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PART I. STABTLITY OF MIXZID STRATEGIC SYSTEMS

PROBLEM

To determine to what depree the stabllity, found In
SAW/1L7 for pure IUBM aystema, 1s chenged by introducing
other strategic aystems: IRBMs, submarine-lsunched mlssilsa,
and manned bombesra in various combinstions.

DEFINITION OF STABILITY

In SAW/147, Criteris A stability was defined in terms
of the relative eflsctlvensss of surprise reteliatory attacks
in infidoting critlcel damage whlles nolding one's own damage
to less thap eritiecal B wvel, We skall consider Criterls A astas.
bility in this report unless cotherwlss specified. The follow-
%ng_dafiniticna distinguish between atable and unstable situa-
icns:

Btable, Neither the US nor the USSR, by surprise
atfack ean both inflist eritical damage on the enemy
amd revent the retaliation from Infliecting eritical
damage onh nimself,

Unatable. Bither the US and/or the UISH, or both,
by surpriass atteck, can both inflict eritleal
damage on the enemy &snd mr event the retallation
from 1nflicting eritical damage on himself,

Critical damepe wea Jefined ss the sblility to kill 20 por-
cent of the wurban population and desiroy 30 percent of the
indugtry of & nation, It wea assaumed that no raflonal ag-
grosgdor would make & surorise attack iIf he were convinced
that his own losses would be at least this pgreat.

It 12 posaible to indicate degress of stebility and
instebllity by refsrence to Figurs 1. All poasible ocut-
comeg of a thermonuelear exchengs sre Indicated by & point
on the following diagram, relating the demage infllictecd by
surprise atteck to the damage suffsered In retalinction,

The most stable s&thatlon 1s one in whleh the attacker who
attempts to minimize his own demape receives more damage
Trom the retallstory striks than he Infllets by 2 surprise
attack. These outcomes ere 'O for a USSR atbeck angd D"

forr a T3
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The stabllity of a mixed ICBM-IRBM system 1s shown in
Table 2« The ICBM model {3 the same as before, IEBMs ara

Table 2. 8Stablilty of Mixed IRBM-ICBW Syatems

CEP n.mi.
dagse Hibdnesc 3 1§ 2 5
e e e
2 psl T i) T +U
25 pat i} 3, =7 8
100 pal ? 2 S 5
erater & lip T4t 3 3 S

T = unsiable

? = eonditlconelly unatable

7%~ conditlonslly unstabls favoring USSH
#? = Bonditionally unstable favoring US

8 = gtable
#U = unsteble favoring US

treated differently for gimplieity. All IEBM= are assumed to
have a yleld of Z-MT and a CEP for 2 n.m. The U3 18 given
100, while the USSR 1s glven enough to destroy all oversesas
IRBM bases when meking a surprise attack, Thess assumptions
regardling numbers appear rsascnable because thes TS needs only
L0 to ecsuse 20 percent dsaths to thse Soviet urban population
by IRPM=-attack only, and becsuse intelligence estimates indi-
cate that US3H capabllities in IRBMs will depend on Sheir re-
gulrements and thelr requlrementa never exceed a few hundred
in this model,

If we compare Table 1 and Tabile 2, we zes that there is
1ittle change. One unatable case 1s changed to a conditionally
unstabls case (100 psi, %-mile CEP) and a condltlonally un=
gtable case with USSR superiority is changed to an unstable
case with US supsriority. The lack of ahange 1n stability is
the more remarkasble when it is recall d that the assumptliong
laply that the US suprlse attack will always produce a oritical
damage to the Soviets, while the Sovist surprise abtack outcome
15 not changed,
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STABILITY FOR ICBM-SUBMARINE-LAUNCHED MISSITE SYSTEMS

¥o celculatlion iareguired for determining the astabdlity
When the sttack syatems consist of ICEM and aubmerina-launched
migalkes, The submarine force at sea is inyulnerabls to ICBMa,
olther initlally or in retallstion during the First few houra
of an attack. We sen saefely assums, therefore, that in this
oass all submerines within range of thelir targets at thse out-
breglt of war can fires theilr entire load of missiles, If both
aides have m capebility of 100 or mo missiles, the situation
im alweys stable becauss only 80 %o 85 missiles with a 2=MT
warhesd and = CEP nal mores then 2 n.m. ars reguirsd to in~
fliet 20 percent damsge on the U3 or U88R. Thus, neither
glde can prevent affective retaliation on its citias after a
aurpriase attack.

