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January 15, 196° qjé

Tentative
Recurd of Decision

DRATT
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Theater Nuclear Fcrces (U)

Our centinuinp review of theater nuclear acd related chemical and
bicloglical foreces leads us to the foullowing major conclusicns:

. We buy theater nuclear forces primarilv to deter limited nuclear
1f deterrence should fail, these forces give us cntions te fipght such

1
Our recommended forces are generally appropriate irn number and mix

var.

a war,
for the tasks we have ildentified.

The most sericus limited war tactic the Pact could use in NATO'e

Y
Center Region is 2 tactical nuclear attack usinpg terrain fire against
Unless it is clear to the Pact that NATO's

NATO's front-line forees.,

theater nuclear forces could survive such an attack and inflict unaccentable

damage on Pact forces, NATO's forces might not deter the Pact. We need

to consider terrain fire exchanges between Pact and NATD forces, partic-
Our

ularly those initiated by the Pact, toc evaluate our deterrent.
recommended forces and warheads, if properly deploved, should nrovide an

adequate deterrent,

3. Tactical nuclear weapons are not 8 substitute for conventicral
If ve are losing a conventional war in NATO's Center Tepion, we mav

ferees.,

have a nuclear option to counter the advance, but we cannct cocunt either on
tztopning the advance if the other side alsu uses nuclear weapons ur on
limitiny further escalation 4f we initially succeed.

4., It is unlilely that we would need tc consider using nuclear weapons
in Asia unless the Chinese use them first or assist their allies with
Even under

nassive land forces and we cannot possibly hold conventicnally.
the latter circumstances, we must carefully weigh the ovbjectiuns te the use of
New that

nuclear weapons against the net military benefits we might gain.
China has some nuclear capability, we cannot exnect to use nuclear weapouns

in Asis without retaliation.

6. We need only enough lethal chemical capability tou deter the Soviels
from using chemicals in Europe. If deterrence should fail, this lethal

chemical capability will provide us with an epticn to fight a limited
conflict using chemcial weapons. We need some incapacitating chemicals, but

only for use in those situvations where civilians are mingled with enem troons
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A summary of theater nuclear forces and warneaas is shown on page 5.
Detalled tables are attached.

I. THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES IN EUROPE

A. The Role of Theater Nuclear Weapone in Europe

Our basic military objective in Europe is to deter any kinéd of
Warsaw 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., OQOur strategic nuclear
forces deter a general nuclear war invelving 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
puclear asttack and quickly destroying & large part of the NATO land forces
without destroying much of Germany. If we could destroy 251 to 50X of
the Pact land forces in a restrained nuclear retaliation, we could denv
them this option. Unless it is clear to the Pact that NATO's theater
nuclear forces cruld 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 \

- 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 territery without having it destroyed. At :

best we could plan on destroying enough of the Pact forces to prevent them

from controlling K.TO countries. 1o A&i@if‘h

———

- We plan our Europe-oriented theater nuclear forces primarily for
deterrence. In doing so, we provide an adequate war-fightimg capabilircy.
However, we should not buy more forces to provide the capabilitry to fight a
limited nuclear war of long duration. It is unlikely that any war in which
thousands of nuclear weapons were used could remain limited. We should
concentrate new ipvestments 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 puclear holocaust.

)
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Our stockpile needs for the Center Region are exaxined below. 1In
the coming year we will analyze our needs in Europe's Southern Region in &
similar manner. We have included & discussion of a new concept -- the
initial defensive use of nuclear weapons restricted to NATO territory =--
whizh we are asking the JCS and the Services to do additional work on in the
future. We are also asking the JCS5 anéd 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: NATO--
42 division forces (1.4 million men) ané the Pact--90 divisions (1.1 mil-
lion men). The pnuclear capabilities of :hese land forces, excluding ADMs
&nd alr defense, are shown below.

Delivery Svystem

(‘Tac:ical Migsiles
Tactical Rockets
\ Tube Artillery

: Totals

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

1f the Warsaw Pact attacked RATO 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 i5 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) inte West Germany, NATO uses nuclear
weapons, but only oz the Pact divisions (assumed to be sbout 15 in each thrus
that are in NATO territory. NATO is assumed to have about 18 divisions in th
0 to 50 km zone 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.

é
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If nuclear weapons were only used on Pact forces in West Germany,
the Pact could not respond with nuclear weapons against NATO forces unless
they used them on NATO territory. They would either have to: (1) cease
the attack, (2) continue attacking conventionally by bringing in additional
forces, (3) escalate the conflict by using nuclear weapons on NATO forces in
NATO territory, or (4) combine courses of actiorn (2) and (3). Their
forces, are not as well-designed for limited discrete fire attacks as NATO's
forces, and any Pact retaliation would appear to be & terrain fire attacl:
over a large area. To deter such a response, NATO must have a survivable
rheater nuclear capability, or be ready to use strategic weapons in the
cheater at this peint.

D. Nuclear Defense Against Invasion in the Center Region Using
Discrete Fire

The discrete fire concept has traditienally been the basis for
aralyzirg our theater nuclear capatility. The essence of this concept is
L3t we mast accurately locate and hit a target to destroy it.
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The discrete target concept permits us to estimate the stockpile
we would need 1f we could fight such a war., Such & stockpile includes
enough nuclear weapons for restricted use, limited to RATO territory, if
we decided to use them that way. We cannot count on fighting e prolonged
nuclear war using thousands of tactical nuclear weapons. Thus, providing
more weapons than needed to defeat the Warssw 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 would do more to determine the outcome of a war than additional
nuclear warheads.

E. RNuclear Defense Apainst Invasion in the Center Region Using
Terrain Fire

A magsive 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. We should assess our capeability
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 unmacceptable damage on
Pact forces. Assuming they are properly deploved, 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
is an option we should consider because it reduces the problem of locating
targets. More important, ve need to consider the terrain fire concept to
evaluate our capabiliry to deter the Warsaw Pact.

*Includes an overpressure of at least 10 pounds per square inch
(psi), an initial) gamma radiation dose of 500 roentgens {1,000 roentgens
for a yield of less than 200 KT}, 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 estimating the tactical deployment of NATO and Pact land
forces, we can calculate the geographical area they would be likelv to
occupy in a conventional war-fighting posture and in a dispersed posture.
Only some 30X of the total area in the Center Region is muitable for
concealing mechanized forces, mso only that portion would have to be covered
vith 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 NATO and
the Pact would have over 60X of their forces concentrated in the first
50 km on each side of the front lines. Each side would have about 600,000
troops in the area of the three thrusts and to & depth of 50 kw. The next
table shows the inirial forces and capabilities on each side in the Center
Region and those remaining after limited terrain fire attacks bv 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 Remaining After
and Capabilities a/ A Limited Terrain Fire Exchange b/

Men (Thousands)

Kuclear Launchers

Nuclear Warheads
__Lethal Area (Km2)

8/ Excludes tactical air, air defense, and strategic forces (Polaris
and MR/IRBMsg). ' .

b/ The results are based on a lethal area coverage (10 psi) degraded
by the overlapping of multiple weapons and by those nuclear effects
that fall outside the targe area (60X for a 440-KT warhead).

9
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1f the forces were concentrated as thev would be for fighting a
conventional war, NATO would have enough retaliatory capability to destrov
452 of the Pact's manpower using only a limited terrain fire attack. This
should deter the Pact from using nuclear weapons against KATO forces in
such a situation since they could not count on achieving a maior advantape
by doing sc. The table on the preceding vaee includes a first strike
by KATO to show that the Pact alsc has a retaliatory capability.

In the nuclear terrain fire exchanwe considered abewe, t -e tota)
arez covered by each side's terrain fire attack is about 7,570 sq are Im,
or about 3% of the total areez of West Germany, Total civiliar ca uvalties
could be about five million. The use of nuclear weapons, especia.lv ter-
rain fire, is not attractive in such a situation. However, terrain fire
would use longer range svstems more effectively than discrete fire would
for destroying Pact forces, and we peed to consider terrain fire as well
as discrete fire, to evaluate our theater nuclear deterrent.

If both the KATO and Pact forces were in 2 disnersed posture te
reduce their vuluerabilitv to nuclear attacks, fewver forces would he des-
troved in limited terrain fire attacks, since onlv abou: X157 and 17% of the
Pact and KAT(O marnpower, respectively, might be in the first 50 km zone of the
three thrusts. The Pact and NATO would, however, have additional trooos
along the front and to a greater depoth. In & dispersed nusture, we assume
each side might have about 60X of its troops in the 0 te 100 km zone along
the whole German front. With both forces dispersed and with unlimited ter-
rain fire atcacks using al)l tactical land force weapons, the resulcs could
be as ghown in the next table.

. Initial ¥orces Capability Remaining Afrer an
and Capabilitvies a/ Unlimited Terrain Fire Fxchange

i
Men (Thousands)
Nuclear Launchers
Nuclear Warheads
Lethal Area (Km)

———
—— p—

a/ Excludes tactical air, air defense, and strategic forces
{Polaris and MR/IRBMs).

RATO could not cover the whole front (about 750 km) with nuclear
terrain fire to as great a depth as the Pact, but NATO forces could stil)
destroy 202 of the Pact manpower in retaliation., On the other hand, the
Pact could not count on gaining an advantage by using such a dispersed

10
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posture because in their view RATO might attark first with nuclear weapons
to pre-empt a Pact terrain fire attack and destroy about 351 of the Pact
manpowver (more, if the attack occurred before the Pact forces were
well-dispersed). Even 4if the Pact believed that NATO would no:t strike
first, they would have to consider the possibility of retaliatory U.S.
attacks with strategic nuclear forces sgince 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 sugpests the fecllowing conclusions:

1. A survivable theater nuclear capability which could inflict
unacceptable damage on Pact forces should deter the Pact from using
tactical nuclear weapons. Terrain fire is an ontion to consider for .
retaliation tc a massive Pact attack which could destrov NATO's front-
line forces. Terrain fire could cause more damape to European society
than limited discrete fire. However, we cannot reasonably expect a2 war
to stay limited if thousands of nuclear weapons are used for discrete
fire.

Percent of Launchers that Might
Maximum Survive a Terrain Fire Attack Along the
Svstem Range Whole Front to Various Denths

Pershing
Sergeant
Honest John
Tube Artillery

11
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Theater Nuclear Requirements for the Center Region

We cannot plan to fight & limited nuclear war of long duratiun,
using thousands of nuclear weapons in either discrete or terrain fire,
because of the vulnerability of most of our warheads and deliverv svstems,
the probable destruction of our support means by enery attacks, limitations
on command and control, and the great pressures to escalate the conflict.
We need only enough nuclear weapons to be able to respond up to the point
wvhere continued limitation of a nuclear econflict would be verv improbable.
When additional discrete fire would do as much damage to Eurovean societv
as more effective limited terrain fire attacks, we should consider using
terrain fire.

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

Our theater nuclear capsbilities are limited far more bv our lack
of adequate command, control, and support than by the size of our nuclear
stockpile, Considering these limitations and the competing demands on our
resources, we do not need to maintain such a large stockpile in Western Europe,



Jauuar§ 15, 1°6°

G. Allied Supncrt

We have committed ourselves to support certair allied units and
we should continue to do sc. At the same time wve sheuld reduce the number
uof bombs with which we support each allied snuadrun frem about 1.1 tu 1 oer
Unit Equipment (UE) aircraft. We cannot count on usinp tactical aircraft
in a nuclear war except in & pre-emptive strilie by KATO, and cne bumk ner
UE aircraft is enough to cover such a possible but unlikelv situatior.

We should continue discussions with out allies about Lance, but defer a

decisior on suvport until we know.if the svstem works and whether we will
in fact mnrocure it. Our detalled reccommendations on support ceilings and
ceilings for discussion with our allies are shown in the table ovn page 28,

TIL. THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES IN ASTA

A. TRule of Nuclear Weanons in Asiea

We maintain nuclear furces in Asia four twe breoad ohjectives,
First, we want to deter the use of nuclear weanurs hv the Chinese.
Ve also wish to assurg our Asien allies that we will use nuclear weapons
in their defense if the Chinese attack them with nuclear wesarons., Secund,
should deterrence fail, we want 2 nuclear war-fipghting option tc defend
apainst a Chinese invasion. Korea presents the worst threat of 2 majur |
invasion where we might have tc consider using nuclear weanuvns. Unless
the Chinese assist thelr allies with massive land forces, we should not
have to consider usine nuclear weapons against the other Asian Coummunist
land forces. Our programmed forces can satisfy these twc objectives.

13
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Current estimates of China's nuclear capsbilify are shown in the
next table.

China's Nuclear Forces a/
FY 68 FY 72 Y 77

e ——

Strategic Forces
ICBMg, MRBMs, and SIMs
Bombers
Nuclear Bombs and ASMs
Air Defense Launchers
Alr Defense Warheads

General Purpose Forces
Ruclear-Capable Afrcraft
Nuclear Bombs and ASMs
Frog Missiles
Total Nuclear Warheads

Now that China has some puclear capability, we cannot use nuclear
weapons without risk of retaliatien. Even in a pre-emptive strike, we could
not be sure of destroying all of China's nuclear capability. With just
a few surviving weapons, the Chinese could destrov some of our important
bases, airfields, and ports. Loss of these facilities could substantially
reduce our logistic and air advantages. Thus, there are offsets to the
militarvy advantage we might gain from initiating the uvse of nuclear weapons.
Moreover, the resulting deaths and destruction and their long-range
pelitical consequences could outweigh the advantages we might gain by
using nuclear weapons., Thus, there are potentiallv compelling militarv

© and political reasons to avoid the use of nuclear weapons except under
extreme circumstances.

The threat of a conventional Soviet invasion in Asie is smsll, 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 cese, 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 4{ts active land forces and about 100 million men for potential

army use.

14
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The Chinese may alsc be limited by their willingness to accept
casualties. In the Korean War, however, the Communists suffered about 1.5
wmillion casualties. The peak casualty rate occurred in April-Msv, 1951,
vhen 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.

We often think of the Chinese army as & large mass of men, thus as
an ideal nuclear target. This concept is highly misleading because the
Chinese apply the "massed human wave” tactic in a very specific way. They
mass only when they find one eof our weak or isoclated company positions,
preferably using a 4 to ]l manpower ratic. The Chinese do not need to con-
centrate more than a2 fevw hundred meters from the front lines since thev
are not dependent on mechanized equipment, Moreover, dispersing is to their
advantage because it makes ther less vulnerable to our artillerv and air
attacks. Thelr dispersal behind the front lines is alsc consistent with
our experience during the Korean'War. Reconnaissance pilots were often
unable to identify troops on the ground, although 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 attack., Even against a combined
Chinese/North Korean attack, it appears that they provide & substantial
deterrent and a capability for initial defense. By furnishing equipment
to the ROK rear ares pecurity 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
conventicnal forces may be enough to stop a2 combined Chinese/Rorth Korean
attack, and we should not plan on necessarilv initiating the use of
nuclear weapons in this contingenecy.

b. Hucleai Defense Against an Ipvasion Uéigg Discrete Pire

If we could not hold conventionally against a Chinese/North Korean
attack, we might use dismcrete fire with 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 wil} to fight. Tynical
targets for discrete fire would be company-sized units containing an

13
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average of about 100 wmen. Because most companv-sized targets more than
ope k» from the front would be widely dispersed, ve could not find more
thaen a few hundred such targets in a few davs. By maintaining about 500
land force weapons ancd tactical bombs, which would be sufficient te kill
50,000 soldiers, we can provide an option to inflict casualiies at a very
high rate over a few days. We could not take agway the ability of the '
Chinese to continue an invasion by using nuclear weapons this wav, but we
eight destroy their will to fighr.

To take awvay the ablility of the Chinese to continue a deter-
mined invasion, we would have to consider destroving 2 million or more
troops., To do this using discrete fire would require using 10,000 or
more nuclear warheads over a period of months, net davs, assuming we could
locate that many worthwhile targets. Even if we could locate targels,
we would still not be sure of stopving a2 determined invasion. Thus, we
should not calculate our requirements for Korea on the assumption that we
can destrov the war-fighting capabiliry of the Chinese by using discrete
nuclear fire in an extended conflict.

E. RNuclear Defense Against apn Invasion Using Terrain Fire

If we cannot hold against the Chinese conventionally, and if we
cannot destroy thelr will to fight by causing a very high casualty rate
with discrete nuclear fire, we might consider using nuclear terrain fire.
However, it would be terribly destructive because the enemv forces would be
widely dispersed and we would have to cover all the terrain.

We cannot count on destroving the war-fighting capability of the
Chinese by using terrain fire to a limited depth bevond our fromnt lines.
The Korean peninsuls is about 180 k= wide near the Demilitarized Zonme (DMZ).
To provide terrain fire to 2 depth of 50 km would regquire covering about
8,000 square kz. For a8 greater depth of fire, the area would be provortion-
ately larger. The numbers of tactical nuclear bombs that would be needed
for terrain fire of this magnitude are shown in the following table,

Depth of Pire Arep Covered with

Potential Commmist on Peninsula Number of at Least 10 Ps!
Troop Casuszlties (Km) a/ Delivered Weavons b/ {Square Em) ¢/

s/ Pyongyang is about 150 km north of the DMZ and the Yalu River
48 about 400 km north of it.

b/ Using a mix of tactical bombs based on the current tactical bomd
stockpile, excluding about 500 with the lowest yields.

¢/ The total land area of North Korea is about 120,000 square km.

16
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Using terrain fire to a depth of about 400 km to get the maximum
pumber of troop casualties, we would kill most of the 12 million North Korean '
civilians and probably some friendlv civilians as well., This would clearly
be undesirable.

Instead of using terrain fire from the front lines to various
depths, we could consider using {t in the 50 to 150 km zone to destroy the
local reserves and supplies. Our conventional forces should be able
to defeat 2 front-line force of 200,000 te 300,000 men in such a situation.

F. Interdicting ngistics té Reduce Supply

An on-line force of about 300,000 North Koreans and Chinese might
require about 1,400 tons of ammunition plus other supplies per day. With
no interdiction, about 18,000 men would be needed to operate the transporta-
tion system. If we could keep 8l]l msjor choke points (about 100) destroved
permanently, the Chinese could overcome the obstacles with about & million
coclies to hand-carry supplies around the choke points. However, we ¢ould
not keep all major choke points destroyed, even with nuclear weapons.

G. Theater RNuclesr Requirements for Korea

The above analysis suggests the following conclusions:

1. We cannot count on defeating a determined Chinese invasion
by using nuclear weapons, and we should not plan on using them initially,
though we should have concepts and contingency plans for thelr use. We
should improve the conventional capabilities of ocur sllies and rely on
them as much as possible to stop conventional attacks.

17
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- 3. Ve could consider resorting to terrain fire, but enly if our
conventional defense failed and the Chinese did not come to terms after we
had used limited nuclear discrete fire. Even then we tould not be certain
of stopping & determined invasion, and we might kill as many as five-
million Korth Korean civilians., If we decided to use terrain fire in Xorea,
we could use high-yield strategic bombs.

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

Our end-TY 68 stockpile of nuclear warheads in Kores and the
stockpile we recommend for Korea in FY 70 are shown below.

FY 68 Recommended for FY 70

Sergeant
Tactical Bombs, Honest John,
and Tube Artillery
Davy Crockett
ADMs
Nike Hercules
Total Nuclear Warheads

H. Peacetime Deployments to Korea

I11. MIX OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES

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

18
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A. Tactical Bombs Y

B. Low-Yield, Tactical Air-tc-Surface Missiles (ASs5)

C. 155mm Howitzers

19
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willion more than thast required to main*ain the current varheads.

