situations which, for whatever reason,
vould lead to confrontation, conflict, and
the war nobody wants,

The immediate result of enacting a
confidence-building regime, such as the
mzprcp:ﬁ&ﬂhfl}mﬁlliﬁ,“mﬂdbeh
miake the Buropean military situation more
predictable and stable. 1t wiould not obviate
the need for strong defense capabilities
and it would not reduce the military

nitial of efther side. But it would reduce
the element of uncertainty surrounding
military actvities. It woubd reduce the risk
that a country caught off guard by a sud-
den, unexplained miktary operation might
react, of overreact, inoa way that could
start a chain of events leading to war. This
regime would make military behavior more
predictable, giving planners and decision-
makers Hme to caloulate their response,
and bowner the risk of miscaloulation, mis-
mterpretation and mistake, These risks are
increased by pressures of Hime and the
need to make decisions with insufficient
information.

Such a confidence-building system
would not guarantee peace. Mo agree
meent in itself will prevent war. But if a
confidence-building system were in place,
any country, by breaking the announced
pattern, would be sounding an alarm,
warning others that a threat to the security
of Europe might be in the offing and per-
mitting steps to be taken to cope with the
situation. This carly, clear waming of a

tial threat could be espedally impor-
tant for the democracies, which need time
for political decisions requined o initiate
a military response o a threat.

In addition, an effective confidence-
building system would help prevent or at
Irast raise considerably the political costs
of suddenly mounting a mikitary activity
in response Io an unexpected political
development in Europe, Short of conds-
tipns threatening actual war between East
and Wesl, this regime wiuld be particu-
larly effective in restricting the possibili-
ties of threatening or wsing force for polit-
icaal antinnddation.

If enacted, a set of confidence-build-
ing measures such as those proposed by
the Western Allies would contribute to a
more secure Europe. It would make the
risk of confrontation and conflict less likely.
Perhaps equally important, in the hong run,
it coiild provide a solid foundation for even
broader, more significant forms of military
cooperation. Eventually, such a system and
its sucoessors could lead to easing some
of the sharper edges of confrontation in
ihe East-West relationship, lithe by little
replacing confrontation with cooperation.

i L

COUNTERFORCE
AT SEA

The Trident II Missile
Robert S. Norris

uclear mis=ile submarines tradi-
N tHonally have been wviewed as

“good” nuclear weapons becnase
their invulnerability at sea provides an
assured retalistion 1o Soviet nockear attack,
indﬂwydpn{ll s a threat to the Soviet
muclear force struchere. Lnbl noaw, this veews
off spbmarines hax been fu!hﬁ&l‘.l: st e
future role of submarines will change in &
critical way if, in the Fiscal Year 1967 mil-
itary budget, Congress decides to begin
procurement of Trident 11 ses-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Like itz SLBM
predecessors, the Trident Il will provide
the United States an invulnerable retalia-
tory nudear force, but its high soou
and warhesds will, for the first
time, enable U.5. submarines to threaten
Soviel missile silos and other hardened
mdlitary targets. The result will be a far
more dangerous strateghc environmaent, all
al greal financial cxpense.

Fortunately, the 1.5, SLBM modem-
izatlon program provides an attractive and
far less expensive alternative. The Trident
1 missile, already being deploved on U5,
submarines, offers more secarity at s sav-
ings of 53540 billion. But this argument
is abmaost mever hieard. With over 57 billion
appropriated so far {almost all for research
and development}, Trident Il has had an
easy me on Capited Hill. Congress is nor-
mally hesitant to deny money for research
and development programs because this
stage iz mistakenly seen as benlgn or wor-
thy of =upport for what it may bring in the
future. By the time money must be voted
to buy the weapon, so much momenbum
has been penerated, and pressure brought
o bear by varous comstibeenaies, that the
weapon's purchase becomes inevitable,

Eodwrd (Sdest) Morris B 8 semior ressdrch ddsoculy
wilh e Mnturad Resouroes Defease Cowmcl @
Whshimgror, [.C,

