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B. THREATS, MILITARY BALLANCES, AND NET ASSESSMENT

Of the threats %o our national security that our deferse programs
are desigred to meet, fhat posed oy the 3Soviebt Union is the most
seriovs. 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
defeﬁse 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 Sovietl Unian.

1. The Nature of the Soviet Union

Schoiars continue to debate the question of Soviet motives and
objectives. There is cantroversy about whether the Soviet rulers are

truly ideologically determined to spread communism; or pretend to De

s0 to ‘ustify 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

nrojection of military power to neighboring and distant countries is
intended as insurance {however unnecessary) against external threats.

Eyen actions as SoXd and rutnless as the massive lnvasion of



Afrhanistan do not settle the debate. Hoges aboubl the Zoviebt ilinion
fostered by the smiles of a summit and the sootning words of z Soviet
"peace affernsive” are inevitably chastened by egregious violations of

human rights.

4 prudent American deferse policy cannot rest on theories of
Sgviet motivation, but must respond to the facts of Soviei policy and

military capability. The most salient facts are these:

-~ The Soviet leaders have built an enormous military

UCI.PQUL.LLL.J’ [= El'lﬁdb vio L [(FRw Lives LI DUL.‘J..Ci.-J‘- MOE Oouv il ild v e
ground force divisions, intercontinerntal ballistice
missiles, . tanks, tactical aircraft -- far more than

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

neaded for self—defense. They maintain elaborate plans and
preparations for large-sczle invasions beyond their bﬁrders.
If we knew nothing else about the Soviet Union, these facts
alone would reguire that we take prudent measures to affset

Soviet military capabilities.

"—— .The avowed Soviet policy is to promote Commurnist revolution
throughout the world. Lenin deseribed the goal as a
"single, worldwide Scviet Repubiic." Current Soviet

pronouncements support so-callasd "national liceratian
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movements, i.a2., efforis by armed minorities Lo achlew

1}

absoclute power to remaxe trelr sgelety without the consent
of the governed. In addition to promobting such movements,
Saviet military assiétance and advisors, and Soviet and
Cuban troops have been deployed to preserve them in power.
Some observefs see in this activity something less ambitious

than a methodical quest for world domination, asg reflecting

bnly 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 coercé other countries. The same
reasoning that justifies the intimidation of Foland 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: ils secregy, 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

B3



nility Lo concentrate 2a0rmOUS resouriss

8]

pgapie; and LS

an military purposes.

These facts mandate that our'military forces pbe sufficient to
deter Soviet aggressicon and resist Soviet coercion against curselves,

gur allies, and our friends.

2. Military Balance Assessment

Assessment of the militarv balance is far from An.pv:ﬁt ahianma -
It reguires considering a very large number of factors, far which
units of measurement are often crude or nonexistent. Comparing
numbers af units, weapaons, ar scldiers is a start; but gualitative
differences among those categories must be taken into account, as
well as their peacetime deployments, mobility, operational planning,
and command, control, communications, and intelligence capabjilities.
The qua.ity of leadershnip and training, the state of morale, and thé
ability to achleve surprise are also importanf factors. Indeed, in a

number of historical cases they have proven decisive.

Thus, the key question is not necessarily Whose military programs
are Sigger or even whase are better. What we need Lo know L3 whather

rthe military balance is conz:st

- T

At with U.5. Ssecurity abjectives,
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The following sections briefly describe tne military balance in each
major region of potential U.5./35oviet confliect, and for the stralegic
nuclear forces and maritime fcrces that bear upon all of those

regions.
3. The StrategicBalance

U.S. strategic rueclear forces are designed to deter nuclear
attack and to help deter conventional attack on oqrselves and our
allies. Dete&rence depends on the Soviet leadership's assessment of
our forces and policies, not on our own assessment. The Soviet
leadership must be coavinced that our response to their aggréssion
would denylthem 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 rzannot disarm us of pur ability to_réspond), capable (sag as to
attack the military and command assets we believe the Soviet
leadersnip 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 relatecd forces that is more ambitious than our own.
The Soviets attempt not simply teoc deter any attack against

themselves, but to srode the deterrent cnaractar of U.353, nuclear
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forces. By modernizing their offenzive farces, and en

gaglng In a

ariety of defensive preparalions, tne Soviets are atlempling to make

strategic offensive forces less secure against atltack and less

e ctive in response
N\
\Q
Soviet nffensive forces modernization includes continued
deploymenb of the road-mobile $35-25 ICBM and preparaticn for

deployment of a rail-based multiple-warhead 55-X-24. Three new

Soviet ICBMs a heing developed: a new silo-based [ollow-on to the
S5-18 heavy ICBM,\an improved version of the 55-¥-24, and a new,
possibly MIRVed, v;}sion of the S$-25. The Soviet ballistic missile
aphmarina (SSRNY F1 path is heing anhanmned hy ﬁa.r\Wﬂ?rman‘- AF tha amgoe
range and more accurate S5-N-20 and SS-N-23 sea-launched ballistic
missiles (SLBM), as well ié\the more advanced, guieter Delta IV and
Typhoon-class submarines, Tﬁg Sovietsa are near deployment of the
long-range S3-NX-21 sea—launchgﬁ cruise missile (SLCM) and are
testing another new laong-range e;h“sn missile, the S3~NX-24. The
Soviets are developing replacements for the S5-N-2C and S3-N-23 SLBMS

for their next round of mob;llzatxon. N

The Sovlets continue to deploy the new Bnar—Q\bomber, armed with
mcdgrn, long-range, air-launched cruise missiles (Q}QMS}, and are
develgping arother interceontinental bomber, the Blaéh}ggk. These
systems will complicate the tasks of U.S. alr defense Fg;}es and add
the flexibility of manred bomber systems to Soviet offensjﬁ%

papabilities.
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variaty of defsnsive prepars:

nur sirategic offensive forces less securs agains: attack end _2=s

Soviet affensive forces modernization inoiudes continuesd
deployment ol the rozé-mobile $5-75% ICBM 2nd prepzration Tcor
deployment of a rajil-pased multiple-warhead 55-X-z4, Three n:sw
Soviet ICBMs are being developed: a new silc-base? follow-orm 1o tre i
55-1B heavy ICBM, an improved version of the 35-%-24, and a new.
possibly MIRVed, version of tne 5$5-25. The Sovist sallistic missile
submarine (SSBN) flest is being erranced Dy depioyment of the longer

range and more accurate S&8-N-20 a2nd S5-K-23 sea-lzunched

istin

33
™

—
'

missiles (SLBM), as well as the more advarced, guleter Delta IV and
Typhoon-class submarines. The Soviets are near ceployment ol the

long-range S5-NX-2° sea-launched cruise missile (3.CM} and ars ;
testing arcther new long-rangs cru.se missile. trme S53-N)-24, Thne

Saviets are developing rep.acements for trne §3-4-27 zrnd 3&-N-
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for their next round of S
MopZnw [ AT (B)

The Scviets continue to depleoy the new Bear3# homber, armed with ;
modern, long—rangé, air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs)}, anc are
developing anothser intercontinental bomber, the Blackjack. Thase
systems will compiicate the tasks of U.S. air defense ‘orees znd add

‘the flexipility of manned bomner systems Lo S0v:

capabilities.



Ir addition, tha Soviets continue Lo pursue
passive and active strategic defense programs.
collar cost, Soviet strategic force procurement

are considerably larger tnan ours, with an even

strategic defense procurement Drograms (see Char

vigarously both
Measured by their
programs as a whole
gregatér disparity in

ts I.8.1 ard I.B.2)}.

These estimates exclude wartime mobilization and civil defense

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

Chart 1..1
A Comparison of LS. Strategic Force Expenditures
with the Estimated Dollar Cost of Soviet Forces
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Chartl.8.2

A Comparison of U.S. Strategic Defense Procurerment Expenditures
with the Estimated Dollar Cost of Soviet Strategic Defense
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Soviet passive defense measures include. the hardening of ICBM

‘gsileos and launch facilities (far above the strength of our Minuteman

silos), the proliferation of a vast network of hardened leadership
and cammand, control, and communications (C3) bunkers, a;nd an
extensive éivil 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 cof

int

(1]

roceptors and surface-to-air missiles (SAMs). Trhe Soviet Union

has the world's only operational antisatellite (ASAT) weapon capable
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of destroying satellites in low-earth arbkit. It has also deployed
the world's only operational antipallistic missiie (ABM) system
araund Moscow, and its 100 launchers allowed by the 1972 ABM treaty
are being modernized. OCOther advances include construction of a new
large phased-array radar network, including a radar at Krasnoyarsk,
Siberia that is in clear viclation ol the ABM ireaty. These Scviet
defensive measures have no U.3. counterpart, which means that what

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

their actual capabilities.

- The U;S.'strategic mbdernization orogram is replacing and
augmenting our older systems, the majbrity of wnich nave served for
well over two decades. The B~1B bomber is5 now operaticnal, providing
an enhanced capability to penetrate steadily improving Soviet air
defenses. Together with the air-launched cruise missiles deployed en
5é1écted_5~52 bombers, the air=breatning 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 ?rident SS5BN a year. The
development of the improved Trident II SLBM, the D-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 I,

i-8-9



our S88BN fgoreoes «ill acguire new cagabl.itles that will disczo

c

[

rag
tne Soviets frcm contemplating an attack agailnst our land-based
foress. We are also continuing to deploy sca-launched crulse
missiles aboard selected surface ships and suhmarines to make it
difficult, perhaps impoessible, for the Soviels to design an attack

that effectively compromises our retaliatary capability.

The deployment of the Peacekeeper ITBM will reduce the current
disturbing asymmetry in U.5.-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 Trom
hadiowinme that thaw have :.nanWO military aduantars in this aran
As more survivable basing modes for the Peacskesper are develcpéd,
our fixed ICHMs will complement our mobile, 3mall IC3Ms by
frustrating Soviet efforts to concentrate their altacks on only ane

type of land-based missile force.

A leés heralded but egually important strand of our sirategic
modernization program addresses our command, control, communications,
and intelligence (C31) systems, Any temptation that the Saoviet
Union may have had to think that a nuclear attack could destroy our
éapacity to command and contirol an effective response has now, we

believe, been effectively discouraged.
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Far the immediate future, our pianned cffeansive force
modernization appears sufficient to maintain a robust deterrent to a
Soviet nueclear attack on the United States. While the Soviets appear
to ssek a capability to combire offensive strikes ahd defensive
preparations to severely limit the damage a U.S5. retaliatior could
da, they do not have thé: capability, and are unlikely to believe
that they do. Io deterring other forms of attack -- in particular,
more limited nuclear attacks overseaé,_or a conventibnal attack on
NATQ -- we believe cur deterrent remains adequate. The enormous risk
of escalation that such Soviet attacks would confront is one reasaon
Moscow has spught to obstruct NATQO theater nuclear force
modernization,land to obtain a wartime capabiiity to destroy opposing
nuclear forces in the theater. Continuing U.S. and allied efforts

are directed toward preventing those results.

By tne late 1990s, more advanced defenses may substantially
change the basis of deterrence and the nature of the strategic
balance. Thea relative status of U.S., and Soviet defensive
innovations may become much more crucial. QOur Strategic Defense

Initiative (SDI) has made substantial progress in developing

‘technologies to make defense against ballistic missiles feasipble. If

these efforts come to fruition, we could move away from an almost
exclusive reliénce on and attention to offensive stirategic forces.
To the extent that defenses render offensive forces ineffective, any
temptation the Soﬁiet rulers mizht [lee:l Lo use their offensive forces

would oe agvercome, not simply by calculations about the prospzact and
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effects of revaliation. bLt Dy an assessmant that their zattack would

be ursuccessful to begin wliih.