D. Sergeant

Subject to nepotiaticns with the Italians, ve recutmend phasirng
vut the Sergeant battalior irn Italy in PY 70, We alsov recommend phasing
out the Sergeant battalion in Kurea in FY 71 for an annual savipgs of $6.3
million. We dou not need Sergeant io Korea fur limited discrete fire, ard
if we decide to use terrain {ire, we can relv on air-delivered veavuns in
Asia, Finally, we recommend retiring the Sergeant battalions ir Germany
and the United States {starting in FY 73) wher Lance is deploved,

L E. Lance and Honest John

20
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F. Atcemic Demgliticn Munitiorns (ADMs)

ADs are puclear charpes designed tc delay arn advancing arm
by placing vhstacles in its path. While the military benefits cf using
ADMs can be sensitive to the timeliness ¢f their release and we ghould
keep & capability to use them foftward of our main battle positions,
the possible severe reaction tu the first detonation of any nuclear
device cautions against early use of ADMs except under the most extreme
circumstances.

We heve asked the JCS and the Services to studv an ADY emnley-
ment concept in vhich we would consider using ADMs primarilr tc the
rear of the main defensive pusitions in the event we are not able tc
defend conventionaly against & conventional attack., Under this conceot,
we would not plar on using ADMs between the borders of epemy territory
and our owr main defensive positions. In order te avold using nuclear

weapuons if at all possible, we would plan to test our conventicnal

forces in the main defensive pusitions before using nuclear weapons.
Then, if it appeared that we were not able to defend conventiogpally, we
would consider using ADtis (which, being defensive weapons, could be
considered less escalatury than other nuclear systems) to help ston

the attack. Thus, the primary region where we would consider using
ADMs would be in the area from about 25 to 100 km behind our initial
main defepsive positions--behind the place where we could first really
test our conventional defenses and in front of the region where cther
puclear responses would clearly be mcre appropriate. This concent
would not preclude the possible use of ADMs ir other areas, such as
along the main defersive positions rather than further to the rear, and
it would be consistent with our flexible response strategv and the new
stTategy adopted by NATO.
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IV, CHMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE FORCES

A, Lethal Chemicals

Lethal chemicals can kill many wnnrotected trocps guicklv. Cas-
ualties are verv low against protected troops, but the comhat effectiveness
of troops in protective clothing is degraded.

We estimate that the Sovietes have about 275,000 tons of lethal
chemical agents, compared to abcut 35,000 tons for the United States. (The
composition of the U.S. stockpile is shown in the tatle or page 29.) For
defense, we have masks and, to prevent absorption of chemicals through
the skin, some cld individual protectior suits and collective nrotectiun
devices.

Io Soviet doctrine, lethal chemicals are usuallv considered in
conjunction with nuclear weapons. The Soviets cculd escalate a conventional
eonflict in Europe by using nuclear weapons or chemicals, or both. Our
theater nuclear capability helps to deter their use of nuclear wearomns. To
deter the Soviets from using chemicals alone, we must be able tc prevent thex
from gaining a significant advantage fromr their use. To dc this we need
enough defensive capability to prevent a large pumber of casualties and an
offensive capability to force the Soviets to take protective measures.

Europe is the onlv area where we peed'a deterrent against the use
of lethal chemicals. The Soviets seem intent on avoiding the use of nuclear
weapons in limited conflicts in other areas and probably would alsu forege
the use of chemicals. Ve have no evidence that the Chinese have a sipnifi-
cant lethal chemical war~fighting capability., Our conventional fcrces provide
sufficient alternatives against other countries.

For the defensive component of our lethal chemical deterrent-in
Europe, we need individual protection (masls and protective suits) for our
land forces and forward air bases, some warning capability, and protective
shelters for forward medical units. Large numbers of warning devices and
protective shelters would contribute to our ability to fight a prolonged
war, but would increase our deterrent very little, For the offensive
compopent of our chemical deterrent in NATO's Center Region, we need
enough chemical capability to expose unprotected fronteline troons to €
10% 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 Regiopn, the approximate additional 10-year costs
for equipment and munitions (above our current inventories) to provide a
lethal chemical deterrent, which would give us some war-fighting capability,
are shown in the next table.
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Additional 10-Year
Capabilitv . - Cost a/

(In $ Millions)

Defensive Protection for 11 U.S. Divisicn Foreces (DFs)

and 5 Forward Air Bases $ 400
Offencive Capability for the U.5. and Allied Sectours 140
Total Costs o $ 540

a/ Provides {ndividual protection for trcoms and a 10-day offensive
capability at 750 tozs per day,

We should procure the additional equinment tc provicde a deterrent
capability for NATO's Center Region, giving pricrity tc imnrovements ir our
‘defenses against lethal chemicals. We recommend against procuring a
chemical capability to fight a prolonpged war. Any extensive use of lethal
chemicals would probably lead to a nuclear war. We will address our lethal
chemical needs for other FATO regions in the coming year.

B. Incapacitating Chemicals (Including Riot Contrcl Apents)

YWe mipght benefit from using incapacitating chemicals in situ-
ations where civilians are mingled with enemv troons and we do not have
reasonatle conventional alternatives., For such situations, we could
benefit from improvements that would Increase the duration of the effects
now available with tear pas. However, we should nct use incapacitants vhich
rake people irrational and unpredictable., WNor shculd we use presently
available chemical incapacitants in ordinary combat against any enemy
forces because: (1) feasihle conventional alternatives are almust alwavs
availatle, (2) we dc not want to risk enemy retaliation with lethal
chemicals, and (3) we do not want to risk lowering the barriers tou chemical
warfare. '

Fcr the poust-Vietnam Baseline Fource, we should stuchpile a 3N-dav
sunply of tear gas four one DF with air support and one Marine Lxnediticunary
Ferece (MEF). This is enovugh for counterinsurpgency oneratiins. In addition,

we should stockpile enough tear gas for civil disturbances. We should
" not increase our stockpiles of anv other incapacitants until further
research and development is done on improved agents.

We recommend disapproving the JCS proposal to buy a chemical in-
canacitating capability for &ll land and air fcrces at a 1l0-vear ccst of
$440 million (excluding costs for research, develupment, and operations in
Vietnam),

T
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SURJECT:
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Tentative

DRAFT -
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT S rizen JAASTE
“"Jﬁ" [-5-8F L

Theater Nuclear Ferces (U)

Our ceatinuing review of theater nuclear and related chermical. azds
biclogical forces leads us to the following major ceunclusiens: s
: '-.‘:f- .

1. We buy theater nuclear forces primar{lv tu deter limited nuclear
If deterrence should fail, these forces give us cntions te fight such

var.,
Our recommended forces are generelly appropriate ir numbcr and mix

a war.
for the tasks we have identified.
The most sericus licited war tactic the Pact could use in NATO'e

2.
Center Reglon is a tactical nuclear attack usinp terrain fire apainst
Unless it is clear to the Pact that NATO's

HATO's front-line forces.
theater nuclear forces could survive such an attack and inflict uvnaccentable
We need

damage on Pact foreces, NATO's forces might not deter the Pact.
to consider terraln fire exchanges betwveen Pact and NATO ferces, vartic-
Gur

ularly those initiated by the Pact, to evaluate our deterrent.
recommended forces and warheads, i{f properly denloved, sheuld nrovide an

adequate deterrent.

3, Tactieal nuclear weapcns are nol a substitute for conmventicral
ferces., If ve are losing a conventicnal war in NATO's Center Regicn, we may
kave a nuclear option to counter the advance, but we cannct ccunt either on
stopning the advance if the other side alsu uses nuclear weapens ur on

limitin; further escalaticn if we i{nitially succeed.

4, It is unlilely that we would need to coﬁsider using nuclear veapons
in Asi1a unless the Chinese use them first or assist their allies with
Even under

massive land forces and we cannot possibly hold conventionally.
the latter circumstances, we must carefully weigh the objectiuns tc the use of
Kow that

nuclear weapons against the net military benefits we might gain,
Chipna has some nuclear capability, we cannot expect to use nuclear weapons

in Asia withcut retaliation.

6. We need only enough lethal chemical capability to deter the Soviets
from using chemicals in Europe. If deterrence should fail, this lethal

chemical capability will provide us with an opticn to fipht a limited
conflict using chemcial weapons. We need some incapacitating chemicals, but
only for use in those situations where civilians are mingled with enem truops,
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A sumnary of theater nuclear forces anc varneaas 1§ shown on'page-b.
Detailed tables are attached. ; ;

1. THEATER NUCLEAR PORCES IK EUROPE SN

A, The Role of Theater Nuclear Weavons in Europe

Our basic military objeccive in Europe is to deter any kind of
Warsaw 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 wmuch of Cermany. If we could destroy 251 to 501 of
the Pact land forces in a restrained nuclear retaliation, we could deny
“them this optionm. Unless it 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. -

[P TP

Py

A further porential objective, bur one we could not count om
achieving, is defeating the Pact by using theater nuclear weapons if a con- !
ventional defense failed. Our analysis shows we canpot expect to remove
the Pact's capability to destroy NATO's military forces or sociery. Thus,
we cannot count on controlling territory without having it destroyed. At
best we could plan on destroying enough of the Pact forces to prevent then
from controlling K.TO countries. 1ol ol =22

We plan our Eurppe-oriented theater nuclear forces primarily for
deterrence. In doing so, we provide an adequate war-fighting capabilicy.
However, we should not buy more forces to provide the capability to fight a
limired nuclear war of long duration. It is unlikely that any war in which
thousands of nuclear weapons were used could remain limited. We should
concentrate new ipvestments 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 xvoiding a nuclear holocaust.



Jmowery 1L, 194%

IS TARY 133 — T.5- M0 LIID TENLLT mnm AND WMANEIADS :’
(Lot & Meca lsar) .

Tmctical Adrerait
Alrcralt, tail Lywipment (XX)
Bemdrs fil Tt Selface Misailes A%)

Tactical Wissiles
Corporal

‘Urtle Jeis
L e T

Parshing cf
Lamacoere

bxtyeamt
Lasas chra.T3

bevy Crwckar:
L chen T8
L

Lente
Lounchars
Sarsasds
Subiera) Tactical Missile
L=z chats

~fubtotal] Tactical Wiswils -
Narsamds

Pmtiesr Arzillary
§" howitpal
Tubes
Warbamds

155 Bawiraer Tl
Twbead
Marvaads
babtetal Weclear Arzillery Twies

Sebtotal Buclasr dxTillery
Varsamis

Aremit Duuolition Masitioms (AT

T o
T ks

iir Iwiense
Palcos
atrerafe {EL)
Warpasds

Rika—he renlas

Lt o TP

Marbaads
Subtoral Alr Defemse Atrcraft/
Tdmem it T
fubteta’l ALY Defemse Warhesds

Tetal Alrcralt/Lesschers/
¢ Tubwa [Tosmn 4/

Tetal Yomba /ASWs Marrmads ¢f

[moTrelrnelinelraina e wnernjwnlmalrninn]r



Tentative )
Record of Decision g January 15, 1969

Our stockpile needs for the Center Region are exa=ined belov. In
the coming year we will analyze our needs in Europe's Southemn Rég;aﬁ in a
girilar manner. We have included a discussion of a new concept =- the
in{tial 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 Eurcope's Center Region

We currently estimate that RATO and the Warsaw Pact could have
the following land forces in the Center Ragion by M+90 in FY 72: NATO--
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 ADMs
&nd air defense, are shown below.

Delivery Svstes

(“Tactical Migsiles

+
!

Taectical Rnckets
Tube Artillery
Totals

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

1f the Warsaw Pact attacked RATO forces with conventional weapons
and NATO could not hold, as a minimm level of limited nuclear war we might
consider using nuclear weapons in NATO territory alone. Restricting the use
of nuclear wespons to friendly territory might be less likely to lead to
escalation than attacking targets in East Germany or other Pact countries.

The following scenarioc illustrates the possible use of nuclear
weapons in West Germany to repulse a Pact conventional attack., It 15 assumt

- 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 conventiopally. When the Pact forces have
penetrated about 50 kilometers (km) into West Cermany, NATO uses nuclear
weapons, but only on the Pact divisions (assumed to be about 15 in each thx:
that are in NATO territory. RATO is assumed to have about 18 divisions in .
0 to 50 km zone 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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If nuclear weapons were only used on Pact forces in West Cermany,

. the Pact could not respond with nuclear weapons against RATO forces utless
they used them on NATO territory. They would either have to: (1) cease
the attack, (2) continue attacking conventionallv by bringing in additienal
forces, (3) escalate the conflict by using nuclear weapons on NATD ferces in
KATD territory, or (&) combine courses of action (2) and (3). Their
forces, are not as well-designed for limited discrete fire attacks as NATO's
forces, and any Pact retaliation would appear to be & terrain fire attach
over &8 larpe area. To deter such a response, KRATO must have a survivable
theater nuclear capability, or be ready to use strategic weapons in the
+heater at this point. ’ ’

D. Nuclear Defense Against Invasion in the Center Region Using
Discrete Fire

The discrete fire concept has traditicnally beern the hasis for
analvzicg our theater nuclear capability. The essence of this concept is
~al we most accurately locate and hit a target to destrov irt,

——
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The discrete target concept permits us to estimate the stockpile
we would need if we could fight such a war., Such a stockpile includes
enough nuclear veapons for restricted use, lim{ted to NATO territory, if
we decided to use them that way. We cannot count on fighting a prolonged
nuclear war using thousands of tactical nuclear wveapons. Thus, providing
more weapons than needed to defeat the Warssw Pact with discrete fire. would
not improve our capability. Other factors such as coemand and control:
limitations, destruction of our support means, and poszible cscalltion of
the conflict would do more to determine the outcome of 2 var than a ditional
nuclear warheads, .

E. Nuclear Defense Against Invasion in the Certer Repion Usineg
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 conastitutes the most serious tactic

the enemy could use against our forces. We should assess our capability
to deter such an attack. Such & 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 on
Pact forces. Assuming they are properly deploved, 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 capebility 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
is an option we should consider because it reduces the problem of locating
targets, More important, we need to consider the terrain fire concept to
evaluate our capability to deter the Warsaw Pact.

*Includes an overpressure of st least 10 pounds per square inch
(psi), an initial gamma radiation dose of 500 roentgens (1,000 roentgens
for a yield of less than 200 KT), and 11 calories per square centimeter
of thermal radiation (50 calories per square centimeter for yields of
pore than 60 KT).
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By estimating the tactical deploywent of NATO and Pact land
forces, we can calculate the geographicel area they would be likely to
occupy in a conventional war~fighting posture and in a -dispersed posture.
Only some 30% of the total area in the Centrer Region is suftable for
concealing mechanized forces, soc only that portion would have to be coverel
with 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 capablliry.

- s

- In &2 conventional war-fighting posture, we assume that NATO and

the Pact would have over 607 of their forces concentrated in the first

50 km on each side of the front ldnes, Each side would have about 600,000
troops in the area of the three thrusts and to a depth of 50 km., The next
table shows the initial forces and capabilities on each side in the Center
Repion and those remaining after limited terrain fire attacks bv each
side, The attacks are restricted to the srea of the three thrusts and to
a depth of 50 kn from the front lines. .

Initial Forces ' Capability Remaining After
and Capabiliti{es 8/ A& Limited Terrain Fire Exchanee b/

Men (Thousands)

Nuclear Launchers
Kuclear Warheads
Lethal Area (Kmr?l)

—

a/ Excludes tactical air, air defense, and strategic forces (Polaris
end MR/IRBMs). ‘ )

b/ The results are based on a lethal ares coverage (10 psi) degraded

- by the overlapping of multiple weapons and by those nuclear effects
that fall outside the targe area (60X for & 440-KT warhead).

9
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If the forces were concentrated as thev would be for fighting a
conventional war, NATO would have enough retaliatory capability to destrov
457 of the Pact's manpower using only a limited terrain fire attack. This
should deter the Pact from using nuclear weapons against RATO forces in ..
such a situation since they could not count on achieving a ma‘or advantage}{‘
by doing so. The table on the preceding vage includes a first strike. o
by KATO to show that the Pact also has & retaliatory capability.

In the anuclear terrain fire exchange considered above, t-e‘tpéhai
area covered by each side's terrain fire attack is about 7,59 sq are iIm,
or about 3% of the total arez of West Germany, Total civiliaer ca uvalties
could be about five million, The use of nuclear weapons, especia.lv ter-
rain fire, is not attractive in such 2 situetion. However, terrain fire
would use longer range svstems more &ffectively than discrete fire would
for destroying Pact forces, and we peed to consider terrein fire as well
as discrete fire, to evaluate our theater nuclear deterrent.

If both the KATD and Pact forces were in g disnersed posture te
reduce their vuluerabilitv to nuclear attacks, fewer forces would he des-
troved in limited terrain fire attacks, since only abou: 157 and 17X of the
Pact and NATO marpower, respectively, might be in the first 5CG km zone of the
three thrusts. The Pact and NATO would, however, have additional trooovs
along the front and to a greater depth. In a dispersed nusture, we assume
each side might have about 60% of its troops in the O te 100 km zone along
thewhole German front. With both forces dispersed and with unlimited ter-
rain fire attacks using all tactical land force weapons, the resulus could
be as shown in the next table.

. Initial Forces Capability Remaining After an
and Capabilivies a/ Unlimited Terrain Fire Fxchanee

M

tan (Thousands)
Kuclear Launchers
Nuclear Warheads
Lethal Area (KmZ)

P

a/ Excludes tactical air, zir defense, and strategic forces
(Polaris and HR/IRBHS)

» NATO could not cover the whole front (about 750 km) with nuclear
terrain fire to as great a depth as the Pact, but NATO forces could stil)
destroy 20% of the Pact manpower in retaliation. On the other hand, the
Pact could not count on gaining an advantage by using such a dispersed

10
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posture because in their view RATO might attack first with nuclear weapons
to pre-empt a Pact terrain fire attack and destroy about 351 of the Pact
manpower (more, 1f the attack occurred before the Pact forces were
wvell-dispersed). Even if the Pact believed that NATO would no:t strike
first, they would have to consider the possibility of retaliatory U.S.
attacks with strategic puclear forces since terrain fire attacks to a

depth of BO ke {destroying as vmch as 25% of Germany)} would not necessarily
be considered limited nuclear war.

The foregoing analysis suggests the fellowing conclusioms:

. 1. A survivable theater nuclear capability which could inflict
unacceptable damage on Pact forces should deter the Pact from using
tactical nuclear weapons. Terrain fire is an option to consider for .
retaliation to a massive Pact attack which could destrov KATO'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 stav limited if thousands of nuclear weapons are used for discrete
fire. '

Percent of Launchers that Might
HMaximum Survive a2 Terrain Fire Attack Along the
Svstem Range Whole Front to Various Devoths

Pershing
Sergeant
Honest John
Tube Artillery

il
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Theater Nutlear Reguirements for the Center Region

Ve cannot plan to fight 2 lim{ted nuclear war of long duratich, -
using thousands of nuclear weapons in either discrete or terrain fire; .
because of the vulnerability of most of our warheads ané delivery svstems,
the probable destruction of our support means by enermy attacks, limitations
on command and control, and the great pressures to escalate the conflict.
We need only enough nuclear weapoas to be able to respond up to the point
wvhere continued lim{tation of & nuclear conflict would be very improbable,
When add{tional discrete fire would do as much damage to European societv
as more effective licited terrain fire attacks, we should consider using
terrain fire, ‘

Tactical Bombs
Mace
Pershing
Sergeant
Honest John
Tube Artillery
ADMs
Alr Defense
ASW Depth Bombs
Total Nuclear Warheads

Our theater nuclear capabilities are limited far more by our lack
of adequate command, control, and support than by the size of our nuclear
stockpile. Considering these lirmitations and the competing demands on our
resources, we do not need to maintain such a large stockpile in Western Europe
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G. Alli{ed Supmncr:t

We have committed ourselves to sumocrt certain allied unitx and
we should continve to do sc. At the same time we should reduce the number
vf bombs with which we suvport each allied seuadrun frem abour 1.1 to 1 per
Uait Eguiopment (UE) aircraft. We cennot count on usipng tactical aireraft
i a nuclear war except Iin a pre-emptive gtrilte by NATO, and uvoe humh nper
UZ aircrafrt is enoupgh to cover such a possihle but unlikelv situatior.