The Nnr]."; Trident Il has h;-pl! a bow
profike. Like all weapons systems it is has
been subjected to the normal oversight
and authorzation process, which deals
with programs piecerneal and in isolaton,
But the comprehensive picture rarely comes
ke view and the lange questions have not
been asked. What s the total scope and
cost of the program? What military role
will Trident I play and hones weill it fit with
other strategic and nonstrategic nuclear
weapons? How will the Soviet Union per-
cefwe i1 What are the arms control bnpli-
cations? And how do we rate the alter-
mabives? It ks time o address Uhese ques-
s,

Thr Trident I (or D-5) missile is part of
thar ]I'I'El_!l‘ Trident wWEApOn System bt
inchudes Ohio-class submarnnes, Trdent [
{or C=4) SLEMs, and the bases and shore
facilities that support them. By the year
02, according o one Navy chart, a fleet
of twenty-four Ohio-class submarines,
operating from bases in Bangor, Washing-
ton, and Einges Bay, Georgia, will carey 576
Trident [ SLBMs, with approsimately 5,184
nuclear warheads. (See Figure L)

With the submission of the Fiscal Year
1987 military budget, the Navy will request
fumds b buy the first batch of an estimated
58 Trident I missibes, inchuding those used
as spares and for tests. The total bill for
the missiles and warheads, assuming a
foroe of twenty-four submarines, will be
approdmately $52 billion, with budget
requests over the next decade averaging
at least 3.5 billion a year. {See Table 1.)
The sabmarines and other parts of the
program will oost an addifional $51 billion.
{5ee Table I1.) Conceivably, the Mavy will
want more than bwenty-four submarines.

The overall Trdent program is qudckly
moving forward, Twelve Poseidon sub-
marines have been converbed (o carry the
Trident | missile. These subs will be retined
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LBM copabilities have improved sig-

nificanty aince the frst nuclear mas-
sile submarine, the LI5S George Washing
fn, was deployed in late 1960, Theﬁmrgr
Washisrgfon carried sixteen Folaris A-1 mis-
siles, each with a 1,200 nautical-mile range
and a single warhead with a circle error
peobable (CEP), the common measure of

Table |
THE COST OF TRIDENT 11

The Trident Il missile will be the most expensive strategic weapon the
United States has ever bought. The table below shows the Navy's cost
estimate {as of April 17, 1985) for 790 missiles for seventeen submarines.*

mhmmgmlﬁm:;mﬁﬂ g
ApPraTI TR faorraly

pad fest [aumches iy plrened for famunny 194 ?
from Cape Cangmeral, The other (e B0

cosl of $48.3 millin per misnile,
d. Thes Egure does nod facfude Diepartment of
?m#ﬁumm;anwm
o of Diprtesen? of Emergy msls
mmrhﬂiﬁ.ﬁrmimmmﬁuﬂ

by the end of the century and replaced by
Chhigeclass subs. To date thirteen (Thio-
class submarines have been authorized in
fiscal years 1974 through 1286, The four-
teenth will be requested in the FY 1967
budget and a request for one submarine a
vear can be expected at least through FY
1943 and probably to 19697 or beyond. The

kiep track of weapon costs. Dropping this
item from the report makes the program
seem cheaper. The cost of warheads pro-
duced by the Department of Energy is also
requently overlooked. Each Trident! W76
warhead is estimated to cost ﬁppn:ﬂ:i-

S650,000. Orwer 3,000 warheads
comes to 32 billion. The cost for an approx-

T manth submeEAfineE, the U555 Alabkimm, will

deploy early in 1986, The seventh, the L1535
Alasks, n s2a lrials on Se ber 18,
1985, and the eighth, the 55 Netads, was
launched on September 14, 1985, The first
eight subimarines are being equipped with
Trident 1 5LEMs and will be metrofitied
with Trident II missiles starting in 1992,
The atnth Ohdo-class SSBM weill be the Fra