The Soviets also have a research program pursiing advanced
defenses, investigating many cf the.technologies being &sxamined in
our SDI. Their effort (s Ctoth larger than our own and has a longer
history; some parts of it have been under way more than two decades.
The Soviets now have prototype ground-based lasers that could
interfere with U.5. 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
CUOLLUL Sulauegis UELlEuse Edcarvi: 1n pdl Liule Ueall, Fau.u
frequency, and kinetic energy weapons., and could field sslected

prototypes of these weapens 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 on funcamental
advantages. Wnhile the objective of the SDI :is a strategic situétion

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

technological advantages if that mutually advantageous result is to

come about.

i-B-12



4. The NATO-Warsaw Pact Balance

The convéntional forces balance in Europe nas historically
favored :the Warsaw Pact. The Soviet Union has traditionally devoted
mocre of its rescources to the Zuropean theater than to other theaters,
Thus, for over three decades, the Warsaw Pact has mairntained
substantial guantitative advantages over NATO in ground and tactircal

air faorces.

For example, in terms of forces within the NATQ guidelines area,
the Pact has maintained an advantage of over 2-to-l in main battle
tanks and around 2-to-l in combat aircraft for the pas&ltwenty years}
Qver the same period they have increased their advantage in artilliery
from less than 2-to-l to over 3-to-1. Singe 1965, NATO has lost its
advantage in surface-to-air missiles (5AMs) and combat helicopters.
The Pact currently holds an advantage in both of those categories of
around 2-to-1. The Pact has'consisten:fy deployed infantry fighting
vehicles faster than NATO. Toda? 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 productiosn rates, which nave exceesded
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those of NATO ; at legast the last ten years (see Chart TI.B.3).

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

modernize the maneuver elements of thelr ground forces.

Charti.8.3
Production of Selected Weapons for NATO and Warsaw Pact Forces

(1976-1986)
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Those modernizatien efforts, in conjuncticon with the Pact's
quantitative advantages, have resulted in a continuation of the
adverse %r=nds in ground force combat power. 3y one megasure, which

accounts for both guanrtity and quality of forces, the Pact's
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advantage in in-place ground force cembat powsr has ncreased from

around 1.5-te-1 in 1565 to more than 2.2-to-l today.

While we have done substantially better in terms of keeping the

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

been able to feduce that advantage. By one measure of tactiecal air
power, which again incofporates both gqualitative 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 effert to use tactical air forces to
compensate [or insufficient in-place ground forces. Morecver, the
ingreasing capabiliﬁy of Pact air defenses and their highly éccuraté,
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 groﬁnd and air
force combat power, we view it as unlikely that the Soviets would
judge their Sorce advantages sufficient to aéhieue their
poclitical-military objectives.in the time they require. Moreover,

while the Soviets desire a capablility to prevent NATO from employing

cT

y

,_.
[

nuclear wWweapons, we balieve they have not attained thal capabi

1

and must remain cencerned with the risks of escalation. Sin

0
m
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detarrence rests cn Soviel views 2F the military balance, our

et

assessment is that deterrence 1o Europe is presenrtly adeguate.

Nonetheless, NATC recognizes that it must make greater efforts to
enhance its conventional capabilities if it is o continue to deter
the Soviets from calculating that they can fight and win a war in
Europe. The Conventional Deferse Initiative (CDI) within NATO is
intended to identify emerging rtechnologies that will enable us to
improve the conventional balance. The CDI is an example of our
focusing our efforts, when possible, on Soviet weaknesses and
enduring Western strengths. CDI enables us to apply our
technologlical strengths to géin the most benefit from them. This is
the essence cof the competitive strategy approach [ have initiated
within the Department of Defense. It has additionzl "applicability
within the framework of the NATO alliance. I intend to continue

discussions with our NATO allies on this subject.

Additicnally, we and our allies are undertaking efforts to
increase vne level of arms production cooperation to get more from
cur collective defense dollar., While there are limits to how Far and
fast we can go in this area, we have mace considerable progress, and
I intend to ceontinue emphasizing this approach during the remainder

of my tenure as dafense secrelary.




In sum, altrough the trends in the military balance in Europe ars
acverse, we assess deterrence as currently nheing adequate.
Furthermore, we see agpportunities for reversing these trends if we

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

alliance on improving our conventional defense capablilities.

5. -The East Asian Balance

The Soviets continue expanding and modernizing their forces in
East Asia. They are upgrading the equipment of over 50-divisions
deployed in the Far East. The more than 40 tactical air regiments
are recelving newer aifcraft and the latest.generation of interceptbr
aircraft are also entering the regional inventory. Fencer and
Backfire airecraft continue to augment the clder inventories of
Badgers, and the Soviets are deploying modified Bear aircraft in
areas frdm which they can sﬁpport Far East operations. The Scviet
Pacific Ocean fleet is the largest in the Soviet navy. It contains
two of the Soviet Union's three vertical/short-takoeff and landing
(V/STOL) aircraft carriers, over BO principal surface combatants, and
more than 110 submarines. These conventional forces are supplemented
by a substantial number cf nonstrategic-nuclear forces, including

significant numbers of the land-moblle S3-20.
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Outside the Northeast Pacificg., the Soviet naval and zir presencs
in tne Spcuth China Sea now comprise appreximately 30 ships and
submarines and 40 aircraft. Operating from Cam Hanh, Vietnam, these
and other support forces pose a significant threat to Scutheast Asian
sea lines of communications, and highlight close and continuing
Soviet support for the Vietnamese regime in 1ts aggressive action in

Cambodia {(Kampuchaal.

The Sino-Saviet 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
ercnomic growih 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 conventicnal deterrence.

Even though the Soviets maintain an erormous strategic nuclear
superiority cver the Chinese, China's extensive use of camouflage,
concealment, and mobility 1s likely to preclude a disarming Soviet
first strike against their relatively small nuclear force. Slow

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

“he pvertual advent of a small number of sea-launched baliistic



missiles. The effectivenass of China's strategic forces will be

reduced by ongoing Soviet upgrades to its missile defense systems.

The seconc significant regional balance, between North and South
Korea, is a key area aof interest and concern to the United States.
The military preparedness of.:he Republic of. Korea (ROK), coupled
with North Korea's perception of America‘s resolve, have heen
instrumental in keepilng the.peace for nearly 34 years. North Korea
persists in its efforts to shift the military balance, deépite the
devastating effects on their notoriOuély weak ecﬁnomy. Current
estimates indicate that North Korea cafries a defense burden
exceeding 20 percent of the gross national product (GNP). North
Kerean modernization progréms include the reorganization and forward
deployment aof its army, and development of the seccnd'largest spepial
operations forces in the world. These foreces are postured to atfack

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 econémy that
is roughly four times the_size of North Korea's. This economic
agymmetry makes_the ldng-term prospect for the Korean balance
favorable! In the face of Necrthern persistencé, and in view of the
potential for intervention that would guickly upset the balance, our

current efforts to redress specific problem areas must continue,



Seutheast Asia s tne2 lacus of the third significant regional

narm fields the world's third largest army, and with

tarance. Vie
direct [financing from the Soviets, it continues the cccupation of
Cambodia (Kampuchea), threatens Thailand, and deploys some 700,000
troops apposite China. In exchange for base rights, the Soviets
orovide military equipﬁent and continue to support the failed
Vietnamese economy. Containing this threat requires gur continued

attention.

Despite aspects of the regicnal balances that favor the Soviets,
there are Llmportant theater-wide coansiderations that must merit their
concern. Japan plays a sigrnificant role in bolstering Western
defenses in the region. By virtue of its key location, improving
capabilities, modernizing self-defense foreces, and assumpticn of new
missions, Japan provides for its cwn self-defense.and offers
gessertial infrastructure support to U.3. forward-deployed forces.
The Soviet deployment of SS5BNs in bastions cloae té the Soviet Union
magnifies the strategie importance af islands that dominate the
entrannes to the Sea of Japan and the Sea cf QOkhotsk. The inclusion

an

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

threat ﬁo Jaban.



The rapid economic development ol Japan and the newly
industriaiized countries df tne East Asian rim, together with the
growth of the Chinese econamy, continue Lo troaden the basis for
developing the self-defense capabilities of frienaly regional
countries. The United States is pursuing economic and security

palicies that tie our countirles more closely together, while assuring

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

In view of these positive economiec trends in East Asia, with the
notahle exception of Soviet allies or clients, the long-term regional

trends must appear unfavorable fﬁom the Soviet perspective.
6. The Middle East/Southwest Asia Balance

The Middle EFast/Southwest Asia region's critical geostrategic
location, its considerable petroleum resources, ang its proximity to
‘he 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 ang
have been active in developing sﬁpport bases for Soviet navy presence
in the Indian Ocean. Since 1979, trhe Soviets have been using

military force in thelr attempt to subjugate the Afghan people.
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Tre immediate Soviet threat to the region in a glotal conflizt

ag

consists of 30 ground divisionz, including some 5,500 tanks, over
1,700 fixed and rotary wing tactical aircraft, and numerols mobile
missile launchers. Long-range bombers from air and naval units
stationad outside the Scuthern Theater of Military Operations could
alsoc 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 o
maintain to control the region's oil-producing facilities would be
vulnerable to both air and unconVEnLional ground interdietion, and
would réquire a substantial investment ir .personnel tLo ensure local

security.

As with oiher regions, our objectives in tne Middle
Fast/Soubthwest Asia is to deter Soviet military aggression., 3ince
1981, we have made substantial progress irn our efforts to improve our
capability Ffor projecting military forces te the region. We have
built our potential force allocation to meore than five ground
divisigns and over 600 tactical aircraft,-and we now have Gthe
capabiliﬁy to deploy rapidly an additional force of abou:t four
divisions (largely through the acguisition of U.S.-based fast

sealift, maritime prepcsitioning in the Indian Jeean, and

D
tn
vt

orepositioning of cerzain bulk supplies ln the region). To t
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these forces and concephbs, we nave conducted a number of successful
exercises with friéndly Pegional states. One of our continuing
objectives to assist regicnal states defend more gffectively against
Soviet aggression is to daploy 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 toc their security, however, has made them reecenptive to
our military assistance programs, foreign military sales, and

military exercises.
¥

On balance, our improved capability to project significant farces
quickly into the region serves tao deter_Soviet attack. Should
deterrence fail, we can successfully_defénd_the region with
éubstantially fewer ground.forces than tﬁe Soviets would need to
seize and ococupy 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 come to rapid accord with
them regarding access and host nation support far oﬁr defensive

military operations.

7. The Maritime Balance

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

ct

(SLOC)Y and to project power remains crucial to Western security.

Almost any type and level of cenflict involving U.5. interests will
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require movement of forces by sea. Althougn tne Soviets seem inlant
upon extending their forces and capabilities seaward, our substantial
snipbuilding program and use of effeetiye strategies Lo exploit
Soviet aperational concepts result in an overall maritime balance

fayorable to the United States. |

The Soviet navy concsntrates on protenting their SSBN forces and
destroying opposition SSBN forces. This focus is likely to expand to
include operations against U.3. SLCM~equipped submarines and surface
shipa. The Soviet capability to find and attack U.S. and Western '
SSBNs and SLCM-platforms is most likely deelining, as Western o

platforms are bescoming more numercus, capable, and dispersed.

The Soviets continue to expand thelr modern SSBN force and to
-upgrade the quality of their attack and ballistic missile submarines.
By the mid—]?gﬁs, 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 Yo expand their
aY-sea stirike papabil'ty. It is likely that Fencer and follow-on
tactical ground attarck éircraft will aﬁgment antiship forces in areas
closer to lard.. The sea-based leg of naval aviation'continues to
pursue Y/STOL aircraflft development, both with Kiev-class carriers

-

operatioral naw., and with 3 follow-on carrier that may he operational
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by 1989 or 1390. Th

4]

new carrjier may eventually suppaort the

introductioq af conventional taks-off and landiﬁg aireraft Into the

Soviet navy. The continuing development of high-performance antiship '
crulse missiles orn submarines, surface ships, and aircraft will

stress our fleet defenses, but similar Western systems will severely

complicate Soviet defensive problems as well,

U.58. 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 mﬁ:e
capable, Los Angeles-class submarines, with the Seawolf-class in the
gearly 1930s; more amphibious 1lift in newer and more capable ships;
new mine warfare ships; and new ocean surveillance platforms. The
modernization of land-based and sea—-hased naval aircraft continues,
as does the effort to enhance coopecration between Serviées to improve
effectiveness of maritime cperafions, notabiy 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 ecritical importance to the United

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

4]

sea in almost any contingency. It is at least as critical for th

Yay
ik

Western alliance as a result ol the rols of reinforcement from oh
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United States in the NATO plans. The 3oviet ravy's major roles and
missions are to assure that Soviet S3BN forces will be able to launch
their missiles, and to deny the West access to s3ea areas from which
forces can be projeéted into the periphery of the Soviet Union.