We should continue discussiens with out allies about Lance, bur defer a

decision on suvport until we know .if the systerm works and whether we will
in fact procure it. Our detailed recummendations on support ceilings and
ceilings for discussion with our allies are shown in the table oa pape 28,

T1. THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES IN ASIA .

A. Roule of Nuclear Weanons in Asia

We maintain nuclear furces irn Asia for rtwe breod ohjectives.
First, we want to deter the use of nuclear wveancrs kv the Chinese.
Ve also wish to assurg our Asiarn allies that we will use nuclear weapons
{1 their deferse if the Chinese attack them with nuclear weapons, Secend,
should deterrence fail, we want & puclear war-fiphting option toc defend
apainst a Chinese invasion. Korea presents the worst threat of 2 major |
avasion where we might have tc consider using nuclear weanuns. Unless
the Chinese assist their allies with massive land forces, we should not
have to consider usins nuclear weapons against the other Asian Communist
land forces, Our prugramned forces car satisfyv these twec ovbjectives.

13

~



Teptative .
. . Record of Decision January 15, 1969

Current estimates of China's nucle:rr c:pabilify are shown in the
next table.

Chinez's Nuclear Forces a/
FY 68 Y 72

Stratepic Forces
ICRMs, MRBMs, and SLMs
Bombers
Nuclegr Bombs and ASMs
Air Defense Launchers
Alr Defense Warheads

General Purpeose Forces
Ruclear~Capable Afreraft
Nuclear Bombs xnd ASMs
Frog Missiles )
_Total XNuclear Warheads

Now that China has some nuclear capability, we cannot use nuclear
wezpons without risk of retaliation. Even in & pre-emptive strike, we ecould
not be sure of destroying all of China's nuclear capabiliry. Wich just
a few surviving weapons, the Chinese could destroy some of our important
bases, a{rfields, and ports, Loss of these facilities could substantially
reduce our logistic and air advantages. Thus, there are offsets to the
nilitary advantage we might guin from {nitiating the use of nuclear weapons.
Moreover, the resulting deaths and destruction angd their long-range
political consequences tould outweigh the advantages we might gain by
ugsing nuclear weapons, Thus, there are potentizllv compelling mili{tarv

- 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 veapons against. free As{an countries
is unlikely. Soviet interests in Asia are probably not important enough
to risk using nuclear weapons in limited econflicts. In any case, our
nuclear options against the Chinese should be adequate against the Soviets.,

B, The Threat to Korea

The North Koreans have 2z force of about 281,000 men; the Chinese
could deploy about 650,000 men into Rorea by M+70. The parrow mountainous
peninsula probably restricts the effective deployment of land forces (exclud-
ing coolies) to about one million (the max{mum used during the Korean war),
but the Chinese might allocate more troops to an invasion, China has 2.3
million men in {ts active land forces and about 100 million men for potential

army use,

14
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. 1

The Chinese may also be limited by their willingness to accept
casualties, In the Korean War, however, the Commmists suffered about 1.5
rillion casualties, The peak casualty rate occurred in April-Mav, 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,

We often think of the Chinese arwy a8 a large mass of men, thus as
an ideal nuclear target, T7This concept is highly misleading because the
Chinese a2pply 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 &2 4 to 1 manpower ratio. The Chinese do not need to con-
centrate more than a2 few hundred meters from the front lines since they
are not dependent on mechanized equipment. Moreover, dispersing is to their
advantage because it makes thec less wvulnerable to our artillerv and air
attacks. Their dispersasl behind the front lines is also consistent with
our experience during the Korean War. Reconnaissance pilots were often
unable to identify troops on the ground, although 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 attack. Even against a combined
Chinese/North Rorean attack, it appears that they provide & substantial
deterrent and a capability for initial defense. By furnishing equipment
to the ROK rear areaz security divisioms,-we could improve the manpower ratio
of Chinesz/North Korean forces to ROK/U.S5. forces to less than 1.5 to 1
(the ratio in 1951 when we stopped ‘2 Communist offensive). Moreover, the
ROR forces are more effective nov than they were in the 1950s. Thus, our
conventional forces may be enough to stop & combined Chinese/North Korean
attack, and we should not plan on necessarily initiating the use of

_nuclear weapons in this contingency.

D. Nuclear Defense Against sn Invasion Uﬁigg Dicscrete Pire

If we could not hold conventionally against & Chinese/North Korean
attack, we might use discrete fire with nuclear weapons against targets
at depths greater than one or two km in an attempt to inflict casualties
at 2 high rate over a few days and destroy their will to fight. Tyniecal
targets for discrete fire would be company-sized units containing &n

15
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averzge of about 100 men, Becauwse most companv-sized targels more than
one k= from the front would be widely dilspretred, ve could not find wmore
than a few hundred such targets {n a fevw davs. By mzintaining adbout 500
land force veapons and tactical bombs, which would be sufffcient to ki1l .
50,000 soldiers, we can provide an option to {nflict casualties st & very -
high rate over a few days. We could not take avavy the ability of théf{%ﬁ
Chinese to continue an invasion by using nuclear weapons this wayj?ﬁﬂ{fﬁe
méght destroy their will to fight. : ' o

Te take =vey the ability of the Chinese to continue a deters""
zined invagion, we would have to consider destroving &8 million or more
troops. To do this using discrete f£ire would require using 10,000 or
more puclear wvarheads over a period of months, not dayvs, zssuring wve could
locate that many worthwhile targess. Even if we could loczte targe:rs,
ve would still not be sure of stopping a determined invasion. Thus, we
should net celculate our recuirements for Kores on the assumption that we
can destrov the war-fighting capebility of the Chinese by using discrete
puclear fire in an extended conflicet. .

E. Nuclear Defense Agzinst zn Invasion Using Terrain Fire

If we czanot hold agsinst the Chinese conventionally, and if we
cannot destroy their will to £ight by causing a very high casuslty rcate
with discrete nuclear fire, ve might consider using nuclear terrain fire.
However, it would be terribly destructive because the enermv forces would be
videly dispersed and we would have to cover all the terrain.

We cannot count on destroving the war-fighting capability of the
Chinese by using terrain fire to a limited depth bevond our front lines.
The Rorean peninsula ig about 180 k= wide near the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ).
To provide terrain fire te 2 depth of 50 km would require covering about’
9,000 square km, For a greater depth of fire, the area would be proportion-
ately larger. The numbers of tacticel nuclear bombs that would be needed
for terrain fire of this wagnitude are shown in the followving table,

Depth of Pire Area Covered vith

Potential Commmist on Peninsula Number of at Least 10 Psi
Troop Casualties (Ex) a/ Delivered Weavons b/  (Souare Km) ¢/

a/ Pyongvang iz about 150 k= north of the DMZ and the Yalu River
{¢s about 400 km morth of 1it.
b/ Using a mix of tactical bozbs based on the current tactical bez=b
T stockplle, excluding about 500 with the lowest yields.
¢/ The total land area of North Korea is about 120,000 square km.
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Using terrain fire to 2 depth of about 400 km to get the maximum
pumber of troop casualties, we would kill most of the 12 million North Korean
civilians and probably some friendly civilians as well. This would clearly
be undes{rable.

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

F., Interdicting Logistics té Reduce Supply

An on-line force of about 300,000 North Koreans and Chinese might
reguire about 1,400 tons of emmunition plus other supplies per day. With
no interdiction, about 18,000 mea would be needed to operate the transporta-
tion system. If we could keep all major choke points (about 100) destroved
permanently, the Chinese could overcome the obstacles with about a millien
coolies to hand-carry supplies around the choke points. However, we gould
not keep all major choke points destroyed, even with nuclear weapons.

G. Theater Nuclear Reguirements for Kores

The above analysis suggests the following conclusions:

1., We cannot count on defeating a determined Chinese invasion
by using nuclear wveapons, and we should not plan on using them initially,
though we should have concepts &md contingencv plans for their use, We
should improve the conventional capabilities of our allies and rely on
ther as much as possible to stop conventional attacks,
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- 3., We could consider resorting to terrain fire, but anly 1€ ourWﬁ4 .
conventional defense fafled and the Chinese 2did not come to terms after we /i -
had used limited nuclear discrete fire. BEven then we could not be certain:
of stopping a determined invasion, and we night kill as many as five-
million Nerth Korean civilians. If we decided to use terrain fire in Korea.
we could use high-yield strategic bombs.

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

Our end-TY 68 stockpile of nuclear warheads in Rorea and the
stockpile we recommend for Korea in FY 70 are shown below,

FY 68. . Recommended for FY 70 .

Sergeant

Tactical Bombs, Honest Jehn,
and Tube Artillery

Davy Crockett

ADMs

Nike Bercules
Total Nuclear Warheads

H. TPeacetime Deplovments to Korea

¢

3

¢

I1I. MIX OF TEEATER NUCLEAR FORCES
In developing and procuring new tactical nuclear veapon svstems, we ‘ ;
should stress survivable, longer range, wobile missile systems in order to -
i
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eillion wore than that required to maintain the current varheads,

D.” Sergeant

Subject to nepotiaticns with the Italians, we recommend phgsfhg
vut the Sergeant battaliorn in Italy ip FY 70. We also recommend phasing
vut the Sergeant battalion in Kurea in FY 71 for an arnual savings ‘of $6.3
million. We dou not need Sergeant in Kores fur limited discrete fire, acd
if we decide to use terrain {i{re, we can rely on air-delivered weapuns i
Asia, TFinally, we recummend retiring the Sergeant battalivas in Gepmany
and the United States (startipg ic FY 73) wher Lance is deployed,

— I. Lance and Honest Joh:n
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F. Atemic Demeliticn Munitioms (ADMs)

AD!s are puclear charpes designecd tc delay an advancing armv
by placing uvhstacles in its path. Wnile the military benefits cf using
ADYs can be sensitive to the timeliness cf their release and we should
teep & capability to use ther folward of our mein battle positions,
the possible severe reacticn tc the first detonation of any nuclear
device cautions against earlv use vf ADMs except under the most extreme
circumstances.

We have asked the JCS and the Servieces to studv an ADY eﬁplcy-
ment concept in which we would consider using ADMs primarilv tc the
rear cf the main defernsive pusiticas in the event we are pot able tc
defend conventionaly agzinst a coaventional attack, Under this concept,
we would pot plan on using ADMs between the borders of enemy territory
and our own main defensive positiocns. In order tc avoid usinpg nuclear
weapuns 1if at all possible, we would plan to test our conventicnal
forces iz the main defensive pousitions befcre using nuclear weapons.
Then, if it appeared that we were not able to defend conventionallv, we
would consi{der using ADfs (which, being defersive weapons, couuld be
considered less escalatory than other nuclear systems) to help ston
the attack. Thus, the primary region wvhere we would consider using
ADMs would be in the area from about 25 to 100 km behind our initrial
main defensive pogitions--behind the place where we could first really
test our conventional defenses and i{n front of the region vhere cther
nuclear respornses would clearly be mcre approvoriate. This copcest
would not preclude the possible use of ADMs in other areas, such as
along the main defersive positions rather than further to the rear, and
it would be consistent with our flexible response strategy and the new
strategy adopted by NATO.
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IV, CHDMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WAPFARE FORCES

A. Lethal Chemicals

Lethal chemicals can ki1l mapy wmprotected trocps quidhl?. “Cas-
ualties are very low against protected troops, but the comhbat effectiveness
of troops in protective clothing is degraded.

Ve estimate that the Soviets have about 275,000 tons of lethel
chemical agents, compared to abcut 35,000 tons fcr the United States. (The
composition of the U.S. stockpile is shown in the tatle or pape 29.) TFor
defense, wve have masks and, to prevent absorption of chemicals through
the skin, some old individual protection suits and collective nrotectiun
devices.

Ip Soviet doctrine, lethal chemicals are usually considered in
conpjunction with nuclear weapons, The Soviets ecculd escalate a conventional
conflict in Europe by using nuclear weapons or chemicals, or both. Our
theater nuclear capability helps to deter their use of nuclear weapons. To
deter the Soviets from using chezicals-alone, we must be able tc prevent thex
froo gaiping a sigrificant advartage froz their use. Tu do this.we peed

~-enough defensive capability to prevent a large pumber of casualties and an
offensive capability to force the Soviets to take protective measures.

Europe is the only area where we need'a deterrent agairst the use
of lethal chemicals. The Soviets seem intent on avoiding the use of nuclear
weapons in ldmited conflicts in other areas and probably would alsec foregc
the use of chemi{cals. We have no evidence that the Chinese have a signifi-
cant lethal chemical war-fighting capability. Our conventfonal fcrces provid.
sufficient alternatives against other countries.

For the defensive component of our lethal chemical deterrent-in
Europe, we need individual protection (masls and protective suits) for our
land forcec and forward air bases, some warping capability, and protective
shelters for forward medical umits. Large pumbers ovf warning devices and
protective shelters would contribute to our ability to fight a proclonged
war, but would increase our deterrent very lirtle. For the offensive
component of our chemical deterrent ir NATO's Center Region, we need
enough chemical capability to expose umprotected front-line troons to e
10X casualty rate per day for about 10 days of intense combat (equivalent
to a 20 to 90 day war, depending on usage rates).

For NATO's Center Regicn, the approximate additionmal 10-year costs
for equipment and munitions (above our current irventories) toc provide a
lethal chemical deterrent, which would give us some war-fighting capability,
" are shown in the next table.
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Additional 10-Year
Capabilitv Cost a/
(In $ Millions)

Defensive Protection for 1l U.S. Divisicn Forces (DFs)

and 5 Forward Air Bases S 400
Offensive Capability fer the U.S. and Alldied Secturs 140
Total Costs $ 540

a/ Provides individual protection for troors and a2 10-dav offensive
capability at 750 tons per day.

We should procure the additional equipment tc provide a deterrent
canability for NATO's Center Region, giving pricritvy tc imnrovements ir our
defenses against lethal chemicals., We recommend against prccuring a
chemical capability to fight a prolonged war. Any extensive use of lethal
chemicals would probably lead to a nuclear war. We vill address our lethal
chemical needs for other NATO regions in the coming vear.

B. Incapacitating Chemicals (Includinp Riot Contrcl Agents)

YWe might benefit from using incapacitating chemicals in situ-
ations where civilians are mingled with enemv troons and we do not have
reasonabtle conventional altermatives., For such situations, we could
benefit from improvements that would ipmecrease the duration of the effects

__now available with tear pas. However, we should nct use incapacitants which

nake people irraticnal and unpredictable. Nor shculd we use presently
available chemical incapacitants in ordinary combat against any epemy
fcrces because: (1) feasihle conventional alternatives are almust alweavs
availabtle, (2) we dc nct want to risk enemy retaliation withk lethal
chemicals, and (3) we dc not want to risk lowering the barriers tu chemical
warfare.

Fer the post-Vietnam Daseline Force, we should stuchkpile a 39-day
supply of tear gas for one DF with air suppourt and one ¥aripne Lxpeditivnary
Furce (MEF). This is envugh for counterinsurpency operaticas. In additicn,
we should stockpile enough tear gas for civil disturbances. We should
not increase our stockplles of anv other incapacitants until further
research and development is done on immroved agents.

We recommend disapprovimng the JCS proposal to bur a chemical in-
caracitating capability for all land and air forces at a 1l0-vear cost of
$440 million (excluding costs for research, develupment, and vperations in
Vietnan).

- — Pt
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In conjunction with my ennusl review of our vericus militery forces,
I heve co=ztlieted e concurrent review of our thester nucleer ferces ensd

€T

th

irplicetions fer U

Trig

I.OLB.

.5, delense progrems. Demoreniins

suTmerizes

the mejor issues addressel in my review end presezts the basis for my

reccomenieticons concerning theeler nuclear forces. The tizing and

eprropricteness of presenting or alvoceling these overell policies fo cur

F233ies nas not been addressed.

Iz pe—ticvler, I receo—meni:

1., The U.S. ccntinue 1o urge the izprovement of B RATD nonoucsliess
ceperility as ihe prizery delense ezelnst nonnuclear eggressieon in wﬁuoUm.w\

Z. Thneester nucleer cepebilities be progres—ed to help deiar USSE
initiation of nuclieer wer, to meet tuclesr eltecks, eand 1c serve as insurens
ezzingt fzilure of RATO's ncnnuzless Gefemse, In ilight of the increecing

Sgviet theetler nuglear capedilities and thelir subsiential chezieel werfere

means, OUr orespects for overceming eny mejor Scviet nennuclesr aiventege

with nucleer mzens ere doubirfunld,
) ar
k. Continued relience upo:s mycm-L 2" U.8. forces to cover targeis
wiihin the USSR which threeiten Zurepe; disestrovel cf SACIZUR's propesel thes

Meiiiz Range 3ellistic Missiles (ME2 -|v be providei for ihis purpese. Z/

. 1/ The Joiny Chiefls ol Bieflf endorse ihe mainteneace of e ncnnucleer cpiien
iz Furope to meei "mejor monnuciear essewlt” (50-60 divisions within 30 °
gdeys). Eowever, they do nect agree with designeling either nornucleer
Gelense or urnwmm. defense gs the Trimery Gefense egeinst nonnucleer
eggressicn in Zurope &nd they wo an not associzte esceletlon o tectical
nuclear werfare only wiih faildure of nonnuclieszr defense.

m\ The Join: Cniefs of Sitaff believe thet except for deterrence ol generel
wvar, relience on externe) forces tc achieve the desired thester amsmumm
options reduces the credibility of boith the tecticel nucieer ¢ nenmucless
oTtions mbw ramc “+ne Tresence cf subsitentiel mumbers of MREMs woull
irpress both Ailies gnd the Soviets with SACIUR's cepability to counter
+he Tl renge of the threat tc western Iurops, .
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& pronouncel zfventzze in numTer:s of larps yiell weeponz, Trovided vy
their ;z/bEEii force, Tris zpperent aévantege is exazzerziel in the ‘Letle
below by the cmission of U,S. external forces which effset Seviei IE/MERs
I snzt} discucs the relaticn belwzen externgd forces ané theater nucleer
forces in the neon section ¢l this pemcrandu:,
:
Delivered by land werfere systems and nevel elr tut excluding surface-

o

"L/

to-gir mss‘_ler
Includes Atomic Demclitions.
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Tne leinzl aree (wWithinm whish 30 preent of exposed personnel wildl
become Trompt casuslties) offers z crude Indicetion of the maznitude of
the effects of deliverable chemicel siocks ¢n boin sides, 1/ ignoring
delzyed effects,. zné downwind elffects. The lethzl aree of deliveradle A
toxic chemicels is 7,000 sguere milies for the W and 14,000 sguare
ar

e r est, ,
miles Tor the Communistis. Compariscn with the lethal ees sceted adbove...
for nucleer wezpons suggesis that inclusion of chermical weepons may . 0 ¢

¢ 2/

offset the Western edventaze in low yield weaz:zns (be;ow 60 ¥ilotons)

kn 2itemTi bhar beer mede tc exemine the interaction of chemical
werfare ané nucleer cepetilities. g/ It Droposss thet we provide .
afecuste defensive chemice) werfere cepablilities Tul relallively sﬁa~=,
cffencive chenical warfarse capet-ilities. Trnis eppears to constituze |
ine most reazsonetle sgllocaticn of rescurces et this timz, However, furiher
guelysics of the interection of chernicel wariere ani nuclezr cepetiliities is
reguired, Aecordingly, 1 ex reguesiing the Joint Criefs ¢f S1efl i includs
such enaliysic in their continuing stuly of tectical nuclsar werfere,

Tne comperison of opposing theeter nucleer zné chexmicel forces shows
no decisive superiority for eiiher cide ani iniicates thel beikh sides hnave
very lerge weapons stocks. 4&n unrestrained thester nuclsar wizr in Iurcpe
would therzfore leave it Gevasiezied., ITom the Zurodszn point of view iz
woulé be indistinguichable froxz gensrzl war, wiin potential merizlities
renging from 10D <o 180 millien pecotle dedeniing uson the circumsiences of
imitiaiion of the nueclesr exchange, It is in the context ¢f thig threet thes
the rolie of thezter nuctleer wespons end thie Drosvects for resirained theater
nuzlear wer must Te exemined, Inm pariifcular tne notion cf 2 nuclear war
in " Wrich atiacks are limited to militery targeis andé in which there is ne
atterpt to inflict civil demege wil) e considered and referred 1o as
"taetical nuclesr conflict”.

ef anzlysis does not -
ons invelved in the emrloy-
, but no other z=zlysis is

ji/ Tne Joini Chisfs of Staff consider that this
adequately zddress relevant militlzry considera
ment of tacticel nuclear/chexice) cepetilities
presently avzilable.