Trident I missiles, with a sched-
uled tnitial operation date of December
1989,

Full program costs and feet sise are
sometimes difficult to compuate. The Mavy
stopped reporting al the end of 1984 the
517 billion cost of the first eight Trident
submarines in its gquarterly Selected
Acquisition Beports o Congress, ihe key
bookkeeping account Congress uses to

]

WaE warheads is $4.5 billion,

The Mavy has not yet publicly stabed
tlﬂcﬂ_!.r Feimar fmany submannes it wants,
and has bemefited by being vague about
ultimate Aeet sice. Its refusal 1o el Con-
gress and the public has led to confusion
aver the scope and cost of the program. Tf
the N,'.w],r b m'iﬂ'.n.a]l_l,’ siated that Tradent
was going to be the costlicst strategic
weapon program ever and that the total
Iill woald be over $100 billion, more notice
might have been taken. As it has turmed
out, the Mavy hat incrementally added a
submarine a year, divided the program
inbo several ehements, nodincuded all costs
in the estimates it does provide, and never
answened the question of how large a force
it wants or how expensive it will be.

miissile , of one nautical mile. Ohio-
Fiscal Year ROT&EE Procurement Military Total class submarines will eventually be
Construction equipped with twenty-four Trident 11 mis-
1983 & prior 661.7 - = 681.7 siles, each capable of delivering some eigit
1984 1.452.7 i o 1.532.0 to fowrtesn multiple independently tar-
1985 2 (135.4 162.9 834 2,280.7 getable reentry vehicles over 4,000 nawfi-
1986 2.156.2 5820 144.1 2,882 3 cal mibes to land within approsimately 500
1987 1,713.7 1L865.6 (27} 7.3 3,616.6 feet’ of their targets. (See Table I}
1988 1,232.1 26687 (72) 13.1 3,913.9 Rear Admiral Willam A. Williams,
1989 733 1 37788 (72) 5.8 3,537 .00 former director of the Mavy's _Etrat-gn.' and
1990 ITLT 3L,719.6 (72) 1084 3,201.2 Theater I"l!l.li:hir Warfare _Ihv-hdm._ '."DH
| to completion = 16,2860 (517 195 4 16,475.4 cma-dd n lﬁtlym L“d““'_ll missile
A en Ly T LS 1T G oarr
Total 10,3769  27,063.6 (760F 6803 38,1208 sa-irisedl: sapabiliis' That miew: dinien-
. . sion, and Trident [I's most significant
Spuce U Nawy Thdnt WMo s it e oman sty | 30 27 0 1 U0, S
Trident in Congressional Research ¢, Figures in petrenthases refer fi momber of mis- hardest of Soviet targets in fifteen minutes
Service, [ssue Briel 1, Jure 27, 15945, A force of twen S5HM would or lesz after beding launched.
o T Ry | e it oot et

listic missiles has been a continuing imper-
alive for thiree decades, driven by tech-
nological advances and precision targel-
ing requirements of nuclear war plans.
Trident 1's capabilities can be largely
attributed to an eight-vear Improved
Accuracy Program, in which ower 300
techniques were proposed and reviewed.
[t will emyploy improved submardne navi-
gation amd mizsile guidance systems,
including an emhanced stellar inartial
guidance syshem, wherein thve missile fives
its position on the stars to correct its Aight.
Improved submarine navigation and siel-
ber puidance systems aid in increasing
SLEM accuracy by adjusting for position
problems inherant in submarine lawnches.

imately equal number of larger Todent 11 REcarch on a manucvering, fecniry vt

o is funded and could bea future option,

Missile I.l."thi.l}' i also dnmmﬁmﬂb}r
warhead yield, High precision in con-
junction with high explosive power will
greatly increase the probability of destray-
ing even very hard targets, The Navy has
decided 10 use two reentry vehicles on
Trident 1 missiles: the new 475-kiloton'
MESWEE and the 100-kiloton Mk4WTS,
currently used on the Trident [, Each [2-5
missile will carry only one type of war-
head, thouwgh the warhead complement
onindividusl submarines will vary. 558N s
can be Joaded differently to fit the complex
h@ﬂing rn.ll.mrru‘nﬁ of thi En.glr Inte-
grated Orpretrational Plan, the central ULS.
nudear war plan, Combining heavy and
light warkeads with different yields on the
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samat launch platform gives war planners
great flexdbility,