These "sea-denial éreas“ have been expanding as the Soviet navy has
grown, and now include the Norwegian Sea, Sea of Okhotsk, and Sea of
Japan. The force-projectior missions of the United States and its
allies, and the sea-dgnial missions of the Soviets and Warsaw Pact

are therefore quite azsymmetrical, and the apparent force structure

diffFerences more readily explained.

Tite Swsicl Ldvy 9 M TUGLiLdlL Chaladlel o5 o Suuldi ALY lavy 1D
one result of this missien asymmetry. It Qill 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 ares

enhancing surface and air/mission forces.

Though the balance is favorable today thanké to gur naval
expansion and the significant maritime contributions cf our NATO
allies, it 18 becoming more complex., The antisubmarine warfare
picture will be complicated by the improved platforms on both sides,
aﬂd fleet defenses will similarly be testsd by improved antiship

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

"3

etain significant advartages. The Sowviest emphasis on the mission of
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558N protecticn limits forces available for oiher tasks, as does the
geograﬁhy 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
retaing a significant ASW advantage. The U.S. Navy will caontinue to

hold considerable advantages in sustainability at sea and in its ‘
ability to operate the new and more complicated ships =ntering the ‘
inventory. Continued pursuit of these competitive advanbéges and
attention to changes in Soviet naval forces and strategy are

necessary to preserve a favorable maritime balance in the futube.
8. The Power Projection Balance

Deterring war across the confligt spectrum, assuring war outcomes
that do not compromise our interests and improving, or at least
ﬁaintaining, alliance cohesicn are all goals that depend upon ogur
ability.to project force; With réspect to areas oputside the
pe}iphery of the Soviet homeland, the U.3., capability toc project
forces remains superior to the Soviet caﬁability. The Soviets'
continental locdtion and large resource base gives them an asymmetric
advanﬁage in applying force in Western Europe and along the Soviet
periphery, whereas U.S. forces for almost any type and levellof
cornflict involving U.S. interests would have to be "projected" from

CaNUS.
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W2 have significantly impreovad our powor-projection capanilities
aver the past four years. Airlifi capacity has been expanded Wwith
the acquisition of the C-53, KC-10, and the stretching of the C-141

flest. Additional enhancements are programmed with the advent of the
g

T

C-17 and improvements to the Civil Reserve Air Fleset (CRAF) (see
Chart I.B.4)., 3ealift is a mixed picture, as the decline of the
U.S5.-flag mercrant marine has centinued, and the mix of ships
remaining in that dwindling force is not ideally suited to military
purposes. Sealift snhortfalls have been addressed by increasing the
size of the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) of older break bulk cargo ships
and tankers from the larger reserve [leef. Eignt large and fast (SL-
T-class) container ships have been cenverted to roll-cn/rell-off

GO B wuUL LputaL tuils, and LI Ay d0a MAVY are JOLNLLY wWOrking tne
problem of providing the equipment to o?f—float and move cafgo cnce
it arrives, The third leg of mobility is prepositioning. Three se:s
Iof maritime prepositioning ships with unit equipment and stores have
been procured to support deployments in the Atlantie, Pacific, and
Indian Ocean. In addi:ion to these mobility improvements, forces are
being recaonfigured to more readily support rapid deployment. The
Army is experimenting with light divisions. Assault amphibious lift
will be lncreased with the advent of the new L3D-41 and LHD-i1-class
Ships, and the Marine Corps 1s accepting delivery of their first air

cushion vehicles which will greatly enhance ship-to-shore movement.
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Chartl.B.4
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Soviet pcwer—project;on forces ars alsé impfoving, althoughlsome
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 decace; and second, the Scviels are employing a
variety of means to gain access toc, and make inrocads in, Third World
areas where there is littile danger that they will sncounter United

tates or competent local forces.
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Important Soviet power-projection Zdevelcpments include rew 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 centinued role as a major arms supplier to the Third Weorld, and
the expansion of Soviet facilities and bases cverseas to suppart :
deployments. The Soviets have develogped and will be deployling the
C-SA-size CONDOR heavy airlifter. Coupled with the C-1l41-size CANDID
that has been replacing CUBs in Military Transport Aviation, this
will considerably expand the capacity and extend the range of thaose
forces. The CANDID is also being developed in a tanker version, and
its use with ecargo aircraft could extend their capability even
i hae Tha SAviosts awa alanm in tha Aarluy =tacee nf nnaratinnalle
deploying the first of a new class of vehicles, "wing-irn-ground-
effeget" or WIGC 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 (rggimental perhaps) but
significant intervention of Naval Infantry beyona the immediate
Soviet periphery. The Soviets continue to lead the warld in the
deployment of air cushion vehicles In their amphibious forces. Such
capabilities alsoc give them some ability to use merchant 1ift in
augmenting organic naval assault shipping in deploying naval infantry

cr army units.

The Soviet merchant marine contbtinues to expand and modernize, in

stark contrast to that in the United States. For example.. ihe !
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current Soviet inventory of roll-cn/roll-off and reoll-on/float-off
ships comprises over 100 .units. This represeants an addition of eight
to nine ships per year since they first entered the inventeory in
1974, The aﬁerage RO/RO in the Soviet merchant marine can garry 125
medium tanks. The RO/RO ships alone can moué up to five Sovist
Motorized Rifle Divisions in a one-time 1ift. This would be in
addition t¢ the large remainder of merchant ships in the So#iet

inventeory, mest configured with military use In mind.

Additionally, while Soviet sea-based aviation is still in its
infanecy, it could provide a significant complement to Soviet
power-projection goals. Work cecntinues on the new npuclear-powered
airecraft carrier, ﬁhich we anticipate will be %he vanguard of a
follow-on genération of larger, more capable carriers. The Scoviets
algo continue to explore the possibilities of using V/STOL aircraft
on rapidly reconfigured RO/RO ships. While the V/STOL inventory
remains relatively small, any large procurement plan could portend a
marked enhanceﬁent in Soviet power projec:ion. 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—prcjéction forces will operate with confidence at greatér

distances from the Soviet homeland.
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The Soviets have bean very actlve in incdirect forms of power

argiection. Using thelr
leading supplier of arms

are put one element in a

murchant marine the Soviets rnave bDecoms a
to the Third World. These arms transfers

concerted effort that includes propaganda,

aid, trade, covert and overt {(Afghanistan, Ethicpia, anc Angola}

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

are engaged In a cetermined effort to project power worldwide is

aptly illustrated by Chart I.B.5.

Chart 1.8.5

Soviet Global Power Projection
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Tre Soviets also have expanded theilr activities in Vietnam, and
continue to have aceess +o facilities in Southeast and Southwest
Africa as well as in the Horn of Africa, all areas of significant
Western concern due to the resources in these areas and the sea lipes
through them. The Javiets cortinue to try to expand such access, a8
reflected by their efforts in Greece and the Philippines {ship
repair), ér in The Seychelles or the Malagasy Repubiic (port visits,

base rights).

In summary, While U.S5. programs in place will enhance cur ability
to ﬁove and support sighificant forces, as in the reinforcement of
Europe, the 3Soviets emphasize more subtle, indiréct forma of power
projection. Moreover, +the military capabilities of the Soviet |
merchant marine} the expansion of the Soviet airlift force, the
advent of new and unique platforms, like WIGs, and the gxpansion of
Soviet sea-pased 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 powér projectiaon.

Fipally, our power projection effectiveness depends not only on
our bwn capabilities and programs but also on close cooperation with
regional allies and friends. Successful power projection requires
allied azssistance in the areas of basing and staging facilities,

overflight rights, prepasitioning sites asnore, and hest natlon



suppart. Without ng continued supgport from our allies, U.3,.

r.
ry
3
w

pawer-projeciion requirements may be sncumberad.

9. Overall Assessment

OQur assessment is that today's sStrategic balance is easentially
stable. Soviet planners, armed with a prepondeban: advantage in
heavy ICBMs, must nonetheless weigh the enhanced capability of gur
strategic triad, as =zach leg of the triad proceeds through a critical
modernization program. Despite the adverse tren¢$ in the Eurcpean
miiitary palance, NATO modernization programs and political unity
have helped preéerve the deterraent capablility of aur forces. In the
Middle'EaSt/Southwest Asia, the military balance favors the Soviets,
but the combination of our efforts and these of regiohal powers
create significant risk assessment uﬁcertainties 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 eoonémic vigor of our allies and friends indicate a more
favorable long-term trend. The.maritime balance favors us, but nas
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.

i-B-34




L ot DT Py LR oM PP e Y P kb =i Lo S

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 natianal interests are peace,
freedom, and prcsperity for curselves and for others around the
world. We seek an international order that encourages
gelf-determination, democratie inmstitutions, economic déve;cpment,
and human rights. We support international cooperation and
organizations and processes that further it. We endorse the open

exchange of ideas and other measures to encourage understanding

between pecples.

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 influenece, control, or

territory by nations oppesad to freedom and other fundamental ideals

shared by America and its allies.



The peaceful existence and prospering of democracies 1s the core

U.5. in

T

grast, Unfortunately, nawever, the mere existence and
prospering of democraclies is also the greatest long-term danger to
the waorid's most powerful fpe of freedom, the Soviet Unlon. The
danger to Moscow is not from the democracies’ obviously defensive
military forces. The danger 13 the contagicusness of freedom, the
inherent superiority of free enterprise, anc¢ urniversal appeal of
hasie human rights. Democracies are anathema toc the Soviet world
view. To survive therefore, demoecracies 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
cnly its military might to perpetuate and promulgate its communist

system.

The protection of U.3. interests has, over the years, led Ameriéa
to enter into joint commitments with other nations in the form of
international treaties and agreements. These commitments reflect
U.5. interests. OQOur adversaries seek to undermine these inﬁerests,

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

“he threat to U.S. interests described in Chapter I.8. requires
uUs *o formulate national security objectives to counter those

*hreats. Major U.S. national security objectives are Lo:

~- 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 deterrencs.

-- 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 possitle, reduce Soviet presence throughout the world,

increase the costs of Moscow's use of subversive foreces. and
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faostar cranges within the Soviet bloc that will lead Lo a

more peaceful world order.

—— Prevent the transfer-of militarily significant technology to

the Soviet blecc.

-~ Pursue equitable and verifiable arms reduction agreements.
Because compliance is key to the value of any international
agreement, the means of pramoting compliance should be a

Factor in negeotiating such treaties,

3. U.S. Defense Strategy

a. Deterrence

America's basic defénse strategy is deterrence, as it has been
for most of the postwar period. Deterrence seeks to safeguard U.S5.
interests by convincing adversaries not to commit aggression against
those intarests. Rather than just relying on defenses in the event

of attack, deterrence se

m

ks to preclude attack from happening In the

first place.
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Deterrence works ty narsuading potential adversaries that the

likely costs of his aggression will exceed the probdable gains, In

the nuclear age, deterrence nas become the only sane strategy; as

President Reagan has emphasized so often, "A nuclear war cannot be

wan 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
aggreséion. Successful coercion could give a hostile power the
cruits 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 campalign of propaganda and coercion. The

Soviets seek to dominate Western Europe without having to fire a

shot. Mascaow wénts 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 16~nation North Atlantic
Alliance, whiech is theé embodiment of our collective resclve fo resist
Soviet damination of Europe. As Churchill presciently observed in
1946, "I do not believe that Soviet Russia desires war. What they
desire ars the fruits of war and'tﬁe indefinite expansion of Lheir

tr

power and doctrine.
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be effective, deterrsnce musSt meet four tesis:

Survivability: Qur forzes nust be able to survive a pre-

emptive attack with ;ufficient strengch to confront an
aggresscr with losses.that outwelgh gains. Example: If all
L.5, strategic nuclealr weapons wers 1in fixed, targetable
locations, their deterrent value would be severely degracded

in spite of their massive destructive power.

