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The question of how
the United States would employ us stockpue of nuclear weapons in the event
of war with the Soviet Unton has been a subject surrounded by considerable
mystery, speculation, and controversy for more than three decades Despite
tdbits of information provided by Defense Department teports, testmony
te Congress, and news leaks, the basic policy gusdance, courses of actan,
and prospective points of attack contained n, respectively, the Nuclear
Weapons Employrent Pohicy {NUWED), Smgle Integrated Operanonal Plan
(S10P), and Nahonal Strategic Target List (NSTL) remamn among the nation’s
most closely guarded secrets Earhier war plans and target hsts from as far
back as the 1940s have been kept classified as well, in part because they
provide clues to current larget selection critena, strategy. nuclear weapons'
effects, and intelligence sources and methods

This continuing classification of past and present nuclear planning en-
deavors makes evaluation of recent developmenis in nuclear strategy diffi-
cult The ongoing controversy over the implications of President Jimmy
Carter's July 1380 approval of Presidential Diwrective 59 provides a good
ilfustrabon According to official sources, PD-59 endorsed a “countervaimg
strategy’ toward the Soviet Union, designed to deter the Sowviet leadership
from starting a nuclear war by counienng what American strategic planners
belteve to be the objectives of current Soviet nuclear doctnne To convince
the Soviets that no use of nuclear weapons, “on any scale of attack and at
any stage of conflict, could lead to victory,” the countervathng strategy
mandated increased flexibility in war planning, mcluding “the controlled use
of nuclear weapons™ in hopes of restraiung escalation, as well as increased
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director of Op-36, Rear Adoural George C Wright Moore was 2 1930 Naval
Achdemy graduate who had special lratning i ordnance engiheenng and
had commanded destroyers dunng World War I He provided a detailed
report on both the formal SAC briefing and the follow-up question and
answer period with General Curbs E LeMay, the SAC Commander His
account 1 notable not only for the subject matter 1t contains, but for the
manner in which 1t s presented Lake many other naval officers wvolved in
war planmung and nuclear weapons matters during the early post-war pened,
Moore was clearly skephical regarding the wisdom of SAC’s priontes and
plans, as well as its clams about its capabilities > Despite this bias, his
recounting of the briefing s caveful and accurate No major misstatements
were found in Moore's memorandum by either General LeMay or Joha Behn,
SAC's official hustonian, both of whom recently reviewed if at the request of
this author * The memorandum contans detaled information about SAC
whach s publicly available nowhere else, since Aur Force war planning and

Strategic Atr Command files from the late 1940s on remain classified
The second document 15 a surmary of the find

L d in a Defer

Department Weapons Systerms Evaluahion Group (WSEG]) report of February
1955, WSEG 12, “Evaluation of an Atomue Qffenstve in Support of the Jant
Strategic Capabilities Plan % The document 15 1n the form of a bnefing by
Lieutenant General Samuef £ Anderson, USAF, the WSEG Director, to the

Joint Chyefs of Staff {JCS) on Apnit 6, 1955 The report itself was comums-
sioned by the Joint Chiefs m July 1954, m order to assess the probable wnpact
of the currently planned combined atomic offensives agamnst the Sownet
Union, which wauld be camed out by SAC and the tactical nudlear forces
allocated to Amencan commanders in Europe and the Middle East Two
previous studies of aspects of the atomic offensive had been completed by

7 The background to Navy carcerrs about Alr Force atomi strategy may be found (n Peola E
Coletta, The United States Nowy and Defense Lingfi {Newark, Del U ity of Del

Press, 1961), and David Alan Rosenberg, “Amercan Postwar Aw Doctrine and Organzation
The Navy Expenence’ 1n Alfred F Hurley snd Robert C Ehrhart {editor), Air Pouwer end Worfare,
The Procredings of the 8th Mulary Hustory Sympusuen, U § Awr Force Academy, October 1978 (Washe
Ington, D < Government Printing Olfice, 197%9), pp 245-276
8 Letters, Generst Curtls E LaMay USAF (Ret §
5 i

o the author, October 29, 1980, end John T
ha, C d H e Alr d, to the authar, Apeit 2 and June 25, 1981
9 The WSEG 12 bneling ts sppended to Memanandunt, Colonel Jares B Miller USAF to Vice
Admiral M B Gardner, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, Operations, ¢f af , Subject Tran-
senipt of Remarks of Divector, WSEG, 10 JCS on WSEG Report No 12, Aprd 8, 1955, in folder
A16~10, "Atomic Wariare Operstions” in the files of the Stastegic Mans %l\"ﬂt?ﬂ {now desig-
nated Dp-60) for 1955 The paper was declassified by the Jolat Chuefs of Stalf Declassification
Branch Qctober 20, 1980
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Although these code names dated from early 1952, the three objectives had
been formally established by the JCS n August 1950 The DELTA mission—
destruction of the Soviet urban-industnal base—had been the focus of U S
planning estimates and approved war plans since 1945 The retardation
objective was assigned ta SAC, in the absence of any tactical nuclear capa-
bility, following the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in 1949 Estimates
of the weapons needed to blunt mitial Soviet atomue capability had been
developed even pror to the Soviet atomic explosion of 1949 The blunting
mission was formally assigned to SAC 1n 1950 Because of considerations of
time urgency, the JCS assigned highest pnonty to the blunting mission and
second priority to retardation of Soviet advances inte Western Eurasia 19
Moore noted 1n his memorandum that the SAC officers gving the briefing
he attended repeatedly ponted out that their plans were designed to imple-
ment military objectives and prionities assigned to them by the joint Chiefs
Nevertheless the SAC planners exerased considerable discretion in mter-
preting that guidance According to Moore, SAC had prepared 1ts own
nuclear annex (SAC-NNEX) which went “well beyond” the target list as-
signed by the JCS The SAC target list included 1700 Designated Ground
Zeros (DGZs), including 409 arrfields
The SAC optimum plan also gave less altention to retardation than the
Joint Chiefs may have intended The great bulk of the planned offensive was
intended for a combimation of DELTA and BRAVO targets, with the former
outnumbening the latter In fact, General LeMay had never beleved that
SAC forces should be utiized for attacks on battlefield targets From 1949
on, the retardation targets 1dentified for attack by the strategic air offensive
were apparently pnmanly fixed industnal sites such as petroleum refinenes
in Eastern Europe which could be used to fuel Soviet motonzed forces
LeMay thus did not object when responsibility for retardation was progres-
sively transferred to the Amencan tactical nuclear forces assigned lo NATO
beginning tn 1952, although SAC continued to claum a role in implementing
the retardation objective through 1956, 1n order to maximize its atlocation of
nuclear weapons 2°

