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peint that, even based on the progress made in SDI to date, there
would be littls guastion that a4 scaled-down defense will be
adequate and feasible under those future conditions., (U)

We can comsider the possibility of more limited requirements
for defense if ballistic wissiles are actually eliminated., On
the other hand, even if the Soviets were to accept the proposal
that [ made in Reykjavik, we will continue tc reed the leverage
and protection produced by the possibility of being able to
develop a system capable of handling & much more extensive and
evolving offenaive ballistic threat. (V)

Detecrence in lffh a_future. The basic concept of deterrence in
such an alternative future need not be altered. (U]

Deterrence can best be achieved if cur defense postures makes
Scviet asssswments of war outcomes 80 uncertain as te ramove any
incentive for initiating attack, This would require that we
possess & mix of military forces, including those nuclear and
conventicnal forces providing defensive and retaliatory

capabilities, that the Scviets will view as giving us the ability
tc deny them their political and ailltary cbjectives. (U)

In short, deterrence of aggression Ls also achieved by maximizing
an aggressor's ggﬂl;tl§n5¥ that he can iuhll;I :itiﬁtl
cbjesctives by force, a ﬁ.;;;int; that he wi ace grave
risk to th thlt'hi values most 14 he try. Certainly. the

tools for ma ntllnlng detarrence will change. The challenge and
opportunity that we fa
change. (U)

ce is to determine how best to channel that

ssli.es
n!itrl EEE possibilicy of enhancing deterrence because the slower
pace asspociated with the employment of bomber and crulse missile
forces makes their effective use by an aggressor im a flrst
strike wuch pore difficult. The effects of such an attempt are
alsc much more uncertain. At the same time, it should ba
recognized that the certalnty of the ability of the US to respond
to a first strika with strategic forces which are not degraded by
that attempted attack is consaiderably higher when both sides have
only slow flying systems, These considerations should be
factored into avaluations of the military sufficiency of
altarnative forces to detar and to respond to a first atrike.

wi

In today's world, or in a future that builds on today's trends,
ballistic missiles are uniquely suited to be employed by an
aggressor with relatively certain results. The tise between the
detection of a ballistic missile attack and its arrival is so
short that it freezes the situaticn, reducing the options of the
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party attacked soc that they can be largely anticipated by an
aggresscr, Facing no defenses, there can be little doubt thas,

if ballistiec missiles Zunction reliably, they will arrive on
target. Finally, predicting the specific levels of damage they
can inflict o a carget is largely a matter of physics. Their
effectiveness does rot depend on the skill, courage or training
of men in the loop. 1t depends on the technological rellabilicy
of the systam which can be tested and messured in peacetice. (U')

If such systems were eliminated, the urcertainty in the mind of
AN agJresscr must increase bacause of the loss of their unigque
characteristics, Provided that we take steps to ensurs that
cther forms of attack are rot permitted to rebuild that certainty
over time, the result can be a significant net gain in terms of
the quality of deterrence and, inm turn, Iln our security and that
of cur allies. In considering the requirements for msintaining
deterrence ln such a future world, a high premium should be
placed on identifying. determiming the fessibility of, and taking
such steps. (U]

“Yeasuri=ng the lﬁg on %E“:r-nﬂ. In measuring our abilicy to
deter in ar alternative ture, we mMust taks into account the
@elimination of the cantribution of our own ballistic missiles and
the corresponding relative increase in the degree of our
uncertainty in predicting the effectivensss of our retaliatory
strike, should detarrenca fail. But at the sams tiss, v Bust
alse properly reflect in our msasurements the contribution that
this same inharant uncertalnty mekes in deterring an aggressor.
We should alse considar the even more fundamental contribution
that is made to our securlty should we face an aggressor who is
not rational or finde himself placed in an irrational situation
by svents that have gotten beyond his contrel, but who is armed
only with systems against which we can build a ressonable defense
should we choose to do so. We must alsoc weigh the real and
immediaste benefits of removing an irmense, existing threst to the
United States that is literally only thirty minutes away. WNor
can we forget that, unlike Soviet stated policy, US strategic and
nuclear forces are intended to make an explicitly identified
contribution to the deterrence of conventional attack an our
Allies and our forces deployed in support of our Allies. (U)

In accomplishing this measurement, to the extent practical, we
should attespt to approach the problem from the peint of viev of
2 net asssamment of all considerations involved. Our present
analytic tools will fall short of resolving all the quastions
such an alternative future presents. Therefore, until new
methods adapted to the challenges and opportunities of this
alternative future are fully develcoped, we will bave to depend
heavily on the experience, expartise, rescurcefulness,
creativity, and judgment of our professiocnal militery and defense
community. I belisve that this, toc, plays into a significant
aspect of our strength. (U)

