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PREFACE 

This  i s  a summary p e r s p e c t i v e   o f   t h e  U.S. ICBM force .  The purpose 

i s  t o  provide  decisionmakers a t  a l l  l e v e l s   w i t h  a s h o r t  but comprehen- 

sive background a p p r e c i a t i o n   o f   t h e   k e y   i s s u e s  and options  that  have 

become a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  land-based ICBMs. The material should  be  use- 

f u l   i n   h e l p i n g   t o   s u p p o r t  a wide  range o f   d e c i s i o n s   a f f e c t i n g   t h e  

future  composit ion o f  t h e  U.S. ICBM f o r c e .  While the   individual   topics  

are n o t   d e v e l o p e d   i n   d e t a i l   s u f f i c i e n t   f o r   s p e c i f i c   d e c i s i o n   s i t u a t i o n s ,  

they do cover a span o f  concerns and a l t e r n a t i v e s   g o i n g  beyond what i s  

u s u a l l y  found i n  any s i n g l e   r e p o r t  o r  b r i e f i n g  on t h e   f o r c e .  

Providing a short   yet   comprehensive review has  enforced some econ- 

omies i n   t h e   s e l e c t i o n   o f  material. S ince   the   in tended readers are 

l i k e l y   t o  have more than a pedestr ian knowledge o f  ICBMs, the aim i s  

t o  remind rather   than  to   educate .  The t u t o r i a l s  are l imi ted   to   those  

i s s u e s  and opt ions   that  seem t o   p i v o t  on detai ls   not   widely   discussed 

i n   t h e  open l i t e r a t u r e .  The discussions  do n o t  go very much beyond the 

U . S .  ICBM f o r c e ,  even  though many o f   t h e   s u b j e c k s   i n v i t e ,  if n o t  demand, 

broader   considerat ion 'of   re lated  topics   such as t h e   S o v i e t  ICBM f o r c e ,  

a l t e r n a t i v e   s t r a t e g i c   f o r c e s ,  and n a t i o n a l   s e c u r i t y   o b j e c t i v e s .   T h e s e  

r e l a t e d   t o p i c s  are omitted  unless  they seem p e c u l i a r l y   r e l e v a n t   t o  the 

U.S.  ICBM force .  It i s  presumed t h a t   t h e   a u d i e n c e  i s  familiar with 

these  broader  questions.  

The r e p o r t  was prepared as a task on the   cont inuing   Pro jec t  RAND 
' study  entit led  "Future  Strategic  Aerospace  Force  Requirements."  
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SUMMARY 

This   repor t  presents a broad review o f   i s s u e s  and alternatives 

bear ing  on the   fu ture  o f  t h e  U.S. ICBM f o r c e .  The  purpose is  to pro- 

v i d e  a background  understanding  and a perspect ive   to   help  support  de- 

c i s i o n s  on f o r c e   s t r u c t u r e  and  deployment. The h i s t o r i c a l   e v o l u t i o n ,  

c u r r e n t   s t a t u s ,  and ongoing  plans  for   the  force are b r i e f l y  summarized, 

s e r v i n g  as a compact r e f e r e n c e   s o u r c e  and i n t r o d u c t i o n   t o   t h e  U.S. 
ICBMs. Issues   associated  with  ICBMs i n   t h e   p u b l i c   d e b a t e s  are developed, 

t o g e t h e r   w i t h   o u t l i n e s   o f   t h e   p r i n c i p a l   o p p o s i n g  arguments.  Future 

o p t i o n s ,  beyond those now programmed f o r   t h e   f o r c e ,  are i d e n t i f i e d  and 

discussed.  

- 

A t  t h e  end t h e   a u t h o r s   p r e s e n t   t h e i r  own subject ive   assessment   of  

t h e   k e y   i s s u e s  and options.  They hold   that   the   unreso lved   p ivota l   i s sue  

bear ing  on the   fu ture  of t h e  ICBM force is  whether o r  not it will evolve 

t o   p l a y  any unique r o l e s  i n  our s t r a t e g i c   p o s t u r e .  The  future  does  not 

look promising i f  ICBMs are viewed simply as a n t a r m   o f   t h e  Triad--one o f  

t h r e e  ways o f  doing t h e  same j o b .  The  authors believe however t h a t  ICBMs 
could  emerge  preeminent f o r   s p e c i a l  roles i n  at least four areas. These 

inc lude  ICBMs f i t t e d  for l i m i t e d   s t r a t e g i c   o p e r a t i o n s ,  ICBMs as a cost-  

effective s t r a t e g i c  reserve, ICBMs f o r   c o u n t e r f o r c e ,  and ICBMs f o r   " f o r c e  

equivalence." 

UNCLASSIFTED 



-ix- 

CONTENTS 

PREFACE ........................ ............................. 
iii 

~UMMARY ............. ........................................ 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...................... V 

....................... vii 

I . 