3/ ACECOL-7Z study by CJCS Special Studies Group, dated April 20, 1323,
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2. Conirel of Nuclear Weapons
[l ma— -
¥3_ 2z, The Cost the Azproved mhe ter Kueld

lezr Capabilities

Tne Joint Cniefs of Staff do not bell

resuirements and they recommend thel
wezpons not include such coste.

VD

eve that the isolztion of nucleer
attrivutable costs shouwld be recuired in evaluzticon of eguirment

enalysis of strategy,

policy, and
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I certzirnly zccept tne izvportance of deterrrence, especially in
Zurcopz, Dut I cennot accert feterrence caset On nuclear threats es e
setisleeriory sucestitute for the erility ic teke ecilon with nonnucleazr
Torcex. (Qor formidetlis streiegic and theater nuclear forces meke it
Rigrhisy unliveldy ithzt the Ecviets woulsd, wiih premeditaticn, lsunch a
megeive gitacik, nuclear or conventicnel, &t Western Zurops. But owr
Zerdin grnZ Cuten experiences show thetr mejor ccnlrontetions with the
Scviet Unicn cen hatpen evern without & Soviet cecisieon to engegs in &fl-
cut gtilack cn Western Zurops; end these crises zlso illusirate our need
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ol nutieer wer., Tc neve to choose
ucleer wer in & crisis would irmpose

10 be ghlie 1o tere pciicons short
g=i n

between the extremes cf inaectiion I
severe strzins on the unity of the Aitisnce, Actuzl resort ic nuclezr
wereg to use them in & highliy v

.4

weapons, sven il the originel intent we
restreinel way, would enteil high risks of esceleiicn 1o & thezter-
wide nuclear war, or to general wer which would destroy much of what

we want to defeng in Europe.

lieve that cemtinued exphesi r nuclesr
tey of IAT0's defense will, in the long rum,

ney for cur Aliiss 1o seek independent netionzl.
ectical decisions

Aihough the i—medilate prect
the pest have concérned the choice of azrorcopriate
et influence in the zffezirs
control over nuclesr

and the charzecter of

wnzsis en thes
™

T nuclear weapons
r Tneir impecrience is
lerge increease in -
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(Retelietion After Surprise Soviet Jounter-Militery Litack)

- -

Tne celowletion shows thet sysiexs presently zrorovel for our strategic
Torces or currently in cdeveloDment will be eble ic achieve very high
expeotel famzgs ageinst a time-urgent terget list of ihe sort theil zppears
lively for the 1870's, In periiculer, the introluction of muliiple
independenily tarzstietle re-eniry vehicles (MIRV), Poseidom, and TLPS cen
crezily increase the cepebilities of ow-missile forces. Tnis cese
2ssumes thet we responi afier an eitack in whick the USSE rrograms 600
ITZ'e arains: ULE, miliitery fergets, including mores thexn 400 egeinst our
IC= force. It is guestioneble thet we would recuire & high damage
expeciancy aselinst enecy hard ICE] leaunchers alier we nave susteinel an
I/ Osperexicnel factcrs (Sovier and U.S.) are from JSOF-T0.

g/ Tne terget 1ist is from J30F-T70 for 1975 wiih an additional fourteen

Herl ICZI's singly fispersed, This increment reflects receni revisions

10 the estimaled Soviet Herd ICR. forces. .
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gtteck ipvolving the expeniiture of must or &2l ¢f the pissiles 2t the
sites. ' Tne possibility of more forzifable Sovier threets in the 1G70's
end their implicetions for our sirztegic offensive forces is discussed
in my memorendum on Stirevegic Offemsive eué Defensive rorces.

It is ergued that the MR will complicale the enemy's targeting probler
ansd will be eble t trike the tergets threstening Furops mere repidly than
externel forces, However, the externel forces glreedy cempliceie the
enemy's problerm sufficiently, and the Polerie end Minuteman systems could
Drotebly destrov the threet to Europe faster then MREMs, considering
realistically ACZ's commend-control protlems and commsunicetion deleys.
Moreover, accuracy improvements in our external forces expected in ihe early
¥§70's will mere them much more ededieble to SACZUR’'’s constreints poliey.

It is elso ergued thet MXis under SACEUR's commend will give our
Tur-opean Allies greaier confidence than they now have ip the credibility
of NATO's strategic deterrent, Thne prerises underlying this cleim erpear
to be that some portiorn of the stirategic deterrent rust actually be o
Duropean soil in order to be credible, ené that our Allies will believe
thet the United States would be inciined to relezse theeter puclear forces
more guickly then externel siretegic zuclear forces if CONUS and the Soviet
heertlené hei not yet been ettecked. E/ I reject both premises end I doubt
thet our Allies set sufficient sicre in thes 10 persuede thelr govermments



[l et

The level of siealyr stels peacsine §Rn foros showii e kepy inm
pzlance with the rest of the AT pesiure.  IL the USSE ztiacked ACE
crounté forces before they cdeplevel Irom their casernes, ithe remeining
ACT groung forces wouwld De capatle only of weak and desultiory opposition
o ihe 2ivance of Comzunisi grouwnd ferces. Iven if ACD QRL feorces 7 “.
succeeced in Qesiroying every one of their targetis (v1r‘u=_ly ell ol whick
are airfielc s) the relstively unscetihed Communist grouné ermies woulc
rezein fres to overrun Western Zurodpe, Thus, wnder conditions of surprise
gttack Commumist prospects woulé be Xittile affec:ed by ihe megnitude of . -
ACZ's QRL force. On the other nend, once ACZ ground forces were alerted’’
zni deployed out of itheir barrecks intc & less vulnerable Dcst“*e,ieaéma"
prospects for desiroying ACI grownd fefenses Ty messive missile autacIr
woulé be reducei and enemy grouni forces aitenpting to overrun LL_03=

‘hich coulu be l““'e“v docu*ovac

woulé heve to bank neavily on a2ir susport, w
Ty & suitztie QA force. In ihis insiance the Q3L foree cculd contrizuis
vigeldliy to ATD's werfighting cesstilities, Accordingly, I concluifs thes
elihough i1 is esseniiel tc provide an adesuzle QUL force during periods
cf tension or coarlict when ATE ground forces beceme more ="*v-""'?e
inrough dedioyment to the field, the size of the GRA force in normel
Dezcetime is nol nearly so crucizl

LN

. 1/ Pending completion of their review of & QRA Pershing field tesi end -

' Weapons Systems Ivelusticn Group study orn QRA Pershing, the Joint Chi€fs
of Staff consider it premeture to reacn conclusions on QXA Pershing.
However, irith expected improvements Pershing appears to be so much belt
suites to the QRA tesk than tecticel eircreft that I consider the centre
tnrusi of mv conclusions to be velid. OF course, they cen be revised

es more inTormetion becomes eveilable,
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d. Situeticn Reporting

The provision of informeticn to decision makers cur:.ng & crisis, e
limited nucliezr conflict is e criticelly izportent
uncticn beceuse of the risks of escelzticn inherent im mejor confronteticroe,

ty
g
Iy
P
[$)
=
m 4,
P
P
i
-
0
b
1]

1/ Alihough our target acqQuisition may not p:.n point enough tergets for
effective discrete fire, it coes not eppeer thet future develomments in
eirberne side-looking enc moving-ta:ge‘.-inﬁica.or reder, signel
intelligence &nd cother means mzy provide B good assurance of knowing if

the enemy aitempts to disperse suiderly, R
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2. The Tacticel Nuclear Engegement

Under the preceding concep., ACE would, of course, nhave sufficient
Tirepower for & demonstiretion of iis resolve to use nuclear weepons reither
then suffer defeet in en overwhelming ponnucleer atieck, Proponents of
nucleer cemonstretion, however, have siressed tecticel use of nucleer
weapons, 1o evoié bolh the great civilien damege from high yield weapons,
end the impression that we heve initisted generel wer, Tnoe force structure
for the preceding concept includes no low yield weepons.

3. The Short Tectical Nuclear Battile

This concezt eims et the 2bility to fight & two-sided, but short ‘anid
limited puclear wver, initiated by NATO a2s the resulti of an overwhelming
Soviet nonnucleer attack, or £ puclear ettack by the Soviets to defeat a
successful NATC nonnuclear defense. Depeniing on the deployment of the
ground forces on both sides et the initietion of tecticel nuclear wer, end
the intensity of the initie) ettecks, casuelties 2t the end of the initied
one to three day period mey be high enough to produce & stalemate, even if
only low yield tactical puclear weepons: are employed. Under such conditio

1/ ACECOR-72, CJCS Specisl Study Group. ’
2/ Such demonstration might be similer to the initiel stages of the nucleer
conflict scenerios depicted in Army Project Id, which was published in

July 1964, .
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& peuse might be enforced while reserves movel up to the freai 4o resume
the deille, which would subseguvenily De foughi froz a dispersed posture

to minimize casurliies. ZEven ezeinsi dispersed troops oz or neer the front
. -~ D e . n ' b ] - - Frs . -' - Fy !
the use of high yield weapors iz blanketing attacks might coniinue to
produce high cesuerlities. The possibility of such use with the stiendent
colliatlerel damege gnd incentives to furiber escalation, would be a

destatilizing influence in tacticel npucliear war.

If ihe concept worked as inlended, it would provide & cepebility to
force 2t least & peuse in & pucleser or nomnuclear attack, without the heevy
civilien cem=ge cherecteristic of less restrzined nucleer conflict. EXHowever,
deliciencies In tergetl ecouisition meke it difficult to rely on low yieléd
nuglear weedons. In heevy air defense envircpments we will heve posr targe:
ecguisition ability beyoni line ¢l sight froz the frent lines.g/ Cozmenders

it

o tecticeld nucleer wer will therefore Teel sirongly impelled to resorti to
rein fire with lerge yield wezpons in plece of discrete, eimed fire with
cw yield weapons. The leck of good terget informeiion mey elso tend to

Aincrease the level of viclence once tacticel nucleer wer hes begun. New

- reconnelissence sysiers may offer i-provements in terget ezguisition
cepe=ility, but they will have to be evelueted in terms of their cost end
effeciiveness in beoilh nucleer &nd nconucliezr environments,

-—--

-

he Tectice® Nucleear Campaim

This concept aims to provide enough iecticel nucleer capebility to
Tight for iwo or threz weeks, essu=ing that ACE ground forces succeed iz
cispersing sufficiently to held their cesuelties to levels permitting the
conduct of a conerent cexmpeign snd thatl the cenflicy does not escelete to
general war. As ciscussed in greater detzil in Annex B, it is uncertein
trhet these ere valid essu—ptions,

~

ime limit for ithis concept is set by the evailadiliiy of supplies
& dispersel stocks, sirce the ene—y could tergetl our lines of

The t
in ferwer

-

-5 estimete is based upca Prcject 23, end the TAC NUC-65 war gedes
in which sbout 200 end 250 werheeds were exployed per corps.

The TAC NUC-£5 repor:i sietes thai only ten to fifteen percent of
Dotentirl targets arve likely to be detected in good visibility, and
caly & third of these recognized es to type of terget,

(N

2
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- L camzunicetion in the -cazmunicetion zone if it beceme epperent thet

’ further operstions woulé be criticeily dependent upor logistics support
eni panpower reserves. This vulmeretility constitutes an incentive to
escaletion, To remedy it would iavoive dispersing rear stocks to
nunerous small depotis, end providing eppropriste and survivaeble
comzunications to control their distribution. Tnis would imply mejor
increases in personnel, equimment, reel estete and construction in ACE

- -that ere not included under this concept.

S

Under this concept ACE is to achieve & cepebility to fight nuclear
war at the tacticel level for two or three weeks, (perhaps longer if the
- _ enemy is deterred from striking ACE logistics depots). If we menaged the
1 transition to nuclear wer better then the enemy, this concept coulé enable
R ACE to defeat tne enemy without baving to escelate higher, but there ere
~-geveral mejor uncerteinties.

e e e

It is not certain thet ACE cen effect = suitable transition. Civilien
cesuzalties mey also be large beceause of the movement of the battlelines
during the cexzpeign and the incentives to stirike deep targets co-loceted
with cities. If the enemy does attack logistics depols, as he mey well do
in &n engagement of this length it is doubtil that the comilict cen
remein limited tc the tacticel level. '

P e R ETL S ERUR e
i

1

5. The Extended Tactical Nuclear War

Under this concept we would prepare for tacticel nuclear wer thet might
continue at varying degrees of intensity for as long as three or four month:
+h casuelties in the first monih amourting to some 20 to 40 percent of
initial troop strength. 2/ To fight thet long it would be pecessery to
provide extensive logistics fecilities able to survive in & nucleer wer.
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A cepebility to conduct such en extended wer would therefore require
e major increese in tecticel cepabilities over current progrems. (Cne
study suggests & requirement for over 20,000 nucleer warheeds 1/.)

This concept represents B much greeter increese in cost ther do the
Trevious opes. It is subject to the seme unnceriesinties as the Tecticel
Fucleer Campeign concept, but more sc. In pariticular, considering the
escaletory pressures thet seem likely to buiié up over time, it appears
highly questionable that nuclear cenflict could remain constrained &t the
tecticel level for the period of time essumed.

€. Conclusion

The teble on the following pege summarizes the cost of current
U.S. thezeter nucleer programs in support of Central Europe &nd the
costs of the five elternetive posiuvres. :

;j As postulated in the Army Project Oregon Treil report of February 1G65.
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The greatest difference is beiween ihe concept for Extended Wes'End

the others. The currently approved progrem is epproximetely ithe same &5 the
Tecticed Nucleer Cerpeign concept in terms of the weepons and delivervy -
systems provided. The principel difference between them 1s the ediiticnel
expeniiture for improved situeiicon red»criing, which iy desireble unier

&1l concepis.

I e= unconvinced of our ebility 1o meke the ¢rensition fraom nonrucleer
10 testicel nucleer wer without unduly vrejudicing our ebility to holé in
& nonnuclear delense. Ancther problerm in tacticel npucleer wer is the:
es the betile lengihens, the incentives to disregerdéd constreints oz weepon
yields, deptn of sirike and permissible collaterel demege vill be .
sirengthened by umsolved problems of target acouisition, movement of the
front, and the growing imporience of tergeis in the comuniceticons zone.
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3. We now have in epproved pregrems for ACE, adeguate nucleer weeDnons
end delivery systems for the concezis up 1o and including the tacticel
pucleer cempeign, with the possible exception of high yleld weapons to be
employed egeinpst ground force tergeis in generel wer, I em asking the
Chief of Steff, Army, to sivdy the need for such weepons in conjunction
with 2 brosder study of the tiransitiicn froz nennuclear wer to nucleer wer,

X
c
th

L, I reject the concept of the naed Tectice) Nucleer War Bs &
€ c

besis for force sirusture pla==ing bhecan T iis kigh cost, cdubieus
feesibility, end its very high protabiliiy of terzineting in generel wer,

m
e

5. I believe ithel currently agproved programs give us e capability
0 implement ai leasi the Short Teciicel Kucleer Bettle Concept. Designing
cur forces to meet this objective per=iis us to continue to deter Soviet
use of tecticel nucleer weepons curing nozxnucliesr conflict, ito engeze in
e cemorstretive use of tacticel nuclesr wespons, te fight e short tactieal
nuclear engesed batile, eni to perforz theater tasks in generael wer, '

P

Pl

6. Although I epprove, in pripciple, the provision of finely grajesd
. ooticns between low level conflict znf varestireined general war, our

- wndersianéing of tacticel nucleer wer is insufficient to deiszzine wheiher
cr noct the Tectiicel Nucleer Cerpaign Concept shouid be esteblizhed es e
force structure otjective. I heve notef thet eDpproved Drogrems approximetre
in-size and coxposition ithe estimated reguirements for this concept and
recommend that they be coniinued dut thet no additionel requiremenis be
epproved on ithe besis of echieving & cepebiliity for the Tecticel Nuclear
Cazpeign concep: peniing resolution of the precsent uncertainties regaréing
its feesibility, its desirebility, end its weapor ani support reguiremente,
Specificelly I see nc basis for increazsing the number of pucleer weapons in
Europe beyoni currently esproved levels. 2

s
e
L
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7. ALl of The ellerneiives conullzref wouléd benelit from izprovesd
situetion reporiing. T ex asking the SCS to consider the suzgestions
sresented in ACZCCN-72 end to propose suiteble improvements in our
cepetilities, ' .
D, Theseier Nucleer Wa:'are.in ‘he'T = zest

wnile we understand onl} igperfectly the implicetions of tectical
pucleer conflict in Europe,. we know iess ebout such implications in the:}~
Far Zest. In pert, this is beceuse we have focused our tecticel nuq}eaf
studies to dete primarily on Europe. o i

Since too little is known egboui our puclesr reguirements in the Fer-
East te drawv concrete conclusiorns &t this time, the following perazrephs
ere devoiel to sketching provlems thet ere plresly evident end e reising
guestions thet wez will seek tc mnswer in the cozing months,

we face two esseptielly different threeis in the Fer Eesi: The Soviet
end ithe Crilnese Comzunisi, The nucliear srmed US3R ground forces couwld
strike strcnglv into Koree bui herdély enywhere else for lack ¢l transoor
Yowever, the Soviei IERs can reach out .2 good distance and their al.cra;»
coulid deplioy into Lhine or Nortih Vietnz=, The folliowing teble illusiretes

wnet coulé bs the oTposing US/U‘ S% nuclieer cepablilities in this region by
¥+3C., Of course, boih sides cen reinforce these meeans with their inter-
cecntinentel delivery forces. In faci, 2 nuchber of targeis ip this region
zre covered by the Strategic Lir Commznid,
OPPCSING US/USSR NUCLEAR CAPLZTLITIES IN THE TAR EAST, M+3‘E/

_ A CINCPAC UESR ,
e . 1565 1270 1965 1970
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The U.S. cleerly nas tihe p:eéo:insn:e i: ~=ss-casualty-proéucing
meens. In fact, the U,S. supericrity ic so great es to reise cuesiions
concerning wheither our werheed aepioymen ts in this aree are excessive.
Tnese questions Decome stironger whea cconsideration is given to how weak
the Communist air end missile Gefenses in the area are, The U.S.
predominence, together with .ne sirezg cefense In Sputh Koree, should
sirongly innibit Soviet initietion of eggression in this eres.