The number of warheads carded on
the Trident IT missile will depend on the
miszsile’s range. During early stages of
development the Navy considered giving
tha -5 missile a range of up boob6, 000 nad-
iral mibes, but decided Lo increase payload
instead. Some congressmen mistakenly

believe Trdent 11 is p mened for &
greater range than Trident | and argue
vocferously that we need it for that rea-

som.? By reducing the number of reentry
wahml-ei the range of both missiles can be
increased 1o 6,00 navtcal miles, buab at
full payload both have approximately a
4, 000 nawtical-rmile range. As Admiral Wil-
hams told Congress, “"The C-4 has a very

i ,ﬁ#'q.rl mwms Mm-u
".ﬁ::'l £t

Lk et & decade abend.

However, in the most sigrificant area,

A Soviet 'I’r.edent 11?_'

"’; i Mnﬁm:uuufhmﬂurm

. ace achieved first by the United States
ﬁ Uninm. How soom- wﬂﬂhﬂm&ﬂh&w ;
- apomparable SLBM force equivalent o -
+ the Trident II7 From the available evi-
i dence, :tupp-_-unﬂwllnjlqd Stlhlﬂ

Eat o The carrent magst iqumndgwut
hﬂlt"-HELBM is the S5-N-20, 60 of |
whh:huermun Mﬁrphmm
Lod submaring sometimes compared t6°
- e U5 Ohio-clags S55BMs. The S5-N-
© 20 is comparable 1o the Trident Il in’
. some characteristics, nnlul:-i‘y fuel,
length, weight, range and throwweight.
accuracy, the Trident | is bwice 28 sec-
rate as the 55-MN-20 and the Trident T
is planmed o be four imes as aoourate.

ra “*ﬂ“?""mmd“" “dﬂ". L lmow o, CiGtits o Trident U introdichd.
. Tbeing ght_ and is expected ba & Soet Tridest Tl Torce will bk Jesit
enter the Soviet force in carky 1987 1t & dikiade bk !!’nlrdﬂul.lmud"
is planned for Debta IV S5BMNs and may St.'ll.u i
replace the 55-M-18 on Dielta Mls, Both
the S5-N-16 and S5-NX-23 are Hquid an-yj' Swﬁunmm“ﬁ:
fueled, a hallmark of Soviet ballistic e Netural Beouroes Deferse Courl, inc.
Estimated Characteristics and Capabilities of Curent Soviet
MIRVed SLBMs
E5-N-18 S8-N-20 §5-NX-23
Length {feet} - 46.25 492 5.6
Diameter (inches) 7 B7 71
Weight {fbs.) 44,000-57,200 134,400 78,400
Throwwelght {Ibs.) 1,800-2, 900 5,600 3,360
Range (nautical miles) 3, 5004300 A4, 48D 4,590
Reenlry vehicles single, 4% MIRV o4+ MIEY
Jow T MIEV
Yield {kilotons) 450 fsingle) 200+ 250
200 {MIRV}
CEP {raw/it) 764,620 279- 320,980
1,640-1,825
Submarine Delta 10 Typhoon Crelta 1AMV
- Initial Operational Capability 1978 end 1983 1987
Fuel Bquid solid Bquid