Credibility: Our threatened response to an attack must be
rredible; thzt (s, the potential aggresscr must believe we

have both the capabllitiy and the pelitical will carry out

our threatenéd response. Example: 1In thes early 1960s, the
United States abandoned its strategy ol "massive
retazliation” because it lacked credibility; we concluded
that potential aggressors would doub:t our resolve to unleash
nuclear devastation in response te any attack, however

limited.



-- Claritv: The action -2 be deterreg must be suflficiently
clsar to our adversaries that they know what 1s prohibited.
Example: To be effective in déterring Soviet aggression in
Soutﬁwest Asia, the United Statg; must olearly cohmunicate
its resolve Lo suppor; friendly pations in the reglion and

safeguard other specific vital interests.

—— Safe-v: The risk of failure ﬁhrough accident, unautherized !
use, or miscalculation must be minimized. Example: A
" aunch-on-warning” policy for U.S. land-based missiles
might be seen a5 a way to avercome survivatbility problems,

hut wouid clearly carry an unacceptable risk of

unintentional missile launch.

Thus, U.S3. deterrence does not Just depend'on pur actual military

capabilities, It also involves our adversaries' perceptions about
those capabilities as well as the other elements of our deterrence.
The effectiveness of our delerrence Wwill be determined in our

opponents' minds, not in ours, _ '

Tneorporation of this insight in operaticnal defense planning for
deterrence presents formidabls intellectual and institutional
nrohlems we rave not yet fully resolved. Because of our reslative

ignorance of Soyiet perceptions. U.5. planners tend o rely on Lhelr
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own calculaticns as an agequate Surrogate, But all the =2yvidsnce w2
nave suggests that preparing Lo deter an attack only %y assembling
forces adeguate to deter us under similar conditions could prove
insuffi:iént to deter the Séviets. For example, some analysts have
opposed this Administration's modernization of stfategic nuclear

forces with -the argument that the resulting gain in attack ard

retaliatory capability is relatively small for the level of

rt

investment. The issue for a strategy of deterrence that takes
perception seriously, however, 1is whether the Soviat leadership
shares the judgment that additicnal capability 1is pointless. The

fact that for the past decade Soviet investment in strategic forces

{as measured in dellars}, has been two to three times the size of our

awn invastmant. would suggest that thev do not.

By making additional investments in our intelligence
capabiliiies, tne Reagan Administration is improving our ability to
uﬁderstand how the Soviets assess the military balance. One of the
most useful threads in our research, development, and ceployment

decisions has been the inereasing emphasis given to analyzing and

understanding perceptions of the Soviet leadership.

To deter the Soviet Unlon, we must make clear to Moscow that we
have the mzans and “he will Yo respond powerfully to aggression
zgainst our interests. We smphasize our resolve to respond, but our

strategy is Lo avoid specifliving exactly what our response will be.
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ur sirategic doctrine of "llexiole responsse,
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ial NATO strategy since 1967. Our forces

deter a potantial aggressor by confronting nim with three types of

possible responses: )

Effective Defense: To confront an adversary with the
likelinood that his aggression will be stopped without us
resorting to actions escalating the confliet. This is
sometimes referred to as "deterrence through denial.“
Example: Defeating a ﬁonnuclear attack with convéntional

forees 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 gscalation 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 prospeect that an

attack will trigper a retaliatory attack on the aggressor's
. . EE

nomeland, causing his losses to exceed any possible gains.

i

xample: OQur deterrence of 3 Soviet nuclear attack today 1s
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wased on our re3clve to retallate againsi Lhe Soviet Union

LSinEg our nuclear wgapons,

CHARTL.C.1 _
Military Responses Supporting Deterrence
To Deter Nonnuclear Attack To Deter Nuclear Attack
tffective E.g., Defeat the attack with Strategic Defense
Defense conventional forces
Threat of £ g., Use nuclear weapons to Part of Current Nuciear
Escalation stop the attack trategy
Threat of £.g., Nudear strike an Part of Current Nuclear
Retaliation aggressor’s military assets Strateqy

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

deter puclear and nonnuclear attack.

The NATO strategy summarized above is part ol the overall U.5.

defense strategy for safeguarding our interests worldwide. QOur

giobal strategy for deterrence can be summarized as follaws:

Tc deter nucliear attack, the United States relies on a
credible warning capability and our offensive nuclear
forces. Should deterrence fail, the United States must be
able to limit, -o the extent possible, damage te the United
States and its allies, and to force the earliest termination
of hostilities on terms that pest protect U.S, i.nterests.
Sufficient U.S..nuclear capabilities must endure under all

ciroumstances to deny another nuclsar power coanibralling
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strengih in nuclear arms. In the future, we hope that
strategic deferses will make an increasing contribution Lo
detarrence of, or prevention af 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 outqome of aggression
uncertain an¢ make its probable costs exceed probable gaina

ia the mind ¢of potential aggressors.

-The three types of responses to aggression discussed above have
different degrees of credibllity 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 frightening
responses, which dramatically inerease our own potentlal cost, even

though our strategy siresses that we are "esolved to do so.

Compared to the threat of escalatier and retaliation, effective

defense has several important advantages as a basis for deterrence:
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ressor would have ro
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High Credibilicy. A potential a
reason to doubt that a nation under attack would use its

deferses wo protect itsell.

Protestion. Should deterrence fail, effective defense
orovides protection against attacking forces, reducing the

damage we .would suffer.

Stability. Effective defense is not inherently escalatory,

nor likely to be misinterpreéted, possibly leading to a

- oo

POV T o - WAk e u e e el

Resistance to Coercion. Because of the above advantages
ges,

effective defense is mare successful in preventing coercion
and in helping a nation resist such intimidation.
'Possession-cf an effective defense builds more confidence
and resolve than the prospect of escalation or retaliation
after attack. For example, if in Wastern Europe,. NATO
relied only on possible nueclear responses Lo deter a Warsaw
Pact attack, citizens there might find such a possibility so
ﬁnthinkable that they would be very vulnerable Lo Soviet
peacetime Intimidation. Thus, strong conventional forces

can help NATO's EHuropean nations resist Soviet Intimidatjon,



-— PReassurance. All tnese zdvantages make egffective defensea

the most reassuring basis for deterrence, They engencer
both peace, and peace of mind. People are obviously more
reaésured about being shielded 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 thoroughly reliable sﬁrategic
defenses, which is the objective of ocur Strategic Defense Initiative
{SD1)} research. Strategic defenses could bols;er.deterrence, provide
protection should deterrence ever faill, and reassure pecples now
living ynprotected from nuclear attack of any kind. As President

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

them?"

The advantages of defense also explain why the United States and
its allies must have strong conventional forces and the capability to
project them and support them to protect our global interests. We

cannct rely forever solely on 2 auclear crutch to deter and defeat

nonnuclear aggression.
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b. Should Deterrence Fail: Defense

Qur mission is tolprepare for war so well that we successfully
deter aggression. Should deterrence fail, however, our strategy is
to protect U.S. interests and deny the aggresspor 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, butb wbuld aiso try to
convince the attacker that his continued aggression would entail
grave risks to his own interests. 3Still, because of the enormous
military strength of the Soviet Unicon, the United S-ates cannot

' which could marely tempt Moscow to

prepare aoniy for a "short war,'

believe it ecould outlast us in combat.

U.S. strategy seeks to limit the scope and internsity of any war
‘by containing it to its original location. 1In limiting the intensity
of a war, our goal 1is ta end hostilities by employing forces that do
not engender or risk escalation. Should cur attempts to limit the
scope ar in:ensity of war fail, however, U.3. strategy srovides feor

the flexiple and sufficient application of forece to ensure that no



area of vital interest 15 lost by default. Such a  strategy
recognizes that the less of any vital area wculd weaken ceterrence

and encourage further aggressive acts a ainst our interests,
g g

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 aggréssion by maintaining forces that are capable of
resporiding effectively to the most serious threéts to our intaerests.
We also want these force$ to be flexible enough to give us credible
responses to other threats to our interests. Should aggression occur
in several regions simultanecusly, U.5. military responses would e
governed by existing commitments, general strategiec priorities, the
speciflie cﬁrcumstances at hand, and the availability of forces.
However,.to deter aggression, we anq pur allies do not need all the
forces required for a high-confidencé, simultaneous defense against
Moscow-directed attacks in all threatened areas, nor is that our
stratégy. Qur strategy is mot to try to "do everything, everywhere,"

as some critics charge.

4. Supporting Defense Policies
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3. Balance of Forces

To protect our intefests. the United States and our allies must
maintain military capabilities sufficient to make our defense
strategy of deterrence and defense effective. This doces not
necessarily require that we and our allies have equal numbers of
tanks, aircraft. ships, ete. The calculus of deterrence and defense
igs far more complicated than just static numbers. At least as
impeortant are the performance characteristics of the weapons, the
quality of people operalting them, and the tactics used. Moreover,
~geography and the unique features of a specific security mission
decisively affect the military forces neaded. These variables, plus
others, are weighed against the threat to our security in determining
our concrete military needs for protecting U.S. Lntereéts and meeting
our commitments. From these defense needs, we derive our defense

budget.

Under our flexible response doctrice, nuclear weapons make a
crucial contributicn to our deterrence of nonnuclear attack.
However, Since the Soviet Unicn has acquired nuclear capabilities at
least as strong as ours, the credibility and prudence of nuclear
responseé to deter conventional attasck has weakened. Therefore, ocur
nuclear foreses do not relieve the United 3States or its alliies from
the neoed to maintain adeguate conventional forces. As discussed in

“he strategy section above, strong conventional forces are essential
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for ceterring and defending against nonnuclear attack, creventing
Soyiet intimidation of our allles, and reassuring freedom-loving

peoples.

In 1981, the largest problem we inherited arcse from a 20-year
Soviet arms buildup, which was accompanied In the decade of Che 1970s
by a 20 percent real reduction in the U.S5. defense effort. The
global military balance -- in Soviet terms, the "correlation of
forces" -- was shifting in favor of the Sgviet Union, in their view
as well as Ours. Tnrough an investment nearly 50 percent larger than
our own, the Soviets were buying advantages in virtually every area
of comparison -- in nuclear forces, in the NATC-Warsaw Paét halance,

and in Southwest Asia.

The most impbrtant'truth about.our recent strengthening 1s that
we have been buying and fieldihg forces to'implement policies and
strategies over which there was little disagreemert between this
Admipnistration and its predecessor. Our'principal'difference argse
from our judgment that we mové toward a more adequate bdalance of

forces at a pace reflecting the dangers of U.S. ﬁilitary inferiorityl

b. Alliances for Collective Security



Ak strong system of alliances and regiconal cooperation relps bthne

‘United States and natlions friendly to our interests preserve peace

and freedom. This ccalition stratezy enables us %o share our commnon
Security burdens and.échieue a division of labgr capitalizing on the
relative strengths of each state. Our alliances with the nations af
Europe, Asia, and our own hemisphere, together with other important
security relationships in those regions and in “he Middle Fas: and

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

Efficient alliance security requires that national forees be able
ta fight togetner effectively in combined operations. It also
PEYLLI S d CUlisl Bub plugl aa ol SELVLL aLy @Soiocauve anu a aial Liw ul
«xey technologies so that each alliance partner éan increase its

capabilities for the military role it accepts for itself.

For free peopleées, cooperation and collective securlty are
essential to the preserva:ibn of our nations and our values. We:
cannot afford to return to the pre-World World II myopia of
isplationism and undefended neutralism. As gye 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~prep§redness and the short-lived

intoxication of wishful thinking.
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Sacatse of our a.liances, we all are able to achiave a revel of
deterrence and defense that otherwise would bHe unattazinable for any
one of us. Furthermore, cocperation in defense matters can reinforce
politiecal cohesion and improve diplomatic and economic relationships.