The number of submarines reguired by each aids to assure
itaslf of this cepabllity need sonly be determined for tha
defender, sinoe the a%tacker can always plsce his totel sub-
marine capablllty in the proper area. The defander, iFf he ia
truly surprised, will only heve hias on-station submarines
properly placed. HRstimates of ths fraction of cn-statlon sub-
marines varles from one~third to one-halfl of the total force,

If we assums thet all submarines carry 16 missiles, the attucker
requires 6 submarines, and the defender 12-18 submerinesz to
guarentse stabllity. The number required by the defender may
well be lass than thiz, 1f he has resgsonable assuratice that his
in-transit submerines can resoh their apsrating aress and firs
thelr miaslles undetectsd. The enemy eities snd industrisl
planbe will sti1ll be there for the late-comers to destroy,
although the populaticn will be much bhetter protected at

this time, The only vulnérable submarines are sssumed bto be
those 1n the defender's ports at thetims of the surprise sttaclk.
Optimiatically, we will eastimnte that two-thirds of the de=
fender's belllstic miaslle submarine force can fire thelr wWea~
rons. The requirad number of submerines, In this case, is nine.

We may conolude that Criteric A btype stability may be ap-
sured if' between § and 18 missile-carrying submarines are pos-
gessed by both =1des, 4

If we consider the case whsrs only the US possess missilae-
carrylng submarines, the situation 1s idesntical to that given in
Tsble 2 For IRBMs, exzecept that all the instabilities are in
Tavor af the US. The Sovliet capability is not changed, aines
thelr IKBM= now have no counter-force rols. Ths US pogsesass
the capabliity by surprise attack and retallation which assuras

effective damege
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affactive damage to the Sovist Unlon., One should be gereful,
thersfore, not to consider staebility synonymous with one's
own preponderance. The other side will hold a vastly dif-
ferent point of view,

STABILITY FOR TCBM-MANNED BOMEER SYSTEMS

AtCacks by menned bembers diffsr frem bellistlec missile
atiack boceuse astlve defenses agalnst manned bombers exist
today iIn both the US snd USSR. It is not sufficisnt, there-
fore, marely to determine the slert capsbllity and survival
probability of manned bonberas in the faes of attacks on their
bases by ballistiec missl les, One must alpo estimats resson-
able performance lavels againat the sctlve defsnsee of a
country in order to cbtalnths numbar which must be sent in e
aurprise atteck cr whioch must survige a oounter-force attaol
in order to inflict criticsl demage on the enenty.

It 1s poasibla, however, to limlt the number of cases
in which ths 4introduction of menned bombers chenges the stabilie
ty which has been estimated for pure ICBM systems, For example,
1f the situation 15 stable becsuse both sides cen retaliate 1+ -
effectively, with ICBMs mlone, manned hombers .&é&anztomsks the
eftvation ymstebls. The attacker will elready be critieally
damagsd by retallating ICBMs befors s menned bomber attsol
ean influsnce the Issues. The remgining stsble ceses pnd un~
gteble ceses, however, must be examined one by one to asstimete
the effect of ICBM aettaclt on the retellatory cepability of the
opponents manned bombers, making assumptions regarding warning,
glert status, and penetration cepability, and the tergets ap=-

propricte

An apdequate analysls of the manned bombers and ICBMs is
not avallable for this peper. Aceordingly, we will gonsider
two extreme cases: an mlert bombar force and = non-giasrt
bomber force. .

An alert force will be dsflned ma one which is capable of
inflicting criticel damage on en enemy wWha makss & surprise at-
tack with ICBMs. Ve do not spseify how thia is done, Preasum-
ably, 1t is done bv a combinatlon of en sirborne alert force and
an effective BIEWS compined with g runwsy slert forece, ICBM ate
tacka against bomber beses under such donditlons accomplished
1ittlo.