I1 . 

I11 . 

1 
2 
6 
6 

11 
11 

22 
12 

26 
23 

‘27 
28 
31  
34 
34 

38 
35 

40 
40 
41  
47 
48 
48 
5 4  
56 

58 
57 

60 

65 
61 

70 

77 
72 

79 
80 
80 



Several Promising Futures ........................... 
Limited Strategic  Operations ...................... 
Assured Reserve  Capabilities ...................... 
Counterforce 
Equivalence ...................................... ....................................... The Outlook ......................................... 

UNCLASSIFIED 

82 
82 
84 
85 
87 
88 



... 

V (U) Launch on Attack Assessment. Even i f  a l l   o f  the technical 
uncertainties  attending  prelaunch  survivability were resolved,  other 

inherent  uncertaint ies  in  mi l i tary and p o l i t i c a l  planning for   large-  

scale  counterforce  attacks  arekikely to r e g i n  an issue. In addition 

to the  technical  uncertainties,  the  attacker's  risks  of  being preempted 

(or having  the ICBM force  launched before  the  attack i s  complered) are 

unquantifiable. One view i s   t h a t  such r i sks  make a deliberate,  care- 

f u l l y  planned  attack  incredible; an opposing view holds  that such r isks 

are  i rre levant  in  c lassical   deterrence  calculat ions,  which are concerned 

w i th   poss ib i l i t i es  more than probabi l i t i es .  
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(U) The mere poss ib i l i t y  of the U.S. ICBMs' being launched upon 

confirmation  of a Soviet ICBM attack, even i f  launch-on-attack  assess- 

ment i s  not   exp l ic i t ly  adopted as  pol icy,  i s  held by some t o  pose an 

in to l e rab le   r i sk  i n  any Soviet contemplation  of an ef fect ive  surprise 

attack upon the U.S. ICBM force.  Even if the  Soviets had high  confi- 

dence i n   t h e   s i l o   k i l l   c a p a b i l i t i e s  of t h e i r  ICBM force,  i t  i s  argued 

that  they  could  not  be  sure  that  their  attack would be  successfulbe- 

cause  "the Russians  would  have to  consider  that  Minuteman might  be 

launched  against Russian targe ts   in   the  30-min warning  time between the 

launch o f   the  Russian ICBMs and the i r   a r r i va l   a t   the  Minuternan silos." 
* 

(U) There  are two important  aspects to the   c red ib i l i t y   o f   th i s  

potential   capabil i ty  as a deterrent   to   the  Soviets .  One i s  how the 

Soviets  might  judge  prospective U.S. act ions   in   the   l i ght  o f  our pol icy 

statements. The President has re jected  "so le   re l iance  on a ',launch- 

on-warning' strategy''  because it "would f o r c e  us t o   l i v e   a t  the edge o f  

a prec ip ice  and deny us the f l e x i b i l i t y  we wish t o  preserve."'  Whether 

the  Soviets  might  interpret such policy  statements as defining our  in- 

tent ions  or   not   is   unclear and can be argued  either way. 



Y (U) Launch on Attack  Assessment. A c r e d i b l e   c a p a b i l i t y   t o  launch 

t h e  ICBM f o r c e  on attack  assessment  requires  systems f o r  assess ing the 

.. attack and then  implementing  appropriate  launch command and target ing 

procedures. The  main o b j e c t i v e s  o f  attack assessment  are:   to  determine 

with  high  confidence t h a t  Hn attack i s  in p r o g r e s s ,   t o  assess t h e  nature 

and i n t e n t   o f   t h e  attack, and t o  provide  decisionmakers that information 

i n  time t o  act. An attack  assessment system would c o n s i s t  of surveil- 

l a n c e   s e n s o r s ,  communication  networks, capabi l i t i es   for   near - rea l - t ime  

data process ing and d i s p l a y ,  and c a p a b i l i t i e s   f o r  d a t a  in tegra t ion  and 

a n a l y s i s .  With current sensors, the   potent ia l ly   ava i lab le   in format ion  

times for   a t tack   assessment  are shown i n   T a b l e  4 .  
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(U) Attack  assessment  information  provides  but one input  to  the 

ICBM launch  decision  process.  Other  inputs  may  be  the  prevailing  world 
situation  and  information  available  from  intelligence  sources. As an 

. attack  develops  over  time,  assessment  information  can  assume  two  as- 
pects:  First,  the  strategic  nature  and  purport  of  the  attack  (how 
many  attackers,  from  where;  going  where,  and  when?)  and,  second,  the 
tactical  particulars  of  the  attack  (which,  depending on the  quality 
of  the  attack  assessment  system, may include  the  identity  of  the  spe- 
cific  target,  attacker  type,  and  time  of impact). 