’ :Hdﬁ'ﬂl‘tql'.:mfﬂmhmid-hnl P
pulsion, The CEP estimate for the 55
hﬁhﬂ#u.m‘nmmjrﬂumnﬂim-
fur the U5, Poscidon SLBML 000 0
* Given past Soviet practice, i:qthlh
ﬁ-ﬂ—ﬂﬂﬂwﬁﬁ-bﬂﬂhmﬁﬁyh--
be modified and improved by the end-
of the decade. But oven if those mod-
ified misazles become twice as accurate,
Utrh'ﬂltﬂlbtmiyhﬂﬂ mulir:'-'
"u'll'u!-‘['r[deh;lﬂ_ :
A possible candidate | Inﬂ Ei:r'ﬁ!t '
Trident T1 I:Elwmhﬂkﬂl f
noew dass of SSBEN. Atmdlnqiﬁjht- '
1985 Mational Intelligence Estimate, a -
mdmﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂnpmhﬂed‘tnh :
launched in' the early 1990s; though -
ﬂmmummemdamﬂ.ﬂl
in' developrment. By the mid-1950s, the
NIE projects that the Soviets might have
Jwarheads on the new dass of SSEM-
_{or-#) miissibes on two boats). Even'if
that timetable is kept and a new missile

Arrm Comtrnd Tday  Serpivmrelerr 1985

comifvrtable range.”*

Even if the range of the Trident I is
established, the number of warheads it
will carry is still difficult to estimate because
o the mix of reentry vehicles, but for llus-
trative purposes several reasonable
assumpbions can be made. The M5 on
average will probably carry at leasta dozen
of the smaller Mkds or eight MkSs, The
majority of the missiles, perhaps a three
{0 one ratio, will be lnaded with the heaw-
by MkSs, bevause i more Mkds were used
the Mavy would be seen as undercutting
its cage for the MES, ff not for the whole
Trident I prrogram.

Hazed on these assumptions, an aver
agr Trident submarine would carry 216
warheads. A force of iwenty-four sub-
marines would camry 5, 184 warlveads, These
figures represent a several fold increase in
the number of ULS. balllste migale war-
heads svailable 1o sirike Soviet hard tar-
gets, Abowt teeo=thinds of the feet woulbd
routinely be on patrol, giving, the United
States & significant counterforce capability
al sea &l amy given tme,

ident 11 by itself may not be enough

o dmarm the Soviet Undion, but in con-
cert with other strategic and non-sirategic
programs, all with high accuracy, it will
create an entirely new strategic condition,
Trident advorates choose ko see the missile
in isolation, whereas in fact it will be inte-
grated in wwar plans with the MX, Pershing
1. Midgetrman, stealth cruise missiles and
bombers, and eventually British Trident 11
forres. Hence, the Soviet Union will soon
be faced wwith large numbers of weapons
:lp.ll:llg o ﬂmE'ilE.l"Lh’l,E thieir fixed, hard
military targets, including nuclear foroes
and comrmand, control and commundca-
tions facilities. Added to this “hard target
kil" capalility, Trident 1 missiles will have
the short-—approximately fifteen min-
ule—light time shared by all SLBMs, An
improved Fire control system will also allow
the submarines twlaunch larger salvos more
qaickly. Some estimate that all twenty-four
missiles oof a Trident sub could be fired in
less tham ten minutes. These factors
undoubledly paint a threatening ploiure
in the minads of the Soviets: large numbers
of hard-target warheads ammiving with lit-
tle warning or Gme bo evaluate an atlack
and make decisions,

Under these conditions, the Soviets
musl consider the pessbility of a US,
preemptivee first strike, Indeed, the United
States has not repudiated such an option,
and presswures could build during a crisis
that might force such a devision. From the
Soviet viewpoint, this problem is accen-
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tated by U5, intentions bo *render inel-
fective the total Soviet (and Soviet-alleed)
military and political power structure
thromgh attacks on political'military lesd-
ership and associated control Facilites,” as
was stabed in Pentagon policy guidabce *
LS, muclear forces could quickly knock
put Soviet command centers and oom-
maanications installations, weakening the
Soviet ability to retaliate. Under this
“"decapitation” scenaro, the possibility of
restraining o terminating a condict before
it fully escalates would be remote, because
Soviet leaders would be unavailable or
unable to negotiate an end o the fighting
The most logical, if dangerous, Sovied
response is 0 implement procedures o
launch-under-attack or on-waming so their
nuchear forces would pot be destroyed, In
thee Face afl more accurate ballistic missiles
thes trefd on both sides has been to move
in this direction. The Soviets isseed warn-
ings that they would be forced to adopt
such options in response to the deploy-
mient of Pershing [1. The Unibed Sates has
repeatedly stated thal “launch-on-wam:
inﬁ is am ﬂ-pljl:l-:'h wi have and st main-
tain,™ and that it enhances deternenn: |;r_l.r
keeping the Soviets uncertain about what
wie would do. Even more ominmes B the
prospect that such LS. counterionse capa-
bilitics could increase the Soviet incentive,
i an intense crisis, notoenly to launch finst,
but tos bawmch a bot bor fear the LTndted States
was about to do so. This “hair trigger”
situation, which each superpower is forc-
i:I'IE upan L otheer, hrighl:fns Ehve rash; Huai
war will start inadvertently through acd-
dent or miscalculation, The d.qplnyrnqnl
of Tedent 1 will 1n1i.-m.'i|'1|r thig situation
Another Soviet respongse would be o
restructure their nucdear forces in moge
survivable basing modes, placing greater
emphasis on sea-based and Land mobile-
hased systema. The Soviets are, in fact,