A non-alert lorce 1z one which ia #Fufficlently wvulnerable to
ICBM attmck that a suceessful TCBM stteck on bomber bases will
prevent manned borbers from inflictlng eritdcal damags in

& Carrier-based planes are implleltly inelwded. 1in, the manned
bomber dlacusslon,
retaliation. It
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Two conelupions can be drawn from a glancs gt these
tables, The addition of manned bombera of ICBMs doea not
graatly change ths number of casss which are stablse or un-
stable, Thers are & few more ptable cassg with an attack
by lnsffective mannsd bonmbers, but not as much as one would
intultively suppose. Tha second conclusion is that sym-.
matrically afifective manned bombers do not chenge ths number
of atable cr unstable cases at sll, but they do changs the
oharscter of conditional instabilities sdverssly to ths U8,
In the pure ICEM dusl, 3 out of 5 conditional inztabllities
favored the US. When effective menned bonbers are added,
none favor the U3.

Tt should be observed agsin that only ariteris "A"™ type
gtabllity 1s being consldered here end that consideratlions
cf lathael damage may modlfy some of the statements made.
Whereas the ICBM model may give gtable resuli{s uhen only criti-
oal leveld are oonsidered, the combined ICBM-Manned Bomber
Model would, in general, ceuse the attacked nation to sus=-
taln a lethal level of damage. Thlis would have a grester
dsetabilizing effect than that indlemted here. Thia 1s par-
ticularly true if ssymetrie bomber asgumptions hold,

Tablasa 3 and lf assumed the seme alsrt status for both
sldes. The sltuation for effective bowbar attack and only
the US elert 1s shown in Table 5.

Table 5, Stsbility fer ICBM~Manned Bomber 3ystems

(Us alert)
CEP =]
2 1 =2 5
2 pal ) 39 =7 @t
25 pai i 30 S 5
100 pal *U 3 8 3
Crater & lip 3 2 3 3
G ~ unstable
7 = conditionelly unatebls
4= conditionslly uystable favoring USSR
&? = vonditienally unstabls faverlng US
5 = atable
#U = unataeble Cavoring U8
From the U3
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From the U8 point of wview, the situation Is excallent:
all the inatebilities result from a US cspability for success-
ful attaek when the TUSSRK has not such sepablility. TFrom the
Soviet point of ¥iew, the situation Is diszsatrous. If we com-
pare Table 5 with Table Y4 from the purely objective standpolnk
of ghability, we Tind & slightly greater number of atable c¢aasesm,
biat the genersl degree of stabillity is often much less. Two
conditlonally unsteble cespa heve beoome stable, two conditicnels
1y mnatable casas hava becpme unstable, and one unstable caae
hea become condlticnally unstable.

Tha case whore only the USSR is elsrt 1s nearly identical,
axaept that the USSR ia subatituted for the US sa the favored
gidse in the unsteble caaes,

If we do not distinguish between eritical and ¥ thal
dzmage ; we may ocnclude that manned bombars together wl th
TCBMs hava the following effests on stablility a=z established
by the ICBM blast duel. ’

1. Both sids&s elert with atable irrespeotlive of
BMEWS TCBM outcoms
2. Neither side aslert stghles cases less stabls
. unsteble cases lass un-

stabla

3. Oniy UE alert steble cases k=es stabls
a8l unsteble cases favor
s

i« Only DB3R alert atabls cases less stable
el]l unstablea zezes
favor USSR

MIXED ATTACK SYSTEM3

In the pressding ssotlons, we considered the effect of
various attaclk systems one at m time. In this saction, we
will put tham together in various combingtions to determins
the effect on stabllity comparsed to the purs ICBM duel. The
genéral conclusions are glven in Table 6 which compares 36
gembinations of ICBM=, THEMs, alsrt manned bomberg, non-
alert manned bombers, and POLAEIS submarines, te the pure
TCEM duel. Fhomstha standpolntiofizstabllitymaloneghadedt
nepnadebrmbars fobcas b 9 5oni8-POLARTIS , suBnER Ined svt
wETeh . T S e H39= F=cT napnoed Dol ceTey il i e R
R St L T (aasuming that