19 Ibid | for a descrrption of eacher atomic war plenning, see David Alan Rosenberg, “Amencan
Alomic Strategy and the Hydrogen Bomb Deasion,” Jourmat of Amenican History Vol 66 (June
1979), pp 62-87

20 Lemmer The Air Force and Strategic Delerrence, PP 35-56, Robert Frank Futrell, [deas, Concepts,
Doctrie, A History of Basxc Thinking i the US Aw Force, 1904-1964 (Maxwell Freld, Ala
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h
AC optimum plan s the way in wiuc
The most significant aspect of the 5
rational considerations blurred the distinctions between different types
O!f):argels The optimum plan described by Moure was designed to manranLzSu
1°he efficiency and effectiveness of the nuclear offensive, and to reduce :
Josses to a mimimum  The best way to achreve thrs, SAC planners believe 1']
was to strike the entire target st in a single massive blow, thus enablhng,r;
the bombers to enter and leave Soviet air space as rapidly as possib ed e
lan called for an tntensive, ightly coordinated operation which wo:l , :;
:,Aoore’s words, leave the Soviet Union “a smoking, radiating ruin at e‘e:
of two hours * The rationale for this approach is described n an officia “n
Force hustory, which deals with SAC plans of the late 1950s, but 15 equally
apphicable here
e f protection to SAC
-out attack would provide the largest degree of p
S‘gb‘sml‘i;"a T:‘:edomman( use‘z)I large nuclear weapons, moreover, (;ne cre\\i
srould be counted upon to destro{v many mdwndtl‘xal tahr‘g:ts b:”:::ustlen:arncp;’rel;fu
a “bonus effect” that was thought to
ﬁ?ffllet&u:fatch}:e:\;nngy targets requinng destruction and the lhimited size of the
Strategic Aw Command 2!

Thus while it was possible to separate out BRAVO and DELTA ob,ecudves‘
1n war plans and strategic analyses, these disinctions all but disappeare ?
the operational tevel If individual weapons wer; t]o be :lsed ‘ahg:n;stm r::l:p;

be delivered wathu
targets, and if the entire offensive was o
l:!sus the time prionty assigned by the JCS to blunting and retardation, as
well a's the differentiation between classes of targets, became somew'};iat -
relevant The air offensive was essentially homogenized by what Moore
1g o - systerm
descibed as SAC's “‘bomb as you go™ sys!

1t was the JSCP nuclear annex, not SAC's operational plan, which w\:/ss (é\é

subject of the WSEG 12 analysis Under assnan:Legt :{Snt:i él(\)e la(r::j'DELTA
f the B , X

uttlized a refined and restated version of

missions The goal of the atornic offenstves, the JCS stated, was to suppont

ground, sea, and air operations to achieve the following speafic objechives

Aerospece Studies Institute, 1971), pp 278, 390 By the end of 1954, there weor:' a::::?n::;l;l‘:
mh tactical alr weapons systems ln the US Alr Forces in Europe, m A W

auiver 5 ns allocated to Europesn defense in WSEG 12 These In EaAls

gtllvfr ‘MF]; Tighier-bomb and 114 Matad issiles Staff Serg M(l:!ln A,

Hustorical H.}:.:.,}':ﬂ;, Urttted States Arr Foroes in Eurape 19451979 (Oflice of Histary,

Forces 1n Europe, November 1980), pp 34

21 Futrell, ind pp 551-552
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alomic weapons, no more spectfic gutdance was provided to war planners s
The Essenhower Administration was stmidarly vague about critena for when
and whether the nation’s atomic arsenal would be employed The policy of
massive retaliation laid out 1n the October 1953 national security policy paper
N5C 16272, and 1 Secretary of State John Foster Dulles' famous speech of
January 1934, left open the question of what Soviet actions would bnng
about a nuclear response

The 1953 “New Look” at Amencan military strength was predicated on
the proposition that the U S could substantially reduce the size of its con-
ventional military forces by placing prnimary reltance on nuclear weapons in
the event of war But this proposition was not explicitly included n formal
slatements of national secunty policy for several years Following an exten.
stve debate withun the JCS over the wisdom and necessity of planmng for
conventional as well as nuclear strategies in general war, President Eisen-
hower ruled in February 1956 that in the event of a contlict where Soviet
forces attacked either the Urited States or U § forces, there was no doubt
that the United States would use atomic weapons ¢ This was reflected in a
revision of the approved Basic National Secunity Policy (BNSPJ for that year
which now stated,

that 1t 15 the policy of the United States to mtegrate atomic weapons with
other weapons in the arsenal of the United States, that atonuc weapaons will
be used 1n general war and 1n mulitary operations short of general war as
authonzed by the President, and that such authonzation s may be given in
advance will be determined by the President 27

Significantly, the concept of “preventive’” war was rejected in the new BNSP,
as 1t had been in all previous ones since 1954, but the question of preemption

