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·' 
DRAFT 

"'E'lORA.'lDU!'! FOR TilE l'RF.SITlEN'f 

SUBJECT: Theater Nuclear Force~ (U) 

Our continuir.r. revie~ of theater nuclear and relatPd chc~ical a~d 
biulo~ical forces leads us to the fullo~ing major conclusions: 

1. 
uar. If 
a war. 
for the 

l~e buy theater nuclear forces primarily to deter linitt>~ nucleAr 
deterrence should fail, these forces ~:ive us OT'tions t" fis;ht such 

Our recommended forces are generally a,propriate in number and mix 
tasks He have identified. 

2. The most serious limited ~ar tactic the Pact could usc in NATO' f. 

Center Region is a tactical nuclear attack usinro terrain fire araingt 
:lATO' s front-line forces. Unless it is clear to the l'act that l~f.TO' ~ 
theater nuclear forces could survive such an attack and inflict unaccentahlc 
damage on Pact forces, NATO's forces might not deter the Pact. We need 
to consider terrain fire exchanges between Pact and NATO forces, T~l!rtic­
ularly those initiated by the Pact, to evaluate our deterrt>nt. Our 
recommended forces and warheads, if properly denloyed, s 1,..uld T'roviclr: ar. 
11dequate deterrent. 

3. Tactical nuclear "eaoons are not a substitute for cor:ventio:·ac 
f<..rces. If oc are losing a conventional war in NATO's Center r.er,ion, '''"mAy 
hAvP A nuclear option to counter the advance, but we cannot count cjther on 
o:top:>ir:P, the advance if the other side also uses nuclear "earon5 ur ''" 
Hmitin1 further escalation if we initially succeed. 

4. It is unlil·.ely that we would need to consider usinr. nucleP.r >1Papon5 
b ''sia unless the Chinese use them first or assist thel.r allies with 
1:1assive land forces and we cannot possibly hold conventionally. Even under 
the latter circumstances, we must carefully weigh the objectiuns tc t!H' u.~e of 
nuclear weapons against the net military benefits we might gain. Ku~· that 
China has some nuclear capability, we cannot exnect to use nuclear wpap~ns 
in A~ia withcut retaliation. 

6. We need only enough lethal chemical capability to deter the Sov)rts 
from using chemicals in Europe. If deterrence should fail, this lethal 
chemical capability >1ill provide us with an opticn to fip,ht a limited 
conflict using chemcial weapons. We need some incapacitating chemicals, but 
only for use in those situations where civilians are mingled with enel!l\· trc..ops. 
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A summary of theater nuclear forces ana warneaas 11 shown on page ~. 
Detailed tables are attached. 

I. THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES IN EUROPE 

A. The Role of Theater Nuclear Weapons in Eurooe 

Our basic military objective in Europe is to deter any kind of 
Wars~ Pact aggression. NATO's conventional forces are approximately· in 
balance with those of the Pact and should be sufficient to deter a con­
ventional attack or contain one if deterrence fails. Our strategic nuclear 
forces deter a general nuclear war involving attacks on U.S. cities or 
those of our European allies. 

We also want to deter limited nuclear attacks on our theater 
forces. The Pact might hope to gain an advantage by initiating a limited 
nuclear attack and quickly destroying a large part of the NATO land forces 
without destroying much of Germany. If we could destroy 25% to 50% of 
the Pact land forces in a restrained nuclear retaliation, we could deny 
them this option. Unl.ess :l.t is clear to the Pact that NATO's theater 
.nuclear forces could survive such an attack and inflict unacceptable 
damage on Pact forces, NATO forces might have little effect in deterring 
the Pact. 

- A further potential objective, but one we could not count on l 
achieving, is defeating the Pact by using theater nuclear weapons if a con­
ventional defense failed. Our analysis shows we cannot expect to remove 
the Pact's capability to destroy NATO's military forces or society. Thus, 
we cannot count on controlling territory vithout having it destroyed •. At 1 

bes·t we could plan on destroying enough of the Pact forces to prevent the= j 
from controlling Nt.':'O countries. IVf JAP 1 

--· We plan our Europe-oriented theater nuclear forces primarily for 
deterrence. ln doing so, we provide an adequate war-fighting capability. 
However, we should not buy more forces to provide the capability to fight a 
limited nuclear war of long duration. It is unlikely that any war in vhich 
thousands of nuclear weapons were used could remain limited. We should 
concentrate new investments on conventional rather than theater nuclear 
forces. Conventional forces, which compete for the same resources as theater 
nuclear forces, provide a much better chance of avoiding a nuclear holocaust. 

4 
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Our stockpile needs for the Center Region are exa:ined below. ln 
the coming year we vill analy%e our needs in Europe's Southern Region in a 
similar manner. We have included a discussion of a new concept -- the 
initial defensive use of nuclear weapons restricted to NATO territory 
which we are asking the JCS and the Services to do additional work on in the 
future. We are also asking the JCS and the Services to do additional 
work on the nuclear terrain fire concept. 

B. Land Forces in Europe's Center Region 

We currently estimate that NATO and the Warsaw Pact could have 
the following land forces in the Center Region by M+90 in FY 72: NAT0--
42 division forces (1.4 million men) and the Pact--90 divisions (1.1 mil­
lion men). The nuclear capabilities of these land forces, excluding ADM& 
and air defense, are ahown below. 

Delivery System 

I Tactical Missiles 
\ Tactical Rockets 
: Tube Anillecy 

Totals 

c. Nuclear Defense Against a Conventional Invasion in the Center 
Region With Effects Limited to NATO Territory 

lf the Wars~ Pact attacked NATO forces with conventional weapons 
and NATO could not hold, as a minimum level of limited nuclear war we might 
consider using nuclear weapons in NATO territory alone. Restricting the use 
of nuclear weapons to friendly territory might be less likely to lead to 
escalation than attacking targets in East Germany or other Pact countries. 

The following scenario illustrates the possible use of nuclear 
weapons in West Germany to repulse a Pact conventional attack. It is assumed 
that the Pact attacks in one to three thrusts, NATO forces are pushed back 
from their main defensive positions, and the local force ratios are such that 
NATO cannot repulse the attacks conventionally. When the Pact forces have 
penetrated about 50 kilometers (km) into West Germany, NATO uses nuclear 
weapons, but only on the Pact divisions (assumed to be about 15 in each thrus 
that are in NATO territory. NATO is assumed to have about 18 divisions in th 
0 to 50 km %one opposing the three thrusts, so only about half of the Pact 
divisions would have to be defeated to reduce· the force ratio to the point 
where the attack would be stopped. 

6 
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lf nuclear weapons were only used on Pact forces in West Germany, 
the Pact could not respond vith nucl~ar weapons a~ainat NATO forces unless 
they used them on NATO territory. They would either have to: (1) cease 
the attack, (2) continue attacking conventionally by brin~in~ in additional 
forces, (3) escalate the conflict by usin~ nuclear veaoons on ~ATO forces in 
NATO territory, or (k) combine courses of action (2) and (3). Their 
forces, are not as well-designed for limited discrete fire attacks as ~ATO's 
forces, and any Pact retaliation would appear to be a terrain fire attacl: 
over a large area. To deter such a response, NATO must have a survivable 
theater nuclear capability, or be ready to use strategic weapons in the 
cheater at this point. 

D. Nuclear Defense Against Invasion in the Center Re£ion Vsine 
Discrete Fire 

The discrete fire concept has traditionally been the hasis for 
.1r.R)yz in!!- our theater nuclear capability. The essence of this concept is 

:.at ,_,. n.u~t · .. ccurately locate and hit a target to destroy it, 
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The discrete target concept permits us to estimate the stockpile 
ve would need if we could fight such a wAr. Such a stockpile includes 
enough nuclear weapons for restricted use, lim! ted to NATO territory, if 
we decided to use them that way. ~e cannot count on fighting a prolonged 
nuclear war using thousands of tactical nuclear weapons. Thus, providin~ 
more weapons than needed to defeat the ~arsaw Pact with discrete fire would 
not improve our capability. Other factors such as command and control 
limitations, destruction of our support means, and possible escalation of 
the conflict vould do more to determine the outcome of a var than additional 
nuclear warheads. 

E. Nuclear Defense Against Invasion in the Center Region Using 
Terrain Fire 

A massive Pact nuclear attack, using terrain fire along. the 
entire Center Region front (that is, covering the area where enemy 
troops are most likely to be located with the lethal effects of air­
burst nuclear weapons*) probably constitutes the most serious tactic 
the enemy could use against our forces. ~e should assess our capability 
to deter such an attack. Such a capability would include lon~er range 
tactical delivery systems which could survive a Pact attack on our front­
line forces and then be capable of inflicting unacceptable damage on 
Pact forces. Assuming they are properly deployed, our recommended 
Pershing and Lance systems should provide an adequate terrain fire 
capability. 

As shown in the table on page 6, the Pact has concentrated its 
nuclear capability in longer range, mobile missiles and rockets. These 
systems are relatively invulverable to discrete fire attacks because they 
would be far from the front lines and difficult to find. ·Terrain fire 
1s an option we should consider because it reduces the problem of locating 
targets. More important, we need to consider the terrain f1 re concept' to 
evaluate our capability to deter the ~arsaw Pact. 

*Includes an overpressure of at least 10 pounds per square inch 
(psi), an initial g11111111a radiation dose of 500 ro'entgens (1,000 roentgen• 
for a yield of less than 200 IT), and 11 calories per square centimeter 
of thermal radiation (50 calories per square centimeter for yields of 
more than 60 KT). 
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By estimatin~ the tactical depl~ent of NATO and Pact land 
forces, we can calculate the geographical area they would be l1kel~ to 
occupy in a conventional war-fi~htin~ post~re and in a ·dispersed postur~. 
Only some 30~ of the total area in the Center Re~ion is ~uitable for 
concealing mechani~ed forces, 10 only that portion would hAve to be coverec 
~~th terrain fire. The fraction of Pact and NATO forces that would sur­
vive various terrain fire attacks provides a measure of each side's 
retaliatory capability. 

In a conventional war-fighting posture, we assume that NA!O and 
the Pact would have over 60% of their forces concentrated in the first 
50 km on each side of the front lines. Each &ide would have about 600,000 
troops in the area of the three thrusts and to a depth of 50 ~.. The next 
table shows the initial forces and capabilities on each side in the Center 
l!e~ion and those remaining after limited terrain fire attack~ b'• each 
side. The attacks are restricted to the area of the three thrusts and to 
a depth of 50 km from the front lines. 

Initial Forces Canability Remainin~ After 
and Caoabilities ~~--~A_L~im~i~t~e~d~T~e~r~r~a~i~n~F~ir~e~Ex~c~h~a~n~!~e~b~/-

Men (Thousands) 
Nuclear Launchers 
Nuclear Warheads 

__ Lethal Area (Km2) 

!.1 Excludes tactical air, air defense, and. strategic forces (Polaris 

E.! 
and MR/IRBMs). 
The results are baaed 
by the overlapping of 
that fall outside the 

on a lethal area coverage (10 psi) degraded 
multiple weapons and by those nuclear effects 
targe area (60% for a 440-KT warhead). 
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If the forces were concentrated as th"''' would be for fightin~ a 
conventional war, NATO would have enough r.,r.liatory capability to d.,strov 
45% of the Pact's manpower using only a limited terrain fire attack. This 
should deter the Pact from using nuclear weapons a~ainst ~ATO forces in 
such a situation since they could not count on achieving a ma:or advanta~e 
by doing so. The table on the precedin~ na2e includes a first strike 
by NATO to show that the Pact also has a retaliatory capnbility. 

In the nuclear terrain fir., exchan~e cnnsidered ab~v1 , t ·e total 
area covered by each side's terrain fire attack is about 7,YH· s~ are l'!r., 
or about 3::; of the total area of West (.ermany. Total ci,·iliar ca ualties 
could be about five million. The use of nuclear weaoons, esl"ecia.·lv ter­
rain fire, is not attractive in such a situation. Ho~ev£r, terrain fire 
would use longer range systems more effectively than discretP fire "'ould 
fo~ destroyin~ Pact forces, and we need to consider terrain fire as well 
as discrete fire, to evaluate our theater nuclear deterrent. 

If both the NATO and Pact forces were in a diFnP.rsed p~sture tc 
reduce their vulHerabili tv to nuclear at tacks, fewer forceF would i>e d<'s­
troyed in limited terrain fire attacks, since only abou: 2~7 and ll% of the 
Pact and NATO ma~power, respectively, might be in the first 5u km zone of the 
three thrusts. The Pact and NATO would, however, have additional trooos 
alonF, the front and to a ~rester deoth. In a dispersed T>.>Sture, wp assume 
each side mi12:ht have about 607. of its troops in the 0 tC' 100 lar. zone along 
the whole German front. With both forces di~persed an~ with unlimited ter­
rain fire attacks using all tactical land force weapons, [.!,p resul cs C<"ul c< 
be as shown in the next table. 

lni tial Forces 
and C_!P.abili ties !.1 

Capability Remaininlt After an 
Unlimited Terrain 'F'i.!!'.D.··han~C' 

_..... 
! 

Men (Thousands) 
Nuclear Launchers 
Nuclea1 ~arheads 

Lethal Area (Km2) 

--------
!.1 Excludes tactical air, air defense, and strategic forces 

(Polaris and MR/IRB~). 

NATO could not cover th!! whole front (about 750 km) with nucleAr 
terrain fire to as great a depth as the Pact, but NATO forces could still 
destroy 20% of the Pact manpower in rl!taliation. On the other hanrl. the 
Pact could not count on gaininr an advanta~e hy using such a disner~ed 
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posture because in their view NATO might attack first vith nuclear weapons 
to pre-empt a Pact terrain fire attack and destroy about 35% of the Pact 
manpower (more, if the attack occurred before the Pact forces were 
well-dispersed). Even if the Pact believed that NATO would no: strike 
first, they would have to consider the possibility of retaliatory U.S. 
attacks vith strategic nuclear forces since terrain fire attacks to a 
depth of 80 km (destroying as much as 25% of Germany) would not necessarily 
be considered limited nuclear war. 

The foregoing analysis suggests the follovin~ conclusions: 

1. A survivable theater nuclear capability which c~uld inflict 
unacceptable damage on Pact forces should deter the Pact frCJT". usin~ 
tactical nuclear weapons. Terrain fire is an option to consider for 
retaliation to a massive Pact attack which could destroy NATn's front­
line forces. Terrain fire could cause more damage to European society 
than limited discrete fire. However, we cannot reasonably expect a war 
to stay limited if thousands of nuclear weapons are used for discrete 
fire. 

Svstem 

Pershing 
Sergeant 
Honest John 
Tube Artillery 

Maximum 
Range 

Percent of Launchers that Might 
Survive a Terrain Fire Attack Alon~ the 

Whole Front to Various Denths 
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Theater Nuclear Requirements for the Center Region 

We cannot plan to fight a limited nuclear var of !on~ duratiun, 
using thousands of nuclear veapons in either discrete or terrain fire, 
because of the vulnerability of most of our varheads and delivery svstems, 
the probable destruction of our support means by enemy attacks, limitations 
on command and control, and. the great pressures to escalate the conflict. 
We need only enough nuclear veapons to be able to respond up to the point 
vhere continued limitation of a nuclear conflict vould be very im~robable. 
When additional discrete fire vould do as much damage to European society 
as more effective limited terrain fire attacks, ve should consider usin~ 
terrain fire. 

Tactical Bombs 
Mace 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Honest John 
Tube Artillery 
ADMs 
Air Defense 
ASW Depth Bombs 

Total Nuclear Warheads 

Our theater nuclear capabilitie1 are limited far more by our lack 
of adequate command, control, and 1upport than by the 1ize of our nuclear 
stockpile. Considerin~ these limitations and the competin~ demands on our 
resources, we do not need to maintain such a large stockpile in Western Europe. 



... 

January 15, 19~9 

G. Alliec Su~ncrt 

~e have committed ourselves to sunocrt certai~ allied ur.it~ anC. 
"'" should continue to do sc. At the sa:np time w• should reduce thr nurnl-cr 
uf bombs ~~th ~~ich we support each allied snuadrun free abuut 1.1 tu 1 o~r 
l'ait EcuiJ>mer.t (l"E) aircraft. He ca::>not cour:t en usin~ tactical aircraft 
in a nuclear war except in a pre-emptive stri!ce bv NATO, and une berne T><'r 
ur: aircraft is enoup,h to cover such a oossihlc hut ur.Hl·.elv si tuatio::. 
l•e should continue discus~ions vith uut allies about Lnnce, but defer a. 
decision on suPport until ve kn~·. if the sys tern ~·orks and whether "'" ~·l 11 
in fact procure it. Our detailed recommendations on support ceilinp,s and 
ceilin~s for discussion with our allies are shown in the table on pa~c 28. 

T [. THEATER J;'UCLEAR FORCES I!\ AS!.\ 

A. Rule of Nuclear l<ea~o; in Asia 

~e maintain ouc.lear furces in Asia fc.r ~"'·'" hrc.~rl uhjectives. 
fjrst, we 'l.'ant to deter the use of nuclear ••eanu:·.s hv the r.hinesP. 
1-Je also wish to assur~ our Asian allies that we will use nuclear veapons 
in their defense if the Chinese attack them 'l.'ith. nuclear weapons. Secc.nd, 
shuuld deterrence fail, ve want a nuclear ~lar-fir.htinp, option tc defen~ 
ar.ainst a Chinese invasion. Korea presents the worst threat of a majur 
invasion where "'e might have tc consider using nuclear weanuns. Unless 
the Chinese assist their allies "'ith massive land forces, we should not 
have to consider usinn nuclear ~eapons a~ainst the other Asian \.cmrnunist 
land forces. Our prugra=ed forces car. !'atisfy these r.•c objectives. 
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Current estimates of China's nuclear capability are ahovn in the 
next table. 

Strategic Forces 
I CB)ols, Jo!Rl!)ols , and SU\s 
Bombers 

Nuclear Bombs and ASMs 
Air Defense Launchers 

Air Defense Warheads 

General Purpose 'Forces 
Nuclear-Capable Aircraft 

Nuclear Bombs and ASMs 
'Frog Missiles 

Total Nuclear Warheads 

China's Nuclear forces a/ 
'FY 68 'FY 72 'FY 77 

N~ that China has aome nuclear capability, we cannot use nuclear 
weapons without risk of retaliation •. Even in a pre-emptive strH.e, we could 
not be sure of destroying all of China's nuclear capability. With just 
a fe~ surviving weapons, the ·Chinese could destroy some of our important 
bases, airfields, and ports. Loss of these facilitie• could substantially 
reduce our logistic and air advantages. Thus, there are offsets to the 
military advanta~e we might gain from initiating the use of nuclear weapons. 
Moreover, the resulting deaths and destruction and their lon~-ran~e 
political consequences could outweigh the advantages we might gain by 
using nuclear weapona. Thus, there are potentiallv compellin~ military 
and political reasons to avoid the use of nuclear weapons except under 
extreme circumstances. 

The threat of a conventional Soviet invasion in Asia is small, and 
the Soviets' use of tactical nuclear weapons against free Asian countries 
is unlikely. Soviet interests in Asia are probably not important enough 
to risk using nuclear weapons in limited conflicts. In any case, our 
nuclear options against the Chinese should be adequate against the Soviets. 

B. The Threat to Korea 

The North Koreans have a force of about 281,000 men; the Chinese 
could deploy about 650,000 men into Korea by M+70. The narr~ mountainous 
peninsula probably restricts the effective deployment of land forces (exclud­
ing coolies) to about one million (the maximum used during the Korean war), 
but the Chinese might allocate more troops to an· invasion. China has 2.3 
million men in its active land forces and about 100 million men for potential 
army use. 

14 
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The Chinese may also be limited by their willingness to accept 
casualties. In the ~orean ~ar, however, the Communists suffered about 1.5 
million casualties. The peak casualty rate occurred in April-May, 1951, 
when they lost 250,000 men (killed, wounded, and captured) in five weeks. 
After that they fought for two more years and lost 400,000 more men. 

~e often think of the Chinese army as a large mass of men, thus as 
an ideal nuclear target. This concept is hi~hly misleading because the 
Chinese apply the "massed human wave" tactic in a very specific way. They 
mass only when they find one of our weak or isolated company positions, 
preferably using a 4 to l manpower ratio. The Chinese do not need to con­
centrate more than a few hundred meters from the front lines since thev 
are not dependent on mechanized equipment. Moreover, dispersing is to their 
advantage because it makes the~ less vulnerable to our artillery anc air 
attacks. Their dispersal behind the front lines is also consistent with 
our experience during the Korea~ War. Reconnaissance pilots were often 
unable to identify troops on the ground, althou~h other facts later con­
firmed that the troops were there. 

C. Conventional Defense Against an Invasion 

The Republic of Korea (RDK) land forces alone should be able to 
defend successfully against a No!-th Korean attac:l·.. 'Even a[tainst a combined 
Chinese/North Korean attack, it appears that they provide a substantial 
deterrent and a capability for initial defense. By furnishing equipment 
to the ROK rear area security divisions, we could improve the manpower ratio 
of Chinese/North Korean forces to ROK/U.S. forces to less than 1.5 to 1 
(the ratio in 1951 when we stopped ·a Communist offensive). Moreover, the 
ROK forces are more effective. now than they were in the 1950s. Thus, our 
conventional fo'rces may be enough to stop a combined Chinese/North Korean 
attack, and we should not plan on necessarily initiating the use of 
nuclear weapons in this contingency. 

D. Ruclear Defense Against an Invasion Using Discrete Fire 

If we could not hold conventionally against a Chinese/North Korean 
attack, we might use discrete fire vith nuclear weapons against targets 
at depths greater than one or two km in an attempt to inflict casualties 
at a high rate over a few days and destroy their will to fight. Tynical 
targets for discrete fire would be company-sized units containing an 
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average of about 100 men. Because ~at cov.panv-si~ed targets more than 
ooe ~ fr~ the front would be videly di!reroed, we could not find ~re 
than a fev hundr~d auch targets in a fev days. By maintair.in~ about 500 
land force w~apona and tactical bombs, which would be auffic!~nt to kill 
50,000 aoldiers, we can provide an option to inflict caaualti~a at a vero 
high rate over a fev days. We could not take away the ability of the · 
Chinese to continue an invasion by ustn~ nuclear weapons this w2v, but we 
=ight d~stroy their vill to fight. 

'Io tal:.e away the abili t~· of the Chinese to continue a d~ter­
mined inv.uion, we would have to consider destro,·in~ a million or nmre 
troops. 'Io do this using discrete fire would require using 10,000 or 
more nuclear warheads over a period of months, not days, assu~~n~ we could 
locate that man~· worthvhile targets. Ever, if we could locate tar~e:s, 
we would still not be sure of stopping a determined invasion. 'Ihus, we 
should not calculate our requirements for Korea on the assumption that we 
can destroy the war-fighting capability of the Chinese bv using discrete 
nuclear fire in·an ~xtend~d conflict. 

E. Nuclear Defense Against an Invasion Using Terrain Fire 

If we cannot hold a~ainst the Chinese conventionally, and if we 
cannot destroy their ·"'"ill to fight by causinR a v~ry high casualty rate 
vith diacret~ nuclear fire, we might consid~r using nucl~ar terrain fire. 
However, it would be terribly destructive because the en.mv forces would be 
vid~ly disp~rsed and we would have to cov~r all the terrain. 

w~ cannot count on d~stroring the war-fi~htin~ capability of the 
Chin~se by uaing terrain fire to a limit~d depth beyond our front lines, 
The Kor~an peninsula is about 180 km ~'"ide near the Demilitarized Zone (~). 
'Io provide terrain fire to e depth of 50 km would require coverin~ about 
9,000 square km. For a greater depth of fire, the ar~a would be proportion­
at~ly larg~r. The numbers of tactical nuclear.bombs that would be need~c 
for terrain fire of this magnitude are shown in the foll~ng tabl~. 

Area Covered vith 
Potential Communist 

Troop Casualties 

Depth of Fire 
oo Peninsula 

(Km) a/ 
Number of at Least 10 Psi 

Delivered Weanons bl (Square Km) c/ 

~I Pyongyang is about 150 km north of the ~ and the Yalu Riv~r 
is about 400 km north of it. 
Oaing a mix of tactical bombs baaed on the current tactical bomb 
•tockpile, excluding about 500 vith the lowest yields. 
'Ih~ total land area of North Kor~a is about 120,000 square km. 
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Using terrain fire to a depth of about 400 km to g~t the maximum 
number of troop casualties, ve vould kill most of the 12 million North Korean 
civilians and probably aome friendly civilians as vell. This vould clearly 
be undesirable. 

Instead of using terrain fire from the front lines to various 
depths, ve could consider using it in the 50 to 150 km zone to destroy the 
local reserves and aupplies. Our conventional forces should be able 
to defeat a front-line force of 200,000 to 300,000 men in auch a situation. 

F. Interdicting Logistics to Reduce SuoDlv 

An on-line force of about. 300,000 North Koreans and Chinese mi~ht 
require about 1,400 tons of ammunition plus other supDlies per day. With 
no interdiction, about 18,000 men vould be needed to operate the transporta­
tion system. If ve could keep all major choke points (about 100) destroyed 
permanently, the Chinese could overcome the obstacles with about a million 
coolies to hand-carry supplies around the choke points. However, ve could 
not keep all major-choke points destroyed, even with nuclear veapons. 

G. Theater Nuclear Reguirements for Korea 

The above analysis sU££ests the followin2 conclusions: 

1. We cannot count on defeating a determined Chinese invasion 
by using nuclear veapons, and ve should not plan on using them initially, 
though ve should have concepts and contingency plans for their use. We 
should improve the conventional capabilities of our allies and rely on 
them aa much as possible to atop conventional attacks. 
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3. We could consider resorting to terrain fire, but only if our 
conventional defense failec and the Chinese did not come to terms after we 
had used limited nuclear discrete fire. Even then we could not be certain 
of stopping a determinec invasion, and we mi~ht kill as many as five· 
million North Korean civilians. If we decided to use terrain fire in Korea, 
we could use high-yield atrategic bombs. 

4. Though we may use nuclear weapons in an interdiction role, 
ve cannot count on stopping an invasion by interdicting logistics, and 
ve should not stockpile nuclear warheads for this purpose. 

Our e:nd-n' 68 stockpile· of nuclear warheads in Koru and the 
stockpile we recommend for Korea in FY 70 are shown below • 

Sergeant 
Tactical Bombs, Honest John, 

and Tube ~rtillery 
Davy Crockett 
ADMs 
Nike Hercules 

Total Nuclear Warheads 

FY 68 

H. Peacetime Deplovments to Korea 

II I. MIX Ol' THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES 

Recommended for FY 70 

In developing and procuring new tactical nuclear weapon svstems, we 
should stress survivable, longer range, mobile missile aystema in order to 

18 



Tentative 
Record of Decision 

A. Tactical Bombs 

Janu&ry 15, 1969 

B. Low-Yield'. Tactical Air-to-Surface ~is~iles (AS~'&) 

C. 155mrn Ho~tzers 
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aillion more than that required to aain~ain the current varheada. 

D. Sergeant 

Subject to ne~otiaticns with the Italians, ~•e recummend p~asi~£ 
uut the Sergeant battalion in Italy in FY 70. We also recomm~nd pha~in~ 
out the Sergeant battalion in Korea in FY 71 fer an annual savings of $6.3 
million. We de not need Sergeant io Korea fer lirr~ted discrete fire, a=d 
if we decide to use terrain fire, we can rely en air-delivered weaovns in 
Asia. Finally, we reco~end retiring the Sergeant battalions in Germany 
and the United States (starting in FY 73) when Lance is deployed. 

r-- r. Lance and_ Honest John 
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'F. Atut:ic DeM<>li tiu:;:, !'luni tions (A.D!-'s) 

AD~~s are nuclear charr:es designed tc:. delay an advancing arm• 
by placing obstacles in its path. 11hile thP military benefits cf usi!::t 
AD~ls can be sensitive to the timeliness of their release and we should 
Y~ep a capability to use them forward of our main battle positions, 
the possible severe reaction tv .the first detonation of any nuclear 
device cautions against early use of ADMs except under the most extreme 
circumstances. 

We have asked the JC5 and the Services to study an AD>: employ­
ment ccncept in •mich "'e "'ould cons_ider using Am!s primaril~ tc:. the 
rear cf the main defensive pusitions in the event "'e are not able tc 
defend conventionaly against a conventional attack. Under this conceot, 
we "'ould not plat: on using AD~Is bet .... een the borders of enemy territory 
and our ~ main defensive positions. In order tc:. avoid usinr nuclear 
.~eapuns if at all possible, ~e "'ould plan to test our conventional 
forces in the main defensive pc:.sitions before using nuclear "'eapons. 
Then, if it appeared that we "'ere not able to defend conventionally, "'e 
"'ould consider using An!s ("'hich, being defensive weapons, cuuld be 
considered less escalatury than other nuclear systems) to help ston 
the attack. Thus, the primary region "'here "'e "'uuld consider usint 
AD!'Is would be in the area from about 25 to 100 km behind our initial 
main defensive positions--behind the place "'here we could first really 
test our conventional defenses and in front of the region where ether 
nuclear responses "'ould clearly be mere appronriate. This concent 
"'ould not preclude the possible use of AD!'Is in other areas, such as 
along the main defensive positions rather than further to the rear, and 
it "'ould be consistent •~th our flexible response strategy and the n~· 
strategy adopted by NATO. 
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IV. CHE!-!ICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE FORCES 

A. Lethal Chemicals 

January l5, 1969 

Lethal chemicals can kill IIIB.ny unprotecte<l truc.t>~ '!uickly. Cas­
ualties are very la.• against protected troops, hut the combat effectiveness 
of troops in protective clothing is degraded. 

~e estimate that the Soviets have about 275,00~ tons of lethal 
chemical a~ents, compared to abc.ut 35,000 tons fer the United States. (The 
composition of the t:. S. stockpile is sha.'Il in the tal::le on pap:e 29 .) For 
defense, ve have masks and, to prevent abso~tion of chemicals through 
the skin, some old individual protection suits and collective nrotectiun 
devices. 

In Soviet doctrine, lethal chemicals are usually considered in 
conjunction ~th nuclear weapons. The Soviets cc.uld escalate a conventional 
conflict in Europe by using nuclear veapons or chemicals, or both. Our 
theater nuclear capability helps to deter their use of nuclear weat>ons. To 
deter the Soviets from using chemicals alone, we must be able te prevent thett 
from gaining a significant advantage from their use. Tu de this we need 
enough defensive capability 'to prevent a large number of casualties and ar. 
offensive capability to force the Soviets to take protective measures. 

{ 

Europe is the only area where we need a deterrent against the use 
of lethal chemicals. The Soviets seem intent on avoiding the USE'. of nuclear 
weapons in limited conflicts in ether areas and probably would alsu fere~c 
the use of chemicals. He have no evidence that the Chinese have a si!Zilifi­
cant lethal chemical war-fighting capability. Our conventional ferces previde 
sufficient alternatives against other countries. 

For the defensive component of our lethal chemical deterrent-in 
EuroJ>e, we need individual protection (masl<s and protective suits) fer our 
land forces and forvard air bases, some warning capability, and protective 
shelters for forvard medical units. Large numbers of warning devices and 
protective shelters would contribute to our ability to fight a prclonge~ 
var, but vuuld increase our deterrent very little. For the offensive 
component of our chemical deterrent in NATO's Center Rerion, we need 
enough chemical capability to expose unprotected front•line truons to e 
107. casualty rate per day for about 10 days of intense combat (enuivalent 
to a 20 to 90 day war, depending on usage rates). 