(U) Because  of  the  relatively  short  times  available, a credible 
decision  process  must  include a preplanned  set  of  decision  criteria, 
involving  at  least  two  considerations: (1) the  attack  assessment 
thresholds for  considering  launch  commitment,  and (2) the level of 
confidence  in  assessment  information  for  launch  decision.  The  first 
may  weigh  the  consequences  of  launching  versus  not  launching;  the 
second  may  require,  for  example,  confirmed  reports  from  several  infor- 
mation  sources of numerous  Soviet  warhead  detonations  in  the U.S. 
heartland  before  the  decision  to  launch is made. 



I V .  AN ASSESSMENT 

The foregoing  perspect ive  o f   current   issues and future  options f o r  

the U.S. ICBM force  i s  intended  as an ob j e c t i v e  background f o r  decision- 

making. How that background i s  assessed  as  foreshadowing  the  future  of 

the  force depends upon  some further,  subjective  considerations: 

What are  the crucial issues? 

What views  are  taken on those  issues? 

-Which of   the  avai lable   opt ions  are responsive t o  those views? 

Answers to  these  questions  are  not  necessarily  singular;  they may vary 

with  people and time. While preparing  this  perspective,'  the  authors . 
have  formed  their own judgments on the  answers. I n  this   f inal   sect ion,  

we depart  from  the summary perspect ive  and present  our  views and judg- 

ments on what a l l   o f   th i s   imp l i e s  for  the ' future  o f   the U.S. ICBM force. 

Thus, t h i s   f i na l  assessment forms  a  separate, more subjective  part  of  

the  report,   rather than presenting  the  conclusions  of  a  quantitative 

analysis. Our readers may represent  a  variety  of  viewpoints;  they  are 

encouraged t o  draw the i r  own conclusions. 

We see  the most important and pervasive  concern  to  be  the  preser- 

vat ion  o f   the  long-term capabi l i ty  o f  U.S. ICBMs to  deter  a  preemptive 

nuclear  attack,  both  in  fact and i n  appearance, i n   the   f a ce  o f  the  fore- 

seeable  developing  threat. The pr inc ipa l   source   o f   th is  concern i s  the 

large-scale  Soviet deployment of accurate MIRVed missiles  that  could 

threaten  the  survival   of  U.S. s i l o s .  

Aver t ing   that   poss ib i l i ty   by   negot ia ted  l imi tat ions  on MIRVs or 
throw  weights i s   t o  suggest  that SALT determines  the future of  the U.S. 

ICBM force.  Avoiding  the  consequences of the  threat  either  by abandon- 

ing  the  s i los  or   rebasing  the ICBMs, implies  that a silo-based  missile 

f o r c e  i s  one the U.S. can or should do without. To ignore  the concern 

i s  t o  deny both  the  s'cenario and ra t iona le  for strategic  nuclear  forces. 

While  these  futures  are  extremes  which may bound the  future of U.S. 

ICBMs, we f i n d  them ne i the r   a t t rac t i v e   no r   r ea l i s t i c  as  solutions. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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THE PIVOTAL ISSUE 

Instead  of boundary solutions, we have  sought  the  pivotal  issue 

that,  more than any other,  might  be a watershed f o r  the  future  of  the 

force.  We submit that such a p i v o t a l   i s s u e   i s  whether each of  the 

strategic   o f fensive forces--ICBbfs, bombers, or SLBMs--has  some unique 

ro le  within  the U.S. strategic  posture. If the ICBMs are  considered 

simply  as one o f  three d i f f e r en t  ways of   doing  the same job,  then we 

are   not  sanguine  about their  prospects  as  key  elements  of  the  future 

U.S. strategic  posture. However, i f  the ICBMs are  seen  to have a 

spec i a l   r o l e  in the  posture  because  of  their unique capabi l i t ies  and 

characterist ics,   then  several  interesting  -alternative  futures are 

ev ident   to  US. 

Resolution o f  th is   p ivota l   i ssue  h inges   not   on ly  on the actuaZ 
character ist ics  and capab i l i t i e s   o f  ICBMs and on the i r  actual r o l e   i n  

the  strategic  posture  but  also  in  large measure on public perceptions 
o f   the   j ob   tha t  ICBMs are supposed t o  do. 

To suggest how dec is i ve   th i s  issue may be, we o f f e r  below two very 

di f ferent   prospects  for  .the future o f   the   force ,  depending upon  how the 

question i s  resolved. 