Tne Chinese Corunists Pose & éifferent sort of problex. ZHeving
recently explodied two nucleer devices, they mey alreedy heve achieved &
merginel nucleer capebility. It is es-lzated thet within the next two
yeers their cepability could consist of a2t leest a few fissior bombs
delivereble by the two Bedger eni 2 éczen or so Bu 1%/ bazbers oo neng,

A ssuring en &l out elfort to echieve g lerge stockpile, the Chinsse
Communists rmight possitly rave by 1870 & Tew hunirel wegpons, Meny of
these mey be smell enough to be €elivered by their Inveniory of some 290
Beegle light bombers, by their versicn of the Sovist thousené mile MR
(wnicn may be *eauy for deplovment in 1987 or 1968) ené bty iheir shori
renge (200-300 mile) submerine launches missiles., Although & smell thermo-

nucleer cepebility mey be ezhieved Lty 1870, the stockpile seems likely to
heve oaly fission weepons {up to 200 XT) unitil 1G70. Based upon the scent
ivfor:atic: eveileble, the foligwing ta le iijustretes whet the Chinese
Cozzunist nucleer pesture mey look like in 1055 and 1970 in terms of
delivery cepatilities for nuclieer weepcns of types thet the Chinese

§ o

. Cormunists mey develop by ithese cetes.

TLLUSTAATING CHIKZSZ COMIUNIST NUCLEAR CAPA.::EITEQ
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The eivezt of & Ch_nﬂse Comuz=iss nuciesr zerpetiliiy ces heve serious
repercussions throughout the Fer Zesi. Undsr pucleer bleckmeil, neightoring
countiries ey become pore pronc to accemmodete Lo Chinese CG::hﬂiSuS wvishes
ené less likely to cell on the U.S S. for support.

In the event that e mejor Chinese Cazrunist eggression in Scutheest
Asie indicetes thet the U.S, mizght have to face & decision to use nucleer
weepons, it is clear that he decision could be teken more ue‘ibe'auely bhan
& sirziler decision egainst the Soviet Union in EFurope. The terrain in‘many
erees of the Far East would slow,the pace of & Chinese atteck, articul&‘ly
iz the mozsoon helf of the yeer, when the rain soaked roed net canm carry only
.2 third as meny forces &s when céry. During the dry season U.S. end Allied
eircrelt cen cover the road met, lergely unimpeded by weether, reducing '
trelfic shesply et that time toc. In feci, wnile recognizing ihe demonsireted
ceredilitly of ine Chinese Commumist Army 1o meve without depenience upon
existing roed nets, I comnsider it guestioneble wheiher the eporosaches intio
Soutlheest Lsie would permit the Chinese Coxzmunist to Intervene messively

- s

ensusn in Vietnem or Theilend to ovnr'nelm our conventionel cepabilities,

£Flthougnh choke points in the limited roed pet in this region woul. e
ol nuclezr tergetis, there are not many other aitrective nuclear target
ihe aree, Considering the valneretility of our reletively few az:bases

ne region, we might well be giving up our subefio*ity in pomnuciesr air
ower 1I we escaleied the war by siriking the air fields cf an enexmy who
hel ever 2 few nucleer weepons, unlecs we echieve virtueldly complete
"effectiveness in our initie) strikes., Purihermore, the forested terrein in
Southeest Asie and the enemy propencity for lizht eoquipment, dispersionm,
inTiltretion, cemouflege end night movement could reduce conciderebly the
edvantages normally erxpected in esploying -puclezs weepons ageinst ground
forces, Co

Sl
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In the long run, there is e decger thet nucleer develoreents in the
Far Zest mey follow the pettern experienced in Zurope eboutl & decede eerlier.
I=~edietely efter the end of World Wer II the U.S. vrotected Furope with
etoric bombs, puch es it leter sougbt to protect Asia with 1ts messive
retelietion pronouncement of 105L, Todey there are proposels that we rust
rely on tacticel nucleer weepons to hendle the "massive Chipese Army" in
& canner reriniscent of that epvisegzed when the Soviets acquired a2 counuer-
veiling stretegic puclear cepebility anu we deployed tacuzcal nucleer
weepons to defend Europe egeinst the "massive Soviet Army". Many of ow
rroblexms in Europe today are & result of having oversold & nucleer delexse.
In order to gain & better besis for decisions copcerning whel mucleer
cepatilities to provide in the Fer Zest, I ex esking the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to eveluete the relative costs and effectiveness of verious
elternstive theater nuclear force postures in the Far Eest,
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111, Pregres Izzpliication

Uy

Our siudiies have pot TrogresseZ to the peint of developing the
detalled, time phesed, &nd cosied prozTe= needed to meel egsentisd
Teguirements. In its ebsence I shell erxpress <y current views aboul
specific proposels. ! '

I. Nuclear Delivery Systexms

el

2. Nucleer Stockpilies
Any effort to cozpute stockpile recuirements for tacticel nucleer
werfare is beset by & nimber of uncerteinities. Nevertheless, as discussed

ebove, currernt progrems iz suppert of Zurcope eppear to provide suflicient

weepons to ceoniuct &s long e iecticel nucleer caxpeign as seexs Jeasible in

e

thet region unéer current circumstences. And subject to further study on

-1/ Cepedvie of firing toth rnonnuclear end nuclear werheads.'
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“me Ter rest, there eppeers Lo be more then eaough wespons for thet
region as weil, Thus, the size ol cur stockplie doee not, &t this time,
eppeer to limit our tacticeld nucliear cepabilities. .

’

The eveilebility of nucleer meterfels hes incremsed to the point
where it no longer constitutes the goveraing consireint on the size of
the theater pucleer stockpile. (A decision to undertake & substantd T
enti-bellistic missile prograz could chemge this,) The major constr&int;ﬁ”’é
now eppeers to be the cost of delivery systezs and of warhead fabricaiiogj},
perticulerly the letter, since mest theeier puclear delivery systems heve |
elreely been bought end the costs of projected chaiges whnich should be
etiributed primerily to nuclear delivery capebilities are reletively smell,
In this regerd ihe febrication costs of tecticel nuclear warheeds . 7 o

sreviously scheduled for productica during the next six veers were es follows:

FUCLIA® WAREELD oo/
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Tne U.S. cleerly ‘nes the edczizence in mess-cesuelty-producing meens,
In fecv, the U,E, supericris s s0 great &s to reise questions concerning
wihgther ouvr werheed depicvoe ir this eree ere excessive, These
guestions become stironger when consideretion 1s given to How weaek the
Co—unist eir end missile defens& in the eree are, The U.S, preicminence, --
togetjer withe ; ’
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Ziven afeguate motility, higher level rezerve forees in nomnucleer
conflict may De etle to remein dispersed sufficiently to survive and
ccunter enery initigtion., Careful mreperation end treining in rapicé o
Gispersal at +the consei of nucleer conflict should 2lso enhence surviv-
abi_ity.‘;/ An 2Z4itionel erprozch is ihe deplcyment of a highly
survivable capablility to retelizste and inflict mejor casuelties oo
the eneny grount forces through the use of high yield nucleer wezpons
employed on & terrain fire basis, if necessary. Such 2 capatiliiy hes
teen ciscussed in the section on the Generel Wer Increment, ahove.

hocordingldy, I an asking the Lroy Cnied of Staff te stuiy thne
orovlien ¢f effecting ! < nnuclesr

nurliezr conflizt
Thiz wili dncluie
i1ne beiilie zreaz

cl high vield

[

-‘do“%

cur grount Torces mass

- -
enticyment

of cnezicel

gets w istrs Tec
affect the yielids employes and of the effectiveness
Tire in countering enery nuclear Treermpiicn esglinst
ed for lezr conflict. The effect cf cenourrent

(Y]



35

It ie cuite azperent thet witrz the prcblerms of nuzlear escelatiorn,
decision mzkers on ezch side willi De strongly influenced by the ouslity.
of their mechinery for situetion reporiing. IT the decision mekers find
that they zre receiving informetlico lete ané in incomplete form, they
nzy Teel compelled to rely on runch or intuition. Recognizing the danger

cf weiting too long to release nuclear weepons, they mzy possibly accede
to ine recuesi of & leozel commenier for relesse in situeticns which, if
Selly known, woulé nci werrant release--or they mey release too late.

In the midst of many disconnected reporis of enemy muclear strakes,

iney mey inazdveritently overesiimete the extent or the stirikes end over-
react. Unceriazin over the point oI launch oI certziu lerge enemy sirikes,
they meyv misceleowizte enernyv intertions and initiate'responses that might
leas urs irretrievably down the peth tc geperel nucleer war.
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in our etility 1o trosecute tactical nuclear wer,

& s K X

Unless majer procecural changes are wmede to filter aveilenle infcrmetion
and get the mest irpertent fete e decision ma¥ers with high precedencs, T
the decision makers might fing thezselves viriually deveoié of the criticegl
infermezvicn needed for decisions. Accoréingly, priority must be given

tc studying this problez znf erplying the resources necessary ic athieve
proper bzlence with other testical geclear wer-fighting cepatilities. To
this end, I am reguesiing the Joipl Cniefs of Steff to uniertzie 2 specieal
study to determine what procedures znd faciliities zre reguirel Lo xesg
decicion meders et g}l levels sufficienily informed of cruciel events sc
that they are as ready as poscitle to me¥e any nucleear decisions whish

ney be reguired, Tris will insliude gpecific inguiry concerning the
riniman essential informaticn reguired Ty declision makers, 1o Iincluds

the front line situstion, stetus of pusliesr delivery forces, loceticen

¢f enemy maclezr strikes, z=f cowniry of leunch of enexy missiles,

ek
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ENSITICE TO JUTLIAR JIIZLII0 I OTED INGARED BATTLE

Tne uge of nuclear weedons woulld neave twe mejor effecis on the batilelield
reiztive 10 conventicnel wespons. First, it woulsl increase greatly the casuslity
reres of engzzed force:r unless they fisperse to much thinner tropop densities.
Seccnd, it would provide for the first tTime orporiunities to inflict subsizntiigl
cesuzliies on mobile enemy forces well Tteck frox the front, despite the ant 1c‘-
peied peucity of detailed target acouicition beyond & few Yilomsters fron ‘the.:
line of contact. Studies susgest thet during the transition from no:nuclea.
conflict to nuclear conflict these twe effecis crezte vulnerabilities th may
rrove decisive unless specizl szfeguzrds zre found to cownter enemy a‘te:vts to

veke advantege of them., These vulnersbilities and means which nave DEE“ y

suggeste: io counter thex &rs coverei inm the f:_lc';ng paragraThs. L

Tor illustretive purposes the enzezel batile nutlear capebilitiss likely to
confront ezch ciher Dy M+30 in the Ceztrel Region ©f Zurope ere ligied below. ;/

ZIGASID BATTLE NUCLILR CAPLETLITIES, CZNTREL ZURCPE, M+30 2/
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s the percezteses of casusi<ies in relaition to the Guretion cf the
nely suggests that forces of this type kill each olher off very
Unless ihe wer terrminesties 25 = resulu the prospect is thet the

1 in possession of the side that can get reinfercenents
st Tnis is :he situstion eavi sazed in the Short Tacticzl Nucliear
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ecTroprizte way o reducs the lev
pears to lie in thinning out the
Tais was attempied in Game IZ of the Tecticel IJuclea_ 6‘ study by

ing defending ILTD divisicns te & "nuclear scared” vesiure, cecupying
two and 2 hell times 25 much erez a2s conventicnal formetions, i.e.,

z gpout 50 kilcmeters end desth of ebout 5C kilomelers., Wnen yielils
cf up to 33 kilotons were ermplcoyei, the enzaged diviciong sustained losses of
gboutl =ix percent per dazy in u‘-_c.._bal cucleer conflict ané ACE sufferel about

1 of acua'ltiés on ‘he nuslear
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20 percent casusliies overall in e 13 dezy cempeign thet succeeded ir conteining
the enery along the torward defense line in Centrzl Furope. (Tnis is the
situetion enviszged in the Tactice) liuclear Caxmpaign .—.lternat:ve ) Considering

es Group, April 1943; Tectical Ruclear

1/ Project 23 by CJCS Speciel Studi
Group, July 19614, Project Oregon Trail by

ke
(%]
€5 ty CJICS Special Studiss CGro
Col, U.S. Aroy, Februzry 10€S,
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Al

+mat casualiy reter in <he mzjior tziiles ¢f the Hepoleonic and Civil
Wers were over 22 pescent gnd thet raies in intensive cexmbat in Werléd
Vers I and II came to about 20 percent casualiies per day (e.g., the
Mevse Argonne Offensive and cerzein azciions in Zzitle for Kormaniy),
the casuliy retes estimated Ieor tnd Tectical nuclear-635 game may not
be pronibitive. '

Unfortunately grouni fivicicne deployesd in & dispersed posture
the coanceniration necessary for cenduciing & sturéy nonnuclear defe
zzinst strong enemy nonmuclezr atiack. Dispersed too wicely tc et
tne mutual suspory end massed firescwer necessary for nennuclesr gel
ihey &re surtject to penetretion ani forced withirawel, As e resuls
there is a reguirement that trocos enzesed in nomnmuclear coxztel zssunme
fispositions ¢f alezuate troor density. Tnus there is 2 need for marke
c¢ifferent posiuvres in nommuclezr end nuclesr conflict, This creztes
Deior I ] flecting trensiii

On the other neni, if ihe enemy initiatecs nuclear siri¥es during =2
nomnuclear cenflict, our cemtel elewenis massed for nonnuclear delense
coulé suffer the &

depliocyments unless they succeed in dispersing befere being sitruck., If
ne enery employs relstively large Yiel? wezpons to blanketl the generel
erezs ceocudied by our ground forces, few ol our trocys would be left te

NS

c+

.s_'&.’.'». .
Triz 4s the nut of ihe nuclesr transition problem &t the engeged
2ttie level, Uaforiunstely it rrobzbly cennot be solved by hardening
in the sirategic nuclear wer case, nor by conceelmenit es in the deep
nuclear strike case. During nonnucleer conflict the engazed baettle
forces ere too exposed end too clese icgether Lo hide successflly and
they would run serious risks if they spread out too much.

Lo

igh levels of casuelties licved gbove for conventionzl

es

icn fron noanuclear conflict to nuclear
r&ing to wnien side initistes ths use

.
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Recoré of Decisionm L Jenuery 6, 1967

DRATT
MEHMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDEKT

SUBJECT: Theater Nuclear Forces (U)

My continuing investigation of the role of theater nuclear forces
has led me to the following wajor conclusions:

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

2. Nuclear weapons are a necessarv complement teo nonnuclear forces.
They contribute to the deterrence of Soviet attack with tactical nuclear
weapons; they will permit us to respond in kind 1f such weapons are usecd;
they can be used to support our feorces if we fail to contain a large scale
nonnuclear aggression; they contribute to deterring or fighting general
war, 2/

4., Deficiencies in our posture reinfeorce the incentives to escalate
that are inherent in nuclear warfare. Major improvements at acceptable
costs can he made with regard to the vulnerability of our strike forces,
situation reporting, doctrine for transition fror nomnuclear to tactical
nuclear conflict, and battlefield intelligence.

1/ The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) would give 2 somewhat larger role
to theater nuclear forces in the deterrence of nonnuclear agres-
sion.

2/ The JCS would adé that selective application of nuclear weapons
could cause de-escalation or termination of conflict.

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

FOLCASENO. _ 80 -NDI-§7
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K}

Table I summarizes recommended theater nuclear forces. In particular,

1 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 expensive mobile communications
facilities for control of nuclear weapons. Resultant savings in invest-
ment and operating costs are $32 million through FY 1972.
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I. ROLE OF THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES

The USSR is now approaching parity with the U.S., in theater nuclear
weapons (see Annex A page 22) 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 war, compounds the dif-
ficulties of constraining conflict, and effectively rules out meaningful
military victory. Nevertheless, theater nuclear forces have several
important functions.

Deterrence of Agrression. The Soviets might fear that tactical
nuclear weapons would bridge the gap between large scale nonnuclear war
end general war, and this fear might help to deter them from extreme
acts of aggression in Europe or to inhibit escalation by them in 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 &t
all if 2 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.S5. willingness to respond in kind.

General War, Our theater nuclear forces also contribute to deterring-
or fighting 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 preoductive capacity intact. The contribution
of theater nuclear forces to deterring or fighting 2 general war is small
however, relative to that of our strategic forces. The size and charac-
teristies of our theater nuclear forces should not, therefore, be deter-
mined by the requirements of general war; 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. Omnce the "fire-
break’ berween nonnuclear and nuclear war is breached with the first nuclear
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weapor., escalatoyyv 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
iarge 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 figures in the table
below illustrate the increase in civil damage as nuclear war mounts in
violence through various hypothetically restrained levels of conflict,
The teble 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.

CIVILIAN CASUALTIES TN CONSTRATNED NUCLEAR CONFLICT IN FUROPE
(Avoiding Attacks on Towns)
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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",
1f 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 cof even his own territory.
Regardless of the initial objectives then, each side would want to avoid
general war. It is desirable, therefore, that we be able to recognize
enemv restraint if it occurs and be able te fighr with restraint ourselves,

In sum, it is impossible to predict with confidence the course of a
lizited nuclear war. The danger of escalation, once the "firebreak"
between nonnuclear and nuclear war has been crossed, and the damage,
if escalation ocecurs, caution against relying on our ability to limit
nuclear war and against investing lerge resources in nuclear capabilities
that are important only if the war does remzin limited. Our posture and
doctrine should be designed, where possible without larpge sacrifices in
resources, to reduce incentives for enemv escazlation and to provide in-
ducements for him to observe restraint.

Incomplete Intelligence. The Soviets' combat doctrine suggests that
they neither expect nor plan on restraint in using nuclear weapons. The
Soviets nevertheless maintain at conslderable cost a force which is in-
herently strong in conventional as well as tactical nuclear capabilities.
Thils suggests that whatever Soviet doctrine and strategy are, their forces
still provide them with both nonnuclear and nuclear options that continue
to complicate our planning, which is already taxed with broad uncertainties
concerning the size and vields of Soviet tactical nuclear stockpiles.
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Inadeocate Situation Reporting Machinerv. Long time laes - often
many hours in duration - occur befere decisien makers at theater levels
learn of the full combat situation at the fron:t. Inaccuracies in re-
porting enemy nuclear strikes compound the problem. As a result deci-
sion makers ma2y wait teo long in releasing nuclear weavpons or make a '
hasty decision in favor of employing nuclear weanons in circumstances
which would be more suitably handled without them if the situation were
better known. We shouléd be 2ble to 'improve cur reportince machinery
substantially.

Vulnerable Nuclear Strike Ferces. Our overseas nuclear strike
forces consist mainly of tactical aircraft based on easily targeted
airfields within range of Soviet IR/MREY forces which are so numerous
as to render additional dispersal of SACEUP strike aircraft an insuf-
ficient remedv for their wvulnerability. Prior to the Sovier IR/MREM
force buildup, these aircraft plaved a2 maior rele in SIOP planning
because of the timeliness of their strikes as compared to those of inter-
continential bombers. However, in view of their current vulnerability
to IR/MRBMs these aircraft can no longer be depended upon for cruecial
SIOP tasks. We must now begin to rely more upon our growing mobile
Pershing missile forces which would be much less vulnerable after they
deployed from thelr peacetime stations and began moving randomly among
previously unoccupied sites in periods of strategic warning. Their lower
vulnerability should enhance the stability of the deterrent at the theater
level in crisis.
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In sum, the unresolved difficulties noted above suggest that we

cannot rely with high confidence on puclear weapons to achieve the tra-

itional 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 - though those would, of course, remain our objectives if nuclear war
did occur. Nevertheless, as long a5 we retzin 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 enewmy confidence

in achieving such success against us.

1/ The JCS consider that the necessary logistics are not too costly.
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Taking &sccount of the reduced requirement for air delivered nuclear
weapons, the Army study results are comsistent with my conclusion last
year that the number of nuclear weapons already provided for Europe is

. N .,
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adequate. This was also the judgment of the XNuclear Planning Working
Group, NATC Specila) Committee of Defense Ministers at its April, 1966
meeting: '"Tacticel nucleer wespons available to SACEUR and SACLANT
under present conditions appear to be sufficient in guantity.”