For NATO's Center Region, the at>J>roximate additional lD-year costs 
for equipment and munitions (above our current inventories) to provide a 
lethal chemical deterrent, vhich would give us some war-fightin~ capability, 
are shOWD in the next table. 
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Capabili tv 

Defensive Protection for 11 U.S. Divisicn Forces (DFs) 
and 5 Forward Air Bases 

Offensive Capability fer the U.S. and Allied Sectors 
Total Costs 

January 15, 1969 

Additional 10-Year 
Cost a/ 

(In $ Millions) 

s 400 
1M) 

$ 540 

!_/ Provides individual protection for trc.o,.,s and a 10-day offensive 
capability at 750 tons per day. 

We should procure the additional equinment tc provide a d~terr~nt 
capability for NATO's Center Re~ion, ~ivin~ pricrity tc ~rovenents in our 

·defenses a~ainst lethal chemicals. We recommend a~ainst prccurin~ a 
chemical capability tc. fight a prolon~ed ~ar. Any extensive use of lethal 
chemicals ~7ould probably lead to a nuclear war. We \d.ll address our lethal 
chemi~.al needs for ~ther NATO reF;ions in the cominf' year. 

B. Incanacitatin~ Chemicals (Including Riot Control Agents) 

~~e might benefit from usin~ incapacitatinr. chemicals in situ­
ations where civilians are minRled with enemy troons and we do not have 
reasonable conventional alternatives. For such situations, we could 
benefit from improvements that would increase the duration of the effects 
now available with tear ~as. However, ,.,e should net use incapacitants \Yrinh 
nake people irrational and unpredictable. 'Nor should we use pre.sently 
available chemical incapacitant& in ordinary conbat a~~:ainst any enemy 
forces because: (l) feasihle conventional alternatives arc alm<.>st al\·.'2V~. 
availal:-le, (2) we de net want to risk enemy retaliation ••itr lethal 
chemicals, and (3) "'e do not want to risl: lu"•ering the barriers t<.> chemical 
warfare. 

For the pos t-VietnE!r.l Baseline Force, we should st<.>cl:pile a 31'J-clay 
sunply of tear gas for one DF with air support and one Hari.ne I:XT'editiunary 
Furce (t~F). This is enough for counterinsur~ency oneratiuns. In addition, 
we should stockpile enough tear gas for civil disturbances. We should 

· net increase our stockpiles of any other incapaci tants until further 
research and development is done on imProved agents. 

We recommend disapproving the JCS proposal tc buy a chemical in­
capacitating capability for all land and air fc.rces at a 10-year ccst of 
$440 million (excluding costs for research, develunmcnt, and operations in 
Vietnam). 

... -· ----- -----~ 
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!-IE'!DRA."Dtn-! fOR TilE PRf.S In EN! 

SUBJECT: Theater Nuclear Fcrce~ (U) 

llf/J_.d 

January 15, 1969 

0 
_c;;rl''if.IZ<'f) ;fit/-5Te·0 

tU/ 'f ;-s--?.1 
.... '.·' 

. -~ •·•.·· .: . 
. •,,_~··:t·:.:.·::' . 

Our ccntinuir.r. revie1.· of theater nuclear ar.d relDtl'd cher.:ical. a:~c!-.:: 
~i~lo~ical forces leads us to the f~llo~i:~g rr~jor c~nclusicns: ··;. 

~. , ' : . 

a \o:'ar. 
for the 

2. 

\,'e buy theater nuclear forces prilr.arily tu deter lini tE'C nncie11r 
deterrence should fail, these forces s:ive us CT'tion,; tc. fir,ht such 

Our reco~ended forces are generally ar~ro~riate in number and mix 
tasks He have identified. 

The most serious lirr.ited "ar tactic the Pact could usc in !<ATO'f. 
Center Region is a tactical nuclear attack usine terrain fire arain~t 
:lATO 's front-line forces. Unless it is clear to the Pact that t:f.TO' ~ 
theater nuclear forces could survive such an attack and inflict unaccentahle 
damage on Pact forces, NATO's forces might not deter the Pact. We need 
to consider terrain fire exch~ges be~een Pact and NATO forces, T'artic­
ularly those initiated by the Pact, to evaluate our deterrPnt. Our 
recommended forces and \.larheads, if prop~rly deT>loyed, s•,..uld T>roviclr> a:: 
adequate deterrent. 

3. Tactical nuclear '-'Callens are not:; a substitute fer cc:::.venticr at 
fc..rces. If uc are losing a conventional war in NATO's Center r.er,ion, "'£' m11y_ 
hAvE' a nuclear option to counter the advance, but we can:::.ct count either or. 
~:topT>inp_ the advance if the other side also us~s nuclear wea~cn~ ur •·:: 
limitin1 further escalation if .-e initially succeed. 

4. It is unlU.ely that we would need to consider usinr. nucleP.r '!l.'a~cn~ 
b ,<sia unless the Chinese use them· first or assist thej_r allies with 
~assive land forces and we cannot possibly hold conventionally. Even under 
the latter circumstances, we must carefully weigh the objectivns tc t:1<: u.~e of 
nuclear weapons against the net military benefits ~e might gain. l\u•· that· 
China has some nuclear Caflabili ty, ve cannot exoect to use nuclear \.l!'apvns 
in A~i2 withcut retaliatiun. 

6. We need only enough lethal chemical capability tu deter the Sovi~ts 
from using chemicals in Europe. If deterrence should fail, this lethal 
chemical capability "ill provide us vith an option to fip,ht a limited 
conflict using chemcial weapons. ~e need some incapacitating chemicals, but 
only for use in those situations where civilians are mingled with eoem;-· tr<.ops. 

·' :. 

·-·-·--··---· 
2 



. ' 

Tentative 
Record of Decision 

We recommend: 

January 15, 1969 

·-..:..· 
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A s~ary of theater nuclear forces &no warneaos 1s anown 
Detailed tables are &ttached. 

I. 'I"HU..TER h1JC1.!.A.R FORCES IN EUJtOPE 

A. The Role of Theater Nu~lear ~eanons in Eurone 

·.' ' 
··' '· - . . . . . -~ 

·'··;~:~/·· 
~·page.:.. 
. : .::~-:!//:;:~::· 

..-::. 
\". 

Our basic military objective in Europe is to deter any kind of 
~arsa~ Pact aggression. NATO's conventional forces are approximately·in 
balance ~ith those of the Pact and should be sufficient to deter a con­
ventional attack or contain one if deterrence fails. Our strategic nuclear 
fo.rces deter a general nuclear var involving attacks· on U.S. cities or 
those of our European allies. 

We also ~ant to deter limited nuclear attacks on our theater 
forces. The Pact might hope to gain an advantage by initiating a limited 
nuclear attack and quickly destroying ~large part of the NATO lane forces 
vithout destroying much of Germany. If ve could destroy 25% to 50% of 
the Pact land forces in a restrained nuclear retaliation, ve could deny 

·-a,.,. this option. Unl.ess j.t is clear to the Pact that NATO's theater · 
nuclear forces could survive such an attack and inflict unacceptable 
damage on Pact forces, NATO forces might have little effect in deterring· 
the Pact. 
····· 

A further potential objective, but one ~e could not count on 
achieving, is defeating the Pact by using theater nuclear weapons if a con- 1 

ventional defense failed. Our analysis sh~s ve cannot expect to remove· 
the Pact's capability to destroy NATO's military forces or society. Thus, 
ve cannot count on controlling territory vithout having it destroyed •. At 
best ve could plan on destroying enough of the Pact forces to prevent th~ 1· 

from controlling N/.:"0 countries. iUf J.af.r.J.£ '': 
------- We plan our Europe-oriented theater nuclear·forces primarily for 

deterrence. In doing so, ve provide an adequate war-fighting capability. 
However, ve should not buy more forces to provide the capability to fight a 
lb:ited nuclear var. of long duration. It is unlikely that any var in "'hich 
thousands of nuclear veapons vere used could remain limited. We should 
concentrate new investments on conventional rather than theater nuclear 
forces. Conventional forces, vhich compete for the aame resources as theater 
nuclear forces, provide a much better chance of avoiding a nuclear holocaust. 
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Our stockpile needs for the Center Region are exa:.ine.d be.lC,...; ln 
the co-..ing year ve vill analyz:e our needs in Europe's Southern ltegicrn in a 
sicllar ~nanner. We have i;..c.luded a discussion of a nev concept ,..-'the. 
initial defensive use of nuclear ve.apons restricted to NATO territory 
which ve are asking the JCS and the Services to do additional vork on in the 
future. We are also asking the JCS and the Services to do additional 
vorl:. on the nuclear terrain fire concept. 

B. Land Forces in Eurone 's Cente-r Re11:ion 

We currently estimate that NATO and the Warsav Pact could have 
the following land forces in the Center Region by M+90 in FY 72: NAT0--
42 division forces (1.4 million men) and the Pact--90 divisions (1.1 mil­
lion men). The nuclear capabilities of thea·e land forces, e.xeluding AD!'is 
and air defense, are aha'Jn below. 

Delive.rv Svstem 

l Tactical Missiles 
\ Tactical Rockets 
; 'rube Artillei:y 
· Totals 

C. Nuclear Defense Against a Conventional Invasion in the Center 
Region ~ith Effects Limited to NATO Territory 

If the Warszo• Pact attacked NATO forces vith conventional ~eapons 
and NATO could not hold, as a minim= level of limited nuclear var ve might 
consider using nuclear veapons in NATO territory alone. Restricting the use 
of nuclear veapons to friendly territory might be less likely to lead to 
escalation than attacking targets in Eal;t Gennany or oth.er Pact countries. 

The folloving scenario illustrates the p_ossible use of nuclear 
weapons in West Germany to repulse a Pact conventional attack. lt is assum~ 
that the Pact attacks in one to three thrusts, NATO forces are pushed back 
from their main defensive positions, and the local force ratios are such th, 
NATO cannot repulse the attacks conventionally. When the Pact forces have 
penetrated about SO kilometers (kc) into West Cermany, NATO uses nuclear 
ve.apons, but only on the Pact divisions (assumed to be about 15 in each thrt 
that are in NATO territory. NATO is assumed to have about 18 divisions in 
0 to SO km ::one opposing the three thrusts, so only about half of the Pact 
divisions V?uld have to be defeated to reduce the force ratio to the point 
vhere the attack vould be stopped. 
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If nuclear weapons were only used on Pact forces in West Cermany, 
the Pact could not respond with nuclear weapons a~ainst NATO forces unless 
they used them on NATO territory. They would either have to: (1) cease 
the attack, (2) continue attacking conventionally by bringin~ in additional 
fo~ces, (3) escalate the conflict by using nucleer weaPons o~ ~ATn forces in 
~ATO territory, or (4) combine courses of action (2) and (3). Their 
forces, are not as well-designed for litdted discrete fire attacks as NA'!n' s 
force&, and any Pact retaliation vould appear to be a terrain fire attacl: 
over a large area. To deter such a response, NATO must have a survivable 
theater nuclear capability, or be ready to use strate~ic ~apons in the 
;.heater at this point. · · 

D. Nuclear Defense Against Invasion in the Center Retion Vsin2 
Discrete Fire 

The discrete fire conce?t has traditionally been the hasis for 
.lr.Rlyz ir:~;. our theater nuclear capability·. The essence of this· concept is 
:.at ,_., n • .,~t · dccurately locate and hit a target to destroy it. 

7 
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The discrete target concept pe~its us to estimate the ttockpile 
ve would need if ve could fight such a v&r. Such a stockpile includes 
enough nuclear weapons for restricted use, licited to NATO territory, if 
ve decided to use them that vay. Ye cannot count on fighting a prolonged 
nuclear var using thousands of tactical nuclear weapons. Thus, providinR 
more weapons than needed to defeat the Yarsav Pact vith diacrete fire-would 
not i.lnprove our capability. Other factors such as COII!llland and control.., ... :. 
limitations, destruction of our support means, and possible escalat_fO:n.' of 
the conflict would do 1110re to dete~ine the outcome of a var than ·additional 
nuclear va rheads. . ... .-.... :·; · · 

. '•, .. · 

E. Nuclear Defense Against Invasion in the Center Region Usin2 
Terrain Fire 

A massive Pact nuclear attack,_ using terrain fire along. the 
entire Center Region front (that is, covering the area where enemy 
troqps are most likely to. be located vith the lethal effects of air­
burst nuclear weapons*) probably constitutes the most serious tactic 
the enemy could use against our forces. We should assess our capability 
to deter such an attack. Such a capability would include longer range 
tactical delivery systems which could survive a Pact attack on our front­
line forces and then be capable of inflicting unacceptable damage en 
Pact forces. Assuming they are properly deployed, our recommended 
Pershing and Lance systems should provide ~ adequate terrain fire 
capability. 

As sh01111 in the table on page 6, the Pact has concentrated its 
nuclear capability in longer range, 100bile ~:~issiles and rockets. These 
systei!IS are relatively invulverable to discrete fire attacks because they 
would be far froc the front lines and difficult to find. ·Terrain fire 
is ar. option we should consider because it reduces the problem of locating 
targets. More i.lnportant, we need to consider the terrain fire concept' to 
evaluate our capability to deter the Yarsav Pact. 

*Includes an overpressure of at least 10 pounds pet square inch 
(psi), an initial gamma radiation dose of 500 ro.eotgen• (1,000 roentgen• 
for a yield of less than 200 KT), EDd ll calories per square centimeter 
of thermal radiation (SO calories per •quare centimeter for yields of 
more than 60 J:'I') • 

8 



'· 
Tentative 

Record of Decision Ja:uary 15, 1969 

-· 

-

By estimatin~ the tactical depl~ent of NATO and Pact land 
forces, ~ can calculate the geographical area they ~ould be llkely to 
occupy in a conventional ~ar-fi~htin~ poat"re and in a -dispersed posturP. 
Only some 30~ of the total area in the Center Re~ion is ~uitable for 
concealin~ mechani:ed forces, ao only that portion vould h~ve to be coveree 
~~th terrain fire. The fraction of Pact and NATO forces that ~ould sur­
vive various terrain fire attacks provides a measure of each side's 
retaliatory capability. 

In a conventional var-fight:ing _posture, ve assutne that N_ATO and 
the Pact "JOuld have over 60% of their fo"rces concentrated in the first 
50 km on each side of the front lines. Ezch side ~ould"have about 600,000 
troops in the area of the three thrusts and to a depth of 50 krr.. The next 
table sho~s the initial forces and capabilities on each side in the Center 
FeJ:ion and those remaining after linited terrain fire attack.~ b~· each 
side. The attacks are restricted to the area of the three thrusts and to 
a depth of 50 km from the front lines. 

Initial Forces Capability Remainin~ After 
and Capabilities ~~--~A_L~i~=-~it~e~d~T~e~r~r~a~i~n~F~i~r~e~Ex~c~h~an~.~2~e-~b~/ 

Hen (T"nousands) 
Nuclear Launchers 
Nuclear ~arheads 
Lethal Area (Km2) 

!_/ 

b/ 

Excludes tactical air, air defense, and strategic forces (Polaris 
and HR/IRBMs). 
The results are based 
by the overlappin~ of 
that fall outside the 

on a lethal area coverage (10 psi) degraded 
multiple ~eapons and by those nuclear effects 
ta-rge area (60% for a 440-KT ~arhead). 
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If the forces vere concentrated as the" vould be for fightin~ a 
conventional var; NATO vould have enough reraliatory capability to destrO\' 
45% of the Pact's manpover using only a limited terrain fire attack. This. 
should deter the Pact from using nuclea.r veapons against NATO forces in . . 
such a situation since they could not count on achieving a ma.~or acvanta~e·' 
by doing so. The table on the precedin~ nue includes a first strike.A·':'.:'· 
by KATO to show that the Pact also has a retaliatory cap"bilit:y. :.'.,S~:;t;: 

In the nuclear terrain fire exchan~e considered abc>vt, t ·e t·~t~):· 
area coverec by each side's terrain fire attack is about 7 ,5'lf sq are. ho, · 
or about 3:.: of the total ares of \Jest Germany. Total ci,·ili"r ca ualties 
could be about five million. The use of nuclear "esnons, esrecia.lv ter­
rain fire, is not attractive in such a situation. Hovever, terraSn fire 
vould use lon~er range sy~tems more effectively than cisc:ret~ fire '-'Oulc! 
fo~ destroyin~ Pact forces, and ve need to consider terrain fire as vell 
as discrete fire, to Pvaluate our theater nuclear deterrent. 

If both the NATO and Pact forces were in a di~nersec! pc>sture tC' 
reduce their vull;erabili ty to nuclear attacks, fe.,er force~ vould he dps­
troyed in limited terrain fire attacks, since only abc>u: !S7 and 117. of thP 
Pact and NATO ma~power, respectively, mi~ht be in the first 50 km zone of the 
three thrusts. The Pact and NATO vould, however, have additional ·troollS 
alon~: the front and to a 1:reater de!lth. In a dispersed !'•>Sture, Vl' a"sume 
each side mi~ht have about 60A of its troop~ in the 0 tC' 100 ~ zone. alon~ 
the-vhole German front. IJit.h both forces di~rersed anrl "'i th unlimited ter­
rain fire at tacks using all tactical land force Yea pons, Ll,p resul ~~ cnul ti 
be as sho,_.,., in the next table. 

~!en (Thousands) 
Nuclear Launchers 
Nuclear lo!arheads 
Lethal Area (Krn2) 

---------

Initial Forces 
and C9.abili ties !_/ 

Capability Remainin£ After an 
Unlimited TP.rrain 'F'i~. r,._,·hanet' 

~/ Excludes tactical air, air defense, and strate£ic forces 
(Polaris and XR/IRB~~). 

NATO could not cover the vhole front (about 750 krn) vith nucleAr 
terrain fire to as great a depth as the Pact, but NATO forces could still 
destroy 20% of the Pact manpO'-•er in retaliation. On the other hanrl. the 
Pact could not count on gaininF an advantage hy u~ing such a dis!lersed 
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posture because in their viev NATO !Ught atta~k first with nuclear wt>apons 
to prt>-elllpt a Pact t~>rrain fire attack and destroy about 35% of the Pact 
~power (more, if the attack occurred before the Pact forces were 
vell-dispersed). Even if the Pact bo:lieved that NATO would no: strikf! 
first, they would havo: to consider the possibility of retaliatory U.S. 
attacks with strat~>gic nuclear forces since terrain fir~> attacY~ to a 
depth of 80 krn (destroying as much as 25~ of Germany) would not necessarily 
be considered limited nuclear war. 

The foregoing analysis suggests the foll~in~ conclusions: 

1. A survivabl~> theater nuclear capability which c~uld inflict 
unacceptable damage on Pact forces shoulc deter the Pact fr~ usin~ 
tactical nuclear wt>apons. Terrain fire is an oPtion to consider for 
retaliation to a massive Pact attack which could destroy NATO's front­
line forces. Terrain fire could cause more damage to European society 
than lirr.ited discrete fire. Eo-o~ever, we cannot reasonably expect a -.·ar 
to stay limited if thousands of nuclear weapons are used for discrete 
fire. 

Svstern 

Pershing 
Sergeant 
Honest John 
Tube Artillery 

1-'.aximurn 
Range 

··.·· 

Percent of Launchers that Might 
Survive a Terrain Fire Attack Alon~ the 

Whole Front to Various Deoths 
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Theater Nuclear Requirements for the Center Region 
. .'~.:._: ~! .:··, ... 

We cannot plan to fight a lirr.ited nuclear "'ar of long dura.tl~h-; .,_ · 
using thousands of nuclear veapons in either discrete or terrain fi'r~·;,,',. · 
because of the vulnerability of most of our ~arheads and deliveri systems, 
the probable destruction of our support means by enemy attacks, limitations 
on commanc and control, and. the gre2.t pressures to escalate the conflict. 
We neec only enough nuclear "'eapone to be able to respond up to the point 
...nere continued li~itation of a nuclear conflict Youlc be ve~· imorobable. 
When additional discrete fire would do as much damage to European society 
as more effective limited terrain fire attacks, we should consider usin~ 
terrain fire. 

Tactical Bombs 
Mace 
Pershing 
Sergeant 
Honest John 
Tube Artillery 
ADMs 
Air Pdense 
AS!-' Depth Bombs 

··.·· 

Total Nuclear Warheads 

Our theater nuclear capabilitie• are limited far more by our lack 
of adequate command, control, and •upport than by the •ize of our nuclear 
stockpile. Considering these limitations and the competin~ demands on our 
resources, we do not need to maintain such a large stockpile in Western Europe 

l2 
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G. Alliec Supncrt 

IJe have committed ourselves to SU!'>t>C!"t certai<: allied ur.it~ a:>C 
we should co:>.tinue to do sc. At the sa:nE' timE' "~ should reducp thr nu:nl-cr 
uf bor.~bs -.'i.th -.ohich we support each allied s~u;u!rur.. frcr:: about 1.1 tc.. 1 pr.r 
l~1it Equiprner.t (!.'E) aircraft. lJe ca:"::>Ot cou:~t en usinr tactical aircraft 
it: a nuclear -.•ar exce'Pt in a pre-er.:::tive stri~~e bv NATO, a:>.d un<:> hum:O T><'r 
U! aircraft is enour,h to cover such a Possihlc hut unl'!.l:clv situatior:. 
lJe should continue dis cus~io:>s \:i th out allies a!> out Ln."lce, but defer "· 
deci~io:: on support until we knO\.• .if the syster.. "''orY.s and Yhether "e \<Hl 
in fAct procure it. Our detailecl recc~enrlations on support ceilinp,s and 
ceilin~s for discussion Yith our allies are sho~n in the table on pa~e 28. 

T I. THEATER h"t!CLEAR FORCES IN ASI.\ 

A. Rule of Nuclear \~ea~ in Asia 

We r..ai<:tain nuclear furct's in Asia fc..r .,.,.., brc..<:>rl uhjcctive~. 
First, "'e "''a:>.t to deter the use uf nuclear ••ea,-,u:·.s hv the. r.hinesP.. 
l·le also Yish to assurl'! our Asian allies that "'e "ill use nuclear ueapons 
in their defense if the Chinese attack them "''i th. nuclear vcapons. Sect..nd, 
shc..uld deterrence fail, we wa.::1t a nuclear \:ar-fir,htinF. option tc defe:>.cl 
ar.ainst a Chinese invasion. Korea presPnts the worst threat of a major 
invasion Yhere we might have tc consider using. nuclear weanuns. Unless· 
the Chinese assist their allies ~th massive l~"ld forces, we should not 
hav~ to consider usin~ nuclear ~eapons a~ainst th<' other Asian Ccrnmunist 
land forces. Our prugram::~ed forces c::= ~atisfy these t\-'c uhjectives. 
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Current estimates of China' a nuclezr capability are ahO\In in the 
next table-. 

Strate~ic Forces 
ICB~, HR:.B~.s, and SIY.s 
])ambers 

Nuclear Bombs and ASMs 
Air Defense Launchers 

Air Defense ~arheads 

General Purpose Forces 
Nuclear-Capable Aircraft 

Nuclear ~bs and ASMs 
frog l"..issiles 

. Total Nuclear Warheads 

Ch!na's Nuclear Forces a/ 
FY 68 lf 72 lf 77 

N~ that China has some nuclear capability, we cannot use nuclear 
weapons without risk of retaliation. .Ev~n in a pre-emptive strike, we could 
not be sure of destroying all of China's nuclear capability. ~ith just 
;:- fe•• surviving weapons, the ·Chinese could destroy some of our important 
bases, airfields, and ports. Loss of these facilitie~ could subs-tantially 
reduce our logistic and air advantages. Thus, there are offsets to the 
military advanta~e we might g~in from initiating the use of nuclear weapons. 
Moreover, the resulting deaths and destruction and their lon~-ran~e 
political consequences could outweigh the advantages we might gain by 
using nuclear weapons. Thus, there are potentially compellin~ military 
and political reason& to avoid the uae of nuclear weapons except under 
extreme circumstances. 

The threat of a conventional Soviet invuion in Asia is small, and 
the Soviets' use of· tactical nuclear weapons against.free Asian countries 
is unlikely. Soviet interests in Asia are probably not important enough 
to risk using nuclear weapons in limited conflicts. _In any ca!e, our 
nuclear options against the Chinese should be adequate against the Soviets. 

B. The Threat to Korea 

The North Koreans have a force of about 281,000 men; the Chinese 
could deploy about 650,000 men into Korea by M+70. The narrow mountainous 
peninsula probably restricts the effective deployment of land forces (exclud­
ing coolies) to about one million (the maximum used during the Korean war), 
but the Chinese might allocate more troops to an invasion. China has 2.3 
million men in its active land forces and about 100 million men for potential 
anny -use. 
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The Chinese =ay also be limited by their willingness to accept 
c:a.sualties. · In the Kore~ 'liar, however, th~ Communists suffered about l.S 
million casualties. The peak casualty rate occurred in April-May, 1951, 
when they lost 250,000 men (killed, wounded, and captured) in five weeks. 
After that they fought for tvo ~re years and lost 400,000 more men. 

'lie often think of the Chinese a~ as a large mass of men, thus as 
an ideal nuclear target. This conc~pt is hi~hly ~sleading because the 
Chinese apply the "m.assed human wave" tactic in a very specific way. They 
~~ only when they find one of our weak or isolated company positions, 
preferably using a 4 to l mAnpower ratio. The Chinese do not need to con­
centrate J!>Ore than a fe•· hundred meters from the front lines since thev 
are not dependent on mechanized equipment. Moreover, dispersing is to their 
advantage because it makes thee less vulnerable to our artillery an~ air 
attacks. Their dispersal behind the front lines· is also consistent with 
our experience during the Korean' ~ar. Reconnaissance pilots were often 
unable to identify troops on the ground, althou~h other facts later con­
firmed that the troops were there. 

C. Conventional Defense Against an Invasion 

The Republic of Korea (ROK) land forces alone should be able to 
defend successfully against a North Korean at.tacl:. Even against a combined 
Chinese/North Korean attack, it appears that they provide a substantial 
deterrent and a capability for initial defense. By furnishing equipment 
to the RDK rear area security divisions,:we could improve the manpower ratio 
of Chines~/North Korean forces to ROK/U.S. forces to less than 1.5 to 1 
(the ratio in 1951 when we stopped ·a Communist offensive). Moreover, the 
ROK forces are more effective now than they were in the 1950s. Thus, our 
conventional fo'rces may be enough to stop a combined Chinese/North Korean 
attack, and ~e should not plan on necessarily initiating the use of 
nuclear ~eapons in this contingency. 

D. Nuclear Defenee Against an Invasion Using Discrete fire 

If we could not hold conventionally against a Chinese/North Korean 
attack, we might use discrete fire vith nutlear weapons against targets 
at depths greater than one or two km in an attempt to inflict casualties 
at a high rate over a few days and destroy their ~o:-1.11" to fight. Typical 
targets for discrete fire would be c:~pany-sized units containing an 
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,' 
average of about 100 ~. Because ~st cov.?anv-si~ed targets ~ore than 
aoe ~ fro: the front voulc be vide!y disrer•ec, ve could not find ~re 
the> a fe-w huncrec! •uch targets in a fe-.: days. By tn.dntl.ir:in~ about 500 
land force veapo::s ~d tactical bo:bs, vhich vould be sufficient to kill 
50,000 aoldiers, ve can pro,'ide a.n option to ir.flict cuualtiea at a vero. 
high rate over a fev days. \Je could not take ~<Vay the ability of the;::: :::•. 
Chinese to c=tinue an invasion by us~ng. nuclear \olea pons this "~Y ,'· .. b:\:i(·...;e 
clght destroy their v:!.ll to fight. ~~/i,~{ . 

. ', ;:>" 

'Io tal:e """Y the abili t~· of the C'ninese to continue a deter~·· 
rlneC 1n"¥"ui~, ve vot!lC h2ve to eo:-:.s~de:- destrovin~ a million or m~re 
t:'OO?S• To do this using discrete !:ire \IOulc require using 10,000 or· 
~ore nuclear ~rheads over a period of months, not days, assurr~ng. ve c~ulc 
locate that rr~ny 1.1orth~~ile targets. Even if ve could locate tar~e:s, 
\ole would still not be sure of stopping a dete~ined invasion. Thus, ve 
should not calculate our require~en:s for korea on the assur.ption that ve 
can destroy the var-fighting cap•bility of the Chinese by usin~ discrete 
nuclear fire in an extended conflict. 

E. Nuclear Defense As:ainst an Invasion Usinl! Terrain Fire 

If ~ cannot hold a~ainst the Chinese conventionally, and if ve 
cannot destroy their .~'ill to fight by causing a very high casualty rate 
~'ith discrete nuclear fire, \le ~ght consider using nuclear terrain fire. 
B~ever, it vould be terribly destructive because the enemy f~rces vould be 
videly dispersed and ve vould have to c~ver all the terrain. 

We cannot count on destroying the var-fi~htin~ capability of the 
Chinese by U&i~g terrain fire to a limited depth beyond our front lines. 
The Korean penin5ula is about 180 k= ~'ide near the ~ilitarized Zone (~). 
To provide terrain·fire to a depth of 50 l:m vould require coverin~ about· 
9,000 square km. For a greater depth of fire, the area vould be pro?ortion­
at~ly larger. The numbers of tactical nuclear.bombs that vould be neede~ 
for terrain fir~ of this magnitude are sho~~ in the foll~'ing tabl~ • 

. Area Covered vith 
Potential Communist 

Troo'O Casual ties 

Depth of !'ire 
on Peninsula 

(b) a/ 
Number of at Least 10 Psi 

Delivered Wea'Oon& b/ (Souare ~) c/ 

~I Pyongyang is about 150 i:m north of the Il!'lZ and the Yalu lliver 
is about 400 km north of it. 
Using a :ix of tactical ba=bs based on the current tactical bo:b 
•tockpile, excluding about 500 vith the l~est yields. 
The total land area of North Korea is about 120,000 square km. 
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Using terrain fire to a depth o! about 400 km to g~t the ~ximum 
nucber of troop casualties, ve vould kill most of the 12 million North Korean 
civilians and probably a~e frie~dly civilians as vell. This vould clearly 
be undesirable. 

Instead of using terrain fire from the front lines to various 
depths, ve could consider using it in the SO to 150 km ~one to destroy the 
local reserves and supplies. Our conventional !orces should be able 
to defeat a front-line force of 200,000 to 300,000 men in such a situation. 

F. Interdictin2 Lo2istics to Reduce Suoolv 

An on-line force of about. 300,000 North Korean~ and Chinese mi~ht 
require about 1,400 tons of amrn~ition plus other supolies per day. With 
no interdiction, about 18,000 men vould be needed to operate the transporta­
tion system. If ve could keep all ~~jor choke points (about 100) destrov.ed 
permanently, the Chinese could overcome the obstacles vith about a million 
coolies to hand-carry supplies around the choke points. HDYever, ve ~ould 
not keep all major .choke points destroyed, even vith nuclear veapons. 

G. Theater Nuclear R~uir~ents for Korea 

The above analysis sU££ests the follo~io£ conclusions: 

1. We cannot count on defeating a determined Chinese invasion 
by using nuclear veapons, and ve should not plan on using them initially, 
though ve should have concepts ~d contingency plans for their use. We 
should ~prove the conventional capabilities of our allies and rely on 
them as much as possible to stop conventional attacks, 
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3. lJe could consider resorting to terrain fire, but only if ·our~.~\. · 
conventional defense failec! and the Chines~ c!id not come to terns after ve_o~·. 
had usee li~ited nuclear c!iscrete fire. Even then ve could not be certain· 
of stopping a determinec invasion, anc ve ~ight kill as many a& five · 
million North Korean civilians. If v~ decided to use terrain fire in Korea, 
ve could use high-yield atrategic bombs. 