A more detailed discussion of these issues can be found in Chapter

ITI.H.1T.

¢. Security Assistance

Security assistance consists of U.S. sales or grants of defense
goods or servieces to allied and friendly naticns. It is an
indispensable tool of American Iforeign policy and an essential
element in strengthening our defense posture around the world (zee
Chapter III.H.2). It is in our national security interest to assist
allies and friends in strengthening tneir defenses against external
aggression and internal conflict; Qur security assistance program is
the priﬁcipal instrument for accomplishing thnis goal. The program
also helps us gain agecess to nasesa and overflight rights, improves
our pawer projection and forward-defense capabilities, and enhances

our defense industrial mobilization base at home.

d. Forward-Deployed Forces

dacause American values and lnterests are shrared by many nations
; Y

tmat literally span the antire glabe, and pecause of cur insular
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geograohnic nosition, we Cannol defend tho irterests with U.5.-based

o

forces cniy. The prox:imity of Soviet forees to our allies and
overseas interests imposes sevare demands on %the timeliness of our
response, Since territory or interests once lcst would be difficult

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

purposes are Lo:

—~ Deter aggression and coercion more convincingly than could

be done without a visible U.5. presence;

—— Increase our ability to respond effectively and quickly in

+we svent of a conflict and to bring it to a Tavorable end;

—— PReassure our allies of our commitment to our common
security, assist them in resisting intimidation, and
encourage them to sustain their full econtribution to our

collective security;

—~ TFacilitate in peacetime the possible integraticn of U.3. and

allied forces in wartime;
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__ Discourage regional instabilities and ambiguous aggression;

and

—-- Provide a more stable international environment for

constructive diplemacy.

For the above purposes, the United States maintains ground and

‘air forces in Europe, Japan, and Korea, and naval carrier battle

groups and amphibious forces in the_Western Pacific, the
Mediterranean Sea,_and the Indian Ocean. It is5 sometimes nggestéd
that we should bring ﬁhe troops home to save money. Every study of
tnis issue, however, has found that it s more expensive to bring our

forces home and keep “hem here than it is te maintain them abroad.

Cur overseas deployments are backed up by .5.~based foreces,
including the Reserve Components, a significant portion of which must
be rapicdly deployable. In the eveni of a confiict, all of these
reinforcing units would depend on airlift and sealift to get them to
the combat theafer in time to be effective. For these reasons, we
will continﬁe to cemplement our rapidhdeplo§ment capabilities by

expanding our stocks of -prepositioned material overseas.

Furthermore, we will continue to make every effort to secure host

nation support; overflight, landing, and bunkering rights; and access
to essential overseas bases and facilitias in advance of potential

crises or contingencies.
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f. Flexibility

To a marked extept, G.3. farward deployments and our contingency
plans for [.S. forces represent our judgment about the sericusness
énd likelinood of aggression against our interests. TYet, we know we
ran never bz certain about the loecation, time, and nature of future
aggression against our interests. Therefore, our lorces, our plans,
and our way of thinking must be {lexible to eznable us to respond to

unexpected contingencies.

Qur flexibllity increases the importance of strategic mobllity --
our ability to deploy and sustain our forces over great distances.
New Soviet outposts in many regions of the worid make it possible for
Moscow to threaten friendly nmations, directly and through surrogates,
in places where we have no shield of land-based forward deployments.
The spread of these military ocutposts is aggravated by Soviet
capabilities for projecting power, particularly in regions close to

the Soviet Union.

In the Persian Gulf, for example, the Soviet military now has an
encircling ring of bvases [n Ethicplia, Aden, and Afghanistan. In
addition, the reach df Soviet airlif: anrd the Backf{ire bomber permit
Moscow %o project military power to svery part of the Middle EZast and

Lo eritical regions of the Pacific. 7The Reagan Administration his



therefar

40

H [ Il MR 3 o -
arcelerated efforts to Lmprove Suppor. faciiities, acoess

[y

arrangements far deployihg .S, foreces, and prepositioning of
eséential equipment, while expanding U.S. airlift and sealift
capabilities. -The addition of three carrier task forces and two new
Army light divisions underscores our commitment to moblility

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

In this ﬁhapter 1 want to discuss four pillars of our defense
policy that guide us in our efforts to achieve a more robust and
stable deterrencé for the 199Cs, and beyond. .The sections oh nuclear
and nonnuclear deterrence below supplement the strategy over{:iew of
he preceding chapter. The sections on arms reductions and
comgetitive strategies introduce important concepts for ensuring 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. Thelir enormous destructive power --
coupled with the speed of modern ballistic missiles —-- means that
within 30 minutes they can destrqy entire societies and cultures,
whieh have taken Western civilizatiors centuries bto build. Yeib, this
came destructive pawer also has made nuclear Weapons a powerful force

in peace.



i1

Aur nucizar arsenzl has, since its Inception, been enormously
successful in deterring aggressian against our allies and us. We
have made it clear that we have both the capability and the will to
retaliate in the eveﬁt 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. Cne result

nas 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
cxilSLoile Ul HUULedr wedpons diuvltales Lhelnr evEniual UHEe, W 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 B=36, B-47, and B-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 hesre: deterrent forces, prudently
managed and activély supported, are a sound and proven method of

preventing war.

For the future, kezeping our deterrent posture strong means lhere
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 ars ways that can Jurther stresngonzsn our
ability to deter aggression, we must pursus tnem. Through the
President's Strategic Defense Initiative, we are seeking to make
kallistic 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 huclear
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 {or the foreseeable future ---a
requirement that mandates not only forces and effective plans for
their use, but a.so effective command, control, comnunicatians and

intelligence (C3I) and reliable, safe, warhesads.

a. The Challenge of Deterrence

The guestion is often asked why a sane and rational Soviet
ieadership would decide to initiate a nuclear war. There is no good
answer. We would hope that our threat of retaliation would convince

gven the most unyielding Soviet hardlia=r that there can be no



victiory in a nuclezar war. Surely the extent of the maszsive raciation
damage.caused Dy the Chernobyl accident must reinforce this faes.
And, yet, we are [aced squarely with overwhelming evidence of Soviet
effarts 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 dercades is
clearly designed to produce a first-strixe capability. This threat

is all the more ominous when it is coupled with:

-- The increase in air cdefenses:
-- The modernization of the Moscow ABM system;

-- The intensified research and development on advanced missile

gefenses;

-- 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 relcad intercontinental ballistic missile

(ICBM) silos;
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-

——- The numercus combal EXercises invo.ving Soviet nuclear

faorcess: and

-~ The existence of military writing which refuses Lo

acknowlecdge that victory in nuclear War is not possible.

This Soviet mind-set 1s wholly foreign to us, as foreign as Lre
downing of the KAL airliner, the murder of Major Nichoiscn, and ths
framing of Nicholas Daniioff. Yet there is no denying that these
events occurred. Nor can we turn a blind eye to the reality of tre
Soviet nuclear pOSLUFE described above. We may ncl agree with or
understand the assumptions upon which it is founded, but to ignore i°
woult be the nheight of folly. We must ccenvince the Soviet leadersnl
Lhat the gsseLs they vyalue mest and seex 1o preserve to dominate =
peSt-war world -- their nuclear and conventional forces, their
interral mechanisms of control and the industrizl potential to
sustain war -- would never survive our_retaliation. Thus, we must
design a deterrent sirategy that takes these factors into account. |
we are to remove any temptation for the Soviets to think they car
fight and win a nuclear war. FTai.ing to respond vigorously Lo tris

threat simply because we do not believe in such concepts is to

misapply the entire notiorn of deterrencs.



b. Strengthening Deterrence Now

“ .. any farce that has such characteristics that it cannot.be
thought of as an operating force cannotserve asa 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 opinian, does not have a credible deterrent.”

Robert5. McNamara -- 1563

# . Detarrence is the set of beliefs in the minds of the Soviet
Jeaders, 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 considerﬁng.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 Lo
modernize each of the three elements of our nuclear Triad and, &5
importantly, the command, contrel, and communications systems that

support them. The ambitlious nature and scope of this effort
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framing of Nicholas Danilof{f Yet there is no denying that these
sventd accurred. Nor can wé\turn a blind eye to the realit& of the
Sgyviet nuclear posture deSCr;béHxabove. We may not agree with or
understand the assumptiong upan wﬁhgh it is founded, but to ignore it
would be the height of fglly. We mu;t canvince the Soviet leadership
that the assets they vé1ue moat and segh Lo preserve to dominate a
world -- the;r nuclear and conve}*lonal forces, themr

AN

internal mechanisms pf control and the L“thuR&ﬁl potential to

sustain war -- would never survive our retaliaﬁign. Thus, we must

post-war

design a deterrentfstrategy that takes these factogﬁ into account, if

wae are to remove,any temptation for the Soviets to th{nk they can

/
fight and win a muclear war. Failing to respond vigorously to this

l-'r
threat Simply because we do not believe in such concepts is Lo
misapply the entire notion cf deterrence.
' /
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resembles the kennedy Administration's across-bthe-board mocernization

of fmerican 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,

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

obsoleaces.

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 am
pieased to report that our efforts are paying the American pﬁblic
handsome dividends in terms of increased deterrent capablility. Our
strategic cémmand and control is bhecoming more robust, less capable
of being interrupted by Soviet action, and less subjeect te single

mode failure —- providing the assured and enduring connectivity upon

which a cradible flexible response stirategy must rest.

The military effectiveness of the Triad against the full range of
Soviet targets -- including those hardened to recuce the effects of a
potential U.S. retaliation -- has been stirengthened importantly
within the past year by the additicn of the first squadron of B-1B
aircraft to stand alert and by our first squadron of ?eacekeeper

missiles., Furthermgre, Lhe Trident II sea-launchned ballistic

missile, whose enduring hard-target capability is so vital o
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rlaxinple response, will s00R pegin flignht tasting, “rereby marking
apother milestone on the path to its deployment in December 198§,

The past year also saw further successful development work on the
advanced cruise missile and advancéd'technology bomber: both programs

continue on track toward deployment.

Over the next several years, the President's strategic'
modernization program will contirue to provide the dynamic,
multidimensional foree structure capapility giving the United States

deterrence-in-depth —— if the program 1s seen through to completion.

Pk mvmmmmm . imedmnth rroob Tar svmamda tho Fflavikilite Af nom Triad. armd

2dds ever-increasing levels of survivability and endurability to sach
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 tne land-hased missile foree. Similarly,
the Trident II will add a.hard—targat capability to our sea-launched

force, an attribute ornly the ICBM could earlier 2laim.

Additionally, we are addressing the Soviets' ever—increasing
emphasis, since the early 1980s, on mobility. What can be moved,
they are making mobile; what cannot be moved, they are making harder.
We have solved the harcness problem with such systems as the

Peacekasper and Trident II. 3ut mobility remains the chnallenge tnhat



must Se met if we are to deter Lomorrow's Soviet threat. It appears
to be difficult to counter. But by buiiding rogust forces that are
flexible, survivable, and enduring, we will make il abundantly clear

‘tg the Soviets that we will dery any war aims they may have

regardiess of how they hope to achieve them,

There is no category of the Sovief 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 firat
strike shouid deterrence fail and still have sufficient untouched ——
and untouchable —- secure reserve forces; Thus, an aggressor has no
hape of achieving his objectives either {n an initial éttack 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 forcgs and other critical ;
assets could be in some way vuinerable to our retaliation; that . he
-can count on nothing as a given. 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 devoled a
great deal of thought and effort to the development of mare

selective, discriminating, and contreclled respaonses to the wide and
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varied rature of potertial Scoviet acls of aggression. This

flexibility -- which follows directly from the requirements of

flexible response as it was initially set forth in the early 1980s -~- i
increases our ability to deter both nuclear and nonruclear attacks |

against ug or our allies.

Miéguided criﬁics, as well as an demagogues seeking political
agdvantage, have somebtimes Iinterpreted our effort td 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
dally shares the responsibility for the awesome power of nuclear i
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
select;ve, diseriminate responses to a possible-attack by a power
such as tne Soviet Unjon, that thinks a nuclear war can be won, is an

integral part of this effort.