;}dﬁ.ﬂEﬂqﬂT
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{sesuming that these are truly invulnerasble gnd those on
gbation can always deliver their full complemsnt of weapons)
on sach side ¢an assure equilibrimm in the sense that nelther
the US nor the USSR ecan, by surprisze atteck prevent effective
retaliation by the other.# The stability achleved, therefore,
is stability by fear, not stability in the senae of posltive
assurance that one's own ¢oountry can survive,

Table & 1illustrates the dominating effect of relatively
invulnerable’ systems that alse pog=zess & capability to ln-
fliet eritical demage. Misalle-carrying submarines end alert
manned bombers dominste thelr respectlve rows and ¢columna.

If both sides possess this capability, the sltuatlon is alwaya
gtable. The stability does not depend on the ICBM postursa.

If only one side posasssea this capability, the stability doss
not depend on the ICBM poaturs., Cases which were shtsble for
the ICBM duel remain stmblej cases whilch were unstable re-
main unstable bunt the unstable cases alwaya favor the sldse

possessing the capablllity. -

# ' It 15 necessary to reecsll, at thisz pelnt, that the alsrt
manned bomber force was sseumed sufficlent to penetrate
the aresa and local defenses of the other. If this assump-
tion 1g rejected, there 1ls no difference betwesn alert and
non-alert manned bomber forces in Table 6.
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unatable situatlons stable regardless of the IGBM poature.

The only proposel regardlng missile-carrying submarinss
which can seffect stability cones»ns the division of the
world's oceans betwsen the US and USSR such that neither
side would have on-astatlion submarines capsble of inflict-
ing damage on the other by surprise attack. In evalusting
the effect of this proposal on stabflity, it 1s necessary
to conslder the probability that the defender's miasile-
carrying submarines cen resch their attaek stations after
an ICEM attack and Tire their missiles withoutb detection
and destruction. If the potential apgpresser balleves this
probability to ne high, an arreement limiting deployment
nerely delsys tho retaliation and he will be deterrsd from
attacking. If both sides Lave & hizh probability of stb-
niarine penetration and sufficient submarines all cases
are stabls. The stability achieved by iimiting pescetims
deployment of mizsile-carryins submerines depsnds not only
on the capability of both sidss tv resch thelr fiving
station end fire their missiles efter an IGEM atteck,
but on the numbers aveilabls.

Inspection propesals for IRBMs de not differ “rom
ICEMa. So long as the inspector canmnot keep his hand on
the firing button when & potential apgres=or decides to
attack, the best that can be achievad by agreaments is
an increpsed warning time. Current inapection systens
Tfor ICBil's and TRBM are aimed at providing either
tactical warning alone, esssntially warning of lsunch,
op bobth tacticel and stratepic warning of missfls attack,
warning of the erder of from one to =ix hours for rinst
generation migsiles. Thoe second bLype of warning has not
been evaluntad in thiz report, bubt it 1z deubtful that
warning of TSSH IREM launches will permit a retaliatory
strilte by US IBBhk. It is also doubiful -, . whethay
alrcraft on runway alert could aveid destruction by
warning of IRBM atteck. It iz probably not far wrong
to state that tactical or launch warning cotained from
IRBIt inspectlon syetems will be of marginal value ta the
detencer, end wlill heve 1liltle effect on stabillity,

Tne effecty of symetric tactlcal ICGEM warming are
marty, Wit perhaps the most ilportant 4z that it world
provide both sides with yelatively effective BMEWS. The

effect
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If the USSR attacks the TS ayd EMEWS does not work, or the US does
not fire on warning, o only the minimun B+l5 reaponse tl?a miggiles) im
fired by the US, then the USSR atiack ie successful in the senss that the
US will reaeive 20% dams=ge, but the USSR will suffer less than 20% damags
in the retaliastory Hlow,

On the other hand; if the USSR gitacke the US sapd BMEWES does work
and U5 doss fire on warning and the msximum EHl5 responss s achleved
T83 miseiles), then the USSH attack is unsuocessful in the sense that
although the USSR destroys at least 20% of US oitiem, ke always suffers
20% destruction of his citise in retorn,

If manned bomhere are considerasd in addition to ICEMs to the extent
of 50 soft bases on esch mide, then the situstion is unchangsd when the
U8 attacks +the USSR, Thie 12 becauss the manmed bambers cannot result
in less dam=ga ta sither side, a,d each mide already has recelved 204
aity demage.