Test taunch of  Trident [ (C-4) missile from a sabmerged subsmarine, The Trident 1, a karger
ard prore accwrale missile, will replace Trident [ by the end of the contury, According o Norris,
the LI.5. could save $35-40 hillion and midintsin o more stabrlizing SLEM force if it keeps the

Trident I.

already mowving in this direction. But hav-
ing just completed a huge investment in
Largze, fxed ICHMs—missilos that InbHem-
date the United Sates and symbolize to
the Soviels their arrival asa su perpower
the Sowviet Union is likely  keep them
around foe some Hme. For the foreseeable
futare, additional survivable Soviet puclear
forces will only sugment their current fixed
ane,

Table 11
TRIDENT PROGRAM COSTS

(& hllrmnz)
24 S5BNs 52
958 Trident 1l SLBMs 462
6, 500 warheads for Trdent | and 1F 5 66
Backfits for Trdent | amd Trident [IF §55
Total $103.5

a, JH‘TIW:E:EETM I 5L8Ms md bowes o
ngor s Bay.
ir. Diepartment of .I'ﬁ-rr_g:],r sl

]

c. Trideni | on 13 Laferyrtfelbramklin 550N
(§3.6} and Triderml Il om eight Oiio
E5BN (57 9

Anumher of important arms control
congiderations should also figure in
the Trident dabate, The most immediate
nplication of the overall Trident program
B that, bo stay within a critical SALT I
sublimit, the United S&ates must disman-
te MIEVed mizsiles as mew Ohio-class
submarines are adfed o the fest. The
United States would have excesdod the
[,2x MIEVed missile sublimmit when the
seventh Trident sul, the 55 Alicka, began
sea trials in September 1985, but President
Reagan chose to stay within the Bmit bem
].h.'lf-:ll"l]_'.-' b_'g" dismanuin5 a Pomeidon sub-
marine, Figure | shows U.S, S5BN foroe
levels, with and without SALT, to the end
ol the century. The Navy projects that the
Trdent program will continue wnabated
even with SALT I Emits, although com-
pensafing Poseidon retirerments will come
ata fasterr rate if SALTI G retained. Whether
Beagan will contines {0 dismantle older
Peseidons as new Trdents are deployed
B unknown, partindsrdy after the SALT I
Emits officially expite on December 31,
1985

The United Stales has gm:d réeason o
stick with SALT IL The agreement pro-
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vides for a substantial SSBM force while
placing limits on U5, and Soviet strategie
launcihess. Trident Il is not spe-
cifically affiected by the SALT 11 Treaty, the
missile may create problema for the Mavy
if SALT Il counting rules are applied in a
future deep-reductions & L. The
SALT 11 agreement determined thal a mis-
sile would be counted as carrying the masx-
imum number of warheads used in the
missile’s tests. Under this rule, if the D5
were bested with Bweelve warkweads it weould
e coumbed with twelve, even if most -5
missiles carred only eight or fewer war-
heads. Chio-class submarines, armying
twenty-four misslles as opposed to the
Poseidon’s sixteen, would quickly run up
against the warhead Hmits of 2 5TART-
Iype agreement, meaning that only a small
fleet of Trident submarines could be
deployed. Under the proposals now belng
offered by the United States and Soviel
Umnion, the 1.5, will only be allowed to
have ten or bwelve Trident subs, with six
or seven on patrol 8t any one Hme, If the
antisubmarine warfare threat o 55BNs
becomes more seriows, then the Mavy may
find it has placed oo many ¢ggs m one
basket,