4. Though ve may use nuclear veapons in an interdiction role, 
ve cannot count on stopping an invasion by interdicting lo!i;iatics, and 
ve should not stockpile nuciear varheads for this purpose, 

Our end-n' 68 stockpile" of nuclear varheads in Korea and the 
stockpile ve recommend for Korea in FY 70 are sh~~ bel~. 

Sergeant 
Tactical Bombs, Honest John, 

and Tube ~rtillery 
Davy Crockett 
J.DMs 
Nike Hercules 

Total Nuclear Warheads 

n' 68. 

B. · Peacetime Deplovments to Korea 

III. MIX 01' 'I'I!EATER NUCL~ FORCES 

Recommended for FY 70 

In developing and procuring nev tactical nuclear veapon gyat~, ve 
should stress survivable, longer range, mobile missile systems in order to 
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A. Tactical B=bs 

J&nuuy 15, 1969 . 

B. Lcn.•-Yidd, Tactical Air-tc-Surface ~is~iles (/>.5~ 1&) 

C. 155~ Ho~~tzers 
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aillion more than that required to aain~ain the current varheada. 

D.· Sergeant 

Subject to ne~otiaticns ~rith the Italians, He recuounend phasi'~!: 
out the Sergeant battalion in Italy in TY 70. We alsu recommend pha~i~~ 
uut the Sergeant battalion in !:urea in TY 71 fer an ar.nual savings ··of. $6.3 
million. We de. not need Sergeant io Korea fvr lir..i ted discrete fire', a::d 
if ~o>e decide to use terrain fire, we = rely on air-delivered owe'at,.,b·s i~ 
Asia. Finally, ~o>e recu~end retiring the Sergeant battalions in Germany 
and the United States (startin& in FY 73) whet Lance is deployed. 

r- r. Lance cd Eonest Joh::. 
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• 
F. AtG:::.ic DeMGlitiG:-: ~unitio~ (AD~'s) 

AD~!s are nuclear charr:e5 des!&nec tc. delay a;, advancin~ arm­
by placiD& obstacles it> its path. llnile th~ military benefits c.f usi:::& 
IID~!s = be sensitive tu the timeliness of their release at>d we should 
r~ep a capability to use them forward of our maiD battle positions, 
the J>ossible severe re:lcticn tc. .the first detonatioD of 4I!y t>uclear 
device cautions agai::J.st early use of -~~s except uoder the most extreme 
circumstat>ces. 

··:· 

We have asked the JCS SDG the Service5 to study an liD': .,;,ploy- · 
ment ccmcept in ~mid: ...,e vould cons_ider using Am!s primaril:o tc. the 
rear c.f the maiD defensive pusi tic::J.s in the event ...,e are net able to 
de!et>d conventi.onaly against a conventional attack, Ut>der this conceot, 
we vould not pl"an on using AD~!s bet»een the borders of enemy terri tory 
SDd our ~~ main defensive positions. It> order tc. avoid usinr. nuclear 
~capons if at all possible, ~e vould plan to test our conventional 
forces in the main defensive pc.sitions before using nuclear weaocns. 
Then, if it appeared that we were net able to defend conventionally, ve 
...,ould consider using Anls (vhich, bein~ defecsive Yeapons, cuuld be 
considered less escalatory than other nuclear systems) to help ston 
the attack. Thus, the primary region Yhere ve Yould consider using 
AD~ Yould be in the area from about 25 to 100 km behind our initial 
maio defensive positions--behind the place vhere ve could first really 
test our conventional defenses and in froDt of the regicD vhere ether 
nuclear responses »ould clearly be mere approoriate. This cot>ceot 
~Jould Dot preclude the possible use of w.Js in other areas, such as 
along the maiD defecsive positions rather than further to the rear, and 
it vould be consistent ~1-th cur flexible response strategy a.od the ne1-• 
strategy adopted by NATO. 
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IV. ~!I CAL JJ;D BIOLOGICAL 'WAI.FAJU: FORCES 

A. Lethal Chemicals 

January 15, 196~ 

"f}t:~>: 
. .. ~).~~;/::-

Lethal chemicals can kill ~r.any mprotectec trocp5 '!uicl~l;'."< Cas­
ualties are very 1""' against protected troops, but the coohat effectiveness 
of troops in protective clothing is degraded. 

~e estill'.ate that the Soviets have about 275,000 tons of lethal 
che~:::!.cal aF.ents, c01:1pared to abcut 35,000 tons fer the United States. (The 
composition of the tJ.S. stockpile is shcr."D in the table on pap.e 29 • .) For 
defense, "e have masks and, to prevent abson>tioD of chemicals through 
the skin, some ole individual protection suits and collective nrotectiun 
devices. 

In Soviet doctrine, lethal chemicals are usually considered in 
conjunction ~~th nuclear "eapons. The Soviets could escalate a conventional 
conflict in Europe by using nuclear ~eapons or chemicals, or both. Our 
theater nuclear capability helps to deter their use of nuclear '-'eapons. To 
deter the Soviets from using ch~icals-alone, "e must be able tc prP.vent the: 
from gaining a significant adv~tage fro: their use. Tu do this . ..,e need 

-·enough defensive capability ·to prevent _a large number of casualties and ar. 
offensive capability to force the Soviets to take protective measures. 

. ., 
Europe is the only area "here \1e need a deterrent agairst the use 

of lethal chel!licals. The So'l.~ets seem inte=>t on avoiding the usE'. of nuclear 
weapons in limited conflicts in other areas and probably would alsu foregc 
the use of chemicals. He have no evidence thai: the Chinese have a sil!Difi­
cant lethal chemical war-fighting capability. Our conventional forces provid, 
sufficient alternatives against other countries. 

For the defensive component of our lethal chemical deterrent-in 
Europe, "e need individual protection (mas!~ and protective suits) fer our 
land forces and for...ard air bases, some Yarning capability, and protective 
shelters for forward medical ~ts. Large numbers of Yarning devices and 
protective shelters would contribute to our ability to fight a prolonge~ 
"ar, but wuuld increase our deterrent very little. For the offensive 
component of our chemical deterrent ~ NATO's Center Rey.ion, we need 
enough chemical capability to ex;>ose tm!'rotected froot•line trt>oPS to e 
lOZ casualty rate per day for about 10 days of intense combat (e~uivalent 
to a 20 to 90 day Yar, depending on usage rates). 

For NATO's Center Region, the approximate additional lQ-year costs 
for equipment and munitions (above our curre=t inventories) to provide a 
lethal chemical deterrent, "hich would give us some war-fighting. capability, 
are shown in the next table. 
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Capabilitv 

Defensive Protection for 11 U.S. Divisi~n Forces (DFs) 
and 5 Fo~ard Air Bases 

Offensive Capability fer the U.S. and Allied Sectors 
Total Costs 

January 15, 1969 

Additional 10-Year 
Cost a/ 

(In $ Millions) 

s 400 
l~r) 

$ 540 

~/ Provides individual protection for trc.o,..s and a 10-da~· offe-r.sive 
capability at 750 tons per day. 

We should procure the additional equipment te provice a dcterr~nt 
caPability for NATO's Center Re~ion, ~ivin~ rricrity tc imprcvenents i~ our 
defenses a~ainst lethal ch~icals. We recommend again~t prccurin~ a 
chemical capability tc. fight a prolon~ed ~ar. Any extensive use of lethal 
chemicals ~10uld probably lead to a nuclear ~o:ar. We \.''ill address our lethal 
chemi~.al needs for other ~:ATO re~ions 1o the comin~ year. 

B. Incanacitatin~ Chemicals (Including Rio~ Contrc.l Agents) 

~le might benefit from usin~ i.ocapac:itatinr. che~:~icals in situ­
ations where civilians are mingled with enemy troons and ~e do not have 
reasonable conventional alternatives. Fer such situations, ~e could 
benefit from improvements that ~ould increase the duration of the effects 

__ now available ~ith tear ~as. However, ~'e should net use incapacita!lts "hi~.h 
nake people irrllltional and unpredictabl_e. Nor should "'" use rrP.sently 
available chemical incaracitants in ordi.nary coMbot against any enemy 
forces because: (1) feasihle conventional alternatives arc al~:~ust all-'2''~ 
availahle, (2) we de nc.;t want to risk enetl)' retaliation >1itl- le-thal 
chemicals, and (3) "'e de. not 'Want to risi: lo"•ering the barriers tu chemical 
warfare. 

Fer the post-Vietnam llaseline Force, 'We should stucl:pile a 3'1-!lay 
sunply of tear gas fur one DF with air support and one !·larfne l:XT'editiunary 
Furce (t~F). This is enough for counterinsur~ency opPratiuns. In addition, 
we should stockpile enough tear gas for civil disturbances. We should 
net increase our stockpiles of any other incaracitants until further 
research and development is done on imProved agents. 

We recommend disa,,roving the JCS prorosal to buy a chemical in­
capacitoting capability for all land and air fc.rces at a 10-year ccst of 
$~~0 million (excluding costs for research, develur>ment, and operations in 
Vietnam). 

I 
··.: .. 

. ··. 
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c. p:-~:1~u.~ce:: a:::c:..:::.::.:;e :.~ :n!.~.:·.::-: c..: ... ~a:-£'~ yie~:. '\.:eap::-::!, :;-:-:;·.-:.~e~ ':y 
their "I:?../1·'22:·~ fo:-~e. Tr~is C.??f-:"'e::: aC.:~·~:2.fe is exaggera:e: i~ ~ne ·:e."=le 
belo-.: by the c:-~ssio::: of V.S. exte:-nal fo:-ces ;..·:-.ic!) c:":'set Sc-~-i~:. r:.jv~·.3?/.s.. 
I s~all disc~s~ tte rela~ic~ be~fteen e~e:-nal fo:-ces anC thea~e:- nuclec~ 

forces in ·the :;ex:. sec:.io:: c:- t:r-::s r-e::io:--a.~::u.::.. 

De.!ive:--ed b:-; la.."'l=. lo.C:fez-e ~yste::s 
to-e.i!" ruissile£. 
L~cludes Ato~~c D~~cli~ions. 

a."'ld naval ... .:,.. 
"---

·. 
' 

but excludin~ s~face-

The Joint C!liefs of Stai'~ be~ieve that the "increa!iing Co::mn.:...~ist 
capabilitie$ should serve as e co=-pelling reaso~ for initia~~n~ 
qualit.a:ive :iJ::::;roveme:1ts in ];_t_7Q' s tactical nuclea.:- posture a.Tl:: fo:­
co:lsicle:-ing C]_u.e_"'lti tati ve irnprovereent s ". 
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c: :::.::lea: C ---~· .. ,.::. 
c. .. -----

::~e Co::=::·..:...-::.s:..s, :1.o·_..,eve:r, baYe a le:rge :1-...:..::oe:r of r.:e:..i".l..~; range a.-;:. inte:-!:":e~ia:.e 

::-E-~ge ":.L~is-:.ic rr~ssiles, a..-;= also p~ssess la!"ge:- rr=.·oe:-s tLc:. t~~ 1-(e£":. c~ 

::-~ss:..le :a:.;..;";che:-s in tbe 12-BOCJ l~-: :-a..-:ge ca.:.ego::-ies. 

Thl!s: -"'··~.:t:": res pee:. to stra:.e~i: -... ~eE.?0!1S the cc=<~::Ja!"iso:'l ~a..-,gs c~ the 
·-.c:"'~- ... ;c- o~ ~>~e ......... -, fc~ces •o ·n~ -· .... c-•11!..,.. c:l"-i-·-- ... ;o~ (--;....:c;.. ;c: ..:..:sc,~-c:e:..:: --~c. ... _ ,;.; ..:. ....... __ .. ~ ... ... .. ___ ..... -c:. ..... ~;; .. - .. u.c:, .. _ -· "'•-.J. -~ -- .... _ '-4~ ... -·-

belo· .. :-). i·~i:::-, :respect to sho::-te:r :-a.."1ge "''eap~:1s, the supe:-io:-ity of t:'"Je \·l~s:. 
i~ a.:-:i.l.::..e:-:: :.~:.e C.elive:-e~ v7eap:;,~s is r:.atche:i ~ai.:~s:. Ccn"':·.:::.is:. st:.;·e:-i.::-i-:~-

~ :.ac:.:.ca:!. 7-'issiles. The Keste:-~ s~pe:-ic:-ity in b.o"'~tze:-s coclC. co:.:::: r.;ost 
!-;ee.\:{iy if -:~e use of -tactical :>uclea:- "'ea:pcns "''e~e rest~icte5. to e:t.::,a:?..:.ng 
-:.a:-ge-:.s ·":-:::.!:i:l a na:rOl·.~ zc:le a"::ot:::. t:'Je fo:"'"\o.""a!"~ eC.ge of the ·cattle a:eas (?:::3..t.), 
(E2:.~o~e;::: in::: .... ,c~C. be una·ole to t.a.V...e t!"Je lo~ge:!' yanged c·o::=\!:lis't. =.issiles 
·.::~:.e:- att.ac:::). I~ the ba:tle we:-e less ~estraine:5. e...""ld deepe:- t~~e:.s a::~acke~, 
t!:!: a.::.va."1:.a~: co'.ll6. s· ... "ing to t!:ie lcnger T2...""l!;e, higher yielC Co:::::·..:.::ist ::.iss i:!.es. 
·.·~= co:1~i6.e:- ·oelo·..:-, .;n the cc::pa:i.son cf a~t.e~native cc:1cepts fo-= :S~c?ea:: 
~~eater n~clea= fo:-ces; the ~crce s~~uc~ure ~?lications of o~ e>~e::.a~ic~s 
c::. :.:"Je 6eg:ree cf restrai::t l ;~ely 7..0 be o·::se:-veC.. 

. . : 

. . ·~· : .. 

.... 
·.•.-: 
· ... ·.·.· 

.. · . .- . '·' .. ·-. 

·. :.· 

· .... · 

' .. 
.:· . 

... 

.< . 

-_ .. ,.; 

P...!:.S'I.!..":.i.r:£ t:..."lre-fueleC. lo· .. · le:vel f:!.i&h:. in ene~~ :.e:-ri~o:-y a_,c. i.."'lcl·u.:..i:le; 
ocly the Soviet lig~t bombers a.~a. fig!1ter bo::.·:~ers es~ima~ed to have 
nu::lear ca~abili~y {E:-e'\o. .. e:-, :Seagle, Fi tte:-, a."'ld Fishbed). 
'nCiYiC.-...:.a2 rr..is.s:ile la"t:.T"Jche:-s or ho·,.;'itz.e:-s. E>:cludes P.D!·~ tea~. 
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Tne le:.::=..l e:ec. (·v.-it:-.:..::; ·~-::-:i:::t 5~- ~~c::-.:. o:- ex;:~seC pe:-s~:1.r.~el ·~"-·i2J. 
beco=e p:-o~~: casualties) c~~e~s a c:-~t~ ~~tic~~:o~ of ~~e ~a;~itude qf 
-·ne e""""e~-. c"" a·e:a;.:v~~-·ole c·ne-'c·' s•o .... i.·c: c- ·~c·· .... c:l·a·e· 1 I l·~~o .... .:: .... -..... ... ....... '"'- ... --..1. ....... e. ••. ~ =-- - _....... .. .... ..... .... _, .::!:;/ f::·J ......... e> 
delayed effec~s , .. a.TlC. do·w'"!1''o.;ir.d e~:fec:s. '!!"le let.::al a1"ee.. of d~live:-able 
~cxic chezicals is 7,000 s~~e ~~les fc:- the ~es~, a.Tld 14,00~ sq~e 
ui.les for the Cor;:.":l'..l."list.s. Co::iparisc:'l ~"ith the lethal a:ree.s ste.teC. above,. 
fo:- nuclea: "''ea:;:>::::s suggests that inc~l.!!ion c~ cber:.:: cal ·wee.po:1s may . : _-.. · :· 
c~~set the J.les~e::-n a::l.'\·antB.€e i.'l lo·,; yielC: ;.•ea:;::=:-.s ('celo·,; 60 1-:iloton~?~-:~·.f/;':< 

J:._'"l a-=.tem;;:. has beer. rr'Ce to e':ar:i.."le the i:1teractio:J o-!' c·,..C>-:.icai~:.;: .. :~: .. <:;:· .. 
";a: fare a.'"'lC. n:.::lea!" capa~::ilities .. :J,/ It p:-op::s es t~a:. we ~o~i6e ·. :)~~~~·~:.:.:.:. 
a::ec;~.:.ate defe~.sive cbe=:.ical ·wc..rfa1"'e capabil:::ies ·c"..!:. Yela:.ive2:: s=::a:l /.:· 
cffe~sive c!:!e=..:ica.l '"W:2..!"':'e..:re ca.?a":;ili-:ies. T.:-.i£ a?pea:s to co::s-::.t:~:.e 

t.he nos:. ::--easo:Ja~~le alloca:.ic::. o:' :-esc't!:'ces a-; :::is t:L"TJ;. ;::;-.:e·~re:;, f'l::"-:he:; 
a:1alysis cf ":.h: -interactio!1 of c~e::ical ~ .. ;c..=-:-a:e a..."lC. nuclea:- cc:.?a:::..lities is 
:-e~ui:-ed. Ac=~=-C~g~y, I~ reques-:ing tbe Joi~: Chiefs cf S~a~~ ~c i~=l~6e 
such a...T)alys is :i..!"! :.~eir co:1t ~ :Jt:..ing s:.l!=.y o! tactical nuclec: -,..-z=fe..:re. 

T:.11e co:::pa:-iso::! of opp:::>si."':.g theate::- !'luclee.: E-"lC. che:dca2. :'orces s~o-,:~ 

no decisive su::>e::-io=ity fo:- ei~he::- siC.e ~"1:. i:::.icates t.na:. be~!: si.:5.es bave . - . 
ve:;,' le:ge ·wea:;>o~s stocks. P-'1 ~""':.:'"est:=-a:..ne:. tbea:.e::- n·~clea:- -... -a: -i:1 !>;.!:"ope 
\o::r..:.lC the!"e~o::-e leave it C.evas:.a.teC.. ?':'o:c :.be Lu.::-o?ea.."1 ;:~:.:J-: c~ Yie-..: i~ 
-...-o:UC. be inC..is~i:-~g-dsba.'ble f::-c= gene::-a.l "--aT, .,""it~ pote:rtic..l =:c:-talities 
.,..~ .... -.; .... ,.. f-o:: ,."""·"' ....... ,A,... --t1i.:.c~ ~ec-le ~~.,.....&:.-.:.:-- u--n •'-c c.:.,.. ... u:-c:""'--.ce• o"" - "-~e:-~~ ... -~ ....... ...; ........ -'-''-' ~..:.....-- -~ .:::' .:' ...... _ ........ l-..!..o.~~ ~...... '"'~~- ..:.... ... ··- .. c..;.. ... .:. 

i::itiatio:; of the !'!'.Jclea:- excha."'lge. It is ir: "the conter: cf t!::.s t:-:ee.::. ·the:: 
t:"le role o~ "t.hea.te:- nuclear ·~'eapo!ls a::l·:. tbe p:-os:;>ects i'or :-es::rai~ed thea"t.e:­
n'U:lear -"'c: r:."..lS't: ·oe exa."r.i.T'le~. L~ :P"-r~::.c~a:- t'be no"tio:l c~ a nuclea:- · .. ·a.:-
.:, !'l '\.T.:.icb e.::tacks a:e li r:-..:. ted to ·z:" 1 ita:y ~a:rgeo:;.s a.."'ld ir~ -"'·~ich there. is nc 
a~ter-pt to inflict civil d~ua;e h~ll be cO~si~ered ~~d referred to. as 
"tactical n~clee.!" conf'lic":.". 

:;_! 

T:'1e Joi:r:. C!:.iefs cf Staff consite:- that this brief a..."lalysis does not 
adequately add.ress relevant rrj_!ita..-y co:1siC.e:-ations invclveC. :L"1 :.he e:iploy­
ment of t.acticc.l nuclec: / cbe=icc.l ca::>a"~ilit. ies, but no other a.."":.al~·sis i! 
prese:r:.l~· available. 
AC:Scm;-72 stU::~· by CJCS Special S7-·.:C.ie~ G::-oup, cated Ap::-il 20, 19:S5. 
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2. Co:1trol o:' Nuclear Weapons 

-
3-_,:'be Cost of the App~oved Tneate:- l~u::=lee= Capa"Dilities 

~ Tne Joint ~niefs of Staff.do not believe that the isolatio~ of nuclear 
a~t~ibutable costs should be req~i=ed L~ ewal~tio~ of equipment 
::-e=!tirements a.Tld they reco:mner.:. t!"lat analysis of s-trategy·, policy, e.!;ld 
~eapons not include such cos~~. 
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Tne Role of Thea't.e:- Nuclea:- Fo~ces ir: E~ope '.; .... 
. ~·.~. 

:\}"•' ~i·;· ·;._ 
1-~y reco::.:.:"':!e!'ldatio!'ls D::J theate:-· nuclea.!' forces are linY.eC.. to r.:,~.-.Vi-e·~~s·· .. , ... 

on the relation betwee.."'l nu~lea::- a.,:. nonnuclea.: ca":iabilitie.s in !.."J.l"O'De~ .. 
I have C.iscu~sed the p:-c.spect.s fc:- a ~Ejo:a no:l.""luclea: ciefe~se cf .E&·2:,e 
i:J ~t rne:::-:-~6"...:...-:; on }\..!.:.'!'~ force s::-u.:::.'l:.:"e. T:"'le esse:ntia! p~i:1t c:~O:::. ~~!:!e 
:-ele:~ic~ be:,·.,.•een t!Je ~·"'•c k.i:1C.s 0~ CG.?E."cili~y is tba~, si!lce the co::.-:::_~is:s 
posse~s larr;e s:a:e t:'1:a:.e::- nucle~ ca:pa::i~i"ties, a..'"'~" :.::::eate:- r..uclea..-· \."E.:' 

;..·ou.l:: be t"'~~-- si~e:.: o~ cn-:-n the ate:- r:'J.clea:- :'o:-ces ca.:~ nc: se:-·..,·e a~ c.:: 
acce:;:/':.atle s·..J~.£ti:.u:.e fc:- the a·Dili"ty ~o defe:1:. !::urope -,.;ith no~~uc.lec: 
forces a~ai~st a Sov·iet. no~uclea= attack. 

Tne=--e e.re, ho\o.Teve:-, va=-io-.:.s :--eas o:;s fo:- retain=..ng a theater n"..l:lee: 
o:;:;-:icn i:J ~ .. ~ope. There i~ by :1C ~:~:;.~ ag:-ee:nen-:. "' .. it..!::i...'; the I\..LaTO .J:...:lia:J:!e 
C!:i the va:io\!s pu=pcses c~ t!'":e:.r re2.ative i:::;>c:--:.a:::e. Tbe r!i:'fere::~ vie;-;s 
o:: this st.:.bject were re\ .. ::.e-... 'ed. in las~ yea:- 1 s !:!ertc:-a."":!dUI:"; o~ the Role of 
Kuclea!' Fo:!"'ces i.n 1\..!~TO st::ate~ .. , a_,::, ~be ~itue..:ion has not ch~"1ged 
sig!'lifica.:rtly . 

'I'o sur .. "!:e:ize last year's c.2scussio::,. the £OVe!"!'l.:'Tlents of 0'\:.:" maL"'l \ . 
:SU!"opean Allies (U.K., FRG a.Tl:. France) seerr. to believe that C.ete!':-e!'lc; ~~J~ · ·-,.,.,..,. 
·c~·· al'nost a.ll resort tc fc:-ce ·can be achieve~ by maintena.."':lce cf stocks of .'"'" 
nu:lear wea:;>ons ~~5 a ·cecla:-atc~ polic~ of immetiate use cf such.weapc~s 
in :-espo~s; to af;gressicn(i=ven the~~ the polit.ice.l leaders of the \-ie.s~ 
· ... -o-.D.C. alr:Jost ce:r-tairJ.y no't. a-.:.:.hcrize suc!:l respo:!se to tbe -lowe:- levels o~ 
--- .... ,...OC'C:J.'orl T·ne ........... :J.·-u,;c.c: c~ these r:::: ....... ro ........ '"I'"ID_ ..... c: on bo··n •bo--+e~ nuclc•~ ~e.!!::l ... _.....,... ·::..t a.;...., ...,. ""'-- .:. c'-'~ _..._ • ._ ___ ... _ ... ~,... '-·-c.. ... - -""-

force- st::-uct.ure and st:-a:.eg:y reflect. t.!:is po!:i'tion. This is also ref!ec:.e~ 
in 1~.TO' s c~:rent s-;.:rategic guiC.a..T)ce ]J, · ... ·hich plans to use n:1clea: ·wea~=·:lS 
very quickly in any but tbe :nos-: li=ite:5. of -i1ite.ry ~n~a.gements wit!".: t!'l; 
Soviet Union. Their er:pbasis O!'l ~i"'Li~ theo:-y of. clete:-rence also r.a.!:es the!:: 
skeptical about the- O:e!ira:dli"ty- of i=;:)::O\"in;: .A.l.lia..'1ce no:1:1uclee.:r 
capabilities E) a.Tl:: ¥d:th :-espect· to so~e o~ ~u:- P..llies (e.nC. SACE~ alsp) 
res~~s in pressure to increase tbea~e~ nu:lear capabili~ies. 

y }::: 1!:./2. 

E) Thei~ a-:.titu:le- is e2so rele.teC. t.o thei:- beliefs about tiie feasi't·ili":y 
of a majo:- nonnuclea~ option, as I have in::.ica.t~d in ~· I!:e::Jcran:.~ o:: 
IU.TO force structure. 



" 

7 ce~tai~~y accep~ t~e i=po~~ance o~ deterrrence, especially in 
:S·.::-c;;:, ·o-~:. 1 c~~""lo:. e.c~e:;:~ Cete.rre!lce based 0:1 nuclea!' t:r.:ea~s e.s e. 
sa:.is::·a::.~~y. s'l.f::!-::::t.:~e fo::- the e.tili":y tc ta.r.': action "''itb n~:1.-~uclea::­
:'c~:e.!. tJ.::- fo:-:":" . .:.~a":.-1: s-:.re.:e~ic a_;:_ ~hea'ter nucle:c: fo:-ces oa!:e i~ 
.,_ .. _ ... ·,~· , .... ,.:·~t:.·,-· -·- .. - .... .c. c:c,·.:.:.-o:: ··o·•"',:. ...;..:·n n~.co ".:-- .... J.·c~ la,.~c·~ a .~..:.e:--- .. · .._. ___ ... _.r ...... :::. ... ~..."'l.. ...... .... ........... -..!..-, '\.;_ .. _ - .. _:ne-..:.~.oc:.~.o .. ~, ..._ ..... 
=c.s!:i·ve a:~"tac}:, nucl-ea: or c:c:Jve~:.ic·:lc.l, a:. \tiest.ern Euro~. '91.!~ OU!" 

=·'::-li:~ a..r!: Cl.:.':;ar: expez-ie:1ce~ sho· ... · the.~ :major cc!"lf'ro:.:-:.a~ion~ '\o."ith the 
Sc.vi~t U:-~ic:1 ca_~ ha:;::;:>e:1 eve~ ·"'·:. :.!l::>:::. a S::.Yiet Cecisio!: to e!'lgage in 8-
:;·..:: a:.· ... aci:: c:-. 1-:e!.t.e:-:-J ~'..l!"ope; a.."JC t.hese c:-ises a.lso illust:-ate our neeC 
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~o be e."~le ~c t~:.e e.ctio::s s:-;~:--:. o: =--~".lc:ee: ·,.."E..:". 7c r...e.ve to choose 
be~~een the ext~~es of inac~io~ ~~ nu:lea= "~ in a c:-isis ~uld ~pose 
seve:-e s~:-ai~s o:: the ur:i:.y o:" ~!1E .!..llia.."'!ce. A:::."..!a.:!.. resor: t.c nu:lea: 
· .. ·eapo~s, eve:: if the or:..ginal in~e:-.: -.:e:-e to use the:rl .;!l a high~y , 
:-estra"ine:. · .. ·ay, '\o."OclC. ente.il ~ib::: :-is!:.s of escale.:.ion t.o a theater­
"'~de nuclea= ~ar; or· to gene~~ -~c: ~:.ich ~~~d Ces~roy much o~ ~hat 
ve ·~t to 9efend in Euro?e. 

! e..J.so believe tha:. CO:j~i:r.Jed e::?::a~~s C::l tbeater n·uclea:­
respo::se as a mainstay o~ lt!_TO' s d:~e::1se -~ll, in the lon:: rl!..~, 

st:::e:1~hen th~ te~5ency fo:- cur J.. "! :.; es t.o see}: in~e;>endent national. 
nuclear capa:o; 1 i ties.. J...J.tbough tbe :i==;eC.iate p:ractical decisio:ls 

. '.o: .. 

facing the P.J.li~~ce in the pas~ have co~~e~ne~ the choice of a;~c~~iate 
no~~uclee: actio~s, it ha~ eppe~e~ tna~ ~~luence in the affairs 
of ~bE P~i~,c~ v~s ~elatet ~c cperatio~~l co~t~ol over ~uclea= 
w..~eapo~s ·cece.::.lSE' o~ !'t~T~' $ s'trate,;ic concep-:.; 2-~C the che..ra.c"t.e:- o~ 

the Cis:ussion a~o~t it. 

There is no ~ue~~ion abo~~ the i=~~7~~ice of n~clear wee?O~s 
i.."l nrotec:.-1n;: t!:e se::ur~::v o:- E\:!'O?e. '!nei=" ir.po:--:.a."lce is 
::-~f~ecteC -i:n the la:-ge ir.crease -in ::".!clea:- ·~~~ape~~ C.isperseC. t.o 

.. 
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~::: e;.:-.. e:::. ~c ·l't·:-.ic~ :he a:;:ac· .. ·e:. :;.::.:~na: !'o:-ces ·, . .-ill se.:is!)· A·:E 
!"e~·..:.::e::-:~:::.s i!". t~e f'i.:'t~e, a.:;::. t: _::-..:.:.~e J..S?., require:r;e:r~.s fo:- 1·~.3!·~· s 
e..""l:. she:-:.~= ra:1ge n·:Jcl ec.: s:.riJ.:e :'c:-ces i."'! the light of that e..."'le.!ysis. 