25 Truman Administration policy actions on the possible use of nuclear weapons are best
summanzed in Memorandum, Everett Gleason to the President, October 23, 1952, with June
11, 1952, study appended, NSC-Atomic Wezpons—Procedures for Use Folder, and Memoran
dum, fames S Lay, Jr, to the President, September 10, 1952 (appraved by the Prestdent the
same date) with paper “Agreed Concepts Regarding Atomic Weapons” appended, in NSC-
Atoruc Weapons-Agreed Concepls Folder, both In NSC Atomie File, President's Secrelary's
File, Harry § Truman Library

2% The JCS delibx are ly d d in the CJCS (381 Milita Strategy and
Posture) folders for 1955-1956 in the "C‘mrmln’s File” of Admiral Arthur W FKadford, and in
ICS 2143/56, Apnil 12, 1956, and Deaision on, Apnl 17, 1956, and subsequent papers in CCS 381
(11-2949) Sec 30, both JCS Papers Eisenhower's decision 1s noted in Lemmee, The Arr Furar
and Strategic Deterrence, pp 26227

27 This statement s cxaised from the declassified version of NSC 5602/1, March 15, 1956, 1n
NSC Papers File, MMB, but it 15 contained, 1n this form, in JCS 2143/56, 1bid

—
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was not addressed  The distinction between the two concepls was well
understood by military planners, as reflected n the LeMay comment on
preventive war cited above Preventive war 1s waged i the belief that war
15 inevitable, althsugh not imminent, and that delay would be a disadvan-
tage Preemption occurs in the expectation of an imminent enemy attack
Under Eisenhower as under Truman the decision as to whether a preemptive
first stnke was called for was left entirely to the President

President Eisenhower had never doubted that use of nuclear weapons
would be appropriate 1n the event of generai war with (h? Soviet Union In
a June 1954 NSC meeting, he stated that the US could “under no aircum-
stances hold back punches because of some fechng that total victory
might bring greater problems than if victory were obtained through hnuted
war "“? He was certainly aware of the blunting objective assigned to the
atomic air offensive, as well as the operational considerations which made
1t destrable to plan for a single massive stnke * He was furthermore aware,
as stated in the strategic estimate of the 1956 BNSP, that the time was
apparently approaching when the U S5 would have the ability to dehver a
“decisive’”’ nuclear stnke against the Soviet Union one which would require
only a matter of hours or days to complete, and which would essentially
eliminate Soviet abulity to stnke back, or reduce civil, political, and soqal life
1n the Soviet Union to “a condition of chaos *3' Nevertheless, Eisenhower
may never have considered preemption a senous policy option He noted in
his diary in January 1956 that there would be seemingly insurmountable
problems associated with launching a surpnise preemptive attack against the
Soviet Union, even 1if such an attack seemed necessary to prevent totally
unacceptable |evels of damage to the United States Such an attack, he wrote,
would be not only agatnst aur traditiens, but 1t would appear to be impossible
unless the Congress would meet 1n a highly secret session and vote a dec-
laration of war which would be tmplemented before the session was termi-
nated It would appear impossible that any such thing would occur 2

28 NSC 5602/1, March 15, 1956, paragraph 17, Ngg ?’50" ll’lzlllnrz'ns,ml'iﬁs, paragraph 35, NSC
» ber 28, 1954, paragraph 35, all in N apers file

#glch‘ze:ﬁn;n, RN, lepMengmm of Richard Nixon (N'Y  Grosset & Dunlap, 1978), pp 376-

377 . vVl
, Jr . “The Origins of Massive Retaliation,” Political Science Quarterly,

32 (SS‘);'I‘;\: ‘F%“"el: Bl‘; Wlllu:m Br‘igg Ewald, |r . Erscnhawer the Preadent, Crucial Days, 1951-

1960 (Englewood Cliffs, N | Prentice Hall, 19817, pp %

31 NSC 5602/, March 15, 1956, NSC Papers File. MMD " -

31 Robert E Ferrell {editar) The Etsenhitrvr Diore< {NY W W Narton, 1981), pp -
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Memorandum
Document One Op-36CIm

18 March 1954

Frome Op 36CT
To Op-362
Vin Op-36BY
Suby Briefing gren to the represetatiues of all services at SAC Hendquarters,
Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, on 15 March, 1954
1 On 15 March SAC gave

abnefing understood o be the same one given to the new JCS last July, to about 30
wificers of all Services, including several from OPNAYV # The briefing lasted from 0830
unhl about 1500 It was given by MAJGEN A ) Qld, the Director of SAC Operations
General LeMay, COMSAC, conducted a question-and-answer period for about 30
munutes at the end

2 The briefing was done in an excellent and skillful manner utilizing many charts,
diageams, projecior shdes, etc The rapidity with whichoit was given made u difficult
to take more than highhight notes The gist of these follows, using the same breaks
dow n of major topics as was used by General Old

Badgronnd
The first strategic air rission was conducted 10 August 1942 when a group of B-17s
surbied from U K to attack targets in France

The Nirst B-29 strategic air musston occurred on the same day Guam was invaded
and consisted of 50 B-20s attacking Japan from bases in Indsa

Resume of World War 1

Duning 49 months of World War 11 22,000 bombers were lost in strategic arr attacks
against Germany (10,000 U S and 12,000 RAF} Similarly dunng a 14-month penod
485 B-29s were lost in strategic air attacks against Japan

The above data were intended to indicate the great difference between the scale of
strategic air warfare against Germany as compared with Japan in World War 1

Mission

General Old shawed a chart isting the BRAVO, ROMEQ, and DELTA objectives and
stated that the JCS had established these as having prionty in that order He stated
that although SAC has been “assigned™ only a certain number of targets by the JCS
their plantung has gone well beyond this nomber A cumrent plen, indicated on a
hart as SAC-NNEX, covers up to 1700 DGZs which includes 409 air fields General

