and large resource base gives them an asymmetric 

advantage in applying force in Western Europe and along the Soviet 

Periphery, whereas U.S. forces for almost any type and level of 

conflict involving U.S. interests would have to be "projected" from 

CONUS. 
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We have significantly improved our power-projection capabilities 

over the past four years. Airlift capacity has been expanded with 

the acquisition of the 0-88, KC-10, and the stretching of the C-141 

fleet. Additional enhancements are programmed with the advent of the 

0-17 and improvements to the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (GRAF) (see 

Chart 1.8.4). Sealift is a mixed picture, as the decline of the 

U.S.-flag merchant marine has continued, and the mix of ships 

remaining in that dwindling force is not ideally suited to military 

purposes. Sealift shortfalls have been addressed by increasing the 

size of the Ready Reserve Force (ARK) of older break bulk cargo ships 

and tankers from the larger reserve fleet. Eight large and fast (SL-

7-class) container ships have been converted to roll-on/roll-off 

aod tne &rimy and Navy are jointly working cne 

problem of providing the equipment to off-float and move cargo once 

it arrives. The third leg of mobility is prepositioning. Three sets 

of maritime prepositioning ships with unit equipment and stores have 

been procured to support deployments in the Atlantic, Pacific, and 

Indian Ocean. In addition to these mobility improvements, forces are 

being reconfigured to more readily support rapid deployment. The 

Army is experimenting with light divisions. Assault amphibious lift 

will be increased with the advent of the new LSD-41 and LHD-1-class 

ships, and the Marine Corps is accepting delivery of their first air 

cushion vehicles which will greatly enhance ship-to-shore movement. 
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Chart I.B.4 
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Soviet power-projection forces are also improving, although . some 

programs are moving more slowly than we had anticipated. Two aspects 

of the power-projection balance provide reason for concern. First, 

new Soviet deployments not yet fielded could have a significant 

impact in the next decade; and second, the Soviets are employing a 

variety of means to gain access to, and make inroads in, Third World 

areas where there is little danger that they will encounter United 

States or competent local forces. 
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Important Soviet power-projection developments include new and in 

some cases unique systems to move or support forces, the continued 

upgrading of their merchant marine with militarily capable shipping, 

modest improvements and near-term addition to sea-based air forces, 

their continued role as a major arms supplier to the Third World, and 

the expansion of Soviet facilities and bases overseas to support 

deployments. The Soviets have developed and will be deploying the 

C-5A-size CONDOR heavy airlifter. Coupled with the C-141-size CANDID 

that has been replacing :Ups in Military Transport Aviation, this 

will considerably expand the capacity and extend the range of those 

forces. The CANDID is also being developed in a tanker version, and 

its use with cargo aircraft could extend their capability even 

Thm Cmhimhh nmm mlmn in hhm mmmlm mfmmoh nf nnomm4:nnmIlm 

deploying the first of a new class of vehicles, "wing-in-ground-

effect" or WIC craft, that apparently will enter the force as 

amphibious transports. The speed and range of these units could 

provide the means for a relatively small (regimental perhaps) but 

significant intervention of Naval Infantry beyond the immediate 

Soviet periphery. The Soviets continue to lead the world in the 

deployment of air cushion vehicles in their amphibious forces. Such 

capabilities also give them some ability to use merchant lift in 

augmenting organic naval assault shipping in deploying naval infantry 

or army units. 

The Soviet merchant marine continues to expand and modernize, in 

stark contrast to that in the United States For example .me 

I-B-3D 



current Soviet inventory of roll-on/roll-off and roll-on/float-off 

ships comprises over 100 units. This represents an addition of eight 

to nine ships per year since they first entered the inventory in 

1974. The average RO/HO in the Soviet merchant marine can carry 125 

medium tanks. The HO/HO ships alone can move up to five Soviet 

Motorized Rifle Divisions in a one-time lift. This would be in 

addition to the large remainder of merchant ships in the Soviet 

inventory, most configured with military use in mind. 

Additionally, while Soviet sea-based aviation is still in its 

infancy, it could provide a significant complement to Soviet 

power-projection goals. Work continues on the new nuclear-powered 

aircraft carrier, which we anticipate will be the vanguard of a 

follow-on generation of larger, more capable carriers. The Soviets 

also continue to explore, the possibilities of using V/STCL aircraft 

on rapidly reconfigured HO/HO ships'. While the V/STOL inventory 

remains relatively small, any large procurement plan could portend a 

marked enhancement in Soviet power projection. Currently, the Soviet 

power-projection forces cannot realistically operate outside of 

land-based air protection, or where our sea-based air might 

intervene. With the integration of Soviet sea-based air support, 

power-projection forces will operate with confidence at greater 

distances from the Soviet homeland. 
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The Soviets have been very active in indirect forms of sower 

projec bi on Using their merchant marine the Soviets have become a 

leading supplier of arms to the Third World. These arms transfers 

are but one element in a concerted effort that includes propaganda, 

aid, trade, covert and overt (Afghanistan, Ethiopia, and Angola) 

activities, security advisers, and proxy troops. That the Soviets 

are engaged in a determined effort to project power worldwide is 

aptly illustrated by Chart 1.5.5. 

Chart 1.13.5 

Soviet Global Power Projection 
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The Soviets also have expanded their activ
ities in Vietnam, and 

continue to have access to facilities in S
outheast and Southwest 

Africa as well as in the Horn of Afri
ca, all areas of significant 

Western concern due to the resources 
in these areas and the sea lines 

through them. The Soviets continue to try to expand such access, as
 

reflected by their efforts in Greece and the Philippines (
ship 

repair), or in The Seychelles or the Malag
asy Republic (port visits, 

base rights). 

In summary, While U.S. programs in place will en
hance our ability 

to move and support significant force
s, as in the reinforcement of 

Europe, the Soviets emphasize more subtle; 
indirect forms of power 

iprojection. Moreover, the military capabilities of the Soviet 

mercnant marine the expansion of the Soviet airlift force, the 

advent of new and unique platforms, like WI
Gs, and the expansion of 

Soviet sea—based air capability could allow
 the Soviets to compete 

more realistically in areas of U.S. concern in 
the absence of 

continued U.S. attention to power projection. 

Finally, our power projection effectiveness depends 
not only on 

our own capabilities and programs but also on cl
ose cooperation with 

regional allies and friends. Successful power projection requires 

allied assistance in the areas of basing and 
staging facilities, 

overflight rights, prepositioning sites as
hore, and host nation, 
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support. Without firm and continued support from our  

power-projection requirements may he encumbered. 

9. Overall Assessment 

Our assessment is that today's strategic balance is essentially 

stable. Soviet planners, armed with a preponderant advantage in 

heavy ICBMs, must nonetheless weigh the enhanced capability of our 

strategic triad, as each leg of the triad proceeds through a critical 

modernization program. Despite the adverse trends in the European 

military oalance, NATO modernization programs and political unity 

have helped preserve the deterrent capability of our forces In the iir 

Middle 'East/Southwest Asia, the military balance favors the Soviets, 

but the combination of our efforts and those of regional powers 

create significant risk assessment uncertainties for Soviet planners. 

In East Asia, Soviet forces and Soviet allies have military 

advantages now, but the modernization programs we have under way and 

the economic vigor of our allies and friends indicate a more 

favorable long-term trend. The-maritime balance favors us, but has 

become more complex and difficult to assess. The power-projection 

balance still favors us, but increasing Soviet capabilities and use 

of surrogates make this balance area one of the most dynamic today. 
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C. U.S. INTERESTS, NATIONAL SECURITY OBJECTIVES, 

AND STRATEGY 

1. U.S. Interests, Commitments, and Goals 

U.S. national interests encompass both broad ideals and specific 

security assets. America's paramount national interests are peace, 

freedom, and prosperity for ourselves and for others aro
und the 

world. We seek an international order that encourages 

self-determination, democratic institutions, economic develop
ment, 

and human rights. We support international cooperation a'nd' 

organizations and processes that further it. We endorse the open 

exchange of ideas and other measures to encou
rage understanding 

between peoples. 

More specifically, we maintain our steadfast concern for the 

security and well being of our allies and other nations friendly to 

our interests. We oppose the expansion of influence, control, or 

territory by nations opposed to freedom and other fundamental
 ideals 

shared by America and its allies. 



The peaceful existence and prospering of democracies is the core 

U.S. interest. Unfortunately, however, the mere existence and 

prospering of democracies is also the greatest long-term danger to 

the world's most powerful foe of freedom, the Soviet Union. The 

danger to Moscow is not from the democracies' obviously defensive 

military forces. The danger is the contagiousness of freedom, the 

inherent superiority of free enterprise, and universal appeal of 

basic human rights. Democracies are anathema to the Soviet world 

view. To survive therefore, democracies have no choice but to remain 

militarily strong in order to deter and defend against the Soviet 

Union, whose bankrupt political and economic system leaves it with 

only its military might to perpetuate and promulgate its communist 

system. 

The protection of U.S. interests has, over the years, led America 

to enter into joint commitments with other nations in the form of 

international,  treaties and agreements. These commitments reflect 

U.S. interests. Our adversaries seek to undermine these interests, 

thereby generating Our need for military strength to preserve them. 
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2. National Security Objectives 

The threat to U.S. interests described in Chapter LB. requir
es 

us to formulate national security objectives to counte
r those 

threats. Major U.S. national security objectives are to: 

-- Safeguard the United States and its forces, allies, and 

interests by deterring aggression and coercion; and should 

deterrence fail, by defeating the armed aggression and 

restoring deterrence. 

Encourage and assist oUr allies and friends in defending 

themselves against aggression, coercion, subversion, 

insurgencies, and terrorism. 

Ensure U.S. access to critical resources, the oceans and 

space. 

-- Where possible, reduce Soviet presence throughout the world, 

increase the costs of MOSCOW'S use of subversive forces. and 
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foster changes within the Soviet bloc that will Lead to a 

more peaceful world order 

-- Prevent the transferpof militarily significant technology to 

the Soviet bloc. 

Pursue equitable and verifiable arms reduction agreements. 

Because Compliance is key to the value of any international 

agreement, the means of promoting compliance should be a 

factor in negotiating such treaties. 