- O0f course, it 1s not in our interest Yo inform the Scviets
precisely how we would respand to every possible contingency, nor
where our nuclear weapons are Located or nob located. Nor is it

possible to be certain of success in our efforts Lo limit escalation
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and to terminate = conflict cuickly if one bsgan. So it is

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

limit destruction should conflict begin. If we were withoui credible
limited options, then our critics' view —- that any response to a
Soviet attack would automatically lead Lo mutual suicide -- could

become a self-fulfilling prophecy. In short, while ocur policy cannoct
guarantee success, our crities' policy only guarantees failure --

failure that ultimately means a total catastrophe for the world.

A3 Iong as nuclear weapans continue to have a role in our
deterrent strategy, nuclear testing will be bequired to ensure that
our nuclear weapons are safe, secure, reliable, effective, and
survivable -- in short, that our deterrent remaiﬁs 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 progranm,

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 Scviet threat.

The United States remains committed to the ultimate gcal of
totally eliminating nuclear testing, bubt only when we do not need ta

depend con 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,
sxpanced confidence-building measures, and greatsr balance in

conventiocnal forces.

c. Strategic Defense Initiative (5D1}

In the late 19603, it was clear that defenses against ballistic
missiles could be overwhelmed more cheaply than the defenses
themselves could be expanded. Given the state of defansive
technoleogy at thé time, the United States came to believe that
detarrence could best be assured if both the United States and the
Soviet Union were able to maintain the ability to retaliale 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 %oth the 3oviet Union
and the United States, the maintenance of a balance batween the two
sides' offensive nuclear forces, and negotlated nuclear arms
reductions which would maintain the balance at progressively lower

levels.

The Soviet Union, however, f{ailed 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 wnich it had
itself practiced. The Soviets consistently refused to accept
meaningful and verifiable negotiated reductions in offensive nuclear

arsenals. Instead, Mo3cow nas increasingly relied an the U.S.

' Congress to legislate unilateral restrictions on 7.8. forces, which

the Soviets have been unable to gain through.negotlation. Even a
surscory examination of the 99th Congress' record with respect to the
prohibition orn ASAT testing, the dramatie cuts in SDI funding, and
the "go-sldw" approach to the strategie modernizatian program,

Suggests that this Saviet strategy has been somewhat successaflul.

Since the late 1960s, the Soviets have greatly expanded ahd
modernized their offensive nuclear forces and invested an
approximately equal sum in strategic defenses. The Soviet Union has
an axtensive, multifaceted operaticonal strategic defensive network
which dwarfs that of the Unitec States, as well as an active research
and dévelcpment program in botrh traditional and advanced defenses

against ballistic missiles.
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Soviet ABMISpace Defense Programs
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Soviet noncompliance with arms-nnnt=~1

offensivy

cause of

UPDATE REQUIRED

ol lsmmnina L both the
e and defensive areas, particularly the ABM treaty,

very serious concern.

that

treaty was designed te prevent.

‘Soviet offensive and defensive force developrents pose a serious
challenge to the United States.

Soviet Union cbtalns a monopoly on advanced defenses against

they will undermine our ability to retaliate effectively in case of
Spviet attack.

The situation wiil be even mare dangerous if

ballis<ic missiles in addition Lo its sizable existing offensive and

i-D-14
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The aggregate of current Soviet ABM

and ABM-related activities suggest the USSE may be preparing an

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

If left unchecked and unanswered,

the
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defansive foress., 1n that case, the Soviels might come to bellieve

that they could launch 2 ruclear attack against the United States or

ct

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

they might see a realistic chance of successful nuc:ear blackmail.

In this context, on March 23, 1983, President Reagan set forth
his plan for the estaplisnment of the Strategic Defense Initiative

(SD1). mhe Prasident was aware that the technological situation in

1983 was fundamentally different from the situation that prevalled in

1972, when the United States concluded that deterrence based solely
on the capability of offensive_forces was not only saensible but
necessary. wWe then nelieved that neither side could develop the
technology for defensive systems that could effectively deter the

other side. By 1983, however, scientific developments and several

emerging technologies offered the possibility of defenses that did

not exist and could hardly have peen conceived a decade earlier. Thne
state of the art of defense had'progresséd to the point where it was
reasonable to lnvestigate whether hew technologies could yleld
nbnnuclear options for strategic defense, thereby allowing us Lo move

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

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

available scientific and technological expertise in the U.s. and
allied countries, has proven the expectation well—founded. Now, on
the basis af early research results, I am convinced that tne-

depioyment of defenses sased on the technologies developed under "the
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President's initiative could a23si3t us In improving our deierrent
nosture and ennancing U.8. and alliad security at three distinct

levels.

Or one level, in order Lo preserve delerrence we are pursuing

research in%o defensive technologies to guard against Soviet ABM
breakout. This 18 nzeessary given the Soviet refusal to negotiate
reductions in offensive weaporns and their clear intent to [ield
defernsive systems, as signified by the Krasnoyarsk radar complex and

the Mosecow ABM complex upgrade.

On a second level, the introduction of a significant defensive
camponent into the U.S5. strategic posture will serve to enhance
deterrence, AS S5DI technologies become available, we will be able to
deploy a defense agalast Soviet ballistic missiles which will degrade
their effectiveness and diminish Moscow's confidence in its abiiity

to attack “he United States or its allies and escape retaliation.

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

deterrence by eliminating the reguirement to deter an attack by
ballistic missiles. As the President has indicated, our goal ia a
strategic defense which is sufficiently effective as to render

LA

nuglear ballistic missiles "impotent and obsolete, We expect to
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accomplish this objective by increasing the effectliveness ol

+

3

stfategic'defenses, rnereby sufficiently degrading the éffec:ivéness
of Soviet ballistic missiles and encouraging Moscow to negotiate
their elimination. In addition, in such a situation, deployed
strategic defenses would serve as 1lnsurance 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 Jein
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’

seace in Europe and Asia. On the other hand, while building its ouwn
defenses, the Soviet Union has spared no effort to dissuade the
democracies fram makiﬁg a similar effort to ensure thgir own defense.
The chieﬁ leadership has done this, but nct because they fear the
offensi#e use of ocur 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 Lo

conme.
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2 Conventional Deterrence and Low-Intensity Conflict

a. Low-intensity Conflict

As explained in Chapter 1.C., to deter nonnuclear aggression,
7.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 dJnion matched or exceeded U.S.
capabilities in key areas of our nuclear posture. A robust
conventional posture proviges us with the safest, most reassuring
deferrent at the lowest feasible risk of nuclear war. indeed nf anvy

maior war.,

America's conventional forces are structured and ceployed
primarily to counter our mosp serious global threat: BSoviet military
power. -However, they also must be designed to operate in canjunction
with our special operations forces to counter less ominous threats at
the lower end of the conflict spectrum, and Lo complement diplomatic

and ecancmic measures supporting our security.

Today, the United 3tates finds itsel

Lt}

threatened by several forms
of ampiguous aggressicn in what 1s popularly referred to as

Low-Intenzity Conflict (LIC). While terrorism, subversion, and



insurgency are a3 ancient as coaflict itse.f, the growing intensity
«ith which they are pursued by aur adversaries in the post-World War
IT era reguires a commensurate increase in tne attention we devole
to them. Indeed, these forms of amblguous aggression have become SO
widespread that'they'have necome the “"warfare of choice’ over the
last forty years. They represent a long-term challénge to our
securlily, a perménent aspect of the "long twilight struggle" belween

democracy and its enemies.

The increased prominence of terrorism,'insurgency, and subversion
has 5everal causes. One is that, for better or worse, nuclear
weapons have made greal power confrontations hﬁgh-riék propositions.
The implieit recognition tnat 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 designs. Coupled to our
nuclear deterrent has also been a conventidnal deterrent, which has
yet to be challenged in Europe and which successfully blunted
communist aggression during the Korean War. Thus the very succeés of
our efforts in deterring nucleaf and conventional Qar has fﬁcused

3oviet efforts, and those of otner nostile states, on more ambiguous

forms of aggressior.

These efforts have been alded, and the challenge we face

expanded, by the comparatively recent proliferation of Third World
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L8

iecline of the great Zuropean empires

-

states that colncideg witn ths
following World War II. These new states, i many cases, have

encountered economic, political, and social problems that make them

ripe for internal u?heaval or external expleitation and subversiﬁn.

The rampant growth in the international arms Srade, coupled with the i
increased lethality of weapons, have combined to redﬁce the

nstart-up" costs for LIC. All this has ozecurred 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 War

;I. and oug rapidly expanding network of ponlitical, econcmic, and

social relationships within an ernvironment of increased global

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

- - o - e o = T -
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shortage of adversaries who seek to undermihe our security by £
persistently nibhling away through these shadow wars populated by

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

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

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

represents a cost-effective means of aggression for advarcing 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
nolitical, socecial, and economic instabilities endemic to mary Third

World nations that make them ripe for exploitation by radical
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internal elements. Oftern this hostility is focused on the so-called
"nescalonialist" West, particularly the United 3tates. Seccndly, the
Sovieb Union is eager to exploit this instability indirectly or
through its ﬁrbxies, to promote ‘terrorism, subversion (as in Grenada,
Eithiopia, Afghanistan-in 1978, and South Yemen) and insurgenc?, -
thereby undermiﬁing U.S. security interests through this "indirect

approach."”

-Eséentially, we are faced with a different conflict environment
from elther nuclear war or more traditional, conventional military |
operations. We canfront enemies who are prepared to take advantage
of the West's open sppieties to wage terrorist campaigns, who prefit
at the expense of our traditicnal démocratio 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 toc cur security by

aséisting those friendly states that rely on cur help at a time when

aqur defense resources are already stretched to their maximum limit.

Thus, an ecénomy of force strategy is mandated, for the United States
cannot.land should not, assume the role of the world's "policeman.".
Furthermore, we need to integrate our military strategy, to an
unprecedenced degreé,-within an overall interagency and
intergovernmental approach to combabt the threat in its political,
sconomic, and scocial dimensions, as well as its military form,.

Yinaily, each major kind of iow-intensity warlare requires its own
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strategic approach, since more tracitional forms of deierrence are
not _Lixely to dissuade those who practice these subtle, ambligucus

methods of aggression.

{1) Combatting Insurgencies

The problems of decolonization and nation building assocliated with
the emergence of Third World states from colonial rule kas led in
many cases fo political, social, and economic instabilities that
rhreaten to destabilize legitimate governments, and compromise U.S.
SEBULE Ly LiLSiTSLI.  USUSiAi.y) 4w 43 Uil LS LAULLlilyy CUlMaUCN  w ok wir
popular dissatisfaction and the govercment's inability tc respond
effectively, that lays the groﬁndwork for exploitation by internal
elements who seek to effect through viclence what Lhey cannot change
through peacaful, 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 attemﬁts Lo
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.

Qur 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 agains

same Lime, we are helping the host country regime caombat tnose

insurgent groups whose aim
seizing of power to impose
problems of insurgehcy are
éssisting the host ccuntry

element 1in a comprehensive

multiple dimensions, The key tec sSuccess

is not reasoned reform, hut

tneir own agenda by force.

ratner the

Sinee the root

primarily politiecal, scecial, and economic,

combat the military threat

strategy “hat must address

in this kind

15 but one
the conflict's

of war 1is the

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

to preempt the insurgents'

cause and deny them access to Lthe
¥

population, thereby frustrating their attempts to intimidate the

people and cripple the econecmic infrastructure.