Accoréingly, I see no change 1n circumstances to warrant an in-
crease ir the number of weazpons dispersed to Europe. 1/ Modernization
ané improvenents involving new 2llied delivery units can be accomplished
by redistribution within the total approved by NSAM 334, Considering
pur capability for rapid worlé-rvide nuclear vespons redistribution, the
stockpile held in CONUE secms eppropriate for most litely contingencies.

Should it be nececsary te neet overt Chinese conventional apgression
with the use of nuvcleer wesapone, our capacity to do so is pot in question,
provided the Soviets do not intervene. The expected increases in Chinese
nuclear capability over the next 10 yezrs and longer will not change this
assessment . nere are, however, major constraints on the use of nuclear
wespons in Asiz es well ze im Zurope which suggest that we could not
count eon the use cf such vezpons except perhaps to deter or defend against
very large scale aggression. Chinese development of nuclear weapons
will, however, permit them to engage in nuclear blackmail. The role,
if any, which our theater nuclear forces can play in meeting this Chinese
threat remzins to be defined. It is not clear that our current deploy-
ments are optimum for either military or political requirements in Asia.
We do not vet have 2deguste studies tc reach sound judgments on the
guestion of the proper size and composition of our nuclear arsenal.

Until such studies a2re completed I do not believe that any increase in
our Pacific theater based nuclear forces ic warranted.

IV. THEATER NUCLEAR FORCE MIX

Though our theater nuclear weapons appear sufficient in gquantity,
the Nuclear Planning Working Group, NATO Special Committee of Defense
Ministers in April 196£ coneluded that "the optimum mix of nuclear
weaponrty might profitably be further studied”. Studies to date have
produced the following results.

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

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

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

I believe that an appropriate peacetime ORA level can be provided

by a portion of the Pershing force (perhaps 25 percent) and some QRA
aircraft as necegsary, pending completion of the Pershing build-ur. When

1z
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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 QR4 forces to full alert. Concurrently, all
aircraft can be withdrawn from QRA and made available for immedizate use
if necessary in nonnuclear 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 nonnuclear warfare. The
following table Iindicates the number of aircraft that mipght be involved
in nuclear missions.

13
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Alr Defense Weagpons. Until now, nuclear air defense warheads have
been justified on two grounds: high effectiveness agains:t weapon carriers
(carrier kill) and ability to destrov 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 warheads, 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 AGAINST
AIRCRAFT AND THEIR NUCLEAR WEAPONS

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 weapon kill criterion for tacticazl defense. It seems unlikely
that the enemy would employ 'dead man fuzing'. We do not arm our own
weapons this way because the advantages of doing so de not warrant the
attendant increased risk of accidental explosien over friendly territory,
or even on enemy populated areas in a limited nuclear conflict.

14
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Zxrended Range Lance. It may prove desirable to -modify the Lance missile
80 as to deliver nuclear warheads to almost twice the range of the heavier
nonnuclear warheads. If this concept proves feasible, major economies can

1/ The Secretary of Army and JCS recommend deferral of this decision
pending further study. Lowever, 1 consider the decision to be
justified on the basis of evidence availatle. 1If subsequent study

indicates that a different level should be provided, we will revise
the program as necessary.

15
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be realized bv substiruting Lance for Sergeant, whose 530 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 teo 6 rounds per hour versus Sergeant's one round per hour), Lance
lzunchers could substitute for Sergeant launchers on less than a one-
for-one basis ané maintain or even increase total capability,

Despite theilr advantages, the use of ADMs would risk escalation by
viclating the demarcation between nuclear and nonnuclear weapons, and
the seripusness of such an act would be reduced only slightly by the fact
that ADMs are not subject to aiming errors and would be de:onated 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 targets would have
to be demolished in a war, I have not accepted the JCS recommendatioms
that the ADM stockpile be increased. If warheads are released for use
in the covering area, the conflict may be resolved before many deeper
targets are executed. In the more likely event that warheads are not
released before much of the covering force has been driven in, many of
the covering force targets would not be destroyed - and perhaps not
many in the rear area. Furthermore, conventional demeclitions or nuclear
artillery might be acceptable alternatives in a number of cases even
though less effective. I have asked the JCS to review SACEUR's ADM 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
Bonest John warheads, and 155 shells about twice as much as B-~inch shells,
do the nonnuclear advantages of the pewer Lance and 155mr warheads justify
phasing Honest John and B-inch battalioms out of the inventory as is being
considered in an Army optimum artillery mix study? 1 am asking the Chief
of Staff, U.S. Army to refine the cost base of Army systems and to study
trade-offs within and between alternative mixes.

V. COKTROL AND 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, specilal U.S5. communications
have been installed to all weapons custodians, primarily through fixed
plant instzllatioms that are highly vulnerable in high intemsity nuclear
conflict; a secondary system is provided by an Alternmate Airborne Command
Element (AACE) scheduled to become contimuously airborme 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, 1 question the necessity

i9
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of keeping the AACE continuously airborne and I ar cancelling a scheduled
$32 million improvement of the main tropospheric scatter statioms linking
ten new custodial sites and installing low frequency equipment at 90 lo-
cations.l/

Decision Procedures. The Kuclear Planning Working Group (NPWG) of
the Special Commitree of KRATO Defense Ministers is considering the problem
of deciding when use of nuclear weapons may be warranted. SACEUR's political
guidance on this subject is now twelve years old and oputdated since it does
not envisage limited conflict with 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 sugpgested that
in view 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 curreat procedures.

. As & related matter, I am also requesting the JC5 to undertake a speciszl

study of procedures and facilities required to keep decision makers at all
levels informed of crucizl 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 wide range of optiouns,
ranging from the subkiloton ADMs, bombs, and accurate howitzers 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-
tlefieid weapons under 2 kilotons; targets only within range of battle-
field weapons; etc. This gemeral 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
mechanisz for resolving divergent national views. Individual allied
officers have been integrated into NATO nuclear planning at military
levels, but tc date there has been practically no netiomal participation.
4 permanent arrangement should be made at the highest political-military
level to study nuclear problems and assist in working toward an zlliance
consensus. The NPWG reached similar conclusioms at its meeting ip Londen
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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Annex A

OPPOSING NUMBERS OF THEATER NUCLEAR WARKEADS

(Rounded)

22
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Annex B

AUTHORIZED WORLD-WIDE DISPERSAL OF U.S. THEATER NUCLEAR WARHEADS

23
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Annex C

U.S5. NOCLEAR WEAPON SUPPORT IN NATO EU'RUPEEI
(End Piscal Year) -
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Allied Systems Supported By U.S, Theater Nuclear Weapons®
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DRAFT dﬂ
‘ )
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ‘

SUEJECI: Thester Nuclear Forces (U)

o '
My coctinuing reviev cf the role of theater nuclear and related
chezical &nd biclogical forces leacds me to the following conclusions:

1, Theater nuclear wezpons are not a substitute for conventicnal case-
i The growih of Sovier nuclear forces has created siTone Te2B50DS,

nilicies,
perticulariy in RATC, for svoiding the de=zze inherent In nuclear war
excert when our mosl vital interests ere clearly threatenecd., we should

progra= forces te meet all but the larges: conventional attecks with
cozventionzl means an¢ chemicgl attacke with some cheziral retaliation
as well, Even agzinst the largest conventionsl attacks we should not

assume that theater nuclear wezpons would. be used initiglily.

2. Nuclezr weazpons are 8 necesszry complement te conventienzl forces.
Thev carn be used to suoport our forcee 1f we fzil to contain lazrge-scale
conventional aggression., . Thev contribute to deterring Scviet attacks with
ractical nucleer veapons, and thev will permit us to respond in kind i€

" such wezpons zre used,

3. We buy theater nuclear forces primarily for deterrence anc,
i{ deterrence should fail, to give us an option short of strategic nmuclear
war, Wwe need to improve our cavabilivies for fightinp 2 conmtrelled and
lizited theater nuclear war., In particular, wve need to improve our cana-
bilities for the selective use ¢f nuclear vezpons during the initial stages
of such a war.

FOICASENC.,  SO-DFoi-967

Document__ . of Documents

'ExcisedUndcrtheITovislonsof(The
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(by__(1)
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I. ROLE OF NUCLEAR, CHEMICAL, AND BIOLOGICAL WZAPNNS IN THEATER CONFLICT

A. Role of Theater Nuclear Forces in Eurooe

One teason we Keep tactical nuclear weaoons in Eurove is to deter
2 Soviet tactical nuclear attack. This regulires encugh force to make the
cost to the Soviets of launching such an attack greater than the gain. It
also requires protecting our weapons and control svsiems to reduce Soviet
incentives for a nuclear first strike,

Tactical nuclear weapons also supplement our conventional forces
in deterring all-out Soviet conventipnal attacks.

Our threat to use theater nuclear weapons is more believable 1f we
can keep their use limited without having to go to all-out nuclear war.
Limits or restraints could take wvarious forms -- type and location of
targets, number and yield of weapons, extent of battle area, and type of
explosion, Such restraints, 1f observed, would greatly reduce civilian
casuvalties. For example, 1,000 nuclear weapons {airbursts only) against
military targets on & single corps battlefront would cause about 300,000
civilian casualties. In contrast, 9,000 weavons (air and ground bursts)
in a regionwide attack limited to military targets, and avoiding cities,
would cause about 20 million civilian casualties, I doubt, however, that
such restraints would be observed for long in the face of pressures for
escalation. Nevertheless, the possibilitv of limiting casualties leads us
to improve our capability for exercising restraint.

Nuclear war cannot be kept limited without good command and

control, communications, and procedures for releasing weanons and carrving
out contingency plans. Our capabilities are inadequate now, although we

2
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plan to improve them in ways discussed later. Even with such capabilities

there will be intense pressure to widen the confiict, The temptation would
be high, for example, to attack the enemy's nuclear delivery systems before
they could be used or to destroy his massed ground forces before they could

disperse,

For purposes of deterrence, how well our forces can meet an initial

tactical nuclear assault is more important than how long a campaign we

can conduct, Our hope is that if theater nuclear war cccurs, it can be
restrained. Our theater nuclear forces should permit us to force withdrawal
of Warsaw Pact ground and tactical air forces using theater nuclear weavons
in 2 gradual, controlled wmanner. The level of force regquired to do this is
described on page 7 as the "Campaign' force alternmative, Furthermore, we
should plan for an initial conventional defense and not necessarilv for the
early use of nuclear weapons.

We cannot rely on theater nuclear forces for more than deterrent
roles, although we prograc enough forces for a theater nuclear campaign.
In particular, tactical nuclear forces are no substitute for conventional
forces. This is true because our abilitv te keen & tactical nuclear war
limited is doubrzful: tactical nuclear operations can probablv not be
sustained for long:: and Sovier tactical nuclear forces, as shown in the
next table, are now too strong to give us much prospect of achieving a
meaningful military wvictery.
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€. Role of Chemical and Biologpical Weanons

Although we usuallv think of nuclear weadons as the ultimate means
of mass destruction, as the nex: table shows, biological and, in some cases
chemical munitions, are cheaper and more dangerous. More importantlyv, these
munitions can be produted by manv countries., Thev are therefore potentiallw
even more dangerous to us than nuclear weapons. The large mumber of potential
users of these means -- particularlv of biologicsl warfare -- strongly

motivates us to deter their use by anyone,
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1. Chemicals

Lethal chemicals are weapons of mass destruction only against
unprotected personnel, When troops sre protected, lethal chemicals are
less effective than conventional smmunition, (However, troops in protective
clothing are also less effective,) Since Soviet forces are well-trained and
equipped to defend against a chemical attack, we gain little advantage by
buying a large chemical program ir addition to our tactical nuclear forces.
Instead, we need only enough to deter Soviet use and force the Soviets to
take protective measpures, More jmportantly, we need to improve our defense
against chemical warfare with gas masks, protective sults, and prover
training. Even this limited program calls for better chemicel defenses
than most NATO countries have been willing to buy. We rely on our tactical
nutlear forces to deter massive chemical attack, just as we do against a
massive conventional attack, Pending completion of our study of chemicals
needed for these purposes, 1 sm deferring a decisien on JCS~recommended
additions to our chemical stockpile.

Norn-lethal chemicals are useful against insurgents, particularly
when enemy troops and civilians are mingled. In such cases, the alternatives
to non-lethal chemical attacks are ineffective conventional ecperations or
high casualties to civiliane and our own troops.

2. Bilological Weapons

We cannot substitute biolegical for strategic nuclear forces, so a
biclogical warfare program is an additional cost. Since we keer a nuclear
retaliatory capability anyway, a lethal biological capability is not needed.

11, ADEQUACY OF THEATER WUCLEAR FORCES

Since we keep conventional forces with strong artillerv and missile
forces to support NATO strategy, the theater nuclear capability is added
at least cost by providing nuclear weapons for these nonnuclear delivery
systems, ’

Most of our spending on theater nuclear forces has been for nuclear
weapons, and we have come to measure the adequacy cof our theater nuclear
forces in terms of the size and balanee of our nuclear stockpile, While
this is useful, 4t has led us to pay too little attention to control,
communications, and operational plans in weighing the overall adequacy
of our theater nuclear forces. '
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The size and design of our theater nuclear forces should fit their
lizited role., We should not try to provide forces for a long tactical
puclear war nor should we set aside special theater nuclear forces for
& general war., Their contribution in general war is too small compared
to that of our strategic forces to be considered anvthing more than a
bonus. The next sections show that our present tactical puclear stockpile
is more than adequate.

A, Theater Nuclear Forces in Europe

8/ Includes tactical nuclear boxbs, artillerv, and strike missiles,

The Short Battle would give enough force to stalemate enemv
frent line divisions, but not enough to cope with his local reserve divisions.
This level meets .most deterrent needs. It mav be all thatr either side
can control at this time, The stockpile reguired to suoport this level
is much smaller than the Sovietr tactical nuclear stockpile.

The Extended War would give means te fight the Warsaw Pact's
mobilized reserves, This is based on optimistic assumptions that we have
time to use mobilized troops, that neither side escalates, and that both
sides learn how to reduce the rate of loss of troops and support means.
This level is not worth buying. It costs $700 million more per year than -
the Campaign level, Nuclear conflict of this scope is not likely to stay
limited this long, and such an extended nuclear conflict would not be
toelerable to our Allies.
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2. Supvort of Allies

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

Support of NATO's 155mm howitzer and LANCE systems is now being
studied by CINCEUR and discussed with our Allies. Before approving nuclear
support for these systems, I will review the Army studies now underwav
regarding the best mix of nuclear weapons.

3. Present Capabllities

The nuclezr stockpile zuthorized for dispersal to Eurove is
large enough to support the Campaign level. In my judgment this is adeguate.
This was aleo the judgment of the KATO Nuclear Planning Group meeting in
April, 1967. The Ministers "acceptecd that tactical nuclear weavons availstle
to SACEUR and SACLANT appear to be sufficient in quantiry, but felt tha: beth
the pix of weapons and the circumstances in which thev might be used required
further detailed study."”

HMoreover, other parts of our posture would fall befcre our
stockplile was exhausted. Unless we succeed in reducing the vulnerability of
our nuclear weapons in Europe and improve our understanding and means for
conducting tactical nuclear war, we could not usefully emplov more than the
number of weapons needed for the Short Battle concept.

B. Control and Use of Theater Nuclear Weanmons in Europe

While we are making procress in developing means for safegpuarding
nuclear weapons and can release themw guicklv, we &re not well-prenared to
make c¢ritical decisions on how ané where thev will be used. Nor can we
respond rapidly to decisions to use them selectivelv., We do not have
adequate plans for limited tactical nuclear war., We must give ecivilian
and milirzary authorities improved means for following bartle situations:
better nuclear options teo choose from: and more insight into how military,
diplomatic, and intelligence factors affect nuclear war.
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2. Theater Nuclear Ontions

The NATO Ministers of Defense have agreed to & new KATO strategy
of flexible response. NATO conventional forces should be large enough to
help deter a deliberate non-nuclear attack and be able to deal successfully
with a conflict caused by miscalculation. They should alse maintain the caps-
bility for carefully controlled escalation up to and through the use of
theater nuclear weapoms,

We should have contingency plans ready and U.S5. forces trained
to & much greater extent than they are now for the controlled use of theater
nuclear weapons. OQur current war plans provide either for releasing all
tactical nuclear weapons or for selective release of a very few weapens,
but mot for gradual and controlled release as the situation demands. The
selective release format that we have now requlires so much data and staf’?
work to process, that we might act too late, or be faced with intense pressure
for releasing large numbers of weapons te be used at commanders' diseretiorn,
We need more prior planning in the form of a range of nuclear options linkeg
te a situation-following system like that discussed above, For each regien
we should have options such as: (1) show-of-force demonstration; (2) response-
in-kind; (3) discrete fire on located eneny maneuver units: (4) larger
terrain fire on poorly located battlefield tarpgets; and (5) selective strikes
on bridges, airfields, and other deep targets,

C. Theater Nuclear Torces in Asia
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l. Capabilities vs. USSR

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

2. Capabilities vs, China

Ching presents the main land threat in Asia, primarily in
Korea and Southeast Asia., However, as shown in my Memoranduo on General
Purpose Forces, the Chinese have a very limited ability to attack beyond
thelr borders., Moreover, the forces opposing the Chinese have radically
improved 88 & result of our Military Assistance Program. South Korean
land forces alone, for example, provide a better manpover Tatilo than was
needed to stop the Chinese during the Korean war. Thus, we can probably
stop & Chinese invasion without using nuclesr forces.

Although China is unlikely to have a battlefield nuclear
capability before five to ten vears, the use of U,S. nuclear wezpons against
inveding Chinese foreces would be quite umattractive as a substitute for
conventional defense. Not only would such unse divide our Allies, it would
carry 2 high risk of Soviet involvement and could lead to a U.S.-Soviet
nuclear war,

We and our Allies have enough econventional force in Southeast
Asia to block a Chinese/North Vietnamese invasion and hold the key areas,
1f 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 sircraft in the Pacific on nuclear
alert for PACOM war plans or for the SIOP. 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 Asia. 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 SIOP is designed so that Asian nuclear threat targets are
covered by missiles,

10
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a/ Time-sensitive, nuclear threat targets in China and the USSR
East of 100° E, extracted from the SIOP.

Nevertheless, we continue to hold tactical aircraft in the Pacific onm
nuclear alert. We should not, however, prograr special resources for these
aircraft to stand nuclear alert or tc take part in the SIOP. Wnile bombs
bought for tactical nuclear war may be used against S5IOP targets, they shoulé
not be justified on this basis.

D. Summarv of the Adeguacy of Theater Nuclear Forces*

The JCS TANWERE study developed a set of scenarios for planning the
tactical nuclear stockpile in 1970, TANWERE's scenarios assume the following:
(1) we need nuclear weapons to defeat 129 Warsaw Pact divisions in Europe,
plus 94 Chinese and Asian Communist divislions in Korea and Southeast Asiz,
plus ten Russian divisions in Iran; (2) we can keep enough air bases to conduct
effective nuclear air operations against Warsaw Pact general purpose forces;
(3) Cninese divisions will continue attacking after we hit thex with nuclear
weapons; and (4) tactical bombs should be stockpiled to hit Chinese military
and industrial targets in a limited nuclear war. The next table shows mv
view of the total number of weapons needed for these scenarios and compares
them with the stockpile for 1970.

* See Appendix A for FY 68 weapon dispersal authorization,

il
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THEATER NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR JLLUSTRATIVE SCENARIAOS a/
{TANWERT Tota}s in Parentheses)

¥

1. TANVERE reserves separate stockpiles of tactical nuclear bombds in
addition to PERSHINGS for general war ( ‘, and for attacking
Pact divisions in Europe and the other limited contingencies. My estimates
assitme that one stockpile Is adeguate for either task,

We would not fight all these contingencies at once except perhaps in
general war, in which case 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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I11. MIX OF THEATER NUCLEAR - FORCES

The next table shows these parts of our theater nuclear forces that
have high annual costs. It alsec shows the advantage for the nuclear
mission of dual purpose nuclear/conventional delivery systems.