-
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Wﬁuﬁﬁﬁg. At this time, it i{s not clear whether
n ave the wisdom to accept the US propesal
which I made in Reykjavik. The main thrust of our national
security planning and military progrsmming should mot be altered
now in anticipation of such an uncertain possibility. In fact,
if we were prematurely to adjust our current military plana and
programs for either the modernization of our own ballistic
misslle forces or to limit the scope of our S80I program, the
Soviet Uhion would certsinly attempt to pocket these actions
without a reciprocal response on their part. Unilateral action
¢f this sort would be counterproductive and dangerous. It would
not only reduce the likelihood of cur convincing the Scviet Union
to join us in the approach to a future elimination of offensive
ballistic missiles contained in my Reykjavik proposals, but it
weuld alsc reduce our securlty and that of our allies. (U)

However., I want to snsure that we are prepared to exploit, fully
and safely, our proposal should the Soviet Unicn be willing te
join us in ite pursuit. In order to do sc, the necessary
feundation of detailed. careful planning must be laid now.
Tharefore, I requeast the Joint Chiefs of Staff, under direction
of the Secretary of Defense and drawing upon cther agencies as
aecessary, to provide a plan which would parmit the US to safely
transition to the alternative future I have propossd. ¥

ImF_g{_g_B_p_}_z_g. This plan should cetalogue the
necessary national security reguirements to support tha
ﬂl—nuuun of the negotiated elimination of offensive
ballistic missiles by 1996 as proposed in the last 0OS offer made
at Reykjavik. It should fully take into account the discussion
of daterrence that I have provided above., Having done so. it
should propose programmatic and non-programmatic approaches ==
including changes in military strategy and tactics, force
structure and posture, and additional supportive arms
control/reduction initiatives -=- which could be used to meet and
fulfill those requirements. The ildentification of multiple and
compeating approaches to meeting requirements is encouraged. If
alternative paths or methods axist, they should be presented.
Finally, the rescurce implications of all altarnatives should be
estimated and provided with the alternatives. |er

% In developing this plan, the following
assumptions s be used: (U)

== With respect to the 50 percent reducticns in strateqic
forces to be taken in the first five years:

1. there will be no sublimit on heavy bombers within
the 1,600 ceiling on tha numbar of SNDVa; and

2. within the 6,000 ceiling associated with ballistic
missils warhaads, air-launched cruise missiles, and
(indirectly) other bombar LT

(a) will be no sub t oo ALCHMs;
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(b} each ALCM on a heavy bomber counts as one warhead:

{c) all the gravity bombs and SRAM on a single heavy
bomber countas as one warhead; and

(4d) SLCMe will not be included in this number. [

== The US and Saviet Urion will sliminate all Cffanaive
ballistic miseiles by 1996. As a departure pl:u.nnur planning.,
the term cffensive ballistic missileas should be applied to
ballistic misniles of all ranges and carrying any type of weapon
designed for use in a surface-to-surface mode. Air-to-surface
missiles that loy & ballistic trajeactory should not be
included. Artillery, rocket assisted artillery rounds, and
rocket assisted ASW aystams should also not be included.
Recommendations with respect =& Alternative or addictional
limitations on the term “"offensive ballistic missile® are
ancouraged. (¥

. == While sliminating offensive ballistic miseiles;, the
United States will not abandon the concept of strateglc nuclear
deterrence. (U)

== The strategic policy and targeting pricrities of NSDD-1)
should be considered as an initial baseline. They should be
¢riticelly reviewed in the contaxt of the purposes of the
development of this plan. Recommendations concarning alternative
formulations which may be more appropriate for a ballistie
missile frea world are encouraged. Thase altarnatives should be
provided as scon as possible so that they can ba reviewed and, if
Eﬂ::iﬁll‘lﬂ riate, approved for use lanning
actLlwy

- t will continue ko b« an cbisctiva of US 14

== The Stra ie Dafense Initistive will ba given ta

=7

== Tha NATO strategy embodied in MC 14/ will remain in

effect and be fully nmruﬂ by the United States. Tha current
HATO safforts to ralse nuclear threshold through comventicnal

improvessnts will continns. (D)
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== For the purposs of this plan, the total rescurces
available to the Department of Dafense will not exceed currert
planning levels, with a rate of growth therealZter not to exceed
three percant in real terms. MHowever, the recrientation of
priorities may be consldered within those totals, Should the JCS
consider additional resources essential, they should so indicate
4% an excursion to thelr baseline plan. o7

== The military capabilities sssoclated with this plan will
be acquired under peacetime, non-mebilization conditions., Where
this guideline, constraints on our industrial capacity, or
constraints on non-fiscal resources (ranging frem availabilicy of
trained sanpower to the availability of special nuclear
raterials) t upon achieving desired force levels, this fact
ahould be sxplicitly indicated, with a clear identification of
the govarning constraint. (&4

== In Soviet acceptance of the proposals made in Reykjavik
wvhich would open the g:--lhllity of tha jected alternative
future in question, the Soviet Union would also agrees to
monitoring as necessary to permit effective verification of their
compliance. ¥