! !1c.Y~ exa=.i."1eC. tbe co:::.:-:::outic:: cf ~:-og:-e...-:':'le:. U.S. e>:t.ernc.:. !~!":oes 
L.c -:::e a::ta::Y. c::.. .. "ti..~e-se:lsitive ta:-ge~s i...; 1972. T:;is is t:~e ea!'lies't. 
ta:.e at ·.,.·::ic:::. · ... 'e co·..:.lc! field st:."=~-=-~-=i~ =:..=::Jbers c~ !~?.3·~s -l:1 .AC!... T~~ 

:.a:~~e c~ :.!::e fo.!.low.."'i!'lg pe_;e s!:::::l· ... ·s 't!;e ex:pe:teC. nU!::'::>ers· of s·c··yivL"l~ re-ent.:-y 
ve:-.~cles t~at co\:.lC. 't·e assig::::e:: tc -:~e-se~sitive ~ilitc=y ta!"ge-:s 
-:.:-.:ec::.e:--.:..:-.g ~-.:.:r c:?e 2....11-i :.:"le U. £. , a.."'l:. ~:~e resul ti-""!g aa=l2..ge ex:oecta_""lcies •. 
As i:: JSO?- 70, .less ll!"ge:rt. !""..:.ili tz.::.· -ta:-se:.s e.!'e co·~·ere:5. b:~· ai:rc:::-aft o:-
ai: ~~ s~fa:e ~~ssiles. 
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'7n~ ca.lc·.:.la-:.:io:: sbo· .. ·s tha-c syste=.s p:-ese::r:.ly appr:>veC. fo:- OU!' stra-:.ee;ic 
:'o~ces or c'..!.:":--e:;-:ly ~ C.evelop::;e::-: ·"-t1l be a::'le ·to e.c1-;ieve ver-y l::~gh 

e:>=?-:c:.e:. C.a:n::.ge a.gair:.st e. tine-:.:.:-ge:lt. ta:fget list of tbe sort tba:. a:;:>peu-s 
lfr..ely :'c:: "Cbe 1970, .s. •n pa:-~i~i.!le:, t_he int.ro:.uction of multiple 
..; ..... ~~ ..... D ..... ..:c,...., ... ,, .. +o::o.,..-c..:.....,· .... ,c re-e,..,-....-.~ ..... el-·"'cles ('"T"\1) PosoJ.·a·o~ ~~d 'T''PS c·-• .._ • ._. .. ~_,;.,....l.,.. •• L-.. • "''--':::, .. ,.c:..___ .~ ........ , v •- .l" . .L.!,.....""\ ) ...,. ;.,~.) "'-.1. ~- ""-

f!"EC.:..J..:: i:1c:-ease the capa.:;.; J.:. ties of o·J: :cl$sile fo:-ces. T:;.is ce.se 
a~s::..":!es t~~:. v:e :-espo:::. a:'-ce:- a:: a::.~a·c!~ in ;.~';lie!: t!le USS3 :p:rogra.~ 60~ 
!.::::.:'s G.fa..:~s:. U.S. r:.:lita.:·y -:.2.:"'gets, i.."lclu::.:.ng ~o:re tha=.: 400 e..gai."':st o::r 
IC~-: fo:-ce. I:. .is q,ues-:io~a·o:.e: t.ha::. ·we "-'Ou.l::l re~:lire a !".i.g"h de.!!.age 
e:>:;>e-ct.a..-;)cy a;a~"":!st e::!e~· !1a:C. I(:3.: la1:.:1c!Je:-s af~e::- ;.~e :nave sustaine:. an 

"c./ -; £ 
C,?e:-a~ic:nal :·actc::-s (SoYie~ a:::. U.S.) ere f:-o::: JS0?-70. 
~he ta::-~et l~s: is f:-o= JSOF-70 fc:- 197~ ~~th ~~ adtitio~al fo~tee~ 
n:.:::. IC3:·:' s s~n;l:; tisperseC.. T:r;is increoe::t :-eflects recent revisio~s 
to t:-:e- e~~i.aa-:.ec Smriet H2:::l IC3!·: forces. 
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c.::~e.~}: i~·:olY:i=; the e>:pe::.:..itu:-e :,f :!l~s: C:" a:.: c:- 'the Z:.:.ssiles at the 
s'i tes. Tne possibili 'ty o~ :oo:--e fo:-~ic.a·~~e Sovie~ tru-ee::.s in the 1970's 
e..nd their i.l!iplice.tio!J.s fo:r O'..!r s~:-e.:.esic o~:e:nsive fo::-ces is discussed 
~ ~ memoran1um on S~ra~egic Offe~sive ~c Defensive Forces. 

It is e.rgueC that the 1-S~-~ .... ~ cc:::plica:.e the ene.:zy-' s ta:getbg :problen: 
and ~~11 be a~le to strike the te:gets t~eatenL~g Europe more ra?i~ly tban 
exte::-ne.l forces. Eo"Weve:r, the e>:te=nti forces alree.dy cc=.plicate the 
e~~r's preble~ sufficiently, anC t~e Pole:is and ~inute~ syste~s could 
p::-o·oe.~ly destroy :.he th='ee.t to E'u:'o;>e faster the.!l MRBt..is, co~side:-i.ng 

:-ea.!istically AC~' s col:!liOe.nd-cont:-cl p:-chle.:!ls ~"lC c~~ics.tion dele.ys. 
goreove:-, acc't:Iacy i=prcveoents i.:l o·~ external forces· eA1'ecteC.. in the ee.rly 
~70's·~ make them ~ucb mo::-e ~aptable to SACEUR's constraints policy. 

It is also e:g-J.eC that }53~s ~5.er SACEl.i3' s co~C: '\.-"ill give o~ 
D..:=opean P..llies greater confidepce ·tha..Tl they no-..· have in tbe creC.ibility 
of NP.TO's strategic dete~rent. Tne p~e-~ses underlying tbis cle.~ ~ppea: 
to be that some p~rtion of the stra~egic dete~ren~ must actually be o~ 
Eu::-opean soil in orde::- to be credible, and that ou:r P~ies •~11 believe 
that the Uni~ed States ~~~d be inc~~e~ to release theater nuclee= force~ 
mo::-e quietly th~ erte:rne.l stratet;ic ::u::lea:r fo::-ces if COJrus a.:la the Soviet 
heartlaD~ had not yet been attacked. ~ I reject both premises and I doubt 
that our Allies set sufficie~t store in the: to persue5e their governm~nts 



.. 
!he level o!" s~ee.::.· s:.a-..~ ;;e~:~:.::.:e Q.?.;.. :"'c::-:; s:-.o·.:.l:: ~e !:ep-:. i:: 

b::..la..""lce "-"i :.!'"; the :rest of the ~ .. ':.~ pcs:.·.::e. · If 'tbe lJSS?. e:::.acke:! AC~ 
f::"O"..l.'"1C. fo::-ces befo::--e t!Je~· C.eplcye:. ~:-o:: "t!;;:.,: casernes, t!:!e re::aL"li:lg 
ACE &=-o~~= fo::-ces -;.:oul:. ·oe capa·:.le or-2y of ·,.:eak a..:::i desultory oppos!. tion · 
to the e..:.YE-."1Ce of Co:i!t·J...~ist e;;:ao·.L,:. fc::-ces. ~--.:e~ if ACE QJJ.. .. forces ,.. 
succeece:. in destroying eve:-)' one of the""' -:a=-get.s (vi.!-tually e.ll o!" whic~ 
a!"e ai::-fi.elC.s) ·the rela-tively t:...""lsc~:.he:. Co:::::..!..""!ist grou.."'lC. e:::rles \:'Oul.C 
re~a~n ~:-ee to overr~~ Wester~ E~o?e. T.~~, ~"1~er conditions of s~prise 
at:.a::}: Co::-=.i.!:'" .. ist :prospect.s would ·oe l.i:.tle e..ffec:.ed by the ma.;=.itude of 
AC:S 1 s ~V. force.. On the o'the!' ha..";:., o:1ce AC"E gro:.:.l"l:. forces were ale!-te __ c: 
a,_..,;: deployed o·Jt of their barrac!:s i:l~c a less vcl.-'lera"::le p:::>!t~e /:.~Pe!-.;:,· · · 
p:-ospects for destroyin; ACE gro\!.."'1:: defenses ·C\, massive missile atte.C.k 

.. • • ..'f . .-· . 

"·ould be reduce.:: a..."":ld ener.y gro~=. fo:-ces a.-:.-:.er:pti...~e; to ove!":'U!"'. E1.:1'"6~e·. 
·"'~:.·;;J.C. hc.\'e to be.~. heavily o~ ai:' s·.::.:;;po:-t, -,.:!:icb cocl.C be le:gely d~st±-oyeC. 
·~y c. s..:i :.c..":le Q?.P. fo:-ce. I:: this ~ ~s:.a..""lce "the Q?...L. force Cc·..:J.::. cc;:..;.~·~·::;-..:te 
,·!::.;:iiy :.:. A:;.' s ·"'-arfi;b"ti:1g ca??::.i:!.ities. A:::co:-:..i:"lgly, ~ c:>ncl~C': ~ha:. 
!: .......... 0., ... · ... ~· ·.;~ eeee~.;..;J:, "l".c ~~o-··l""e ~ ....... ""e,..••J:.;.e f"\-=t.:. :fo-cc c:· ...... .; ..... - -~.,..~o"s -- .... ~-· - .... ~- -- ...... ~- .... ~-- • ~ ~· c:..... -:.-"" ~q,...... • ... - -··e:. .:---- -
c~ te~sio~ or co:1flict -.r!:ler.: AC:E g:-c·..:.~:. fo:;ces ·oecc:ne !:JO:-e s~~·i\·a"::.le 
-· ........ o,.-· ... ..::=- io ~en~ 't. ~h f' 1.,.;:· ........ c.· ; .r- .... r:;;t . .roo~ e 'n n"' .. i '"·- ~-- --?- ~ ......... ~,.. o ..... e J.e ...... , ~,.. ___ s_ze o ... ~ne 'lq, ........ J. • c _ ""':-r;'jc:...;. 

peace~ime is not nea:ly so c~ucial. 

Pen:ii."lg CO!!'<;:·le~io:l o:f tl:iei=' z-eYiew o:!' a Q}.A Pershing field test a.."lc 
weapo::s s:,•steres Eve.lu~:.tic:: Gro::p stu5y on Q:tA Pe:rsr..ing, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff consi~er it "Premature to reach conclusions on ~~ Pershi."lg. 
Eo~ever, \~th expected iQprove~ents Pershing appears_ to be so much be~t 
suite~ to the ~~ task tha.."l tactic:al aircraft that I c:onsider the cen'tra 
thrust o:!' ~ conclusions to be valid. ~ course, they CE..."l be revised 
as more information becomes available. 



c. Situe.tion Reporli.'"lg 

The p~ovision of info~~tio~ ~o decision make~s Curing a crisis, a 
ncr~u=lea= ~~, o= a 14~ited nuc~e~ co~flic~ is a critically· ~port~t 
=~~ction because o~ tbe risks of escala~ion i~~erent in ~ajo~ cc~fron~atio~$. 

lJ J..l-;.bough our target acqui~i"i::>:::l may net pi:lpoint enough targets fo:­
e~fective discrete fire, it Coes ~ot appe~ that future develo~ents in 
ai:'bcrne side-looi'.ing end movir:g- te:get- i.TJ.C.ice.tor re.de.r, signal 
i:1telligence and other mee..:1s :a~· :;;=oviC.e e. good assl.:l"e.nce of lr.no\."i:lg i~ 
the enel:jy attempts to C.is:p~:-se su::der:...ly. 
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2. Tne Tac~ical Nuclee: Eng~ement 

Under tbe preceding conce~, ACE would, of course, have sufficient 
firepower for a deQons~ration of its resolve to use nuclear weapons rather 
tba..l'l suffer defeat in e...~ ove~bell:n..lng nonnuclear e.tte.ck. Proponents of 
nuclea: demonstration, however, have stressed tactical use of nuclee: 
weapons, to avoid both the great civilian damage from high yield veapons, 
~~d the ~pression that we have initiated general ·~· Tbe force structure 
for the preceding concept includes no lo•• yield weapons. 

3. Tbe Short Tactical Nuclear Battle 

Tnis concept aims at the ability to fight a two-sided, but short "and 
licited nuclear •~, initiated by NATO as the result of an overwhelming 
Soviet nonnuclear attack, or a nuclear attack by the Soviets to defeat a 
successful NATO nonnuclea:r defense. Depending on the deployment of the 
ground forces on bo~h sides at the initiation of tactical nuclear war, and 
the int-ensity of the initial attacks, casualties at the end of the initial 
one to three day period may be high enougb to produce a stalen:ate, even if 
only low yield tactical nuclea: weapons-are ~played. Under such condition 

Y. ACECOI>-72, CJCS Special Study Group. 
y Such demonstration might be s:i.ld.la:- to the initial sta,;es of the nuclear 

conflict scenarios depicted in Jl.ney Project Id, which was published in 
July 1964. 
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e. ps:..!·se cis:~:. be e:::o:-ced "'·~ile :-ese:-:es ~~ve: up to the !":rc~:. to :resu=e 
• · ..... ~ · .... e.•• ·J.e "'·.,_,1,..· .... • ·o,.;"" s""se ... ·•t:.-- "'v ·cc. ,. ...... -·~· ;._,....,... a c:· ~- • ... ........ ... ...... , ......... _... ..... ~ ... - .... ..:... ... • .... "'"b .... ~-.......... -.:.perse:: p~s ... l.!:"e 
to ~~ir~ze casualties. Eve~ !€a~~st dispe:-se~ t:-oops o~ c~ nee: the front, 
the use o~ high yield ~eapo~s i: blanY.etL~g attacks might continue to 
p:-oduce high casualties. The p~ssibility o~ such use ~~:b t~~ atten~~t 
co.l.J..atere..l d~e..ge e.nd i.-T}Centives to fu:-the:r esce.J.ation, vould be a 
deste.":;iliz.ir...; · in.fluence ·in tactical nuclea: \laT. 

!f the co~cept ~o:rked as in:.ended, it voulC provide a capa~il!ty to 
force at least a pa\!se i~ e. nuc~ee: o:- no!'I_Juclear e.:.te.c}:, "'~t~out the hee.vy 
civili~j Ca~~[e c~e.~acteris~ic cf less res~ra~~ed nuclee: cc~~lict. F.o~eve~, 

de:'icie!lcies in te:get ac~:.:.isit:o:1 l!iC..V.e it C.iffic\!lt to rely c:J lo·.; yielt 
nuclea:- '\o;eapons. In hee.vy e.i: defense enviro~e::ts we "'"ill bc.ve po~:- te:ge-:. 
e.=quisition ability beyont line c~ sight f=o= the front '1-:ines.gj Co=me.nde:-s 
in te.c~ical nuclee: ~~ ~~11 the~e~o~e feel stro~gly impelleC to reso~t to 
te=~ai~ fire "'~th large yield ~eapons ~ place of tisc~ete, e.ioe~ fire ¥ith 
lo· .. : yield weapons. The lac}:. of good t.e:get ir..fo:--me:tion may also tend to 

_increase the level of violence o~ce tactical nucle~ ~~ has begun. Ne~ 

reco~""leissa_¥)ce syst~ may o:'~e:- ·i=~rov;ements in te..rget acquisition 
capa::-i2.:i ty, but tbey "'~ll heve to be· eV.e.l~te::! in terms c-:- their cost !!.!ld · 
e~fectivenes~ in bc~r. nuclee: ~~~·nc~uclea= envi~on=ents. 

L;.. T:-;e Te.ctice2 Nuclee: Ce.!:~paign 

This concept e.~s tc ?~ovide enou;~ tactical nuclear capability to 
fig;~:. ~o:- t, ... o or three \.'eeks, e.ssu=.ing that ACE g:round :forces su:::ceeC i=. 
tis?e~s~,g sufficie~~ly to holt their casualties to levels pe~~ttL~ the 
co~t~ct o~ a cohere~t ca=pai~ ~d that the cc~lict does no~ escalate to 
gene~a: ~~. P~ ~is=usseC in greate~ detai! in ~Lnex B, it is unce=tiin 
that these ~e valid essu=ptions. 

The time lil:"t ~or this concep:. is set by the e.v-e.ile:::>:..lit:y of supplies 
in !c~--a:-d Cisperse.l stocks, si.!::e the ene=:y cou.lC. t~ge"t ocr li..'"'les of 