All of these computations may be aca-
demic. If SALT is allowed to expire and
new agreements ate not reached, Trident
I and other nuclear systerns will go for-
ward with no mestrictions at all. Current
Reagan policies appear to preciude an armes
et deal with the Soviets in the near
future. In those fechnologivs where the
administration claims the United States is

FIGUREI

SSBN FORCE LEVELS

— WTHOUT SALT
wvmens WITH SALT
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behind (e.g., ICBMs, antisatellite weap-
ong, nuclear testing), whatever the ewvi-
dence {0 the conkrary, the adminiziration
is unwilling to negotiate until the United
States catches up. In those technologies
where the United States is markedly ahead
(.- SLEMs), the administration does not
wank ko negotiate away an advantage,

|
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Au alternative to the Trident 11 exisis:
The Trident I. The Navy has sought
to dowenplay the improvements that have
been incor parated into the Trident | because
of the troubling questions it could raise
abwut the need for Trident 11, The Trident
labso benefited from the Improved Accu-
racy Program. According to Avirtion Week

g = ————— e e e e — e
Table 111
CHARACTERISTICS AND CAPABILITIES OF U.5. SLBMS
Polaris Palaris Polaris Poseidon Trident Trident
A-1 A-2 A-3 C-3 [ | -5
Length {feet) 28.5 .75 323 H.1 341 4.5
Dhameter (inches) HH b | | 74 74 B3
Weight (lbs.) 28,500 30,000 35,700 65,000 73,000 130,000
Throwweight (Tbs. ) 1,000 ¢. 1,000 1,100 3.300 2,900 5,075
Range (nautical miles} 1,200 1.500 2,500 2,500 4,040 4,000 +
Reentry vehicles 1 MK 1 1ME1 MEV x MIEY x MIRY x MIEY x
(average) IMK 2 10 MK 3 B MK 4 10-12 MEA/
A MES
Warhead Yield (kilotons) W47/600 VW 7R WER200 WESS0 WA W7a/100
WHEATS
RV weight (lbs.) i75 <875 . 250 . 200 12 ¢ 440 MEKS)
CEP nm/ft /6,000 543,000 573,000 2841, 700 2701 640- 7= 10
A25550 4250
Dates Deployed 11/60-10665  &62-1174  Wed-2/82 371- 10479~ 12/89-
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ard Spece Technology, "Guidance accuracy
for the C-4's Mk4 recniry system is . . .

urdar 1,000 foet civoular error probable at
4,000 nautical miles, well below the 1,500-
fieet moal "™ At ranges less than 4,000 naut-
bcal mikes the accuracy is even betier® A
Pentagon report to Congress stated that,
“Trident | missile system accuracy is now
about the same as Minuteran I oper-
ational accuracy.”™ Trident 1 tests during
1983 consistently achieved CEPs of 750
feet." Many in Congress are apparenty
unaware of these developments and the
Mavy is doing little 10 adwertise them, for
it would raise the central question over
the wisdom of spending $50 billion to gain
a few handred feet better accuracy,

Trident I's accuracy is sufficient to meet
many of the Mavy's rgeting needs, but
its lower yield warhead does not pose the
silp-busting or decapitation threat of the
Trident IL. It is already deployed on seven
Cihio-cladks S5BMa and has been retrafitbed
on twelve Posetdon S58Ms. OF the current
648 SLBMs, 55 percent are Trident | mis-
giles and seemn o be satisfactory to the
Mavy. They are as survivable as Trident
It, mostly paid for, and far cheaper to cutfit
on the rest of the Oo Aeet. At $19 million
each, instead of 548 million for each Tr-
dent Il missile, the cost bo outht sixteen
more Ohio-class 558Ms with Trident [
would be $10 billion for missiles and war-
heads. In a time of soaring deficts and
level military budgets, a 535-40 billion sav-
imgs is not insignificant,