A FUTURE WITHOUT MUCH PROMISE 

If the U.S. ICBM fo rce  i s  viewed  as just one o f  three  strategic 

o f fens ive   forces  whose pr inc ipa l  and  common r o l e   i s   t o   d e t e r  a nuclear 

attack through  assured retal iat ion,   then  the  overr id ing concern will 

. '  continue  to  be the surv i va l   o f  ICBMs i n  a preemptive  attack. Compar- 

isons among the  three  forces on the   bas i s   o f   su rv i vab i l i t y  are invi ted 

simply  because i t  i s  the  basic common denominator o f  re ta l ia tory  capa- 

b i l i t i e s .  Other qual i t ies ,   admirable   or   not ,   are  l ike ly  t o  be  dis- 

counted  as  not  essential   or  central   to  the  principal  role  of   strategic 

forces.  

The most responsive  options f o r   s i gn i f i c an t l y  improving  the sur- 

v i v a b i l i t y   o f  the ICBM f o r ce   t o  a disarming  attack  are (1) t o  launch 

the   force  on attack assessment, o r  (2)  to  rebase  the  force.  While 

there  are  other  alternatives,  they  appear less e f f ec t i ve   o r   p rac t i ca l .  

For example, proposals t o  make the  survivors more capable, such as 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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deploying  larger   miss i les  or more RVs p e r  missile, will generally  not  

be  recognized  as  solutions,   because  the dominant  perceived  concern is 

force   surv ivabi l i ty - -not  t h e  a b i l i t y   t o   e x e c u t e  some well-defined  task 

r e q u i r i n g  so much throw weight or  so many RVs. 

F u r t h e r   h a r d e n i n g   o f   s i l o s   l o o k s   l i k e  a l o s i n g  game i n  the  f a c e  

o f   i n c r e a s e d   m i s s i l e   a c c u r a c i e s .   A c t i v e  ABM defense may be a techni- 

c a l l y   e f f e c t i v e  way t o  improve the   pre launch   surv ivabi l i ty  of the  ICBM 

f o r c e ,   b u t  i ts  acceptance is  impeded  by t h e   r e s t r a i n t s   o f   t h e  ABM Treaty 

and t h e  emotional   legacy  of   the ABM debates.  

Launching  the ICBM f o r c e  on attack  assessment  i s  probably t h e  

s impies t  and  most cost-effective way t o   f r u s t r a t e  a counterforce  attack. 

But as a declared p o l i c y ,  we b e l i e v e  it would be  vigorously opposed a s  

both  dangerous and unstable   (an  acc ident   could  theoret ical ly  precipitate 

a nuc lear  war). 
Nevertheless,  we b e l i e v e   t h a t   t h e  technicaZ capabilities t o  launch 

ICBMs on attack  assessment  should  be  developed for  their  deterrence 

value--so t h a t  no a d v e r s a 9  would dare assume t h a t  t h e  U.S. could  not 

launch  the   force   out  from under any a t t e m p t e d ' h i s a d n g   a t t a c k .  They 

should  not   be  costly.  We a l s o  see s u c h   t e c h n i c a l   c a p a b i l i t i e s  as pro- 

v i d i n g   a d d i t i o n a l   f l e x i b i l i t y  in crises, where the   declarat ion  of  an 

emergency  readiness  to  launch  the  force on attack  assessment  could 

serve a s  an addi t iona l  rung i n  an   esca la t ion   ladder .  But we do not go 

so far as t o  urge   that   the   " surv ivabi l i ty"   o f  ICBMs be predicated on 

pol icy   o f   l aunching   the   force  on attack  assessment ;   the   assurance   of  

- '  ICBM r e t a l i a t o r y   c a p a b i l i t i e s   s h o u l d   n o t  rest upon such an awesome 

commitment. 

The p o s s i b i l i t i e s  for improving  the  prelaunch  survivabil i ty  of  

ICBMs through  rebasing are numerous, but we have  seen none t h a t  look 

a 

promising as a s o l u t i o n   f o r   t h e  entire f o r c e .  Our apprec ia t ion   o f  the 

rebasing  concepts now being  considered  for   the  U.S. ICBM force   l eads  

us t o   b e l i e v e  t h a t  if a p p l i e d   t o   t h e  entire f o r c e ,   t h e y  would b e  very 

c o s t l y ,   o f   d e b a t a b l e   e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  and l i k e l y   t o   s a c r i f i c e  some i m -  

p o r t a n t   a t t r i b u t e s  ( e . g . ,  accuracy and s e c u r i t y )   o f   t h e   p r e s e n t   f o r c e .  

O f  course ,  t h e  search  for   rebasing  concepts   cont inues ,  but  a good s i n g l e  

s o l u t i o n  i s  n o t   y e t   i n   s i g h t .  