The two documents presented here are quoled in thelr entirety, with minor editonal changes
nade for the sake of y Seq 1 number of p phs In Document Two has been

¥
feleted

Captain Wilham B Moore USN, Executive Assistant to the Director of Op-36, the Atomic
nergy Divison, Office of the Chief of Naval Operstions
* Rear Admural George C Wrght USN, Director of Op-36
+ Caplain Courtney Shands USN, Deputy Director of Gp-36
| The official Navy acronym for Office of the Chief of Naval Operations

18
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Old stated that SAC 1 not uch cancerned avet current of pruspective [CS allacations
of weapons “because we know we will get the weapons when the bell nags,” or
words to that effect He stressed, however, that therr primary concern s Where are
these weapons which they expect to be allocated?” That s, in what sites are the'y
located 86 that SAC can plan his pick-up schedulus accordingly This aspect of SAC's
philosophy. indifference to JCS allocations, was repeated later by General LeMay

Organizhon ‘
Charts flipped by quickly which showed that the SAC consists of 3 “Air Farees '
the Um:er:i Slntc); gs foliows Second Alr Force based at Barksdale AFB, Lowsiana,
Eighth Air Force at Carewell AFB, Fort Wasth, and Fiftoenth Als Force at March AFB,
Riverdale, Califorma SAC has 5 depute Commanders averseas designated as folloses

X-Ray-~Deputy Commander Far East
Victor—Deputy Commander Alaska
Yoke—Deputy Commander French Morocco
Zebra—Deputy Commander U K
Oboe—~Deputy Commander Northeast

Yoke and Zebra are intended for the support of SACEUR (a NATO commander)
Other units overseas were shown, however § did not have time 1o take any notes
on these !

Resources

AIRCRAFT
SAC now consists of
5 Heavy bomber wings (30 B-36s per wing) .
—13 Medium bomber wings {all composed of 45 B-47s per wing, except on¢ wing o
8-29s)
—4 Wings of heavy strategic reconnaissance B-36s
-2 Wings of med gl nce B-47s .
—14 Wings of aircraft refueling tanker planes (42 squadrons)
-5 Sirategic fighter wings,
—and & couple of more types
As of 15 March SAC cansisted of 2,131 combat planes of which 835 sre bombers,
315 rec I e, 540 tankers, 325 fighters, 50 strategic support, 35 alr-rescue and
s few others Of the total of 2,131 planes 2,095 were "combat capable” on 15 March *

§ A naval officer in Op-30, the Strateglc Plans ¢l})wlslcm, commented on this Agure with three
1} In penci] on the eriginal document
??;::t"fonaopioj:‘:igarm‘:nd Historian ol?kc. noted that this dat Is not borne out by f uu}t
n SAC files In letters to David A R;m;;:ﬂg, As;;nkg. ;:::: l:::‘:' .1'&“49[3& gm::;g:ﬁ“ :‘ll'(“ n
2 Command 19461976, pp OB, 43,
M&cemm,gﬂ?g’; :"!; \;ll'. l:cluding 762 bu‘:nbers (185 B-36<, 329 D 472 138 B.50s, 110 B 29,
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remos od from their commands because of their poor leadership qualities revealed by
this unusual test

BASES

SAC now has 31 operational and staging bases for 2,005 arcraft i the US and
overseas In 1950 SAC had 18 such bases for 850 arrcraft The ultimate plan 1s to have
ane heavy bomber wing per operational base, or two medium wings I did not get
the breakdown between operational and staging bases Later General LeMay re-
marked that he will be happier when he has a few more bases ¢

COMMUNICATIONS

SAC has an claborate teletype system by which direct communication to many places
s pussible By relay over networks of other agencies still more of his outposts can be
teached  The Communication Control Center 18 10 the basement of the building 1n
which we were briefed Tn addition SAC uses the RCA telephoto system by which
pictures can be flashed to Omaha very quickly directly from U K , Japan, Guam, and
North Afnea Securty for this aircut 1s under development 1t is presumed these are
intended prmanly for mtelhgence purposes A sample of such a picture transmitted
n quute a shorl time was very clear

Capabilities

RANGE
Constderable data on combat ranges were presented General Old remarked that the
Air Force will be delighted when jet tankers are available 5o that heavy bombers will
not have to slow and come down to lower altitudes to take a drink This, of course,
cuts dow n their overall range Jet tankers will be required to refuel B-52s due to their
fugh speed Their range will be tacreased 1,000 miles with one refueling or 2,500
miles with 2 refuelings when the fueling 1s done at 30,000 feet Designs of jet tankers
are berng developed 10

In-Mght refueling of all plane types 15 now a routine and easy operation, day or
night SAC now makes a wet hook-up every 5 minutes some place 1n the wortd Wet
hook-ups are 99 percent successful Refueling 15 usuaily done at 18-20,000 feet at 500
gallons per minute

MOBILITY

General Old stressed that the performance of the B-47 is not limited by the plane
itsell but by the crew’s endurance Vanous studies are gomg on to determine just how
much the crews can stand and also how their profictency in bombing, navigation,
etc falls off after prolonged operation Similar studies are conducted for the crews
of other SAC types Examples of a few long-range mass flights of SAC planes were
aited including the famous round-the-world fight by the B-50 “Lucky Lady,” which

9 According to ibid , p_38, there were 29 active contlnental US bases and 10 acilve overscas
bases (mn North Africa, Puerto Rico, and Engisnd) lable to SAC in D ber 1953

10 The first KC-135 jet tanker {a converted Boeing 707) was delivered to SAC in June 1957
Ind , 60

9 Acrording 1o thid  n AR there ware 90 active fantinental 1] & haxes and 10 aclive nvereas
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passed over Washington at the height of the B-36 controversy Later General LeMay
remarked that SAC can go anywhere in the world and hit any target designated by
the JCS 1