If marnned bombers ara condldered in sddition to ICHMe and the USSR
sttacks the US with 2 YT weapons the USSR hes sufficient ICHMa to destroy
enodgh TS ICHMs to prevent effective retalistion (112 weapous), destroy
US citiss to the 20% lavel (60 wea.pnna} and attack each US SAL baas to
the level of 1 weapons per bass (78 weapone). He would expsct to destroy
sbout 48 of the 50 SAC bases, or at the very least 4o disrupt them asnd
make them vuinerable e & later bomber attack.

Tha situaticn then for esiimstsd 1962 posturcs without inspection
ig a8 gummayrized in Table Tt

Table 7. Hability of 1962 ICHA-Nanned Bombey Posture
(Mthout Inepsction)

U3 Reaponze Pure {CEMe ICEMs and Mammed Bembers
BMEWS dosa not wozik 5/8Y or D/BY for 2 M0
or US does not firs on Weapons depending upon
Warning D/E i/ alsrtnass of US SAC and/
cr only winimun B+15 US or sffectiveners of un—
Teaponas destroyad H5AC
BUENS works
mnd OB fires on warning B/B 1/
and oaximum H+15 U3
Teaponge

The B

1/ 3See Figure 1 for Ley.
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The B/E cases are etable by oritsria A, beth the US and the USSR being
deterred from making a murjriss attaok by receiving ss much dumage se thay
infli=t,

The D/E casss are unsteble in faver of the USSR: the US is deterred

Trom makin, & eéurprise sttack by receiving a= much damages as we inflict,
while the USSR need not fear oritical damage by reteliastion if she hekss
B surprise attack. The necesvary conditlons for stability, therefors,
apply only to {he US, Without BMETS, etabllity can only be achieved in
1962 by maintsining a homber force capsble of penetrating slert Soviet
alr defanee apd dropping on target citiss si lesst 15 10-UT weapona

(40 HOOFD DOG missiles} after a surprise miasile attack. With EMEWS and
the capability of firing at lesat 40 ICEMs in 15 mirutes, +the U5 can
achieva stability without regard to the sisrt status of bombers, so long
58 we ars willing to fire ICEMs on werning only. If we are not, the alert
SAC bombsy ecapsbility must bs capebls of delivering at Isast 15 10-MT
bombs (40 HOUFD DOC miesilaes) on partieulsr tarset citiss.

2., Nith Inspection. In ths foragoing non-inepecticn cass, it was
afsumed that locations of alil US ICHM ejtes were kmown to the USSR, but
that at most 50% of the USSR ICBH sites were known to the US., (An
aesumption of S0% mekes no difference in the ‘arguments presented.) In
this ssgotion, the effects of inspection will be examined From the pelnt of
view of determining what fraction of USSE mimsils sites muist be yulpersble
te US migeile fire in order to affect the stabiliiy, Assumption relative
1o maoned bomber remsin the same, When this fraction ir over 50%, as will
always ba the cass, it impliss the existence of an inspsction and
communications system which will dstermine and report locations of mobile
USSR sitee sufficlently ravidly 4o make them vulnerahble to US missile
Tire,

Whan the USSH attacks the US, the fraction of wulnerable USSH missile
gites is immaterial. Hence, in these cases, the relative posture 1s un-
changed, When US sttacke USSH, the relative posture represented letter/3
will be changed to /C if 2 high enough lavel of US intelligence on USSR
migsile mites exist and if the USSR hae no effsctive slert Force.