U.5. COSTS FOR THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES
(S Millions Per Year)

a/ See Appendix C. , _
b/ Attributes total aircraft cost to nuclear mission.

c/ See Appendix D.

The high cost of the nuclear-only svstems shows why we trv te use
dual-capable svstems instead. This has kept the average cost ner tactical
weapon, including nuclear attributable svsterm costs, to one-tenth the cost
per weapon in our strategic nuclear forces,

13
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Tactical aircraft tied te the strike misegion on Quick Resction
Alert (QRA) are not avallable for use in conventional war where their
flexibility is of most value. Also, aircraft-delivered 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,

PERSHING missiles do not have these disadvantages, Carrier-based
aircraft are less vulnersble than land-based airecraft, but thev shoulc
not be held on nuclear alert. Both systems are better than land-basecd
tactical aircraft for the limited role of our theater nuclear forces,

B. Strike Missiles

C. Tactical Missiles

Development of LANCE missiles is now underwav: if successful, LANCE
could be operational by 1972, With them our LANCE battalions could then
take over the mission now performed by SERGEANT. This would vermit vhasing
out SERGEANT at a saving of %300 million over ten vears,

D. Nucleer Artillerv

14
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E. Atoumic Demolitions Munitions (ADMs)

ADMs are nuclear cherges designed to delav an advancing army by
placing obstacles in its path. The main problem with ADMs stems from our
uncertainty over when nuclear weapons will be used, Sites where we expect
to use ADMs are so important 'that we must alsc emplace conventional high
explosive (HE) charges to hedge against nuclear weapons not being released.
For a planned barrier system, the chambers into which HE is placed can be
prepared during peacetime. 5Such pre-chambering greatly increases the
effectiveness of HE while reducing the time, effort, and material needed.
Therefore, the incremental value of ADMs inm a preplanned barrier is very
questionable,.

The main role of ADMs should come sfter nuclear weapons have alreacy
been used and the main battle line has shifted., Then we would wish te
place obstacles where we have not had time to prepare for HE charges. In
such cases ADMs are much more effective than BE,

F. Theater Air Defense

15
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APPENDIX A

H

FY 68 WORLDWIDE NUCLEAR WEAPON DISPERSAL AUTHORIZATION a/
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APPENDIX B

THEATER NUCLEAR WEAPCONS FOR ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIOS, 1970
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APPENDIX C

AVERAGE ANNUAL FY 68-77 THEATER NUCLEAR FORCE COSTS af
($ Millioens Per Year)

19
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APPENDIX D

ALLIED THEATER NUCLEAR SYSTEMS SUPPORTED BY US WEAPONS a/

20
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' HRSTEY.
MEMORANDUM FOR THE- PRESIDENT wﬂf«w;7 .
: . .. . :Sd‘,suj?d
SUBJECT: Strategic Offensive end Defensive Forces (U) : 42,7 /,_gfdgg

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

1. Maintain a force of 1,000 Mlnuteman migsiles. Plan on a
Minuterman II force of 500 missiles in FY 69, but replace Minuteman Is
and IIs used in follow-on~tests (FOTs) with Minuteman I1ls/ ., leading
to a force of Minuteman 1I1s by end-FY 73. Delay the Initisl Operational
Capability' (10C) of HMinuteman III from December, 1969 to July, 1970.

Develop an option to deploy Minuteman III 4n very hard silos or supplement
the present Minuteman deployment at a cost of $40 million in FY 62 and »
total cost of $212 milldion in FY 69-73., Continue the previously approved
programs for buying for Minuteman missiles,

and for Minuteman III,

With all the above chanpges the Minuteman force will cost $147
willion less in FY 65-73 than the previously prograrmed Minuteman force.
2. Maintain the JCS recomuended Titan force structurc by buying four
rissiles {n FY 69 for §12.6 million and five in FY 70 for $13.6 million and
reducing the FOT rate to four per year. ' -

3. Continue development of Poseldon and procure missiles in FY &9
at a total FY 69 investment cost of §329 million. Plan on an I0C of November,
1670, based on a {the same as Polaris
re-order lead time). Build up to a force of 384 on-line Poseidon by FY 75,
for a total FY 69~73 {nvestment cost of $4,998 million. Develop a

end plan on

a force of 31 Poseidon submsrines carrying an average of " per
deployed missile., Procure MK-3s in FY 69, in FY 70, and a tntal of

. In FY 69-~73, Against expected threats, this Poseidon force will have
the same effectiveness as the previously programmed force with
per missile, but will coat $84 million less in FY €9 and 5394 million less

in FY 69- 73.
4. Defer indefinitely the JCS recommendation to deploy . )
at a cost of $200 million in FY 69 and &

total cost of $220 mtllfon in FY 69-73.
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"5. Disapprove the JCS recommendatien to start Contract Definition of
an Advanced ICBM at a cost of $7% million 4n FY 62. Instead, continue
Advanced Development at a cost of $10 million i{n FY 69. Development,
deployment, and operation of the JCS-recommended force of 350 Advanced
ICBMs would cost from §7 to $10 billion 4in FY 69-75, depending on the

basing.

6. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to procure a prototyne

Ballistic !Mdssile Ship for $120 million in FY 69. Ten-year costs of
ten Ballistic Missile Ships would be about $1.€ billion.

7. Approve the Air Force recommendation not to reduce the current
base program for the bomber force.

Additional SRAMs for B-525 would cost'.
$68 mtllion in FY 69 and a total of $251 million in FY 69-73, As & special
force for suppressing anti-bomber defenses, modify - U B-525 to carry
some of the previously epproved SRAYs at & FY 69 cost of $54 million and a

total cost of $56 million £n FY 69-73.

8. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for Contract Definition and
full-scale development of the Advanced Mannel Strategic Aircraft (AMSA)
in FY 69. Development, deployment, and five-year operating costs for
150 A¥SA would be $7.3 billion. Approve instead further development of
aircraft technology, as well as a propram to develop bomher penetration

aids.

9. Approve procurement of Sentinel, a Chinese-oriented ares AR svster

which also provides an option for the defemse of Minuteman. The total

Sentinel gystem investment cost will be $4.9 billion in IY 69-73,

10.

11. Disapprove the JCS recommendation to deploy a Nike-X defense of .
U.S, cities against attack by the USSR. (Not a TY 69 issuc; the JCS consider
the FY 69 budget for Sentinel an adequate first step toward the defense they

recommend. )

12, Disapprove the JCS recommendation to produce and deploy twelve
UE F-12 interceptors for continental air defense at & ¥Y 69-73 cost of
$800 million, Approve instead the Alr Force recommended plan for a modernizec
continental air defense force that Includes: (&) development and deployment
of 198 improved F-~106X atrcraft: (b) 1if the Overland Padar Technology program
18 successful, engineering development of the Airborne Warning and Control
System (AWACS) on a schedule that permits a system demonstration before
substantial production funds must be committed; (c) development of the
Over-the-Horizon (OTH) radar, addressing production release in September, 157t
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(d) examining the possibility of augmenting our air defense force during *
periods of high .tension with at least 300 fighters from Tactical Air Command
(TAC), Navy, and Marine Corps traininpg units plus carrier-hased aircraft as
available; and (e) selective phase-down of the current Century interceptor
force and portions of the SAGE/BUIC system, the National A{r Space Surveillancct
System, and Nike-Hercules radars. o

13. Extend the civil defense program at a FY 62 cost of §77.6 mil{iﬁﬁ -

ogd
14, Disapprove the JCS recommendation for $191 millien for militarv
survival measures. Continue instead the approved program at a cost of -
$47 million for FY 68-73.

1.. THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR PROBLEY

The main objective of our nuclear forces i{s to deter nuclear attacks
on the U.S, Our ebility to strike back and destrov Soviet societv makes a
Soviet decision to strike the U.S. highly unlikely. 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 strikinpg first.

Although the U.S, and the USSR are strongly deterred from nuclear
attacks on each other, a nuclear war anywhere in the world eouvld lead -
to a war ~- and most likely & nuclear war ~- between the two countries. :
Thus to avoid & nuclear war with the USSP, we try to make all nuclear wars
unlikely. This objective includes: '

1, Reducing any possible loss of control of forces in a crisis.

2. Deterring nuclear attacks or intimidation of allied or neutral

countries.

3. Discouraging additional countries from acquiring nuclear
wegpons.

4, Evphasizing and maintaining the firebreal between conventional

and nuclear weapons.

Like ug, to deter a first-strile nuclear attack, the Soviets main-
tain the ability to strike back and destrov our soclety. When they take
steps to reduce the damage that we can inflict (e.g., by deploying ARMs),
we react to offset these steps. I believe that the Soviets would react
in the same way to similar U.S. steps to limit damage to ourselves.

Our analysis shows 'that the Soviets can protect their aecond strike
capability against any threat we might pose. Since a second strike
capability {s vital to the USSR, I believe theyv will {nsure the survival
of this capability. Convinced that the Soviets would counter a major
1.S. attempt to take away their second strilie capabilitv, we have chosen
not to start a major Damage Limiting program apainst the USSF,

q
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These considerations lead us to depend upon deterrence to keep the
USSP from attacking us. ‘Against China, conversely, we can buy an effective
defense of CONUS as fnsurance against s failure of deterrence. China's
more primitive technology and poorer economy allow us to develop an effective
defense against her nuclear attack capability into the 1980s.

What 41f deterrence fails and a nuclear war with the USSR occura? If the
var began with an all-out Soviet attack, including our cities, we would reply
{n kind. If the war started with less than an all-put attack, we would want
to carry out plans for the controlled and delilerate use of our nuclear power
to get the best possible outcome, The lack of such nuclear war plans is one
of the main weaknesses in our posture today.

II. SOVIET AND CHINESE STRPATECIC FORCES

The following table compares U.S. and Soviet interrentinental
forces in terms of total mepatons, launchers, and bombers.

U.S. VS. SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEA® FORCES a/

1968 1970 1972
U.5. USSR C.S. USSP U. 5. | o
Ballistic
Migsile Launchers
Soft ICBMs - - -
Rard ICBlis 1054 1054 1654
FOBS - - -
Mobile ICB!is ’
(non-add) - - -
SLBMs 656 656 650
TOTAL LAUNCHERS 1710 1716 171C
Intercontinental
Bombers 646 558 534

Total Force loadings
Weapons
Megatons (M)
1 MI' Equivalents

Alert Force Losdings
Weapons
Megatons
1 1T Equivalents

2/ V.S, programmed vs. National Intelligence Estimates (NIE) for USSR.
Kumbers of missile launchers and bombers are a poor measure of the
relative capabilities of U.S. ané Soviet strategic forces; total megatons are

‘worse, Yet these measures are fregquerntly used in drawing comparisons

6



- -

Record of Decision Pevised Januxry 15, 196F

between U S. :nd Soviet nuclear capa“i ities, The inporbzr’ question
is not total megatons or numbers of delivery systexms, but whether our
forces ckn effectively carry out their missions ~ Assured Destruction
d attacks on Soviet forces to lirmit damage., Factors ARuch aS-accuracy,
reliability, survivability, zmdé control are decisive in evaluating the
effectiveness of our forces., Our missiles appear to be mcre reliatle .
than Soviet missiles; they are more thean twice as accurate. In 1972, .
progreammed U.S. rinsile forces could destroy some hardened tarpets, . |
The expected Soviet ICB!: force could destrov only some such targets

We are buving large numbers of smzller, accurzte weapons becauvse.
they better meet our strategic objectives —- evan vhile reducing total: i
D.S. megatons. The following tehle compares the numher of targets destrpvcc

~

by prog—arwec for Poseidon, with a single[

veapon, As the table ShOLS, the “5f the _
Poseidon — with only the yield of the| . . . weanon - can

destroy up to  : times as meny targets. S

EFFECTIVENESS OF ALTIMRATIVE, EQUAL-WEIGHT PAYLOLDS e/

Humber of airfields

Nurber of hard siles b/

Nugber of swmall cities (100,000)

Rumber of medium cities (500,000)

Number of large cities (2,00%,000)

Humber of defensive interceptors
needed to counter c/

Total megatons

&/ Reliability equals » Cireular Probable Error {CIP) enuals

Such calculations have convinced me and the Services of the superiority
of Multiple Independently-targetable Pe-entry Vehicles (MINVs) over single,
large megaton weapons for attacking cities or military targets, defended ‘
or otherwise. Therefore, the best way tc increase the effectiveness of our
forces is by putting MIPVUs o iYinuteman and Pesedliorn.

During 1964-65, the USSF meintained smzll sile ICBM constrTuc~
tion starts at the rate of sbout ~ launchers per year. It this
rate during the first half of 1966, then . i
The deployment apoears to have stopped except for fillinp out

groups already under construction.
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The Soviets have continued to test Practional Orbit Ballistic Systems
(FOBS), which would be useful in an attempt to deny warning to our strategic
bombers {f we took no counter actions.

-

A recent re-evaluation of the present Soviet submarine force indicates
sabout operational Soviet ballistic miss{le submarines than previous
intelligence estimates., The USSR is, however, now making operational a new
class of large, nuclear-powered, ballistic missile submarines to carry
sixteen 1,000 to 2,000 nautical mile (¥M) missiles. Intelligence estimates
project of these ships in service by mid-1971 and
by 1976, Diesel-powered Sea-Launched Ballistic !ssile (SLBM) submarines
no longer are estimated to be part of the Soviet threat to the U.S,

The Soviets also appear to be pursuing two advanced defensive programs:
(1) a long~-range anti-ICB!* system around Moscow with about launchers,
and (2) a system across European USSP

We expect both systems to become partiallv

The Chinese were expected to begin operational deployment of a Medium
Range Ballistic Missile (MREM) with a in 1967, but did not
do so. China also has under development a much larger and more complex
missile system, possibly anm ICE!., They were expected to cormlete s large
facility for large lsunchers late in 1967, but did not do this either.

It appears that they are about - the ICBM schedule that we .
had previously estimated, which would still allov an initial operational

ICBM deployment in the early 1970s.

III. ASSURED DESTRUCTION

We deter a rational enerv from launching a first strike apainst us
by maintaining a strong and secure ability to retaliate under any circum~
stances, We measure our second strike ability in terms of Assured Destruction -~
the capability to i{nflict unacceptable damage, calculated under extremely
conservative assumptions, on the USSP, cven after sustaining a surprise Soviet
first strike. 1 believe that our ability to kill from one~fifth to ocne-fourth
of the Soviet people, including at least two-thirds of the people and industry
in their large cities, i{s enough to deter the USSF from launching a first
strike against the U,S.,even in extreme situations,

—_-- B. .
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Bosiever, our Assured Destruction capability does not indicate how
we would use our forces in a nuclear war. We must design our_forces to
cope with many situations, including a war which neither side intended.
We reduce the likelihood of such a war by keeping tight control over
U.S. forces under all circumstances; by maintaining communications at -
all times with our forces, the govemmants of our Allies, and, as appronriate._
our enemies; and by retaining options in selecting apnropriate responses. If'-
we failed to deter nuclear war, we would want to be able to follow a policy. of
limiting our retaliatory strikes to the enemy's military targets and not -
attacking his cities 4f he refrained from attacking ours. In most =~ - <%
situations we would have many missiles surviving to attack Soviet nﬁlitary
targets, while withholding enough for Assured Destruction. For this tasl,
ICBY accuracy is very worthwhile.

A. Against the Expected Soviet Threat

Against the expected Soviet threat, our strategic forces can survive
a well~-executed Soviet surprise attack and carrv out an effective second
. strike, ' Even after a surprise Soviet first strike with the strongest Soviet
forces in our NIE, we could launch more than with a yield of
more than , against the USSP in 1976,

" How much demape the surviving weapons could cause depends on the
. effectiveness of Soviet defenses. The next table shows that even against
PR the high NIE-estimated threat, the U.S5. Assured Destruction capahility
"""" 1y ~d4s much greater than the 20 to 257 which I believe is needed for deterrence
against a Soviet first strike. '

CAPABILITIES OF U.S5. PPOGPASED FORCE FNR ASSURFED DRESTPRICTION
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

Y 69 FY 72 FY 76

Against High NIE Threat
Against Low NIE Threat

If we could be sure that Soviet forces would stay within the range
of the NIE — both in quality and numbers —— we tould cnnsider smaller
strategic forces.

“B. Against China

While China may be able to threaten her neighbors and 1.S. bases
in Asf{s by 1972, she will not pose a threat ton the U.S. second strike capa-
bflity. If the U.5. attacked China with nuclear weapons it would be solelv
in retaliation for some lesser act of aggression, probably {nvolving Chinecse
nuclear weapons. Rather than calling for the destruction of China, such
an act would cell for selective attacls on government, military, or industrial
targets. Mssiles would be needed only for attacking time-sensitive Chinese
nuclear targets. Bombers could cover other tarpets.
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. lone regaton verheads detcnated over  inese cities
would d:s*:oﬁ FiXf of Cnine's urhan population and more than half of {rs
{industry. 7The recommended stratsgie forces are sufficient ton inflict zhin
des..uc-icn o Chinz while stil) mzinzaining our Assured Destructinn

capadility against the Sovier Uziox.

C. Againsgt: Createvr-Thnan—-Ixezted Soviet Threats

expectel threzt, used in the fc-lcr:ng an;l)ses, with the h:;: 1r t! LRL,

Hipem NIT Crezgrer-Tran-Fxoccted

Independently-targetatle

rissile warhezds ecn-line
tir Defenses

Lookwdorﬁ fighters a/

Lera-glticude SAM Launchers
A0 Lzunchers

ATes

Terminzl b/ T

Programs renquired to sunpert such an efinrt should nrove .

technicelly difficulr, epensive, zand, since we lhave clearly indicated

ve wvould respond, hold little hepe of providing the Scviets with a net pain
in effective first strike capatility, levertheless, tn insure that

these thrests temzin unlilel«, and o maintoin eur deterrent should .

they eappear, ve mEle sure that ve nave avallelle the omwtiene needed e
counter thanm,

(a4

If the USS™ replaces or izmroves the ac cu*ac" nf itk and
a2ddés it could destrov riggiles
in thelr siles. ZEven if the Saviets eould desiro :
vred Destructiecs efhzhi v, Nur re-ainice

they would not eliminate our Assure
SL3Ms ané zlert bomber force czn penezrate the NIf-estimoted Scviet defensces
end kill at leas.f mpf the Seviel people throuzh 1576, Similarly, st
lezst throuvgh 1276, 2 very extensive Seoviet 2Bl suster =nd &it cefenne,
withour preater-than-expected ICIMs, vould still let the W.S. prorvarred

i II’I
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force maintain zn Assured Destruction cezability of Our
progra=med force cen cope with & greater-tham-expected AT because we
already have programmed A3M hedges -- Poseldon -

Minuteman, ’

The pmext talle shows that the L.S, prorrammed feree cer 1rep ite
Assured Destruction capabilizy throuph TY¥ 75 by putting C-en e
Poseidon missile, even {f the Soviets deploy preater-than-expec ted ‘halanced

-y

missile and bomber defenses. Sheort-Range Atteck 'Yssiles (&7 !“s),ES:JU
decovs, anc &n eir-to-zir rissile to prectect the bormbers aga:ns.jaﬁvhnCEL
interceptors would keep our Assured Destruction capabiliny a:alus~'thzs

threat| . ..  through 1675,

U.S. ASSUFRID DESTRUCTION ARAINET CREATIN-TUN-TNPRITLD [ALALNILT CTTLNSTS
{(Percent of Sovier Pepulatiern Rilled)

FY 6 FTY 70 Y 7Y OTY 72 MY 73 WL T 15 OFTO7

U.8., Prograrmed Torce
.S, Programmed Terce
plus on

Poseidon

ef The first percentage shous fatzlities {f we zre renuired tn 1:id1 at
least two-thirds ie in defended cities. The second

percentage shous es vitiiovt this testrictien.