NAVIGATION

SAC bombers use the “K* system which apparently s quite wonderful and rehable
General Old did not elaborate on just what this system Is and 1 hope to find out
more about it Apparently it is tied in with the bombing equipment itself and actually
releases the bomb at the proper moment without the touch of human hands General
0ld stated that SAC can “bomb within 2 percent of the distance run bhnd (! presume
this means by dead reckoning) by the "Sharkey’ system ” A question was asked as
to how the fighters navigate when they are not accampanying larger planes He said
they use a very rapid system of celestial navigation for which pre-computed data 1«
prowvided for ¢ach flight

BING ACCURACY
BGoehr:cral Old stated thatif the target can be seen their bomblng errors will be 800-100
feet less than if radar bombing has to be used The current CEPs {Circular Ervor
Probable, the radius within which 50 percent of all bambs dropped will fall] for all
borber crews using simulated radar bombing rom 25,000 feet s industnal targets
15 about 1,400 feet For visual bombing this draps to 600 feet Tests were run on their
Lead and Select crews only to see how much better they were than the average The
P \ts of 202 stmulated drops from 25,000 ft gave an average CEP of 1,390
feet for radar bombing and 352 feet for visual It s plmsumel\;l lh:’t these tests were
ucted using the RBS ground equipment previously mentione

coét‘:/:C’:’’rndargpredu:hor\gtechnlq:‘:’t‘:" was described at some length This consists of
making “plates” using old intelligence data on Russian targets These plates conaist
of square pieces of clear lucite about one-quarter inch thick on which have bur;
etched, or bullt up with a metallic substance, outhnes and solid block-in areas o
topographical features by technicians in such a manner that when this plate is viewed
n a special traming device it shows up exactly as would the radar scope of a b'omb»lzr
flying over the actual target This technique has been developed to a fine art, large {
by using old data on U.S citles to prepare such plates and then checking them wit
pictures of the radar scope of the actual aities today In other words, lakes, nivers,
elc mever change, Industnal areas do not move but normally lusll’ change size and
shape slightly SAC has prepared such plates for 90 percent of the nss'i'gned Russian
targets * 1t was illustrated how these plates can be used to establish oﬁse.l aming
points  [n this system some prominent point on the plate such as a bend in a rlvc\;
or other easily identifiable point within 10 miles of the DGZ, 13 selected as the actua

f the B-50A “Lucky Lady [1,” the first non-stop, sir-refueled, aerla) drcumna-
li‘ n‘rl::: ?{Bmeﬂ lrl)be occurred :ﬂ\{nm %cbnnry 26 and March 2, 1949 The 23,452 mile fight
logk 94 hours james N Eastman, Jr, “Flight of the Lucky Lc? 1" Aerospoer H:-!mm». 16,
(Winter 1969), 9-11, 33-35 LeMay’s comment that the Unlted Siates now could “deliver an
atom bomb to any spot on earth where it may be required™ was reported in The New York Times,
March 3, 1949, p ,

oot o4 hours Tar “Flight of lhe Lucky Lady U1,” Aermspacr rusivram, sv.
look 64 hours I‘W“.b, _Eattman, .‘,r ,’-.H_s_'l‘. vy n.):n.n tatee now could “deliver an
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Survrval

This part of the bricfing was an effort to answer the question, “How well could SAC
survive a Pearl Harbor type of attack?’ SAC presumes that Russia has the BRAVO
(blunting) objective as top priorty Just as we have Famthar charts were shown to
ndicate the depth 1nto the United States that Sovret planes could penetrate on one-
wav missions from different starting points Some of these overlap the entue United
States

in making attacks on the U S SAC estimates that USSR would have to plan on the
following operational factors

a} 10-30 percent aborts
b) 0-30 percent losses from U 5 defenses
<) 5-20 pereent gross errors
d) 5-15 percent duds
¢} 1000-10,000 feet CEPs
f) 30-100 KT bomb yields
= ed to they AVO ob i
h} 0-36 hours alert ime tn the U S

General Old then displayed a whole family of charted data to show the estimated
effects on SAC of vanous combinations of the above rtems Assuming conditions
among the items above most faverable, least favoruble, and averagely fmvorable to the
Russians the following estimates were given [see Figure 1]

[Figure 1) Amount of Alert Time In US

0 hrs 2 hrs S hrs 36 hrs
{percentage of SAC Destroyed)
Moat favorable 90% 35% 15% 5%
Least favorabie 89% 24% 12% 03%
Averagoely favorable 69% 23% 10% 34%

Al of thus pomnts up that the amount of alert time 1s the most unportant faclor as far as
SAC 15 concerned It is behieved that these survival data are based on Rand studies

General LeMay has pulled several surprise exercises at vapous off-times, such as
late Saturday afternoon, in which the idea was to see how quickly all SAC planes can
get in the alr and go to certain orbit points or to other fields Some of these dnlls
were done under one of two assumptions, either the planes should take off fully
manned and equipped and ready to go on a stnke mission, or simply take off with
skeleton erews as soon as possible to get away from the threatened home fields

This conclitded the briefing by General Old

Question and Answer Pertod Conducted by General LeMay
Samasf thegtsrestne ayeshons asked [of) General LeMay indluded

weked
~Thicannatisded the bripfine hv Ceaneral OJd

tome e
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Q What penod of time do you conaider we should plan for to fight a “short war™?
Captatn
(A;kei:z.uz 'g;vzayspSAC) has been compiling continuous data on :ml'c’nl parts
required to keep the planes operational Thuse parts are kept in “flying kits,” one for
each plane which are taken with the plane when it departs for a mission | consider
these cntical parts so important that | have never allowed them to be taken out of
flying kits for local use Necessary parts have to be gotten from somewhere clse other
than the flying kits ot clse the planc stays on the ground until the part is obtained
(Note It is understood that General LeMay has in the past indicated a 60-day period,
later dropped to 45 days, and still later to 30 days This question was apparently an
effort to see if he had reached any lower estimate by now 1t scemed apparent from
General LeMay’s answer that he i firmly convinced that 30 days 13 long enough to
conclude World War (11}

Q Is SAC prepared to conduct strategic air warfare In case the use of atomie
weapons 18 outlawed? (Asked by a Navy Captain )

A You “ssilor boys” arc always asking this foolish question (or words to that
effect) It Is inconcevable to me that this situation will cver arise

Q How do SAC’s plans fit In with the stated national policy that the US will
never strike the first blow?