T:-.::.s est'~ete is based upc:J ?.:-eject 23, e...."ld the TAC NUC-65 "'lU" ge.=~es 
:i!) 'l:bich about 200 and 260 •=heads 'lle::-e =ployed per corps. 
~~e TAC ~lJC-65 report stetes t~at only te~ to fi:ftee~ percent of· 
pc~ential targets ~e likely tc be detecteC in good visibility, and 
o~y e. third of these reco~i~ed e.s to type of ta::-get. _ 
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c~~~ica~io~ in ~he -co~-7~~icatio~ zone i~ i~ bec~e a~~~ent thet 
f\U"'t;,er opere.t.io~s -...~oulc' be c:-iticC...:ly depenCen~ ~ .. roo~ i~e;istics support 
~~~ o~~po~e~ rese:ves. Tnis ~e~a~ili~y co~stitutes ~~ incen~ive to 
escalation. r·o remedy it vould i.·wolve dis~rsi:1g rear stocks to 
n~erous small depo~s, ~~d providing appropriate and survivable 
comounice.~ions to control their distribution. This would imply me.jor 
iDcreases in personnel, equi~ent, real estate and construction in ACE, 

-that are not included under this concept. 

Under this concept ACE is to achieve a capability to fight nuclear 
~~ at the tactical level for two or three veeks, (perhaps longer if the 
enel:ly is deterred fro: striking A';"£ logistics depots). If ve :managed the 
tr~~sition to nuclear ·~ better than the enemy, this concept could enable 
ACE to defeat tne enemy •"i thout baYing· to escalate higher, but there are 

---several major uncertainties. 

It is not certain that ACE can eff"-ect e. suitable transition. Civilian 
casualties may also be large because of the movement of tbe battlelines 
during the ce.:::pe.ign_ and the incentives to strike deep targets co-located 
•"ith cities. If the enemy does attack logistics depots, as he may "ell do 
iD an engagement of this length, it is doubtful tbe.t t.be conflict can. 
remain limited to the tactical level • 

5. T'oe Extended Tactical Nuclear War 

.. 

Under this concept we would prepare for tactical nuclear ·~ that ~ight 
continue at varying degrees of intensity for as long as three or four month. 
vitb casualties in the first month a..tDounting to some 20 to 40 pe:::-cent of 
initi~ troop strength. 1/ To fight that long it would be necess~~ to 
provide extensive logistics facilities able to survive in a nuclear war . 
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A capability to conduct ·su=b en extended ~~ ~ould therefore require 
a major increase in tactical ·ca~b~itie~ ove" c~rent programs. (One 
stUJ:iy suggests a requirement fo" av.er 20,000 nuclee: Yaihee.d.s y.) 

. ', 

Tnis concept represents a much &reate" increase in cost t~ do the 
previous ones. It is subject to tbe same ~,certainties as the Tactical 
Jiu::lear C=paign concept, but mo::-e sc. In pa:ticular, conside"~ng the 
escalAtory pressures that se~ likely to bcild up over time, it appears 
highly questionable that nuclea::- ccnf"J.ic't could remain constrained at the 
tactical level for the period of" t~e assumed. 

6. Conclusion 

The table on the foll~~g page s~izes the cost of cu_~ent 
U.S. theater nuclear progre.I:ls in S"L.'Ppo"t of Central Europe and the 
costs of the five alte~tive postures. 

y As postulated in the A:::r:ry Project 0:-egon Trail report of :Februa.7 1965. 

.. 
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Tne greatest difference is betveen the conce'Ot for Extended We .. :>fJici:' 
the others. The cu:-rently e.pp:-ove5. F-"Dgrezo is e.j.,piaxim.e:t.ely 'the ·sa.:ri-~·:_·e.~ -the 
TacticE.J. Nuclee: CE.Jr.pe.ign co:Jcept in te=..s of the yeapons and del:!.veiy. · 
systP""c: p:-_ovided.. T'ne p::-i.TJc:ipe..l C..ifference betveen tbe.z: is t!le e.:.:.:. ·fic!l.EJ. 
expeu!iture fo~ ~proveC situation ~e?~~ting, ~~ich ic desitab:e·~~e~ 
e.ll concepts. 

I .e.:!: unconv-inced of ou:- ebili t.y tO make the tre.nsitioD f::-OJI: no~uclee: 
to tactical nuclee: ""-" '>.-ithout =duly prejuticbg our e.bility to hold i:l 
a non.nuclee.r defe!'lse. .A!lother p:-oble..o in ta.ctice.l nucleB.!' ;;ar is 't.!lat 
~s the bettle le~~~hens, the ince~tives to Cisreg~d coDstr~~nts c~ ~eapo~ 

yield.s, dept:r. of st:-ike e.=l:: pe~ssible collate~e.l C..e.z:age uill be 
stre~gthened by unsolved probl~ of ~a:get acquisition, moveoent of the 
fro.!lt, e.:1d the &ro"'-1 ng :i.J:upo:-te.nce of "te:gets iil the ca::::nnnicatio::ts zoDe. 
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3. we no;: have in approved prcg-:-=.s fo-: AC!:, a.ieque.te nuclee: .,eapons 
1!.!1::. ci.elivery systecs for the· co::Jce:;;-;s up to and including the tactical 
nuclear campaign, >ith the possible exceptio::J of high yield .,ee.pons to be 
=ployed !!.fain st. ground fo::-ce te.::-gets in gene::-e.l ;.-ar. I e.m asking the 
Chief of Staff, Pimy, to stU1y the need fo~ such ~eapo~s in conju.~ction 
~~th a broade~ study o~ the tr~~sitic~ f~o~ no~uclear ~ to nuclee: ~. 

4. · I reject the concept of the ~-ended 'I'actic-e.l Nu::lec: •iar as e. 
b~sis for fo~ce st~u~t~e pl~~~~g be~ause cf its tigb cost, C~bio~s 
!e~si~oility, e...."':d i:.s ve~y r .. :.g:-; p:--o.":;a::;~l!::.y c~ ter=..:..n.e.:.ing i!: gene:-e.: j.,"f:. 

5. 1 be2..ieve tha't c~rently e.;?="ove:i p:-og~e.=s &:.ve us a capability 
to i.::ople.!Den~ e:t least the Shor: T·e.c:ica.l Nuclee.= Battle Coocept. Desig::J.ing 
o~ fo~ces to meet this objective pe~ts us to con~inue to deter Soviet 
'l!.Se of te.ctice.l nuclear ":ee.por:s C..u=:.ng no:lnuclee: conflic~, to e:1ge.;e in 
e. c~o~s~~e.tive use of ta::.ica: nuc~ea: ~ee.p~~s, tc fig~~ a s~o~t tactical 
n~clea: enga;eC battle, ~~~ to perfo~ thee.te~ ~asks L~ sene~e.l ~~. 

6. ..A..l~ho:.:.g!-:1 _ e..pp:-ove, in :p:-in~i?le, the p:-oYisio:-: o~ finely grao.e~ 
o~'tions bet-.. :ee:n lo"· leve:l co:1flict a."'!=. 'l.!:l.!"es't.r.E.ined general \.-a!", Oi.U" 

~:6e~standin£ of tactical nuclea= ~~ is L~sufficient to dete~ne whe~her 
c:- not the Tactical Nuclea: Ca=pai~ Concept shoulQ be established e..s e. 
fo:ce stru=t~e objective. I ~~ve nc~ed that approved pro~~ app=ox~te 
~~-~ize ~~d co~p~sitio~ tbe ~s~imateq ~equi=eme~ts for this concept an~ 
rec~end that they be contL~ued bu't that n6 additional requirements be 
approved on the be.sis of e..cl'".ieYing a ce.;)e.bl:ity for the Tactical Nuclea:­
C~paign concept pen~ing resol~tion o1 t~e present unce:-tainties re~~~in£ 
its feasibility, i-:.s ciesire.bility, e.!ld it.s ;;eapon e..n5 s~~ort reqU:.:ei:)e::~s. 
Specifically I see nc basis fo::- inc~eas~~g the nuwbe" of nuclee.::- .,eapons ~ 
~ope beyon:. cu::-e:1tly E.?~roveQ leve!.s. l./ ::J . 
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i. Cl o: :.!':le E.:.• .. ernS:-"tives cc:::.:~:::---:~ .. -c~d be!le~it :"rc::: i=?~ove~ 

si~u~~ion repo~t~~~. ! ~ ask~~; the JCS to co~si~er the sug;estions 
;:-e~~:'l~ed ir. AC!:cc:;-72 e..~:l to j:>:-op~se sui•~.oe."~le i=.~:-ove.:nents in o ..... 
ce.?e.": ::..l.f~ ie s. / 

D. Tnee.te:- Nuclee: "r.'e.::fe:e .in ~he ·Fe: Eest 

·~":"::ile ...ie t:...'1de:-st2.!l.C. onl~ .. iJ:.Der:'e::tly the i.I:plice:tions of tactical . 
nuclee: conflic-t in Europe,. we ~.no·.- ~ess a·::>out sucb implications in the··:· · 
Far Ee.st. In p~t, this is because we have focused our ta.c'tice.l nuc.+eeJ·.";-.. ~· .. · 
studies to date p-'~•~ily on Euro!>: ·:.;;,~:f,·> .. --• . . ~-:. \i:;·~q.: 

Si:1ce too little is t""..no-...-:n e.bot:'t o~ nuclear req,'cirementS i.Jl the. ·.Fe:'. 
East to .~a~ concrete conclusio~s at t~~s time, the follo~~ng pe:ag:-i?SS 
e:e 6evo~et tc sketcbL~g p~obl~s 'the~ e:e alrea=y evident ~~ ~c :-aising 
ques~ions the.:. "-'e •:i.ll seek tC e..:'lswe:- i:l th: co::.!.ng months. 

~~e face t\:o essen~ie2.ly C..i.:'fe.:-e::r~. tb='ee."t.s in the FE.!" Ee.s-:: :'":le Soviet 
e.:1C. t:')e Ch:..nese Co::z:·;..!ni.s-:.. The n'.lclez: a.:-!!!ed USSR ground fo!"ces coulC. 
s:.rike st:-ong.ly in~o Koree. but he..rc.ly s..ny-.::'1ere else fo:- lack C·~ t:-a:~s?o:-t. 

Hm.;eve:-, tbe SoYiet I?..3"-~s ce....T). reac!:l o::-:. .e. good C..istance and 'thei: e.i=c~t..ft 

co:UC den.lov into China or North Vie"tna=.. The fol.lo·l\~ "te.'=·.le i~ust:-etes 

"'·~e::. ~o·j_e, be "t.!""Je o:;::?os"':lg usjuss~ nuclear cs.pa·::ili-:.ies in t:'1is regio::t by 
11;+38. Of co·..:=-se, bo":.h siCes c~ rei:::c:-ce these mee..ns ,.:it!: ~bei:" int.e:-­
co:rtine!lta.l Qeliver:,' fo:-ces. In fa.c-:, e. n1.:::be~ of t.cgets in -:.~is re£ion 
c:e ccve:-eci by "the s-:rategic J...i:- Co=an~. 

O??OSDi:; US/USS:\ liUCT...2P_": C.?.?.t.::TI.!7:ES :m T:-:t: 'Fl..:?. :EAST, }1;•30JJ 

USSR 



·i 

j 

! 
1 

:'1 
·" ··!:r 

.. ·. 
: ~·;':~ 

. , ... 

..... 
( 

-·-·· ~ 

Tne U.S. clee::y h~s ~he ~~e:o~:~~~=~ ~ ~ss-cesua:ty-~oCucin& 
~.ee-~s. I.n fact, the u.s. supe:-ic:-!::y is so ~eat as t.o :raise question.s· 
cc:Jce~nir..e; ~he't.he:- o"..J: ,_,-e:hea.d cie:p:oy·~e:)~S iD this area are excessive. 
Tnese que.stions beco;:,e stronger ;.·:~en c:::;si:i.eration is given to ho"' weak 
the Co=~"'lis~ e.ii and missile Oefe:1se; !.n the a:ea a:-e. The U.S. 
predo~~nance, together .... ~tb ~he strc~ cefense in South tore~, should 
strongly inhibit Soviet initie:":io:: of aggression in this exea.. 

Tne Chinese Co--~~ists Pose a. different sort of probl~. Ha.v~g 
recently e>..?loded t..,.o nuclear devic!<~, they may already heve ecr.ievecl a 
marginal nuclear ca:pa'bility. It is es:.b.e.:.ed that '\rd. thin the next two 
years thei~ capability co~d consist o~ at least ~1 f1J fission bo~bs 
deliverable by the t..,.o Badger a.~~ e dozen or soB' ,l bo=~ers on ~d. 
Ass'Z:_"'lg e...."'l e.ll o\lt e:'fo:-t "to e.cr..:eve e. le:ge stockpile, tbe Chinese 
Co=.~"'l.is~s cig;!"rt. poss:i"::;~y he.ve by 1970 e. fe· .. · i"r.l!l:.Z.e=.. veap~=s. }JJ.S.:ly o!' 
these ::ay ·oe Sl!!all eno"J.g:n to be Cel:.· .. ~e=-ed by their inventory o!' scrle 290 
:&eagle light bom·:>e:-s, by their ve:-sio:l o: the Soviet tbo::.sand .m.ile M?~El-! 

(,·:-;ic!:l =ay be :rea..iy fo:- C.eplo~e:r~. in 1967 o:- 1968) and by the:i: sbo:-t 
re..."ige (J.00-300 lllile) s:l:J~in~ le.~~c:"leC. t:issiles. J..J.tbc".lgh e. sr,.p":'"; t!le:.-r.o­
n'..lcle.e..:- ce.pe.b:...li-c.y :nay be e::hieve:. by 1970, the stocl:pile seems likely to 
be.ve o:lly fission '"Wee.pons (up to 20·:> ~) U."l'til 1970. E.e.sed u:.oon tbe sce...11": 
info~a~ic:: e.ve.ile.ble: t:11e follc· .. ~r:; -:e.~~le ~.' iustrates ... nat the Ch:LT}ese 
Cc=It-.:.:list nuclear pcs~t.::.:"e L:.e.Y look like iD 1965 e.nd. 1970 in t.e~ of 
del:ive:-y ce.?abilities :fo:- nuclee.:- ;.·ee.?C:lS of ty:oes that the C".oinese 
Cc::r·.l:!ists :cay develop by these lie.tes . 
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':he e.:.ve::~ o~ e Chinese Co-..:.::::.:· :;:: C::.e-·~ =e.;;c.":.ili ty ca:: hc.ve se:-iou.s 
:repe:-c'L!.ssions tr..:-oughoi.!t the re: !e.s-:.. U:1Qe:- nu::le~ ble.cl-..,eiJ., neigb":.o:-i:lg 
co=t:-ie·s =Y become core pro::Jc to acc=oC.a-:.e to Chinese C==ists ,;"isbes 
anc less likely to call 0::1 the U.S. ~o:- support. 

I.o the event tret e. =jor Chinese C=u.:'!ist e.;gression in Southeast -
Asia .inC.ice.tes tret the U.S. ll:.!ght have to ~ace a decision to use nuclear 
weapons, it is clear that the decision cou.lc be taken more delibe:-ately thaO 
a s'-Har decision against ":the Soviet Union in Europe. The terrain ·in';wy 
areas of the Far East Yould slo·,; .the pace. o~ a Chinese attack, partii:":;:iarly 
i::: the mo:::soon he.lf of the year, \chen the rain soaked road riet can cii:rry only 

.. e. thi:C. as many forces e.s \Chen d....--y. Du:-i:lg :the dry season U.S. and .Allied 
e~c~a~t can cover the road net, le:ge2y un~pe~ed by weather, redUcin; 
tra!':'ic s!:le:ply e.t that time toe. In fe.ct, ;d:ile recognizing tb~ de:Do::.stre.te~ 
ce.;:a·='ili ty of the Chinese c---l!:'list ~~r:y to !Dove Yi tbout depen=.eoce upon 
exist~~g ro~ nets, I co~side:- it questio~a~le ~hethe:- the e.pp:-oaches into 
So~thee.st J~ie. ~~uld pe~t the ChL~ese Co~~~st to intervene ~ssively 
enou,::;~ i:o Viet::l.e.!!l or Tna.ile.nd to over .. :heb our conv~ntioneJ. ca.pabili "";ies. 

J..:l. thoU&b cho!:e poiD.ts in the 1 "_.: teC. road Det in this regio:J '\t:oU:_ ..:e 
goo:. :r..1clea:- :.~gets, the:-e e.!"e not ma..""ly o!.he:- attractive nuclee: te:gets 
L~ t~~ ~e~. Conside~~ng the v~e~&bility of our relatively fe• e.~be.ses 
i."'! t.he ree;ior., '\t..•e cit;ht veil be c;iYing up our superiority in no!l...~uclee: ai:" 
po·.:er :.~ \Ce escale.teii the "-e.r by striking the air fields of an e!l~Y 10bo 
~a:. eve~ e. fe• nuclear Yee.pons, u_~ess we achieve virtually c~plete 
e~~ec!.iveness in our initial st~~kes. Furthe~o:-e, the forested ter~a~ ~ 
So-.:t~ee.st Asia e.!'ld the en~r propensi t.y fOr light. equip:ne:1t, C.ispe:-sion, 
ir~-~~t.~e.tion, c~ouflage ~~ ni&bt ~oveo~nt coul: reduce conside~ebly the 
advantages no=e.:!.ly expected in =ploy-:i..:lg :nuclee.:- \.leapons against gro=:. 
forces. 

Io the lo~g run, there is a danger t.het nucle~ develo~ents in the 
Fe: Le.s~ mey follow the pattern eX?eriencee L~ Europe about e. decade ee:lie:-. 
I==e:.ie.tely after the end of World ~a:- II the U.S. protected Eu:-op; ... ~tb · 
ato~c b~bs, much as it later sought to protect Asia ... ~tn its.~assive 
ret~ietion p~onouncement of 1954. ToOey there are proposals tha~ ~e ~~st 
:re~y on tactice.l nucleEU" vee.pon~ to be.:!lCJ.e the "massive Cbi.nese AIDy" ~ 
a ~~~e~ r~niscent of tha~ enYisaged ~hen the Soviets acquired a counte~­
vailing strategic nuclear capability E.!ld Ye deployed tactical nuclear · 
... ·eapO::!S to defend Europe eee.inst the "massive Soviet Ar.rzy". !l...any of 0'.::' 

p~obl~s in Europe toiay are a result of having oversold e. nuclear defe::!se. 
L~ order to gain e. better basis for decisio::!s concerning vbat nuclea:­
ce.pa~:.li:ties to provide in the Fe.r Ee.s~, I ~ asking the Joint Chiefs of 
s~aff to evaluate the relative costs e.!l:. effectiveness of various 
alte~~~tive theater nuclear fo~ce postures in ~be Fa: .Eest. 
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OuT stuiies have not p~o;~esse~ to the po~: of develop~g the 
deta~led, time phaseC, ~1d costed p~o~~ DeedeC to ~~et essential 
requ:TemeDts. ID its absence I shall express ~ current vie~s about 
speci~ic proposa+s. 

I. Nuclee.:r Delivery Syst=s .· 

2. Nuclear Stockpile~ 

. ' --

P..-·ry e!:fort to co::pute s-tockpile rectd:'Ule:r:.s for tactical nuclee.:"" 
·,,:c.= fare is beset by a Il~ber of unce~taini ties. Heve:rtheles~, as discus seC. 
e:oove, cu:-rent prog=z.=!::. i~ sup:?o:--t. of ~ope a.ppee.r to prov·ide suf'~icien: 
ve~pons to co~:uc~ ~s lo~~ a tec~ical nuclear ca=p~ign as seo-s feasible ~ 
the.t. region U.TJ6er c~ren~ ci='c~ste.nces. And subject to fcrther study 0::1 

1J Ce.pe:ole of fi=~n£ both nor~uclea:- a....,.: nuclee: \."B.:"he~s. · 
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. , "=-·-· T."li.!S, the si:;:.e of c·.::- s~o::k?~le C.oe£ 
ou:- tactice.l nuclee: c~pe . .'~ili~ies. 

not, at this time, 
appee..r to lir..it 

The availability of nuclea:- l:l!!.te:-!e.ls has increased to the point 
where it no lo~ger constit~~es the gove~ing constraint on the size of 
the theater nuclear stockpile. (A decision to undertake a substantial 

,' 

e.::lti- be..lJ.istic cissile pro,-r= could c!Ja~ge this.) Tne major constre.int 
no·.- appears to be the cost of delivery syste= e.nd of lJ!U'bee.i fa'bric10.t,iop;>. 
particul=ly the latte:-, since !:lost th~a:er nuclear delivery systems pive·· · · 
e.l!"e~v bee!l bought e..nd the costs of p:-ojected cbe..:~ges vhich should be)>:/.· 
attributed p:-ims.rily to nuclear delive:-y capabilities are relatively ik.eil. 
l!l this regc:C. the fab=icatio:J. cos~s o~ te.ctice.l nucleu W"a:hee.::.s · · ·.;. ·' 

.. 

;;:--evio::.sly scb~dule:: for p:-o=.uc~io:l Ct:=i::e; the ne>:t six yee:S ""ere e.s fo~o·~s~ 
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Tbe p.s. clee:2.y ·ne.s the :p:-eC.c=..i:::!...~ce Ll r.!!.ss-ca.su.e.lty-p~o:3u:!.=.g ~e~s. ·· 

In fa:t, t~e U.S. s~~e~ic:-ity is so great as to raise questio~s conce:-ning 
·.·:1e:be::- O'.::' '\o.'E:nee.:l O.e:;:>loy::.ents i..!l this aree. e.re excessive. Tnese 
ques:ions become stronge::- ~hen co~side::-e.tion is given to nov veak the 
Cc==~ist ai: and ~ssile defense~ the exea are. Tne.u.s. pre=c~~nence, 
to;;etje::- 'l:ithe 

. ' _. 
•-' -~ 
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Pe::-haps the !:.l:;st se:-iot!s deficiency of all ccncez-ns: the timE it- ~a.}:es: 

t:-ansr~:. ~::fo:-::-.a: io::. o!"l t.he ta:tical si t1;a::ic:J to de:is:.c::t r..c.?~e::-E·. 

:r::e::-e ha! bee:, inde~·.:a:;.; i~::-oveme:n-:. ove::- wc::-lC: ;:al" II ._,::_ };c::-ec.. It 
~a}:es ::an:.· !i::r·.::s ":.::; ~ra...;sr.:.:.:. ~he frc~:. lin.; s~a"t,.ls ba~}: to -:!"leate:- le\·-;2.. 
-:- ........ e··~,..........- e. c-~ ..... -:--=· ... ..: ... : c:e< l/ .... ;...,_ .... l.. e. ~c< •e• la•• f .. ,, ·,...; C" .:.r.ro - ... ___ .... .._ •• .:-'.J..-: ~J\,.._0 ... c.. ... \·..:.- __ ~.. .. ~c:.. .... n > .. e._ ... - -""" c....:..- ..... _ .. ~ .. -~o ... _.::.-
~'~- C" ••e --c"'!l' •'~- .• ~,o~ ·~-:~.·ve• ··-to 36 he.,~• af"e~ ~-~~ eve~-.............. .;.,. v .. J b• """""" ... __ ..,u;-:_..,.._ .. ! ,.__,.. ..,.. w~ ... ...c.... .... r.. _ r.. .. J.... • ... ~,. • 

. l:.:;::;:a:e~t!y toe nu:~ infc:wa:~ior: is being passe~," toe much time is 
::~~~~~~ i~ ~~oceEEi~; ~~ ea~h echelo~ cf co==~J~, a;JC the me~,s ~o 
e'=?e~: "t.e a.~=. c.:::..s~la::· t.~e es ser.:"t.ial i::fc~:~:tio~ ~e ina5eq:late. 0:1ce 

beer. de-:.e::-::dne:: a.JC 
C·f co=::-.!:.icatio!'ls. 

J·~.lcb bas ·oee:-.; sa!.C a·ocL:t the YU.l..'l'!ra.bility o:' o·u..:- ove!"seas cc:=-.:r..ica­
~~o:;s s~'ste:ns in a gerlera::.. n·o.1clea:- ;.:a:-. j..,':.'len these s:\'Ste:!!S c:e exa:-..1ne:: 
:::: t:'1e cont.e,:t of the mo!"e res~:-ained env'"ironme:rt of nor.~.rruclear ~C 
~a:~!cal nu~leez ~a~, the .sit~a~ion is sO~ew~~t less severe-thou;~ ~~cr. 
!"'!:-,ai:" .. ~ t.o ·oe Con~. I~ ca:1 ·oe e:>:pected ti:at vti t!:in ~: ... ~o -weeks of t!'le 
cU~Set of a non-~~c~ea= ~a= ~he inten.sive:attacks directed·against 
:--...:..::.. -:.a...ry ta!'"gets r:.i~"t, as a ·oy p::--oC.uct, ·g:-eatly reduce CO=:!'.l.'lica-:ior;s 
":;,e-::weer. OtU"" rlajor be.:..::;·:..H~.:-te:-s via the fixe:! r.:ili tary "::ropcsphe::-ic 
!Ca:.:.e!'" a::;:: J::i::-o· ... ·ave li!".:}:~ a.:.Jd the civil 'la.."'l:iline net·~ro'o:-J::s. T.I"Je sa~e 

:~£t~ be t~e in t~e event of es=alation to nuclea: conflict confine~ 
tc the engage5 battle zo~e. LJ the~e cases cc~~i=a~~o~s between hi~ 
:e-.~el c:or.:ma..Jds s':loci6 re=:a.in m=.:rg;i~aJ..l~· aOequa"te an::. then ir;p!'o-~'e sc~e-

· .. :::-.. a-:. a! cor::ecti v; :nea~'l!!'es 2..!"e insti t.u"teC e..."'lC ini ti e..l inten~i ty o~ ai!' 
c.::.-... ;.:!:s su·osiC.e~. If 1.:11e ene::;y rna5.e selective nuclea:- attacks aga~ns-=. 
"t!":~ cc::='.!.~ica"t.ior.s s~n:t.e=.s in Europe ... -:. tb the idea of destroying l\AT~ 1 s 
e:::..l:::y tc :.e~iCe t:pc!'l a."16 la"'..l.~~!-1 ~-..:ic!: Reaction P...le:-t (Q.~) forces, 
~ost ~igh level cc~~~catio~s ~ight co~apse. Eo-wever, &~CEUR 1 s air­
borne co~an~ post ~"15 ether back-up mo5es tha-t. a:-e bein; progr~~ed, 

• ,,. . .... . . .. t •. . ... . . . 
s~:h as sa~~--~te cc~~lca .... lo~s, a:e oesl;nec c .... ~-w~~.. sucn an a~~~~~ 
(t!':oug!"J they "'·oW.d J..ea·"e "L.:!" ;d th greatly redu~e:: cc:=:T.l!1ica::ions capa:i ":.y). 
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~:.~:-'lie:. =.ay b~ a~:.:~ to re:r.air. C.ispe:-se::. su:':"icie:rtly to st:.r·:ive e_~C. 
cc~"1:.e:- ene..~~· i~itia~io~. Ca:-eful ;>~epaz-atio~ e..."'ld tre.ining i_T) rapiC: 
C.ispe:-~al e.:. ~he· O:lse.a... of nu~lea!" coni'lict sbo~C also enhe_'lce su.r,·iv­
a·c;; :.-::~·. 11 P--: a::.::.i-::ionel app::-oa~:-. is -::be deployment of a highly 
SL;_~riva":·le capa:.ilit~r to ::--:~e.liate 2...'1C inflict major casualties o:: 
the ene~· g:-o~~c forces tr:ough the use of hign yielC nuclear wea?~r.s 
e..:.ploye: 0:1 e. te:-rab fire basis, i~ necessary. Such a ce.pa·~:.li ty has 
bec!"l C..iscussed i:J !.he sect io!':! o:: -:he Ge~e:-al v:c.: Incre::1e:1t, a~ove. 

A:co:-d.j_n;1y, I a::: ask~::f t~e J:.::::y c:::ief of S~a!:' tc s-::u:J-· ~!":e 
p:-o·~le:;. cf effecting a Yie:ole "t:--e.....""!s:::io:: fz-o:: nc:!..~t:clear co~:"li:-: :.o 
:l'..!~lea:; co::fli::. o:: t:':!~ ,;:-o~-;=. ·.-.·:i:.!ic·.:.~ ]::-ejt:C.icint OU!' no:"!:;u:lea:- 1-:fe:-.~e. 

':"::i~ -.. -:..12. ;ncl-.;.~e i:1ves~iga~io~ of ho•: the C.ist:-i.1'..:~io:J c!" ci;·:.:..:.a:.s i:-. 
't!'l~ ba~~le a:-ea s::;o-..:.lC. a:f:'ect the yie25.s er::ploye~ a.;:: cf the e!'f'ec:iver~~ss 
c!' hi;:~ yielt 'te!"!"ain fire i:l CO'..L"":!~e:-i:::g e::1e::;y :r..1clea: :P:-eer:.;·t.ic::; a.;a:..:-.st. 
c~ gro~~C fo~~es nasse6 fo:- no~~~cle~ conflict. T.~e effe:t c~ cc~=~=-e~~ 
e::plcyme:::-:. of ci1~=-.ical -""·a:-fare r."i2..l also be co~!i:ie:-eC. • 

.-

.. 
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It is quite a?~~e~t that h~~~ the p~cbl~s of nucle~ esctlation, 
de:ision ILC:.c::e:-E c·n ea~!: side l.."'ill be s't::-ongly ini"luenced b:y the quality. 
of thei~ ~a:hine~· fo:- si~~ation ~epo~~in~. If the decision make:! f~C 
that they are receiving infor::ia::.ic:::! late and in incomplete fo=r., they 
I:lE.Y feel co::Jpelle6. ~o !"ely on !:.u:J=~ o:- intuition. :Recognizing "the Ca..'"lge:­
cf "'·ai~ing too long- -:.o release :::1:lear .. ..,eapons, .they may possi"oly accede 
to the :'e~uest of a lo:~ cc~~;:e~ fo~ release in situa~ions ~hich, ;r 
fully k..."'lOi;.T., 'WO~C nc-: lo:2.!":"2.:)'t release--or ~hey :nay .release too laL.e. 
l:l the midst o~ ::~; .. :·::: C.isconnec"t.e:i reports of enen;.v nucle<U" strl.kes, 
•hey may ina5ve::-tently overe:;tirt.c:~e the eneut ol" 't.he s-trikes 2nd over­
:react. U!!ce:-tain eve:- the poin-: o:: la":.!...~cb ol· cert.cul.J le:ge ene.::ny s-:.rJ..k~s, 
'they :na~' 7:·~ scalcciat.e enecy intez:"tions a.."lc! initiate "responses that I::!.&ht 
lea::. us irretrievably ciown the :patb tc general nucle<U" We!". 
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On bc..la."lce, I fin:: 't~a:. cu:- ~:. o~.:.;c.:.ic:'j :-e;;-:.rting sy~ter: co~sti -:.u:.e.E 
a ~e:-icus weC.:V_'ies! in ou: c.."::ili t.~o ~o :;:-osec".!~e ta-:tical nu:lee: \:a:. 
U~le!! majcr proced~al ch~ges a:e ~aQe to filte~ available infc~c..~ion 
a.'":ld get t.:.te most ir::pc:-te_"'l~ ::c..:.a ~c ·:.e-::.sio~ ~akers "'i. th high p:r-ece:lence, 
the de:ision make.rs Ir.igb't fi::t= the=selves virtually devoid of tile critical 
infc=r~tio" needed for de:i~io~!. Accorcin;ly, priority ~~!t be given 
tc stu::ying this p:--oble:: a:1:: c:;pl~~:lg the resol.U"ces necessary to e.:!:.ieve 
p:-oper balance ~·i tb otber t.a:tica.:!. :n.:::J.e~ \:E..!'- fighting capat.ili ties. 7'0 
this end, I a~ reque~ting ~he Join:. C~iefs cf Staff to ~'":l5e~take a special 
study to deteri!'.ine ~·hat :_o:-oceC\:J"eS a."l::. fa:ilities a.!'e require:. t.o ~ee~ 
de:isio~ rueJ.:e!'.s at ;:1at levels .s~ff:cie:rtly i:-1o:-t:!ed of cruci~ eve:-.t~ sc 
t:"'lat :.hey a:-e as !'eaay as po~.:ible 'to ::a.::e a::y n1.:clea: deci~io=-~ \;:.:..::0 
~a~· ·o: :-eg::i:-e.:.. Tr..i.: \o."il~ i~:2.'..!de S?e:::.fic inq't::..:-y co:'l-:e:-::i:-J~ tb~ 

r.-..:.r:i:::"~ esse:rt.ial info:-:r.a~io!:! :-e:r.::.::-et. ·cy de::ision m:J:e:-s, to :.:1-=!~:l€: 

t!'Je f:-oL't. :Line si t1.1atior::, sta::.1.:..: o~ nu:~eu deli very forces, lo-:a..t:.ic:: 
ci' ene!!"~~ n"..lc-J.ea!' strikes, a..~~ cou..'"l~~~ of la·:l..TJ::h of ene~r tiEs!..le! o 
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:he -uc:c o:- nuclea: \."ea;>o~s · ... ~c·..:.l~ bave :.·ft~ rr.ajo::- effec:.s o:: the ba'tt.lefielC. 
re:!.a:.ive to co::ve~tio:lal -..,,eapo!"!s. ?i:-s:., it. ;.·:n:l~ increase greatly the casualty 
rc.::.es o:- engaged forces u.-2.~ss they c.-:s?erse t.o rr.·..lch thin..~er troop de:J.sities. 
Se:c~:., it ~-ou.lC provide for the first. -: i:.le O~:?o:-'t.1!..'1i ties to ir~lic":. su·~s~a=r~.fEU 

casualties 0:1 ·mobile en~~y forces "'ell ba:k :fro:r. the front, despite :be a."ltic"i­
pa:eC pa"..lcity of CP:-:.ailed ta:-get acqi.!isi~io:J beyo:1d a few k"1ozr:ete!"s fro:&. ·tlf~- · 
line of conta:t. StuC..ies su.::.:es~ t!1a: C::::i.,g 'the transition fro~ no:'!.."lUclea::< 
conflict to nuclea!" co::flict ... these 't"~o:c effects c:-eate vulnerabilities .th·af ... roay 
"n:oove deci£ive W"'-less snecial safe~uc::~s a:-e fou_11d to cou..."'Jter e:len:v a-:.t.e:z·t;ts ·to - - .... .. , ... ... 
··ke ~..;. ... ~ .... -~oe o~ t· .... c.- ljT"!"Iese ....... f-n,:..,..-._..,,l."J.·ec: ,.. ... ..:; -.t:o ........ s ... n-tcr · ... -ve ·oee~.·.;· .... .. ..,i::...! ._._~_w-~1...-e .. .;.J........ ···- ll;.,.__:. ........ ::...J __ ~ ... ~-- u:-r;;;..;.~ ""~·- ... J ..... G. .. 

. ~. 

To::- ill'l.!strative ::r=poses the e::.~a.ge:. battle nu~lea:- capa·~il:..o;i~s li.'itely to 
Co-.J'-!"'1 ..... ea··- o"·ne~ ·ov M..;..-o ..: .,.. .;..·..,.c Ce-_--:~e. 1 -.we~io.r,· c~ •. 7 ... •?-o_.,..,.e ::.,..e _,_;so. a.~ ba __ , o· •. •. l/ --~- '""··- ...... ..... ... J ••. :> ~... ......... -- o;;...;. ., =- --'""'- ;,.;_ - - -
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~- all cases the perce~t~es of caspei:ies in relatio~ to the duration c~ the 
g:a.";!e! s::ro~~.ly Si..:.g§:e$"t.S t!ia~ fo!"ces c: ~1-1-: s "type kill each o-:.ber o~f ve~r 

~·.:ic?...!.y. l.hless th~ "-"'a:'" terr:-.;na":.es as a result, the p:-ospect is t!lat the 
·::;c:.t::.lefiel:5. v:ill be left. iz~ possessio:: of the side that ca:. get reinfcrce::~e:r:s 
~he!"e "!'i:-s:. (T:.~is. is :.he situatio:: e:Jv·isaged in the Short Tactic2..l lhlclee: 
?.at-:.le e..lter:1a~ive.) 

::,e a;.~:-~p:-ia'te · .. ~y -:.o ret·.:.~-= -:.r.!-e level of cas-ualties 0:::1 tbe nu:lea!' 
·oa:::!e a~pea!"s to lie i:J tbi:'~"l:.:Jg ot:.~ t!::e de:1sity of trc~ps o:: the battle­
fiE:l:... T.."l:!.s ~·as atten:pted in Ga.~e I! o! the 'I·actical J'Juclea: 65 study by 
c.:.~p-=:-~in~ 5 ef.;ntint: 1~_70 C.ivisic:!s \.o a •'::1ucleax scez-eC.. '' pos-:'L:!'e, occ·u.pyi."lg 
a~o~~ t~o ~~d a half t~~es as mucb ~ea as conventional fO~atio~s, i.e., 
f::--c:-::.age of abo"..l""; 50 kilc:ne::.ers a.-.C C.e;r:.!':: cf e.bout 50 kilo~eterS. W-:r;en yiel~s 
cf t:;; to 35 kiloto:1s we!"e ewplcye:., t:'le e::;aged d.ivisi6:1S sustained losses o"!" 
abo:.:'t si>: percent pe:r day in tactical :=uclee: conflict and AC!: s'l.:i'fere:. abou~ 
20 p.erce:1t casual t:ies overall in c:. 23 C..c.:.r ca.~ptib-) that succeedeC i!: contain!..~~ 
t:'1e €nez:y alor .. ~ the 1·o:r-..:arC. defense li.~e i:l Centre.J.. Europe. {Tnis is the 
sit.u2.:.io:1 enYisageC. i!l the r:·actica:!. l~uclea: Ca=paign alternative.) Con.side:-ing 

Projec~ 23 by CJCS Special Stu~ies G"o~p, Ap~il 1953; Tactic~ r~cle~ 
65 by CJCS Special StuC.ies G~o·.;p, Jcly 1964; Project Oregon Trail by 
CD:, U.S. P.:!'r::;;·, F~·:>ruar~' l9f5. 
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........... .__ ~..~. ... ..,, ... \,oo """" -- ....... .::. .. - ...... c:..:.._ - ............. ·- ... ·•- ... ~. r- - ................ 
ther-e is a reqcire.:o:e:rt t!:la: ~:-oo:?s e:::;-a.ged i..~ ::lO::::"..lcle~ cc::'::;a-:. assl:."':le 
=-~~positio!ls c:' a.de::::.;a't.e "::-o::::: C..e:1~i~:,.·. Tr.-.:.s :.here is a. ne-eC. fc::- rr.a:!::'!:lly 
c.:.:"fe:-e:7i-: p::-s:~es :.....'"': no::..;uclee: a..~=. nuclea!" co:1:'lict. T'~~s. c:-ea::.-es. 
~~jo:- pr-o~le~ i~ ef~ecti~g tr~~si:icn frcrr. no~~uclea= co~~~ic~ to ~ucle~ 
co:1flict., p:--o·::::·lercs ~..·:::i::h C.iffer acco:-C.inE to w!:icb side i::i"tia~es the use 
c~ n~clear ~eep~n~. 

.-

On t~e ot~er n~,~, if ~he enemy ~itiate~ nucl~~ strikes aurin~ a 
n~:--"1·-l=:!.ea.:- ccnf'lic:.: ou.:- cc::~a~ e:!.e."!:e:r~.s :n.asseS :'oz- no:L~uclear defe!'!se 
cociC s~f'er the r .. ig!: levels o:: cast:.alties li.s:-r..ed above for con·vez::.io:-~a:!. 

deplo:v~e:1ts U.."lless they SllCceeC in Cispe!"sing be:fore bei.:"l~ struck. If 
the ene:::;y e.""::ploys rela":ive.2y la!'ge ~~ie1:! 1oJeapo:1s to bla."lket tbe general 
a:-eas c::~t:pie:i br o~ gryur..t: :forces, !e· .. : of our trocps '"'ycuJ.d be lef~ 'tC 

1'i~::~. 

~r-iz is the ~ub o~ the nuclea= tr~sition p~oble~ at the engaged 
battl~ level. U:lfor~t;.,'lately it proba:Oly ca.."l.."'lOt be solved by harde~i.."lg e.s 
i:: the strategic nuc.lea: "'·a:- case, nO!' b~' conceal..1nent e.s in the deep 
nuclea.:- strike case. Durin~ no:-... ,uclea:- co:U"llct the engageC. be:ttle 
fo:-ces are too exposed ~"1:3 too close "together to }-!-ide successf·~ly e-'lC. 
tb~y \:o·..!lt ru..., serio"..l~ risks if they E:p:::-ea.d out too t:"J.Ch. 
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DRAFT 

!!EHORAJ;D\r.': FOR TE.E PP.ESIDEKT 

St~JECT: Theater Nuclear Forces (V) 

8o-fOI-?61 
Afl)<-.r 

January 6, 1967 

~ continuing investigation of the role of theater nuclear forces 
has led me to the follo~ing cnjor conclusions: 

1. Nuclear weapons are not a substitute for nonnuclear .capatilities. 
The gro1o1th of Soviet nuclear forces has reachec the point 1o1here NATO must 
anticipate extreme damage in a large scale nuclear war. As a result we· 
can no longer be confident that a theater nuclear posture without strong 
conventional forces will continue to deter Soviet nonnuclear aggression. l/ 

2. Nuclear weapons are a necessary co~lement to nonnuclear forces. 
They contribute to the deterrence of Soviet attack ~ith tactical nuclear 
weapons; they ~ill per=dt us to responc in kind i£ such weapons are used; 
they can be used to support our forces if we fail to contain a large scale 
nonnuclear aggression; they contribute to deterrin~ or fighting general 
war. '!:_/ 

4. Deficiencies in our posture reinforce the incentive~ to escalate 
that are inherent in nuclear ~arfare. ~~jor improvements at acceptable 
costs can be made with regard to the vulnerability of our strike forces, 
situation reporting, doctrine for transition fro~ nonnuclear to tactical 
nuclear conflict, anc battlefield intelligence. 

-T.I The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) would give a some••hat larger role 
to theater nuclear forces in the deterrence of nonnuclear a~res­
sion. 

21 The JCS would adc that selective application of nuclear weapons 
could cause de-escalation or termination of conflict. 

11. Ascribing a larger role to theater nuclear forces in general war, 
the JCS would not focus their design primarily on limited nuclear 
conflict. 

IE10I ICASENO. 80 -'J>fbf, '1io7 I 
Document __ c. ______ of _______ Documents 

/

Excised Under th; Provisions of (Th I 
~~~e~(}m of Information Act) 5~SC55; 
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' Table I summarizes recommended theater nuclear forces. In particular, 
I recommend that we: 

7. Defer JCS recommended increases in fixed plant communications 
to nuclear weapons storage sites and units in Europe. Increase reliance 
on the existing, more_ survivable and less ex-pensive mobile communications 
facilities for control of nuclear weapons. Resultant savings in invest­
ment and operating costs are $32 million through FY 1972. 

2 
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I. ROLE OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES 

The USSR is now approaching parity vith the U.S. in theater nuclear 
weapons (see Annex A page 22i and it appears unlikely that either side 
can gain sufficient advantage to upset this parity. This development 
threatens higher damage in the event of nuclear var, compounds the dif­
ficulties of constraining conflict, and effectively rules out meaningful 
military victory. Nevertheless, theater nuclear forces have several 
important functions. 

Deterrence of Ag~ression. The Soviets might fear that tactical 
nuclear veapons vould bridge the gap between large scale nonnuclear war 
and general war, and this fear might help to deter them from oxtreme 
acts of aggression in Europe or to inhibit escalation by them ~n war. 
However since nuclear war would be catastrophic to both sides, Soviet 
leaders might doubt NATO's resolve to initiate the use of nuclear weapons 
against limited nonnuclear aggression or to resist such aggression at 
all if a nuclear response were the only NATO option available. 

The major role for theater nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks 
in Europe. A.Soviet decision maker considering the initiation of nuclear 
war in Europe would have to assume U.S. willingness to respond in kind. 

General War. Our theater nuclear forces also contribute to deterring· 
or fi~hting a general nuclear war and to denying the Soviets any prospect, 
however remote, of overrunning Europe in the course of a general war and 
capturing Western European productive capacity intact. The contribution 
of theater nuclear forces to deterring or fighting a general war is small 
however, relative to that of our strategic forces. The size and·charac­
teristics of our theater nuclear forces should not, therefore, be deter­
mined by the requirements of general var; their general war capabilities 
should rather be treated as a bonus. 

Tactical Nuclear Option. The principal question about limited nuclear 
war is whether it will escalate to general nuclear war. Once the "fire­
break" between nonnuclear and nuclear war is breached Vith the first nuclear 
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weapon, escalatory pressures will rise. Opposing commanders will have 
strong military incentives to strike opposing nuclear strike forces before 
they are launched, to attack land forces still concentrated for nonnuclear 
conflict, to compensate for target acquisition difficulties by directing 
lar~e yield weapons at likely targets, and to hit logistics concentrations 
in the rear, rapidly increasing damage to population and industry as the 
battle proceeds. 

The mounting damage as nuclear war grows·more violent provides the 
chief incentive for restraint in nuclear war. The fi~ures in the table 
below illustrate the increase in civil dama~e as nuclear war mounts in 
violence through various hypothetically restrained levels of conflict. 
The table excludes strategic attacks on targets that are collocated with 
cities, or attacks on urban targets themselves that could result in 
European fatalities of 200 million. 

CI\~LIAN CASUALTIES IN CONSTRAINED ~~CLEAR CONFLICT IN EUROPE 
(Avoiding Attacks on To~~s) 

5 
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There are a number of additional motives for restraint. Neither side 
can foresee a clear advantage from escalation to override the many uncer­
tainties in this untried kind of warfare. Nor could "military victory", 
if achieved, compensate for the casualties that even the initiator would 
sustain among troops and civilians alike in unlimited nuclear war. The 
initiator's armed forces, no less than his opponent's, could be destroyed­
possibly to the point where he would lose control cf even his own territory. 
Regardless of the initial objectives then, each side would want to avoid 
general ~ar. It is desirable, therefore, that we be able to recognize 
enem,· restraint if it occurs and be able to fight ~·ith restraint ourselves. 

In sum, it is impossible to predict "ith confidence thE course of a 
lin:itec nuclear war. The danger of escalation, once the "firebnak" 
between nonnuclear anC nuclear ~ar has been crossed, and the dama~e, 
if escalation occurs, caution against relying on our ability to limit 
nuclear war and against investing large resources in nuclear capabilities 
that are important only if the war does re::-.ain limitec. Our posture and 
doctrine should be designed, where possible ~ithout lar~e sacrifices in 
resources, to reduce incentives for enemy escalation anc to provide in­
ducements for him to observe restraint. 

Incomolete lntelli2ence. The Soviets' combat doctrine suggests that 
they neither expect nor plan on restraint in using nuclear weapons. The 
Soviets nevertheless maintain at considerable cost a force which is in­
herently strong in conventional as well as tactical nuclear capabilities. 
This suggests that whatever Soviet doctrine and strategy are, their forces 
still provide the~ with both nonnuclear and nuclear options that continue 
to complicate our planning, which is already taxed with broad uncertainties 
concernin~ the size and yields of Soviet tactical nuclear stockpiles. 