The U5 intellizence, as measursd by the fraction of USSR miesile

Bites vulnersble to U3 fire, required to chanze B toc C in the pura ICBM
nese whon the US attacks is ag followat:
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misaslle defenase are svallable, the Soviet Unlon cannot hope te
reduce the vulnerabllity of her industry to critical damage
from & US surprdise attack.

We now examine, 1n turn, the unllateral sctlong whlch the
Soviet Union might take between now and 1982 to strengthen the
retaliateory cepability of her manned bombers, ballistice-miasile
submarines, and ICBMs,

a2, Defenses for Manned Bombers. It would be pesaible
for the USSR to make some portlon of her mamned bomber force
fuvulnerable to ICHM attack by malntzining 8 contlirmiously
airbornhe alert force which mlght be strong enough to have some
chance of penetrating alert US 2lr defenses and inflickt some damege
on the US population and Industry, If this force could infliect
eritidalidamage on the US (20 10-MT' bombs on specific barget
citles), 1t would serve alone ae an seffective deterrent.

4 second possibility would be to harden air bases so that
even non-alert bombers would have some protectlon against ICEM
afback, If all gircraft cn the ground were protected to B5 psi,
for sxample, the number of Z2-MT weapons redquired by the US Tor
90 percent probablllity of neutrelizing an airbase increase from
one £o about six to eight.

If the hardened bases were slso dispersed out of range of
Us IRBMs, the entire US ICBM capability, after destroying 50
saft ICBM sites, could not destroy more than one«third of these
hardened and dispersed airbases,

Since these actions are relatively stralghtforward, 1T
expensgive, the Sgviet Union has no need te try fo hilde bomber
bages from the U3, Disclosure of g1l bomber baseg has been
aasumed in the preceeding calculation of US ICEM requiréements
and under dlsclosure the USSR could through wvhnilateral actlons
aggure a reagonable assurance of survival agalnst a US surprilse
attaclk as fay as their manned glircraft are cohcerned,

b, Balllstic~Misails Submarines, Fresent U3 intel-
ilgence estimates suggest that the USSR will have one submarlne
capable of firing ballistic missiles in 1962. To aseure guick
retpliation after a surprise attack by the U3, the Soviet
Union would require a capabllify of firing about 80 FPOLARIS-
type mizssiles., The glze of the submarine force needed to maln-
tzin 5 or © vessels near the coasts of the US ranges from 9 to
18 submarines, When the USSR can operate an FBM-submarine
fleet of this magnltude, effective retaliation 18 reasonably as-
sured 1In the event of a U8 surpriss attack, even without any
other of the possible Soviet altermative actiong.

¢, ICEM Reguirements

— 900 SEGRET—
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. ICBM Requirements, It was shown above that,
when the TS attacks, the USSR has a requirement for sufficisnt
ICEMs to absorb the attack from 211 117 US ICEMs and possess
enough ICBMs left over to inflict crptical damage on the cities
of the US, This requirement can be fulfilled by varlous com-
blnatlons of base hardness, concealment, and configuration.

Conslder, first, the requirement in terms of numbers of
missiles located on soft (2 psi) bases with a- 1 x § configura-
tiocn and perfect intelligence on the part of the US. Since
one attacking missile can destroy one Soviet ICEM base, the
USSR must have 60 missiles to inflict critical damage %o US
cilties plus 117 sites to absorb the US ICEM attack, With all
Bltes 1 x 5, the USSR needs 129 sites and 645 ICBMa, If =11
pther conditions remain the same, except that the ICEM bases
are hardened, fewer pifes are needed tc absorb the 317 US ICEMs,
‘The numbers are glven below,

USSH Mlszile 8ites Reguired
(no concezlment)

No. of

Hardness No. of Sites Miszileps
2 psl iee b5
25 psi .34 170
100 pei 2220 100

As an alternatlve to hardening sand, perhaps, much
lese expenalve, the USSR mlght render some gites invulnerable
fo US misslle fire by concealment, Thls would cersainly be
the case without inspection and would probably occur even
with a eophisticated inspection system. The effect of con-
cealment might slse be achleved by meblle missile sites with
very fast reactlon times. In any event, there 1s a trade-
off between concealment, hoWever obtained, and nardening. This
trade-off is shown in Figure 3.