A. [ have heard this thought stated many imes and it sounds very fine. However,
it is not in keeping with United States history Just icok back and note who started
the Revolutionary War, the War of 1812, the Indian Wars, and the Spamish-American
War | want to make it clear that | am not advocating a preventive war, however, |
befieve that if the U S, is pushed in the corner far cnough we would not hesitate to
strike first (or words to this effect)

Q Could you say a few words as to your thoughts on how to fight a war in Indo-
China?

A [ could talk for 2 or 3 weeks on this In fact, | wouldn’t fight a war in Indo-
China because this is a squabble that could be sctiled by political action This may
nec offening independence to those people ultimately.

Q What would you advocate in case hostilities are renewed in Korea?

A There are no suitable strategic air targets in Korea However, | would drop a
few bombs In proper places in China, Manchuna and Southeastern Russia In those
“poker games,” such as Korea and Indo-China, we (U N, | presume) have never
raised the ante—we have always just called the bet We ought to try raising sometime

Q We have heard a lot of optimistic statements today about SAC’s capabillities Do
you have any reservations about these capabilities? (Asked by a Navy Captain )
A. No, 1 would like to have a few more bases, however

Additional Interesting Statements Made by General LeMay

" d by the
SAC’s mission 18 to conduct strategic air warfare agarnst the targets “assigned by
ICSC:'SI hope that someday all the atomic weapon targets tn the Soviet complex will

e et ettt Chataweanie Made by General LeMay
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DECLASSIFICATION OF CERTAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR WEAPON STOCKPILE

The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly
dec]:ss{fied certain characteristics of the Nation's nuclear weapon
stockpile.

' SPECIFICALLY:

® The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly
declassified the total megatonnage of the nuclear weapon stockpile
for the years 1945 to the present.

1 The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly
declassified the total number of nuclear weapons in the stockpile for
the years 1949 to 1961.

s The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly
declassified the total number of weapon builds by year for weapon
systems fully retired.

3 The Department of Energy and the Department of Defense have jointly
declassified the total number of weapon retirements for the years
1945 to 1989. Disassembly of weapons for disposal from 1980 to the
present is also provided.

1 See attached charts for detailed descriptions of the declassified
stockpile characteristics.

BACKGROUND :

¢ The size of the stockpile has changed dramatically over the past
50 years. In recent years, a large number of weapons have been
retired in response to treaty obligations and unilateral commitments.

(More)

U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Public Affairs
Contact: Sam Grizzle
(202) 586-5806
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1946 9 0.18 7 0
1947 13 0.26 4 0 i
1948 50 1.25 43 6 |
1949 170 | 4.19 123 3 _I
1950 299 | 9.53 264 135
1951 438 | 35.25 284 145 i
1952 841 [ 49.95 644 241 |
1953 1169 | 72.80 345 17 i
1954 1703 | 339.01 535 1

] 1955 2422 | 2879.99 806 87 ]
1956 3692 | 9188.65 1379 109
1957 5543 | 17545.86 2232 381
1958 7345 | 17303.54 2619 817
1959 12298 | 19054.62 7088 2135
1960 18638 | 20491.17 7178 838
1961 22229 | 10947.71 5162 1571
1962 12825.02 4529 766
1963 15977.17 3185 830 __:l
1964 16943.97 3493 2534
1965 1515250 3519 1936
1966 14037.46 2429 2357 |
1967 12786.17 1693 1649 i
1968 11837.65 536 2194

} 1969 11714.44 684 3045
1970 9695.20 219 1936
1971 8584 .40 1073 1347
1972 8531.51 1546 1541

I1973 8452.00 1171 544
1974 8325.22 959 807

|f1975 7368.38 748 2240
1976 5935. 51 427 2181
1977 5845.00 221 998
1978 5721.16 50 1148
1979 5696. 34 170 730
1980 5618.86 0 904 732 ‘
1981 5382.91 30 1887 1577
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casualties — reaeriahly similar ir botl comiries; trensportation and
rlitery forces ~ oquilly knocked oct or irmobilized, Today we have

the copability of inflicting more deonge in one mission fhan weo dasc
escinct Gerzmerg oad Jopan durins the entire course of tbe wer. 5o rucl
for it beekorourd on glratesic eir wverlore,

llest, e nigsfon, The Stratefic Afr Comendtc miscion end

f

ccis wre desimzied Ly the Joint (fels of Slelf, Doially stetcd,

.

tie mission io 1o conduet Ue plrcicClc oir olleualve uiilicins atade
voipans, Iic =isson exbruces tloree princlpal {oskis:  the Wwting or
rovo tock, widel is to decivoy the Soviel atonic force an the ground;
the retardaiion tesl:;, to prevent the m.ozing and leuncling of Sovlet
riliter— forces; the dostrucidon tog:, to mystemuiically destroy the
Soviet war-susteinin: resources, Thc Joint Gdefn of S5talf have
escipned the Mumtins tack the Rijhest priordty. I right add thie is
or nost &fficolt tosk, Retardation tergeic hove pot been deaipnatel

ez yet, Tiesc texgeis tre btelnr neaincted for destructian by other

vC5 capmanderse T.o Blk of the targels erc in the de"tnmtion catecory.