6 
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Inadeouate Situation Reoortin~ !-\ac:Oiner.·. Long tir.,e la~s - often 
many hours in curation - occur before decision makers at theater levels 
learn of the full combat situation at the front. Inaccuracies in re­
porting ener.:y nuclear strikes conpound the problero. As a result deci­
sion makers may 'Wait too lonp. in releasinf: nuclear weanons or make a 
hasty decision in favor of employin• nuclear "eanons in circumstances 
"hich would be more suitably handled "ithout them if the situation were 
better kno~om. l<e should be able to 'ir.:p:rove our reoortin~ macr.inery 
substantially. 

Vulnerable Nuclear Strike Forces. Our overseas nuclear strike 
forces consist mainly of tactical aircraft based on easily targeted 
airfields •·ithin range of Soviet IR/XRE~: forces ••hich are so numerous 
as to render additional dispersal of SAC!:VP. strike aircraft an insuf­
ficient remedy for their vulnerability. Prior to the Soviet IP./MREH 
force buildup, these aircraft played a major role in SlOP planning 
because of the timeliness of their strikes as com~ared to those of inter­
continential bombers. However, in vie" of their current vulnerability 
to IR/MRB~s these aircraft can no longer be depended upon for crucial 
SlOP tasks, l.le must no•· begin to rely more upon our gro••ing mobile 
Pershing missile forces which would be much less vulnerable after they 
deployed from their peacetime stations and be~an movin~ randomly among 
previously unoccupied sites in perinds of strategic warning. Their lower 
vulnerability should enhance the stability of the deterre.nt at the theater 
level in crisis. 

7 
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In sum, the unresolved difficulties noted above suggest that we 
cannot rely with high confidence on nuclear weapons to achieve the tra­
ditional military objectives: defense of friendly population, territory, 
and wealth, and preservation of friendly military forces, while destroy­
ing enemy forces to such an extent that we can enforce our political 
will - thoug:O those would, of course, remain our objectives· if nuclear war 
did occur. Nevertheless, as long as we retain our current level of theater· 
nuclear capability and continue to improve it at the level of effort 
currently programmed, we should be able to deny the enemy confidence 
in achieving such success against us. 

l/ The JCS consider that the necessary lo~istics are not too costly. 

8 
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Taking account of the reduced requirement for air delivered nuclear 
weapons, the Army study results are consistent with my conclusion last 
year that the. number of nuclear weapons already provided for Europe is 
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adequate. This was a:so the judt:=:-,ent of the ~;uclear Planning t.:'orking 
Group, NATO Special. Comr.jttee of Defense l'U.nisters at its .April, 1966 
r.>eeting: "T~:tical nuclear "e;;po"s av;;ilable to SACEUR and SACLANT 
under present conditions 2?pear to be sufflcient in quantity." 

AccorGingly, I see no cha:•g-e in circur::stances to w:arrant an in­
crease ir. the ::•.:wber of \..·e.a?::ms dispersed to Europe. ]:../ Modernization 
anci irr.prove~er.ts involving ~e~ alli~d delivery units can be accomplished 
by redistributior, 'dthin the total approved by NSA.'~ 334. Consldering 
our capability for ra;:.id ..,.:::.rlC-,·ide nuclear \o:eaoons redi!;tribution, the 
stockpile helG in CO~US sec.:ns appro?riate for most lH·ely contingencies. 

Should. it be. utcer;sary tc r .. t:.et overt Chinese conventional ag~ression 
"'·ith the use of r,ucleer \.:E:..S?or.~, our cs;->acity to do so is not in question, 
provided the Soviets do not inter·vene. The expected increases in Chinese 
nuclear cepatility over the next 10 ye~rs anc longer will not change this 
assessr.~ent. There ere, ho"'•ever, r.:ajor constraints on the t..ise of nuclear 
\o:eapons in P.sia c.s ~,,ell as in Europe which suggest that "We could not 
count en the. use c:f ~ucb .. ~c:apons exc-.ept pe>haps to deter or defend against 
very large scale agg:.ession. Chinese d~velopr:-1ent of nuclear \Jeapons 
"·ill, how.•ever, penr.it them to engage in nuclear blackmail. The relet 
if any, ;.:hie}-; our theater nuclear forCes can play in meeting this Chinese 
threat rc~ains to be defined. It is not clear that our current deploy­
ments are optir.JuiT. for either nLilitary or political requirements in Asia. 
We do not yet have adequate studles to reach sound judgments on the 
question of the proper size and co~position of our nuclear arsenal. 
'Until such studies are completed I do not believe that any increase in 
our Pacific theater based nuclear forces is warranted. 

IV. THEATER N-uCLEAR FORCE MIX 

Though our theater nuclear weapons appear sufficient in quantity, 
the Nuclear Planning Working Group, NATO Special Committee of Defense 
Ministers in April 1966 concluded that "the optimum mix of nuclear 
'l:eaponry tdght profitably be further studied". Studies to date have 
produced the follo,dng results. 

l/ The JCS consider that an increase in weapons for Europe must be 
examined in the corning year. 

10 
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Taking into account our external forces' contribution against tar­
gets in East Europe, 1 consider these forces sufficient for the entire 
QRA task. Accordingly, 1 see no need to increase FRG missiles, even if 
the FRG decides to follow U.S. example and increase launchers per battalion. 
The JCS have confirmed the need to place Pershing on QRA, but they are · 
studying further the force level required. 

Pershing could be modified to reach well into the USSR, but 1 con­
sider our external forces adequate for this purpose ·and intend to focus 
any improved Pershing capability against East European targets short of 
the USSR. 

1 believe that an appropriate peacetime QRA level can be provided 
by a portion of the Pershing force (perhaps 25 percent) and some QRA 
aircraft as necessary, pending completion of the Pershing build-ur·. 'W'hen 

12 
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ACE combat forces deploy upon receipt of strategic warning, the non-alert 
Pershings would also deploy, taking over any targets covered by aircraft 
in peacetime and bringing QRA forces to full alert. Concurrently, all 
aircraft can be withdrawn from QRA and made available for immediate use 
if necessary in nonnu~ear conflict to which they are much better suited. 
Although the aircraft would retain their nuclear capability, nuclear mis­
sions would become secondary: their primary orientation for purposes of 
system design, training and logistics would be no~nuclear warfare. The 
following table indicates the nuober of aircraft that might be involved 
in nuclear missions. 

13 
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Air Defense ~eapons. Until no~, nuclear air defense warheads have 
been justified on two grounds: high effectiveness against weapon carriers 
(carrier kill) and ability to destroy the nuclear elements of weapons 
aboard carriers (weapon kill) in order to prevent damage if the enemy 
fuzes them to detonate upon impact whether or not deliberately dropped 
("dead man fuzing''). Individual Nike Hercules varheads, for example, 
are expected to achieve the following carrier and weapon kill probabilities, 
taking account of overall system reliability and effectiveness: 

NIKE HERCULES SINGLE SHOT KILL PROBABILITY AGAD!ST 
AIRCRAn AND THEIR NUCLEAR ~EAPOKS 

Although nuclear warheads are more effective than nonnuclear ones, 
I believe that deployment of large ratios of nuclear to nonnuclear war­
heads per battery is not remunerative for, two reasons. First I do not 
accept the veapon kill criterion for tactical defense. It seems unlikely 
that the enemy would employ "dead man fuzing:". ~e do not arm our O...'Tl 

weapons this way because the advantages of doing so do not warrant the 
attendant increased risk of accidental explosion over friendly territory, 
or even on enemy populated areas in a limited nuclear conflict. 

14 



. '·' 

.. ;. · .. 

P.ecord of Decision Janue...ry 6, 1967 

Extended Range Lance. It. may prove desirable to· modify the Lance missile 
so as to deliver nuclear warheads to alr:lost t"ice the range of the heavier 
nonnuclear warheads. If this concept proves feasible, major economies can 

]) The Secretary of Army and JCS reco~end deferral of this decision 
pen <lin!! further study. liowever, I consider the decision to be 
justified on the basis of evidence availaL·le. If subsequent study 
indic:ltes th:lt a different level should be provioed, we will revise 
the program as necessary. 

15 
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be realized by substituting Lance for Sergeant, whose $30 million recur­
ring operating costs should offset the necessary additional RDT&E and pro­
curement costs of the Lance within three or four years after the system 
becomes operational. Because of the Lance launcher's high rate of fire 
(up to 6 rounds per hour versus Sergeant's one round per hour), Lance 
launchers could substitute for Sergeant launchers on less than a one­
for-one basis and ~aintain or even increase total capability. 

Despite their advantages, the use of ADMs would risk escalation by 
violating the demarcation between nuclear and nonnuclear weapons, and 
the seriousness of such an act would be reduced only slightly by the fact 
that AD~$ are not subject to aiming errors and would ·be detonated on 
friendly territory. Their use must therefore be subject to the same 
strict political control as other nuclear weapons. 

16 
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Since it seems most unlikely that all of these ta~~ets would have 
to be demolished in a war, I have not accepted the JCS ~ecornmendations 

that the ADX stockpile be increased. If warheads a~e released for use 
in the covering area, the conflict may be resolved before many deeper 
ta~gets are executed. ln the mo~e likely event that warheads a~e not 
released before much of the covering force has been d~iven in, many of 
the eove~ing force targets would not be destroyed - and pe~haps not 
many in the rea~ a~ea. Furthermore, conventional demolitions or nuclear 
artille~ might be acceptable alternatives in a number of eases even 
though less effective. I have asked the JCS to review SACEUR's ADX re­
quirements in the light of possible substitutes. 

17 
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The high costs of the nuclear-only Sergeant suggest the desirability 
of substituting an extended range Lance for Sergeant, if feasible. The 
data raise further important questions, for example: (1) Would the 
greater economy of Nike Hercules to Lance warrant increasing its surface­
to-surface role? (2) Considering that Lance warheads cost more than 
Honest John warheads, and 155 shells about twice as much as 8-inch shells, 
do the nonnuclear advantages of the newer Lance and 155~ warheads justify 
phasing Honest John and 8-inch battalions out of the inventory as is being 
considered in an Army optimw:l artillery mix study? I am asking the Chief 
of Staff, LS. Army to refine the cost base of Army systems and to study 
trade-offs within and between alternative mixes. 

V. CONTROL Ah"D USE OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES 

The military effectiveness and.political impact of theater nuclear 
weapons have required that special safeguards, communications and decision 
procedures be establiShed for these weapons. 

Communications. To permit rapid release, special U.S. communications 
have been installed to all weapons custodians, primarily through fixed 
plant installations that are highly vulnerable in high intensity nuclear 
conflict; a secondary system is provided by an Alternate Airborne Command 
Element (AACE) scheduled to become continuously airborne in 1967. In 
general, I am opposed to procurement of theater communications solely 
to cover unlimited nuclear contingencies, unless their costs are com­
mensurate with the small contribution that theater nuclear forces are 
likely to make in general war. Accordingly, I question the necessity 

19 
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of keeping the AACE continuously airborne and I am cancelling a scheduled 
$32 million improvement of the main tropospheric scatter stations linking 
ten ne~ custodial sites and installing low frequency equipment at 90 lo­
cations.]) 

Decision Procedures. Tne Nuclear Planning Working Group (NPWG) of 
the Special Co~ittee of NATO Defense Ministers is considering the problem 
of deciding "'hen use of nuclear weapons may be warranted. SACEUR's political 
guidance on this subject is now twelve years old and outdated since it does 
not envisage li~ited conflict ~ith the Soviets and since the initiation of 
the use of nuclear weapons may no longer be clearly in the interests of 
NATO. 

In NPWG discussions the FRG and Turkish ministers have suggested that 
in vi~· of the urgency of releasing nuclear weapons when required, circum­
stances might warrant predelegation of ADM release authority to field com­
manders. This is contrary to U.S. policy, but since it is of interest to 
our Allies, I believe that we should consider the problems of transmitting 
and processing requests for weapon release in crisis. I am therefore di­
recting the JCS to investigate the probable time delays in processing a 
request for selective ADM release in accordance with current procedures. 
As a related matter, I am also requesting the JCS to undertake a special 
study of procedures and facilities required to keep decision makers at all 
levels informed of crucial events on the battlefield so as to be adequately 
prepared for critical decisions. 

20 
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Decision time is further related to the degree of military and 
political understanding of nuclear options available. Our dual capable 
delivery systems and spread of yields provide a ~ide range of optiuns, 
ranging from the subkiloton ADMs, bombs, and accurate h~itzers to the 
larger air and missile delivered yields and ranges. In order to stream­
line procedures and render this capability most effective, various studies 
have proposed that several levels of response be planned; for·example: 
subkiloton ADMs only; subkiloton ADMs, Davy Crockett and 155mm; all bat­
tlefield weapons under 2 kilotons; targets only ~ithin range of battle­
field weapons; etc. This general approach appears to be worth further 
development. The JCS are studying it. 

It is pertinent to note that in the twelve years since political 
guidance was issued to SACEUR the Alliance has not achieved a workable 
mechanis~ for resolving divergent national views. Individual allied 
officers have been integrated into NATO nuclear planning at military 
levels, but to date there has been practically no national participation. 
A permanent arrangement should be made at the highest political-military 
level to study nuclear problems and assist in working toward an alliance 
consensus. The 1\'PWG reached similar conclusions at its meeting in London 
in April 1966. Such arrangements should permit continuation of fruitful 
information exchanges and provide a useful arena in which the U.S. can 
develop further its case on the role of nuclear forces in NATO strategy. 

21 
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Recore of Deci!ion Ja~u.ary 11, 1968 / 

DRAIT 

XE~OR.Al'DU~ FOR T:iE PRESIDE!\! 

Sl.'EJECT: Theater l\uclear Forces (U) 

.... 
~ coc:inuing revie~ of the role of theater nuclear &nd related 

c.he~:ical and biclo~!c:al fo~ces leaCs me to the follo\oine. conclusioils: 

1. Thea:e:- nuclear ""ea?o::s are not a su":-s-=:itute for co:-:ve:Jt.ic:1al ca-:-a­
bili:ies. The g~ov:h o! Soviet nuclear fc~ces has crea:ed stronE re~sons, 
par-ticularly in l'\J..JO, fo!" avoiC.!ng rhe cia::a~e i-:'l.':;erent :n nuclear •·ar 
e.xce-.::. vher. ou:- c~st vital inte:-ests a:e clearly threateneC:. i.:e s:.,oulC 
progrz:: force.s tc 1:1ee: all but the lar~es: conve.:-.ticnal attacks •·it:-. 
co::'t'e:-~.:io:1al l:lea:ls a...-..C ch~!cal a::ack.s "''ith so=~e che=!cal retaliation 
as well. Even a~a!nst the lar~est conve~:ionel attacks ~e s~ocl~ not 
aSS'..:le that theater nuclear ._,ea?ons ..,.oulC- be used initially. 

2. Nuclea~ \.lea.?ons .c.re a necessa:)' co7:":ole:nen: tc co:1ve:-:t1onal forces. 
They can be use~ to sun?ort our forces if we fail to contain large-scale 
co~ve~tional aggression .. They contribute to deterrin~ Soviet attacks ~ith 
tactical nu::.lea:- •ea?ons, anC they \.'i.ll ?Er-.it us to res?O:-Jd in ki.nd if 
such ~ea?ons are use~. 

3. \.Je buy the.ater nuclea:- forces -pr!.~.ar-!ly fo-: deterrence anC:, 
if deterrence s~oulC fail. to ~!ve us an o?tion short of stra:e~:c nuclear 
~ar. ~e nee~ to ic?tove our ca~abilities for fi~htin~ a contrclle~ a~~ 

li:ited theater nuclear ~ar. In particular, we nee~ to i~~rcve o~r cana­
bilities for the. selective use c! nuclear ~ea?ons ~urin~ the initi.al sta~es 
o! such 2. '-'at. 

F.QI 'CASE NO. __ 8_o-;:;._;])::cl F£l-=--'l-~-'9'-'6:;...7...__~ 

Document __ ~ _____ or _______ Documents 

!Excised Under the Provisions of (1'he I 
Freedom of Information Act) 5U<SC552 
(b) 'I 
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Revia~d January 11, 1968 

I. ROLE OF NUCLEAR, Cl!E!'iiCAl., A!\D BIOLOGICAl. WEAt>():>S IN THEATER COKF"dCT 

A. Role of Theater Nuclear Forces J~ Eur~ 

One r~ason we keen tactical nuclear weanons in Eurone is to deter 
a Soviet tactical nuclear attack. This recuires enou2h force to make the 
cost to the Soviets of launching such an attack greater than the gain. It 
also requires protectin~ our vea?ons and cor.trol systems to reduce Soviet 
incentives for a nuclear first strike. 

Tactical nuclear weapons also su~plement our conventional forces 
in deterring all-out Soviet conventional attacks. 

Our threat to use theater nuclear weapons is more believable if we 
can k~ep their use limited without having to go to all-out nuclear war. 
Limits or restraints could take various forms -- type and location of 
targets, number and yield of weapons, extent of battle area, and type of 
explosion. Such restraints, if observed, would greatly r~duce civilian 
casualties. For example, 1,000 nuclear weanons (airbursts only) a~ainst 

military tar~et& on a sin~le corps battlefront would cause about 300,000 
civilian casualties. In contrast, 9,000 weanons (air and groun~ bursts) 
in s regionwide attack limited to military targets, and svoicin2 cities, 
would cau&e about 20 million civilian casualties. I doubt, however, that 
such r~straints would be observed for long in the face of pr~ssures for 
~scalation. Nevertheless, the possibility of limitin2 casualties leads us 
to improve our capability for exercising restraint. 

Nuclear war cannot be k~pt limited without ~ood command and 
control, communications, and procedur~s for releasing w~anons and carryin~ 
out contingency plans. Our canabilities are inadequate now, although ve 

2 
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plan to improve them in ways discussed later. Even with auch capabilitie• 
there will be intense nressure to widen the conflict. The temptation voulc 
be high, for example, to attack the enemy's nuclear delivery aystems before 
they could be used or to destroy his massed ground forces before they could 
disperse. 

For purposes of deterrence, how well our force• can meet an initial 
tactical nuclear assault is more important than how long a campaign ve 
can conduct. Our hope is that if theater nuclear war occurs, it can be 
restrained. Our theater nuclear forces should permit us to force withdrawal 
of ~araa~ Pact ground and tactical air forces using theater nuclear ~eanons 
in a gradual, controlled manner. The level of force required to do this is 
described on page 7 as the "Ca::npaign" force alternative. Furthernore, we 
should plan for an initial conventional defense anc not necessaril~ for the 
early use of nucl~ar wea?ons. 

We cannot rely on theater nuclear forces for more than deterrent 
roles, although 'We prograJO enough forces for a theater nuclear camnai~;r .. 
ln particular, tactical nuclear forces are no substitute for conventinnal 
forces. This is true because our abilit·v tc keen a tactical nuclear "ar 
limited is doubtful: tactical nuclear operations can probablv not be 
sustained for long:: and Soviet tactical nuclear forces, as sho..n in the 
next table, are no" too strong to give us much prospect of achieving a 
meaningful military victory. 

4 
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Althou,h we usually think of nuclear wea~ons as the ultimate ~ean< 
of mass destruction, as the next table sho~s, biolo~ieal and, in some eases 
chemical munitions, are ehea~er and more dan~erous. More importantlv, the•e 
munitions can be produced by manv countries. They are therefore potentiallv 
even more dan~erous to us than nuclear weapons. The large number of potential 
users of these means -- particularly of biolo~ical ~arfare -- stron~ly 
motivates us to deter their use by anyone. 

5 
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1. O>emic:.alo 

Lethal c:.hemic:.als are weapons of mass destruc:.tion only a~ainst 
unprotected personnel. When trooea are protec:.ted, lethal c:.hemic:.ala are 
leas effec:.tive than c:.onventional ammunition. (However, trooes in protective 
clothing are also less effec:.tive.) Sinc:.e Soviet forc:.es are well-trained and 
equipped to defend against a c:.hemic:.al attac:.k, we gain little advanta2e bv 
buying a large c:.hemic:.al program in addition to our tactic:.al nuclear forces. 
lnstead, we need only enough to deter Soviet use and forc:.e the Soviets to 
take protective measures. More importantly, we need to improve our defense 
against c:.hemic:.al ~arfare with gas masks, protective suits, and proeer 
training. Even this limited program calls for better chemical defenses 
than most NATO countries have been willing to buy. We rely on our tactical 
nuclear forc:.es to deter massive c:.hemical attack, just as we do against a 
massive c:.onventional attack. Pendin~ completion of our study of chemicals 
needed for these purpnses, I am deferring a decision on JCS-recoamended 
additions to our chemical stockpile. 

Non-lethal chemicals are useful against insur~ents, particula~lv 
when enemy troops and civilians are mingled. ln such cases, the alternatives 
to non-lethal chemical attacks are ineffective conventional operations or 
hi~h casualties to civilians and our own troops, 

2. Biological W~~ 

We c:.annot substitute biological for strategic nuclear forces, so a 
biological warfare progrBI!l ia an additional cost. Since we keep a nuclear 
retaliatory c:.apability anyway, a lethal biologic:.al c:.apability is not needed. 

II. ADEQUACY OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES 

Since we keep c:.onventional forces with strong artillery and missile 
forces to support NATO strate~y. the theater nuclear capability is added 
at least c:.ost by providing nuclear weapons for these nonnuclear delivery 
systems, 

Most of our spendin~ on theater nuclear forces has been for nuclear 
weapons, and we have come to measure the adequacy of our theater nuclear 
forces in terms of the size and balance of our nuclear stockpile. While 
this is useful, it has led us to pay too little attention to c:.ontrol, 
communications, and operational plans in veighin~ the overall adequacy 
of our theater nuclear forces, 
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The size ·and desigr. of our theater nuclear forces should fit their 
licit~d role, W~ should not try to provide forces for a lon~ tactical 
nucl~ar war nor should we set aside special theater nuclear forces for 
a general war. Their contribution in general war is too small compar~d 
to that of our strategic forces to be considered anythin2 more than a 
bonus. The next s~ctions show that our present tactical nuclear stockpile 
ia mor~ than adequate. 

A. Theater Nuclear Forces in Eu~ 

a/ Includes tactical nuclear bo:cbs, artillery, and strike missiles. 

The Short Battle woulc give enough force to stalemate en~m~ 
front line divisions, but not enoug~ to cope ~ith his local reserve divisions. 
This level meeu ,most deterrent needs. It may be all that either side 
can control at this time. The stockpile required to suoport this level 
is much small~r than the Soviet tactical nuclear stockpile. 

The Extended War would give means to fight the Warsaw Pact's 
mobilized reserves. This is based on optimistic assumptions that we have 
time to use mobili:ed troops, that neither side ~scalates, and that both 
sides learn how to reduce the rate of loss of trooos and support means. 
This level is not worth buyin~. It costs $700 million more p~r year than 
the Campaign l~vel. Nuclear conflict of this scope is not likely to stay 
limited this long, and su.ch an extended nuclear conflict would not be 
tolerable to our Allies. 

7 
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2. SUPPOrt of Alli~ 

Appendix D shows all allied theater nuclear delivery system• 
that we now support and plan to suoport in the future. The systems are 
also included in the table on page 3. 

Support of NATO's l55mm howitzer and 
studied by ClNCEt~ and discussed vith our Allies. 
support for theBe systems, I vill review the Army 
regarding the best mix of nuclear weapons. 

3. Present Caoabili~ 

!.ANCE systems is no~· being 
Before approving nuclear 

studies no~ unde~av 

The nuclear stockpile authorized for dispersal to Eurooe is 
large enough to support the Csmpaip'l level. In my judg::>ent this is adequate. 
This was also the judgment of the NATO Nuclear PlanninR Group meetinh in 
April, 1967. The l'linisters "accepted that tactical nuolear weaoons availaole 
to SACEu~ and SAC~~T appear to be sufficient in quantity, but felt that both 
the mix of weaoons and the circumstances in whict they mi~ht be used requirec 
further detailed study." 

Moreover, other parts of our posture would fail before our 
stockpile was exhausted. Unless we succeed in reducin' the vulnerability o: 
our nuclear weapons in Europe and i~prove our understanding and means for 
conducting tactical nuclear war, we could not u<efully emplo'· more than the 
number of weapons needed for the Short Battle concept. 

\.'nile we are makin~ procress in developin~ means for safe~uarcina 
nuclear weapons and can release the~. quickly, we are not well-t~re":>areC. to 
make critical decisions on ho~· anc where thev ~·ill be u<ed. t'or can we 
respond rapidly to decisions to use them selec:ivelv. ~e do not have 
adequate plans for limited tactical nuclear war. ~e must give civilian 
and military authorities improved means for follo~in~ battle situations: 
better nuclear options to choose from: anc! more insight into h~ military, 
diplomatic, and intelli~ence factors affect nuclear war. 

8 
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2. Theater Nudear Op~ 

'I'he NATO Ministers of Defense ha've agreed to a new 1\ATO atrategy 
of flexible reapo~se. NATO conventional forces ahould be large enough to 
help deter a deliberate non-nuclear attack and be able to deal auccessfully 
v1th a conflict caused by miscalculation. They ahould also maintain the capa­
bility for carefully controlled escalation up to and through the use of 
theater nuclear weapons, 

We should have contingency plans ready and U.S. forces trainee 
to a much greater extent than they are now for the controlled use of theater 
nuclear weapons. Our current war plans provide either for releasing all 
tactical nuclear weapons or for selective release of a very fe~ weapons, 
but not for gradual and controlled release as the situation demands, The 
selective release fo~at that we have no~ recuires so much data and ataf! 
work to process, that we might act too late, or be faced with intense ~ressure 
for rdeasing large nUI:lbers of weapons to be usee at commanders' discretior .. 
We need more prior plannin£ in the forrn of a range of nuclear options linked 
to a situation-following syste~ like that discussed above, For each regie~ 
we should have options such as: (1) show-of-force demonstration: (2) response­
in-kind; (3) discrete fire on located ene~y maneuver units: (4) larger 
terrain fire on poorly locatec battlefield tarJ<ets; and (5) selective strikes 
on bridges, airfields, and other deep targets. 

C. Theater Nuclear Forces in Asia 

9 
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l. Capabilities vs. USSR 

The threat of an ,all-out .Soviet conventional attack in Asia 
ia small. In the unlikely event that they should launch auch an attack, 
our conventional forces and those of our Asian Allies could probably 
defeat them without using nuclear weapons. Should the Soviets initiate the 
use of theater nuclear weaporis in Asia, the risks to them would be extremely 
high. . . 

2. Capabilities vs. China 

China presents the main land threat in Asia, primarily in 
Korea and Southeast Asia. However, as shown in my Memoranduc or. General 
Purpose Forces, the Chineoe have a very limited ability to attack beyonc 
their borders. Moreover, the forces opposing the Chinese have radically 
improved as a result of our Military Assistance Progra:r.. South Korean 
land forces alone, for example, provide a better manpower ratio than was 
needed to atop the Chinese during the Korean war. Thus, we can probably 
atop a Chinese invasion without using nuclear forces. 

Although China is unlikely to have a battlefielc nuclear 
capability before five to ten years, the use of U.S. nuclear weapons agains: 
invading Chinese forces would be quite unattra:tive as a substitute for 
conventional defense. Not only would such use divide our Allies, 1t would 
carry a high risk of Soviet involvement and could lead to a U.S.-Soviet 
nuclear war. 

We and our Allies have enough conventional force in Southeast 
Asia to block a Chinese/North Vietnamese invasion and hold the key areas. 
If we did need nuclear weapons we would have time to fly them in .. Alterna-· 
tively, we could conduct nuclear strikes from our attack carriers in a 
few hours. Thus, we do not need to keep nuclear stocks in Southeast Asia. 

We do not need to keep tactical aircraft in the Pacific on nuclear 
alert for PACOX war plans or for the SlOP. The need for nuclear alert (called 
Quick Reaction Alert in Europe) has been defended on the grounds that it is 
needed to reach targets rapidly and to take off quickly for survival. Neither 
of these arguments applies in Aaia. The Chinese do not have an effective means 
for nuclear pre-emption against U.S. theater forces. And, as shown on the 
next page, the SlOP is designed so that Asian nuclear threat targets are 
covered by missiles. 

10 
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~I Time-sensitive, nuclear threat targets in China and the USSR 
East of 100' E, extracted fro~ the SlOP. 

Nevertheless, ve continue to hold tactical aircraft in the Pacific on 
nuclear alert. We should not, however, prograr.-. special resources for these 
aircraft to stand nuclear alert or to take part in the SlOP. Wnile borrbs 
bought for tactical nuclear war may be used against SlOP targets, they shoulc 
not be justified en this basis. 

D. Summarv of the Adeouac\' of Theater Nuclear Forces* 

The JCS TA.""'ERE study develope,d a set of scenarios for planning the 
tactical nuclear stockpile in 1970. !~"'ERE's scenarios assume the follo~ing: 
(1) we need nuclear weapons to defeat 129 Wars a~· Pact divisions in Europe, 
plus 94 Chinese and Asian Communist divisions in Korea and Southeast Asia, 
plus ten Russian divisions in Iran; (2) we can keep enough air bases to conduct 
effective nuclear air operations against Warsa~· Pact general purpose forces; 
(3) Chinese divisions will continue attacking after we hit therr. with nuclear 
weapons; and (4) tactical bombs should be stockpiled to hit Chinese milita~· 
and industrial targets in a limited nuclear war. The next table sh~·s my 
vie•· of the total number of weapons needed for these scenarios and compares 
them with the stockpile for 1970. 

* See Appendi~ A for FY 68 weapon dispersal authorization. 

11 
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THEATER NUCLEAR WEAPO~S FOR ILLVSTRATIV! SCE~ARlOS ~/ 
(T~~WERr Totals in Parentheses) 

1. T~~TRr r~serves separate stockpiles of tactical 
addition to PERSHINGS for general war ( ', and for 
Pact divisions in Europe anc the other limiter. contingencies. 
ass~e that one stockpile is adequate for either task. 

nuclear bom~s in 
attacking 

My ~stimates 

W~ would not fight all these contingencies at once except p~rhaps in 
general war, in which ease the theater conflict is of relatively little 
importance. As the table shows, our tactical nuclear stockpile is more 
than adequate. 12 
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II 1. HlX OF TI!EATER ~VCLEAR 'FORCES 

The next table sho~s those parts of our theater nuclear forces that 
have high annual costs. lt also sho~s the advanta~e for the nucleAr 
mission of dual purpose nuclear/conventional delivery systems. 

U.S. COSTS FOR THEATER Nl~CLEAR FORCES 
(S Millions Per Ye~r) 

~I See Appendix C. 
b/ Attributes total aircraft cos• to nuclear mission. 
£! See Appendix D. 

The high cost of the nuclear-onlv systems shr'J\,'5 whv we trv tr. use 
dual-capable systems instead. This has kept the avera£e cost ncr tactical 
~eapon, including nuclear attributable svste~ costs, to one-tenth the cost 
per ~eapon in our •trategic nuclear forces . 

. - - '~" ., . 
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Tactical aircraft tiec to the strike mission on Quick Resctio~ 
Alert (QRA) are not available for us£ in conventional war where their 
flexibility is of.most value: Also, aircraft-deliverec nuclear weapons 
are more vulnerable than missiles and their time to target is longer. 
This puts pressure on commanders to launch the aircraft early whether 
or not that is desirable for' other reasons. 

PERSHINr. missiles do not have these rlisadvantages. Carrier-based 
aircraft are less vulnerable than land-based aircraft, but the~· shoulc 
not be held on nuclea~ alert. Both systems are better than land-basec 
tactical aircraft fo~ the limited role of our theater nuclear forces. 