UNCLASSIFIED 
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. Diversified  basing  of  the ICBM f o r ce  has been proposed as a means 

to   d i ve rs i f y   vu lnerab i l i t i es ,   but  it will impose  most o f  the same draw- 

backs  as a single  rebasing  solution: i t  will be costly,   there will be 

arguments over  the  relative  effectiveness  of.  the  several  basing schemes, 

and some of   the  better   character ist ics   o f   the  present  s i lo   basing  are 

l i k e l y   t o  be  lost.  Diversif ied  basing  concepts will resu l t   in  a frag- 

mented ICBM force;  and i f  adopted pr imar i l y   t o  improve  the overall force 

surv i vab i l i t y ,  each f rac t i on  will inev i tab ly  be subject   to   surv ivabi l i ty  

comparisons  with SLBMs. The failure of some portions of the ICBM force 

t o  measure up to  the  perceived  survival   standards  of  SLBMs would result  

i n  pkessures to  eliminate  marginal or in fer ior .  fragments. Hence, piece- 

meal dismemberment o f   the  ICBM f o r ce  might be fac i l i ta ted .  

I n  sum, i f  the ICBMs have no unique ro le   wi th in   the  U.S. s t rateg ic  

posture, we do not see a promising future f o r  them. Their  evolution . 
would  then  hinge upon ove ra l l   f o r ce   surv i vab i l i t y , iwd  we have  not  been 

ab l e   t o   i d en t i f y  any good force-wide  options f o r ' r d i e v h g  present con- 

cerns  over ICBM surv ivabi l i ty   aga inst  a preemptive  counterforce  attack. 

.k, 

x 

SEVERAL PROMISING mTTURES 

If i t  i s  accepted  that  each o f   the   s t ra teg i c   o f f ens ive   f o rce  ele- 

ments could have a specia l  role or   ro l es   w i th in . the  U.S. s t rateg ic  

posture,  then we see  several   interest ing  a l ternat ives  for   the ICBM 

force .  We can th ink  o f   a t   l east   four   spec ia l   ro les   for  ICBMs; perhaps 

there  are more. 

Limited  Strategic  Operations 

While  providing LSO capab i l i t i es  cannot 'be claimed as the  exclusive 

domain o f  ICBMs, we be l ieve   that  ICBMs possess and promise more of   the 

des i red   a t t r ibutes   for  LSOs than any other   s t rateg ic   force  element. If 

LSOs are  a sp e c i a l   r o l e   f o r  ICBMs, the   pr inc ipa l  concerns will be t o  

ensure  e f fect ive and f l ex ib l e   ta rge t ing   w i th  minimum co l la te ra l  damage. 

* 
Even though these  concerns seem exaggerated  to us. Ne be l i eve  

they reflect a preoccupation  with a narrow de f in i t i on   o f   the  purpose 
of   strategic   forces,   with  extreme  threats,  and with simple analytics. 

' I  
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The prospects f o r   c on t ro l l i ng  unwanted co l l a t e ra l  damage while 

achiev ing . the   des i red   l eve l  o f  t a r ge t  damage are dominated by  del ivery 

accuracy.  There i s  l i t t l e  doubt that  the  accuracy o f  b a l l i s t i c  mis- 

s i les  can  be  improved  markedly with  the  technical means avai lable;   the 

questions  have  to do with  whether we should improve ICBM accuracies 

(because of their  counterforce  implications),   by how  much,  and by what 

means. 

The highest  possible weapon de l ivery   prec is ion should be sought 

for LSO capabi l i t ies .  For some LSO tasks, zero-CEP via  terminal homing 

i s  desirable SO that  the  smallest  possible  yield,  or even conventional 

explosives,  can be  employed  where condit ions  d ictate  or permit.  While 

re l i ance  on terminal or external nav igat ion  a ids   for  assured re ta l i a to ry  

capab i l i t i es  might be eschewed, we see no reason why their   benef i ts  

f o r  lesser contingencies  should  be  forsworn.  For LSOs, we bel ieve  that  

ICBMs should  not   be  restr icted  to   a l l - inert ia l  guidance. This imposes 

an unnecessary limit on delivery  accuracy and, hence, upon the  required 

weapon s i z e  and consequent c o l l a t e r a l  damage. 

Options f o r  improv ing   the   target ing   f l ex ib i l i ty   o f  ICBMs f o r  LSOs 

include  addit ional C funct ions ,   exp l ic i t   target ing ,   var iab le   y ie ld ,  

selectable  fuzing,  earth-penetrating weapons, e t c .   A l l  seem worth- 

while--at  least  in  small  quantities. None seem very  costly compared t o  

a new miss i le  or rebasing  the ICBM f o r ce ,  Perhaps  the  greatest impedi- 

ment t o   the i r  development is that  they  are not large-scale,  force-wide 

program  options. 

3 

Large numbers o f  ICBMs are   no t   r equ i red   f o r  LSOs, nor  are  larger 

missiles with  heavier  throw  weights. I n  some cases, MIRVs are l i a b i l -  

i t i e s   r a t h e r  than assets. In  the  present U.S. ICBM force, our most 

accurate  missiles  are MIRVed, and that  could  be awkward f o r  some LSOs. 