3. U.S. Defense Strategy 

a. Deterrence 

America's basic defense strategy is deterrence, as it has been 

for most of the postwar period. Deterrence seeks to safeguard U.S. 

interests by convincing adversaries not to commit aggression against 

those interests. Rather than just relying on defenses in the event 

of attack, deterrence seeks to preclude attack 

first place. 
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Deterrence works by persuading potential adversaries that tne 

likely costs of his aggression will exceed the probable gains. In 

the nuclear age, 

President Reagan 

deterrence has become the only sane strategy; as 

has emphasized so often, "A nuclear war cannot be 

won and must never be fought." Deterrence is the U.S. strategy 

against conventional as well as nuclear aggression. Among nuclear 

powers, any conflict carries the risk of irreversible escalation; 

therefore, our goal is to dissuade aggression of any kind. 

We seek to deter not only actual aggression but also prevent 

coercion of the United States and its allies through the threat of 

aggression. Successful coercion could give a hostile power the 

fruits of war without actual conflict. In Europe for example, the 

Soviet threat stems not so much from a sudden surprise attack as it 

does from a long-term campaign of propaganda and coercion. The 

Soviets seek to dominate Western Europe without haying to fire a 

shot. Moscow wants to coerce our allies to distance themselves from 

the United States, neglect their military capabilities, adopt passive 

policies like nuclear-free zones and similar measures for unilateral 

disarmament, and ultimately end the 15-nation North Atlantic 

Alliance, which is the embodiment of our colleetive resolve to resist 

Soviet domination of .Europe. As Churchill presciently observed in 

1946, "I do not believe that Soviet Russia desires war. What they 

desire are the fruits of war and the indefinite expansion of their 

power and doctrine." 



To be effective, deterrence midst meet four tests: 

Survivability: Our forces must be able to survive a pre-

emptive attack with sufficient strength to confront an 

aggressor with losses that outweigh gains: Example: if all 

U.S. strategic nuclear weapons were in fixed, targetabie 

locations, their deterrent value would be severely degraded 

in spite of their massive destructive power. 

-- Credibility: Our threatened response to an attack must be 

credible; that is, the potential aggressor must believe we 

have bath the capability and the political will carry out 

our threatened response. Example: In the early 1960s, the 

United States abandoned its strategy of "massive 

retaliation" because it lacked credibility; we concluded 

that potential aggressors would doubt our resolve to unleash 

nuclear devastation in response to any attack, however 

limited. 



Clarity: The action to be deterred must be sufficiently 

clear to our adversaries that they kn
ow what is prohibiLed. 

ExamsLe:  To be effective in deterring Soviet aggression in 

Southwest Asia, .the United States mus
t clearly communicate 

its resolve to support friendly nations in
 the region and 

Safeguard other specific vital interests. 

Safety: The risk of failure through accident, unauthorized 

use, or miscalculation must be minimized. Example: A 

"launch-on-warning" policy for U.S. land-based m
issiles 

might be seen as a way to overCoMe survivabilit
y problems, 

but would clearly carry an unacceptable 
risk of 

unintentional missile launch. 

Thus, U.S. deterrence does not just depend
 on our actual military 

capabilities. It also involve our adversaries' perceptions about 

those capabilities as well as the other ele
ments of our deterrence. 

The effectiveness of our deterrence will be
 determined in our 

opponents' minds, not in ours. 

Incorporation of this insight in oper
ational defense planning for 

deterrence presents formidable intellectual
 and institutional 

problems we have not yet fully 
resolved. Because of our relatice 

ignorance of Soviet perceptio.ns. U.S. planners Lend to rely on their 
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own calculations as an adequate surrogate. But all the evidence we 

have suggests that preparing no deter an attack only by assembling 

forces adequate to deter us under similar conditions could prove 

insufficient to deter the Soviets. For example, some analysts have 

opposed this Administration's modernization of strategic nuclear 

forces with the argument than the resulting gain in attack and 

retaliatory capability is relatively small for the level of 

investment. The issue for a strategy of deterrence that takes - 

perception seriously, however, is whether the Soviet leadership 

shares the judgment that additional capability is pointless. The 

fact that for the past decade Soviet investment in strategic forces 

(as measured in dollars), has been two to three times the size of our 

own investment_ would suggest that they do not. 

By making additional investments in our intelligence 

capabilities, the Reagan Administration is improving our ability to 

understand how the Soviets assess the military balance. One of the 

most useful threads in our research, development, and deployment 

decisions has been the increasing emphasis given to analyzing and 

understanding perceptions of the Soviet leadership. 

To deter the Soviet Union, we must make clear to Moscow that we 

have the means and the will to respond powerfully to aggression 

against our interests. We emphasize our resolve no respond, but our 

strategy is to avoid specifiying exactly what our response will be. 
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This Ls the hese/lee of our etrat gic doctrine of "flexible response." 

which has been the °Metal NATO strategy since 1967. Our forces 

deter a potential aggressor by confronting him with three types of 

possible responses: 

-- Effective Defense: To confront an adversary with the 

likelihood that his aggression will be stopped without us 

resorting to actions escalating the conflict. This is 

sometimes referred to as "deterrence through denial." 

Example: Defeating a nonnuclear attack with conventional 

forces only. 

The Threat of Escalation: To warn an adversary that his 

aggression could start hostilities that might not be 

confined in the manner he envisions -- that escalation could 

exact far greater costs than he anticipates. Example: 

NATO's deterrence of a Soviet conventional attack is 

enhanced by our ability and resolve to use nuclear weapons 

to halt the aggression. 

The Threat of Retaliation: To raise the prospect that an 

attack will trigger a retaliatory attack on the aggressor's 

homeland, causing his losses to exceed any possible gains. 

Example: Our deterrence of a Soviet nuclear attack today is 



based on our resolve to retaliate against the Soviet Union 

using our nuclear weapons. 

CHARTLCA 
Military Responses Supporting Deterrence 

To Deter Nonnuclear Attack  

Effective E.9_, Defeat the attack with 

Defense conventional forces 

Threat of E Use nuclear weapons to 

Escalation stop the attack 

Threat of E.g., Nuclear strike on 

Retaliation aggressor's military assets 

To Deter Nuclear Attack 

Strategic Defense 

Part of Current Nuclear 
Strategy 

Part of Current Nuclear 
Strategy 

Chart I.C.1 shows how the above three types of responses help 

deter nuclear and nonnuclear attack. 

The NATO strategy summarized above is part of the overall U.S. 

defense strategy for safeguarding our interests worldwide. Our 

global strategy for deterrence can be summarized as follows: 

To deter nuclear attack, the United States relies on a 

credible warning capability and our offensive nuclear 

forces. Should deterrence fail, the United States must be 

able tD limit, to the extent possible, damage to the United 

States and its allies, and to force the earliest termination 

of hostilities on terms that best protect U.S. interests. 

Sufficient U.S. nuclear capabilities must endure under all 

circumstances to deny another nuclear power controlling 



strength in nuclear arms. in the future, we hope that 

strategic defenses will make an increasing contribution to 

deterrence of, or prevention of a successful nuclear attack 

against us. 

-- To deter nonnuclear aggression, the United States relies on 

a strong conventional military posture, which, in 

conjunction with allied forces and our possible resort to 

use of nuclear weapons, will make the outcome of aggression 

uncertain and make its probable costs exceed probable gains 

in the mind of potential aggressors. 

The three types of responses to aggression discussed above have 

different degrees of credibility as bases for deterrence. Escalation 

and retaliation are less credible because a potential aggressor might 

doubt that we or cur allies would in fact initiate such frighteni
ng 

responses, which dramatically increase our own potential cost, even 

though our strategy stresses that we are resolved to do so. 

Compared to the threat of escalation and retaliation, effective 

defense has several important advantages as a basis for deterrence: 



Hirh Cred bilinv A poLencal aggressor would have co 

reason to doubt that a nation under attack would use its 

Oefenses to Protect itself. 

Protection. Should deterrence fail, effective defense 

provides protection against attacking forces, reducing the 

damage we -would suffer. 

-- Stability. Effective defense is not inherently escalatory, 

nor likely to be misinterpreted, possibly leading to a 

Resistance to Coercion. Because of the above advantages, 

effective defense is more successful in preventing coercion 

and in helping a nation resist such intimidation. 

Possession of an effective defense builds more confidence 

and resolve than the Prospect of escalation or retaliation 

after attack. For example, if in Western Europe, NATO 

relied only on possible nuclear responses to deter a Warsaw 

Pact attack, citizens there might find such a possibility so 

unthinkable that they would be very vulnerable to Soviet 

peacetime intimidation. Thus, strong conventional forces 

can help NATO's European nations resist Soviet intimidation. 
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Reassurance All these advantages make- effective defense 

the most reassuring basis for deterre
nce. They engender 

both peace, and peace of mind
. People are obviously more 

reassured about being shielde
d from attack, than by the 

prospect of escalation or retaliation
, which could only 

encourage further attacks. 

The unique advantages of effective 
defense explain the 

attractiveness we see in having t
horoughly reliable strategic 

defenses, which is the objective 
of our Strategic Defense Initiative 

(SDI) research. Strategic defenses could bolster dete
rrence, provide 

protection should deterrence ever
 fail, and reassure peoples now 

living unprotected from nuclear attac
k of any .kind. 

As President 

Reagan has said, "Isn't it better to 
save lives, than to avenge 

them?" 

The advantages of defense also explai
n why the United States and 

its allies must have strong conventio
nal forces and the capability to 

project them and support them to prot
ect our global interests. We 

cannot rely forever solely on a n
uclear crutch to deter and defeat 

nonnuclear aggression. 
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b. Should Deterrence Fail: Defense 

Our mission is to prepare for War so well that we successfully 

deter aggression. Should deterrence fail, however, our strategy is 

to protect U.S. interests and deny the aggressor his war aims. We 

would Seek to terminate a war at the earliest practical time with 

preservation (and restoration, if necessary) of the integrity and 

security of allied and friendly territory with unimpeded free world 

access to essential strategic resources. 

only would act to defeat the aggression, but would also try to 

convince the attacker that his continued aggression would entail 

grave risks to his own interests. Still, because of the enormous 

military strength of the Soviet Union, the United States cannot 

prepare only for a "short war," which could merely tempt Moscow to 

believe it could outlast us in combat. 

U.S. strategy seeks to limit the scope and intensity of any war 

by containing it to its original location. In limiting the intensity 

of a war, our goal is to end hostilities by employing forces that do 

not engender or risk escalation. Should our attempts to limit the 

scope or inPensity of war fail, however, U.S. strategy provides for 

the fLex pie and sufficient application of force to ensure that no 



area of vital interest is lost by default. Such a strategy 

recognizes that the loss of any vital area would weaken d
eterrence 

and encourage further aggressive acts against our interests. 