B. Strike ~issiles 

C. Tactical Missiles 

Development of LANCE missiles is now underway: if succe<sful, LA~CE 
could be operati<>nal by 1972. llith.them our LANC:E battlllions conld then 
take over the mission now performed by SEP.GEA."T. This woulc pern.it phasing 
out SERGEANT at a saving of S300 million over ten years. 

D. Nuclear Artillerv 

14 
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E. Atomic Demolitions Munitions (ADXs) 

Amis are nuclear che.rges desi~ned to delay an advancing army by 
placing obstacles in its path. The main ~robletr. with ADHs stems fro~ our 
uncertainty over when nuclear·weapons will be used. Sites where we expect 
to use ADHs are so important ·that we must also emplace conventional high 
explosive (HE) charges to hedge against nuclear weapons not being released. 
For a planned barrier syste~. the chambers into which HE is placec can be 
prepared during peacetime. Such pre-chamberin~ greatly increases the 
effectiveness of HE while reducing the time, effort, and material needed. 
Therefore, the incremental value of ADMs in a prenlanned barrier is very 
questionable. 

The main role of AD~!s should come after nuclear weapons have alreacy 
been used and the main battle line has shifted. Then we would wish tc 
place obstacles where we have not had time to prepare for HE charges. In 
such cases AD~s are much more effective than HE. 

F. !hester Air Defense 

15 
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APPENDIX B 

THEATER NUCLEAR llEAl'O~S FOF; ILLUSTRATIVE SCD:ARlOS, 1970 
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APPENDIX C 

AVERAGE Al\I'UAL FY 6 !\- 77 THEATER !WCLEAR FORCE COSTS !_/ 
(S Millions Per Year) 
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J.tvind Jcnuuy 15, 1968 

Sli!J'ECT: Strate.gic Offensive and Defe:oaive Forces (U) 

I have reviewed our Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces for 
Ff 69-73. The tables on pages 3 and 4 summarize our force goals. For 
FY 69 budget, I recommend that we: 

.. _. 

1. Maintain a force of 1,000 Minuteman ftdssiles. Plan on a 
Minuteman II force of 500 ftdssiles in FY 69, but replace t'inuteman ls 

.. , ... ·. 

. \ 

and lis used in follow-on-tests (FOTs) with Minuteman ~~Is{ . . 1 leading 
to a force of Minuteman Ills by.end-FY 73. nelay the Initial Operational 
Capability· (IOC) of Minuteman III from Decel!lber, 1969 to July, 1970. · 

Develop an option to deploy.Minuteman III in very hard silos or supplement 
the present Minuteman deployment at a cost of $40 million in FY 69 and a 
total cost of $212 ftdllion in FY 69-73. Continue the previously approved 
programs for buying for t'.inuteman missiles, 
and for Minuteman Ill. 

With all the above changes, the Minuteman force vill c~st $147 
million leas in FY 69-73 than the previously progra~d Minuteman force. 

·2. 
•hsiles 
reducing 

Maintain the JCS-recommended Titan force structure by buying f~ur 
in FY 69 for $12.6 million and five in FY 70 for $13.6 million and 
the FOT rate to four per year. 

3. Continue develop~nt of 
at a total FY 69 investment cost 

Poseidon, and procure missiles in FY 69 
of $329 million. Plan on an lOC of Novcnber, 

(the same as Polaris 1970, based on a 
re-order lead time). 
for a total FY 69-73 

Build up to a force of 384 on-line Poseidon by FY 75, 
investment cost of $4,998 million. Develop a 

and plan on 
a force of 31 Poseidon submarines carrying an average of per 
deployed ftdssile. Procure MK-3s in FY 69, in FY 70, and a tntal of 

. in FY 69-73. Against expected threat~, this Poseidon force will have 
the same effectiveness as the previously progra~d force with 
per ftdssile, but will coat $84 million less in FY 69 and $394 million less 
in FY 69-73. 

4. Defer indefinitely the JCS recommendation to deploy 
at a cost of $2nO million in FY 69 and a 

total cost of $220 million in FY 69-73. 

l 
ro I !CAS~ NO. _...,cf""-r."-: -;_;I:L.!i)r.'J_;:~~~-: ~c~, ((:..· 27:__1 
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· 5. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to start Contract Definition of 
an Advanced !CB}! at a cost of $79 million in rr 6~. ln~tead, continue 
Advanced Development at a cost of $10 million in FY 69. Development, 
deployoent, and operation of the JCS-reco~nded force of 350 Advanced 
ICBPs would cost from $7 to $10 billion in FY 69-75, depending on the 
basing. 

6. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to ?rocure a prototype 
Ballistic !lissile Shi:> for $120 million 1n YY 69. Ten-year costs of 
ten Ballistic Missile Ships would be about $l.E billion. 

7. Approve the Air Force r~co~ndation not to reduce the current 
base program for the bomber force. 

Additional SRN's for B-52& would cost 
$68 million in FY 69 and a total of $251 ~~llion in FY 69-73. }~ a special 
force. for suppressing anti-bomber defense~, nodify · ur. ll-52s to carry 
some of the previously approved SRA!'.s at a l"Y 69 cost of $54 million and 11 

total cost of $56 million in FY 69-73. 

8 •. Disapprove the JCS recol!tt:\endation fnT Contract Definition and 
full-scale development of the Advanced ~~ec! Strate!1,iC AircT~ft (AYSA) 
in FY 69. Development,· deployocnt, and five-year operating co~ts for 
150 JJ'SA would be $7.3 billion. ApJ>TOVP. instead fuTther development of 
aircraft technology, as well a~ a prnp,ran to dP.velor bomber penetration 
aids. 

9. Approve procure~nt of Sentinel, a Olinese-oriented ar<'.a J.n:· sysi:er.: 
which also provides an option for the defense or l:inuteman. The total 
Sentinel system investment cost will be $4.9 billion in rY 69-73. 

10. 

11. Disapprove the JCS rec~endation to deploy a Nike-X defense of , 
U.S. cities against attacl: by the USSR. (Not a FY 69 issue; the JCS consider 
the FY 69 budget for Sentinel an adequate first step toward the defense they 
recommend.) 

12. Disapprove the JCS recottmendation to produce and deploy twelve 
UE F-12 interceptors for continental air defense at a FY 69-73 cost of 
$800 million, Approve instead the Air Force recommeneed plan for a modernizeo 
continental air defense force that includes: (a) development and deployment 
of 198 improved F-l06X aircraft: (b) if the Overland ~adar Technology program 
is successful, engineering development of the Airborne Warning and Control 
System (AWACS) on a schedule that permits a system demonstration before 
aubstantial production funds must be committed; (c) develop!Dent of the 
Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radar, addressing production release in Septemb<'.r, l97t 

2 



-

...... 

--

.....,.,.., btlll•dM4 loc.llM 
la ..... ..., (.ul) 

1-41/llr-f..J 
a-nc~• tJ 
1-UG-4 ,_,, 
n-uu 

'IHal ........ (.u.l) 

Ur·L•,.dr.•• lltlull .. (UI) 
»>UUO DOG .t. •• I 
JMrt-._a• uua. IU.e•ll• (lu.M} 

htal .UrU•ca.4 IU.eeiLM (Ill) 

Wlhltc IU••U• a.-dlo•n 
Ml .. u. La.•dl•n 0.•1.1 .. 'tl ...... 

1'1'UJII 
.UilllflN.If 
MlMUTVWI 
tiHIUfiKAI 

("•' .... l•ct 

''"' '"' 
ttO "1 
4U UJ 
ltl JU .. .. 

l4U lHi' 

" II 

" 
rou.au u .. 

-m ro:!!::'.a ltl••l~ a.. .. doen 0.-U... --;i" 

•• ._,_....&b•fuau .. la kl"U..e w.,._. O.•LU. ,_ ... , 

laM W.doen l• .... nhul•/.U4L 
1~ ~ellen I• '-"nl•/ 
O..n.-1/llrr.M.._,. 

YlM-&1 klU.th llUalle ~eN 

Oclt.•r feu•• CW) 
QW.lL ( ... ) 
IC-tl/I:G-IU 
U-41/IIC-olU 
11-Jl 
r&e.a (r-t Ml.ck c-.-.1 .... 
c-tnL s,.t-)(HJIIC•U)) 

UC\.1.1.11 (I&) 
'l.t.CMO (C-1)1)) 
Oc ... r 'facU$&1 ... ,.n l.ll'cran 

l&llhUc lltt.Mila ~-• (II .. ) 
0.-LIM 
... c--.. ·.-J-~1-...... 

1M&l ,_10. JJ .. _. .. , ... _ 
1 ··- "'-'•u-&• " 

.Uert f•r• ........ ... ,.,_ 
1 ·~ ...... ..luo&. j/ 

" 

... 
uoo .. 

II .. 
• I 

... 
un .. 

•• 
" .. 
• 
' 

... ... ... .. 

... 
...... 

"' " ... 
1" 

TtT 

... 

"' "' " .. 
" .. 
• 
' 

... ... ... .. 
ifiT 

, .. 
...... 

ll1 
101 ... 

.... 

"' ... 
" .. 
' 
" .. 
' 

'" ... 
"' .. 
... .... 
.. ... 

UM 

_u 
uu 

"' ... .. 
• 
" 
" .. 
• 

»0 no ut 
Ul Ill Ul .. .. .. 

Jii ,,, "" 

u ~' ,, 
100 UJ no 

10 lOCI )t4 

4U )U SJI 

uri UTI 'ffii 

nu un uu .. ,. 
J!t J!.\ ...!!!. 
UU ULO lU.G 

... ... .. .. .. 
" 
II .. 

... ... 
u .. .. 
• 
" 
ll 

• 

"' "' 11 .. 
" 
• Ul 

" I 

... ... 
u 

u6 

... 
-...-

.. ... ... 

"" • 

... 
'" 11 
II 

" 
11 

111 

" I 

... ... 
II 

sH 
... 

J.l9. ... 
.. ... ... 
10 ... 

i'iii 

Ur.t .. 
... 
"' 11 .. 
" 
" U1 

" u 

.. ... 
J!l 

"' ... 
...!~ 

110 

.. 
Ill ... 
110 

"' till 
uu .. 
J!l 
U\0 

... 
"' u .. 
" 
ll 

" .. 
" 

•in 

"' 
..ill ,,. 
.. . 

Jll ... 
.. 

1U ... ... ... 
J!l 
1Ut 

.... .. 
J!l .... 
... 
"' ll .. 
" 
" " 
" .. 

•m I nu I •m I ltlf 

... 
J11 ,,. 
... 

Jll ... 
.. 
II ... ... 
"' Jl! un 

Ull 

II 

..m 
lJlO 

... 
"' 11 .. 
" 
" " 
n 
10 

... 
... 
-ill 

.. ... ... ... 
Illi 
, ... 

• 
J!l 
1101 

... 
"' .. .. 
" 
" " .. 
• 

Ill 

J11 

"' . .. 
..111 .. . 
.. 
, .. . .. 
111 

Jt!. 
Ull 

stU 

• 

... 
"' u 
n 

" 
" .. 
" • 

... 

. .. 
..!ll .. . 
" ... . .. 

Ul 

tHt 
.... 
• 

... 
"' u 
u 

" 
u .. 
" • 

tJ ~· -' t.ct ... dunh 
•• 1.ct '" ,,....... a-nc-• 
.~.-, .. rc •• "'"'" ,, ...... 
t•ul •IPt •• n "• U la 
n 61, _.Ill l• n tt, 
h t. .. , ,. ...... •• .. u-
-· lltlh .... " " 

· Mc.a-• •' '" -rcdMJ 
er n,.••• w.... • .-r.&M 
• ... ~~o~ ..... , ...... 

ll led! .... u •• , .... .._ "''"' 
U1a ,..,.. ... ef ,.,..,_..&lf 
.............. ,..a ... tar 
....... ,, •• u .... "' ......... 
.. ,.,_. (lfi')JQP II lMI wnt.. 
,.._ .......... at .at.. (tiC). 

Jl '1'1 •• ~•rellh wltll 
... In farce l•.,h•• ll 
1ML. lt!Mo, l1rce L. .. l ... 
1'1f11.U ... , , .... w....-
Widl •-•• Ita ...... IN 
lallhl tUIII .. llr .uJ. 
lhtuh, IC&It t-a..n 
... u ...... , ....... 
-...nlutl• •&dl ..-1• 
loa ....... wlUI ai111la1 
••rl•l a r•.tractiOI crta ... 
•• .. -u .. ,._.. .... c~~.n. 
,...,.., htll farce la•U ... 
... ,,.. .. , _, _, .. acr 
_. .. capelltlUy Ia I 
flati"Ml14 Cfhllo 

u. ..... n••rw• fer n­
auU•• •• w•..- " a­
acll- 11at .... ,.. -
lacl .... 4, ln.-, f1t 

a ........... ·-·· .... .. , • ...., ....... ,.nat . .......... _,. ··­
-·hr._ .... wldl • 
.... .s. rtat• ., --....... _ .... 
a ...... Ia lila f•rca _. 
·a....too~· ................. 
Ian U.) 

U ...... ••hal rh14 It eel• 
CllaU4 h hill ... Jlll4 Ia 
.... --~~au ,_, ''' -...- ............. -
-···- -· ... 1:1111 ·-.., ... ,_, .... _.,... .......... -....... . 



; , 

( 

., .. ,_ ,.,_ 
.MJU"&ft (A&Mn..-4 ~·­

bUrwtt.n AI 
A!rr.,.. 

P..lDl 
P-102 .. , .. 
t-106 
!•lOU: 

5-.c..tal Ah' hT'a 

&1r aar.s..u O.nl (.UC) .... .... 
f-100 

"' '" ,. 
,..; 

'"' 

,.. 
'" 
"' -m 

• 

'" JU .. 
"' ,,; 

"1 
"' .. 
"' ....., 

us 2:20 us uo 

'" '" .. 
"' 
"' 

-
'" .. .. 
"' 

""ffi 

-· 
'" , , 
'" ..... 

- -· 
"' " " 1>1 

-.... 

140 

" " "' ....... 

m m m m ~ ~ .. • .. 
" n n ~ 

•• 

"' 
K 

"' ..,.. " "' ..,.. " "' 
Jii 

'" 
" "' _!! 

'" 

"" 

"' .. 
" 

..ll! 

"' 

,_102 ~ Ul ~ - ~ ,.. ~ ~ ~ m m m m m » » 
f-104 

..,.tiCal •c -it"'iii-miDJii-m'44i'""iU4i4W"""ffilliiDlo7Ji"'""'ii 

t.a.ctlul s .. ,.rt far f-lOU 
(C-1)0) tl 

Odooor 'l~uuJ .,...,.rt &1rc:nlt 
'Ia~\ .Urcraft 

1-rh~-t.-.Ut lU.uU .. t-Qan }./ 

""""' nn (UI;CC..ES I¥D AJA.I.) 1f; u., 

Wll {ieplar) !1 
!.:al """ ~..-... n 

., 

C:.tr.l 1o hr...,lU-c. ..,..,_ t/ 
JOI..U ~., o,.ra.u- C..ur · 
La c-ita1: ~tan 
SA.c:t Dina.~ C..tan 
snc u c-trol C..un 

-~' Ul C.t"l c-un ._.... ...... 
... c k&rdl ....San 
~ r:tll" ..... " 
l!1•t.,t ~ly Vr.-t•& (1:IEII') bd.lln 
~l"-tM-Iortscm (an;) W..r 

u.-,.. -.- '-- r) 
s .. rt~e>~-t .... ur .ou .. ua (I.UO nn 

100 

'" 

'" 1N4 
001 

a1)~ 

l 
I ,. 

"' • ., 

... 
"' 
"" "" "' " ~ 

1 
I 

" 
"' I 
" 

"' ... 
'" 1201 
4ll 

~ 

1 
I 

11 

... 
• 
" 

"'' .. , 
... -'" .. rm 

1 , 
" 

"" • , 

,.. 
"' ,., 
"' "' .J1 
u~~ 

' , 
" 
"' • , 

"' '" 
101 ... 
"' " 00 

' • 14 

" 
"' • .. 

"' ,, 

"' "' "' " i);j" 

1 

• 14 
l) 

"' • tl 

" 

m 

''" ... ... 
"' " l3iT 

1 
I 

14 

• 
141 , 
" , 

"' '" 
"'' "' "' " = 

1 

• ll 

u 
Ul , 
" " 

"' '" 
141 

"' "' " iifj' 

1 

' u 
... 

Ul , 
" " 

"'' "' 
140 

"' "' " ffii' 

1 
1 

u 
... 

Ul , 
" " 

..,, 
"' 
"' "' '" .J1 

llil 

1 
1 

u 
... 

Ul , 
" " 

" "'' "' 
U4 

"' "' " = 
1 
1 

• 
" Ul , 
" " • 

c-I"'I.Uu1• c-un 10 ,. 
" 

,. 
" 

" l> 1t,UUZ:ZUUUU 
_..,... -- ,, 
s.ar...Hl-• lo 11~1 &1n:rah a/ 

K-Ul: A.b fnu n 
• ....,. ss 

.UtMn. IIIZ'IlS•I _, C.tnl 
.,.., .. (AII.I.CS) • 

taul ,__~1\l.n.ia& lrdt ""'DJ' 

J.&llhth Jlll.uth t..l'lf V~•l 
.,..u• (~) (U&L) 

Dnl ,.... .. ('l'r....Ct/ .. cd .. ) ..... 
a>m><c. 
SP~U: 

IPll!rl' 
-.1111 suaa ...,.., (MSI.) 
hrt-tn ....,..usn• a.un (J'U.) 
a.a:urtu 

• 

" .. " • • 

• 

" lt 

" " ., " 

, 
• 

·, 
"' 14 

, 
"' 14 

aJ T-hu ... .S.1' .. ,,.,.. •1-. •- 1-.U• altu n 6t c• k .....,1.,.• u lf"· 

, 
"' 14 

)} a.. .. s.&l.,.t u .. ,.1.,,,, .,..utl•i.l llf. .. u.,. t.a.<.l..._ tr&J-.1•1 t-dl•"· 

"'

If., 'n>l '"c.!M _.,., -• t.c:•thr• •f IIact.US llaturln t.~o W ,.,_, ..t 1& n 10-n wUl 
• ~ ..-.., ef ...,l.,•4 .,..utl-...1 lllu11•• u ttru·• U•• Ut4 ..-u af ,.._..,,,., 

t.c.J..,. a-us, .U..La, a-u1, rwne Uu, c-......., ~-•· .C Jcal•'· 

, 
'" ... 

, 
'" ... 

, 
"' ... ' "' " 

' "' ... 
, 

"' " 
, , , 

" "' '" 
"' "' .J1 

lOH 

' 1 

• ., 
Ul , 
" " 
• 
" 
.. 

, 
"' ... 
140 
1l 

I 
1l 

" "' "' 

"' "' .. 
1m 

1 
1 

... ., , 

' 
" 

.. --.. 

, 
'" " 
"' " • 
" 

" 1JJ 

'" 

"' "' rc* 

10 

" , 

' 
" 

.J1 .. 
' "' ... 

u~ 

" • 
" 



,. 

: 
\ 

Record of Decision Fevisec\ January 15, l%8 

(d) examinin·g the possibility of augmenting our air defense force durin!'. 
periods of high .. tension with at least 300 fi~hter~ from Tactical hir Command 
(TAC), Navy, and t~rine Corps trair.ine units plus carrter-hased aircraft a~ 
available; and (e) selective phase-do~~ of the current Century interceptor 
force and portions of the SAGE/BUIC system, the National Air Space Surveillance 
System, and Nike-Hercules radars. 

13. Extend the civil defense program at a FY 69 co•t of $77.6 

1~. Dioapprove the JCS recommendation for $ln million for tnilitarV.',-~'.· · 
•urvival measures. Continue instead the appro vee prol',rsm at a cost of·.·., · 
$47 million for FY 68-73. 

1.. THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAJ\ PP.OBLE!: 

The main objective of our nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks 
on the U.S. Our ability to strike back and destro\• Soviet society makes a 
Soviet decision to strike the U.S. highly unli~ely. By choosing to develop 
and deploy harder-to-attack forces, we can reduce even more the likelihood 
of such an attack. Unable to destroy most of our nuclear striking power, 
the Soviets would gain little by strikinp, first. 

Although the U.S. and the USSR are strongly deterred from nuclear 
attacks on each other, a nuclear war anywhere in the world could lead 
to a war -- and most likely a nuclear war - between the t•.•o countries. 
Thus to avoid a nuclear war with the USSP, we try tn make all nuclear uars 
unlikely. This objective includes: 

1. Reducing any possible loss of control of fnrccs in a crisis. 
2. Deterring nuclear attacks or inti~idation of allied or neutral 

countries. 
3. Discouraging additional countries fro~ acquirinr, nuclear 

weapons. 
4. Emphasizing and maintaining the firebrealc between conventional 

and nuclear. veapons. 

Like us, to deter a first-strike nuclear attock, the Soviets main­
tain the ability to strike back and de.o;troy our society. When they take 
steps to reduce the danage that we can inflict (e.jZ., by deploying A!l!·1s), 
we react to offset these steps. I believe that the Soviets wnuld react 
in the same way to similar U.S. stcrs to linit damage to ~urselves. 

Our analysis ahov11 ·that the Soviets can protect their second strike 
capability against any threat ve might pose. Since s second strike 
capability is vital to the USSR, I believe they will insure the survival 
of this capability. Convinced that the Soviets would counter a ~ajor 
tl. S. attempt to take avay their second at rike capRbility, we hsve cho•en 
-not to start a l!llljor Damage Umit!.ng program SI(Binst tl'>e USSr., 

. ~ 
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Record of Peciaion Revioed January 15, 196.8 

The•e considerations lead UR to depend upon deterrence to keep the 
\lSSP. from attack~ng us. 'Against China, conversely, ve can buy :an effective 
defense of CONUS. as insurance against a failure of deterrence. China's 
l!>Dre primitive technology and poorer econo"'Y allo•• us to develop an effective 
defense against her nuclear attack capability into the 1980s. 

What if deterrence fails and a nucleer war with the USSR occurs1 If the 
var began with an all-out Soviet attack, includl.ng our cities, ve vould reply 
in kind. If the var started vith less than an all-out attack, ve would vant 
to carry out plans for the controlled and delil>erate use of our nuclear pover 
to get the best possible outcome. The lack of such nuclear war plans iR one 
of the main weaknesses in our posture today, 

II. SOVIET AND O!INESE STPJ\T'ECIC FOFCF.S 

'lbe follc:rJing table compares U.S. and Soviet int .. rrnnHnental 
forces in terms of total megatons, launchers, ond bombers. 

~ VS~~_E;_T __ S_TP.AI'EC:IC .!!Q~":....~ !_/ 

Ballistic 
Missile Launchers 

Soft ICBlis 
Hard ICBlls 
FOBS 
Mobile ICB~ls 
(non-add) 
SLB!-Is 

TCY!Al LAUSO!'ERS 

Intercontinental 
Bombers 

Total Force Loadinss 
'Weapons 
Hegatons (~!I') 
1 Hr Equivalents 

Alert Force Loadings 
'Weapons 
~legatons 

1 l!I' Equivalents 

1968 1970 1972 
U.S. USSR C.S. ~ .!!,.h ~ 

1054 

656 
1710 

646 

1054 

656 
1710 

558 

lf·54 

6% 
1710 

534 

!,/ U.S. pro&rlllTII!Ied vs. National Intelligence 'Estimates (NIJ::) for IJSSJC. 

Numbers of missile l11uncher~: and bombers are a pnor measure of the 
relative capabilities of U.S. and So~~et strotP.~ic forces; totai megatons arc 

·vorse, Yet these measures are frequer.tly used in dr~ing COMParisons 

6 
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between U.S. end Soviet nucle~r ca?aoili.ties. Tne i~ort~t ~ue5tion 
u t~ot tota.l ~negatons or· nut:bers o! del!. very S)'Ste:::s, but >:h~.ther our 
forces c:c affec.tively carry out the!.r tissions - Assured !le~tructitm 
cd at tack.l C>:l So'l-'iet forces to l.il:!.t d~~r.~age. Factors Rucl'. as: accurAc;:•, 
relia.bility, aun1.vabil1ty, cd control are decisive in evaluatin): thP 
e.f!ect:lveneas of our forces, Our r.issiles appee.r to be l!lore reliahle 
th~ Soviet r.issiles; they a.re more than t..-icc ~~accurate. ln 1972, 
pro~;ram:rned U.S. c.il'sile forces coulC destroy sor.>e herdened tarr.ets •.. _.:,:: 
The expected Soviet lCB:: force coulc destroy only sorr.e sucl> tar~ets_;·:o';o:.',;,:,_ 

'' ,-. .. .,. ' 

they 
ll.S. 
by 

\Je a.rt. buying large nur..bers of sr:..:.ller, accurate t.~e.ajlnns because: ~i}~~~~~: 
bet:er meet our strategic obj~ct~ves --even ..-hile rec!uc.inr. total.'·;:~·:<:.:··. 
'l!leltatan&. The follo..-i.nt; "te.ble ==~<res the nul11.>,c:r o: tar!;c.ts destr<'vci: 

progra.""""'c for Posei cion, >:ith a single L> . .' :·_.':·· . 
· As the te.ule sh01:s, the · :>f tl>e , vea.pon, 

t:ne yiel!l of tl1c 1 :· · ·:~lo.'eil;>On car. 
targe :.s. · · ,-,.-:.... 

Poseidon -- ~1.th only 
destroy up to : tiTnes as =Y 

Number of airfields 
Number of hard silos ~/ 
N~er of s~all cities (lOO,ono) 
Number of medi~ cities (500,000) 
N~er of large cities (2,000,000) 
Number of defensive interceptors 

needed to counter ~/ 
Total tne!(at ens 

~I Reliability equals , Circular Probable Error (~) er.uals 

Such calculations have convince<! llle snc! the Service~ of the sure-riority 
of Hultiple lndependently-targetab le P.e-entry Vehi c:lcs 
large !l'egaton "eapons for att.ackinf. cities or tilitet)' 
or othet"~-'ise. Therefore, the. best \1ay tc inerea~c the 
forces is by puttin& }:!J'Vs ~ :!inu:emar. anc PosP.i<lor .• 

Ilurinr, 1964-65, the t'SS?. r..aint.sined S!'.&.ll sil" 

(!!liCVs) over single, 
targets, defended 
eff~ctivene~~ n! our 

!CD~~ c:on~t rue-
tion starts at the rate of about launch~rs per year. It tb.s 
rate during the first half of 19&6, then 
'Ihe det>loy=nt ap:>ear' to have stop!)(;~ excc?t for !ilHns ou: 
groups a.lready under construction. 
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Ill! cord of J)ecision RevisP.d JanuAry 15, 1968 

The Soviets have continued to test Fractional Orbit Ballistic Systems 
(FOBS), which wouJ.d be useful in an at tempt to deny warning to our at rate~ic 
bombers, if we took no 'counter actions. 

A recent re-evaluation of the present Soviet submarine !nrce indicate~ 
about operational Soviet b&llistic missile submarines than previnu~ 
intelligence estimates. The USSR is, however, n~' makin~ operational a new 
class of large, nuclear-powered, ballistic missile submarines to carry_ 
aixteen 1,000 to 2,000 nautical mile (h"H) missiles. Intelligence. estimates 
project of these ships in service by mid-1971 and 
by 1976. Diesel-powered Sea-Launc.'led Ballistic :·~ssile (SLB~Q suhmarines 
no. longer are estimated to be part of the Soviet threat to the U.S. 

The Soviets also appear to be pursuinp, t\olo aclvancec! defensive pro~rarns: 
(1) a long-range anti-ICB!·' system around }los co" with shout launchers, 
and (2) a system across European ussr. 

We eXT>ect both svstenis to becoMe> pnrtiallv 

The 0\inese were expected to begin operational rleploj'!TIE'.nt of a l·!ediun 
Range Ballistic llissile (HRtl!) with a in 1967, but did not 
do so. China also has under development a much lar~er and more complex 
missile system, possibly an ICE!:. n,ey were ex;>ecte~ to COT"Tlete a larj;<! 
facility for large launchers late in 1967, but did ne>t do this either. 
It ,appears that they are about · the ICB}: schedule that we 
had previously estimated, which would still alle>l·' an initial operational 
ICBtl deployment in the early 1970s. 

III. ASSURED DES'I'RUC'I'IOll 

We deter a rational enemy from launchinJ; a first.strike a~ainst us 
by maintaining a strong and secure ability to retaliate under any circum­
stances, We Measure our second strike ability in terrns of }ssured Destruction 
the capability to inflict unacceptable damage, calculate<! under extremel~· 
conservative assumptions, on the l~SP.cven after sustainin~ a surrrise Soviet 
first strike. I believe that our anility to kill from one-fifth to one-fourth 
of the Soviet people, including nt least t\Je>-thi rds of the people and industry 
in their large cities, is enou~ to deter the t:SSJ:. from launching a first 
•trike against the tl,S., even in extreme situntions. 

8. -
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However, our Assured Destruction capability does not indicate haw 
we would use our forces in a nuclear war. We must design our_forces to 
cope vith many situations, including a war vhich neither aide·intended. 
We reduce the likelihood of such a vnr by keepin'- tight control over 
U.S. forces under all circumstances; by maintaining communications at , .· 

· all times vith our forces, the p;ovunr:>ents of our Allies, and, as apl'rD!'riete; 
our enemies; and by retaining optio:>s in oelecting ap,ropriate response.~;::c/If··· 
we failed to deter nuclear var, we vould want to be able to fcllo~· a policy. of 
limiting our retaliatory strikes to the enemy's l'lilitary targets and no<;:':;.:': 
attacking his cities if he refrained from attackins ours. In most · · · ·:· .• :: · 
situations ve vould have many ·missiles surviving to attacl: Soviet military 
targets,.while vithholding enough for Assured Destruction, For thi~ task, 
ICBM accuracy is very vorthvhile. 

A. Against the Expected Soviet Threat 

Against the expected Soviet threat, our strategic lorces can survive 
a well-executed Soviet surprise attack and carry out an effective s~cond 
strike. · Even after a surprise Soviet first stril:e vith the stronJ!.cst Soviet 
forces in our NIE, ve could launch more than with a yield of 
more than , against the ussr in 1976. 

· Row much demar.e the surviviny, veapons could cause depends on the 
effectiveness of Soviet defenses. The next tahle shotJs that even a::ainst 
the high NIE-estimated threat, the U.S. Assured Destruction .capahility 

·-·is !mlch greater than the 20 to 25% which I believe is needed for deterrence 
against a Soviet first strike. 

CAPABILITIES OF U.S. PP.OGPA.'!J'!ED fOPCl: Ff\1> ASStTP.F.n Dl'STPl'CTlO:l 
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed) 

Against High NIE Threat 
Against Low NIE Threat 

FY 69 FY72 FY 76 

If ve could be sure that Soviet forces would stay within the rRnge 
of the NIE - both in quality and number" - we could consider sl'laller 
strategic forces. 

/ B. Against O!ina 

!Jhile Olin a r:>ay be able to threaten her neighhors and tl. S. bases 
in Asia by 1972, she will not pose " threat to the U.S. second strike cal'a­
bility. If the U.S. attacked Olina vith nuclear veapons it would be solelv 
in retaliation for some lesser act of asyression, probably involvin~ Chinese 
nuclear veapons. ~lather than calline for the destruction of Olina, auch 
an act would call for selective attacl:s on government, military, or industrial 
targets. tlissiles would be needed only for attackinr, time-sensitive Chinese 
nuclear targets. BoMbers could cover other tarr.ets. 