A few very  accurate  single-RV missiles should  be  available. 

Since  large numbers o f  missiles are  not  required for LSOs, w e  be- 

l ieve that eZite force concepts  are  attractive.  Some of  the  features 

des i red   f o r  LSOs could  detract  from  the  performance  of  other  strategic 

tasks i f  implemented throughout the  ICBM force.  Moreover,  high- 

confidence  hard-target k i l l   c a p a b i l i t i e s   ( f o r  LSOs against  selected 

hardened f a c i l i t i e s )  would not  engender  as much concern about the i r  
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counterforce  potential  i f  -they were acquired  only  in  l imited numbers 

f o r  an e l i t e   f o r c e .  

An e l i t e  ICBM f o r c e   f o r  LSOs might  consist   o f  a squadron (50) o r  

a'wing (150) o f  Minuteman missi les .  If the  e l i te  force  were seen as 

presenting a p r e f e r en t i a l   t a r ge t   f o r  a Sov ie t  LSO, i t  might be  deployed 

i n  Wing V I  a t  Grand Forks, under the  Safeguard ABM umbrella.  That 

arrangement  might a l so  be seen as  advantageous in  the  rat ionale   for  

maintaining a single  Safeguard site: it could  shi f t   the  pr incipal  

threat  scenario  from an al l -out   attack  to  LSOs, a threat  that may be 

technical ly   less demanding (or  overwhelming). 

If we have any reservation  about  the  .potential  future  of  the ICBMs 

f o r  a spec ia l   ro l e   in   p rov id ing  LSO capabi l i t i es   wi th in   the  U.S. stra- 

t e g i c  posture, i t  i s  not   wi th   the   qual i t i es   o f  ICBMs, but with  the con- 

cept   o f  LSOs. It remains t o  be shown whether LSOs are a durable and 

useful concept  contributing  to  deterrence. If they  are, we think ICBMs 

will evolve as a principal  instrument of   that  concept.  

Assured  Reserve  Capabilities 

Another  special  role i s   tha t   o f   p rov id ing  a reserve  o f   strategic  

nuclear weapons that can be  held  invio lable  and ava i lab le   for  a 

long  time  in  general  nuclear war. Whi l e   the   ab i l i t i es   o f  U.S. stra- 

teg ic   o f fens ive   forces   to  survive in  the  transattack  period have been 

widely  analyzed and discussed, f a r   l e s s   a t t en t i on  has  been g iven  to  

the  long-term  survival   of   strategic  forces  in a seriously degraded 

postattack environment.  Because o f   t h e i r  relative autonomy during ex- 

tended  patrol  operations,  nuclear-powered submarines o f f e r   a t t rac t i ve  

survival   characterist ics  (with  the  possible  exception  of  assured two- 

way command communications) f o r   pe r i ods   o f   s e ve ra l  months into a post- 

attack  period. Beyond that time, the breakdown o f   l o g i s t i c  support 

would  probably limit the   a va i l ab i l i t y   o f  SLBMs. 

We bel ieve  that   the U.S. ICBM f o r c e  has severa l  shortcomings f o r  

both immediate and long-term  postattack  survivability. The immediate 

surv i vab i l i t y  problem (past  the f irst day) i s  t i e d  up with  providing 

e l e c t r i c a l  power, while  the  long-term  problem i n  the  following weeks 

i s  the same as for   the  SLBMs: l o g i s t i c  support. Both of  these 
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problems  could  be  favorably  affected  by making the  missi les dormant. 

We bel ieve  that  dormant operat ion  o f   a   port ion o f  the Minuteman ICBMs 

would  provide  a  low-cost  reserve  force  with  long-term  survivability, 

a t   l e a s t   u n t i l  a   s igni f icant  Soviet   counter force  capabi l i ty  emerges. 

In   the  more remote future, i f  Soviet  counterforce  capabil i t ies 

dominate  the  question  of ICBM survival into  the  postattack  period, 

rebasing  o f  ICBMs f o r  an assured reserve f o r c e  may.be an at tract ive  

option. One concept  worth explor ing i s  the  basing of dormant missi les 

i n  secure underground bases. 

The needed s i z e   o f  such a reserve i s  probably no more than a 

hundred megatons de l iverable   to  several hundred separate  aimpoints. 

The use o f  MIRVed missiles would reduce  the  required number o f   de l i ve ry  

vehicles,  but  they  might be less manageable  than  a larger  number o f  

smal l   missi les   with  s ingle  warheads. In any event, we do not see why 

reserve force  missiles  should  be  burdened  with  the  features and costs 

f o r  quick  reaction,  high  accuracy, or sophisticated  defense  penetration. 