The Soviet Union together with Soviet-backed forces are fully 

capable of simultaneous aggression in multiple regions 
of the world, 

and U.S. strategy must take account of that fact. We and our allies 

seek to deter aggression by maintaining forces that are capable of 

respohding effectively to the most serious threats to our interest
s_ 

We also want these forces to be flexible enough to give us credibl
e 

responses to other threats to our interests. Should aggression occur 

in several regions simultaneously, U.S. military responses would b
e 

governed by existing commitments, general strategic priorities, the 

specific circumstances at hand, and the availability of forces. 

However, to deter aggression, we and our allies do not need all th
e 

forces required for a high-confidence, simultaneous defens
e against 

Moscow-directed attacks in all threatened areas, nor is that our 

strategy. Our strategy is not to try to "do everything, everywhere," 

as some critics charge. 

4. Supporting Defense Policies 
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a. Balance of Forces 

To protect our interests, the United States and our allies must 

maintain military capabilities sufficient to make our defense 

strategy of deterrence and defense effective. This does not 

necessarily require that we and our allies have equal numbers of 

tanks, aircraft, ships, etc. The calculus of deterrence and defense 

is far more complicated than just static numbers. At least as 

important are the performance characteristics of the weapons, the 

quality of people operating them, and the tactics used. Moreover, 

, geography and the 
unique features of a specific security mission 

decisively affect the military forces needed. These variables, plus 

others, are weighed against the threat to our security in determining 

our concrete military needs for protecting U.S. interests and meeting 

our commitments. From these defense needs, we derive our defense 

budget. 

Under our flexible response doctrine, nuclear weapons make a 

crucial contribution to our deterrence of nonnuclear attack. 

However, since the Soviet Union has acquired nuclear capabilities at 

least as strong as ours, the credibility and prudence of nuclear 

responses to deter conventional attack has weakened. Therefore, our 

nuclear forces do not relieve the United States or its allies from 

the need to maintain adequate conventional forces. As discussed in 

the strategy section above, strong conventional forces are Essential 
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for deterring and defending against nonn
uclear attack, preventing 

Soviet intimidation of our allies, and r
eassuring freedom-loving 

peoples_ 

In 1981, the largest problem we inherited aros
e from a 20-year 

Soviet arms buildup, which was accompanied in the de
cade of the 1970s 

by a 20 percent real reduction in the U.
S. defense effort. The 

global military balance -- in Soviet terms, th
e "correlation of 

forces" -- was shifting in favor of the Soviet
 Union, in their view 

as well as ours. Through an investment nearly 50 percent larger than 

our own, the Soviets were buying advantages in virt
ually every area 

of comparison in nuclear farces, in the NATO-Warsaw ?act balance, 

and in Southwest Asia. 

The most important truth about our recent strengthening i
s that 

we have been buying and fielding forces to implement
 policies and 

strategies aver which there was little disagreement betwe
en this 

Administration and its predecessor. Our principal difference arose 

from our judgment that we move toward a more adequate bal
ance of 

forces at a pace reflecting the dangers of U.S. mil
itary inferiority. 

b. Alliances for Collective Security 
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A strong system or alliances and regional cooperation helps the 

United States and nations friendly to our interests preserve peace 

and freedom. This coalition strategy enables us to share our common 

security burdens and achieve a division of labor capitalizing on the 

relative strengths of each state. Our alliances with the nations of 

Europe. Asia, and our own hemisphere, together with other important 

security relationships in those regions and in the Middle East and 

Southwest Asia, are critical strands in U.S. strategy. 

Efficient alliance security requires that national forces be able 

to fight together effectively in combined operations. It also 

lequJie yl ac4-Lax-6y aa.atlLc aflU LJA 

key technologies so that each alliance partner can increase its 

capabilities for the military role it accepts for itself. 

For free peoples, cooperation and collective security are 

essential to the preservation of our 'nations and our values. We 

cannot afford to return to the pre-World World II myopia of 

isolationism and undefended neutralism. As eye witnesses to wartime 

horrors retire and turn over political and economic power to younger 

leaders around the world, our free peoples must not be allowed to 

forget the perils of ill-preparedness and the short-lived 

intoxication of wishful• thinking. 



Because of our alliances, we all are 
able to achieve a level of 

deterrence and defense that otherwise wou
ld be unattainable for any 

one of us. Furthermore, cooperation in defense matters can rei
nforce 

political cohesion and improve diplom
atic and economic relationships. 

A more detailed discussion of these i
ssues can be found in Chapter 

III.H.1. 

c. Security Assistance 

Security assistance consists of U.S. 
sales or grants of defense 

goods or services to allied and frien
dly nations. It is an 

indispensable tool of American foreign 
policy and an essential 

element in strengthening our defense 
posture around the world (see 

Chapter III.H.2). It is in our national security interest to
 assist 

allies and friends in strengthening t
heir defenses against external 

aggression and internal conflict. Our security assistance program is 

the principal instrument for accompli
shing this goal. The program 

also helps us gain access to bases an
d overflight rights, improves 

our power projection and forward-defense 
capabilities, and enhances 

our defense industrial mobilization base a
t home. 

d. Forward-Deployed Forces 

2ecause American values and interests are share
d by many nations 

that literally span the entire globe, and 
because of our insular 
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geographic position, we cannot derend Those inter
ests with U.S -based 

forces only. The proximity of Soviet forces to our allies and 

overseas interests imposes severe demands on the timeline
ss of our 

response, since territory or interests once lost 
would be difficult 

to regain. Thus our strategy requires forward-deployed forces, whose 

purposes are to: 

Deter aggression and coercion more convincingly than could 

be done without a visible U.S. presence:, 

-- Increase our ability to respond effectively and quickly in 

the event of a conflict and to bring it to a favorable end; 

Reassure our allies of our commitment to our common 

security, assist them in resisting intimidation, and 

encourage them to sustain their full contribution to our 

collective security; 

Facilitate in peacetime the possible integration of U.S. and 

allied forces in wartime; 
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Discourage regional ins:abilts and am
biguous aggression; 

and 

Provide a more stable international environmen
t for 

constructive diplomacy. 

For the above purposes, the United States maintains
 ground and 

air forces in Europe, Japan, and Korea, 
and naval narrter battle 

groups and amphibious forces in the Western Pa
cific, the 

Mediterranean Sea, and the Indian Ocean. It is sometimes suggested 

that we should bring the troops home to save m
oney. Every study of 

this issue, however, has found that it is more
 expensive to bring our 

forces home and keep them here than it i
s to maintain them abroad. 

Our overseas deployments are backed up by U.S.-base
d forces, 

including the Reserve Components, a significan
t portion of which must 

be rapidly deployable. In the event of a conflict, all of these 

reinforcing units would depend on airlift and sealift to 
get them to 

the combat theater in time to be effective. For these reasons, we 

will continue to complement our rapid-deployment capabili
ties by 

expanding our stocks of-prepositioned material 
overseas. 

Furthermore, we will continue to make every effort to secure h
ost 

nation support; overflight, landing, and bunkering rights; and 
access 

to essential overseas bases and facilities in advance of 
potential 

crises or contingencies. 
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f. Flexibility 

To a marked extent, U.S. forward deployments and our contingency 

plans for U.S. farces represent our judgment about the seriousness 

and likelihood of aggression against our interests. Yet, we know we 

can never be certain about the location, time, and nature of future 

aggression against our interests. Therefore, our forces, our plans, 

and our way of thinking must be flexible to enable us to respond to 

unexpected contingencies. 

Our flexibility increases the importance of strategic mobility --

our ability to deploy and sustain our forces over great distances. 

New Soviet outposts in many regions of the world take it possible for 

Moscow to threaten friendly nations, directly and through surrogates, 

in places where we have no shield of land-based forward deployments. 

The spread of these military outposts is aggravated by Soviet 

capabilities for projecting power, particularly in regiens-  close to 

the Soviet Union. 

In the Persian Gulf, for example, the Soviet military now has an 

encircling ring of bases in Ethiopia, Aden, and Afghanistan. In 

addition, the reach of Soviet airlift and the Backfire bomber permit 

Moscow to project military power to every part of the Middle East and 

to critical regions of the Pacific. The Reagan Administration has 



therefore accelerated efforts to i
mprove support facilities, access 

arrangements for deploying U.S. forces,
 and prepositionimg of 

essential equipment, while expandin
g U.S. airlift and sealift 

Capabilities. The addition of three carrier task forces and two 
new 

Army light divisions underscores ou
r commitment to mobility 

flexibility. 
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D. PILLARS OF U.S. DEFENSE POLICY 

In this chapter I want to discuss four p
illars of our defense 

policy that guide us in our efforts to achieve
 a more robust and 

stable deterrence for the 1990s, and beyond. .The section
s on nuclear 

and nonnuclear deterrence below supplement 
the strategy overview of 

the preceding chapter. The sections on arms reductions and 

competit..ive strategies introduce important concepts for ensurin
g our 

security, especially over the long term. 

1. Nuclear Deterrence and the Strategic Defense 

Initiative 

Nuclear weapons have consistently posed a paradox for the
 

American defense establishment. Their enormous destructive power 

coupled with the speed of modern ballistic mis
siles -- means that 

within 30 minutes they can destroy entire societies and cu
ltures, 

which have taken Western civilizations centuries to 
build. Yet, this 

Same destructive power also has made nuclear weapon
s a powerful force 

in peace. 
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Our nuclear arsenal has, -since Its inception, been enormously 

peneesspuj in deterring aggression against our allies and us. We 

have made it clear that we have both the capability and the will to 

retaliate in the event of a nuclear attack, thereby denying any 

aggressor victory. And, through our conventional-nuclear linkage, 

the risk facing an aggressor contemplating attack with nonnuclear 

forces has been raised to an equally unacceptable level. One result 

has been to provide Europe with the longest sustained period of peace 

it has known in the 20th century. 

In sharp contrast to the doomsayers who predict that the very 

jr ELLIjrta, ,eaLJuLw uiptae ea artery eventual use, we nave 

deployed several generations of systems whose success in preventing 

war meant that they were retired without ever being called upon to 

respond in anger -- for example, the R-36, 13-47, and 3-58 bombers; 

and the Regulus, Polaris, Atlas, Thor, Jupiter, and Titan II 

missiles. Each of these deterrent systems once served the cause of 

peace and now exists only in museums, just as we had originally 

planned. There is a lesson here: deterrent forces, prudently 

managed and actively supported, are a sound and proven method of 

preventing war. 