== Thie being said, the US plan for isplessnting the
ten-year path to the negotisted elimiration of ballistic missiles
shou be such that, should the Scviet Uniom not act in accord
with the agreements reached, the United States could stop the
reductions and elimination process, and take additional responses
48 necessary, at any step along the way witheut unacceptabls
risk. (U)

reass report. In developing this plan, an
initial progress report should be submitted not later tham
December 1, 1986, which addresses the following:

== finitial recommendations, if any, with respsct to
naticnal palicy guidance and strategy for the employment of
nuclear and mnon-nuclear forces that should be considered inm the
development of such an plan;

Ilglllltlﬂn ¢f the analytic sathodeclogy planned flor
l?llﬂltlh' risk and force effectiveness in » rt of the
development of the plan, rn:ﬁ‘ﬁlitnz. as senticned earlier, that
military ltlllill and judgment will play a critically important
role ac ishing the overall task;

== a dascription of the initial basic planning as iors
that will be made concerning friendly forces available dur the
period in gquestion, ﬂurwumq hestile forces, critical
missions to be a  tha ganaral number and
~haracteristics of targets associated with these missions;
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== a mathod for appropriately folding inte this planning
process the contribution of highly compartmencted programs while
maintaining their security; and

== an artimata, submitted for my appreval, of tha date upcn
which this plan will be available for my final review. (T§)

Issues to be addressed in the full plan. The final
completed plan sheuld address at & sinisum:

== recommendations on the appropriate phasing of the
elimination of US ballistic missiles Ly 1996 Ln the context of
the US proposal, and thosa staps which we could take toc snsure
that the sing of the elimination of Soviat Ballistic missiles
is accomplished in an appropriate manner (and preferably in a
BAAner advantageous to US and Allied security))

-=- recommendations on specific changes in stratagic nuclear
force employment strategy and related fporce structure made
necessary by the eslimination of both US and Soviet offensive
Ballistic misalles:

== recommendations on similar changes in the sssoclsted

e
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== recommendations on adcitional jeneral purpose
capabilitzias that may be needed (e.g., Lncressed ASW capability):s

-= precommendations on additional irprovemants in any area
needed to easure that the eflectiveness cf our strategic
deterrent relative to NATO and cur overall military capability to
meat NATO and other alliance commitments are maintained;

== recommendations on how wa can best use technelogicel
advartage o implement competitive strategies in support cf this
p.an;

-= gecompardations on how other sxisting arma control
proposals, including in the conventional area, could be made more
supportive of naticnal sscurity as a conseguance of the
elimination of ballistic miseilen;

-=- recommendations concernimg how we can best address the
US commitment to pursue in START limitaticons on SLCHMe with tha
Soviet Union im the contaxt of this plan; and

e

TrllE!!nt of Risk. In formulating the alternatives and
making ¢ assessments assoclatead with this plan, the objactive
of the bassline plan should bea to hold overall levels of rlsk
genarally constant. It is unlikely that the risk could be kept
genuinely constant im the projected environment vhich will be
continually changing over the tem-yesr pariod. On the other
hand, every effort should be made to aveid even short periocds of
greatly increased riask and to remaln within a band of acceptable
risk using today's levels as tha departure point. (U)

An appropriate methodology for mesasuring risk over the period
being considared will be required tc ensure this cbjective is
mat. Sources of greatest riesk and uncartalinty should be
documanted as they are identified ard addreased in the
development of tha plan. (V)

Altarnatives that reduce risk at no significant cost can and
should be incloded within the baseline plan. Alternatives that
reduce overall levels of military risx from cuzrent or
anticipated levels (as measured assuaing currently planned or
programmed forces), and that significantly increase the coat or
difficulry of achleving an axecutabls baseline plan can also be
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considered and presented, However, these should be presentad as
sxcursions to the baseline plan. (0]

l.lgisit" Tllh‘qql. It goes without saying that the assurance

of effactive verification is essentlial to our entering irto the
arms gontrol agreements that are assumed as the backdrep for the
above taskirng. Therefore, the Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency and the Directar of Central Intelligence, with
the participation and drawving upon the assistance of other
appropriate agencies, should prepare a supporting plan which
recommends a preferred path, and alternative paths where
appropriate, for achieving the effective verification of the
assumed arms control agresments. (U)

OGRS

Additicnally, the Director of Central Intelligence should
provide:

== an assessment of the Soviet Union's intentions and
capability, both military and economic, to satisfy its own
national strategy and strategic force objectives;

== an assessment of the intentions and potential
capabilities of other countries which currently have, or could
obtain, ballistic missiles; and

== an assesspent of the irtelligence resources needed both
to monitor Soviet compliance in such an alternative future and to
support the evolving projected US military requirements
associated with that future. (5)

ntation. The cbjective is the optimal executable plan,
- alternative paths where 'pp:ugriat-. which would permit me
to move quickly to expleoit lnI.:nv ot willingness tc j0in us in
the proposal invelving the elimination of offensive balllstic
missiles within ten yesars which I made ia Reykjavik. This should
be completed on a priority basis. (U)

Access to this NSOD and to the resulting products should be
limited only to those with a clear need to knev about and assist
in the development of wach individual product. (U)

le&. (&-do-
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