SLBMs are certainly  candidates  for an assured reserve force.   In 

a  competition, land-based ICBMs may have two advantages:  First and 

perhaps  most.important, ICBMs i n  underground  bases  are  likely  to  be 

cheaper to   store  securely  out o f  harm's  way than SLBMs continuously 

a t  sea. Second, ICBMs can probably be stored (and controlled)  consider- 

ably  longer than the  operational l i f e  o f  SLBMs without land-based 

l o g i s t i c  support. 

Counterforce 

If a   spec ia l   ro l e   f o r  ICBMs  is to   provide  counter force  capabi l i t ies ,  

we see an interesting, but very controvers ia l ,  future. Any investment 

o f  counter force  capabi l i t ies   in  the ICBMs will be seen by  many as de- 

s t ab i l i z ing ,  unless  they  are  rebased t o   b e t t e r   su r v i v e  any foreseeable 

Soviet  attack. On the  other hand, even i f  the ICBMs were more securely 

based, some would challenge  the  need  for  substantial  counterforce capa- 

b i l i t i e s  unless the U.S. had aspirations  toward  a  disarming  first-strike 

posture.  Either way,  any attempt to  develop  a  signif icant  counterforce 

capab i l i t y   in  the U.S. s trategic   posture i s  a  journey on a bumpy road. 
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We are aware o f  some sophisticated arguments for   acquir ing (or threaten- 

ing  to  acquire)   counterforce  capabil i t ies,   but we do not  think they 

would carry  the day in  the  present  public  debate. 

The technical  routes  to  substantial  counterforce  capabilit ies in- 

clude improvements i n  hard-target k i l l   c a p a b i l i t i e s  through increased 

accuracies and y ie lds ,  or through a la rger  missile with  greater throw 

weight.  There i s  l i t t l e  doubt of   the  technical   feasibi l i ty   o f   e i ther  

approach. I f  constrained  to  the  present  missi le,   the most expeditious 

route  might  be  to augment the  inert ial   guidance  with  radio  aids. With 

a larger   miss i le ,   larger   y ie lds  and greater  numbers of RVs could com- 

pensate for the  accuracy  l imitat ions  o f   a l l - inert ia l  guidance. 

If ICBMs are  rebased to make them r e l a t i v e l y  immune t o  attack, 

then  the need for  counterforce improvements  beyond  those  needed f o r  

LSOs i s  hard to  just i fy .   Moreover,  i f  the  requirements  for counter- 

force  hard-target k i l l   c a p a b i l i t i e s  do not  exceed  those needed f o r  LSOs, 

the   qual i t i es   o f   the   present   f ixed  s i lo   bas ing   for  LSOs  seem preferable 

to   those   o f  most rebasing  concepts. If counterforce  capabil i t ies  wel l  

beyond those  required  for LSOs are  somehow j u s t i f i e d ,  then f o r  a cr is is-  

stable  posture,  the  adopted  basing scheme would have t o  en€orce an un- 

favorable  exchange upon the  attacker  in terms of  counterforce  capabil- 

i t i e s  expended versus  those  destroyed. Some o f   the  basing  options  for 

a new ICBM now being  studied by the Air Force meet that   cr i ter ion,  but 

so do sea  basing  options. 

The poss ib i l i ty   o f   invest ing  any counter force  capabi l i t ies   in 

SLBMs rather than i n  land-based ICBMs cannot be  discounted if the de- 

velopment of  substantial  hard-target k i l l   c apab i l i t i e s   i s   d e l i b e r a t e l y  

undertaken  by  the U.S. With external  guidance  aids, we bel ieve  that 

the  accuracy  of SLBMs can be  adequate f o r  hard-target k i l l   c apab i l i t i e s  

within  the  Trident missile throw  weights. Thus, ICBMs might  have t o  

compete with SLBMs f o r  any spec ia l   counter force   ro le   in   the  U.S. stra- . 

tegic  posture. 

We are  not sanguine  about the  competitiveness  of  the  available re- 

basing  options  for ICBMs. They are  not  clearly  superior  to  the SLBMs 

in   surv i vab i l i t y ,  even though they   are   d i f f erent   in   the i r   vu lnerabi l -  

it ies. The new basing  opt ions  are  l ike ly   to   be much more cost ly  than 
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the  present  si lo  basing,  possibly  as  costly  as submarine basing. HOW- 

ever, i f  the  desired  or  required  counterforce  capabilit ies  could be 

e f f i c i e n t l y  packaged i n  a r e l a t i v e l y   sma l l  number of missiles--say one 

o r  two hundred--then the  cost   o f   the  rebased  force would be bounded i n  

proportion. A numerical ly  small   force  would  l ikely  require a large  

miss i le   w i th  many accurate MIRVs, and such a miss i l e  may not be com- 

patible  with  mobile  basing  concepts  that  have  been  proposed. 