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

insurgencies are typically protracted confliects, and therefore our

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

cbjective to nelp these nations win batties égainst 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 specifiec roLz I3 to work with the other relsvant U.5.
povernment agencies and appropriéte host country crganizatiors Yo
integrate our.effcrt_into a comprehensive strateg§ to combat the
insurgency. Our support typically involves training indigenous host
country forces, providing assistance in technical areas like
communicaticns and intelligence, and 2nsuring that the armed ‘orces

have the eguipment 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

shou’d not treat lightly the preospect of employing American combat
forces. This caution is 2specially relevant when contemplating their

use to assist regimes threatened by insurgency. For cne thing, the I

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

for U.S. troops is, in itself, an indication thab the regime 13 not
making progress ir enacting needed reforms,  Without this kind of
commitment on their part, any military'effort on ou% part will
ultimately prove {ruitless. Nor will the American people or their
elected represectatives in the'Congress Sustain support for regimes
that refuse to do what is needed while the lives of American
serviceﬁen are at risk. For thié reason we must also have a clear
grasp of how the regime targeted by irsurgents represents a loag-term
vital interest to our security. Withgut this condition,.we stand

little chance of prevailing in a protracted conflict. This also

[-D-24



arsures that we will commit Lthe regquisite resources to sustain our

Strategy over the long raul.

-

Further,-we must have a clear understanding with the host
country, and within our own counsels, of how our forces will work to
achieve clearly defined strategic objectives, one of which 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 deone much
to enhance our special operations forces and general purpose forces
ts operate effectively in this unigue conflict environment. Yet
this does not eliminate the need to constantly reassess the
relationship between our objectives.and the forces we have committed.
IF the host regime will not address itself to the task at hand, C.S.
cohbat forces cannob be expected to remain indefinitely. Finally, we
shouid commit combat forces only as-a last resort, after diplomatic,

eoconomic, and other political opticns have been exhausted.

The history of the past forty years indicates Eha:. whether it .
goes by the name of insurgency, a war of rational liberation, or
revoluticnary warfare, this kind of ambiguous aggression 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
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nature, and the declisive rols played by the regime targeted by
insurgents, we must have a unique stirategy and force capability to
counter it. Equally important, pricr to committing any combat forces
we must have a clearlunderstanding af what kiﬁd of enterprise we are
ambarking upon and hoﬁ we intend to achieée its succeséful

reaclution.

While we oppose those who seek to impose totalitarianism in the
Taird Word, there are alsoc those whoe 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 sSupport; not only bécause it is right, bdt because as
President Kennedy aobserved, "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 %“he
extension of freecdom 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 -“he world's

democracies.
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(2) Combatting Subversion

While insurgency invelves protracted warfare Lo achieve 1.3
ultimate goal of toppling a government, subversion lavolves actions
taken by an external power to recruit and assist indigenous political
and military Forces to overtrrow their government through a coup
d'etat. Thne Soviets have utilized subversion as a means of ambiguous
aggression éincé Lenin's time. Indeed, the very creatibn of thé
Soviet Union itsell was Founded upon subyersicon. Some of their more
recent successes include_Ethiopia and Afghanistan. Had we not
responded promptly and forcefully, Grenada would have been added to
the list. fhis forr of low~intensity aggression is not limited to
the Soviet Unionj; it has alsoc been embraced by others, amo#g them
Qaddafifs Libya and Castro's Cuba, in an attempt td advance their

aims.

The key to combatting this subtle form of aggresslon, which
manifesﬁs itself in open conflict only at the last possible moment,
_is the quality and reliability of a natien's indigenous miliﬂary
forces. Although we in this countiry take for granted the
_subservience of ocur military leadership to civilian authority, this
is frequently not the case in many Third World states. Nevertheless,
a cornerstone of our strategy to combat -subversion concerns our
}efforts to enhance the capabilities of friendly nation military
forces, and tc assist them in effecting these reforms that augment
their brofessionalism and emphasize the importance of an apolitical

military leadsrship supportive of free institutions. This involves a
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long~-term commitment Lo creatinﬁ shared values tnrough sxchange
programs, tralning .and education, civig actian, and related
activities, This kind of prevantive medicine wards off penetration
and subversion of tﬁe military by hostile powers bent on effecting a
violent change in the established arder. In so doing, it redﬁces the
likelihood that our combat foreces will ever be reguested by a
legitimate goverrnment under attack by indigenous forces influencad 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 Hepubliec (1965), and

Grenada (1983), and retains the capability and the will to do sg

again zhcould it be deemed necessary.

Combatting Terrorism

. to say that nothing has so autraged the world's
civilized peoples in recent years as the senseless acts o: violence |
carried out by terrorist groups representing radical political and
religious views. In its domestiec form, terrcrism is properly the
province of the police forces of a nation. When terrorism becomes
;nternatiohal in scope or is aided and abetted by state sponscrs,
however, the threat'poséd to U.S. citizens and security interests may
‘regquire an American militéry response. This response may ocour at

“wo levels. At a lawer level, it involves our actiors to deter acts



of terrorism and, i{ deterrence fails, %o deny the t=rrorists their

]

objectives. [Deterrence, In this case, fregquszantly requires that we
nct only convey our ability and willingness to punish the
perpetrator, but that we convince the terrorist that his bbjective
cannot belachieved; that is, deterrence ithrough denial as well as
through the threat of retaliation. Unforwunately, in free specieties
it is difficult, if not impossible, to impose the kinds of
restrictions that might dény all potential targets to tefrorists.
Nevertheless, we have undertakeu numercus active and passive
defensive measures to make gur 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 terrorist acts that are already

under way, as in the case of hostage seizures,

When terrorism 1is sponsored by the leaders of sovereign states as
a tool of aggression, however, it moves beyénd the realm of an
internal police matter to a higher level -- that of international
conflict invaelving state-to-state confrontaticn. Here the situatian
differs markedly from isolated acts of terrorism, as we sSaw this past
April when we identified Libya as responsible for an act of terrorism
against our mili;ary personnel in West Berlin. The military
aperations executed by U.5. forces in respornse to this abt 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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speciflc terrorist acts while they are in progress. The objective of
the Libyan cperaticn was poth to strike at terrcorist support bases,
and to deter the stgte of Libya from providing terrorist groups with
the support necessafy tc conduct their internaticnal 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 f{orces as well as speclal operatlions forces.
It alac invalves the eclosest coordination at the interdepartmental

level and with our allies.

(4) Summary

Unlike nuclear war and a major conventional war, We must ccncern
ourselves not only with deterring ambiguous_aggression, but wiﬁh
actively combatting it, for 1t is going on all arcund us. To sone
eﬁtent it is the product of our success in preventing wars at higher
jevels of intensity that has forced our adversaries to pursue these
wars in the shadows. With their high mixture of political, economie,
and sccial emlements blended into a military threat, thesé forms of
ambiguoﬁs aggression demand the cleosest coordination between the
United States and its ailies,.and within our government itself. &
mulpidimansional threat démands a comprehensive response. Other
sections of this repoft consideé. in detail. how the Defeanse

Department is improving special operatiocns forces and general purpose
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fgrees to contribute to Lhe Administration's national strategy for
gombatting low-intensity aggression. If the lcngress grovides us the
resources and the persevering support Lo exescute this strategy over
the long haul,lthe "long twilight struggle” will favor the cause of
democracy and freedom. If we.fail, these forms of aggression will

remain the .most likely and the most enduring threats to our security,

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. Eeginning,iﬁ 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'unéhecked 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'deép desire to reduce the risk of war,
to inhibit a U.S. respﬁnse tg thé shift in the balance of power. In

addition, the Soviets were able to forestall a U.5. response te their
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treaty noncompliance by veiling tneir activities in secrecy, then
counting on gur demestic politics to keep the issues clouded in

ambiguity for years.

The.ReaganlAdministrétion's approach to arms control is a direct
result of the failure of the SALT process. During the 1970s, the
substitution of wisnful thinking for responsible analysi.s 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 lland! codiﬁed a very major arms
buildup including quadrupling of Soviet strategic weapons
{warheads and bombs) since SALT ! was sighed in 1972 and a
near doubling of Soviet ballistic missile warheads from
about 5,000 te more than 5,000 since SALT il was signed in

1979.7

a. Real Reductions

From ocur first arms-control proposal in November 1981 to the
present, this Administration has insisted that arms-conirol

agreements involve real reducticns of a substantial nature. We have

also insisted that the reductions lead to increased strategic
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stanil: . ropTi vy goal has Segen. and continues to be.

substantial reductions these nuclear systems most suitable for a

first strike -- large, multiple-warhead, land-based intercontinental
ballistic missiles. We have alsd proposec the eliminaticn of the
entire inventory of longer-range intermediate-range nuclear f{orces
(LRINF) missiles and have consistently proposed and insisted upon

large reductions in the number and destructive powsr of land-based

ICBM warheads.

Qur persistence, despite great criticism, nas paid off. 1In
November 1985, the Soviet Union agreed to accept, in principle, the
goal of reducing strategic nuclear forces by 50 percent, Hoséow alszc

agre=d to seek an interim agreement on reductions in LRINF missilies.

fhis did not happen by accident. It came abour Decause we
learned from the mistakes of the 1870s. We learned that you do noet
induce the Soviets to agree to érms limitations by first unilaterally
1imiting the U.S. forces. 1In 1981, the Reagan Administration adopted
a strategic modernization program that gave the United States some
negotiqting jeverage. We did not attempl LO use arms control as ' a
substitute'for a delense strategy, nor cid we use arm-control
negotiétions as an excuse for allowing our deterrent capabhility to
erode. For ﬂhe rirst time since the 1960s, we began modernizing

every leg of our deterrent forces. Then, in 1983, we announced the
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Strategic Deferse Initiative (SDT), whieh also encouraged the Soviets

to return to the hargaining table and negotiate seriopusly.

b. Verification and Soviet Noncompliance

The Reagan Adminfstratioﬁ also reccgnizes that we must be able to
verify Soviet treaty camplzance without the ambiguities thau. in the
past, have allowed Mcscow to exploit the arms-control process. . The
importance of verification 1s crucial, given the Soviets' record of

noncompliance with existing arms-control agreements.

" In the December 1985 report on this issue, President EReagan
confirmed that the pattern of Soviet noncompliance continues largely

uncorrected. Moscow has violated its legal obligations under, or

political commitments to, the SALT II égreement, the SALT I interim

agreement, the ABM treaty, the Limited Test Ban treaty, the
Bivlogical Weapons Convention, the Geneva Protocol on Chemical
Weépons, and the Helsinki Final Acﬁ, and has likely violated the
Threshold Test Ban .treaty. In h;s report, the President noted how
the Kremlin has made military gains through its noncdmpliance with
arms—-ccntrol agreements in the area of strategic offensive arms és

well as chemical, biological, and toxin weapoens.
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stanility. Our primary goal has been, and continues Lp-ﬁe,
suhstantial reductions in those nuclear systems mosc suitable for a
first strike -- large, multiple-warhead, land-based interccntinental
vallistic hiséiles. 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

L

ICBM warheads. \\

Our persistence, despite.great criticism, has paid off. 1In

November 1985, the quiet Union-agreed to accept, in principle, the
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agreed to seek an Lnterim agreement on reductions in LRINF missiles.
g

-

This did not happen ‘by acclident. It came about because we

.\

! '
learned from the mistakes of the 1970s. We learned that you do no:l

induce the Soviets bqaagree-to arms limitationsxby first unilaterally

limiting the U.S. fﬁfces. In 1981, the Reagan A&ﬁ;nistration adopted
a strategic mcder?ézation program that gave the Un{tgd States soﬁe
negotiatiﬁg leveygge. We did not attempt to use armgﬂgontrol as a
substitute for a delense strategy, nor did we use arm-éggtrcl
négotiations %ﬁ an excuse for allowiqg.our deterrent capability to

j o . \
arode. For the first time since the 7960s, we began modernizing

svery leg offour deterrent forces. Thenm, in 1983, we announced the

i
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.2 Frezigernt als0 NIgnirgnlEl v me oIEI.lLe externt gl MIAIINTI
military gain by virtue of norecompli2nce wilh tre ABM treaty. He
made il clear trat these vionlations are of increasing concern Lo trs
United States. The illegal con trurtion of the ballistic missile

detec-ion and tracking radar at ¥rasnoyarsk. combined with other

o
AMA
Spviet ABM-related activities indicate that the Soviels m= he

preparing an ABM deflense of their national territory. This is

prohibited by the ABM treaty. Coupled with a first-strike capabilily

intended to disarm the U.S. retallatory force, Soviet unilateral
deployment of 2 territorial defense system would seriously erode U.:.

and allied deterrence.