For the future, keeping our deterrent posture strong means there 

is every reason to believe we will continue to preserve peace. This 

does not mean, however, that we should rest content with the present 
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situation. Where there are ways that can further strengthen our 

ability to deter aggression, we must pursue them. Through the 

President's Strategic Defense Initiative, we are seeking to make 

ballistic miSsiles obsolete one day. Beyond that, we are exploring 

other ways in which new defense technologies addressing other nuclear 

delivery means, and new arms-reduction regimes centering on 

diminishing the nonnuclear threat, could some day allow us to 

eliminate nuclear weapons entirely. 

The path to this future requires continued reliance on nuclear 

weapons to provide effective deterrence while this research and 

subsequent transition regimes occur. As a result, we must maintain a 

modern and credible nuclear deterrent for the foreseeable future -- a 

requirement that mandates not only forces and effective plans for 

their use, but also effective command, control, communications and 

intelligence (03I) and reliable, safe, warheads. 

a. The Challenge of Deterrence 

The 'question is often asked why a sane and rational Soviet 

leadership would decide to initiate a nuclear war. There is no good 

answer. We would hope that our threat of retaliation would convince 

even the most unyielding Soviet hardliner that there can be no 
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victory in a nuciear war.. Surely the extent of the ma sive radiation 

damage caused by the Chernobyl accident must reinforce this fact. 

And, yet, we are faced squarely with overwhelming evidence of Soviet 

efforts to build a nuclear warfighting machine, one that steals 

enormous resources from an economy otherwise in difficult straits and 

that reflects a Soviet belief that nuclear war may, under certain 

conditions, be fought and won. 

Moscow's buildup of nuclear forces over the past two decades is 

clearly designed to produce a first—strike capability. This threat 

is all the more ominous when it is coupled with: 

-- The increase in air defenses; 

-- The modernization of the Moscow ABM system; 

The intensified research and development on advanced missile 

defenses; 

The continued growth of a nationwide series of over 1,000 

buried command bunkers for Party and military leadership; 

-- The hardening of missile silos; 

The plans to reload intercontinental ballistic missile 

(:CBm) silos 
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them 

The numerous combat exercises 
involving So.pet nuclear 

forces; and 

The existence or military wri
ting whpch refuses to 

acknowledge that victory in n
uclear war is not possible. 

This Soviet mind-set is wholly fo
reign to us, as foreign as the 

downing of the KAL airliner, 
the murder of Major Nicholson, and thp 

framing of Nicholas Daniloff. 
Yet there is no denying that these 

events Occurred. Nor can we turn a blind eye to the reality
 of tr.:, 

Soviet nuclear posture describ
ed above. We may not agree with or 

understand the assumptions upo
n which it is founded, but to ignore i'' 

would be the height of folly. We must convince the Soviet leadersrP 

that the assets they value mos
t and seek to preserve to dominate a 

ocst-‘:ar world -- their nuclea
r and conventional forces, their 

internal mechanisms of control
 and the industrial potential to 

sustain war would never survive our retaliation. Thus, we must 

design a deterrent strategy th
at takes these factors into account. 

WE are to remove any temptation 
for the Soviets to think they car, 

fight and win a nuclear war. Failing to respond vigorously to th s 

threat simply because we do not be
lieve in such concepts is to 

misapply the entire notion of dete
rrence. 
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b. Strengthening Deterrence Now 

".. . any force that has such characteristics that it cannot- be 

thought of as an operating force cannot serve as a deterrent, 

and therefore unless one has a force that has capabilities for 

actual operations and a force for which one has an operational 

plan, one, in my opinion, does not have a credible deterrent" 

Roberts. McNamara -- 1963 

".... Deterrence is the set of beliefs in the minds of the Soviet 

leaders, given their own values and attitudes, about our 

capabilities and our will. It requires us to determine, as best we 

can, what would deter them from considering aggression, even 

in a crisis -- not to determine what would deter us." 

The Scowcroft Commission-- 1983 

In October 1981, President Reagan initiated a sweeping program to 

modernize each of the three elements of our nuclear Triad and, as 

importantly, the command, control, and communications systems that 

support them. The ambitious nature and scope of this effort 
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-- The reloading exerct3e5 and 
procurement o spaces to support 

/./ 

them; 

The numerous combat exercises inv
ol/ving Soviet nuclear 

forces; and 

// ./ 

rhe ' exitence of military writing which refuses 
to 

acknril.edge that victory in:nuclear war i
s not possible. 

This Soviet mind-set is wholly foreig
n to us, as foreign as the 

downing of the KAL airli.ner, the 
murder of Major Nicholson, and the 

framing of Nicholas Daniloff. Yet there is no denying that these 

,. 11 0nh< occurred. Nor can we 'turn a blind eye to the reality
 of the 

Soviet nuclear posture described
 .above. We may not agree with or 

understand the assumption's upon wi- i\ch it is founded, but to ignore it 

would be the height of folly. We must convince the Soviet leadership 

that the assets they vLue most a
nd seek\to preserve to dominate a 

post-war world -- their nuclear a
nd conventional forces, their 

internal mechanisms of control and th
e industm-ial potential to 

sustain war -- would never survive ou
r retaliatSion. Thus, we must 

design a deterrent! strategy that takes 
these factors into account, if 

we are to remove /any temptation for the Soviets to tN,nk t
hey can 

fight and win a nuclear war. Failing to respond vigorously to this 

threat simply because we do not b
elieve in such concepts is to 

misapply the entire notion of deterre
nce. 
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resembles the meomedy Administration's across-the-board moernization 

of American strategic nuclear capabilities two decades earlier. 

President Kennedy's program largely provided the "capital investment" 

that has preserved deterrence for 20 years, As in any enterprise, 

however, the investment eventually must be replaced as it ages and 

obsolesces. 

Repeated failures in the 1970s to undertake the required major 

modernization of each of the Triad legs created the need for the 

strategic modernization program in 1981. Five years later, I an 

pleased to report that our efforts are paying the American public 

handsome dividends in terms of increased deterrent capability. Our 

strategic command and control is becoming more robust, less capable 

of being interrupted by Soviet action, and less subject to single 

mode failure -- providing the assured and enduring connectivity upon 

• which a credible flexible response strategy must rest. 

The military effectiveness of the Triad against the full range of 

Soviet targets -- including those hardened to reduce the effects of a 

potential U.S. retaliation -- has been strengthened importantly 

within the past year by the addition Of the first squadron of B-1B 

.aircraft to stand alert and by our first squadron of Peacekeeper 

missiles. Furthermore, the Trident II sea-launched ballistic 

missne, whose enduring hard-target capability is so vital to 
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flexible response, will soon begin fl
ight tasting, thereby marking 

another milestone on the path to 
its deployment in December 1989. 

The past year also saw further su
ccessful development work on the 

advanced cruise missile and advanced 
technology bomber; both programs 

continue on track toward deployment. 

Over the next several years, the Pres
ident's strategic 

modernization program will contin
ue to provide the dynamic, 

multidimensional force structure capability 
giving the United States 

deterrence-in-depth -- if the program is seen 
through to completion. 

 

ohnahrle *h. flev;hill*u Tri2r(. mnre 

 

adds ever-increasing levels of surviv
ability and endurability to each 

of the three Triad elements. For example, where survivability was 

once associated with our bombers and 
sea-launched ballistic missile 

forces, the new Small ICBM offers both 
survivability and extended 

operational endurance.to the land7has
ed missile force. Similarly, 

the Trident 11 will add a hard-target 
capability to our sea-launched 

force, an attribute only the ICBM
 could earlier claim. 

Additionally, we are addressing the Soviet
s' ever-increasing 

emphasis, since the early 1980s, on mobility. 
What can be moved, 

they are making mobile; what cannot b
e moved, they are making harder. 

We . have solved the hardness pr
oblem with such systems as the 

Peacekeeper and Trident II. But mobility remains the challenge that 
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must be met If we are to deter tomorrow's Soviet threat, it appears 

to be difficult to counter. But by building robust forces that are 

flexible, survivable, and enduring, we will make it abundantly clear 

to the Soviets that we will deny any war aims they may have 

regardless of how they hope to achieve them. 

There is no category of the Soviet war machine that our robust 

deterrent will not be designed to hold at risk. There are not now, 

nor will there be, any sanctuaries. Deterrence—in—depth allows us to 

have a force structure powerful enough. to retaliate against a first 

strike should deterrence fail and still have sufficient untouched --

 

and untouchable -- secure reserve forces. Thus, an aggressor has no 

hope of achieving his objectives either in an initial attack or in a 

protracted conflict. This is what deterrence is all about --

creating in the mind of the potential attacker the clear, 

unmistakable perception that all of his forces and other critical 

assets could be in some way vulnerable to our retaliation; that.he 

. can count on nothing as a give
n. Therefore, if he has no hope of 

achieving a decisive victory, and very real doubts of gaining even a 

marginal advantage, he will not start a war. 

In addition to making hardware improvements, we have devoted a 

great deal of thought and effort to the development of more 

selective, discriminating, and controlled responses to the wide and 
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varied nature o ot,-mtial. Soviet aels of aggression. This 

flexibility -- which follows directly from the requirements of 

flexible response as it was initially set forth in the early 1960s --

increases our ability to deter both nuclear and nonnuclear attacks 

against us or our allies. 

Misguided critics, as well as an demagogues seeking political 

advantage, have sometimes interpreted our effort to create credible 

responses for deterring Soviet aggression as a malign intention to 

fight limited nuclear wars. Some have even gone so far as to confuse 

prudent planning for deterrence with insensitivity to the horrors of 

nuclear war. This is, of course, the ultimate absurdity. NO one who 

daily shares the responsibility for the awesome power of nuclear 

weapons, and no Western country that shares that responsibility, 

could harbor any doubts about the absolute necessity of avoiding 

nuclear war. It is precisely because of this necessity that the 

United States must have a secure deterrent. The policy of developing 

selective, discriminate responses to a possible attack by a power 

such as the Soviet Union, that thinks a nuclear war can be won, is an 

integral part of this effort. 