Omly zgeinst a conmhined greeszer-than-enected Sovier AR, air
defense, ané aceurate I ?!fo ce, costing the Sovicrs $20 te $30 billion al
the high KIZ, would our veiziiziory foc-ces need major new additicons. Decar
of high cost and little returm, the Soviels prOﬁa:’v will not atterpr to at
such a posture. lorepver, because of uncertzinties about perforrence and
we should not depley new sysiems as renlazements for existing svstems wmtil
threat appears wvhich canno: be econonically met by irmroving the existing
systems, We should develeor new systems oxly as optinns which world restern
pur Assured Destruction cepzabiliry should the grester-than-expected threat
cecur, realizing that it is not lilely to ccrour. Thus, ve should selact
options with small initial cests. If the threst actuallv materizlizes, we
car,, by later investment, develop these options fullw, (Lo augﬂcntasinn
is needed for ¥Y 65-7Z. Hence, I a= recormencding against the deslovment

-

of the JCS-proncsed fer Peleris p-3s, which

"{rprove their cepedility espzinst ABM enly in that time peried.)

The fellewing tatle shows the effect of the combined grester-than
expected Soviet offensive md cefemsive threat on our Assured Destruction
capabiliczy. It indicates the U.S. prosrammed force capability and the
effects of buving SPAis, EFAY! decoys, an acdvanced bomber decov, and an
air-to-air missile to prot:c: bombers sgzinst an sdvanced izterceptor.

11
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U.S. ASSURED DESTRUCTION AGAINST (FLATEP-TUAN-EXPECTED
~ SOVIFT BALANCED OFFENSES AND DLFENSES
(Percent of Soviet Population Killed)

FY 69 FY.70 FY 71 Fy 72 FY 73 ¥ 74 ¥V 15 TY 75

Programmed Forces

a/ The first percentage shows fatalities 1f we are required 'to kill at least
two-thirds of the people in defended cities. The second percentape shovs
fatalities withoutr this restricticn.

This table showrs that even if the borber defense missile works,
the greater-than-expected threat would call fer a more effective U.S,
Assured Destruction capability by FY 76. 1In addition, for Assured Destructinmn
. we de not want to rely primarily upon bombers which depend upon tactical
e —warning for survival., Therefere, our alternative is to provide our missile
forces with added protection. The degree of this protection depends unon
how much and for how long we are willing teo rely on bombers in the interim. -
on Poseidon and . -
when added to the above bomber options, result in 307 Soviet fatalities in
1976.) 1In any event, we should not take steps =-- such as reducing the nurber
of bomber bases — that lessen our confidence in the bombhers' survival,

D. Options to Protect Our Assured Destruction Camabilitv

1. Increased Warheads_on Poseidon

We are providing the production base so that by FY 74 we could
put up to on each Peseidon missile as a hedge against a heavy
Soviet ABH or an increased threat to Minuteman.

2. Improve Our Bomber Force

— -

Against improved terminal bomber defenscs we can put SPAMs
on B-52a in addition to the SPAYs on FB-1llls. By initiating procurement
in FY 70, the B-525 could be equipped with STAMs by FY 72,

If Soviet air defenses improved, but their ARM did not, neo
increase i{n the size or expense of our strategic forces would be called for.
However, for the cost of the present B-52 program we could improve our
effectiveness by putting SPAYMs on 195 B-52s and ohasing out the other sixtv,

« £



A,

'J-.,

Record of Decision Revised January 15, 1968

If Soviet air defenses improved as part of & balanced Damage
limiting program, SRAMs plus penetration alds for the whole bomber force
would prove worthwhile and would total about §2.7 billion in ten-~year svstems
costs above the present program,

3. Improvements to Minuteman Missiles

As a hedge against & heavy Soviet ARY syqtem we could rcn]ace
all the Minuteman II by Minuteman III/MINV at a cost of $1.2 billion '’ nvpr
the present program, As a hedge against the failure of our penetration. aifq
at a cost of $6.2 billion we could convert to 1,0N) j4nuteman III missiles

and buy for each missile. We could have an all "inuteman
II1 force by FY 76. We could develop for
Minuteman as possible replacements for the present » OT provide

for additional Minutemsn IIIz as &n alternative to a new ICEX (item {6 bhelow)
if we should want more payload. This would cost ghout $200 million in
research and development {540 million in FY 69) for an INC in FY 73. Procure-
ment costs would be - . of which ‘could be built per year.

4, Defense of Minuteman

Deployment of the light defense of Minuteman, showm below,
might dissuade the Soviets from developing and deploving systems which
otherwige could destroy Minuteman. In any event, it would provide a useful
defense of Minuteman against the expected Soviet ICB!' force without accurate
__MIRVs and furnish a base for developing a stronger defense aggainst a Soviet
““force equipped with MINVs. The median defense of M{nuteman would protect

against less . Finally,
the heavy defense of linuteman would guard against the very sophisticated -
counterforce threat " assumed in the .

greater-than-expected threat for 1975 and 1976. The following talle summarizes
these three defenses.

LEVELS OF MINUTL!IAN DEFFNSE

Sprints Spartans Investment Cost af Annual Costs
:(5 Millions) {$ Millions)
light Defense of
Minuteman $400 S$10
lled{an Defense -
of Minuteman 1400 40
Heavy Defense '

of M{nuteman ' 3600 ) 160

a/ Defense of Minuteman is considered an add-on to the Sentinel
anti~Chinese defense.

13
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5. Yore Poseidon Subrerines

We could order more Poseidon submarines wlich require a 8280
million fnvestment per ship and a four-yecar lead time. By initiating
procurement in FY 70 we could have ten new Poceidon submaXines Ly the end
of FY 75 and twenty by the end of TY 76. The mere Paseldon misciles we
have the less we would have to rely upon Minuteman.

If wve chose tn deploy additinnal Poseidon instead of defendinp
or hardening Minutemsn, end 1f Soviet ICR' pccuracy irnroved rarledlv
" Mnputeran wvould become very vunlneralle and
invite rather than deter an attacl.. In this case, we should phasec it out.
Thus, choosing Poreldon rmipght result in unscttinpg the bhalance of our {erces.

_ It would be undesirakle to be wvitheuvt a2 land-hased rissile farce as nart of our

offensive posture because we would become potentially more sensitive te
umexpected Soviet advances in anti-sul'marine warfarc.

6. Yew ICRM

Contract Nefinition begun in Januarv 1%68 would permit an
I0C by FY 75. We could deploy this nex rissile in new siles as part of 2
defended or undefended fixed lané-lased svater., Cevverselw, we could deplew
it as a land-mobile or ship-based svster or base 1t in a new e'ass of sul-
marines, In order to develnp a new TG, we vould requirce a 82 te $3 billion
research and develgpment proprar, The ten-yvear cost of buving a nev ICBE™
tatals some $11 to $20 billion.

The fellowing tatle comares the costn of these alternatives
against the greater-than-exnected Soviet threat. Tiae costs shmm are over
end above the cost of presentl]v prograrmed forces. 411 ontions provide
an Assured Destruction capability of 20Y Ly missiles alene apainst the -
areater-than-erpected Scviet threat in 1%75. ' ’

COSTS OF VARIC'S ITISSILY OPTINNS TN FRACOTICT ASSURIT DUSTIICTION
AAINST CTLATREN=TUAN-EIPTCTED TIITTAT
(S Billions)

RLD Pronrar Crsts (TY GR-75) N
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1f the Soviets do not react by developing and deploying small -
MIRVs, w. can defend Minuteman at less cost than we could procure Poseldons.
If they develop a small MIRV threat, the cost of Minuteman defense would ahout
equal the cost of acquiring Poseidcns. for Minuteman are-
not competitive with a light Minuteman defense, but they offer an alternative
to heavier Minuteman defenses mgainst the small-MIPV threat. A posture - 0
combining defense (calling for szall~MIFVs) (calling

" would be very difficult to attack. Noneiof

the new ICBMs enjoys a clear cost advantage over defending Minuteman, putting
Minuteman in super-hard silos, or acquiring Poseidons until the Soviet ABF _
becomes much stronger than the greater-than-expected threat.* i

If we choose to buy more Poseidon, we would have to order them
in Y 70 and FY 71, before we 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 Minuteman can be bought in stages and is likely to

‘hold down the total cost of hedging our Assured Destruction capabilitv,

To deploy the heavy defense of Minuteman by FY 76, we would have to decide
on the light defense by FY 70, the medfan defense by FY 71, and the heavy
defense by FY 73, Other hedges, such as mere Pose{dom submarines 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 Minuteman

depends on the direction the Soviet threat takes. To preserve the option
to go either way, we should develop them both. s

E. Advanced Manned Stratepiec Atreraft (AMSA)

Recent studies have reviewed the value of a mixed ballistic
missile/bomber force against reasonahle projections of Soviet defenses
into the 19708, They show the bombers add some measure of assurance apainst
greater-than-expected Soviet threats and induce the USSP to divert resources
to their anti-bomber defenses., A mixed offensive force enjoys certain
advantages against terminal defenses, By attacking some cities with missiles
only, and others with bombers only, we force the Soviets to use more resources
to protect all defended cities with both bomber and missile defenses., In
order to accomplish this objective, however, we do not need large bomber forces

The previcus section discussed the hedges to our programmed
strateglc offensive forces, especially to their missile components.
Since we intend to keep the wmissile force well-hedped, the issue is
vhether we also want to hedge our bomber force with an AMSA,

% This might happen sometime after 1976. Thus, in order to provide
a basi{s for more total missile payload apgainst a possible heavy ABM sometime
after this date, continuing Advanced Development of a new ICBM is still
desirable. Purthermore, the submarine-carried Advanced ICBM has some

promise of eventually replacing Poseidon, in the 19805, on an equal-cost bosis

15
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Is an AMSA a good hedge? It is nmot. Against the NIE ranpe
of threats our programmed forces are adequate, Since the strategic
forces are already well-hedged, we can keep an Assured Destruction
capability against greater-than-expected threats without the AMSA,

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

What does AMSA cost as a hedge? To answer this question we
mist compare the cost of bomber forces needed to cope with varipus
levels of Soviet threat. The following two tables make this comparison,

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE ¥8-111/B-52 FORCES
($ Billions)

Bomber Porce Program Costs (FY 68-82) a/
A. 210 FB-llls ! $ 7.2
B. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-525 without SRAMs 12.4
€. 210 ¥B-111s and 255 B-52s with 15.3
pet B-52

—

—_ a/ AMSA I0C in FY 76.

Force B represents the programmed force and would cope with the
higher range of the NIE-projected Soviet strategic forces. . It would also
let us expand to meet a greater-than-expected Soviet threat., Force A,
costing $5.2 billion less, would be appropriate for the lower range of
NIE threats. Force C adds SRAMs to the B-52s5,providing the expansion
needed to meet the greaster-than-expected threat. This option would
cast $2.9 billion more than Force B. '

The next table compares the cost of hedging against the greater-
than-expected threat. .

COSTS OF ALTERMATIVE STPONG BOMBER FORCES OF EQUAL EFFECTIVENESS
($ Billions)

Bomber Force Propram Costs (FY 68-82)
€. 210 F¥B-1lls and 255 B-52s8 with
per B~52 $15.3
D. 210 FB-1lls and 6£ AMSAs 15.3
E. 138 AMSAs 16.6

Both Force D and E are about equal in effectiveness to the
programmed force plus SRAMs against the greater-than-expescted threat,
provided B-52 penetration aids work. Force D represents the smallest

16
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AlSA force which we can use as a hedge. It costs $2.9 billion rmore
than the programmed forces. The all~AMSA Force E costs considerably
more than either Force A or C, §9.4 and $1.3 billion respectivrly.

Considerations other than costs make the Force I option lesz
sttractive than Force C. First, developing ASA requires a longer lead
time than deploying SRAMs on B-52s, and imposes a substantial initial
investment before we could determine thiat an increased Soviet thyeat
has occurred. Conversely, since the SPAJ! option has a shorter lcad
time, we can delay the decision to deploy this missile until the increased
threat begins to sppear. Secondly, if we decide to procced with AUISA '
now and the greater-than-expected threat does not appear, we will have

wasted $3 to $10 billiom.

In sum, to achieve equal effectiveness AI'SA contributes only
marginally st great cost. Thus, Engineering Development is not
called for now. However, we should proceed with Advanced Development
to provide sircraft technology and to keep open the option of replacing
the -B-52s.

IV. STRATEGIC DEFENSE

A. Damage Limiting Against the Soviet Threat

Our Assured Destruction capability makes any kind of nuclear var
with the Soviets unlikely. Therefore, we first buy enough forces to
glve us high confidence in our deterrent. As insurance in the wnlikely
event deterrence fails, we then consider adding forces that might reduce
damage to our population and industry. Damage Limiting forces, unlike
those for Assured Destruction, cannot and need not wonrk perfectly under )
al]l conditions. They should insure against the more probable risks,
such as wars growing out of a deep erisis, or threats posed ky the
growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The basic Damage Limiting question
is wvhether we should deploy Nike-X in defense of our cities.

A defensive system to save 1.S. cities from a Soviet nuclear attack
must attempt to keep ahead of the Soviet threat, including their reactions
to our deployment. In this analysis we use two stages in such a deployvment,
The first, "Posture A", represents a light defense of cities. It has an
area defense of the entire CONUS, providing overlepping coverage of kev targnts.
It has a relatively low-density Sprint defense of cities. It is estimated
that initially it would cost about $9 billion in investment and $600 millien
a year to operate., The second, "Posture B'", i5 & heavicr defense with a

"higher dengity Sprint defense of cities. It is estimated that 4nitially

it would cost $18 billion and $1.1 billion a year to operate. Because of prob-
able Soviet reaction, with Posture B we would also need improved air amnd civil
defense forces at a cost of $4 to §5 billion in investment. Moreover,
experience convinces me that the pursuit of effective defenses would eventually

lead us to spend about $40 billion.
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The U.S5. can Justify the cosz of a major defense only 4f 1t could
take avay the ebility of the Soviets to kill Arericans. The followving table
{1lustrates the effects of these dsfenses Lf Rike-X works as designed and
{f the Soviets do pot react to the U.S. ABM. The USSP's estimate of its
ability to strike back after a U,S, first strike on its forces right prove
lower than shown Lf the Soviets judge the uncertain factors pessitgstically,
as we do in making our own Assureé Destruction caleculations.

U.5. KILLED IN ALL-OTT SIPATEGIC EXCHANCE IN 1576
ASSIMES RO SOVIZT REACTION TO U.S5. ADM
(In ¥illions)

U.5. Strikes First
U.S. Programs Soviets Strike Frst - Soviets Retaliate
U.S., Farelities Sovier Fat, U.S. Fatslities Sovier Far.b/

Aoproved Program (Sentinel)
Posture A af -

Posture B
a/ The JCS currently recormend this deployment,
b/ Enougﬁ forccs are withneld from the U.S. first strike\ ]
L s ;;..-' - after their retaliation. Tt

e e i
——

— This table shows that 1f the Soviets do not respond, thev lose
their deterrent. They would be ferced to react to increase the abil{fy
"of their forces to survive amd strike back. They could dc so i{n severzl -
different ways: (1) by stepping tp deployment of SS5-%s md §5-1ls now .
in vroduction; (2) by defending their present rmissile force; (3)
(4) by deploving

a nev, large ICBY (either motile ez defended); or (5) by deploying a new
subnarine~launched missile l{ke our Poseiden. Thev have the technical
cepebility to do =y of these things by the mid-1970s.

If the Soviets thoose to respond teo our ABM °

A larger Scx-_: response coulid raise probeble U.5,
fa elit{es still higher.

U.S. KILLED THN ALL-0UT STRLTECIC EXCEANGE IX 1976
ASSIMTIKRG SOVIEDS EXSPOND TO U.S, AR
(in Millions)

D.S5. Strikes Tirst
U.5. Progravs Soviers Stoike FTirst Soviets Retaliate
U.S, Fataliztes Sovier ¥Fs:. U.S5. Fatalitier Soviet Fat.

Approved (Sentinel)
‘Posture A
Posture B

ig
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As part of their response, the Soviets could add large numbers of
offensive missiles that would threaten our Assured Destruction capsbility.
We, in turn, would have to react. Viewing each other's buildup in forces
as & increued threat, each side would undertake counteracting steps, there-"
by increasing the costs to both with no gain in security. Therefore, I
believe deploying the Nike-X system to protect American cities would be
neither wise nor effective,

B. Protection Apainst Small Urban Attacks

A light U.S. ABM system would protect against & Chinese I(BM attack.
By protecting the U.S. against such a threat, it probably would enhance our
‘ability to deter Chinese nuclear intimidation of other Asian countries.
Huch as a light Soviet ABM system reduces the chances that France could draw
the U.S. and the Soviet Union into a nuclear war, & light U.S. ADM system
legsens China's ability to do so. The area defense of CONUS would give us
a realistic Damage Limiting capsbility against China for the mid-1970s, as
shown in the next table,.

U.S. FATALITIES IN A SMALL-SCALF. ATTACK &/
(In Millions)

. U.5. Strilies First China Strikes First

Kumber of ICBMs plo 25 15 10 25 15
__No Defense 0 1 3 5 . 10 20
‘Light ABM 0 b/ b/ b/ - b/ 1

a/ Assumes three megaton ICBls, &40% reliability.
b/ Fewer than one million U.S. dead, with some prohability of mo deaths.

C. Civil Defense

Civil Defense provides low cost insurance for our pecple in the
unlikely event of & 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 is needed to identify useful shelters in home basements. This
can f111 a large part of the current shelter deficit at ‘a very low cost —
about $0.45 per space added,

D; Continental Alr Defense

The number of lives which would be saved by air defense {f the
Soviets were to attack the U,S, depends on our ballistic missile defense.
With only a light missile defense, even a very strong air defense could not
save pany lives. The Soviets could simply target cities with their missiles.
A Soviet first strike, with wmissiles omly, could kill 120 million people;
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their bombers could then add less than ten million fatalities even if we

had no air defense at all. A force of either 200 {improved F-106 interceptors
with AWACS (ten-year cost $9.9 billion) or 54 P-12s with AWACS (ten-year cnst
$11.6 billion) would reduce these fatalities by less than five to eight millic

Bowever, there are other objectives of continentsal air defense
which must also be considered. These include defense against countries
other than the Soviet Union, defense ageinst bomher attacks on those
strategic forces thaet we withhold in a controlled nuclear war, peacetime
patrolling of our alr space, discouraging Soviet bomber aspirations, and
the use of continental afir defense forces in missions outside the U.S5., We
can achieve these objectives with a rodermn, more effcctive air defense
force that costs less over the next twelve years than our present force.
This modern force will consist of 200 improved F-106 fighters (the F-106X),
42 AWACS, two OTH radars, snd the Federal Aviation Apency Kational Afir
Space system for back~up command and control. The cost through 1979 for
the modern force {s $13.7 billfon compared with $13.9 billion for the
current force, However, the lower opesrating costs of the modern force
will result in substantial savings over the present force after FY 79,

Surveillance i{s presently the weakest part of our air défense
system. Thérefore, we should proceed with engineering development of AWACS
(1f the Overland Radar Technology program is successful) and with develop~
want of back-scatter OTH radars. We should also develop, and deploy on the
F-106, advanced air-to-air rdssiles and an advanced fire control svatem,
With these improvements to the F-106, there is little to be gained from the
high performance characteristics of the F-12. Thus, we can avoid the
additional $1.7 billion coet of an P-12 force a&and still meet our air defense

objectives. . -
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