In worde,
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Figure 3. USSR ICBM Requirements
(No, of sites})

Hardnesas

100 psi T2 1h, 135" 15 18 18 I 19 19 19 20
25 pel 12 14 315 17 20 @22 25 28 30 31 34
2pal 12 14 15 1T B0 24 3B Lo B0 3P0 AmW

g 0.3 0.2 0% 04 0.5 DB oY 0.8 B 1.0

Fraction of ICBM =ites
oW To U3

In worde, Figure 3 ip interpreted as follows: If the US
attacks with the estimated 1962 FOLARIS, ICBM, and IRBM capability,
the USSR is always criltically damaged. If, however, the USSR has
at least a8 many 1 %X 5 ICBM sites as 1s shown in Filgure 3, wilth
the indlcated hardnesg and concealment, the USSR always erdtiecally
damagzes the US in retaliation. The relatlve posture is thus de-
scribed by ?/B, If the USSH has fewer than the number of ICEM
sites indlecated in Figure 3, the outcome 1is ?7/8,

Ag an zltermavive to hardening and concealment, the USSR
might decrease its missile requirements by a change in configure-
tion. The complete trade-off table for hardness, concealment,
and configuration nhas not beent worked out due to lack aof time.
For zerc concealment (perfect lnspection), the number of sltes
and mlasiles required for varlous degreee of hiardness and varlous
configurationa are shown in the following table:

No. USSR Migelles and Missile
Bsges Required (no conceal-

ment )
Hardness CONFIGURATION
i g ! 1 x 3 1x5 1 x 10

Mia- Mis- Mis- Mig-~
Bases ailes PBsaes siles Paseg Blles Dasea siles
2 psi LT  I7Y 137 411 120 645 123 1230
25 psi B8 &8 43 129 W 170 =11 240
100 pei 68 6o =8 84 20 100 13 130

Without inspectilon
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Without inspeetion snd, hernce, with low U2 intelligence,
1t 48 seen in Figure 3 that the USSR ICEM requirements arve
modest -- of the order of 20 soft 1 x 5 hages, With inspec-~
tion, anzobvilous Scviet aetion weuld be to ¢stabilsh €0
covert JCBMs 1n soff bases of any economical configuration,
say 1 x 5, and disperge and harden hlg overt basee encugh
to abeorb the US attack of 117 ICBMs. The Soviet requlirement
for thig combination of concealment, hardening, and conflgura-
tlon 1s as follows:

No, USSR Miseiles and Missile Bases Regulred
(60 migsiles concealed in 12 sof% bases)

Hardness CONFLGURATION
o 3 - 185
waep s Migs | Mis- Mis-
Bases slles PBases siles Basges slles HRasas
2 psl 129 17T 125 411 1249 a45
25 psi 28 76 28 108 28 140
100 psi 17 65 b T2 17 85

d. Effect on Stability., If we recall from page 23
that the USSR Tequires 300-000 I1CEBMa for an adegquabte offenalve
papability, it is apparent that she has great latltude in base
configuration and corncealment by reason of her very small de-
fensive requirements In numpers of ICEMa, Any one of the proposed
changes in posture -- whether for manned bombengs.lCBMs, or
ballistic-missile submarines -- will deter the US from mekling a
surprise abtacik by making it impossible to limit £he Soviet
retaliatory capability beiow the critical level (20 percent
deaths to the US eity population, 30 percent destruectlon of
US war indusbry). Any postures, therefore, which are unstable
and faverabtle to the US, will become gtable. Unstable postures
which are Tavgrable to the USSR ean only be rectified by U3
unilateral actions.

U3 REQUIRED POSTURE IN 1062

The courseg of acticn which the USSR might take to reduce
1ts vulnerabillty te surprise atiack apply equally to the US.
It seems unnecessary to pressnt detall numbers here, The acale
and costa of U8 actiens are probably greater than for the USSR
because the USSR ICEM threat is 3-5 times ag great as the US
ICBM threat 4in 1962. The effect oo stability, however, will

be the same,
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