Of course, it is not in our interest to inform the Soviets 

precisely how we would respond to every possible contingency, nor 

where our nuclear weapons are locate or not located. Nor is it 

possible to be certain of success in our efforts to limit escalation 
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and to terminate a conflict quickly if one began. So it is 

imperative that we take every step possible, both to deter war and to 

limit destruction should conflict begin. If we were without credible 

limited options, then our critics' view -- that any response to a 

Soviet attack would automatically lead to mutual suicide -- could 

become a self-fulfilling prophecy. In short, while our policy cannot 

guarantee success, our critics' policy only guarantees failure --

failure that ultimately means a total catastrophe for the world_ 

As long as nuclear weapons Continue to have a role in our 

deterrent strategy, nuclear testing will be required to ensure that 

our nuclear weapons are safe1 secure, reliable, effective, and 

survivable -- in short, that cur deterrent remains credible. At the 

same time, we exercise prudent restraint in our nuclear testing 

program. We test neither more frequently nor at higher.  yields than 

are absolutely necessary to meet essential security requirements. 

Further restrictions on our underground nuclear testing program, 

which the United States conducts in strict compliance with existing 

agreements, will prevent us from meeting our current security 

requirements and from responding to the changing Soviet threat. 

The United States remains committed to the ultimate goal of 

totally eliminating nuclear testing, but only when we do not need to 

depend on nuclear deterrence to ensure international security and 
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stability; when we have .achieved broad, deep, and verifiable arms 

reductions, substantially improved verification capabilities, 

expanded confidence-building measures, and greater balance in 

conventional forces, 

c. Strategic Defense Initiative (SD!) 

In the late 1960s, it was clear that defenses against ballistic 

missiles could be overwhelmed more cheaply than the defenses 

themselves could be expanded. Given the state of defensive 

technology at the time, the United States came to believe that 

deterrence could best be assured if both the United States and the 

Soviet Union were able to maintain the ability to retaliate against 

any attack and thereby impose on an aggressor costs that were clearly 

beyond any potential gains. That concept called for a substantial 

limitation of the strategic defensive forces of both the Soviet Union 

and the United States, the maintenance of a balance between the two 

sides offensive nuclear forces, and negotiated nuclear arms 

reductions which would maintain the balance at progressively lower 

levels. 

The Soviet Union, however, failed to show the kind of restraint, 

in both strategic offensive and defensive forces, that the United 
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States hoped for when the 
negotiating process began and which it had 

itself practiced. The Soviets consistently refused to accept 

meaningful and verifiable negot
iated reductions in offensive nuclear 

arsenals. Instead, Moscow has increasingly relied 
on the U.S. 

'Congress to legislate unilate
ral restrictions on U.S. forces, which 

the Soviets have been unable 
to gain through negotiation. Even a 

cursory examination of the 99th Con
gress record with respect to the 

prohibition on ASAT testing, the dramati
c cuts in SDI funding, and 

the "go-slow" approach to the strat
egic modernization program, 

• suggests that this Soviet strategy has 
been somewhat successful. 

Since the late 1960s, the Soviets h
ave greatly expanded and 

modernized their offensive nuclear force
s and invested an 

approximately equal sum in strategic defenses. 
The Soviet Union has 

an extensive, multifaceted operational s
trategic defensive network 

which dwarfs that of the United States, 
as well as an active research 

and development program in both tra
ditional and advanced defenses 

against ballistic missiles. 
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UPDATE REQUIRED 

Soviet noncompliance with arms-nor'-1  agria".“ia in both the 

offensive and defensive areas, particularly the ABM treaty, is a 

cause of very serious concern. The aggregate of current Soviet ABM 

and ABM-related activities suggest that the USSR may be preparing an 

ABM defense of its national territory -- precisely what the ABM 

treaty was designed to prevent. 

I
I 

Soviet offensive and defensive force developments pose a serious 

it 
challenge to the United States. If left unchecked and unanswered, 

they will undermine our ability to retaliate effectively in case of 

Soviet attack. The situation will be even more dangerous if the 

Soviet Union obtains a monopoly on advanced defenses against 

ballistic missiles in addition to its sizable existing offensive and 

I ..... 
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defensive forces. In that case, the Soviets might come 
to believe 

that they could launch a nucle
ar attack against the United States or 

our allies without fear of ef
fective retaliation. At the very least, 

they might see.  a realistic chance of successful nucl
ear blackmail. 

In this context, on March 
23, 1983, President Reagan set forth 

his plan for the establishment 
of the Strategic Defense Initiative 

(SDI). The President was aware that the tech
nological situation in 

1983 was fundamentally different 
from the situation that prevailed in 

1972, when the United States conc
luded that deterrence based solely 

on the capability of offensive fo
rces was not only sensible but 

necessary. We then believed that neither
 side could develop the 

technology for defensive syste
ms that could effectively deter the 

other side. By 1983, however, scientific developm
ents and several 

emerging technologies offered the
 possibility of defenses that did 

not exist and could hardly have been 
conceived a decade earlier. The 

state of the art of defense had progre
ssed to the point where it was 

reasonable to investigate whether new 
technologies could yield 

nonnuclear options for strategic defen
se, thereby allowing us to move 

to a more secure and more stable long
-term basis for deterrence. 

Three years of research under the SDI
, benefiting from the best 

available scientific and technolog
ical expertise in the U.S. and 

allied countries, has proven the expec
tation well-founded. Now, on 

the basis of early research results, lam 
convinced that the 

deployment of defenses based on the techn
ologies developed under the 



President's initiative could assist us in imProving our deterrent 

posture and enhancing U.S. and allied seaurity at three distinct 

levels. 

On one level, in order to preserve deterrence we are pursuing 

research into defensive technologies to guard against Soviet ABM 

breakout. This is necessary given the Soviet refusal to negotiate 

reductions in offensive weapons and their clear intent to field 

defensive systems, as signified by the Krasnoyarsk radar complex and 

the Moscow ABM complex upgrade. 

On a second level, the introduction of a significant defensive 

component into the U.S. strategic posture will serve to enhance 

deterrence. As SDI technologies become available, we will be able to 

deploy a defense against Soviet ballistic missiles which will degrade 

their effectiveness and diminish Moscow's confidence in its ability 

to attack the United States or its allies and escape retaliation. 

Finally, we will have built a better, more stable basis tor  

deterrence by eliminating the requirement to deter an attack by 

ballistic missiles. As the President has indicated, our goal is a 

strategic defense which is sufficiently effective as to render 

nuclear ballistic missiles "impotent and obsolete." We expect to 
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accomplish this objective by increasing the effectiveness of our 

strategic defenses, thereby sufficiently degrading the effectiveness 

of Soviet ballistic missiles and encouraging Moscow to negotiate 

their elimination. In addition, in such a situation, deployed 

strategic defenses would serve as insurance against a possible Soviet 

violation of an agreement to eliminate ballistic missiles and as a 

defense against an attack by a renegade state. 

The persuasiveness of the case for a vigorous pursuit of 

strategic defenses is seen in the willingness of our allies to join 

with us in the research effort, and in Soviet intransigence on the 

subject of the SDI. On the one hand, our allies recognize the 

contribution that strategic defenses can Make to the preservation of 

peace in Europe and Asia. On the other hand, while building its own  

defenses, the Soviet Union has spared no effort to dissuade the 

democracies from making a similar effort to ensure their own defense. 

The Soviet leadership has done this, but not because they fear the 

offensive use of our technology, but because they are well aware, as 

are our allies, that the Strategic Defense Initiative may well 

decisively secure the freedom of the democracies in the years to 

come. 



2. Conventional Deterrence and Low-Intensity Conflict 

a. Low-Intensity Conflict 

AS explained in Chapter IC, to deter nonnuclear aggression. 

U.S. strategy emphasizes the role of conventional forces. This 

emphasis is in preference to the crutch of nuclear weapons, whose 

deterrence value eroded as the Soviet Union matched or exceeded U.S. 

capabilities in key areas of our nuclear posture. A robust 

conventional posture provides us with the safest, most reassuring 

deterrent at the lowest feasible risk of nuclear war. indeed 
nf n 

major war. 

America's conventional forces are structured and deployed 

prImarily to counter our most serious global threat: Soviet military 

power. However. they also must be designed to operate in conjunction 

with our special operations forces to counter less ominous threats at 

the lower end of the conflict spectrum, and to complement diplomatic 

and economic measures supporting our security. 

Today, the United States Finds itself threatened by several forms 

of ambiguous aggression in what is popularly referred to as 

Low-intensity Conflict (LIC). While terrorism,  subversion, and 
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insurgency are as ancient as co
nflict itself, the growing intensity 

with which they are pursued by our 
adversaries in the post-World War 

II era requires a commensurate increase in the
 attention we devote 

to them. Indeed, these forms of amb
iguous aggression have become so 

widespread that they have become th
e "warfare of choice" over the 

last forty years. They represent a long-term challenge to our
 

security, a permanent aspect of
 the "long twilight Struggle" between 

democracy and its enemies. 

The increased prominence of terrori
sm, insurgency, and subversion 

has several causes. One is that, for better or worse, nuclear 

weapons have made great power confronta
tions high-risk propositions. 

The implicit recognition that even if a 
nuclear war could be "won," 

it would exact incalculable costs, has 
made the Soviet Union look for 

other means to advance its aggressive d
esigns. Coupled to our 

nuclear deterrent has also been a c
onventional deterrent, which has 

yet to be challenged in Europe and 
which successfully blunted 

communist aggression during the
 Korean War. Thus the very success of 

our efforts in deterring nuclear and co
nventional war has focused 

Soviet efforts, and those of other 
hostile states, on more ambiguous 

forms of aggression. 

These efforts have been aided, and the 
challenge we face 

expanded, by the comparatively recent 
proliferation of Third World 



states that coincided with the decline of the gre
at European empires 

following World War II. These new states, in many cases, have 

encountered economic, political, and social problems that 
make them 

ripe for internal upheaval or external exploitati
on and subversion. 

The rampant-  growth in the international arms trade, coupled with the 

increased lethality of weapons, have combined to reduce the 

"start-up" costs for LIC. All this has occurred as the United 

States' world role has increased, both as a consequence of our 

emergence as the de facto leader of the free world after World Wa
r 

IT, and our rapidly expanding network of political, economic, and 

social relationships within an environment of increased global 

interdependence. This, of course, has made us more vulnerable to 

shortage of adversaries who seek to undermine our security by 

persistently nibbling away through these shadow wars populated by 

guerrillas, assassins, terrorists, and subversives in the hope that 

they have found a weak point in our defenses. For them, 

low-intensity warfare, be it terrorism, insurgency, or subversion, 

represents a cost-effective means of aggression for advancing their 

interests, while minimizing the prospect of a forceful response by 

the United States and our allies. 