Equivalence 

The concept.and  precepts  of  strategic  equivalence  presently  re- 

f l ec t  some concerns  about strategic   postuze asyrmnetries and third-party 

perceptions. These indicate a sp e c i a l   r o l e   f o r  ICBMs in  the U.S. stra- 

teg ic   posture because ICBMs are an important  part  of  the  Soviet  posture. 

If the U.S. wants ICBMs i n  i t s  s t ra t eg i c  force posture so as t o  

look equivalent  to  the  Soviets,   then  retention  of   the  exist ing  force,  

which i s  paid  for  and r e l a t i v e l y   i nexpens i v e   t o  maintain, i s  an attrac- 

t ive option. Given only   the   po l i t i ca l   imperat ives   o f  matching the 

Soviets   in  possession  o f  ICBMs and in   aggrega te  numbers o f   s t ra teg i c  

de l ivery   vehic les ,   there  i s  no more cost-ef fect ive  choice than the 

present Minuteman force. I 

If the measures of equivalence become  more sophisticated and in- 

clude comparisons o f  ICBM throw  weight, numbers o f  RVs, accuracy,  etc., 

s i l o  basing will continue t o  o f fer  cost-e f fect ive  opt ions  for  maintain- 

ing  equivalence.   Ref i t t ing  the  present  s i los  with a larger   missi le ,  

whi le   not  cheap, w i l l  almost certainly  be  cheaper than most other means 

f o r   i n c r ea s ing   ba l l i s t i c  missile throw  weight. 

Thus, the  present  silo-based ICBM force  could  continue  to  be an 

inexpensive way to  maintain  equivalence  with  the  Soviet  strategic pos- 

ture. Whether the   rat ionale   for   equiva lence   . i s   suf f i c ient ly   deve loped 

and accepted  to  secure a s p e c i a l   r o l e   f o r  ICBMs i s  problematical. If 

the  concerns  for  the  survivabil i ty and s t a b i l i t y   o f  ICBMs lead to  re-. 

basing,  then we doubt that  the ICBM will continue to  enjoy i t s  present 

substantial  cost  advantage  over  other  strategic  offensive  forces. In 

any event, we be l i eve   tha t   the   po l i t i ca l   c l imate  will favor  equivalence 

o v e r   s t ab i l i t y ,  and that  the  economic  climate will continue to  favor 

the  present  silo-based ICBMs over  missi les  otherwise based. 
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THE OUTLOOK 
We believe  there  are  at  least  four  interesting  and  unique  roles 

for  ICBMs  within  the U.S. strategic  force  posture.  The  first  and 
clearest  is  specialized  capabilities  for  LSOs  provided  by  improvements 
in a portion  of  the  present  ICBM  force.  The  second  is a cost-effective 
strategic  reserve  force  achieved  by  dormancy  of a portion  of  the  pres- 
ent  missiles.  This  should  suffice  at  least  until  the  Soviets  possess 
a,Bfgnificant  hard-target  kill  capability;  after  that,  any  strategic 
reserve  force  will  require  more  secure  basing  than will be  afforded 
by  our  present  ICBM  silos. 

. ' 4 : ' .,, & 

The third  role  for  ICBMs  is that of .a limited  force  with  durable 
high-quality  counterforce  capability.  This  role  is  clouded  by  lasting 
concerns  about  stability  and  disarming  first-strike  postures,  and  by 
potential  competition  From  SLBMs.  Effectiveness  in  this  role  does not 

depend on hard-target kill capability;  rather; it depends on a cost- 
effective  and  competitive  basing  scheme  that is relatively  immune  to 
attack.  We  have not recognized  such a scheme  yet. 

The  fourth  role is that  of providiqg.ICBM'equivalence at low  cost. 
The  key  here  is to retain  as  much  as  possible  of  the  present  silo  bas- 
ing;  other  basing  schemes  surrender  .the  substantial  cost  advantages  of 
ICBMs  over  SLBMs  and  bombers. 

We  believe  that  these  special  roles  for  ICBMs  pose  interesting  and 
attractive  future  alternatives  for  the U.S. ICBM  force,  especially  when 
contrasted  with  the  future we see  if  the  ICBMs  are  denied  any  special 
role  within  the U.S.  strategic  posture. We have  seen a0 new  basing 
option  for  ICBMs  that  would  cure  their  shortcomings  without  also  sacri- 
ficing  some  of  their  best  characteristics.  While  the  search  for  bas- 
ing  options  should  proceed,  of  course, we are  persuaded  that  the  future 
of  the U.S. ICBM  force  should  not be predicated--inadvertently  or in- 
tentionally--on  finding a single new  basing  scheme. It might  just  cost 
u s  the  entire  force,  and  we  think  the U.S.  strategic  posture  would  be 
much  the  worse  for  the loss. 
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