The rlear pattern of Soviet ncncompliance with the legal
obligatibns and political commitments of thelr arms-controd
agreements signals an intent to achieve strategic Superiority.
Mporeover, Soviet noncompliance, 25 the president has stated. "has
raised fundamental doubﬁs about tne integrity of the arms-control

process itself. A country simply cannot be serious aboutl effectivse

args control unless it is egually serious about compliance.”



Wwhile the United Scates has scrupulously compiied with 1t

5]

arms—-control obligatlons, MOSCOW nas continued towards its military

and political obiectives undaunted by its arms—-control abligatiaons.

¢. A New Course

On May 27, 1986, President Reagan made an important decision on
arms control and strategic policy. Based on MDSCGH‘H.COHtinUing
arms-control violations and refusal to reciprocate our restraint, the
OUnited States will henceforth base its decisions regarding 1ts
strateglc of fensive farce structure on the nature and magnitude of
the threat posed by Sovietl strategic forceé, and not .on the standards
contained irn the SALT II agreement of 1979 ar the SALT I Interim

Agreement of 1872.

Critiecs of this decision fail to recognize that the President had
no prudent alternative to putting our policies toward Moscow on a
more realistie footing. In addition, critics fail to ackﬁowledge
that the Soviets have had ample opportuniﬁy to redress the situation.
Since 1983, we have repeatedly made clear to Moscow our grave
concerns regarding Soviet.noncomplianca. In '985 the Fresident went
the extra mile by dismantling a Posidon submarine Lo remain within

SALT [T 1limits, thereby giving the Soviets additional time to comply
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re Presidgent also highli

133

nted the possible extent of Moscow's
military gain by virtue of noncompliange with tTne A3BM treaty. He
made it clear trhat these violations are of Increasing concern Lo the
Unbﬁsf_gfgfgé. The illegal constiruction of the ballistic missile
deteckicn and tracking radar at Krasnoyarsk, combined with other
Soviet ABM-related activities indicéte'that the Soviets might be
preparing an ABM defense of their national territory. This is
pronibited :?\the ABM Lreaty. Coﬁpled with a first-strike capability
intended to di;:Pm the U.S. retaliatory force, Soviet unilaﬁeral

deployment of a t;;>i&3rial defense system would sericusly ercde U.S.

and allied deterrencg.\\

N

The clear pattern of Soviet noncompliance witn the legal

RN
Y

obligations ands political commitm;h{s of their arms-control
agresments signals an intent to achiéve strategic superiority.
Moreover, Soviet noncompliance, as the niesident has stated, "has
raised fundaﬁental doubts about the integ?i{y of the arms-control
process itsélf. A country simply cannot be S rigus about effective

arms contqbl unless it is aqually serigus about’compliance."
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States could no longer tclerate a double standard of ccocmpliance.
wherepy we were bound by an agreement that the USSR was violating.
Regrettably, the Soviels have neither corrected the situation nor

chosen to join the United States in a framework of mutual restraint.

d. Continuing The Search Far A Stable and Secure Future

in his May 1986 announcement, *ha President reaffirmed our
commitment Lo strive for an agreement on deep and equitable
reductions in offensive nuclear arms provided that we ¢an be
confident of Soviet compliance with it. The United States has nat
giﬁen up on Lne process of arms control. We have only become more

realistic in our approach to negotiating with Moscow.

~In the QOctobder meeting at Reykjavik between the President and
Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev, fufther‘progress was made on tcih
START and INF {intermediate-range puclear forces)., There was
agreement that strategic forces should be reduced t$ 1,600 delivery
vehiclLes, and 6,000 missile warheads and ALCMs for s=sach side.
Substantial progress was made on the 1ssue of counting bomber
weapons. Unfertunately. progress was not made on the outstanding

issues concerning limiting the dastructive power of strategic

Aox.  pse~"
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hallistic missiles. A4 major advance was 2ls30 achlieved regardin

I
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Agreement was reached oo the complete elimination of long-range

—

NF missiles in Europe and a global warnead limit of 700, The

¥

Soviats agreed to a freeze on short-range INF missiles pending

negotiation aof their reductian.

Unfortunately, the Soviets have nardened their position on the
5D1 - and attempted top hold progress in all areas of arms control
hostage tp accéptance.of their views on the SDI._ Although the
President demonstrated flexibilityiregérding the timing of the
deployment of the 3DI, the Soviets learned that he will nof forsake
U.5. national security in pursﬁit of an arms agreement, The SDI is a’
key element of the U.S. approach to a more 3secure world. It remains
essential even with an agreement on reductions and the ultimate

elimination of ballistiec miessiles.

Despite the fact that further work .is required to reconcile
fundamental U.S./USSR differences, the Iceland discussiocns created
very important opportunities for more productive arms-control

negotiations.
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Statss couldyno longer tolerate a double 3

a?ereby we wFre bound by an agresment thét the USSR was violating.

I

RegrettablyJ.the Soviets have neither. corrected the situation ror
s

chosen Lo j%in the United States in /& framework of mutual restraint.
£

/
ontinuing The Searcﬁ for A Stable and Secure Future

In his May 1986 announcgrent, the President reaffirmed our
commitment to strive for anfagreement on c¢eep and equitable
reductions in offensive nuéle?r arms provided that we can Dbde
gantigent i auvviwe uumpliauuL Wl I, Tho "U-ireA Statas has nnt

given up on the process of arms contral. We have only become more
. I

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
i
START and INF (intermediate-range nuclear forc?s). There was
!

agreement that sﬂrategie forces sShould be redugsd to 1,600 delivery
!

vehicles, and 6;000 missile warheads and ALCMs fgr each side.

Substantial progress was made on the issue of ccumiing bomber

Al
weapons. Unfortunately, progress was not made on tq§ outstanding

issues concerning limiting the destructive powar of Qtrategic
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e. Three Formidable Tasks

First and forsmost, we must maintain a strong deterrent posture
to guarantee a stable future, while also providing the Soviets with
incentives %o reduce Ltheir nuciear arsenal and to ensure that
violations of their solemn treaty agreements will entail real costs,
mhis calls for sustaining our strategic modernization program and

vigorous pursuiﬁ of the 3DI.

Second, we must be abie to verify Soviet tfeaty 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 gquantitative and gualitative characteristics of
ballistic missiles, and probléms 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 decisioﬁs affecting U.S. national security, we
must not asgume that the Soviet Union will faithfully cbmply 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..

gdefense posture.
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4. Competitive Strategies for Long-Term Security

In last year's reﬁort I discussed competitive strategies and my
intention So make them a major theme of this department for the
remainder of the Administration. The central idea of competitive
strategies is simple enough: aligning ocur enduring Ame?ican
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 benefité accrued. We
should seek weaknesses within their strengths -- chinks in their

armor -— that we can exploit.

The competitive strategies we adopt should force the 3oviets, in
respending, to compete less efficiently ar lesa effectively. Our
competitive strategies could obsolesce a significant componeat of the
Spviet force structure or their operational plans, thereby enhancing
deterrence and forcing difficult decisicns upon them. Those
decisions might include shifting more resources to defensive systems
and operatioﬁs 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.
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We tawe pricde In a number of outstanding sxamples of competitive

strategies in our current defense programs and the aperational

l4+]

doctrines of our armed forces. For example, we continue to work on
ensuring the ability of our air forces to peneirate and hold at risk
the Soviet homeland. The Soviet Union deploys the world's largest
air~defense network, one which has cos{ them many rubles -- over $100
nillion dollars worth -- to construct. A number of factors make the
pgnetrating bomher an area of continuing comparative advantage for
the Urited States. First, geography favors us, since the United
3tates 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
aireraft prcduction.l We can produce better aircraft more
efficiently. Third, for a number of sociological and cultural
reasons, Western pilots typically display a degrée of initiative,
innovation, and self-reliance not found in Soviet pilots. And
finally, we lead the Soviets in a number of the important
sechnologies involved, such as radar, navigational aids, and
communications. Low-observable technologies promise to ingrease our
lead over 4Lhe Scviets in the penetrating bomber area, possibly to
such a degree as to obsplesce a greét deal of their sxtensive and

expensive air-defense infrastructure.
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Similarly, America's antisubmarine warfare (ASW) capability has
proven Lo be a very successful competitive stirategy. U.3. 338Ns ard !
|
S3Ns are typically quieter than Soviel submarines, making it more i
difficult for the Soviets to detect them. Due in part to this |

advantage, the United 3tates has chosen to deploy its SSBNs over the

wide areas af the world's occeans, making the search/detection part of
the Soviet ASW effort much more difficult. In ASW the West alsop
enjoys a geographic gdvantage, 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
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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'sIAiP/Land
Battle and F;allow-On Force Attack doctrines are good examples of the
-type of approach we should adopt. Recognizing the Warsaw Pact's
operational reliance on second-echelor 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 thris
doctrine threatens the success of the Pact's entire théater—strategic
operation. As a result, deterrence is enhanced and we stand a better

chance of defending forward sucecessfully. We are hard at work to
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develop and fieid the tecnhnologies and systems ta implement this
doctrine and need the support of our ailies and the Congress 1f wue

are Lo succeed,

The President's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) holds the
gréa£est pramise of providing a new area of comparative advantage for
the West, In the face of a masslive Soviet nuclear threat, the SDI
can potentially provide the capability_to_neutralize that threat;
indeed it could transform the strategic relationship from an
of fensive crientation to a defensive one. In addition, the SDI
provides a vehicle for developing a number of new conventicnal
technologies for incorporation'into other competitive strategies. We
and our allies continue to research and de?elop the relevanﬁ
technologies, but the Congress must also do its part by providing
sufficient funding if this competitive strategy area is to be a

supcess.

As successful zs these competitive strategies appear, we

undoubtedly can do more. We must continue to adopt the competitive

atrategy approach in our weapchs development, in ocur operational
.planning, and In our military doctrine. This is really the only way

'we can overcome Scoviet numerical advantages and deal with the

military advantages their political system gives Lhem.
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A formidable obstacle in attempting to make our defense praogranm
more competitive s Intellectual, since it reguires, 18 some cases, a
rethinkiﬁg of established practices. In weapons acqgisition and
operatiaonal planning we need to ask ourselves how our forces couid
more effectively deter and defeat pessible Soviet aggression.
Determining which combiration of technologies, weapons systeﬁs. and
aperational 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 am confident that we can maet it.

An even more formicable obstaecle is institutionalizing this

- - - ~ [ oo - L e A —ETL T, a [ N
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even to adopt an Initlal set of theose 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 mada. 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 mest promising for the implemenﬁa:ion of

competitive strateglies.




nd chief of =sach Service alsc nave provided their

18]

The Secretary
views cn areas and technologies tnat seem to hold the most promise
for competitive strategies. They will review ongoing weapons
programs and develop recommendations of how thcse weapons prograns,
where appropriate, might pe integrated into a competitive strategy.
They will build cémpetitive strategies into their proposals for new

weapons systems, and those proposals will be reviewed as part of the

new Joint Reguirements Management Board (JAMB) pracess.

The new Urnder Secretary for Acquisition has recommended specific
technologies that offer competitive advantageﬁ and that thé Services
will seek to exploit. He will compile and maintain a current list of
the technologies and systems that enbody significant competitive
advantages. Additionally, the Under Secretary for Pollcy has
reviewed U.S. defense policy and strabtegy, and has recommendad areas

where compétitive strategies could be more effectively employed.

America must have strong military capabilities and wise defense
policies to ensure deterrence in the immediate future and cover the

Long term. The competitive stirategy approach to bullding those

capabilities and formulating those policies will allow us to meet our

1-D-45



natlonal security objectives wilh increasing efficisncy and

effectiveness.
f. Majbr Exploitable Weaknesses of the Soviet Union

(TO BE PROVIDED IN THE "FINAL DRAFT")
g. DoDImplementation of Competitive Strategies

(TO BE PROVIDED IN THE "FINAL DRAFT”)
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