In a sense, we face a dual threat. First, there are the 

Political, social, and economic instabilities endemic to many Third 

World nations that make them ripe for exploitation by radical 



internal elements. Often this hostility is focused on the so-called 

"neocolonialist" West, particularly the United States. Secondly, the 

Soviet Union is eager to exploit this instability indirectly or 

through its proxies, to promote terrorism, subversion (as in Grenada, 

Eithiopia, Afghanistan in 1978, and South Yemen) and insurgency, 

thereby undermining U.S. security interests through this "indirect 

approach." 

.Essentially, we are faced with a different conflict environment 

from either nuclear war or more traditional, conventional military 

operations. We confront enemies who are prepared to take advantage 

of the West's open societies to wage terrorist campaigns, who profit 

at the.  expense of our traditional democratic respect for the rule of 

law by supporting insurgent movements and promoting subversion in an 

attempt to topple legitimate governments through ambiguous 

aggression. We must combat these threats to our security by 

assisting those friendly states that rely on our help at a time when 

our defense resources are already stretched to their maximum limit. 

Thus, an economy of force strategy is mandated, for the United States 

cannot, and should not, assume the role of the world's "policeman.". 

Furthermore, we need to integrate our military strategy, to an 

unprecedented degree, within an overall interagency and 

intergovernmental approach to combat the threat in its political, 

economic, and social dimensions, as well as its military form. 

Finally, each major Kind of low-intensity warfare requires its owr 
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strategtc approach, since more traaftional forms of deterrence are 

not likely to dissuade those who practice these subtle, ampiguous 

methods of aggression. 

(1) Combatting insurgencies 

The problems of decolonization and nation building associated with 

the emergence of Third World states from colonial rule has led in 

many cases to political, social, and economic instabilities that 

threaten to destabilize legitimate governments, and compromise U.S. 

popular dissatisfaction and the government's inability to respond 

effectively, that lays the groundwork for exploitation by internal 

elements who seek to effect through violence what they cannot change 

through peaceful, orderly means. Frequently in these instances we 

find the Soviet Union and its surrogates capitalizing on a nation's 

misfortunes by supporting these insurgents in their attempts to 

overthrow the existing order. When they have succeeded, as we have 

seen, the result is the imposition of a far more odious form of 

government, as occurred in Vietnam. Cuba, and Nicaragua. 

Our response to this challenge has been to assist friendly 

governments threatened by externally supported insurgents in 
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alleviating those legitimate grievances levied against them. At the 

same time, we are helping the host country regime combat those 

insurgent groups whose aim is not reasoned reform, but rather the 

seizing of power to impose their own agenda by force. Since the root 

problems of insurgency are primarily political, social, and economic, 

assisting the host country combat the military threat is but one 

element in a comprehensive strategy that must address the conflict's 

multiple dimensions. The key to success in this kind of war is the 

host country's willingness to make those changes and reforms required 

to preempt the insurgents cause and deny them access to the 

population, thereby frustrating their attempts to intimidate the 

people and cripple the economic infrastructure. 

This approach requires a long-term effort on our part. 

Insurgencies are typically protracted conflicts, and therefore our 

strategy must be designed for the long haul. It is not so much our 

objective to help these nations win battles against insurgent 

military forces as it is to assist their military in buying the time 

necessary for needed reforms to take root and flourish. Unless the 

host government succeeds in eliminating the underlying causes of 

insurgency, any military successes won in the field will prove 

fleeting. 
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Our specific ro e is to ....ork with the other relevant is. 

government agencies and appropriate host country organizations to 

integrate our effort into a comprehensive strategy to combat the 

insurgency: Our support typically involves training indigenous host 

country forces, providing assistance in technical areas like 

communications and intelligence, and ensuring that the armed forces 

have the equipment needed to exploit the training they receive. 

In discussing the proper "Uses of Military Power" in last year's 

Annual Report and in earlier speeches, I noted that the United States 

should not treat lightly the prospect of employing American combat 

forces. This caution is especially relevant when contemplating their 

use to assist regimes threatened by insurgency For one thing, the 

deterioration of the host country's situation that triggers the call 

for U.S. troops is, in itself, an indication that the regime is not 

making progress in enacting needed reforms.-  Without this kind of 

commitment on their part, any military effort on our part will 

ultimately prove fruitless. Nor will the American people or their 

. elected representatives in the Congress sustain support for regimes 

that refuse to do what is needed while the lives of American 

servicemen are at risk. For this reason we must also have a clear 

grasp of how the regime targeted by insurgents represents a long—term 

vital interest to our security. Without this condition,.we stand 

little chance of prevailing in a protracted conflict. This also 
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ensures that we in commit the requisite resources to sustain our 

strategy over the long haul 

Further, we must have a clear understanding wit
h the host 

country, and within our own counsels, of how ou
r forces will work to 

achieve clearly defined strategic objectives, one of w
hich must be 

the host country's resumption of the full burden for its 
defense at 

the earliest possible moment. Indeed, this is the ultimate measure 

of our strategy's success. In the past six years we have done much 

to enhance tour special operations forces and ge
neral purpose forces 

to operate effectively in this unique conflict environment. Yet 

this does not eliminate the need to constantly r
eassess the 

relationship between our objectives and the forces 
we have committed. 

If the host regime will not address itself to the task
 at hand, U.S. 

combat forces cannot be expected to remain indefinitel
y. Finally, we 

should commit combat forces only as a last reso
rt, after diplomatic, 

economic, and other political options have been exhausted. 

The history of the past forty years indicates that, whether 
it . 

goes by the name of insurgency, a war of rationa
l liberation, or 

revolutionary warfare, this kind of ambiguous aggressi
on poses a 

major threat to U.S. security interests. It is a threat that defies 

a strictly military solution, although there is 
a clear military 

dimension to the conflict. Given its ambiguous and protracted 

1-0-25 



nature, and the decisive role played by the regLme targeted by 

Insurgents, we must have a unique strategy and force capability to 

counter it. Equally important, prior to committing any combat forces 

we must have a clear understanding of what kind of enterprise we are 

embarking upon and how we intend to achieve its successful 

resolution. 

While we oppose those who seek to impose totalitarianism in the 

Third Word, there are also those who fight to restore the liberty and 

independence they have lost to communist aggression. These 

individuals, be they from Afghanistan, Angola, Nicaragua, Cambodia, 

or other countries suffering the effects of totalitarian oppression, 

deserve our support; not only because it is right, but because as 

President Kennedy observed, "If men and women are in chains anywhere 

in the world, then freedom is endangered." Thus, as President Reagan 

has stated, our policy is not "just the prevention of war, but the 

extension of freedom as well." We are prepared to support those who 

fight for freedom, not only because it is morally right, but because 

it is one of the best ways to safeguard the security of the world's. 

democracies. 
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(2) Combatting Subversion 

While insurgency involves protracted warfare to 
achieve its 

ultimate goal of toppling a governmen
t, Subversion involves actions 

taken by an external power to recruit
 and assist indigenous political 

and military forces to overthrow their gov
ernment through a coup 

d l etat. The Soviets have utilized subversion as a 
means of ambiguous 

aggression since Lenin's time. Indeed, the very creation of the 

Soviet Union itself was rounded upon 
subversion. Some of their more 

recent successes include Ethiopia and Afgh
anistan. Had we not 

responded promptly and forcefully, Gr
enada would have been added to 

the list. This form of low-intensity aggression is not limited 
to 

the Soviet Union; it has also been em
braced by others, among them 

Qaddafi's Libya and Castro's Cuba, in an a
ttempt to advance their - 

aims. 

The key to combatting this subtle form of aggres
sion, which 

manifests itself in open conflict only at 
the last possible moment, 

. is the quality and reliabi
lity of a nation's indigenous military 

forces. Although we in this country take for granted 
the 

subservience of our military leadership to civil
ian authority, this 

is frequently not the case in many Third Wo
rld states. Nevertheless, 

a cornerstone of cur strategy to combat sub
version concerns our 

Sfrorts to enhance the capabilities of friendly 
nation military 

forces, and to assist them in effecting those re
forms that augment 

their professionalism and emphasize t
he importance of an apolitical 

military leadership supportive of free inst
itutions. This involves a 
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long-term commitment to creating Shared values through exchange 

programs, training and education, civic action, and related 

activities. This kind of preventive medicine wards off penetration 

and subversion of the military by hostile powers bent on effecting a 

violent change in the established order. In Sc doing, it reduces the 

likelihood that our combat forces will ever be requested by a 

legitimate government under attack by indigenous forces influenced by 

malevolent external powers. This notwithstanding, the United States 

has, in the past, responded effectively to blunt this kind of 

aggression in Lebanon (1958), the Dominican Republic (1965), and 

Grenada (1983), and retains the capability and the will to do so 

again should it be deemed necessary. 

Combatting Terrorism 

to say that nothing has so outraged the world's 

civilized peoples in recent years as the senseless acts of.
 violence 

carried out by terrorist groups representing radical political and 

religious views. In its domestic form, terrorism is properly the 

province of the police forces of a nation. When terrorism becomes 

international in scope or is aided and abetted by state sponsors, 

however, the threat posed to U.S. citizens and security interests may 

require an American military response. This response may occur at 

two levels. At a lower level, it involves our actions to deter acts 
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of terrorism anC, if deterrence fails, to deny the terrorists their 

objectives. Deterrence, in this case, frequently requires that we 

not only convey our ability and willingness to punish the 

perpetrator, but that we convince the terrorist that his objective 

cannot be.
 achieved; that is, deterrence through denial as well as 

through the threat of retaliation. Unfortunately, in free societies 

it is difficult, if not impossible, to impose the kinds of 

restrictions that might deny all potential targets to terrorists. 

Nevertheless, we have undertaken numerous active and passive 

defensive measures to make our military forces, especially those 

overseas, less attractive targets for terrorist groups. At the same 

time we have developed highly trained units that are capable of 

assisting friendly governments defeat terrbrist acts that are already 

under way, as in the case of hostage seizures. 

When terrorism is sponsored by the leaders of sovereign states as 

a tool of aggression, however, it moves beyond the realm of an 

internal police matter to a higher level -- that of international 

conflict involving state-to-state confrontation. Here the situation 

differs markedly from isolated acts of terrorism, as we saw this past 

April when we identified Libya as responsible for an act of terrorism 

against our military personnel in West Berlin. The military 

operations executed by U.S. forces in response to this act of 

aggression were conventional in nature. They were not carried out by 

the kind of special operations forces that are involved in combatting 
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specific terrorist acts while they are in progress. The objective of 

the Libyan operation was Doth to strike at terrorist support oases, 

and to deter the state of Libya from providing terrorist groups with 

the support necessary to conduct their international campaign of 

aggression against the United States and its citizens. Thus our 

strategy for precluding and combatting terrorist acts involves a 

range of general purpose forces as well as special operations forces. 