9 
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(. Tone rehaton v£-:-heacs detOT\ated over · C'.inese ci:ie.~ 
"'oulc dest::o; h'"l!:! o! Cnine'5 c~:,z..-; !'O?uh:ion anc! ""''" th .. ~ half of it~ 
industry. 'r"ne rec.o~~ndeO s:.ra:egic !orces ere sufficient ttl inflict ::-:i~. 
des:::-uc:ion o:1 C:-,!na "'"hile st~ll r..!.!.:'l::aio!~nr. o:.:-: As~urcl Dcs:~uc:inn 
capa':>ility against the Soviet 'V:io::. 

The follo"·!n& to.ble c.c::,a:-es t:hc 1~7(, ~al~:1cec=, gret:tcr-th.a~­
cxpec:.eC threa.:., used in the !c1.lo-.. ·i:l& ar.~lyRc.s, •,;;.t~, t~c l".:.f:-: El!: t~1r:r.:. 

Incicrenden:ly-targe:able 
t:.!.ss:le \:!.':."heaCs en-line 

J'..., Defenses 
Look-ow:, fighters ~/ 
!,..cr ... •-alt! tuCe SJ.:: La\Ji":chcrs 

J.JJ:· L2~c:he-=!= 
Are. a 
Te r.::inal E._/ 

Progre.."'l.S re'1uired t.C'I !'l1r'?O:'t such ar. eff,...rt ~~H ... ulC. ?TC'Ive 

ted:nic.e.lly C.ifficult, e~cr.s!ve, z::c:, s!r1cc \."C !~:tvc c~cca::!~· inCicateC 
ve \:oulC respond, hold little ho?e of pro,~iC.!n." the So\.~ets •·ith 8 net nc.i1~ 
in e!fect:iv! firs: stril:e ca?~:-~~i::.·. lZcvert~1eless. tn !.n.c;ur£- th~t 

these. thres~s 1-e::-.a!n unli~:e;::, a:-:C: to r:,ai':"'·':::::-. ("'!.'..:!' ck:errc:::.t s:~oulc2 
t.:'".!:Y a?pec.:-, ,;e r:.a::~ ·su-:e t.:-.e: "..1'€' ;:~.ve ev;.:.J...:"::lc- the: c.,:ir::-:~ ne:cdc,; tr 
co~:e.:- the::. 

!~ the l:S~~ rf".'~laccs o:- i:;-.:-ovc~ t:H•. occu:-~c~· n! it~ &=\:-:L 

~;.c::h .. :r silo~. ::ve.r. if t!:c s~,·~c;~ ~~~~~ ~~:~~~;:);;;;;~;~;t~~;r.~-~iu\ms~,I~~M;~::if:\;·;.;.2[ · 
they 'YO\.!lC: not c:!i;...!nu.tc oc:- k.!=i\::c:= Dcc;trcc:ir-:-; c:!"'-.:~ili:y. nur rc:-.. ~ii.::"'_r 
Sl..Ti~'s ~mC ~lert bo::.ber fo~cc cz...-:. ?~n~:-:ate t:,c N!r-c:;:.ir..=.:eC St:'\·iet dcfc::.~r..c:. 

""c kill at le!!.s:V.ii[i[;;;~of tc.~ Sc,-::e: l''"'?lc t~:ro,:l·. l~iu. Sir..ila=h, 11: 
le2..st throut;,h 1976~···~--vc:-y ex:e':"'.s!vc ScviP.: ,l:;:· ;:.·~t~~ a:1' s.~:- C:ef~~!'ie, 
-·ithou: J=rea:cr-:;;~~-eXj>~c:.cr.: !C::~·s. \..•n~lt: ~~il~ let the ,;.s. -pr("'rr.~lict. 
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•·"'"········~~~.·:.·::'!':?': 
force """in•&in "-"1 Assurec Des·-~c·iCI~ ce-a"'litv of'""'"·:-:-:·.'·'·":·i.'.'.'.-:·i." Our .. .. - .. ... .. .• :"' .. _ " ·~::···············:··! 

progr=--ec force ce::~ cope '-'i:h " grca:er-:r.a::"l-eryectec! A!" becau;c ue 
&lreaCy ~ave progrG..~:;,ec! A3~~ heCr,es -- Pose!Cn:: 

P.inuter.a.."1. 

The nex: tal.:le sho··'• tha: the t:.S. pror.ra=c' !crr.e car. \·.r.e-;> it• 
}.ssurec Des: ruction cspab~l~:y throur.h FY iS b~· ?Uttin!!, ... o~. eA 
Poseido:-t r..issile, even if the Soviets Ge;:lo~· t:,reater-tha:"'l-eX?£-Ct~C;·r.~j;,_~ceC: 
r..hsile I'Uld bo:-.::Oer defense;. Shcrt-l'.<.::gP. Attack ::J..,silc!< cs:;:·sY;·!srJ·:: 
decoys, s....""lC a:-. s.ir-:o-air r.!ss::.le to ?ro:ec!: che boi."':lers age:i:1s:..:;~'.~fvilnceC:: 
interceptors vot;,lC keep OC':' J..ss\!!"eC r-es'.::"'U:::io~ capahil! : ..... &~~i~:s-:·.~-thi~ 
threat f... · . lthrouh~ lSif.. · :.-.. '. :·:·;,.: 

r.S. ASSU?.EL• DES'!r.DC710~: AC./.!~:57 C:!?1:/.!'E~-7:::.t.;:-r.x:nr:UT.7) il.!~ 1-::~; :-:-::~.~:s::~ 

{Percent of So·."'iet Pc?u1z.::!.or: KiJ lee') 

t:. S. ?rog:ra.'?.e~ Force 
1:. S. Progra.::-.::>ec :crce 

plus or: 
Poseidon 

::· 70 r..· -, 
r. '- ~--.,:.. ~{ 7:, --- ---

~/ The first perc:ent.a~e sh(.."l\~~ fa!a!ities i! \oJe are rer'Jc!.reC tn l:ill a: 
leas: t'\:o-t!-li rcis c~ t~~ peo?lc :!.n dcf enCeC ci tics. 7nr. secl"~:c' 

percente~e sh~$ fa:..c.lities "'·i::~1ot=: thi!=i r-estriction. 

Only eK2.inst e cC"~:ineC grec::e:--the:~-e~e.cte.C So\·!.~: J.r.~·, a.:~ T 

defense, anC accurate IC3~~ :o:-ce, cos:i::f. the So'\.-ic:~ ~2~ tC" $3C1 billiC'I~ a: 
the hish l\IE, \:oulC o-..:r ~c:z.lia:o'I)' £c-:-ces neeC r.;;jor n~i-: aCCi:i:-::-.s. Beer;.,_ 
of hil',!-> cost ancl l:!. t t:!.e ~e:cr.:, the So\·ie:~ proha~>l:· tcill no: atteryt tCI "~ 
such a post\!re.. !lore.ove:-, be.:.ause: of \...":"'lCer-tair.tir.s aboc: pe:-£Dr.anc:e: an(. t 

\Je s~oulC not de?lcy ne, ... • sys:cr.'!.l:\ a.~ re;-:la:e-::-:c.nt!' for e.x.:.sti:-.;-, s::s':.e':"""....c. \r:::!.~ 

threet a."")ne.ars '-'hich cannc: be e.cC'no~call'• me: b\' i•·'r."J!"C''\'in~ c:1e exis::r:t" r. , • • ~ c-

S)'Ster..s. \..1e shoclC rlP.vclo? ne\.' syste:::s o~ly as Oj>tinn:-; \-:~:ic~, \~-ot.:!C rc~t!'lrt 

our A.~surcc Destruction CE?a.!:~lity shocld the f<ree:er-than-e:q>ected tl:reat 
occur, rea.lizin!( that it is no: lil:•ly to occur. Thus, t.•c shoul.cl select 
O?tions \.·ith srr.r.ll initir.l cc.c;ts. If t.l1e threat actuall~· rr.ntericlize~, \..,e 
car., by later investmen:, develoi' the:; e. Ojl::ion-;_ fell!'· (::o au~c:ltati!'ln 
is needed !o:- IT 6~-72. l1!:1ce, I s~. recc:-::-ncnCin3 arr.i.:-:st t:·,e de!~oyme~.t 
o! the JCS-p~oi'ese( fe:- ~cle.:-~!; /·-3s, \..'::ich 

· it?rcve the~~ ca?a~:ility !f:Z.!.:-:.s: }.3':'. C':".ly 1:: the: titre pe:i.C"~C..) 

The foll0" .. ·1:1g. ta':le sho;.~5 the effec: of the co1.1~incr. ~reatcr-:h~n 

eX?ected So\-'iet offensive r1c cefe::s~ve threP.t on our .l.ssurcc De<:ruction 
capa'oili:y. It in::.ica:~~ :he r.s. pr~,r.l"?.~:"".crl forec CS?a':-i~ity a-:;d t~e 
~ffectG of buy!.nr, SPJ. . .':S, S'?J..:: Gecors. 2.:1 advanced bor.1he: de:cy, nnC a~ 
air-to-Air t:iss!le to protec: bo;-'ihe:-s 2ga!.r.st r. aCv~ce.C i:-.tercej'ltor. 
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Record of Decision Revised January 15, 1968 

U.S. ASSURED DESTRU~.ISJ.!!_ _!.S.AH:ST rrr.nEP-TI'}.~-E>:PECTf.D 
SOVIFT BALAJ\CED OFn:NSES AJ;D DJ:Ff.NS!.S 
(p-;;c-;nt-c;rs-.;-viet Population llilled) 

Programmed Forces 

!!1 The first percenta~e sh<N~ fatalities if ve are required "to kill at lt>Mt 
No-thirds of the people in defended cities. The second percentape ~!,n·.·~ 

fatalities vithou-o this restrict!cn. 

This table shoos that even if the berber defense "'is~ile vorks, 
the greater-than-expected thre.it "ould call for a more effective U.S. 
Assured Destruction capability by :!Y 76. In addition, for Assured Destructi"n 
we do not want to rely primarily upon bo~bers vhich depend upon tacticel 

-varning for survival. Therefore, our alternative is to prnvioe our "'issile 
forces vith added protection. The degree of this protection dt>pends ~on 
h"'"' I!IJch and for hen~ lons we are villing to rely on bomhers in the interi~. 

on Poseidon and · 
vhen added to the above bomber options, result in 30l Soviet f~talitie~ in 
1976.) In any event, we should not take steps --such as reducing the nu~ber 
of bomber bases -- that les~en our confidence in the bo~hers' survival. 

D. Options to_~t . .,.E_t_ Our A.<lsured Destruction Canohilitv 

We are ~roviding the production base so th~t by FV 74 vp could 
put up to on each Poseidon missile as a hedl(e al(ains t a heavy 
Soviet ABll or an increased threat to tlinuteman. 

Against improved teminal bomber dt."fenses ,.e· can ~ut S!'H's 
on B-52s in addition to the SrNls on FB-llls. By initiating procuretnl'nt 
in FY 70, the B-52s could be equipped vith Sr.Alts by FV 72. 

If Soviet air defenses improved, but their Alltl did not, no 
increase in the size or expense of our stratezic forces would be called for. 
H"'"'e""r• for the cost of the present B-52 pro~;ram ve could i"'?r.ove our 
effectiveness by putting Sr.A!·Is on 195 B-52" and phasing out the other sixty. 

-12 
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If Soviet air defenses improved as part nf a balanced n~agc 
Limiting program, SRAJ~ plus penetration aids for the whole bpmber force 
vould prove worthwhile &nd would total about $2.7 billion in ·ten-year s:11;tems 
costa above the present program. 

3. Improvements to Hinuteman Missile~ 

As a hedge against a heavy Soviet AR:' system we could rcpracl<·· .. 
all the Minuteman II by Minuteman III/!ITr.V at a cor.t of $1.. ~ billion ·nvcr.':: · 
the present program. As a hedge against the f~ilure of our penetration·. sics," 
at a coat of $6.2 billion we could convert to 1,ono l~nuteman III missiles 
and buy for each missile. We could have an all l'inuter.~~n 

III force by F'i 76. We could develop for 
Minuteman as possible replacements for the present , or provide 
for additional Minutel!lan Ills as an alternative to a ne" ICIW (ite~~> P6 hclo·-') 
if we should want more payload. This would cost shout $200 million in 
research and development ($40 million in F'i 69) fer an lOC in FY 73. Procure­
ment costs vould be of which 'could be built per year. 

· 4. Defense of !·linuteman 

Deployment of the lig!lt defense of ~:inuter.~ar., sh<Y.m bel"''• 
might dissuade the Soviets from cleveloping and de;>lnying ~ystems "!-.ic:, 
otherwise could destroy ltinuteman. In any event, it uoulc provide a useful 
defense of Minuteman against the expected Soviet ICBl' force "lo""ithnut accurate 
~IIRVs and furnish a ba.~e for developinr. a stronger defense 11gainst a Soviet 
force equipped with MI~Vs. The median defense of ~~nutel!lBn vo~ld protect 
against less . Finally, 
the heavy defense of llinuteman would guard against the very sophisticated 
eounterforce threat · assur.:ed in the 
greater-than-expected threat for 1975 and 1976. The folloHing table. summarizes 
these three defenses. 

Light Defense of 
Minuteman 

lledian Defense 
of Minuteman 

Heavy Defense 
of ~linuteman 

LF.Vf.LS OF ~ITN1.'l't::..\-; DF.FF.llSE 

Sprints Spartans lnvest~nt Cost ~~ 
: ($ Millions) 

$400 

1400 

3600 

Annual Costs 
($ llillinns) 

$10 

]1\0 

!f Defense of l:inuteman is conaidered an add-on to the Sentinel 
anti-Chinese defense. 

13 
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5. JP~.!?.S_!!i_don Sub.!:~ne~~ 

We could nr.,er =re Posei~on subtMrlnc5 wl.ich require a ~2CQ 
~illion invest~nt per ship and a four·ycar leA~ ti~e. By 1nitiRtinr. 
procuretnent in IT 70 '"' could have ten ne" Poseiclnn suhnarincs by t!.c enc: 
of FY 75 and t~o.•enty by the en<! of T'Y 7G. 'l11e r.>cre Pns£'.idon l'li~dl er. "" 
have the less we would h:IVe to rel:• upon l·'inutc!'lan. 

If l>e che>se to cle;>loy aduitio!"al l'e>Reic!r>!l inr.tc11c: .o! ~P.f~>n~t"~ 
or hardeninr. !'inutetl'an, end if Sovi£'t Ir.r.:• pccuracy i~nwccl r~rl:~.cll.:• 

· !:inute,.,an ..-ould b,.ce>me v£".ry vulneral-le auJ 
invite rather than deter an attacl.. In thi~ case, .-e shnulcl p:1as<:: it ont. 
ThuR, choosing Po~cidnn r.oi~.ht re,;ult in u~·scttinr. t~•e balance Clf our frrc""· 
It would be W1de~ir11ble tn he >rithrut a lanc'-hascd ,.i~sil<' fnrc.~ "" n~rt ,.,f our 
offensive posture becausE' .-e '-'C>ulc bece>l"e p<~tentia.lly r'<lre ,;ensitl"'' tr 
•mexpectec! Soviet advancco in anti-~ul•r.>arine vRrf!'rc. 

Contract l:'c!inition lu.~!!:Un in JuT'!ua.rv ltJf.::; '·muld P'!IT'it Rn 

IC1C by IT 75. 1<e could deplC>y thi~ ne'; 1"is~il~ it' Tli''•' ~jl"r, no c~rt "f P. 

rief~nded or und~fendcn~ fixed l~ncl-17·fi~Pn ~~9 r:t~.t!'. C':C"~'VeT':::eJ:,. ~:c CC"'u] ,. '~'.'7'1 ,..~, 

it as a land-t:IClbile nr ship-based syster. nr hasP. it in " nP.• .• • c' a~s <'f s~:'­
r.~arines.. In ordP.r tn rlevel<'p a nm·' lC:!", "" mmlC: re~uire: a ~2 t<' $3 billion 
research and clevelt;>P~'>ent prnpra,.,. The tc:'l-year cnst of l>u:dnf, D ne•: Ifn" 
t<'tals some Sll tn $20 billion. 

n,n fclln•.:inr, ta}le co~nr~r: t~1e C("'!it~ of t~c::;;c allcrnat"tve~ 

:th2inst the grentcr-than-cxr>ectec! Sovi~t threat. TiH~ cm;ts shor.m ar~ ov(•r 
end above the c:ost of pre!C;ently progrniTt't~ fprce:=-:. J!.ll o~tions prnviLe 
an .A.s~ured Destructie>n C0;>111>iHt:· of 20:.; L:· "'i~~ilP.s n!.cne arP.inst the 
s:reater-than-er.pecten Srviet t1,rcat in 1976. 

14 
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If the. Soviets do not ruet by developing and dcployinp; small ' 
MIRVs, w. can·d~fend Minuteman at less eost than we could procure Poseidons. 
If they develop.& small XIRV threat, the eost of Minuteman ~efcnse would shout 
equal the cost of aequirlng Poseidons. . for l".inute!!llln are· 
not cOMpetitive vith a light Minuteman defense, but they offer an alternative 
to heavier l'.i.nuteman defenses against the Sl!lall-~!lP.\' threat. A posture .. 
eomhining defense (eallins for s~:All-MIPVs) (callinF.-:· 

· · would be very difficult to attack. Nane~0f .. " 
the new ICI!Ms enjoys a clear cost advantage over defendinp; Hinuteman; ·p:ui:·uny, 
HinutetiWI in super-hard silos, or acquirinF, Poseido.ns until the Soviet·_:~}' 
becomes I!Uch stronger than the greater-than-expeeted threat.* · . ', 

If ve choose to buy ~re Poseidon, ve would have to order them 
in YY 70 and FY 71, before ve could see the extent of the Soviet 
threat. If we develop we would not have to decide to 
deploy them until FY 73. 

A defense of Hinuteman can be bought in stages and is likely to 
·hold dovn the total cost of hedging our Assured Destruction capability. 
To deploy the heavy defense of Minuteman by FY 76, ve vould have to decide 
on the light defense by FY 70, the median defense by FY 71, and the heavy 
defense by FY 73. Other hedges, such as more Poseidon submari~es or the 
Ballistic Missile Surface Ship, are unnecessary. can be 
built in response to the threat and they are competitive with the defense 
of Minuteman. The choice between of l"inuteman 
depends on the direction the Soviet threat takes. To preserve the option 
to go either vay, ve should develop them both. 

E. Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft (A.'!SA) 

Recent studies have reviewed the value of a mixed ballistic 
missile/bomber force against reasonable projections of Soviet defenses 
into the 1970s. They show the bombers add some !!Ieasure of assurance ap.ainst 
greater-than-expected Soviet threats and induee the USSP. to divert resources 
to their anti-bomber defenses. A mixed offensive force enjoys certain 
advantages against terminal defenRes. l!y attacking some cities vith missiles 
only, and others vith bombers only, ve force the Soviets to ~qe more resources 
to protect all defended cities vith both bomber and missile defenses. In 
order to accomplish this objective, however, we do not need large bomber forces 

The previous section discussed the hedp;es to our programmed 
strategic offensive forces, especially to their missile components. 
Since we intend to keep the missile force vell-hedr.ed, the issue is 
whether ve also vant to hedge our bomber force vith an A•<SA. 

*This might happen sometime after 1976. Thus, in order to provide 
a basis for more total missile payload a~ainst a possible heavy AllY sometime 
after this date, continuing Advanced Development of a nev ICHM is still 
desirable. Furthennore, the suburine-carried Advanced ICB~ has some 
prOl!liae of eventually replacin~ Poseidon, in the 1980s, on an equal-cost bnsis 
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Ia an AMSA a gOod hedge? It 1a not. Against the HIE ran~te 
of threats our progral!l!ned forces are adequate. Since the atr.atep;ic 
forces are already well-hedged, ve can keep an Assured Destruction 
capability against greater-than-expected threats without the Al~A. 

To counter a Soviet greater-than-expected threat, under most 
circumstances, including the most probable ones, U.S. offensive forces 
equipped vith AMSA cost 1110re than forces with equivalent effectiven-ess 
but without the advanced bomber. 

What does AMSA cost as a hedge? To answer thiR question we 
must compare the cost of bomber ·forces needed to cope with various 
levels of Soviet threat. The. folloo.;ins n1o tables IIIBke this comparison. 

COSTS OF ALTF.RNATl\~ FB-111/B-52 FORCES 
($ Billions) 

Bomber 'f'orce Program Costs (FY 68-82) !./ 

A. 210 FB-llls 
B. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s without SFJJ~ 
C. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s.with 

pet B-52 

!.1 »1SA IOC in 'I'Y 76. 

$ 7.2 
12.4 
15.3 

Force B represents the programmed force and would cope vith the 
higher range of the NIE-projected Soviet strategic forces. It w"Uld also 
let us expand to meet a greater-than-expected Sovi~t threat. Force A, 
costing $5.2 billion less, would be appropr.iate for the lm.•er ranf:e of 
NIE threats. Force C adds Sr~'~ to the B-52s,providing the expansion 
needed to meet the greater-than-expected threat. This option w"uld 
cost $2.9 billion more than Force B. 

The next table conpares the dost of hed~inp; a~ainst the greater­
than-expected threat. 

c. 

D. 
E. 

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE STRONG BOHBER FORCES OF £QUAL EITECTI\'ENESS 
($ Billions) 

Bomber Force Program Costs (FY 68-82) 

210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s vith 
per B-52 $15.3 
210 FB-llls and 68 AMSAs 15.3 
138 »'>SJ..s 16.6 

l!oth Force D and E are about equal in effectiveness· to the 
programmed force plus SRAJ~ against the greater-than-expected threat, 
provided B-52 penetration aids work. Force D represents the anallest 
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as a hed~e. It costs $2.9 billion more 
The all-~~h Force E costs consider~>ly 

C, $9.4 and $1.3 billion re8pectivply. 

Considerations other tha.., costs mnl:e the Force I> option less 
attractive than Force c. Ti.rst, develoring ~'SA requires a longer lead .. '.: /:· · 
til!"e th.rm deploying SF.M!s on B-52s, and i!T"pose• a substantial initial '·!;;})'.; .. 
investment before we could determine that an increased Soviet threat 

~··<y_:(:· 
has occurred. Conversely, since the SPAJ' option has a shorter len<' . , . " 
titne, we can delay the decision to deploy thi• 1!\issile until the increaM'd.~: {.> . 
. threat begins to appear. Secondly, if "'e decide to proceed with J:!SJ. ·. : •; 
1:10\J and the greater-than-expected threat does not arpear, we t.,.ill have ·' 
wasted $3 to $10 billion. 

In sum, to achieve, equal effectivenes•, JJISA contrlhutes only 
marginally at great cost. Thus, Engineering Develop,..,nt is not 
c.alled for now. However, we should proceecl with AdvancE'.d ·llevelopmcnt 
to provide aircraft technology and to keep a:>en the option of replactn~. 
the :B-52s. 

IV. STRATEGIC DEFENSE 

A: Damage Limiting Against ~~e Soviet Threat 

Our Assured' Destruction capability makes any kind of nuclear uar 
t.-ith the Soviets unlikely. Therefore, we fi.rot buy enouP, ·forces to 
give us high confidence in our deterrent. As insurance in the unlikely 
event deterrence fails, we then con•ider adding forces that 1!\ight reduce 
damage to our population and industry. Dar:l8ge Limitinf fc-rce•, unlil:e 
those for Assured Destruction, cannot and need not wnrk perfectly under 
all conditions. They should insure a~ainst the ~re probable risk•, 
such as wars gr=ing out of a deep crisis, or threats posed hy the 
growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The basic DaoRhe Li~ting question 
is whether we should deploy Nike-X in d~fense of our cities. 

A defensive system to save t>.s. cities from a Soviet nuclear attack 
IIIJst attempt to keep ahead of the Soviet threat, including their reaction!' 
to our deployment. In this analysis ve use two stalles in such a deplnyment. 
'Ibe first, "Posture A'", represents a light defense of cities. It has an 
area defense of the entire ~US, providing overlarping·coverage of key targets. 
It has a relatively lev-density Sprint defense of cities. lt is estinated 
that initially it would cost about $9 billion in investment and $600 million 
a year to operate. The second, "Posture B", is a heavier defense with a 

·higher density Sprint defense of cities. It is estinated that initially 
it would cost $18 billion and $1.1 billion a year to operate. Because of prot­
able Soviet reaction, vith Posture B we would alan need i~roved air and civil 
defense forces at a cost of $4 to sS billion 1D investment. Moreover, 
experience convinces ~ that d>e pursuit of effective defenses would eventually 
lead us to spend about $40 billion. 
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the U.S. can justify the cos: of a cajor defense only if it could 
take rotry the ability of the So,rie:s to kill A..-erlca::-.o;. the folloving table 
UlW!tr&tes the effects of these ~fe:>.oes if 1\ike-X vorks u designed and 
if the Soviet• do not nact to the U.S. ABH. the USSl''a eati111ate of its 
ability to atrlke back after a U.S. first strlke Cr.'l its forces right prove 
lover than sh~-~ if the So~~ets ju~ge the uncert~in factors pessi~~stically, 
a.s ve do in c.&.king our ""~ Assure~ Destruction calculations. 

U.S. Prograr..s 

U.S. KILLED IN All-<l:-T S!?.ATEGlC EXC'rl~~:GE n: 1976 
A.SSU!-1!:5 NO SO\'ET REACTION TO U.S. AB}! 

(In !'~lions) 

Soviet• Strike First 
U.S. Fat aHties Soviet Fat. 

U.S. Strlke.s l"irst 
Soviets ~taliate 

U.S. Fatalities So,~et Fat.~/ 

A?proved Program (Sentinel) 
Posture A~/ 
Posture B 

a/ 
~/ 

the JCS currently reco=-e:1d this deployment. \- -· 
_El:\01Jgh_Jerc;~~re __ .,It_"ch.".l_~ __ fro:n the U.S. first strike _ 
\._ ______ ----~·-'·i:.C:, .. ~-:.·.~"---- · ._ . s.fter their retaliation. ------' -----·- . 

this t.!ble sh~.:s that if :he Soviets do not respond, they lose 
their deterrent. They wuld be fo=ced to react to 1ncrea.;e tiieah1Hfv 

·of--thdr forces to aurvi"e anc strlr.e back. 'I'ney e.ould de_ SC\ in sever~l 
diffHent vtrys: (1) by stepping 1:? c!e;:loY"""~t of SS-<;!s !ClC SS-lb no1.• 
in oroduction; (2) by defending t..'ld.r present clssile force; (3) 

(~) by deploying 
a ne1.·, luge ICBH (either =Hle c: ce!ence~); or (5) by de;>loyinR a ne\: 
su:ma::-ine-launched missile Uke o": Poseidc:\. They have the technical 
cepa~11Hy to do a:oy of these thir.gs by the mid-1970s •• 

If the Soviets choose :o respond to our All~ · 

A brger Sov~.: respor.se coulC rdse prC'ba~le U.S. 
fat&lities •till higher. 

U. 5. J:!L1.ED IN AL1...C:7 S!P.•.TEGlC EY.O:.J.';c;; n; 1976 
ASSL::IllG 50\"'E:S ?l:S?O:;D TO U.S. A.."l!~ 

'[).5. Progn:::s 

A?;::-oved (Sentinel) 
·Posture A 
Posture B 

(1::> ~illions) 

U.S. Strikes l'irst 
Soviets Retaliate 

U.S. Fatal~:ies Soviet Fa:. U.S. Fatalitie• So\-let Fa:. 
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J,s part of their response, the Soviets could add lnrge numbers or' 
offensive miui~·ea that would threaten OUr Assured DeAtruction Capability. 
We, in turn, vo.uld have to react. Vieving each other's buildt;p in forcP-s 
aa C1 increased threat, each 1ide vould undertake counteracting atcps, there..;~' 
by increa.aing the coste to both vith no gain in security. Therefore, I ·· · 
believe deploying the Nike-X aystem to protect American cities vould be . ;"r:;' 
neither viae nor effective. ·,;;_~\"!'··· · 

B. Protection Against Small Urban Attacks 

A light· U.S. All~\ system vould protect against a Olinese IC'llH att.acl:. 
By protecting the U.S. against such a threat, it probably would enhance our 
"ability to deter Chinese nuclear inti~~dation ~f other Asian countries. 
tluch as a light Soviet AB:\ aystem reduces the chances that France could drii'J 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union into a nuclear var, a light U.S. ADH system 
lessens China's ability to .do ao. The area defense of cm:us \lould give us 
a realistic Damage Limiting capability against China for the mid-1970s,RS 
shown 1n the next table. · 

u.s. FATALITIES IN A S!!.A.LL-SCALF. ATTACK .!./ 
(In }!illions) 

u.s. Strll:es First China Strikes 'F1 rst 
!lumber of ICBMs 1.Q. ll 11 JQ. 25 11 

No Defense 0 1 3 5 10 20 
Light AB}I 0 b/ !!./ 'E./ 'E./ 1 

a/ #.ssumes three megaton ICB!!s, 40% reliability. 
b/ Fever than one million U.S. dead, \lith some prohahility of no deaths. 

C. Civil Defense 

Civil Defense provides leN eoat insurance for our people in the 
unlikely event of a nuclear attack. As a by-product it has also proven to 
be a significant aid in natural disasters. This program should be pursued. 
More effort h needed to identify useful ahelters in home basements. This 
can fill a large part of the current ahelter deficit at ·a very lCM cost -
about $0.45 per apace added. 

D. Continental Air Defense 

The number of lives vhich vould be saved by air defense if the 
Soviets vere to attack the U.S. depends on our ballistic mi1aile defense. 
With caly a light llliasile defense, even a very atrong air defense could not 
•8!e many Uvea. The Soviets could aimply target citiea vith their lllissiles • 
A Soviet firat etrike, vith llliuilea caly, could 1<111 120 aillion people; 
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their bomb en could t!len ·add leu than ten million fatalities even if we 
had no air defenae at all. A force of either 200 improved F-106 interceptors 
with AWACS (ten-year cost $9.9 billion) or 54 F-l2a with AWACS (ten-year cnst 
$ll.6 billion) would reduce these fatalities by leu than five to eight milliotl 

However, there are other objectives of continental air defenRe 
which must also be considered. These include defense against countries 
other than the Soviet Utlion, defense again~t bo~her attac~~ 6n those 
strategic forces. that we withhold in a controlled Duclear war, peacetil!'oe 
patrolling of our air apace, discouraging Soviet bomber aspirations, and 
the use of continental air defense forces in missions outside the U.S. We 
ean achieve these objectives with a ~dern, more effective air defense 
force that costs less over the next twelve years than our present force. 
This modem force will consist of 200 improved F-106 fighters (the F-l06X), 
42 AWACS, tvo O'I'l! radars, and the Federal Aviation Agency National Air 
Space system for back-up c~~d and control. The cost through 1979 for 
the modern force is $13.7 billion compared with $13.9 bill~on for the 
current force. However, the l=er operating costs of the JnOdern force 
will' result in substantial aa'.'ings over the present force after JY 79, 

Surveillance is preset>tly the weakest part of our air dcfen~e 
system. Therefore, we should. proceed with enr,ineering cevclopment of "WACS 
(if the Overland Radar Technology program iA successful) and with dcvelop­
-.nt of back-scatter OTH radars. We should also develop, and deploy on the 
F-106, advanced air-to-air ltissiles and a:n advanced fire control systel'l. 
With these improvements to the F-106, there iR little to be gained fron the 
high perfonnance characteristics of the F-12. Thus, ve can avoid the 
additional $1.7 billion cost of an F-12 force and atill meet our air defense 
objectives • 
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