dt.ogh tluntdng bes the £irst priorli) i peint of time, ve ere

propcred ond enpalle to eaxyy out opercillens agtinot ell three eclegorle

o wIeu: aimluasecudl)s,

Tro s 8.0 tossian as provicuui, delined, Towever, 1 fecd
<= Tl missie pocs for Lo eid e neve delineatlion of tlis woridac
Soee e LNt we mact rescin seflaclenid; swewn Yo convince &t enes

11 w3 rpoy e to Lic pévaria_c to storl & universt] wvor, as $1n38

gLl now, Wobo owr preceov e nlilll, Dot b oore ip cetnarl, &

GLiil 10w, Wot. Our precc.t el niillt Tl toore ds cotirl, e
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question an ic vhether there 1s any profit in anybody sterting a war,

Next, & quick look at the present crganizetion of the command,
Eesdguorters is located at Onzhr, We kave two oversess &ir divisioms and
three canbat air farces. The 5th Alr Divisian 4s in French Morocco; e
7t Alr Divisioca in England, The 2ad Air Farce i’-i:: hezdjurriers et
Sreveport, coomands tom boces penerally in the southezstern part of tle
Tnited Sictes and Puertc Rico, The 8th Air Force, with headquarters et
Farth Worth, cominds tem bagsec penerally sltuated in the ceatael part
of the United Statecss Tio 150 Adr Forec, with Lhoadguericrs at Rdverside,
Coliforis, caronds eleven bases, peaerclly in the western purt of tlhe
United States.

Each air farce bas & corposite array ol aircraft, maldng it
nore or less tactically self-gufficient. For exarmle, the 15th Alr
Force has heavy banbers &t Spokane, mediun boobers at March and
recomnsissance at Travis Alr Force Bape. Eech medium baxt wirs hes its
ovn tariiers as part of the wing.

In cannection with the retardatiar task in support of the
thexter eamendors, i1t ie necessary to meintain overseas camand
elecents to facilitste and expedite lateral coordination witl, the thocter
camarders, The oversces ccmand arransezents are showm an the next
ckart. Suown here is tue coxsander of the Strategic Air Ca=end operating
wnder Joint Giiels of Staff contrel with the three cabat gir faorces.

I have designoted five deputy eomnders of the Stratesic Air Coziend
and love nmagd ther Oooe, Vietor, Z-wc:s, Yole and lebrz, to operate in

L.c arczs indicated on tuaec cuarits  Tue 0ffIces o tlecc depuly commaaders
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the enemy may take against them, our forces are not a genuine deterrent.

By "Winning" is meant achlieving a condition wherein the enemy cannot

impose his will on us, but we can impose our will on him.

r*—/J The Joint Chlefs of Staff have directed SAC to destroy, as a matter

of flrst priority, “the Soviet capability to launch weapons of mass
destruction against areas or forces vital to the United States and allied
war effort." In my view, our deterrent strength resides primarily in our
recognized capability to win the Alr Power Battle. Unless and until the
Alr Power Battle is won, there is no hope of successful operation by

l ajor surface forces. This requires, of course, a successful strategic
ﬁir offensive. No presently known defensive weapon systems ¢an prevent
khe success of a properly planned and executed alr offensive. This is
Iat to say that alr defense systems are worthless; but at the present

state of the art, the most important contribution of air defense systems

is provision of warning to enable the air offense forces to get underway
I

Ibefore they are destroyed at base.

i Withip the total Soviet target system delineated by the JCS to its

/Eommanders. SAC has identified a list of targets which we call the

/ "Air Power Battle Target System." This system includes the Soviet

|

long range air armies (their SAC in being), their bases, thelr supporting
POL and materiel resources, governmental and military control centers with
their allied communication networks, and nuclear weapon stockpile and

production facilities. Destruction of this Air Power Battle Target System

\ 15 currently based on 1539 desired ground zeroes, of which 954 require

11mmed1ate attack in order to minimize the enemy's capability for initial
strike. I anticipate a substantial increase in the number of DGZ's durlng
the next five years, inasmuch as our national antelligence estimates
indicate that the Sovliets are pointing toward a peak in their air offense
and defense capablility in 1962.

In addition to the number of targets, a primary concern of the opera-

tional commander is the toughness of the target -- that is, 1ts resistance
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to the effects of the weapons under his control., As you can well

realize, the targets mentioned above lie in the category of targets
requiring high over-pressures for reasonable probabilities of destructioen.
This means that weapons must be delivered with either very high accuracy

or very high yield, or both.

II1.

ATIRIBUTES OF AIR OFFENSE WEAPON SYSTEMS

Keeping in mind the job to be done as detailed in the Air Power Battle
Target System just discussed, what are the characteristics of alr offense
weapon systems which would afford the operational commander the highest
assurance of being ible to do his job? They are:

A, Adequate range

B. Penetration capabllity

C. Accuracy/yield relationships

D. Speed of reaction

E. Reliability

F. Confidence
I will discuss each of these in turn,

Adequate range. In view of the possiblity that overseas bases could
eventually become untenable through either military or political action,
the ldeal air offense weapon system should have range adequate to strike
all targets from its secure day~to~day location in the continental United
States,

Penetration capabjlity. This is the ability of the air offense
vehicle to cope with the enemy's air defense system. It 1s the product of
such attributes as speed, high or extremely low altitude performance,
all-weather operation, electronic countermeasures, and compatibility with
other penetration aids.