It also involves the closest coordination at the interdepartmental 

level and with our allies. 

(4) Summary 

Unlike nuclear war and a major conventional war, we must concern 

ourselves not only with deterring ambiguous aggression, but with 

actively combatting it, for it is going on all around us. To some 

extent it is the product of our success in preventing wars at higher 

levels of intensity that has forced our adversaries to pursue these 

wars in the shadows. With their high mixture of political, economic, 

and social elements blended into a military threat, these forms of 

ambiguous aggression demand the closest coordination between the 

United States and its allies, and within our government itself. A 

multidimensional threat demands a comprehensive response. Other 

sections of this report consider, in detail, how the Defense 

Department is improving special operations forces and general purpose 
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forces to contribute to the AdniLnistration 1 s national strategy for 

combatting low-intensity aggression. If the Congress provides us the 

resources and the persevering support to execute this str
ategy over 

the long haul, the "long twilight struggle" will favor the cause o
f 

democracy and freedom. If we fail, these forms of aggression will 

remain the most likely and the most enduring threats to our securi
ty, 

3. Reducing and Controlling Arms: A New Realism 

The United States seeks to negotiate arms reductions with the 

Soviet Union in order to maintain deterrence and stability at 
lower 

force levels. Beginning in 1969 the United States attempted to 

constrain the growth of the Soviet strategic threat through the 

Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty (SALT) process. Unfortunately, 

this failed. The Soviets continued their massive military 

modernization and unrelenting buildup of their nuclear'arsenal, 

intentionally exploiting the' arms-control process to achieve military 

advantages.. All of this went effectively unchecked because it 

proceeded under the cover of purported "arms-control agreements" --

agreements that actually legitimized this buildup in Soviet 

capabilities. The Soviets counted on America's naive faith in the 

arms-control process, and our deep desire to reduce the risk of war, 

to inhibit a U.S. response to the shift in the balance of power. In 

addition, the Soviets were able to forestall a U.S. response to their 



treaty noncompliance by veiling their activities in secrecy, then 

counting on our domestic politics to keep the issues clouded in 

ambiguity for years. 

The Reagan Administration's approach to arms control is a direct 

result of the failure of the SALT . process. During the 1970s, the 

substitution of wishful thinking for responsible analysis resulted in 

the negotiation of two agreements that were arms control in name 

only. As President Reagan has recently observed: 

"It is clear that SALT II and! codified a very major arms 

buildup including quadrupling of Soviet strategic weapons 

(warheads and bombs) since SALT I was signed in 1972 and a 

near doubling of Soviet ballistic missile warheads from 

about 5,000 to more than 9,000 since SALT II was signed in 

1979". 

a. Rea/Reductions 

From our first arms-control proposal In November 1981 to the 

present, this Administration has insisted that arms-control 

agreements involve real reductions of a substantial nature. We have 

also insisted that the reductions lead to increased strategic 
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ou r primary goal has Seen art continues to be. 
staSfl.: 

(zybstan ial reductions n thnse nuclear systems most suitable for a 

first strike-- large, multiple-warh
ead, land-based intercontinental 

ballistic missiles. We have also proposes the elimination of the 

entire inventory of longer-range int
ermediate-range nuclear forces 

(LRINF) Missiles and have consistently proposed and insiste
d upon 

large reductions in the number and 

ICBM warheads. 

destructive power of land-based 

Our persistence, despite great criti
cism, has paid off. In 

November 1985, the Soviet Union agree
d to accept, in principle, the 

goal of reducing strategic nuclear fo
rces by 50 percent. Moscow also 

agreed to seek an interim agreement on red
uctions in LRINF missiles. 

This did not happen by accident. It came about because we 

learned from the mistakes of the 197
0s. We 'learned that you do not 

induce the Soviets to agree to arms limita
tions by first unilaterally 

limiting the U.S. forces. In 1981, the Reagan Administration adopted 

a strategic modernization program th
at gave the United States some 

negotiating leverage. We did not attempt to use arms control as a 

substitute for a defense strategy, no
r did we use arm-control 

negotiations as an excuse for allowing our deter
rent capability to 

erode. For the first time since the 1960s. we began moderni
zing 

every leg of our deterrent forces. Then, in 1953, we announced the 
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Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which also encouraged the Soviets 

to return to the bargaining table and negotiate seriously. 

I,. Verification and Soviet Noncompliance 

The Reagan Administration also recognizes that we must be able to 

verify Soviet treaty compliance without the ambiguities that, in the 

past, have allowed Moscow to exploit the arms-control process. The 

importance of verification is crucial, given the Soviets record of 

noncompliance with existing arms-control agreements. 

In the December 1985 report on this issue, President Reagan 

confirmed that the pattern of Soviet noncompliance continues largely 

uncorrected. Moscow has violated its legal obligations under, or 

political commitments to, the SALT II agreement, the SALT I interim 

agreement, the ABM treaty, the Limited Test Ban treaty, the 

Biological Weapons Convention, the Geneva Protocol on Chemical 

Weapons, and the Helsinki Final Act, and has likely violated the 

Threshold Test Ban treaty. In his report, the President noted how 

the Kremlin has made military gains through its noncompliance with 

arms-control agreements in the area of strategic offensive arms as 

well as chemical, biological, and toxin weapons. 
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stability.  Our primary goal has been, and continues Lo be, 

substantial reductions in those nuclear systems most suitable for a 

first strike -- large, multiple-warhead, land-based intercontinental 

ballistic flissiles. We have also proposed the elimination of the 

entire inventory of longer-range Intermediate-range nuclear forces 

(LRINF) missiles and have consistently proposed and insisted upon 

large reductions 'in the number and destructive power of land-based 

ICBM warheads. \ 

Our persistence, desp te'.great criticism, has paid off. In 

November 1985, the Soviet Union greed to accept, in principle, the 

- 
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agreed to seek an interim agreement on reductions in LRINF missiles. 

This did not happen/by accident. It came about because we 

learned from the mistakes of the 1970s. We learned that you do not 

induce the Soviets to'-agree to arms limitations by first unilaterally 

limiting the U.S. forces In 1981, the Reagan Adiii nistration adopted 

a strategic modernization program that gave the United States some 

negotiating leverage. We did not attempt to use arms ..control as a 

substitute for a defense strategy, nor did we use arm-control 

negotiations as an excuse for allowing our deterrent capability to 

erode. For the first time since the 1 960s, we began modern'zing 

every leg or our deterrent forces. Then, in 1983, we announced the 
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tjlvary gain Dy i r tu e of no recomp 7.2E 4 1^ tr e ABM treaty. He 

made it clear that these violatio
ns are of increasing concern to tr.: 

Uneted States. The illegal construction of The tablistic 

detection and tracking radar at K
rasnoyarsk. combined with other 

AfA 

Soviet ABM-related activities indicate that 
the Sovie,.s be 

preparing an ABM defense of their natio
nal territory. This is 

prohibited by the ABM treaty. Coupled with, a first-strike capabil 

intended to disarm the U.S. retaliatory force, Soviet unilateral 

deployment of a territorial defense sys
tem would seriously erode U 

and allied deterrence. 

The near pattern of Soviet noncompliance with th
e legal 

obligations and political commitments o
f their arms-control 

agreements signals an intent to achieve stra
tegic superiority. 

Moreover, Soviet noncompliance, as the presi
dent has stated, "has 

raised fundamental doubts about the integrity
 of the arms-control 

process itself. A country simply cannot be serious about effective 

arms control unless it is equally 
Serious about compliance." 
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While the United States has scrupul
ously complied th to 

arms-control obligations, Moscow 
has continued towards its military 

and political objectives u
ndaunted by its arms-control obligations. 

c. A New Course 

On May 27. 1986, President Reagan 
made an important decision on 

arms control and strategic pol
icy. Based on Moscow's continuing 

arms-cOntrol violations and refusal
 to reciprocate our restraint, the 

United States will henceforth 
base its decisions regarding its 

strategic offensive force structure
 on the nature and magnitude of 

the threat posed by Soviet 
strategic forces, and not on the standards 

contained in the SALT II agreement 

Agreement of 1972. 

of 1979 or the SALT I Interim 

Critics of this decision fail to recognize t
hat the President had 

no prudent alternative to putting our po
licies toward Moscow on a 

more realistic footing. In addition, critics fail to acknowledge 

that the Soviets have had ample 
opportunity to redress the situation. 

Since 198.3, we have repeatedly made
 clear to Moscow our grave 

concerns regarding Soviet noncompliance.
 In 7985 the President went 

the extra mile by dismantling a Position subm
arine to remain within 

SALT II limits, thereby giving the Soviets a
dditional time to comply 

LD-36 



The President also highl:ZnIted the possible extent of Moscow's 

military gain by virtue of noncompliance with the ABM treaty. He 

made it clear that these violations : are of increasing concern to the 

d States. The illegal construction of the ballistic missile 

de tee on and tracking radar at Krasnoyarsg, combined with other 

Soviet Arelated activities indicate that the Soviets might be 

preparing a ABM defense of their national territory. This is IN 

prohibited by he AB M treaty. Coupled with a first-strike capab - lity 

\ 
intended to disarm the U.S. retaliatory force, Soviet unilateral 

deployment of a terririal defense system would seriously erode U.S. 

and allied deterrence.\ 

The clear pattern of Soviet 'noncompliance with the legal 

obligations and, political commitments of their arms-control 

agreements signals an intent to achieve strategic superiority. 

Moreover, Soviet noncompliance, as the president has stated, "has 

raised fundaMental doubts about the integrity of the arms-control 

process itself. A country simply cannot be s rious about effective 

arms control unless it is equally serious about compliance." 
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with tre:r ooligations. A cna: time, he tate cievr cne 

States could no longer tolerate 
a double standard of cotpliance. 

whereby we were bound by an agre
ement that the USSR was violating. 

Regrettably, the Soviets have neither correcte
d the situation nor 

chosen to join the United States in a 
framework of mutual restrain:. 

cl. Continuing The Search For A Stable and Secure Future 

In his May 1985(announcement, the Presi
dent reaffirmed our 

commitment to strive for an agreement on deep
 and equitable 

reductions in offensive nuclear arms provided that 
we can be 

confident of Soviet compliance with it.
 The United States has not 

given up on the process of arms control. We have only become more 

realistic in our approach to negotiating with Moscow
. 