Unfortunately, too tittle atfention is
being paid to the Trident story. The Navy's
submarines are not as controversial as the
major Air Force weapons and, because
submarines are not land based, they are
bess of a “backyard” issue. In Congress,
Trident 1l has acted ag a gafety valve in the
heated politics of the MX missile. It has
allowed many congressman to appear
tough on defense jssues by voting for
something after voting against the MX.

It is tirme io reevaluate Trident I1, s
role in the evolving U.5. counterforce
strategy, and its impact on LS. security.
Under the Reagan administration the chief
rationale for Trident 1l has shifted from
ihe traditional argument of SSBM surviv-
ability to the “need” for large amounts of
hard-target kill capability, defined now as
the sire gria soa of deterrence, U5, secarity
is presumably enhanced the more the Scoviet
Linsan ks threatemed. The real, rather than
the intended, resubt of such logic will be
that both sides will end up less secure.
Advocates never tire of saying how coun-
terforce strengthens deterrence, bul never
ask if oo minch weakens it. With Trident

in

II's addition, the erosion of deberpence will
fully set im. Thoogh time is short, an out-
right ban on Trident I and on a futare
Soviet counterpart in an arms control deal
woulkd make both nations more secure,
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Why We Need Counterforce

at Sea
Walter B. Slocomile

o nuclear weapons systom, amd

indeed no old one, can in any

fundamental sense be consid-
ered a “good” thing, However, general-
ized attacks by advocates of arms confrol
om the Trident 01, [-5 program are over-
stated and misdirected,

From the arms control and stability
paint of view, the desirable attribubes of a
nuclear weapon system should be that it
is survimtie so that there s no incentive
to attack #t, readily cevifioble so that it can
unambiguously be taken into account in
agreements (and, indeed so that even
withwout agresments it dises nad bend itself
i uneertainty about the size of the other
aide's force), and .Eru.'llz." that ik up.al:rilil:}-
i% it such @ fo present an eoodalsy tratt bo
the other side’s deterrent orces, which
could creste an mcentive b0 atack in a
crizis.

The Trident [ missile, like its sub-
marine-launched predecessors, s con-
ceded by even ifs severest critics fo satisfy
the frst two criteria, but it is denounced
for violating the third by bringing to the

Paalder 8, ma.;_mmumm
for Defewse for Policy Plaraing, 1579-1381, and
Dhrector of pre Do D SALT Task e is currgrebly

a pariner of Caplin & Deysdale, Charlerad.

submarine force & degree of accuracy sul-
ficient to threaten Soviet sdlos, missile
launch-control facilities, auclear storage
areas, coammunication cenlers and other
hardened targets.

Mo deubt we would all be betier off
if no nuclear systems had such capabili-
tics. But the hard fact s that guidance
fechnobggy has mached the point where
all newr systerns will inevitably have sub-
stantial hard-target capability, or at any
rate, will be perceived 1o have it by those
agamst whom they are aimed. Possession
of thiscapability by intercontinental-ballistic
missiles (F7BMsz) in fixed launchers is, of
course, one of the main strategic stability
problerns of the age. Perhaps less well rec-
ognizad is that bombers, which have long
had high accwracy with gravity bombs,
will have even better accuracies in the
coming vears with oniise missiles and other
high precision standoff wea pons, Indeed,
some afgue that guidance accuracies will
improve to 8 point when attacks on hard-
ened facilities with conventional weapons
will bevoene feasibibe, Itis, therefore, scarcely
surprising that any newly developed sub-
marine missile will have greater accuracy
that its predecessors

[f corver judd ges, as have successive LS.
admirustrabions—though many have dis-
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