Accuracy/vield. As I mentioned earlier, the probability of achieving
the desired level of target destruction depends not only on the probability

of theveapon reaching detonation point, but alsc on the accuracy with which

‘ DECLASSITIR
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

Subject: Oral Presentation of the
Annual Report of Lhe Net
Evaluation Subcommittee

l, I understand that you will receive the
same briefing given last week to the President
and to the NSC.

2. I submit the following cbservations
bagsed on my hearing this briefing and asking a
few questions last week 1in the Pentagon.

8. The claim that SAC plana to
over-destroy targeta seems to be borne out.
For example, I understand that the assumptions
used in this study 1n regard to target Moscow
called for weapons having a total explosive
yleld of 100 megatons, of which some 66 mega-
tons are assumed to have actually reached the
target. For comparison, 100 megatons 1s the
explosive equivalent of 5,000 Hiroshima-type
bombs. I was advised that the study assumed
that Moscow would be hit by IRBMs, fleet
ballistic missiles, air-to-surface misslles,
and ICBMs before belng hit by SAC airplane
delivered bombs. You may wish to address some
gqueations to this polint.

b. You will note that the study assumes a
destruction of targets throughout China. I
believe that this was based on an assumptlon
that the North Koreans had attacked the-South
Koreans.

3. You will note the heavy fatalities from
fall out. This will not be 11m1ted to the 3oviet

o _ = 2 . I T
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE OF NUCLEAR WEAPCNS )
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1. It is the policy of the United Ststea to inte~
grete nuslesr weapons with other weapons in the nrsana‘.l; %
of the United States. Nuclear weapons will be used in §
general war, and in military operations short of general
war, as guthorized by the Freaident. Such authorization
as may be givea in advance will be deterained by the
President. F
2. Puraunant therato, and in order to provide for
izmedlate defensive readiness of US forces against
hostile agsault af auch character that time cor danage
factors precludenormal Presidential conaideration and
declsion to expend nuclear weaponsg, 1 hereby authorige
the armed forcep of the United States, In conformity
with lmplemonting instructions esteblished under parn-
graph 3 hereol, to expend nuclear weapons inthe follow-
ing caseg!
a. For the defense of the United 3Statea, its Terrl-
torlies and possagsionst
(1) In the United States, its Territories and
possespsione and in eoastal air defensa 1dentifica-~

tion zonee, agalnat attack by air;

JOP.SEGRET

(2) 1In -
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territory, to existing or future agreesents or

understandinga with the countries conocerned,

3. To give effect to the foregoing authorizations,
implensnting instructions relative to the defensive and
retaliatory uses specified herein will be worked cut by
the Department of Def'enee, subject to the concurrence of
the Department of 3tate in such inatructions as apply to
operations outside the sovereign boundarice of the
United States, its Territories and possessione, and will
be submitted to the President,

4. The following definitions, operational linmita-
tions and procedures for lmplementation apply to the
authorizations contained in paragraph 2 above: -

a, Definitions:

(1) T"U.3. forces” refers to thome najor
organized units of U.S5, military ferces comprising
the egzsential operational militery strength of the
United 3tates, inecluding the numbered {isld armies,
fleets, and alr forces.

(2} "Attack” refers to & major hootile assauit
or attack cof such magnitude and against such arecas
and forcees a8 to cecnstitute an Iimmediate and vital
military threat to the suacurity of the United Statez
or to the emajor U.8, military forces.

b, Operational
TOF SECRET
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TO: The Secretary
THROUGH /8
FROM: G - Mr. Murphy

It is not my understanding that you subscribe to the
"gtrategic copncept” mentioned by Mr. Smith in his attached
memorandum of April 23, 1958, as including the doctrine that
any significant overt engagement between the United States
and Soviet forces will bring about all-out nuclear war. This
question would seem to be basic in the attached instructions,
but wvhether the instructions are for the use of muclear weapons
In starting an all-out miclear war or merely for limited-type
warfare, leakage to the press of the nature of the proposed
instructions weuld make for s major commotion. Certainly, in
the European area the understanding that the President retains
control of the use of muclear wespons is of great political
advantage to us. It provides an excellent argument againgt
Soviet charges concerning the dangers to pcpulations of
reckless decision at the military level.

I agree with Mr. Smith that it would be desirable to

postpone a grant of advance authorization awaiting a more
favorable period.

Attachment;
S/AE file re: Instructions
with Tabs A through E, 4/22/58;
Memo from S/P to the Secretary,
4/23/58 regarding same.

G:RM/vh
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MiMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

SubJect: Instructions for the Lxpendlture
of Nuclear Weapons in Accordance
with Presidentlal Advance
Authorization dated May 22, 1957

1. In considering these Instructions, one
should keep 1n mind the "strategic concept’
which includes the doctrine that any significant
overt engagement between the US and Sovliet forces
wlll bring about all-ocut nuclear war.

The attacks referred to in the "instructions’
-are defined in paragraph 3 in such“a way as ‘
spparently to fit well within the 'atrateglc concept .
On their face, therefore, theege instructiona are for
the use of nuoclear weapons to start an all-out
nuclegr war,

If this analyais 1s velid, I am concerned
about the example given on page 12, paragraph 3a,
where 1t 1s pointed out that a situation warranting
emergency use of nuclear weapons might be as

limited as an attempted penetration by a single sub-
marine into a harbor of a US posseealon.

2. In view of demonstrated lack of abllity
In the US Government to keep secrets {rom the press,
one should assume a hligh degree of likellhood that
the fact of Presidential advance authorizatlon for
the use of nuclear weapons will become known to the
public. Such a lesk in the present c¢lrcumstancee,
when the cSoviets are trying to glve the impression
tnat the US military 18 engaged in provocative acts,
would be very unfortunate. It may be deairable to
postpone any grant of advance authorization for a
few months.

Gerard C. Smith
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