. In the October 
meeting at Reykjavik between the President and 

Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev, further 
progress was made on both 

START and INF (intermediate-range nuclear forces). 
There was 

agreement that strategic forces should be reduced to 1:600 delivery 

vehicles, and 6,000 missile warheads and ALCMs for each sid
e. 

Substantial progress was made on the issue of count
ing bomber 

weapons. Unfortunately. progress was not made on the outstand 

issues concerning limiting the destructive power of 
strategic 

ikr-g4----
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ballistic missiles. A major advance was also achieved regarding 

INF. Agreement was reached on the complete elimination of long-range 

INF missiles in Europe and a global warhead limit of C10. The 

Soviets agreed to a freeze, on short-range INF missiles pending 

negotiation of their reduction. 

Unfortunately, the Soviets have hardened their position on the 

SDI-and attempted to hold progress in all areas of arms control 

hostage to acceptance of their views on the SDI. Although the 

President demonstrated flexibility regarding the timing of the 

deployment of the SDI, the Soviets learned that he will not forsake 

U.S. national security in pursuit of an arms agreement. The SD: is a' 

key element of the U.S. approach to a more secure world. It remains 

essential even with an agreement on reductions and the ultimate 

elimination of ballistic missiles. 

Despite the fact that further work is required to reconcile 

fundamental U.S./USSR differences, the Iceland discussions created 

very important opportunities for more productive arms-control 

negotiations. 
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/ , 
with their obligations. At that time, he made clear that the United 

Stet uld no longer tolerate a double standard of compliance, 
/ 

c!nereoy we were bound by an agreement that the USSR was violating. 

Regrettably/.the Soviets have neither/corrected the situation nor 

chosen to jciin the United States in/a framework of mutual restraint. 

d. çontinuing The Search' For A Stable and Secure Future 

In his May 1986 announce., ent, the President
 reaffirmed our 

commitment to strive for an/agreement on deep and equitable 

/ I 
reductions in offensive nuclear arms provided that we can be 

conticenc ai ouvieu UUIIli c h=g nnF. 

given up on the process of arms control. We have only become more 

realistic in our approach to negotiating with Moscow. 

.In the October meeting at Reykjavik between the President and 

Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev, further progress was made on both 

START and INF (inermediate-range nuclear forces). There was 

agreement that strategic forces should be reduc‘ed to 1,600 delivery 

vehicles, and 64000 missile warheads and ALCMs for each side. 

Substantial prbgress was made on the issue of counting bomber 

weapons. Unfprtunately, progress was not made on the outstanding 

issues concerning limiting the destructive power of 't,rategic 
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e. Three Formidable Tasks 

First and foremost, we must maintain a strong deterrent posture 

to guarantee a stable future, while also providing the Soviets with 

incentives to reduce their nuclear arsenal and to ensure that 

Violations Of their solemn treaty agreements will entail real costs. 

This calls for sustaining our strategic modernization program and 

vigorous pursuit of the SDI. 

Second, we must be able to verify Soviet treaty compliance 

without the ambiguities that have allowed Moscow to exploit the 

arms-control process in the past. The issues of mobile missiles, 

constraints on both quantitative and qualitative characteristics of 

ballistic missiles, and problems inherent to cruise missiles, all 

will present difficult challenges for the verification of future 

treaties. We must recognize the limitations of our national 

technical means throughout the negotiation process, and not settle 

for anything less than effective verification of our arms agreements 

with the Soviets. 

Finally, in making decisions affecting U.S. national security, we 

must not assume that the Soviet Onion will faithfully comply with its 

'treaty obligations. Nor can we allow any future arms-control 

agreement to be a substitute for the maintenance of a strong U.S. 

defense posture. 
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4. Competitive Strategies for Long-Term Security 

In last year's report I discussed competitive strategies and my 

intention to make them a major theme Of this department for the 

remainder of the Administration. The central idea of competitive 

strategies is simple enough: aligning our enduring American 

strengths against enduring Soviet weaknesses. The Soviet weaknesses 

against which we apply our strengths should be high-leverage areas 

that provide a significant payoff in terms of benefits accrued. We 

should seek weaknesses within their strengths -- chinks in their 

armor -- that we can exploit. 

The competitive strategies we adopt should force the Soviets, in 

responding, to compete less efficiently or less effectively. Our 

competitive strategies could obsolesce a significant component of the 

Soviet force structure or their operational plans, thereby enhancing 

deterrence and forcing difficult decisions upon them. Those 

decisions might include shifting more resources to defensive systems 

and operations rather than continuing to structure forces for 

offensive operations. Or they might decide to forego altogether 

certain offensive forces because of their inability to overcome our 

defensive posture. 



We take pride in a:number of outstanding examples of sopet:t5ve 

strategies in our current defense programs and the operational 

doctrines of our armed farces. For example, we continue to work on 

ensuring the ability of our air forces to penetrate and hold at risk 

the Soviet homeland. The Soviet Union deploys the world's largest 

air-defense network, one which has cost them many rubles -- over $100 

billion dollars worth -- to construct. A number of factors make the 

- penetrating bomber an area of continuing comparative advantage for 

the United States. First, geography favors us, since the United 

States and its allies can launch or support penetration bombing 

missions from a number of locations along the Soviet periphery. 

Second, the West holds a general advantage over the Soviet Union in 

aircraft production. We can produce better aircraft more 

efficiently. Third, for a number of sociological and cultural 

reasons, Western pilots typically display a degree of initiative, 

innovation, and self-reliance not found in Soviet pilots. And 

finally, we lead the Soviets in a number of the important 

technologies involved, such as radar, navigational aids, and 

communications. Low-observable technologies promise to increase our 

lead over the Soviets in the penetrating bomber area, possibly to 

such a degree as to obsolesce a great deal of their extensive and 

expensive air-defense infrastructure. 



Similarly, America's antisubmarine warfare (ASW) capability has 

proven to be a very successful competitive strategy. U.S. SSBels and 

SSNs are typically quieter than Soviet submarines, making it more 

difficult for the Soviets to detect them. Due in part to this 

advantage, the United States has chosen to deploy its SSBNs over the 

wide areas of the world's oceans, making the search/detection part of 

the Soviet ASW effort much more difficult. In ASW the West also 

enjoys a geographic advantage, since it can deploy sensors on the 

periphery of the major oceans and can project its ASW forces from 

forward-based locations around the Soviet periphery. The Soviets, on 

the other hand, must project their ASW forces over extended 

distances, with inadequate knowledge of what would be an optimal 

... 

 

e 

 

hold the Lead in the technologies involved in ASW, such as precision 

manufacturing, signals processing, and passive acoustics. 

As for developing new competitive strategies, the Army's Air/Land 

Battle and Follow-On Force Attack doctrines are good examples of the 

type Of approach we should adopt. Recognizing the Warsaw Pact's 

operational reliance on second-echelon forces, the Army developed 

these new doctrines to leapfrog the disadvantages they face at the 

front line. By putting at risk the Pact's follow-on forces this 

doctrine threatens the success of the Pact's entire theater-strategic 

operation. As a result, deterrence is enhanced and we stand a better 

chance of defending forward successfully. We are hard at work to 
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develop and field the technologies and systems to implement this 

doctrine and need the support of our allies and the Congress if we 

are to succeed. 

The President's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) holds the 

greatest promise of providing a new area of comparative advantage for 

the West. In the face of a massive Soviet nuclear threat, the SDI 

can potentially provide the capability to neutralize that threat; 

indeed it could transform the strategic relationship from an 

offensive orientation to a defensive one. In addition, the SDI 

provides a vehicle for developing a number of new conventional 

technologies for incorporation into other competitive strategies. We 

and our allies continue to research and develop the relevant 

technologies, but the Congress must also do its part by providing 

sufficient funding if this competitive strategy area is to be a 

success. 

As successful as these competitive strategies appear, we 

undoubtedly can do more. We must continue to adopt the competitive 

strategy approach in our weapons development, in our operational 

Hplanning, and in our military doctrine. This is really the only way 

we can overcome Soviet numerical advantages and deal with the 

military advantages their political system gives them. 
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A formidable obstacle in attempting to make our defense program 

more competitive is intellectual, since it requires, is some cases, a 

rethinking of established practices. In weapons acquisition and 

operational planning we need to ask ourselves how our forces could 

more effectively deter and defeat possible Soviet aggression. 

Determining which combination of technologies, weapons systems, and 

operational plans will allow us best to capitalize on our strengths 

in ways that exploit their weaknesses requires difficult judgments. 

This is the challenge, and I an confident that we can meet it. 

An even more formidable obstacle is institutionalizing this 

even to adopt an initial set of those strategies, than to ensure that 

we Set in motion a lasting effort designed to enhance our national 

security for the long term. 

As a first step in this effort, I directed that a number of 

initial studies be made. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

supported by the commanders in chiefs (CINCs), has reviewed our 

military strategy and department programs and identified areas and 

military missions that seem most promising for the implementation of 

competitive strategies. 



The Secretary and Chief of each Service also ha
ve provided their 

views on areas and technologies that 
seem to hold the most promise 

for competitive strategies. They will review ongoing weapons 

programs and develop recommendations of how those Weapons 
programs, 

where appropriate, might be integrated into a competit
ive Strategy. 

They will build competitive strategies 
into their proposals for new 

weapons systems, and those proposals Will be reviewed as 
part of the 

new Joint Requirements Management Board (JAMB) process
, 

The new Under Secretary for Acquisition has rec
ommended specific 

technologies that offer competitive advantages and that the 
Services 

will seek to exploit. He will compile and maintain a current list of 

the technologies and systems that embody signif
icant competitive 

advantages. Additionally, the Under Secretary for Policy has 

reviewed U.S. defense policy and strategy, and has rec
ommended areas 

where competitive strategies could be more effectively 
employed. 

America must have strong military capabilities and wise defe
nse 

policies to ensure deterrence in the immediate future and ove
r the 

long term. The competitive strategy approach to building those 

capabilities and formulating those policies will allow us to 
meet our 
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national security objectives 

effectiveness. 

h in ng efficiency and 

f. Major Exploitable Weaknesses of the Soviet Union 

(TO BE PROVIDED IN THE "FINAL DRAFT") 

g. DoD Implementation of Competitive Strategies 

(TO BE PROVIDED IN THE "FINAL DRAFT") 
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